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PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 

APPROVED 
Wednesday, October 28, 2020 

This meeting was conducted via teleconference in accordance with Governor Newsom’s Executive 

Orders N-20-20 and N-35-20 and COVID-19 pandemic protocols.  

CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE, AND ROLL CALL 

The teleconference meeting of the Planning Commission of October 28, 2020 was called to 
order at 7:01 p.m. by Chair Ritter. 

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Chair Ritter. 

Staff Members Present: Shweta Bonn, Senior Planner; Megan Campbell, Associate 
Planner; Ellen Clark, Community Development Director; Julie 
Harryman, Assistant City Attorney; Stefanie Ananthan, Recording 
Secretary; Michael Stella, Senior Civil Engineer 

Commissioners Present: Commissioners Nancy Allen, Jack Balch, Justin Brown, Brandon 
Pace and Chair Herb Ritter 

Commissioners Absent: Commissioner Greg O’Connor 

AGENDA AMENDMENTS 

There were no agenda amendments. 

CONSENT CALENDAR - Consent Calendar items are considered routine and will be enacted by one 
motion unless a request for removal for discussion or explanation is received from the Planning 
Commission or a member of the public by submitting a speaker card for that item. 

1. Actions of the City Council

2. Actions of the Zoning Administrator

3. Approve the meeting minutes of October 14, 2020

Commissioner Allen moved to approve the Consent Calendar. 
Commissioner Pace seconded the motion. 

ATTACHMENT 5
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ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 

AYES: Commissioners Allen, Balch, Brown, Pace, and Ritter 
NOES: None 
ABSENT: Commissioner O’Connor 
ABSTAIN: None 
 

The Actions of the City Council were approved, as submitted.  
 
The Actions of the Zoning Administrator were approved, as submitted. 
 
The Meeting Minutes of October 14, 2020 were approved, as submitted.  
 
MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC 
 
4. Public Comment from the audience regarding items not listed on the agenda – 

Speakers are encouraged to limit comments to 3 minutes. 
 
There were no members of the audience wishing to address the Commission. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS AND OTHER MATTERS 
 
5. P19-0128 and P19-0129, Public Storage, 3716 Stanley Boulevard – Applications for 

Design Review and Conditional Use Permit to modify an existing self-storage facility 
(Public Storage) as follows: (1) demolish seven existing storage buildings and office; (2) 
construct a 900-square-foot office; (3) construct a 9,750-square-foot one-story storage 
building; (4) construct a 197,410-square-foot three-story storage building; and (5) 
construct related site improvements. Zoning for the property is C-S (Service-Commercial) 
District. 

 
Associate Planner Megan Campbell presented the specifics of the item in the Agenda Report.  
 
Commissioner Pace asked for a summary of the meaningful changes to the project from what 
was presented during the August 12, 2020 Work Session. Ms. Campbell stated use of orange 
was reduced on the façade facing Stanley Boulevard, and the setback on the third level of the 
building along Nevada Street was modified.  
 
Chair Ritter requested a summary of the changes in the conditions of approval from the August 
12, 2020 Work Session to what was currently proposed. Ms. Campbell stated Conditions 39, 
52, 88, 89, and 90 were changed. She explained the purpose of Condition 39 to ensure there 
were no businesses operating from the units such as an auto body shop or an office; Condition 
88 had a grammatical fix; Condition 89 added the explicit amount for trail maintenance as 
$14,000; Condition 90 was about building code and shade trees, required for new sections of 
paving but not necessarily old ones. Senior Civil Engineer Michael Stella explained Condition 
52 addressed the storm drain leading to the Arroyo Del Valle open channel and the 
neighborhood served by the drain. He explained the applicant was concerned about the pipe’s 
ability to handle a very large storm and potential need to raise the finished floor, which might 
necessitate other building changes to accommodate individuals with disabilities.  
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In response to Commissioner Allen, Ms. Campbell stated the units would not allow overnight 
habitation. 
 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED 
 
Project Applicant Bryan Miranda gave a brief presentation on the item outlining the three 
changes since the last hearing. 
 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED 
 
Commissioner Allen thanked the applicant for making the Planning Commission’s requested 
adjustments but stated she had received information regarding the project since the  
August 12, 2020 Work Session. She stated she was not previously aware of the General Plan 
policies discouraging and minimizing the use of franchise colors. She indicated staff had 
worked with the applicant to remove as much of the orange color from the building as they 
were willing, although she had since found examples of Public Storage buildings without any 
orange. She also mentioned she was struck by the new visuals, particularly Page 10 of the 
submitted plans, and the view from Stanley Boulevard toward the Irby Ranch development. 
She expressed concern with the visual impact of the orange, which did not fit with the General 
Plan intent and was not complimentary to the design of the Irby Ranch development. She 
requested the orange be removed except near the sales office and expressed concern about 
setting a precedent which would allow franchises to use bright colors.  
 
Commissioner Brown asked about the General Plan language related to corporate branding. 
Commissioner Allen referenced multiple programs under Community Character Element Policy 
15 and 16. Specifically, Community Character Element General Plan Policy 15 to encourage 
new commercial area development and redevelopment to incorporate attractive architectural 
and site design features; Program 15.3 includes, among a list of other features to be 
incorporated/encouraged in commercial buildings, “Attractive colors, minimizing bright 
franchise colors”; Policy 16 notes to discourage franchise and prototype architecture and 
signage; Program 16.1 calls for development applicants to modify formula design to more 
closely relate to and reinforce the special character of Pleasanton; and Program 16.2 
encourages the use of higher quality graphic signage design and material. Community 
Development Director Ellen Clark provided a description of the related items in the Pleasanton 
Municipal Code (PMC) Design Review criteria. In response to Commissioner Brown, Ms. Clark 
confirmed those requirements covered the entire City, not just the Downtown. Commissioner 
Brown stated he was unaware of moving away from corporate colors. He stated he was 
hesitant to impose greater conditions, although he acknowledged its adjacency to a residential 
area.  
 
Commissioner Pace asked if the Planning Commission could approve the project with 
additional contingent requirements on colors. Ms. Clark confirmed the Commission could 
determine the appropriate amount of orange. Commissioner Pace stated the applicant had 
done a great job applying feedback from the August 12, 2020 Work Session and the only 
remaining concern was color.  
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Commissioner Balch stated he researched the U-Haul location on Stanley Boulevard, and it 
had a lot of orange on the building. He stated the applicant had responded to the feedback and 
removed the color on the north side of building. He also mentioned he thought the one-story 
buildings provided a good buffer from the Irby Ranch development and the one-story buildings. 
He stated he could support the project as presented.  
 
