
May 25, 2017 

Joe Cravotta 
H.l.P. Renovations 
1059 Lambaren Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94551 

Dear Mr. Cravatta: 

PLEASANTON. 

Subject: P17-0372, Addition 
Effective Date: June 12, 2017 

EXHIBIT A 

At its hearing on May 25, 2017, the Zoning Administrator approved Case P17-0372, your 
application for Administrative Design Review approval 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. Approval was granted subject to the conditions as shown on the 
attached Exhibit A. 

You may apply for a building permit after completion of the Administrative Design Review 
procedure's appeal period or, if you wish to apply for a building permit before the end of the 
appeal period, upon submittal of a signed Waiver Form to the Planning Division. The 
waiver acknowledges that plan check fees may be forfeited in the event that the approval is 
overturned or the design is significantly changed as a result of an appeal. In no case will a 
building permit be issued before the end of the appeal period. 

At the time of building permit submittal, you must: 

a. submit a completed and signed Building Permit Questionnaire (attached) to the 
PLANNING DIVISION; and 

b. present a copy of this letter to the Building Division along with required plans. 

If you have any questions about building permit fees or the building permit process, please 
contact the Building and Safety Division at (925) 931~5300. 

Approval of the Administrative Design Review will become effective on June 12, 2017 
(Pleasanton Municipal Code Chapter 18.144), unless appealed prior to that 
time. Administrative Design Review approval shall lapse and become void one year 
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following the effective date of project approval, unless prior to the expiration of one year, a 
building permit is issued and construction is commenced and diligently pursued toward 
completion or an extension has been approved by the City. 

If you have any questions, please contact Eric Luchini , Associate Planner, at 
(925} 931-5612. 

Sincerely, 

tid1av 
Adam Weinstein 
Zoning Administrator 

c: David and Sue Robles, 3552 Yellowstone Court, Pleasanton, CA 94566 

A COPY OF THIS LETTER AND A COMPLETED BUILDING PERMIT 
QUESTIONNAIRE (ATTACHED) MUST BE PRESENTED TO THE BUILDING AND 
SAFETY DIVISION WHEN APPL YING FOR BUILDING PERMITS. THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE MUST THEN BE SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING DIVISION. 



EFFECTIVE DATE: June 12, 2017 

BUILDING PERMIT QUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire is being sent to you to be completed and returned to the Planning Division when you 
file for a building permit for your recently approved project Its purpose is to ensure that your plans are 
checked in a timely manner and that the project is built according to the approved plans. 
We appreciate your cooperation. If you have any questions, please call the Planning Division. 

1. Applicant's Name, and Address: 

Joe Cravatta , H.l.P. Renovations 
1059 Lambaren Avenue, Livermore, CA 94551 

2. Project Address/Location: 

3552 Yellowstone Court, Pleasanton, CA 94566 

3. Description of project for which a permit is being requested: 

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. 

4. The building project for which this permit is being requested has been approved by the: 

_x_ Planning Division _Planning Commission 
_ City Council 

5. Planning Division Project Number P17-0372 

6. Do you certify that the plans being submitted for issuance of building permits conform in 
every respect to the approved plans and to all conditions of approval required by the above 
bodies? _Yes _No 

7. If the answer to Question No. 6 is "No", please list every item on the submitted building permit plans 
which differs from the approved plans or conditions of approval. Use the reverse side or attach 
additional sheets if necessary. AH changes to the approved plans should be clouded with delta 
numbers (6). 

I hereby attest that the above is true and correct. I understand that failure to correctly answer these 
questions may result in a delay of issuance of building permits and that if changes are discovered after 
the permit is issued, I am responsible for revising the project to conform to the plans approved by the City 
boards and/or commissions. 

Date Signature and Title 

Phone Number 



EXHIBIT A 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

P17-0372 
3552 Yellowstone Court, Robles 

May 25, 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 5, 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. 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 parcel, of all construction related trash, litter, and other debris, et cetera as 
determined by the Director of Community Development. 

8. 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. All appropriate City permits shall be obtained prior to the construction of the addition and 
site improvements. 

10. 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 (OMV) 
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 . 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. 

