
 
 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 July 12, 2017 
 Item 6.a. 
 
SUBJECT:   P17-0372 
 
APPLICANTS/ 
PROPERTY OWNERS/ 
APPELLANTS:  David and Sue Robles 
 
PURPOSE: Appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s approval of an Administrative 

Design Review application to convert an existing unconditioned loft 
into an approximately 740-square-foot second-story addition and to 
increase the roof height of the existing residence from 20 feet to 25 
feet. 

 
LOCATION: 3552 Yellowstone Court  
 
GENERAL PLAN: Medium Density Residential  
 
ZONING: R-1-6,500 (One-Family Residential) District 
 
EXHIBITS: A. Zoning Administrator approval letter and conditions of approval 

dated “May 25, 2017”  
B. Approved project plans, dated “Received May 5, 2017” 
C. Appeal letter from David and Sue Robles dated “Received 

June 9, 2017”  
D. Zoning Administrator hearing minutes dated May 25, 2017 
E. Photos from Glen and Shoni Johnson dated “Received May 25, 

2017” 
F. Letter from Ed Broome dated “Received May 26, 2017” 
G. Arborist Report prepared by Dryad, LLC dated “Received May 5, 

2017” 
H. Police calls for service log 
I. Letter from Minh Lee dated “Received July 2, 2017” 
J. Location and Notification Map 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning Administrator’s approval of Case P17-0372, including 
all conditions of approval, with a modification to Condition of Approval No. 6 requiring, at all 
times, that a minimum of two parking spaces (measuring 20 feet by 20 feet in area) be 
maintained clear and available for parking within the garage. This modification is necessary for 
compliance with the requirements of the Pleasanton Municipal Code (PMC) as described in 
more detail later in this report. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
David and Sue Robles, the applicants/appellants, request that the Planning Commission remove 
Condition of Approval No. 3 from the Zoning Administrator’s conditional approval of the project 
on May 25, 2017 (Exhibit A). This condition required the applicants/appellants to remove a 
proposed window on the second-story of the north-facing (right side) elevation to address 
privacy concerns expressed by the adjacent neighbors at 3564 Yellowstone Court. The 
applicants/appellants claim this condition would require the second-story floor plan (Exhibit B) to 
be substantially reconfigured and prevent them from moving forward with a project that meets 
their needs, and would reduce the resale value of their house. Additionally, the 
applicants/appellants state this condition should be removed because the adjacent neighbors at 
3564 Yellowstone Court also have a second-story window on their south-facing elevation that 
provides a view into the Robles’ yard.  
 
The May 25, 2017 Zoning Administrator hearing was attended by the applicants/appellants; their 
contractor, Joe Cravotta; and approximately 12 other members of the public. The public 
comment focused on concerns related to privacy, public health and safety, and the impacts of 
adding four additional bedrooms to an existing four-bedroom residence. Based on public 
testimony and a desire to maintain the general health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood, 
the Zoning Administrator conditionally approved the project, finding it to be compatible with the 
existing home and neighborhood, as well as compliant with the requirements of the PMC 
(including all applicable site development standards, including setbacks, Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR), and height). The Zoning Administrator added several new conditions of approval to 
staff’s recommended conditions of approval in order to address the neighbors’ concerns and 
improve the condition of the subject property’s outdoor space. All of the conditions of approval 
can be found in Exhibit A. The Commission may: 
 

1. Deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning Administrator’s approval and conditions; 
2. Uphold the appeal (therefore granting the requested modification to retain the second 

story window on the north (right side) elevation);  
3. Deny the appeal and approve the project with modified conditions which differ from the 

appellants’ requested modification; or 
4. Deny the application. 

 
BACKGROUND/HISTORY 
On May 5, 2017, the applicants/appellants submitted an Administrative Design Review (ADR) 
application to: (1) convert an existing unconditioned loft (attic space) into an approximately 
740-square-foot second-story addition (including four new bedrooms); and (2) increase the roof 
height of the existing residence from 20 feet to 25 feet. Two Heritage trees are also proposed for 
removal as an ancillary request to the ADR application. After the ADR public notice was sent, 
Glen and Shoni Johnson (adjacent property owners/neighbors at 3564 Yellowstone Court) and 
Bob Wittig (owners of 3543 Yellowstone Court) contacted staff and indicated that they had 
concerns regarding the project and the potential impacts to their homes and neighborhood. 
Their concerns focused on privacy, public health and safety, and the impacts of adding four 
additional bedrooms to an existing four-bedroom residence. More specifically: 
 

• The Johnsons indicated that the new second-floor windows on both the north- and west-
facing elevations would enable views into their backyard/swimming pool area, especially 
once the existing Heritage tree in the rear yard is removed (see Exhibit E for photos); 
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• The Johnsons and Mr. Wittig indicated that the subject property is in poor maintenance 
and a constant state of disrepair; 

• The Johnsons and Mr. Wittig indicated that the subject property has a long history of 
police activity and calls for service (Exhibit H) and that increasing the size of the home 
would exacerbate those issues, as well as increase crime in the neighborhood given non-
residents were always coming and going to and from the subject property; and  

• The Johnsons and Mr. Wittig indicated that residents on Yellowstone Court felt unsafe 
and have been victims of property vandalism, including yard urination, and that 
increasing the size of the home would worsen those issues by expanding the capacity of 
the residence.  