Chair Ritter stated the applicant had done a good job incorporating the Commission’s feedback 
and they brought value to the location as a national brand with a good reputation. He reminded 
the Commission that they initially thought the Irby Ranch development was too plain. He stated 
he liked the trail and stated the proposal was better than previously proposed.  
Commissioner Allen expressed support for the project but reiterated her concern about the 
band of orange around the building. She inquired whether the item could be divided into two 
different votes. Assistant City Attorney Julie Harryman clarified this was not possible, but that 
Commissioner Allen’s comments and concerns could be reflected in the record. Commissioner 
Allen stated she had never voted against a project due to color, but she remained concerned 
due to the potential of setting a precedent.  
 
Commissioner Balch pointed out the white cap across the orange band on the top of the  
one-story buildings on Page 8 of the submitted plans and suggested adding the same to the 
top of the second story building. Commissioner Allen stated she understood the tradeoff but 
discussed the visual impact on the future bicycle and pedestrian trail on Nevada Street.  
 
Commissioner Brown asked if there was any orange visible from residential areas.  
Commissioner Balch clarified there was some orange visible from the Irby Ranch 
development, though Chair Ritter pointed out the existing storage buildings in between Irby 
Ranch and the three-story building provided a buffer. Commissioner Brown also noted that the 
existing storage buildings’ doors are painted orange.  
 
Commissioner Balch moved to approve Cases P19-0128 and P19-0129 subject to the 
revised draft Conditions of Approval, Exhibit A as modifications were provided in a staff 
memorandum, with an additional modification to conditions as referenced by the 
applicant regarding Condition 52. 
Commissioner Pace seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Miranda stated he had been working with Commissioner Allen and staff in an effort to 
remove as much corporate branding as possible. He confirmed they would reluctantly remove 
the orange on the third story, although he was originally under the impression that leaving it on 
the office was acceptable as Stanley Boulevard was more of a commercial street. He 
apologized for any misconception when discussing the colors with Commissioner Allen. He 
stated there were exceptions to everything, including the orange on the building, but clarified 
many of the examples Commissioner Allen provided without orange on the buildings were in 
many cases 20 years old and had since been rebranded with large orange stripes on the top or 
they were acquisitions of buildings that may have been brick or another material. He discussed 
the need to utilize the corporate colors and reminded the Commission of the massive 
improvement from the existing condition.    
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Examples sent were Properties in many cases were 20 years old that had since been 
rebranded with huge orange stripes on top or they were acquisitions and they are what they 
are, they may have been brick or another material that were brick that are 20 years old  

Commissioner Balch asked if the renderings on Page 8 of the submitted plans were accurate 
or if the applicant was willing to modify them to remove the orange band. Mr. Miranda stated 
they were willing to remove the orange band on the three story building.  

Commissioner Balch withdrew his motion. Commissioner Pace withdrew his second. 

Commissioner Allen asked if the applicant was willing to remove the orange band from the 
single-story portion of the building. Mr. Miranda requested it remain. Commissioner Allen 
confirmed if or whether the Commission agreed the orange band could remain on the sales 
office and single stories. 

Commissioner Balch stated it was a significant compromise and agreed with keeping the 
orange band on the single-story buildings and the office as presented in the submitted plans.  
Commissioner Brown indicated approval of the white strip on the top and, with the applicant’s 
concession, it went beyond his hesitations around the General Plan, which cemented his 
support.  

Commissioner Balch moved to approve Cases P19-0128 and P19-0129 subject to the 
revised draft Conditions of Approval, Exhibit A as modifications were provided in a staff 
memorandum, with an additional modification to conditions as referenced by the 
applicant regarding Condition 52 and the added condition to remove the orange-colored 
band on the three-story building. 
Commissioner Pace seconded the motion. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES: Commissioners Balch, Brown, Pace, and Ritter 
NOES: Commissioner Allen 
ABSENT: Commissioner O’Connor 
ABSTAIN: None 

Resolution PC-2020-13 approving Cases P19-0128 and P19-0129 was adopted, as motioned. 

6. P20-0412, Amendment to Title 18 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code – Consider
amendments to Chapters 18.08, 18.28, 18.32, 18.36, 18.44, 18.46, 18.84, 18.88 and
18.106 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code to comply with state legislation for accessory
dwelling units.

Senior Planner Shweta Bonn presented the specifics of the item in the Agenda Report. 

Commissioner Balch inquired about the process for existing deed restrictions. Ms. Harryman 
stated she would draft a termination of deed restrictions that would extinguish the restriction for 
the title. She explained the termination would be provided to property owners upon them 
contacting the City.  
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• Provide $300,000 of funding to the City to construct a public trail which meets the
design per the Trails Master Plan along the south side of Nevada Street, Exhibit E
provides a rough location for the trail segment

• Provide funding to the City for trail maintenance (for the portion of the trail this project is
funding) for five years

• Installation of photovoltaic panels on the roof of the building

• Inclusion of green building measures to meet a LEED (Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design) “Silver” rating

• Construct a public seating area (two decorative benches) on the south side of the
property along the new public sidewalk for Nevada Street

Employee Density, Traffic, and Environmental Impacts 
The use proposed will have no more than three employees on-shift at one time and will 
generate minimal traffic, compared to other uses that might occupy buildings of a similar size. 
The applicant provided a Trip Generation Traffic Analysis by Fehr and Peers which was 
reviewed and accepted by the City’s Traffic Division, Exhibit F. The Traffic Division concurs 
that the project will have very low daily and peak trip generation and concludes that the project 
is not expected to significantly impact the transportation system. An evaluation of the project 
was also completed pursuant to CEQA; which concludes that the project would not result in 
any significant environmental impacts.  

CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE WORKSHOP 
Staff seeks the Planning Commission’s direction and feedback on the proposed development, 
specifically the focus topics below. The Commission may also provide direction on topics not 
included in the below list.  

Building Massing and Scale 
The proposed buildings are a mix of sizes and heights including a new 30-foot by 30-foot 
single-story office (18-feet, 2-inches tall), 65-foot by 150-foot single-story storage building (13-
feet, 6-inches tall), and approximately 493-foot by 139-foot three-story storage building (37-feet 
tall). Particularly, the three-story building will be substantially larger than the existing single-
story storage buildings located on site; however, as noted, it would remain within the allowable 
height and setbacks for this zoning district. 