<end> 
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06/0817 

RE: P17-0372 

3552 Yellowstone Court 

Pleasanton, California 

EXHIBIT C 

RECEIVED 
JUN 0 9 2017 

CITY OF PLEASANTON 
PLANNING DIVISION 

t ; ':) ({ p, rvt. @;) 

The Robles wish to appeal the conditions of the approval to remove the second story north 
facing side window. 

Justification of appeal is that from viewing their neighbors home layouts from their back yard, 
they feel that their neighbors have a view from a second story window into their yard and 
downstairs building structure and that given the neighbor's idea of a potential peeping Tom 
would look onto their exterior pool area could prevent the Robles from having the comfortable 
upstairs layout they prefer for their grandchildren. 

They also bring up that for exterior ascetics and potential neighborhood re-sale value, the look 
of the structure becomes an odd ball to the neighborhood with a flat side having no second story 
window. Every second story in the area has windows of some sort on most sides of the upper 
building. 

Although a title 24 report has not been completed as of this time, one will be supplied at time of 
permit request and one could only anticipate that to meet those requirements, a window will 
probably be needed on that north side for either efficient lighting and or natural ventilation in one 
form or another. 

We hope that the city can see the intent and agree with the original requested layout. 

Sincerely, 

The Robles residence. 



CALL TO ORDER 

MINUTES 
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 

Pleasanton, California 

Large Planning Conference Room 
200 Old Bernal Avenue, Pleasanton 

Thursday, May 25, 2017 

EXHIBIT D 

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Adam Weinstein, Zoning Administrator. 

Present: David and Sue Robles, Applicants ; Joe Cravatta , Contractor; Sarah, 
resident of Valley Trails; Linda Farmer, resident of Valley Trails; Minh Lee, 
neighbor; Glen and Shani Johnson, neighbors; Ed Broome, resident of 
Valley Trails; Bernie Wilson , neighbor 
Staff: Adam Weinstein, Planning Manager and Zoning Administrator; 
Eric Luch ini, Associate Planner 

P17-0372, 3552 Yellowstone Court, David Robles 
Application for Administrative Design Review approval to convert an existing 
unconditioned loft into an approximately 7 40-square-foot second-story and to 
extend the existing roof height from 20 feet to 25 feet at the existing residence. 
Zoning for the property is R-1-6,500 (One-Family Residential) District. 

Mr. Weinstein, Zoning Administrator, welcomed the applicants to the Zoning 
Administration Hearing to discuss P17-0372. Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. Luchini to give a 
brief presentation of the proposed project. 

Mr. Weinstein asked the Applicants, David and Sue Robles, if they would like to make a 
statement. Mrs. Robles stated that Joe Cravatta, the contractor, would speak on their 
behalf. 
Mr. Cravatta stated that the proposed project would add value to the home and the 
neighborhood. 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. and Mrs. Robles how long they have lived in the home. Mrs. 
Robles replied that they have lived there 39 years . 

Mr. Weinstein asked what is the objective of building the addition. Mr. Robles replied 
that their grandkids are getting older. Mrs. Robles added that they have six 
grandchildren who live with them. Children of different ages and genders have to share 
the bedrooms and they want to remedy that. 

Mr. Weinstein asked how many people are currently living in the home and how many 
would be living in the home in the future . Mrs. Robles said that there are currently 9 
and there would be 9 in the future. 



Mr. Weinstein asked if all residents of the home were family members. Mr. Robles 
indicated that they are. 

Mr. Weinstein asked if the applicants had spoken with any neighbors about the 
proposed project. Mr. Robles replied that he had not. 

The public hearing was opened. 

Linda Farmer asked if there were only grandchildren under the age of 15 along with two 
of the applicant's sons living in the home. Mr. Weinstein stated that that question would 
be addressed later in the hearing, during the applicant's rebuttal. 

Minh Lee asked if there will be more than 9 living in the home after the project is 
complete . 
Mr. Robles replied 'no'. 

Neighbor: Commented that she thinks there is an adult male and an adult female that 
have been living in the home for a few months, possibly renting and not related. 