 
Prior to the Zoning Administrator hearing, staff asked the Johnsons whether a vegetative screen 
in combination with frosted glass on the proposed north and west-facing second-story windows 
directly or indirectly facing their property would satisfy their privacy concerns. Given their other 
concerns stated above, the Johnsons requested, at a minimum, that the proposed second-story 
window on the north-facing (right side) elevation be removed completely from the project scope. 
The Johnsons were reluctant to accept a vegetative screen because: (1) they did not feel the 
trees would be properly maintained based on the current property condition; and (2) more 
vegetation close to the property line would introduce root intrusion and contribute debris to their 
swimming pool. Subsequently, the Johnsons and Mr. Wittig requested a Zoning Administrator 
hearing to discuss their concerns and potential solutions further with staff and the 
applicants/appellants. 
 
On May 25, 2017, a Zoning Administrator hearing was held on the project. The hearing was 
attended by approximately 15 members of the public including the Johnsons, Mr. Wittig, the 
applicants/appellants, Joe Cravotta, and other nearby residents (please refer to Exhibit D for 
hearing minutes). At the hearing, the Zoning Administrator asked the applicants/appellants to 
provide more detail on their motivation for constructing additional bedrooms, their history at the 
property including the more recent history surrounding the police activity and calls for service, 
and their willingness to modify the project and/or provide mitigation for the project impacts 
based on neighborhood concerns. The applicants/appellants and their contractor Joe Cravotta 
indicated that they had multiple grandchildren living with them in the residence and that those 
children were approaching ages that necessitated them being in separate rooms. The 
applicants/appellants also indicated that their adult children, and associates of their adult 
children, had stayed at the residence for extended periods of time in the recent past. The 
applicants/appellants further explained that the police activity and calls for service were related 
to warrants for one of their adult children, but also because of neighbors calling in code 
violations or perceived code violations. Lastly, the applicants/appellants were open to providing 
mitigation for the project impacts such as a vegetative screen and frosted glass in all of the 
proposed second-story windows; however, they were reluctant to modify the project in a way 
that would compromise the interior layout. The applicants/appellants also indicated that they 
were considering eliminating a bedroom on the ground floor, but that this change would not 
require modifications to the exterior of the home. 
 
At the hearing, the Zoning Administrator also asked the Johnsons, Mr. Wittig, and the other 
members of the public in attendance to express any comments or concerns they had related to 
the project. The Zoning Administrator also asked the Johnsons if a vegetative screen and 
frosted glass on the north and west-facing second-story windows directly or indirectly facing 
their property would adequately address their privacy concerns. The Johnsons again rejected 
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these options and reiterated their concerns as described above. Mr. Wittig concurred with the 
Johnsons’ position. Four other members of the public, including Linda Farmer, Ming Lee, Ed 
Broome, and Bernie Wilson spoke. With the exception of Mr. Wilson, who ultimately stated his 
support for the project, all other members of the public expressed concerns similar to those of 
the Johnsons and Mr. Wittig. Mr. Broome also expressed concerns related to the completeness 
of the application; that the project was out of scale with the neighborhood in terms of bedroom 
count; that the project was incongruous with the intent of the PMC to protect the health, safety 
and general welfare of the residents; the character of the occupants within the residence; and 
indicated that the project would continue a pattern of negativity in neighborhood. These 
questions were addressed by the Zoning Administrator and applicants/appellants at the hearing.  
 
After discussion with all parties, public testimony, and review of the proposed plans in the 
context of the project site and surrounding neighborhood, the Zoning Administrator approved the 
project subject to the staff-recommended conditions of approval plus several new conditions of 
approval as follows to address the neighbors’ concerns, improve the condition of the subject 
property’s open space, and reduce impacts on the local parking supply (see Exhibit A for a full 
list of conditions of approval for the project): 
 

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit the applicant shall revise the elevations and floor 
plans to remove the window shown on the north elevation. Minor changes to the 
proposed west-facing second-story windows may be permitted in order to meet Building 
Code Requirements, subject to the approval of the Director of Community Development. 

 
4. Prior to issuance of a building permit the applicant shall submit a landscape and irrigation 

plan to the Planning Division for review and approval before installation. Said landscape 
plan shall provide a front yard landscape plan that includes: (1) a minimum of a 1:1 tree 
replacement plan for the two trees to be removed; (2) a minimum of one new tree within 
the front yard; (3) detailed specifications of species, location, size, quantities, and 
spacing; and (4) a design that is aesthetically compatible with the neighboring 
properties.  Plant species shall be of drought tolerant nature with an irrigation system that 
maximizes water conservation (e.g., drip system). The landscape plan be implemented 
prior to occupancy of the project.  

 
5. Pursuant to Pleasanton Municipal Code Section 18.20, all landscaping required to be 

installed with this project shall be maintained to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Community Development. 

 
6. Pursuant to Pleasanton Municipal Code Section 18.88.030, at all times, a minimum of 

one parking space (measuring 10 feet by 20 feet in area) shall be maintained clear and 
available for parking within the garage. 
 

7. For the duration of construction, the property owner and applicant shall maintain the 
property and area surrounding the subject property in a clean and orderly manner at all 
times, including, but not limited to the daily clean-up and if necessary, removal from the 
subject property, of all construction related trash, litter, and other debris, et cetera as 
determined by the Director of Community Development. 