The project site will have two frontages. One along Stanley Boulevard and the other on 
Nevada Street, once it is opened for through traffic. The office is sited close (i.e., 20-feet 
setback) to the property line at Stanley Boulevard near the location of the existing office that is 
being demolished (i.e., ~40-feet setback from Stanley Boulevard). The new three- and one-
story storage buildings are set back a substantial distance from the front property line at 
Stanley Boulevard (i.e., ~360-feet to the three-story building and ~570-feet to the one-story 
building) and are separated from Stanley Boulevard by other buildings.  

The two new storage buildings are sited closer to the Nevada Street frontage ranging from 12-
feet to 52-feet from the new frontage at Nevada. The south building elevations facing Nevada 
Street incorporate articulation including insets and projections, color and material changes, 
architectural detailing, spandrel (faux) windows, and (for the three-story building) a 10-foot 
deep third-floor step back along a portion of the building. Additionally, a significant amount of 
planting (including trees and shrubs) is proposed in the area between the buildings and the 
street.  

ATTACHMENT 6
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The site is surrounded by a variety of uses including residential to the west (Irby Ranch and 
Sunflower Hill). The houses at Irby vary from two- to three-stories with a maximum height of 
39’-5”. Based on the visual renderings provided by the applicant and installed story poles, the 
proposed buildings will be visible from the western residential sites. The proposed construction 
on the west side of the subject site is limited to the single-story storage building with the three-
story building located behind the existing and proposed one-story storage buildings. This will 
reduce off-site impacts off the three-story building from the western viewpoint, and the three-
story building will not overshadow or block sunlight to the residential homes. However, it will 
still be visible. 
 
To the north and east of the subject property are commercial uses including auto repair, 
warehouse, and retail. The adjacent buildings are one- and two-story buildings (ranging from 
approximately 12-20-feet tall). The adjacent buildings to the east have their “back-of-house” 
facing the Public Storage property with main/public facing entrances on the opposite sides. 
The proposed three-story building abuts the east side of the property (setback 33-feet from the 
property line). The three-story building is a large-scale building both in terms of its mass 
(194,627 square-feet) and height (37-feet), particularly when viewed from the east. A small 
landscape strip is proposed along the eastern property line; however, it is likely not enough to 
soften the massing to any great degree. Upper-story step backs are provided along the east 
elevation on the third story to help reduce the perceived scale of the building.  
 
Staff has raised concerns to the applicant regarding the massing, particularly the third story, 
through the course of the project. In response, the applicant has modified the plans to address 
the concerns to the extent they noted is feasible. Modifications to the plans include adding 
upper-story step backs, material and color changes (including substantial reduction in the 
amount of orange accent coloring on the building), adding score lines, adding faux windows, 
and other architectural detailing.  
 
Additional step backs or a larger setback along the Nevada Street frontage may help reduce 
the overall prominence of the three story building, but may also result in a reduction in the total 
square footage of the project. According to the applicant, any substantial reduction in overall 
square footage would affect the financial viability of the project. However, it is possible that 
other adjustments be made, such as an increase in the floor plate of the single-story storage 
building, to address this concern. The Planning Commission could consider other design 
modifications such as further articulation of the upper-stories, modifications to building colors 
and materials (such as using darker colors to help the building recede), or addition of further 
architectural detailing. 
 
Discussion Point #1 

1. Is the overall massing and scale of the proposed buildings acceptable?  
2. Does the Planning Commission support the proposed third story? 

 
Amenities and Mitigations 
As described above, the proposed FAR is approximately three times (i.e., 99-percent) the 
average density assumed (i.e., 35-percent) in the General Plan. Further, the proposed FAR is 
nearly at the 100-percent maximum allowed for the zoning district. As described above, the 
proposed use would have a low employee density (3 employees total) and would generate low 
levels of traffic relative to the total building size that would not significantly impact the City’s 
transportation system.  
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To permit a FAR higher than the average density assumed, pursuant to General Plan Land 
Use Program 15.5, the project must provide sufficient amenities and mitigations. As described 
earlier, the project applicant has proposed: providing $300,000 of funding to the City to 
construct a trail along the southside of Nevada Street; providing funding to the City for trail 
maintenance for five years; installing photovoltaic panels; constructing to LEED Silver 
standards; and constructing a seating area on the south side of the property along Nevada 
Street. 
 
Discussion Point #2 

3. Are the amenities and mitigations provided acceptable to support the proposed FAR or 
are additional amenities and mitigations required?  

 
Other Questions 
The plan set provided includes a site plan, floor plans, elevations, photo simulations, civil 
plans, and landscape plans. As noted above, story poles were installed in advance of the 
workshop. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documentation will be provided with 
the formal review of the project – as noted, the study completed concluded that the project will 
not result in any significant environmental impacts 
 
Discussion Point #3 

4. Is there additional information needed to assist the Commission in its decision on the 
proposal?  

 
PUBLIC NOTICE 
Notice of this workshop was sent to property owners and tenants/occupants within  
1,000-feet of the site as shown in Exhibit A. The story poles on the project site were erected on 
July 27, 2020. At the time of report publication, staff has not received any public comments. 
Public comments received after publication of this report will be forwarded to the Commission. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  
Since the Planning Commission will take no formal action on the project at the workshop, no 
environmental document accompanies this workshop report. Environmental documentation will 
be provided in conjunction with the Planning Commission’s formal review of the Design Review 
and Conditional Use Permit applications.  
 
SUMMARY/CONCLUSION 
Staff requests the Commission to review the proposal, hear all public testimony, and provide 
comments to staff and the applicant regarding the proposed applications. 
 
Primary Author: Megan Campbell, Associate Planner 925-931-5610 or mcampbell@cityofpleasantonca.gov.   
 