Glen Johnson stated that his concerns are based on privacy of his property. He 
presented his proposal to eliminate windows on the north side, minimize rear-facing 
windows to 3-feet wide, and minimize angular sight lines. 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. Johnson if he would be satisfied with the project if those 
changes were made. Mr. Johnson answered that he would be happy. Mr. Johnson 
stated that this proposal would allow for the same number of bedrooms with no 
modifications of the ground floor, just rearranging of the layout of the top floor. 

Shani Johnson stated that the bedroom window on the north side of the home faces 
directly into her kitchen and pool area. 

Mr. Weinstein asked the applicants about the "mystery space" labeled on the plans. 

Mrs. Johnson says that no one knows what that space is, but because there is a 
window, it could be a potential ninth bedroom. 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. Johnson if frosted windows or vegetative screening would 
address his privacy concerns. Mr. Johnson replied 'no'. He stated that the windows are 
simply not necessary. 

Mrs. Johnson stated that because there is no air conditioning in the applicant's home, 
they would need to keep the windows open. 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. and Mrs. Johnson if they have a second-story addition with a 
window facing the applicant's yard. Mrs. Johnson indicated that they do have a second-
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story addition with a frosted window, but the window is not directly aligned with the 
Robles' yard . 

Mr. Weinstein asked to review the three options proposed by Mr. Johnson . He asked 
what the differences are between them. Mr. Johnson stated that the floor plans were 
different. 

Ed Broome asked if the site plan shows the dimension of the lot, as required for plan 
submittal. Mr. Luchini stated that the total exterior dimensions of the lot are not on the 
plans. 
Mr. Broome asked if it is a surveyed plan or if it is taken from the existing fence and 
retaining wall lines. If the latter, he has a concern since over time, fences come and go. 
Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. Broome what his concerns are about the dimensions. Mr. 
Broome's concerns are whether or not the dimensions are correct as far as the 
setbacks that are required and also that it is a requirement by the city to have the 
dimensions on the plans. 

Mr. Broome asked if there is an arborist report and photographs, as required for 
submittal. 
Mr. Weinstein stated that dimensioned plans, trees reports , and photographs of existing 
conditions are not required elements of applications for every single project; some 
projects that could affect existing trees warrant a tree report, while projects that wouldn 't 
affect trees do not. . Mr. Luchini confirmed that a tree report was provided by the 
applicant. 

Mr. Broome read from the Pleasanton Municipal Code concerning zoning . He stated 
that this would be the only home in Pleasanton with 8 bedrooms and indicated that the 
largest home in Pleasanton currently is 8, 100-square-feet with 7 bedrooms. He also 
suggested that the PMC defines a dwelling as 6 bedrooms maximum. Mr. Broome has 
concerns with on-street parking if off-street parking is not available. He is also 
concerned with the number of police calls (100+) . 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. Broome what specifically about this proposal conflicts with 
issues of preserving public health and safety and reta ining single family residential 
districts for family use. 

Mr. Broome replied that there seems to be non-family members living there currently 
and that the character of the occupants is not something that is conducive with what he 
would want as a home. He is also concerned that the project is too big for the 
neighborhood use. 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr.Broome to clarify the 6-room cap. Mr. Broome replied that this 
relates to transitional homes, but not to single family residences. 

Mr. Weinstein asked for any other comments from the public. 
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Mr. Lihn stated that he has a concern about parking. He has children at his home and 
he does not feel comfortable because there seems to be a lot of transient people that 
come through . 

Mrs. Johnson echoed those concerns. 

Mr. Broome commented that in the process of going through the Ponderosa-Valley 
Trails project, the number of police calls was mentioned frequently. In his opinion , this 
proposed project will continue a pattern that has proven to be negative to the 
neighborhood and community. He has a record of the police calls for the last 2 years. 

Mr. Weinstein asked for clarification from the Robles' as to the age of the persons living 
in the home and whether they are family or not, how many cars generally park on the 
property and street, how long the project will take , and what Joe Cravatta has to say 
about the design alterations that Mr. Johnson presented . 