 
After meeting with Building Division staff to evaluate potential options to comply with Condition 
of Approval No. 3, the applicants/appellants determined that they could not comply with this 
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condition and still achieve their desired floor plan as compliance could result in the loss of at 
least one bedroom on the second story since the Building Code requires adequate egress, 
usually in the form of a window, within a bedroom in case of emergency. Accordingly, the 
applicants/appellants filed an appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s approval on June 9, 2017, 
stating objections to Condition of Approval No. 3. Specifically, the applicants/appellants claim 
this condition would require the second-story floor plan to be substantially reconfigured and 
prevent them from moving forward with a project that meets their needs. Additionally, the 
applicants/appellants state this condition should be removed because the adjacent neighbors at 
3564 Yellowstone Court (the Johnsons) also have a second-story window on their south-facing 
elevation that provides views into the applicants’/appellants’ yard.  
 
Accordingly, the appeal is now before the Planning Commission for determination. Please refer 
to Exhibit C for a copy of the appeal. 
 
SITE AND AREA DESCRIPTION 
The subject property is located in the Valley Trails neighborhood, north of South Valley Trails 
Drive between Kings Canyon Court and Wind Cave Court. The approximately 6,098-square-foot 
lot has an approximately 1,611-square-foot1 single-story residence and an attached two-car 
garage. The architecture of the home is characterized by wood siding and stucco walls, wood 
trim, and a composition shingle roof.  Access to the home is provided by a driveway off 
Yellowstone Court. The subject property is surrounded on all sides by residential uses. Figure 1 
below shows an aerial photograph of the subject property within the context of the Valley Trails 
neighborhood. 
 
Figure 1: Aerial Photograph 

 

                                                 
1 Pursuant to Building Permit records on file with the City. Please note this number differs from the plans submitted 
for the project in Exhibit B, which indicate the existing residence is approximately 1,582 square feet in area. Please 
note this discrepancy would not affect the project’s compliance with the requirements of the PMC as outlined later 
in this report. Staff relies upon applicants to provide accurate information; however, in many cases, applicants rely 
on field measurements from fence lines, interior versus exterior wall measurements, and other measurements that 
can change over time due to a variety of factors and could slightly affect the information provided by applicants 
without their knowledge. This is especially common for older properties. 

N 

 

3552 Yellowstone Court, 
Subject Property 

3564 Yellowstone Court 
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PROPOSED PROJECT 
The applicants propose to convert an existing unconditioned loft (attic space) into an 
approximately 740-square-foot second-story addition and to increase the roof height of the 
existing residence from 20 feet to 25 feet. Two Heritage trees are also proposed for removal as 
an ancillary request to the ADR application. The project details include: a new 4-foot-wide by 
3-foot-tall window that would be installed on the second-story of the north-facing (right side) 
elevation; two new 4-foot-wide by 3-foot-tall and 3-foot-wide by 2-foot-tall windows that would be 
installed on the second-story of the south-facing (left side) elevation; an existing 5-foot-wide by 
2-foot-tall window that would be replaced by a new 3-foot-wide by 2-foot-tall window on the 
second-story of the east-facing (front) elevation; and an existing 5-foot-wide by 3-foot-tall 
window that would be replaced by two new 4-foot-wide by 3-foot-tall windows on the second-
story of the west-facing (rear) elevation.. The new square footage within the proposed second-
story includes a bathroom and four bedrooms (after construction of the project there would be a 
total of eight bedrooms within the entire residence). There would be no change to the current 
setbacks. The height of the existing residence would increase from 20 to 25 feet (measured 
from the property grade to the ridge of the roof).  The new square footage (740 square feet) 
would result in a 38.6% FAR on the approximately 6,098-square-foot-lot.2 The project would 
generally match the exterior colors and materials of the existing dwelling by incorporating earth-
tone colored stucco, wood trim, and a composition shingle roof.  
 
The proposed Heritage tree3 removal is being requested because of foundation and driveway 
damage the trees are causing to the residence/property improvements pursuant to the findings 
of the arborist report submitted with this project (Exhibit G). The Heritage trees include a 
fruitless Mulberry located in the rear yard that measures approximately 58 feet in height with a 
trunk diameter of 30 inches and a Sweetgum located in the front yard adjacent to the driveway 
that measures approximately 60 feet in height with a trunk diameter of 16 inches. As noted in 
the Zoning Administrator conditions of approval above (Condition No. 4), the 
applicants/appellants are required to provide a front yard landscape plan that includes a 
minimum of a 1:1 tree replacement plan for the two Heritage trees to be removed. 
 
STAFF REVIEW/ANALYSIS 
The ADR process is intended to preserve and enhance the City’s aesthetic values and to ensure 
the preservation of the public health, safety, and general welfare. Additions exceeding 10 feet in 
height are required to obtain ADR approval. ADR applications are typically reviewed at the 
Zoning Administrator level. The subject proposal was heard and approved with conditions by the 
Zoning Administrator and has now been appealed to the Planning Commission. The Planning 
Commission is empowered to deny the appeal (approving the project as conditioned), uphold 
the appeal (therefore granting the appellants’ requested modification to the conditions of 
approval), deny the appeal and approve the project with modified conditions which differ from 
the appellants’ requested modification, or deny the project.  
 
