

 


 


PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 


February 5, 2019 
 


WE PROVIDE EFFICIENT DELIVERY OF QUALITY PUBLIC SERVICES THAT ARE  


ESSENTIAL TO THOSE WHO LIVE AND WORK IN SAN RAMON 


 


 


Jeanne Benedetti, Chairperson        Gary Alpert, Vice Chairperson 


 Victoria Harris, Planning Commissioner         Rick Marks, Planning Commissioner    


Eric Wallis, Planning Commissioner 


 


Council Chamber 


7000 Bollinger Canyon Road 


Regular Meeting – 7:00 PM 


 


 


Agenda Questions: Please Call the Planning Services Division (925) 973-2560 


 
Documents received after publication of this Agenda and considered by the Planning Services Division  


in its deliberation will be available for inspection in the Planning Services Division office at 2401 Crow Canyon 


Road, San Ramon during normal business hours and in the red binder at the Planning Commission meeting. 
 


To assist you in preparing your testimony, please review the Planning Commission’s guidelines  
 


Suggestions for Providing Effective Testimony at a Planning Commission Public Hearing. 
 


Welcome to the Planning Commission meeting. 
 


No new matter will commence after 11:00 p.m. and meetings will be adjourned at 12:00 a.m. unless the Commission votes to 


extend the meetings for 30-minute increments. 
 


Members of the audience may request to speak if the subject is listed as a PUBLIC HEARING. Please fill out a speaker card 


(from the table in the rear of the Council Chamber) and hand it to the Recording Secretary at the beginning of the meeting. The 


Recording Secretary will advise the Chairperson when requests to speak are in hand. The Chairperson will recognize you 


during the course of the hearing and may specify the number of minutes you will be allotted to speak. Such limitation will take 


into account the number of persons wishing to speak and the time available. The procedure for the hearing is to have staff make 


a presentation, the applicant present the proposal and then the persons for and against the item may speak. Finally, the 


applicant has time for rebuttal. The hearing is then closed and brought to the Commission for discussion and action. There is no 


further comment permitted from the audience unless invited by the Planning Commission. 


 


Public hearings may be continued from time to time. Notice of the continuance will be provided following the conclusion of each 


item no additional notification will be provided unless there is a change in the meeting date, time or location.  
 


If the applicant or his/her representative fails to attend the Public Hearing concerning his/her application, the Planning 


Commission may take action to deny the application. An application may be entertained for continuance upon receipt of written 


notification of the applicant’s inability to attend the hearing. 


 


If you challenge in Court any zoning or planning actions taken by the Planning Commission, you may be limited to raising only 


those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing conducted herein or in written correspondence delivered to the 


Planning Commission at or prior to the public hearing.  


 


Decisions of the Planning Commission may be appealed within 10 (ten) calendar days of decision by filing a letter stating the 


grounds for the appeal along with the appropriate filing fee in the City Clerk’s office.  







 2 Planning Commission Meeting – February 5, 2019 


 


1. CALL TO ORDER 


2. ROLL CALL  


3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


4. PUBLIC COMMENTS OR WRITTEN COMMUNICATION  


At this time, those in the audience are encouraged to address the Planning Commission on any 


item not already included in tonight’s agenda. If possible, comments should not exceed five (5) 


minutes. 


5. ADDITIONS AND REVISIONS 


The Planning Commission Chair, by majority consent of the members, may introduce agenized 


items out of the regular agenda order of business 


6. CONSENT CALENDAR 


6.1 Summit Senior Care Public Art 12700 Alcosta Blvd. 
 


Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution 01-19 Approving the Proposed Public Art 


Feature 


7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 


7.1 Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Jan 15, 2019 7:00 PM 


8. CONTINUED ITEMS AFTER CLOSING OF PUBLIC HEARING 


9. CONTINUED ITEMS - OPEN PUBLIC HEARING 


9.1 Continued Public Hearing:  Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education 


Facilities 
 


Recommendation:  That the Planning Commission Receive the Staff Report, a 


Presentation by the Applicant, Open the Continued Public Hearing, Take Public 


Testimony, Close Public Testimony, and Provide Comments to the Applicant and 


Staff; and Continue the Item to the February 19, 2019 Planning Commission 


Meeting. 