Bob Whittig stated that he is concerned about how the project will proceed and the fact 
that it really doesn't fit with the aspects of the neighborhood . He would be surprised if, 
based on past performance, a lot of people aren't disappointed and adversely affected . 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. Whittig if his primary concern is about the number of people 
living in the house. Mr. Whittig said that he discussed this with Dennis and Eric. There 
is no definition as to what constitutes a single-family residence. Mr. Whittig said it 
appears that there are multiple families currently occupying the residence . 
Mr. Weinstein asked the Robles' to clarify the number of people living in the home, if 
there are any non-family members living in the home, if any are renters, how many cars 
belong to the occupants in the house, and how long the project will take to complete . 

Mr. Cravatta replied that there are 9 people living in the home. 

A neighbor asked about the 2 people with the green car who leave at 7 in the morning , 
whose car is parked on the street every night. Mr. Cravatta replied that the green car 
could be a neighbor's car. Mrs. Robles states that the car belongs to someone who is 
moving to San Diego. 

Mr. Weinstein asked if anyone else, other than the family members mentioned , have 
been living in the house in the last year. Mrs. Robles answered yes, but not as renters. 
One has been there a couple of months but is getting ready to move to San Diego. 

Mr. Weinstein confirmed that no non-family members are anticipated to live in the house 
once the project is complete. 

Mrs. Robles clarified that they are not putting in 8 bedrooms, only 7. 

Mr. Cravatta stated that two bedrooms downstairs will have a wall taken out to make 
one room because there is not enough room even for a bed in one of the rooms. The 
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"mystery space" is actually air space above the kitchen . Mr. Cravotta continued to 
explain structural details of the proposed project and stated that the project will probably 
take 3-4 months to construct. 

Mr. Weinstein asked if the elimination of the one bedroom downstairs will require a 
change in the configuration of the top floor rooms. Mr. Cravotta stated that it will not. 

Mr. Weinstein stated to the applicants that merging two bedrooms on the upper floor to 
eliminate the window on the back would satisfy the neighbor's privacy concerns and 
asked if that is feasible. 

Mr. Weinstein asked the Robles' how many cars are at the property. A member of the 
appl icant team answered that it would be the same amount of cars as currently are 
there . 

Mr. Weinstein asked if any cars are parked in the garage. A member of the applicant 
team replied that it is used for laundry and storage. 

Mr. Weinstein asked the Robles' about the police activity at the residence. He 
commented that it is not necessarily pertinent to the zoning issue, but the neighbors are 
wondering about it. 

Mr. Robles stated that most of the activity concerns his son who is in rehab. He has not 
gone to court and the police have sought him, trying to get him to go to court. He has 
not complied so the police continue to come to the residence to search for him. Mr. 
Robles stated that his son has not been home for about two months. Mr. Robles added 
that any activity from here on out would concern his other son's kids, if they were to do 
anything wrong. 
He does not believe there will be any more police activity. 

Mr. Weinstein asked if there are any plans for the yard , other than removing two trees 
as part of the proposed project. Mr. Robles answered that there are no plans at this 
time and that the water shortage is to blame for the current state of the yard- no grass, 
bare ground. 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. Luchini asked about the concerns regarding the submittal. 

Mr. Luchini stated that the site plan does not necessarily have to be a surveyed site 
plan . In this case , because there is no change to the actual footprint of the home, it is 
less of an issue to staff at this time. Regarding the arborist report, Mr. Luchini stated 
that it is not always required , and is required only if a project could affect significant 
trees. When there is a proposed tree removal , the City consults the Landscape 
Architect to verify whether or not an arborist report is warranted . The trees proposed to 
be removed for this project are clearly damaging the home and need to be removed. 
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Mr. Cravatta indicated that an arborist report was submitted because two of the trees 
were possibly considered to be heritage trees. Mr. Luchini found the arborist report in 
the submittal. 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. Luchini if the same holds true for photographs. Mr. Luchini 
replied that if the materials and colors of the proposed project will match the existing 
building, photographs are not always required. 

A neighbor asked if the tree removal is dependent on the approval of the proposal , 
since the trees are damaging the home. Mr. Weinstein replied that even if the 
application is denied , the applicant can come back to the City to request removal of the 
trees . Mr. Luchini clarified that the responsibility for approving the tree removal would 
then transfer from the Planning Division to the Landscape Architecture Division at that 
time. 