 
Reviewed/Approved By:  
Steve Otto, Senior Planner 
Melinda Denis, Planning and Permit Center Manager 
Ellen Clark, Director of Community Development 

mailto:mcampbell@cityofpleasantonca.gov


ATTACHMENT 7





ATTACHMENT 8





PUBLIC STORAGE 

701 Western Avenue, Glendale, CA  91201 
publicstorage.com 

November 11, 2020 

[Sent via email] 

Ellen M. Clark 
Planning Manager 
Community Development Department 
City of Pleasanton 
200 Old Bernal Avenue 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Mayor and City Council 
City of Pleasanton 
200 Old Bernal Avenue 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

RE: P19-0128 and P19-0129 — 3716 Stanley Boulevard 

Dear Ms. Clark, Mayor Thorne, and City Council: 

Public Storage submitted applications for Design Review and a Conditional Use Permit to remove seven 
existing storage buildings and construct a new three-story storage building, a one-story storage building, a 
one-story office totaling 249,650 square feet at its existing facility at 3716 Stanley Boulevard (the “Project”).  
On October 1, 2019, representatives from Public Storage received a fee estimate for the proposed 
development estimating the Affordable Housing Fee at $2,056,818.72 based on a net new storage space area 
of 162,723 square feet.  On October 28, 2020 the Planning Commission approved the subject  application.  
The project had been revised at the request of staff and the approved project now includes net new storage 
space of 165,756 square feet.  On November 10, 2020, representatives from Public Storage received a revised 
fee estimate based on the approved development estimating the Affordable Housing Fee at $2,158,143.12.  
Pursuant to Pleasanton Municipal Code § 17.40.050, Public Storage respectfully requests a reduction of the 
Affordable Housing Fee associated with the Project. 

A. Background on the City’s Ordinance.

The City adopted the latest iteration of its Affordable Housing Fee on September 18, 2018.  The Fee was 
developed in part based on the Nonresidential Development Housing Linage Fee Nexus Study prepared by 
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (2018) (“Nexus Study”).1  In reaching its recommended values, the 
Nexus Study determined that “Office/Light Industrial/R&D” uses would require 1 employee for every 400 
square feet of development, resulting in an increased demand for housing.  Nexus Study at 14.  Based on this 
projected demand, the Nexus Study concluded that the City could justify a fee ranging from $8.50 to $17.01 
per square foot. 

On September 18, 2018, the City Council raised the Affordable Housing Fee applicable to industrial and 
office uses from $3.15 per square foot to $12.64 per square foot. The current fee has been adjusted to $13.02 
per square foot. 

B. Request for Reduction Pursuant to PMC § 17.40.050.

1 Attachment 3 to Agenda Item #14 Staff Report on “Resolution Amending the Master Fee Schedule Effective January 1, 2019 to 
Include Changes to Capital Facility, Transportation and Affordable Housing Development Impact Fees” (Sept. 18, 2018). 
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Section 17.40.050 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code provides that the City Council may reduce the required 
Affordable Housing Fee for commercial, office, or industrial development projects when the developer can 
demonstrate: (1) that the proposed use will generate substantially fewer workers than the uses which have 
established the fee; and (2) that the building design is unable to house another use without substantial 
renovation.  Section 17.40.050 specifically identifies “exclusives storage buildings” as one such use eligible 
for a reduction. 
 

1. The Project Will Result in Substantially Fewer Workers than the Uses Which Have Established 
the Fee. 

 
The Nexus Study estimated that “Office/Light Industrial/R&D” developments would typically require 1 
employee for every 400 square feet of development.  Applying this ratio to the Project would result in 
approximately 414 employees.  However, self-storage uses such as those anticipated by the Project typically 
result in only three to five employees, or approximately 0.72% to 1.21% of the number of employees the 
Nexus Study projects. 
 

2. The Building Design Is Unable to House Another Use Without Substantial Renovation. 
 
The Project is designed to accommodate self-storage and cannot be converted to another use without 
substantial renovation.  The design of the facility would not easily be converted to other types of employee-
generating uses without extensive modifications.  If the facility were to be modified at some point in the 
future to accommodate other types of uses, the Municipal Code requires the new use pay the full Affordable 
Housing Fee in effect at that time. 
 
 3. A Reduction Pursuant to PMC § 17.40.050 Is Consistent with Precedent. 
 
The City has previously approved at least two reductions to the Affordable Housing Fee applicable to self-
storage developments.  In both cases, the City Council approved a 78% reduction of the then-applicable fee 
based on the significant variance between the number of employees in a self-storage use and the employee-
generation anticipated when the Fee was established. 
 
On January 15, 2002, the City Council granted a reduction pursuant to PMC § 17.40.050 to a 139,928 square 
foot self-storage facility located at 3101 Valley Avenue (Resolution No. 02-009).  Much like this Project, the 
Valley Avenue project would generate far fewer jobs than the City typically anticipated for 
commercial/industrial uses.  The staff explained that the three anticipated employees was “less than one-fifth 
that of a regular warehouse, on a sq. ft. basis, on which the fee was established.”  SR:02:005 at 4 (emphasis 
added).  Based on the ratio, the City concluded that a reduction to 22% of the applicable fee was appropriate.  
The City has also granted a similar reduction to 22% of the applicable fee for Central Self-Storage on Stanley 
Boulevard in 1997.  Resolution No. 97-100. 
 
These two actions on substantially similar projects demonstrate the propriety of a similar reduction for the 
Project.  However, where the Valley Boulevard and Central Self-Storage projects would produce less than 
20% of the anticipated employees, this Project will produce less than 2%. 
 
Based on the foregoing and pursuant to PMC § 17.40.050, Public Storage respectfully requests that the City 
Council grant a reduction of the applicable Affordable Housing Fee commensurate with the anticipated 
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impacts of the Project.  Based on the foregoing and assuming a maximum of five employees, such a fee would 
be approximately $25,898. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Bryan Miranda 
Regional Vice President 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

TAB DOCUMENT NAME 
1 Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., Nonresidential Development Housing 

Linkage Fee Nexus Study (Feb. 26, 2018) (Attachment 3 to Agenda Item #14 
Staff Report on “Resolution Amending the Master Fee Schedule Effective 
January 1, 2019 to Include Changes to Capital Facility, Transportation and 
Affordable Housing Development Impact Fees” (Sept. 18, 2018)). 