 Property Address: 19001 San Ramon Valley Blvd. (APN: 211-051-014) 


 Staff Report by: Shinei Tsukamoto, Associate Planner 


10. PUBLIC HEARING - NEW ITEMS 


11. NON-PUBLIC HEARING ACTION ITEMS 
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11.1 Draft Inclusionary Housing and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee 


Ordinance 
 


Recommendation:  That the Planning Commission Receive the Staff Report, 


Discuss Any Additional Refinements to the Draft Inclusionary Housing 


Ordinance and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee Ordinance, and 


Provide Comments to the City Council. 


 Staff Report by: Cindy Yee, Senior Planner 


12. STUDY SESSION/WORKSHOP/COMMISSIONER LIAISON REPORT AND 


INTEREST ITEMS/STAFF REPORTS 


12.1 Crow Canyon Specific Plan Update – Draft Preferred Alternative 
 


Recommendation:  That the Planning Commission Receive the Consultant's 


Presentation, Discuss Refinements to the Draft Preferred Alternative, and If 


Appropriate, Recommend Consideration by the City Council. 


12.2 Crow Canyon Specific Plan Power Point Presentation by Consultant 


 Staff Report by: Cindy Yee, Senior Planner  


13. ADJOURNMENT  


 


  I hereby certify that the attached Planning Commission Agenda was posted 72 hours before 


the noted meeting: 


 
  Dated:  January 31, 2019 







 


PLANNING COMMISSION 


Staff Report 
 


 


 


DATE: February 5, 2019 


 


TO: Planning Commission 


 


FROM: Debbie Chamberlain, Community Development Director 


 By: Lauren Barr, Division Manager 


 


SUBJECT: Summit Senior Care Public Art 12700 Alcosta Blvd. 


 


 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


 


The Applicant has submitted an Architectural Review application as required by the conditions 


of approval to install a public art feature to satisfy the conditions of approval for the Summit 


Senior Care project Located at 12720 Alcosta Boulevard.  The Arts Advisory Committee has 


recommended Planning Commission approval of the sculpture with the addition of lighting to 


highlight the art and provide interest in the evening and nighttime hours. 


 


RECOMMENDED ACTION 


 


Receive the staff report and adopt Resolution 01-19 to approve the proposed public art feature. 


 


INTRODUCTION  


 


Application:  Description:          


       


AR 18-200-080 Architectural Review application to install the proposed sculpture to satisfy 


the public art condition of approval for the Summit Senior Care Facility 
 


Applicant:  Watermark Retirement Communities/ The Freshwater Group 


   c/o Hochhauser Blatter Architects    


122 E. Arrellaga    


  Santa Barbara, CA 93101      


 


Site Location:     Summit Senior Care Facility- 12720 Alcosta Blvd.   


     (See Attachment A for a Vicinity Map)  
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BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 


 


In 2015, the San Ramon Planning Commission approved Resolution No. 09-15 for a new Senior 


Assisted Living and Alzheimer’s Memory Care facility (Senior Care Facility) for up to 82 beds 


and site amenities.  The 2-story approximately 54,000 sf. facility includes a shared parking lot 


with the existing Church of the Nazarene and site circulation with a drop-off area at the front of 


the building.  As part of the development approval, the project was conditioned to install a public 


art piece prior to the final building occupancy.  The building is currently under construction and 


occupancy is expected later in 2019. 


 


Proposed Public Art Installation “Off to the Moon”: 


 


The Applicant is proposing to install a sculpture 


element at the entry to the parking area entitled “Off to 


the Moon.”  The sculpture is approximately 7 feet tall 


and consists of geometric shapes arranged in various 


planes and angles which reflect daylight and offer 


different effects when viewed from different vantage 


points and at different times of the day.  The sculpture 


is cut from ½” stainless steel which has been welded 


together and is supported on a concrete base.  The 


Artists description has been provided as Attachment 


B, Exhibit B-1.   


 


The location of the proposed art pieces is within a 


landscape area adjacent to the entry to the shared 


parking lot.  The artwork will be placed at the 


northwest end of the landscape island that separates 


the upper and lower parking areas and will be seen as 


vehicles or persons enter the property from Hospital 


Road.  See Figure 4 or Attachment B, Exhibit B-1.  for 


a site plan of the property.   