Mr. Weinstein asked if Mr. Johnson has any photos he would like to show. Mr. Johnson 
showed photos taken from his yard showing that the windows on the north side would 
affect his privacy. He also stated that the conversation about the structure is irrelevant 
because the drawings submitted are not structural drawings. 

Mr. Weinstein asked if anyone has other comments. 

Mrs. Robles commented that when the Johnson's added their second story, they put a 
window just a sidewalk's distance from the fence. The Robles' proposal puts the 
addition and windows further back. Mrs. Johnson added that although that is true , the 
site lines are totally different because their bathroom window is rarely opened and is 
frosted. Also the window looks into the site of the Robles' garage, not their house or 
backyard. 

Mr. Johnson commented that there is a history of transients and overdoses at the 
property and he does not want transients open ing the window and invading his privacy. 

Mr. Cravatta stated that, concerning the police activity, whether the project is approved 
or not, the Robles family will still be living there . 

Mr. Weinstein asked the Robles or Mr. Cravatta to address the issue of the privacy 
concerns addressed by Mr. Johnson related to the fact that people can open/close the 
window on the north side. Mr. Cravatta replied that they have looked into options for 
safety and obscuring the view, for example using an aluminum screen instead of 
fiberglass. 

Mr. Johnson commented that this would address the occupant's privacy, but not the 
neighbor's. 

Mr. Johnson commented that his concern is his family's privacy, based on the history of 
the Robles property. Mr. Johnson added that his request is a small one. 
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Mr. Weinstein asked the neighbors if they had any additional comments. Hearing none, 
he then asked Mr. and Mrs. Robles if they had any closing comments. 

Mr. Robles clarified that what Mr. Johnson is asking for is to not have any windows on 
the north side, but allowing the windows in the back remain . 

Bernie Williams, the neighbor to the south side mentioned the windows proposed on the 
south side- one for a bathroom and one for a bedroom. 

Mr. Weinstein asked Mr. Williams if he is ok with the windows proposed for the south 
side of the home. Mr. Williams replies that the windows do not bother him. 

A neighbor asked if this hearing would be taking place if the fire department and code 
enforcement had not responded to calls for service. He also asked if Mr. Cravotta has 
workers compensation insurance. The California state site states that he is exempt. He 
added that he does not feel the neighbors have enough information to envision what is 
going to happen with this substantial change downstairs. Mr. Weinstein stated that the 
concerns regarding insurance have no bearing on the zoning issues being discussed at 
the hearing , but that any contractor working on the project would need to comply with 
State rules regarding insurance and other provisions. 

The Public Hearing was closed. 

Mr. Weinstein clarified what he can and cannot take into account when rendering his 
decision . The decision is focused on the physical appearance of the project and how it 
relates to neighboring properties, and whether it fits with the aesthetic of the 
neighborhood and whether there is an appropriate relationship between this project and 
surrounding properties and whether these are being preserved and appropriate 
landscaping is installed. Relations between neighbors are important, but are outside 
the bounds of the zoning decision . There are no code requirements that dictate the 
maximum number of people living in the house, except in instances where health and 
safety issues are a concern . Therefore , this cannot be taken into account when making 
this decision. 

Mr. Weinstein mentioned some of his concerns with the proposed project: privacy, the 
condition of the landscaping in the yard , and the time it will take to complete the 
proposed project. 

Mr. Weinstein approved the project with some conditions. One condition is to 
reconfigure the second story floor plan to completely eliminate the window on the north 
elevation only. A landscape and irrigation plan must be submitted to the Planning 
Division in advance of getting a building permit. This landscape plan should be a 
relatively typical landscape plan for the front yard that better matches other residential 
landscaping on Yellowstone Court and must be maintained for the life of the project. 
The landscape plan must provide for 1 :1 tree replacement. The applicants must provide 
one parking space in the garage at all times to reduce demand for on-street parking. 
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Lastly, the property must be maintained in a clean, orderly manner at all times, including 
the cleanup of any construction debris and the removal of such debris during the 
construction period . 

The Zoning Administrator granted approval of P17-0372, subject to the conditions of 
approval as shown on the Exhibit A. 