 
 

                                                 
2 The Floor Area Ratio is calculated using the sum of the gross horizontal area of the buildings on a site excluding: 
basement or cellar areas used only for storage; space used for off-street parking or loading; and steps, patios, 
decks, terraces, porches, and exterior balconies, if not enclosed on more than three sides.  
3 A Heritage Tree is defined as any tree, regardless of species, with a trunk circumference of 55 inches or more 
when measured at a point 4 ½ feet above ground level; or any tree, regardless of species, that is 35 feet or more in 
height. 
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Site Development Standards 
The subject property is zoned R-1-6,500 (One-Family Residential) District.  Additions to existing 
single-family residences are permitted in this district provided the development standards 
prescribed by the Pleasanton Municipal Code (PMC) are met. A summary of the prescribed 
development standards for an addition in this district and a comparison of the subject proposal 
to those standards are provided below: 
 
 Required Existing4 Proposed 
Setbacks 
Front 20 feet minimum 20 feet No change 
Rear 20 feet minimum 22 feet No change 
Side 5 feet one side/12 feet 

combined both sides 
minimum 

5 feet one side/13 
combined both sides 

No change 

FAR 40% maximum 26.4% 38.6% 
Height 30 feet maximum5 15 feet (code height); 20 

feet (grade to peak) 
20 feet (code height); 25 
feet (grade to peak) 

 
As proposed, the project complies with the development standards prescribed by the PMC.  
 
Scope of Design Review – Criteria 
Chapter 18.20 (Design Review) of the PMC indicates that in order to preserve and enhance the 
City’s aesthetic values and to ensure the preservation of the public health, safety, and general 
welfare, additions to single-family residences greater than 10 feet in height are subject to the 
ADR process. Staff notes that even though an addition may comply with the development 
standards of the applicable zoning district, through the design review process, the PMC allows 
the reviewing body to approve conditions that may be more restrictive than the normal PMC 
standards to ensure that the public health, safety, or general welfare is preserved.  As outlined 
in the Design Review Chapter, the Zoning Administrator’s or Planning Commission’s scope of 
review of project plans shall include the following criteria: 

 
• Preservation of the natural beauty of the city and the project site’s relationship to it. 

 
• Appropriate relationship of the proposed building to its site, including transition with 

streetscape, public views of the buildings, and scale of the buildings within its site and 
adjoining buildings. 
 

• Appropriate relationship of the proposed building and its site to adjoining areas, including 
compatibility of architectural styles, harmony in adjoining buildings, attractive landscape 
transitions, and consistency with neighborhood character. 
 

                                                 
4 Pursuant to the approved plot plan on file with the City dated July 14, 1970. Please note these dimensions differ 
from the plans submitted for the project in Exhibit B; however, the discrepancies would not affect the project’s 
compliance with the requirements of the PMC as outlined above. Staff relies upon applicants to provide accurate 
information; however, in many cases, applicants rely on field measurements from fence lines, interior versus 
exterior wall measurements, and other measurements that can change over time due to a variety of factors and 
could slightly affect the information provided by applicants without their knowledge. This is especially common for 
older properties. 
5The height of a structure is measured vertically from the average elevation of the natural grade of the ground 
covered by the structure to the highest point of the structure or to the coping of a flat roof, to the deck line of a 
mansard roof, or to the mean height between eaves and ridges for a hip, gable, or gambrel roof.  
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• Preservation of views enjoyed by residents, workers within the City, and passerby 
through the community. 
 

• Architectural style, as a function of its quality of design and relationship to its 
surroundings; the relationship of building components to one another and the building’s 
colors and materials. 

  
The Zoning Administrator considers these design criteria in the review of all design review 
applications. The proposed addition would match the architectural style, colors, and materials of 
the existing residence. Additionally, conditions of approval were added by the Zoning 
Administrator to ensure that the City’s aesthetic values and the public health, safety, and 
general welfare would be preserved. The conditions included removal of a proposed second-
story window on the north-facing elevation to obstruct views from the proposed second-story 
into the neighbors’ backyard/swimming pool area; new landscaping to improve the aesthetic 
appearance of the subject property and compatibility with the surrounding properties; 
maintenance of one parking space within the garage to reduce the number of vehicles that are 
parked in front of the subject property or on Yellowstone Court; and routine construction debris 
clean-up to ensure the project would not negatively affect the aesthetics of the neighborhood 
during construction. With the exception of the recommended modification below (to Condition of 
Approval No. 6), the Zoning Administrator and staff believe that, as conditioned, the project is 
consistent with the requirements and development standards prescribed by the PMC. As noted 
above, staff is recommending a modification to Condition of Approval No. 6 to ensure 
compliance with the parking standards prescribed by the PMC. The PMC requires a minimum of 
two parking spaces for residential uses. Only one space is required to be covered or enclosed 
by a carport or garage; however, the second space may not be located within the front setback 
area. Based on staff’s review of the subject property, besides the garage, there is no other 
acceptable location for the second required parking space that wouldn’t encroach into the front 
setback area. Therefore, staff is recommending that the Planning Commission modify Condition 
of Approval No. 6 to require, at all times, a minimum of two parking spaces (measuring 20 feet 
by 20 feet in area) be maintained clear and available for parking within the garage.  
 
With regard to design, the Zoning Administrator and staff believe that the project is appropriate 
in size and massing to be complementary to the design of the existing residence and other 
residences in the neighborhood. Additionally, while the PMC does not limit the number of 
bedrooms within a single-family residence, the Zoning Administrator and staff believe the project 
has been conditioned to adequately address neighborhood concerns and any impacts on the 
immediately adjacent neighbors within the scope of design review prescribed by the PMC. 
 