2 City of Pleasanton Resolution No. 02-009, Resolution Approving a Request by 
Bay Area Self-Storage for a Reduction in the Lower Income Housing Fee for an 
Approved Storage Facility at 3101 Valley Avenue (Jan. 15, 2002) 

3 Agenda Item # 6A Staff Report on “Application for PUD Rezoning and 
Development Plan Approval for the Construction of 139,928 sq. ft. Self-Storage 
Facility” (Jan. 15, 2002) 

4 City of Pleasanton Resolution No. 97-100, Resolution Approving a Request by 
Pegasus Group for a Reduction in the Lower Income Housing Fee for an 
Approved Storage Facility at Stanley Boulevard and Valley Boulevard (Aug. 5, 
1997) 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

TAB DOCUMENT NAME 
1 Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., Nonresidential Development Housing 

Linkage Fee Nexus Study (Feb. 26, 2018) (Attachment 3 to Agenda Item #14 
Staff Report on “Resolution Amending the Master Fee Schedule Effective 
January 1, 2019 to Include Changes to Capital Facility, Transportation and 
Affordable Housing Development Impact Fees” (Sept. 18, 2018)). 

2 City of Pleasanton Resolution No. 02-009, Resolution Approving a Request by 
Bay Area Self-Storage for a Reduction in the Lower Income Housing Fee for an 
Approved Storage Facility at 3101 Valley Avenue (Jan. 15, 2002) 

3 Agenda Item # 6A Staff Report on “Application for PUD Rezoning and 
Development Plan Approval for the Construction of 139,928 sq. ft. Self-Storage 
Facility” (Jan. 15, 2002) 

4 City of Pleasanton Resolution No. 97-100, Resolution Approving a Request by 
Pegasus Group for a Reduction in the Lower Income Housing Fee for an 
Approved Storage Facility at Stanley Boulevard and Valley Boulevard (Aug. 5, 
1997) 
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6A 
PL £A.SA:NTONc City Council 

Staff Report 

SUBJECT: 

APPLICANT: 

PUD-15 

Bay Area Self-storage 

Januray 15, 2002 
Planning Department 

PROPERTY OWNERS: Hunter Thomwood Properties 

PURPOSE: 

LOCATION: 

GENERAL PLAN: 

ZONING: 

Application for PUD rezoning and development plan approval for 
the construction ofa 139,928 sq. ft. self-storage facility. 

3101 Valley Avenue (adjacent to the northeast comer ofValley 
A venue/ Stanley Boulevard/ Bernal A venue) 

General and Limited Industrial 

PUD (Planned Unit Development)- I (Industrial) and S (Study) 
Districts 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
Recommend approval, subject to the conditions of approval m 
Exhibit B. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

SR:02:005 

Approve by taking the following actions: 

1) Find that a Negative Declaration is appropriate for this project and 
adopt a resolution: 

2) Find that the PUD rezoning and development plan are consistent 
with the General Plan and the purposes of the PUD ordinance; and 

3) Introduce the attached draft ordinance approving the development 
plan for Case PUD-15, subject to the conditions listed in Exhibit 
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B; and 

4) Approve a reduction in the Lower Income Housing Fee for the 
project by adopting the proposed draft resolution. 

SUMMARY 
This undeveloped parcel is a portion of the former Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) right-of­
way and has limited access from Valley Avenue. The self-storage facility would be designed 
using architectural elements of historic railroad buildings, feature two public art murals on one of 
the storage buildings, and have photovoltaic panels sufficient to power the office and manager's 
apartment unit. The project proponents would install a portion of the Iron Horse trail/ sidewalk 
along the site's Valley Avenue frontage and dedicate right-of-way for the future extension of 
Boulder Street across the project site. In accordance with a provision in Section 17 .050.040 of 
the Municipal Code, the project proponents are also requesting a reduction in the 
commercial/office/industrial (C/0/1) sq. ft. fee Low Income Housing Fee due to the lower 
number of employees on a sq. ft. basis generated by self-storage facilities in comparison to other 
C/0/1 uses, such as office, retail, etc. 

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council: 

BACKGROUND 

This parcel is a part of the former Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) right-of-way acquired by 
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) when the two companies merged. While the majority of the 
former SPRR rail corridor was acquired in the 1980s by Alameda County, the UPRR retained a 
small area close to the intersection of Stanley Boulevard/ Valley Avenue/ Bernal Avenue for 
operation of a rail spur for occasional transports to/from the concrete products manufacturers in 
the area. UPRR has stopped this service, removed the spur, and sold the property to the self­
storage project proponents. This parcel has limited access to Valley Avenue due to the grade 
change along its Valley Avenue frontage. This parcel has no access to Stanley Boulevard and is 
separated from this roadway by the 200 ft. railroad-owned parcel with UPRR's active rail line. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed 139,928 sq. ft. self-storage facility would include a two-story building containing 
the approximately 1,350 sq. ft. manager's apartment and 1,350 sq. ft. rental office, and six, 
single-story self-storage buildings, totaling 137,228 sq. ft. The facility has been designed to 
reflect the historic railroad use of the site with a craftsman-style architectural theme, similar to 
the style used for the design of the old railroad stations in Pleasanton and Danville. Public art, 
in the form of two wall murals would be commissioned for a portion of the building wall on 
storage building A. The developer has agreed to participate in the Green Building Council's 
LEED program and estimates the facility would be able to achieve a minimum "Certified" 
rating. Also, the project would include the installation of photovoltaic panels on the roof of one 
of the storage buildings sufficient to power the rental office and manager's apartment. An 8 ft. 
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wide separated, meandering concrete sidewalk/ trail, a portion of the Iron Horse Trail, would be 
constructed along the site's Valley A venue frontage, consistent with the transportation corridor 
shown on the City's General Plan and in the City's Parks and Recreation Trails Master Plan 
along a portion of this site. The project proponents would also make an open offer of dedication 
for right-of-way necessary to extend Boulder Street across this site, if deemed desirable as an 
outcome of the current East Pleasanton Circulation Study. 

For a more detailed description of the PUD development plan, please see the attached Planning 
Commission staff reports. 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

The project was reviewed by the Planning Commission at two meetings. At its meeting on 
October 10, 2001, while the general consensus of the Commission was that the facility was well­
designed, additional information on the several broader planning issues, including use of the site 
for affordable housing, status of the transportation corridor, and a review of other projects in the 
immediate area, was requested by the Commission for its review at a subsequent hearing. Also, 
the Commission requested the applicant provide additional photomontage vantage points of the 
facility as it would appear from the intersection of Valley Avenue/ Bernal Avenue/ Stanley 
Boulevard and traveling on Stanley Boulevard. 