As there was no further business, the Zoning Administrator adjourned the meeting at 
8:14 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted , 

Eric Luchini 
Associate Planner 
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EXHIBIT F 

Re: Pl 7-0372. 3552 Yellowstone Ct. Via email: 5/26/17 

Gentlemen: 
I attended the Zoning Administrator's Public Hearing for the above-captioned project last 
night and am extremely concerned and somewhat dismayed. Adam Weinstein was the Chair. 

Despite the many concerns voiced by the neighbors and several (seemingly clear) conflicts 
with the Title 18 Zoning Ordinance, the project was approved. 

It is my opinion that this decision was incorrect and, at a minimum premature. The following 
are some of my concerns: 

1. The plan submission package was incomplete. Some of the missing items, per city 
guidelines are: 

a. Site plan failed to show: lot dimensions, existing and proposed parking. 

b. The incomplete Site Plan that was submitted was in the wrong scale, per 
guidelines (minor, perhaps, but still a requirement). 

c. Photographs and photosets were not included. This is a significant omission, as 
one of the neighbors directly adjacent to the proposed project made the 
comment that he would be better able to judge the impact to his property if he 
"could see a picture". 

What purpose do submittal requirements serve if they are arbitrarily allowed to be 
incomplete? 

2. There was a substantial and material change to the plan that was revealed (orally) at 
the time of the hearing. 

a. Without the benefit of a drawing, I cannot specifically detail what the changes 
were, other than the fact that (apparently) the number of bedrooms was 
affected and potentially some exterior features. This is merely an educated guess 
on my part. 

b. A new/updated plan set was unavailable to reference or view at the time of the 
hearing. As a result, many attendees were confused as to the changes and had 
difficulty understanding what those changes were and what the potential impacts 
would be. 

c. How is this right to fair for the public to be denied their rightful and fair chance 
to review the most-current plans reflecting those (unknown) changes? 



d. Despite this significant and material change and lack of updated plans, the 
project was approved. Specifically, what was 'approved? 

How can an Approval be rendered, when the full scope along with accurate plans are not 
available? What was "approved'? Was the "Approval" based on the outdated plans and 
incomplete submissions? 

3. There are several Title 18 Zoning Ordinance sections that are clearly in conflict, or at 
least call into question the appropriateness of the Project/Approval. 

a. 18.04.010 Objectives and items "B", "C", "G", "I". 
b. 18.31.010 Purpose and items: "A", "B", "G", "I" 

Some of the relevant examples as to the the applicability of these sections are as 
follows: 

• The neighbor that shares the North boundary vigorously objected to the bedroom 
windows, which would provide a direct view into their backyard from the new addition. 
Due to a history of one of the occupants being caught 'peeping' at their teenage 
daughter while sunbathing or swimming, they felt that having windows on the North 
side of the project was a huge and substantiated concern, in that there was a high 
likelihood not only of invasion of their privacy, but infringement of their right to the 
quiet use and enjoyment of their property. 

• This same neighbor provided an alternate floor plan, showing that if the rooms were 
slightly reconfigured the windows could be moved to the West side of the 
project. Unfortunately this alternate plan was completely ignored. 

• The Subject Property is a well-know current and historical den of illegal activity. I 
possessed and referenced a print out from Pleasanton P .D. showing all of the calls for 
service over the last two-year period. From March of 2015 to May 25, 2017. There 
have been (104) calls for service to this address. 

Additionally, the neighbors mentioned that the PPD was there on 5/24 as well. It is 
obvious nefarious activity continues and is not "in the past" as the Applicant claims. 

The majority of calls are of a serious nature, I felt this was a significant factor and 
should have played a substantial role in denying this request. 

The Zoning Ordinance specifically encompasses a public health, safety and privacy 
obligation. Nevertheless, the aforementioned objections, facts and Ordinance 
obligations were completely ignored. 