Applicant/Appellant Concerns 
As noted above, at the Zoning Administrator Hearing, the Johnsons, who reside at the adjacent 
residence to the north (3564 Yellowstone Court), expressed concerns that the proposed new 
second-floor windows on both the north and west-facing elevations would enable views into their 
backyard/swimming pool area. In response, the Zoning Administrator added Condition of 
Approval No. 3, which requires the applicants/appellants to remove a proposed window on the 
second-story of the north-facing elevation. The applicants/appellants claim this condition would 
require the second-story floor plan to be substantially reconfigured and prevent them from 
moving forward with a project that meets their needs. Additionally, the applicants/appellants 
state this condition should be removed because the Johnsons also have a second-story window 
on their south-facing elevation that provides a view into their yard.   
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As stated above, the Zoning Administrator specifically asked the Johnsons if a vegetative 
screen and frosted glass on the proposed second-story windows that directly or indirectly faced 
their property would adequately address the privacy concerns. They indicated that such a 
design modification would be insufficient because the windows could still be opened and allow 
views into their backyard/swimming pool area, especially the proposed second-story window on 
the north-facing elevation and to some extent the proposed second-story windows on the west-
facing elevation. Additionally, the Johnsons stated there was no guarantee that a vegetative 
screen would be adequately maintained to obstruct views from the proposed second-story 
windows and that more vegetation close to the property line would introduce root intrusion and 
debris to their swimming pool. Accordingly, the Zoning Administrator added Condition of 
Approval No. 3 to the project approval, citing the privacy concerns of the Johnsons and also 
stating a belief that a design solution could be identified that would allow for the desired number 
of bedrooms and the removal of the proposed window on the second-story of the north-facing 
elevation. Staff notes that the Zoning Administrator also required a 1:1 tree replacement to off-
set the removal of the two trees, but did not specify that these replacement trees have to serve 
as privacy screening for the project.  
 
To further clarify Condition of Approval No. 3, the Zoning Administrator framed the language of 
the condition such that maximum flexibility would be provided to the applicants/appellants for 
obtaining a design solution that worked internally for their needs but also would facilitate 
compliance with the Building Code requirements for bedroom emergency egress, lighting, and 
ventilation. Given the Building Code requirements, it is anticipated that the windows on the 
second-story of the west facing elevation would need to be modified. For the Commission’s 
information, the applicable Building Code requirements for bedroom emergency egress, lighting, 
and ventilation are as follows: 
 

• The minimum net clear opening area for emergency escape and rescue windows is 
5.7 square feet per bedroom. 

• Eight percent of the total bedroom floor area requires window glazing to allow for natural 
light penetration. 

• Four percent of the total bedroom floor area requires openable windows to allow for 
ventilation.  

 
PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENTS 
Notices of the Administrative Design Review application were sent to surrounding property 
owners and tenants within a 1,000-foot radius of the site for the Zoning Administrator hearing. 
Staff has provided the location and noticing map as Exhibit J for reference. Staff met with four 
residents prior to the Zoning Administrator hearing including the Johnsons, Bob Wittig, and Ed 
Broome. Their comments have been described above and/or attached as Exhibit F. Staff also 
received approximately a dozen phone calls from concerned residents sharing similar concerns. 
 
Notices of the appeal were sent to surrounding property owners and tenants within a 1,000-foot 
radius of the site for the Planning Commission Hearing. Staff has provided the location and 
noticing map as Exhibit J for reference.  At the time this report was published, staff had received 
one letter with comments about the project (Exhibit I). These comments are similar in nature to 
those already described in detail in this report. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
This project is categorically exempt (Section 15301, Class 1, Existing Facilities) from the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Therefore, no environmental 
document accompanies this report. 
 
SUMMARY/CONCLUSION 
As approved and conditioned, the proposed project complies with the PMC and mitigation has 
been required to address neighborhood concerns and project impacts. The project has been 
designed to be compatible with the existing home and neighborhood and would meet all 
applicable site development standards, including setbacks, FAR, and height. However, if the 
Commission finds that the project should be modified, then the Commission may approve the 
project with modified conditions to reflect its direction. The Commission may also deny the 
application. 
 
 
Primary Author:                                
Eric Luchini, Associate Planner, 925-931-5612 or eluchini@cityofpleasantonca.gov 
 
Reviewed/Approved By: 
Steve Otto, Senior Planner 
Adam Weinstein, Planning Manager 
Gerry Beaudin, Director of Community Development  
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P17-0372 
Exhibit A, Final REVISED DRAFT Conditions of Approval 

3552 Yellowstone Court 
May 25August 23, 2017 

 
STANDARD CONDITIONS 

 
1. The addition and site improvements shall conform substantially to the 

approved elevations, site plans, and other materials, Exhibit B, marked 
"Received May 5August 8, 2017,” on file at the Planning Division.  Minor 
changes to the plans may be allowed subject to the approval of the Zoning 
Administrator if found to be in substantial conformance to the approved 
exhibits. 

 
2. The colors and materials of the addition shall match those of the existing 

residence. 
 
3. Prior to issuance of a building permit the applicant shall revise the elevations 

and floor plans to remove the window shown on the north elevation. Minor 
changes to the proposed west-facing second-story windows may be 
permitted in order to meet Building Code Requirements, subject to the 
approval of the Director of Community Development. 