 Figure 2: Proposed Sculpture “Off to the Moon” 


 


 
Figure 3: Artwork Details and Elevations 
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Figure 4: Site Plan- Sculpture location  


 


Lighting for the Sculpture: 


 


A photometric plan has been provided and approved for the property which includes parking lot 


and pedestrian lighting.  At the time the lighting plan was approved, the specific details of the art 


installation were not known.  The Arts Advisory Committee recommended that the Applicant 


provide up-lighting for the sculpture to provide additional visual interest during evening and 


nighttime hours.  A condition of approval has been added to require a detailed lighting plan for 


the art and associated electrical permit for review and approval prior to installation.   


 


Architectural Review Board: 


 


On July 9, 2015, the ARB reviewed the proposed project including the conceptual art location 


adjacent to the entry to the shared parking lot.  The art piece has shifted from the EBMUD 


easement area to the landscape area directly across from the entry and will continue to be visible 


when entering the property and from Hospital Road (See figure 4).  


 


Art Advisory Committee (AAC) Review:  


 


On January 17, 2019, the Arts Advisory Committee reviewed the proposed sculpture  and 


recommended approval of the art installation with the inclusion of additional lighting to highlight 


the art and provide interest in the evening and nighttime hours. 


 


FISCAL ANALYSIS 


 


Hospital Road 


Church Site 


Senior Care Facility 
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The preliminary cost estimate for the art installation is approximately $30,000.  All costs 


associated with the art installation are the responsibility of the property owner.  No City 


resources are required beyond typical reviews which are paid for by standard permit fees. 


 


STEPS FOLLOWING APPROVAL 


 


Following final acceptance, the Applicant will obtain permits to install the proposed sculpture. 


 


ATTACHMENT: 


 


A-Vicinity Map 


B- Resolution 01-19 with Exhibits 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 


  


 


CITY OF SAN RAMON   PLANNING SERVICES 


Vicinity Map 
 


 


 


 


AR 18-200-080 


 


Public Art Submittal- 


Summit Senior Care Facility 


12720 Alcosta Blvd. 
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Resolution No. 01-19  
Page 2 of 3  


RESOLUTION NO. 01-19 
 


A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION  
OF THE CITY OF SAN RAMON APPROVING  


ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 18-200-080  
FOR THE PUBLIC ART INSTALLATION LOCATED AT  


12720 ALCOSTA BLVD. 
(APN: 213-750-015) 


 
 


FILED BY HOCHHAUSER BLATTER ARCHITECTS (APPLICANT)  
THE FRESHWATER GROUP. (PROPERTY OWNER) 


 


WHEREAS, on June 11, 2015, applications were filed by Watermark Retirement 
Communities/The Freshwater Group to approve a 82 bed Senior Assisted Living and Alzheimer 
Memory Care facility (Senior Care Facility); and  


 
WHEREAS, on August 18, 2015, the Planning Commission approved Resolution 09-15 for 


the proposed Senior Care Facility; and  
 
WHEREAS,  the conditions of approval require that the project comply with the City  Art in 


Public Places requirements prior to project occupancy; and 
 
WHEREAS, on July 9, 2015, the Architectural Review Board approved of the conceptual 


location of the art installation adjacent to the shared parking lot entry; and 
 
WHEREAS, on November 30, 2018 the applicant submitted Architectural Review 


Application 18-200-080 for City review of the proposed sculpture to satisfy the Public Art 
requirements; and  


 
WHEREAS, the proposed public art submission is a sculpture entitled “Off to the Moon” to 


be located in the landscape area adjacent to the main entry to the parking lot; and  
 
WHEREAS, on January 17, 2019, the Arts Advisory Committee recommended approval of 


the proposal as presented to the Planning Commission; and 
 
WHEREAS, both the Architectural Review Board and Arts Advisory Committee review of 


the proposed Public Art Program is consistent with the process and review criteria outlined in the Art 
in Public Places Guiding Procedures; and 


 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission in the exercise 


of its independent judgment, and based upon all the evidence in the record (including but not limited 
to all application materials, the written and oral staff reports, and oral and written comments received 
by the City) does hereby make the following findings: 


6.1.b
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Resolution No. 01-19  
Page 2 of 3  