4. The Applicants Contractor was the primary spokesperson for the project. I understand 
that this is not unusual. However what I did find highly unusual was the fact that the 
contractor was answering personal questions. 

a. For example; "what is the relationship, age and relationship of the occupants". 
The Contractor replied there were "9" although the Applicant was counting to 
"11". The contractor gave the ages and relationship. Seemingly the Contractor 
was in a sense 'coaching' the Applicant (please also see 4c below). 

b. That resulted in one of the neighbors asking Staff, who the other couple was 
that was living there that seemed not to be a relative. After the Applicant was 
asked by Staff, she suddenly 'remembered' that there were renters at the 
property as well, 'but they were moving out within a couple of months'. 

c. At one point, the Applicant was asked how many cars they owned. As the 
Applicant was answering, the Contractor held up four fingers to his cheek (as if 
he were in thought). Clearly this was a signal to the Applicant, who, as soon as 
she saw his signal immediately changed her answer to "four". Although she had 
already counted out "five" on her fingers - and was in the midst of counting even 
more, but stopped. 

I mention these as examples to point out that the Applicant clearly struggles with 
truthful responses, which should have been a factor in the decision. 

5. In his decision, Adam commented that if they considered the fact that sometimes 
neighbors don't like each other, then half of all applications would be rejected. 

I found this totally inappropriate, unnecessary and offensive. Never did any of the 
neighbors or speakers even elude any dislike of the Applicants. In fact each of them 
went out of their way to de-personalize their concerns. 

6. Lastly, and as a side note, I would like to mention that the venue for the meeting was 
extremely intimidating to all but the Applicant and Staff. 

a. The lack of separation stifled what normally would have been a more vigorous 
discussion, and more objections to the project would have been raised. Because 
of the tight quarters and the criminal history associated with the property, the 
neighbors were clearly hesitant to speak and very timid. If the meeting had been 
held in the Chamber as scheduled, this would have been less of a factor. 



May I ask exactly what was approved? Plans that are apparently now different, or going to be 
different than those submitted and those discussed last night? How can this possibly be? 

Whether taken individually or collectively, the fact that none of these concerns along with the 
fact that none of the applicable Ordinance conflicts were considered, refuted or addressed 
and the fact that the plans are wrong and stale and incomplete, leads me to believe that this 
decision was hasty, reckless and wrong. 

My intent is not to be harsh. My intent is to underscore the importance and the requirement 
to follow the proper, lawful process. 

There are standards, guidelines and Ordinances in place for a purpose. There is a public 
notification and public hearing process for a purpose. 

In this case that purpose was short-circuited and our rightful course clearly denied. 

I understand there is an appeals process in place, however I find it extremely unfair that the 
burden of the required fee for appeal is placed on others and myself for something that we 
had nothing to do with. I also feel that the Planning Commission is not the proper forum to 
discuss these concerns, as it does not adequately allow for a frank and informal exchange. 

In closing I would very much appreciate the opportunity to meet with you face-to-face. 
Perhaps some of my concerns and would be put to rest and I could better understand the 
basis for the decision. 

I very much look forward to your response and a meeting in the very near future. 

Respectfully and with best regards, 

Ed Broome 
- Hawaii Ct. 
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EXHIBIT H 

3552 YELLOWSTONE CT YEAR 
2017 
(Jan-

CALLS FOR SERVICE 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 May) Grand Total 
OFFICER INITIATE 4 3 1 2 9 6 25 

594 PC - VANDALISM 1 1 
ANIMAL CONTROL 1 1 
FOLLOW UP 1 1 
ILLEGAL PARK 1 3 4 
INCIDENT 1 1 
PATROL CHECK 1 1 
PED STOP 1 2 2 5 
PENAL CODE VIOLATION 1 1 
SUSVEH 3 3 
WARRANT- SUBPOENA SERVICE 2 2 1 1 1 7 

CITIZEN INITIATE 5 8 3 13 29 9 67 
242 PC - BATTERY 1 1 2 

273.5 CORPORAL !NJ/SPOUSE 1 1 
415 - DISTURBANCE 3 3 3 9 
459 PC - BURGLARY 3 3 
484 PC - PETTY THEFT 1 2 3 
594 PC - VANDALISM 1 1 2 
ANIMAL CONTROL 1 1 2 
ANMIAL CONTROL 2 3 1 6 
CIVIL STANDBY 1 1 
FOLLOW UP 1 1 2 
FOUND PROP 1 1 2 
HS VIOLATION 1 1 
ILLEGAL PARK 3 3 
INCIDENT 1 1 
MEDICAL ASSISTANCE 1 1 
MISSING PERSON 1 1 
PENAL CODE VIOLATION 1 1 
PMC VIOLATION 1 1 2 
PROBATION SEARCH 1 1 
SUS CIRC 1 2 1 4 
SUS PERS 1 2 2 1 6 
SUS VEH 2 2 
WARRANT- SUBPOENA SERVICE 1 2 1 4 
WELFARE CHECK 1 4 2 7 