 
4.3. Prior to issuance of a building permit the applicant shall submit a landscape 

and irrigation plan to the Planning Division for review and approval before 
installation. Said landscape plan shall provide a front yard landscape plan 
that includes: (1) a minimum of a 1:1 tree replacement plan for the two trees 
to be removed; (2) a minimum of one new tree within the front yard; (3) 
detailed specifications of species, location, size, quantities, and spacing; and 
(4) a design that is aesthetically compatible with the neighboring 
properties.  Plant species shall be of drought tolerant nature with an irrigation 
system that maximizes water conservation (e.g., drip system). The landscape 
plan be implemented prior to occupancy of the project.  

 
5.4. Pursuant to Pleasanton Municipal Code Section 18.20, all landscaping 

required to be installed with this project shall be maintained to the satisfaction 
of the Director of Community Development. 

 
6.5. Pursuant to Pleasanton Municipal Code Section 18.88.030, at all times, a 

minimum of one two parking spaces (measuring 120 feet by 20 feet in area) 
shall be maintained clear and available for parking within the garage. 

 
7.6. For the duration of construction, the property owner and applicant shall 

maintain the property and area surrounding the subject property in a clean 
and orderly manner at all times, including, but not limited to the daily clean-up 
and if necessary, removal from the subject parcel, of all construction related 
trash, litter, and other debris, et cetera as determined by the Director of 
Community Development.  
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8.7. All conditions of approval for this case shall be reprinted and included as a 
plan sheet(s) with the building permit plan check sets submitted for review 
and approval.  At all times, these conditions of approval shall be on all 
grading and construction plans kept on the project site.  

 
9.8. All appropriate City permits shall be obtained prior to the construction of 

the addition and site improvements. 
 
10.9. All demolition and construction activities, inspections, plan checking, 

material delivery, staff assignment, or coordination, etc., shall be limited to the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday.  No construction 
shall be allowed on State or Federal Holidays or Sundays.  The Director of 
Community Development may allow earlier “start-times” or later “stop-times” 
for specific construction activities (e.g., concrete pouring), if it can be 
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Director of Community Development 
that the construction noise and construction traffic noise will not affect nearby 
residents or businesses.  All construction equipment must meet Department 
of Motor Vehicles (DMV) noise standards and shall be equipped with muffling 
devices.  Prior to construction, the applicant shall post on the site the 
allowable hours of construction activity. 

 
11.10. To the extent permitted by law, the project applicant shall defend (with 

counsel reasonably acceptable to the City), indemnify, and hold harmless the 
City, its City Council, its officers, boards, commissions, employees, and 
agents from and against any claim (including claims for attorney fees), action, 
or proceeding brought by a third party against the indemnified parties and the 
applicant to attack, set aside, or void the approval of the project or any permit 
authorized hereby for the project, including (without limitation) reimbursing the 
City its attorney fees and costs incurred in defense of the litigation.  The City 
may, in its sole discretion, elect to defend any such action with attorneys of its 
choice. 
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P17-0372, David and Suanne Robles 
Appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s approval of an application for Administrative Design 
Review to convert an existing unconditioned loft into an approximately 740-square-foot 
second-story and to extend the existing roof height from 20 feet to 25 feet at the existing 
residence located at 3552 Yellowstone Court. 
 
Eric Luchini presented the Staff Report and described the key elements of the appeal. 
 
Commissioner Ritter asked how many trees are in the yard and how many eight-
bedroom homes are in the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Luchini answered three trees, two of which were approved for removal due to 
damage they caused to the foundation and sidewalk. He said staff did not have 
knowledge of the number of bedrooms in each home in the neighborhood but that the 
average house size ranged from about 1,600 – 2,300 square feet which traditionally 
corresponds to three to five bedrooms. 
 
Commissioner Nagler asked if the Commission was to discuss or address conditions 
beyond the scope of design, such as use impacts to the neighbors. 
 
Mr. Beaudin clarified how the Commissions comments should pertain to design as 
supported by the findings presented in the Staff Report.  
Commissioner Allen requested staff provide an overview of the memo from staff dated 
July 12, 2017, for the audience who had not had a chance to read it. 
 
Ms. Harryman summarized the memo for the audience. 
 
Commissioner Allen asked if the design met the building code requirements for 
minimum square footage of a bedroom and whether there was a requirement for a 
window in each bedroom. 
 
Mr. Luchini referred to Page 9 of the Staff Report which defined the building code 
requirements for bedrooms.  
 
Commissioner Allen followed up, asking staff to clarify whether the building code 
requirements would be satisfied if the Commission denied the proposed window on the 
north side of the residence. 
 
Mr. Luchini answered that if the window were not installed on the north side of the 
residence then the proposed design would not meet building code requirements. He 
explained how the applicant could revise the floorplan to satisfy building code 
requirements.  
 
Mr. Beaudin added to Mr. Luchini’s comments, explaining how plans are typically 
designed around the current configuration of the residence including plumbing and 
electrical systems. He acknowledged how designing around the existing configuration is 
the most cost effective way to design a plan, however, there is always more than one 
way to design a space and in a case such as this the applicant may need to consider 
other options. 
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Chair Balch asked staff to clarify what kind of space the window on the front of the 
house opens into. 
 
Mr. Luchini said his understanding was that it opens into an unconditioned attic space 
that was being used for storage, but that the applicant could possibly provide 
clarification. 
 
Commissioner Brown asked if the interior design of a project was in the purview of 
consideration by the Commission because the design review criteria as listed in 
Chapter 18.20 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code (PMC) were all in regard to exterior 
features. 
 