 
1. Regarding the Architectural Review 


 
a. The recitals above are true and correct and are incorporated herein by reference; and 


 
b. The Sculpture design is consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan because 


the sculpture will be consistent with General Plan Implementing Policy 4.8-I-11 requiring 
that new commercial development to provide outdoor art that is visible to the public; and 
 


c. The Sculpture design is consistent with the purpose of the Zoning Ordinance in complying 
with the Architectural Review process and the intent of Art in Public Places Guiding 
Procedures; and  


 
d. The Sculpture design is in compliance with Subparagraph D6-22-G2 (factors to be 


considered) of the Zoning Ordinance in that the public art location and is visible to the entry 
of the parking lot and Hospital Road and as conditioned has been incorporated in to the 
existing landscape and lighting concept; and 


 
e. The Sculpture design is in the best interest of the public health, safety and general welfare 


because the sculpture work with the existing landscape and topography and creates aesthetic 
interest; and 


 
f. General site considerations, including site layout, orientation  and location of structures, 


height,  public safety, setbacks, and similar elements have been designed to provide a 
desirable environment for the sculpture and creates a focal point of interest for the Project; 
and 


 
g. General architectural considerations, including the character, scale and quality of the design, 


the architectural relationship with the site and other structures, building materials, colors, 
exterior lighting, signs, screening of exterior appurtenances, and similar elements have been 
considered in the design and placement of the sculpture  to ensure the compatibility of the 
subject proposal with the design concept of the Project; and 


 
h. General landscape considerations, including the location, color, coverage, size, texture, and 


similar elements that surround the sculpture have been considered to ensure visual relief, to 
complement structures, and to provide an attractive environment for the enjoyment of the 
public. 


 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission,    


in the exercise of its independent judgment, and based upon all the evidence in the record (including 
but not limited to all application materials, the written and oral staff reports, and oral and written 
comments received by the City), does hereby approve the proposed Architectural Review application 
(AR 18-200-080) for the proposed Public Art Program Exhibit B-2 based on the required findings  
and subject to the Conditions of Approval attached as Exhibit B-1 and in conformance with the 
General Plan and Senior Care facility’s conditions of approval.   
 


(Vote on the Following Page) 
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Resolution No. 01-19  
Page 4 of 4  


 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED on this 5th day of February 2019, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:    
 
NOES:    
  
ABSTAIN:    
 
ABSENT:      


__________________________________ 
       Jeanne Benedetti, 
       Planning Commission Chairperson 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Luisa Amerigo, Planning Commission Clerk 


 
 
 
Exhibit B-1: Conditions of Approval 
Exhibit B-2: Proposed Sculpture Location and details 
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Resolution No. 01-19  
Conditions of Approval 


Page 1 of 1 


 


EXHIBIT B-1 
 


CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 


ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW (AR 18-200-080) 
 


FILED BY HOCHHAUSER BLATTER ARCHITECTS (APPLICANT)  
THE FRESHWATER GROUP. (PROPERTY OWNER) 


 
PUBLIC ART FEATURE 
12720 ALCOSTA BLVD. 


(APN: 213-750-015) 
 
 


1. The granting of this Architectural Review application (AR 18-200-080) to install a 
public art feature located at 12720 Alcosta Boulevard (APN: 213-750-015), shall be in 
substantial conformance with the Applicant’s revised project plans date stamped 
“Received November 30, 2018”, unless modified by the conditions contained herein. 
 


2. The applicant shall install up-lighting or similar effects to highlight the sculpture 
during evening and nighttime hours.  Up-lighting shall consist of a minimum of 3 
sources and be placed in such a way that the source of the light is not directly visible to 
pedestrians and vehicles entering the site. 


 
3. The public art feature shall be installed prior to final certificate of occupancy. 


 
4. Any changes or modifications, other than those required by these conditions, require 


prior City review and approval. The Zoning Administrator shall determine the 
appropriate review authority for any revision or modification to the Project.    


 
5. Failure of the Applicant to implement, follow and adhere to these conditions may result 


in revocation hearing proceedings or modification of the project before the Zoning 
Administrator or Planning Commission. 


 
6. Prior to any site work, the Applicant shall obtain necessary building permits from the 


Building and Safety Services Division. 
 