I Grand Total 9 11 4 15 38 15 92 I 

ARRESTS AT 3552 YELLOWSTONE COURT 

YEAR Count 
2013 1 
2016 11 
201 7(Jan-May) 5 

Grand Total 17 

1 



CASES AT 3552 YELLOWSTONE COURT 

YEAR 
2017 Gran 

2012 2013 2015 2016 (Jan- d 
TYPE OF CASES May) Total 
ANIMAL SERVICE 1 1 2 
ASSAULT /BATTERY 1 1 2 
BURGLARY RESIDENTIAL 1 1 
CHILD ABUSE 1 1 
CRIME REPORT 1 1 
DOMESTIC BATTERY 1 1 
DRUG VIOLATION 4 1 5 
FOUND PROPERTY 1 1 2 
INCIDENT 1 1 
MAIL-IN/FAX REPORT 1 1 
STOLEN PROPERTY 1 1 
THEFT BICYCLE 1 1 
TOW 1 1 
VANDALISM 1 1 
WARRANT ARREST 1 2 1 4 

Grand Total 3 3 4 12 3 25 
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Eric Luchini 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Eric, 

Minh Lee ~ 
Sunday, July 02, 2017 11:57 AM 
Eric Luchini 
Regarding the Nobles family (3552 Yellowstone Court) home expansion 

EXHIBIT I 

My name is Minh Lee and I live . I am writing to you to express my concerns and 
oppositions to the Nobles family wanting lo expand their house up lo 8-room house (with potential of9 
rooms). I will be out of town on the hearing date on 7/12 and therefore I would like to share my concerns with 
you. I strongly believe that any home owner should has the right to do what they want to their house as long as 
it is in accordance with the laws, codes, regulations and won't negatively impact the neighbors and 
community. It is exactly the latter part that I am concern with. 1 am not opposing the renovation and improving 
the quality of living for the Nobles family, but I strongly oppose to the size of their renovation and the safely 
hazard it posts to the neighborhood and my three kids, all under 11 years old. I live directly across from the 
Nobles. Below are some of my top concerns: 

• Crimes, drugs and arrests - over the last two years, there have been at least over I 00 police visits to their 
house and resulted in many arrests. Some of the arrests are family members living in the house and some are 
renters and friends. 1 checked out the police reports, some are domestic violence, drugs related, possession of 
robbery tools. It is very concerning lo me and our community. 

• Questionable renters - there are al least two renters currently living on the property. MANY renters have 
been the subject of the police visits and arrests. 1 am very concerned with the type of characters that come 
through their house. 

• Kids safety playing outside - as mentioned above, 1 can't have my 3 kids (all under 11 yrs old) playing 
outside with the neighbors' kids without adult supervision given the arrest history, drug trafficking, smoking on 
drive ways, attempted violence 

• Up to 9-room house on a small lot - This just does not fit any home in our community or any Pleasanton 
community for that matter for that size lot. All the houses my our community are 3-4 rooms. Allowing this will 
set the wrong precedence and open the flood gate for similar requests to come and change the community of 
Pleasanton that we all love. 

• Increase cars and traffic - The Nobles current have a total of 5 cars (van, truck and SUVs). Three park on 
the street and two on the driveway. Allowing the 7, 8 or 9 rooms expansion will add more cars park on the 
street from renters, more traffic and potential hazard for kids playing outside. 

• Where's the need for extra rooms when they have rooms to rent? This just does not add up to me. 



Again, I am not opposing their renovation. I just do not agree with 6, 7, 8 or 9 rooms house. We have been and 
still dealing with all these problems for the last 8+ years. Allowing the expansion will only add to the problems 
and concerns I listed above. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH Eric for the time and hear my concerns! 

Sincerely, 

Minh Lee 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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