Mr. Luchini explained how generally speaking the entire floorplan is reviewed; however, 
the focus of the review should be on the exterior components of the project. 
 
Mr. Beaudin added to Mr. Luchini’s response, explaining how development review and 
zoning exist to asses impacts to the neighborhood and that interior design has far less 
impact on the community than exterior design, therefore, zoning typically focuses on 
exterior components of a project. 
 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED. 
 
Sue Robles, applicant, said the plans presented in the Staff Report were not correct. 
She clarified that there would be seven bedrooms, not eight, and one of the seven 
would be an office so she would call it a six bedroom house. Ms. Robles presented 
pictures to the Commission showing several homes in the neighborhood that have 
between four and seven bedrooms. Ms. Robles responded to concerns of privacy, 
explaining that the proposed bedroom with the north facing window would be occupied 
by her 16-year-old granddaughter and that her neighbor should not be concerned about 
a teenage girl spying on or otherwise acting inappropriately towards their 16-year-old 
child. Ms. Robles described the unsavory relationship that had been worsening over the 
years between her family and the neighbors, the Johnsons.  
 
Chair Balch asked Ms. Robles to explain the condition or use of the space behind the 
window on the front of the house, as it appears to open to a room with no door. 
 
Ms. Robles replied that the small window on the front of the house opens to a small attic 
space above the garage which is currently unused and that if they were to use the 
space for storage they would have to finish the walls and add an access door.  
 
Joe Cravotta, architect for the project, described how the proposed floorplan was 
designed to follow the contours of the downstairs including the stairs and loadbearing 
walls. He described how the window on the front of the residence provides light to the 
stairway and he clarified how the master bedroom on the first floor would be combined 
with bedroom #2 effectively eliminating a bedroom on the first floor. Mr. Cravotta 
explained how removing the north facing window would require a redesign of the 
loadbearing walls. He concluded that his company follows state requirements and has 
an A+ rating and for transparency he had provided his number to the neighbors so he 
could respond to any construction related concerns they may have. 
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Shoni Johnson, neighbor, said her concerns were detailed in the letter she provided to 
the Commission and that she wanted to reiterate how the concerns were not about 
privacy but rather the negative impact the disrespectful and alleged illegal activities 
occurring at the residence were having on the neighborhood and community.  
 
Robert Wittig, neighbor of 26 years, echoed Ms. Johnson’s comments. He added that to 
his knowledge no more than 10 – 20 homes in the Valley Trails neighborhood have 
more than five bedrooms and typically these do have ample parking or are situated on a 
lot that can accommodate the vehicles, not in a court like the subject property. Mr. Wittig 
commented on concerning, unsavory activities occurring at the subject property as 
recently as the night before the meeting. Mr. Wittig concluded, saying the only ask of 
the Robles is to redesign the layout to exclude the north facing window. 
 
Linda Farmer, neighbor of 10 years, agreed with Ms. Johnson and Mr. Wittig’s 
comments, describing the concerning activities she had observed at the subject 
property as well. She asked the Commission to consider the impacts the addition would 
have on traffic, parking, number of residents, and potential for increased illegal activity. 
 
Sarah, a Valley Trails resident, reiterated the concerns mentioned by other neighbors 
including the safety issues, practical issues, parking, etc. 
 
Ed Broome, a Valley Trails resident, said that although Pleasanton doesn’t set a 
maximum number of bedrooms to define a single-family residence, there is a PMC 
section that sets a six-bedroom threshold to define a dwelling for long-term care and 
transitional housing. He explained how that definition should be taken into consideration 
when assessing the parking requirement for the subject property. Mr. Broome remarked 
how the design of the front façade of the residence is unlike any other home in the 
development. He noted the small off-center window on the front of the home and 
provided pictures of other homes in Valley Trails showing how two large centered 
windows is most common. Mr. Broome asked if a surveyed plan had been provided to 
ensure the floor area ratio (FAR) did not exceed the 40 percent maximum. Lastly, he 
referenced section 18.32.010 of the PMC and the concerns raised by previous speaker 
regarding health and safety. 
 
Aaron Cooper, a Valley Trails resident, expressed his experience as a victim of property 
theft crime committed by a resident of the subject property. He implored the 
Commission to address the health and safety concerns and to deny the proposed 
addition. He elaborated on the crime statistics and how the proposed addition would 
allow more tenants which presumably would increase crime rates. 
 
Glen Johnson, neighbor, stated he owns the window for which Ms. Robles mentioned in 
her comments, and that just because he has a window does not mean she is entitled to 
a window. Mr. Johnson clarified how development review is not equal but atypical and 
that each application is subject to separate review. He also reiterated the privacy 
concerns addressed at the Zoning Administrator hearing. 
 
Eric Wedeking, neighbor, agreed with the comments mentioned by the previous 
speakers. He added a concern regarding the intent of the addition and proposed the 
idea that the applicant was increasing the number of bedrooms in order to create a 
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multi-family unit which would provide rental income. Mr. Wedeking elaborated on the 
apprehension regarding health and safety issues and proposed versus current use of 
the residence. 
   
Joe Phan, a Valley Trails resident, echoed the comments addressed by the neighbors 
and Valley Trails residents. Mr. Phan described the illicit activities he had witnessed at 
the subject property and referenced the police records for the residence. 
 