At the second hearing on November 28, 2001, the Commission recommended approval (3-1 
vote) of the project to the City Council. Commissioner Sullivan voted not to approve the project 
as he felt that although this appeared to be a good project, he did not want to approve any 
projects in this area until an East Pleasanton Specific Plan was undertaken. Commissioner Arkin, 
although voting to approve the project, also stated his concern that the Council should proceed 
with an East Pleasanton Specific Plan. 

For a detailed description of the discussion at these meetings, please see the attached Planning 
Commission minutes. 

DISCUSSION 

Staff believes that the issues raised by the Commission at its first hearing on this project were 
both interesting and thoughtful "bigger picture" planning questions. As stated earlier in this 
report, the Commission generally liked the design of the self-storage facility, but it had 
reservations about its part in the large planning picture, particularly the focus on identifying 
potential sites for affordable housing, ways to extend BART service to Livermore, and 
addressing the energy needs of the community. The information provided in the November 28, 
2001 supplemental Planning Commission staff report answered, to the majority of the 
Commission's satisfaction, those larger issues, or at least showed how the development of this 
proposal would fit into the future development of this area. In staff's opinion, it does, and, in 
many respects, such as the dedication of the right-of-way for Boulder Street, the construction of a 
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portion of the Iron Horse Trail, and the generation of its own power for its manager's unit, it 
would complement those goals. 

As the City Council recalls, an East Pleasanton Specific Plan was not a priority project of the 
Council's. Rather, the City Council directed staff to conduct an East Pleasanton Circulation 
Study, which is on-going. In staffs view, this small project utilizing surplussed railroad land at 
the edge of the study area and subject to numerous physical constraints for any other type of 
development does not negatively impact any future planning efforts in the East Pleasanton area. 

A detailed analysis of the proposed PUD development plan and these large planning issues is 
included in the attached Planning Commission reports. 

REQUEST FOR A REDUCTION IN THE LOWER INCOME HOUSING FEE 

The current Lower Income Housing Fee for commercial, office, and industrial (C/011) 
development is $0.52 per square foot. However, Section 17.40.050 of the Municipal Code states 
that the City Council may approve a reduction in the fee for projects which will generate fewer 
workers than typical C/0/1 uses and projects in which the building design could not 
accommodate other uses without substantial renovation. The Code specifically lists "exclusive 
storage buildings" as an example of such a use. 

The project proponents propose to pay the normal $0.52 per square foot for the on-site manager's 
office and apartment (approximately 2,700 sq. ft., or $1,404). However, the developer has 
requested a reduction in the fee for the remaining storage buildings, similar to the reduction 
granted to the Central Self-storage project on Stanley Boulevard when it was approved in 
August, 1997. The reduced fee paid by that project for its storage buildings was 22% of the 
$0.45 fee per sq. ft. in effect at that time, or $0.10 per sq. ft. This proposed self-storage facility 
would have three employees, less than one-fifth that ofa regular warehouse, on a sq. ft. basis, on 
which the fee was established. Thus, staff believes that the previous 22% of the warehouse fee 
approved for the Central Self-storage project is still appropriate. Therefore, the developer would 
pay $0.12 per sq. ft. for the 137,228 sq. ft. of storage buildings, totaling $16,467. The total Low 
Income Housing fees collected for this project would total $17,871. If the full rate of $0.52 per 
square foot is paid for the entire project square footage, the developer would be required to pay 
$72,763. 

Staff believes the project meets the criteria established in Section 17.40.050 for the type of 
projects warranting a reduction in this fee for certain types of C/0/1 projects. Specifically, the 
self-storage use would not generate workers at the rate of most types of C/0/1 uses on which the 
fee was established. Additionally, the design of the facility would not easily be converted to 
other types of employee-generating uses without extensive modifications. If the facility were to 
be modified as some point in the future to accommodate other types of uses, the Municipal Code 
requires the new use pay the full Lower Income Housing Fee in effect at that time. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

A negative declaration has been prepared for the proposed project. Staff believes that the 
project-related impacts are mitigated, with the mitigation measures incorporated in the project's 
design or referenced with conditions of approval, and that there would be no significant or 
unmitigated environmental impacts. Staff, therefore, believes that the Negative Declaration can 
be issued in conformance with the standards of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). If the City Council concurs with this environmental assessment, it must make the 
finding that the Negative Declaration is appropriate prior to approving the project. 

FISCAL IMP ACT 

The proposed development would have a negligible financial impact on the City. All increases in 
property and sales tax would be used to provide services, such as police, fire, etc., for the 
increased demand generated by the self-storage facility. 

CONCLUSION 

Staff believes that the proposed project is an appropriate land use for this site, with its irregular 
shape, limited access, and surrounding industrial uses and active rail line. In staffs opinion, the 
railroad architectural theme is unique and thoughtful. The developer has committed to working 
to obtain a "certified" rating of the Green Building Council's LEED program, as well as 
installing photovoltaics to provide power for the manager's unit/office building. The two wall 
murals would expand the variety of public art available in Pleasanton. Self-storage facilities are 
one of the lowest trip-generating land uses which satisfactorily addresses the site's limited 
vehicular access. Also, pedestrian access in this area would be expanded with the proposed 
construction of the 8 ft. wide sidewalk/ Iron Horse trail along the project's Valley Avenue 
frontage. Based on these attributes, staff believes that the proposed project would be appropriate 
for this location. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Council approve Case PUD-15 by taking the actions listed in the 
preceding summary section. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

' ;; ,..;_ 4'1::'¥ 
Brian W. Swift 
Director of Community Development 
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Deborah Acosta 
City Manager 
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Megan Campbell

Subject: P19-0128 and P19-0129 Public Storage, 3716 Stanley Boulevard

From: Laleh Brown  
Sent: Tuesday, October 20, 2020 11:06 AM 
To: Megan Campbell  
Subject: Fwd: P19‐0128 and P19‐0129 Public Storage, 3716 Stanley Boulevard 

Hello Ms. Campbell, 

My name is Laleh Brown and I live in the California Reflections Development, adjacent to the current storage unit.  

I am concerned about raising the buildings to three stories in an already unsightly area. The storage unit is unattractive 
as it is and to raise it even further would be an eyesore to say the least. This is not an improvement but a degradation of 
the area. Do these people even have enough business as it is to justify this increase? 