7. All construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on 
weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekends. The City may impose more 
restrictive construction days/hours if determined to be necessary to protect the public 
welfare and safety.   
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Proposed Sculpture 


Location 
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MINUTES OF THE 


CITY OF SAN RAMON – PLANNING COMMISSION 


January 15, 2019 


 


1. CALL TO ORDER 


2. ROLL CALL  


Attendee Name Title Status Arrived 


Jeanne Benedetti Commissioner Present 5:02 PM 


Gary Alpert Commissioner Present 5:02 PM 


Eric Wallis Commissioner Present 5:01 PM 


Rick Marks Commissioner Present 5:00 PM 


Victoria Harris Commissioner Present 5:03 PM 


 


3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


4. PUBLIC COMMENTS OR WRITTEN COMMUNICATION  


5. ADDITIONS AND REVISIONS 


6. CONSENT CALENDAR 


6.1 Transportation Advisory Committee Appointments 


RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 


MOVER: Eric Wallis, Commissioner 


SECONDER: Rick Marks, Commissioner 


AYES: Benedetti, Alpert, Wallis, Marks, Harris 


6.2 Transportation Demand Management Advisory Committee Appointments 


7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 


7.1 Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Dec 18, 2018 7:00 PM 


RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 


MOVER: Rick Marks, Commissioner 


SECONDER: Eric Wallis, Commissioner 


AYES: Benedetti, Alpert, Wallis, Marks, Harris 


8. CONTINUED ITEMS AFTER CLOSING OF PUBLIC HEARING 


9. CONTINUED ITEMS - OPEN PUBLIC HEARING 


9.1 Continued Public Hearing:  Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education 


Facilities 
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 2 Planning Commission Meeting – January 15, 2019 


Recommendation:  Staff Recommends that the Planning Commission Receive the 


Staff Report, Accept the Withdrawal of Minor Use Permit 17-501-028,  and 


Continue the Item to the February 5, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting. 


RESULT: DISCUSSED [4 TO 0] 


MOVER: Victoria Harris, Commissioner 


SECONDER: Eric Wallis, Commissioner 


AYES: Alpert, Wallis, Marks, Harris 


RECUSED: Benedetti 


 Property Address: 19001 San Ramon Valley Blvd (APN : 211-051-014) 


 Staff Report by Shinei Tsukamoto, Associate Planner 


The Planning Commission held a continued public hearing on January 5, 2019 
for the proposed Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education Facilities.  
 
Associate Planner Shinei Tsukamoto stated that the Applicant notified the City of 
their desire to revise their project.  The proposed revisions consist of the 
reduction of the education facility from a two-story building to a single story, 
withdrawal of the use permit application for the K-8 school, and an increase in 
the preschool size from 60 to 90 children.  Project plans for the revised project 
had not been submitted prior to the meeting and Staff recommended that the 
Commission receive public comment and continue the hearing to February 5, 
2019. 
 
Vice Chair Alpert opened the item for public comment. 
 
Karen Born, San Ramon resident, is against the project and feels it will add traffic 
to the area. 
 
Bill Hodges, San Ramon resident, stated that he has concerns with the height of 
the walls and size of the proposed project.  
 
Robert Kraft, San Ramon resident, he is against the project and concerns 
removing the trees that will have an impact to the wildlife.  
 
Kimberly Kraft, San Ramon resident, stated that the project will increase traffic 
in the area and had safety concerns.  
 
Toni Hart, San Ramon resident, stated that she would like to see story-poles be 
placed for the Memory Care Center.  
 
Kathy and Rick Snowden did not wish to speak, but are opposed to the project.  
 
Bob duPont, San Ramon resident, stated that the Memory Care and the School 
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 3 Planning Commission Meeting – January 15, 2019 


are businesses and asked the Planning Commission to consider commercial 
setback requirements.  
 
Teresa Inchausepe, San Ramon resident, asked that story-poles be placed for the 
Memory Care Center.  
 
Laura -Lolly Wonnacott, San Ramon resident, stated she is opposed to the 
project and is concerned about noise, traffic and location of project.  
 
Donna Belmore, San Ramon resident, stated she is against the project and that 
her concerns are the setbacks and the size of the project.  
 
Marc Ziblatt, San Ramon resident, stated he is opposed to the project. Mr. Ziblatt 
stated that the building could be relocated to north-east portion of the property. 
Mr. Ziblatt asked that story poles be placed for the Memory Care Center.  
  
Eileen Baar, San Ramon resident, stated she is against the project. Ms. Baar asked 
that story poles be placed.  
 
Jeanne Baker, San Ramon resident, has concerns about the water runoff from the 
project and property easements.  
 