Sue Robles, applicant, rebutted that she has no intention of renting out the property and 
that the residence is occupied by multiple generations of her family. She addressed the 
parking concerns stating her family has four vehicles, the same number as several other 
neighbors. Ms. Robles acknowledged her son’s criminal record and assured the 
Commission that the activities mentioned by neighbors have ceased since her son went 
into a rehabilitation facility two months ago. 
 
Commissioner Ritter asked Ms. Robles if any vehicles were being parked in the two-car 
garage. 
 
Ms. Robles replied no and that there was no intention of parking vehicles in the garage 
in the future. 
 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED. 
 
Commissioner Brown asked if the Commission should take into consideration health 
and safety issues when rendering a recommendation or decision on the application. 
 
Ms. Harryman restated the comments made by Mr. Beaudin earlier in the evening, 
explaining that PMC section 18.20.030 takes into consideration health and safety issues 
but that they should be related to design and aesthetics, for example windows, for a 
design review application and not use as would be reviewed for a use permit 
application.  
 
Commissioner Ritter and Chair Balch asked staff to clarify that an approval tonight 
would be for the planning application only and that if approved the applicant would then 
submit plans to building for building permit issuance at which time staff would review the 
plans for conformance to building codes. 
 
Mr. Beaudin agreed with the process as described, adding that planning does take into 
consideration things such as window size and placement. 
 
Commissioner Ritter asked if a revised set of plans would be submitted to the 
Commission because the ones attached to the Staff Report did not have an architect 
stamp and had discrepancies; for example the Staff Report identified eight bedrooms 
but the applicant said there would only be six plus an office. 
 
Mr. Beaudin explained the definition of a bedroom in the PMC differs from the definition 
the applicant uses—if the space meets a certain size threshold, has a closet and an 
egress window it is a bedroom by definition regardless of the intended use. Also, he 
said, planning applications do not require the level of detail on plans that building 
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permits do because, as one could imagine, most applicants don’t want to spend the 
money on building plans for a project that may not get planning approval. 
 
Chair Balch said the massing on the front of the residence seems odd and that the front 
window seems small and off-center which he typically does not see in Pleasanton. He 
asked staff to address the design of the front façade.  
 
Mr. Beaudin directed the Commission to Page 2 of the plan set and described ways in 
which they could address the issues of massing on the front façade and the north facing 
window by redesigning the interior layout of the second story bedrooms.   
 
Chair Balch followed up asking if the Commission could continue the item to provide 
time for the applicant to work with staff to revise the plans. 
 
Mr. Beaudin replied yes, they could continue the item and ask for revised plans. 
 
Commissioners Allen, Nagler, and Ritter commented on their support of the Zoning 
Administrator’s findings and decision, their understanding and appeal to the issues 
addressed by the neighbors, and their agreement to continue the item so the applicant 
could revise the plans.  
 
Commissioner Ritter referred to an aerial photo of the property showing a camper/trailer 
parked on the side of the residence, the three spaces in the driveway full, and several 
vehicles parked on the street in front of the property. He acknowledged that the 
proposed addition would likely impact parking and said he would like to see the two-car 
garage be made available for two vehicles to park in, in order to make finding number 3 
as described in the Staff Report. 
 
Chair Balch provided a dissenting opinion, describing plans he had seen for homes with 
several bedrooms which were bedrooms by definition but not by use, for example: wine 
cellars, laundry rooms, photo developing rooms, etc. he explained how those specialty 
rooms can add value and function to the residence without impacting things such as 
traffic and parking. Therefore, Chair Balch said, he would not be evaluating the 
application on the number of bedrooms but rather the exterior design of the residence. 
 
Commissioner Brown summarized the reasons for which he considered the number of 
bedrooms to be of importance for this application. He said the number of bedrooms has 
an impact to the neighborhood and community with regard to foot traffic in and out of 
the residence, visitors, consumption of utilities, parking, valuation criteria from a real 
estate perspective and impact on neighboring property values, and massing. 
Commissioner Brown also addressed the issue raised by Mr. Broome regarding the 
FAR of 38.6%, and agreed that while it is under the maximum allowed 40%, it wouldn’t 
be ideal in terms of massing and appearance. He agreed with Commissioner Ritter’s 
request to see the garage used as intended, for the parking of two vehicles. 
 
Commissioner Allen asked what the typical FAR is in Valley Trails and what the 
maximum FAR is for any home in Valley Trails. 
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Mr. Luchini responded that staff does not have the information but for comparison 
purposes, the Johnson’s next door are around 36% FAR and their lot is roughly 100 – 
150 square feet smaller than the subject parcel. 
 
Chair Balch asked what the FAR was in the recently approved Ponderosa project in 
Valley Trails. 
 
Mr. Luchini replied it was generally 40% with a few lots approved to be just over 40%. 
 
Commissioner Nagler asked for the item to be continued to allow the applicant to work 
with staff on revising the plans. 
 
Chair Balch summarized the requests of the Commission, asking staff and the applicant 
to address the architectural design with regard to massing of the front façade and the 
removal of the north side window.  
 
The Commission agreed unanimously. 
 
Commissioner Nagler moved to continue Case P17-0372 off calendar. 
Commissioner Ritter seconded the motion. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: 
 
AYES: Commissioners Allen, Balch, Brown, Nagler, and Ritter 
NOES: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
RECUSED: None 
ABSENT: Commissioner O’Connor 
 
Item 6.a., P17-0372, was continued off calendar.  
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