Thanks for taking into account my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Laleh Brown 
70 Shore Dr, Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Megan Campbell

Subject: FW: Correspondence for Planning Commission - Public Storage

 

From: Stefanie Ananthan   
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 3:38 PM 
To: Ellen Clark; Melinda Denis; Steve Otto; Julie Harryman; Megan Campbell 
Subject: FW: Correspondence for Planning Commission ‐ Public Storage 
 
Good Afternoon Commissioners and Staff, 
 
As requested by Commissioner Allen, please see below email and images pertaining to Item 5 (Public Storage) on 
tomorrow night’s agenda.  
 
Kindly, 
Stefanie 
 
Stefanie Ananthan 
Office Manager, Community Development Department 
D: 925-931-5602  
F: 925-931-5483 
sananthan@cityofpleasantonca.gov 
 
City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566 

   
 

From: Nancy Allen ncallen@comcast.net  
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 12:01 PM 
To: Ellen Clark  
Subject: updated request 
 
 
Hi Ellen, 
I would appreciate if you could share this with the other commissioners and add to the public record. 
At our workshop. I was led to believe that Public Storage requires their orange branding to be prominently displayed on 
the trim of their buildings (beyond their sales office).  However,  this is in conflict with many examples I am seeing.  In 
some cases, these building are designed to look like a nice office building vs. an industrial building.   
 
To the left is our rendering as viewed from Nevada Street (and possibly homes at Irby Ranch) 
Nancy 
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Pleasanton                                                                                                                                      San 
Diego                                                                                                                          Dublin 
 
 



3

 
Colorado                                                                                                                                              Walnut Creek 
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Dublin 
 
 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Holland & Knight LLP | www.hklaw.com 

Tamsen Plume 
+1 415-743-6941
tamsen.plume@hklaw.com

Emily M. Lieban 
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November 30, 2020 

Via E-mail (dsodergren@cityofpleasantonca.gov) 

Daniel Sodergren 
City Attorney 
City of Pleasanton 
PO Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Re: Agenda Item 16, City Council Meeting on December 1, 2020 

Dear Mr. Sodergren: 

 Our client, Public Storage, submitted an application for a use permit to allow the renovation of a 
self-storage facility, on a 6.59-acre lot at 3716 Stanley Boulevard in Pleasanton, California (the 
“Project”).  The Project involves the demolition of a portion of the existing facility and 
construction of a new three-story building resulting in the net addition of 165,756 square feet.  
On October 28, 2020, the Project came before the Planning Commission, which approved the 
Project, subject to specified conditions.  On November 11, 2020, Public Storage submitted a 
formal request pursuant to Section 17.40.050 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code for a reduction 
of the Affordable Housing Fee. 

As part of the Staff Report prepared for the December 1, 2020 hearing (“Staff Report”), the City 
staff provided five options for action, including no reduction, a reduction consistent with prior 
reductions, the applicant request, a hybrid approach, and a reduction based on a nexus study 
produced by the San Diego Association of Governments. In light of the extremely low number of 
employees (3-5) generated by the self-storage Project, Public Storage respectfully requests that 
the City adopt Option 3 consistent with the Mitigation Fee Act. 

A. Background on Pleasanton Affordable Housing Linkage Fee and Mitigation Fee Act

The Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code § 66000 et seq.) provides the requirements for 
development impact fee programs, and, essentially, codifies the requirements the U.S. Supreme 
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Court established in its seminal decisions, Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 
825 (1987) and Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 319 (1994).  Nolan and Dolan established the 
requirements that land use exactions must substantially advance the same government interest 
that would furnish a valid ground for denial of the permit and that such exactions must also be 
“roughly proportional” both in nature and extent to the impact of the proposed development, the 
elements of any Mitigation Fee Act “nexus” analysis. 
 
On November 6, 1990, the City adopted a commercial linkage fee for affordable housing, 
codified at Pleasanton Municipal Code (“PMC”) chapter 17.40 (“Ordinance”).  Ordinance No. 
1488 states in relevant part that the fee is necessary to “reduce the adverse impacts of new 
development” and that “the fee applicable to a particular development bears a fair and reasonable 
relationship to each such developer’s burden on, and benefit from, the City’s affordable housing 
to be funded by this Ordinance.”1  
 
On September 18, 2018, the City updated its commercial linkage fee. The staff report associated 
with the update specifically explained that the fees were subject to AB 1600 (Government Code 
§ 66000 et seq.), the Mitigation Fee Act, which required the City to “[d]etermine how there is a 
reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and type of development project on which the fee 
is imposed.”2 As the staff report explains, “the City established several development impact fees 
to mitigate the impact of new housing and commercial developments on the City’s facilities, 
infrastructure, and available affordable housing.”3 The staff report also distinguishes between 
the in lieu fees charged to residential developments that are required to comply with the 
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and the Affordable Housing Fee which is charged to non-
residential projects.4 
 
To support the fee, the City commissioned a “nexus” study from Economic & Planning Systems, 
Inc. that demonstrated that, to fully mitigate the impacts of new nonresidential projects on the 
need for affordable housing, an affordable housing impact fee ranging from $49.69 to $211.08 
per square foot (depending on use type) would be required to mitigate needs created by new 
nonresidential development.5  The Nexus Study itself explains, “As a development impact fee, 
the nonresidential linkage fee (fee) can only be charged to new development and must be based 
on the impact of new development on the need for resources to subsidize the development of new 
affordable housing.”6 
 

                                                 
1 Ordinance No. 1488. 
2 City Council,  Staff Report, Consider Resolution Amending the Master Fee Schedule Effective January 1, 2019 to 
Include Changes to Capital Facility, Transportation and Affordable Housing Development Impact Fees (Sept. 18, 
2018) (“Staff Report”), at 2. 
3 Id. 
4 Id. 
5 Economics & Planning Systems, Inc., Draft Report, Nonresidential Development Housing Linkage Free Nexus 
Study (February 2018) (“Nexus Study”), at 3. 
6 Id. at 1. 
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We conclude that the above fee fits within the scope of the Mitigation Fee Act.  It is a fee 
imposed to address the impacts of a development.7   
 
While the courts have found that inclusionary housing requirements and in lieu fees for 
residential developments are exempt from the Mitigation Fee Act, fees charged to nonresidential 
development that are specifically designed to mitigate the impacts of those developments are 
plainly distinguishable.  In California Building Industry Association v. City of San Jose (2015) 
61 Cal. 4th 435, the Supreme Court found that when a municipality enacts a broad inclusionary 
housing ordinance to increase the amount of affordable housing in the community and to 
disperse new affordable housing in economically diverse projects throughout the community, the 
validity of the ordinance does not depend upon a showing that the restrictions are reasonably 
related to the impact of the particular development to which the ordinance applies.8  Instead, the 
restrictions must be reasonably related to the broad general welfare purpose for which they were 
enacted.9  The Supreme Court specifically distinguished this regime from the one at issue in San 
Remo Hotel v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 27 Cal. 4th 643 in which the disputed 
ordinance “required a developer to pay a monetary fee [rather than] place a limit on the way a 
developer may use its property.”10  As the court explained in 616 Croft Ave., LLC v. City of West 
Hollywood (2016) 3 Cal. App. 5th 621, affordable housing programs are only exempt when the 
fee is not “for the purpose of mitigating the adverse impact of new development, but rather to 
enhance the public welfare.” 
 
By contrast—as illustrated in the City’s Ordinance No 1488 and in the Nexus Study—the goal of 
the nonresidential fee was to “reduce the adverse impacts of new development”11 and “to 
mitigate the impact of new housing and commercial developments on the City’s facilities, 
infrastructure, and available affordable housing.”12  The fee is, therefore, not an exercise of 
general police power to serve a broader goal of the kind in CBIA, but is instead intended to 
address the specific impacts of the project under review.13 
 
B. Adjustment to Project Affordable Housing Linkage Fee 

Section 17.40.050 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code provides: 

The city council may reduce the required fee for a commercial, office or industrial 
development project when the project developer can demonstrate: (1) that the proposed 

                                                 
7 Gov. Code § 66001(a). 
8 CBIA v. City of San Jose (2015) 61 Cal. 4th 435, 474. 
9 Id. 
10 Id. at 444. 
11 Ordinance No. 1488. 
12 Staff Report, at 2. 
13 See also 616 Croft Ave., LLC v. City of West Hollywood (2016) 3 Cal. App. 5th 621 (holding that “in lieu” fees 
voluntarily paid in place of inclusionary units is not an exaction under the Mitigation Fee Act because, inter alia, 
“the fee here is not to defray the cost of increased demand on public services resulting from [the] specific 
development project.”) 
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use will generate substantially fewer workers than the uses which have established the 
fee; and (2) that the building design is unable to house another use without substantial 
renovation. Examples of such uses are public utility facilities, exclusive storage 
buildings, etc. 

Pursuant to this provision, Public Storage reiterates its request for an adjustment to the affordable 
housing linkage fee associated to reflect the appropriate nexus analysis for the Project. 
 

1. Adjust the Affordable Housing Linkage Fee to Reflect Actual Employee per 
Square Foot Ratio of the Project. 

The Nexus Study estimated that “Office/Light Industrial/R&D” developments would typically 
require 1 employee for every 400 square feet of development.  Applying this ratio to the Project 
would result in approximately 414 employees.  However, self-storage uses such as those 
anticipated by the Project typically result in only three to five employees, or approximately 
0.72% to 1.21% of the number of employees the Nexus Study projects. The Project is designed 
to accommodate self-storage and cannot be converted to another use without substantial 
renovation.  The design of the facility would not easily be converted to other types of employee-
generating uses without extensive modifications.  If the facility were to be modified at some 
point in the future to accommodate other types of uses, the Municipal Code requires the new use 
pay the full Affordable Housing Fee in effect at that time. Such a fee would be approximately 
$26,064.53. 
 
Public Storage hereby respectfully reiterates its request that the City modify the fee applied to 
the Project in order to better approximate the actual impacts the City seeks to mitigate, consistent 
with the constitutional principles codified in the Mitigation Fee Act. 

2. Remaining Options in Staff Report Are Inconsistent with the Mitigation Fee Act. 

The City Staff have presented four other options for the Council’s consideration including: 
Option 1 – No Fee Reduction, Option 2 – Fee Reduction at Prior Rates, Option 4 – Hybrid 
Approach, and Option 5 – “Typical” Methodology. 

As discussed above, the current fees applied by the City have no relationship to the actual 
impacts of the Project. As such, Option 1 is inconsistent with the requirements of the Mitigation 
Fee Act. 

Option 2 is based on two prior reductions to the Affordable Housing Fee applicable to self-
storage developments.  In both cases, the City Council approved a 78% reduction of the then-
applicable fee based on the significant variance between the number of employees in a self-
storage use and the employee-generation anticipated when the fee was established. For the self-
storage project on Valley Avenue, the reduction was derived from the employment ratios 
associated with the projects. The staff explained that the three anticipated employees of the 
project was “less than one-fifth that of a regular warehouse, on a sq. ft. basis, on which the fee 
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was established.”  SR:02:005 at 4.  Based on the ratio, the City concluded that a reduction to 
22% of the applicable fee was appropriate.  The City has granted a similar reduction to 22% of 
the applicable fee for Central Self-Storage on Stanley Boulevard in 1997.  Resolution No. 97-
100. 
 
These two actions on substantially similar projects demonstrate the propriety of a reduction for 
the Project.  However, where the Valley Boulevard and Central Self-Storage projects would 
produce less than 20% of the anticipated employees, this Project will produce less than 2%. 
Option 2, adopting a reduction consistent with these past projects, would therefore be grossly out 
of proportion to the actual impacts of the Project. 
 
Option 4 assumes a full fee to be charged for the 900 square feet of office, using the same rate of 
one employee per 400 sq. ft. This results in 2.25 assumed employees. Because the Project will 
have only a maximum of 5 employees, only 2.75 employees can be attributable to the warehouse, 
or 0.6% of the employment assumptions in the Nexus Study. In order to maintain 
proportionality, the fee for the self-storage area would need to be commensurately reduced to 
99.4% of the fee. 
 
Option 5 relies on a study from the San Diego Association of Governments which uses a ratio of 
one employee per 15,000 square feet. Using this assumption, the Project would be expected to 
have 11 employees on site. The Project will in fact have fewer than half the projected number of 
employees. Imposing a fee that is more than double the actual impact of the Project cannot be 
said to have even a rough proportionality to the Project itself. Option 5 is therefore also 
inconsistent with the Mitigation Fee Act. 
 
C. Conclusion 
 
Based on the foregoing, Public Storage respectfully requests that the City adopt Option 3 to 
reduce the affordable housing fee consistent with the Mitigation Fee Act and Section 17.40.050 
pf the Pleasanton Municipal Code. 
 

Sincerely yours, 

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP 

 

Tamsen Plume 
Emily M. Lieban 
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