Jerri Sutherland, San Ramon resident, stated her concerns about project and how 
much traffic it will add to the area.  
 
Kapil Moheim, San Ramon resident, did not wish to speak is opposed to the 
project because of traffic, noise, safety and nuisance.  
 
Christie Mangel San Ramon resident stated she is opposed to the project. Ms. 
Mangel asked that story poles be placed to outline the Memory Care Facility.  
 
Tom Wollenweber, San Ramon resident, stated his concerns about additional 
traffic with the proposed project.   
 
Speaker Cards from Margaret Chopel, Michael Sullivan, Arno and Rita Fritz San 
Ramon residents were received after close of public comment, are opposed to 
the proposed project.  
 
Steve Ring, the Applicant, stated that they going to submit revised plans to staff 
as soon as possible.  
 
After receiving public testimony, the Planning Commission closed the public 
comment portion of the meeting, accepted the withdrawal of the land use permit 
application related to the K-8th grade school, and continued the item to the 
February 5, 2019.   
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 4 Planning Commission Meeting – January 15, 2019 


RESULT: ADOPTED [4 TO 0] 


AYES: Alpert, Wallis, Marks, Harris 


ABSTAIN: Benedetti 


10. PUBLIC HEARING - NEW ITEMS 


11. NON-PUBLIC HEARING ACTION ITEMS 


11.1 Draft Inclusionary Housing and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee 


Ordinance 
 


Recommendation:  Staff Recommends that the Planning Commission Receive the 


Staff Report, Discuss Refinements to the Draft Inclusionary Housing Ordinance 


and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee Ordinance, and Provide 


Comments to the City Council. 


 Staff Report by Cindy Yee, Senior Planner 


Cindy Yee, Senior Planner, provided a summary of the Draft Inclusionary 
Housing and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee Ordinances. The 
Planning Commission provided comments regarding the two ordinances and 
requested additional information on the inclusionary housing and commercial 
linkage fees as well as the affordable housing percentages at the February 5, 
2019 meeting.  
 
Chair Bendedetti opened the item for public comment. 
 
Helen Chernne San Ramon resident stated that the City should consider 
affordable low-income housing.  
 
There being no other speakers Chair Benedetti closed public comment and 
adjourned the meeting . 


RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 


AYES: Benedetti, Alpert, Wallis, Marks, Harris 


12. STUDY SESSION/COMMISSIONER LIAISON REPORT AND INTEREST 


ITEMS/STAFF REPORTS 


13. ADJOURNMENT  
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PLANNING COMMISSION 


Staff Report 
 


 


 


DATE: February 5, 2019 


 


TO: Planning Commission 


 


FROM: Debbie Chamberlain, Community Development Director 


 By: Shinei Tsukamoto, Associate Planner 


 


SUBJECT: Continued Public Hearing:  Church of the Valley Memory Care and 


Education Facilities 


 


 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 


On December 18, 2018, the Planning Commission held the continued public hearing, received 


responses to the questions raised at the November 20, 2018 public hearing, took additional public 


testimony, discussed the applications, and provided comments and direction to staff and the 


Applicant.  The Planning Commission’s questions, comments and requested clarifications related 


to the following topics:  


 


 100-ft. creek setback delineation 


 Tree Protection  


 Traffic Report Methodology  


 Existing wireless telecommunication facility and the proposed school  


 Architectural Review Findings clarification. 


 Outdoor storage area design 


 


The Commission also requested the Applicant to remove the proposed porte-cochere for the 


memory care facility from the 100-ft. creek setback.  Following the discussion, the Commission 


continued the item to January 15, 2019. 


 


On January 8, 2019, the Applicant submitted a written statement to amend the project to reduce 


the height of the education facility from a two-story building to a single-story building, remove 


the K-8 school program, and increase the preschool capacity from 60 to 90 children.   On 


January 15, 2019, the Planning Commission held the continued public hearing, took additional 


public testimony, accepted the withdrawal of Minor Use Permit (MUP 17-501-028) for the K-8 


school program, and continued the item to February 5, 2019, without discussing the applications, 


because revised project plans had not yet been submitted.   


 


On January 22, 2019, the revised project plans along with detailed descriptions of the project 


revisions were submitted to the City.    
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RECOMMENDED ACTION  
 


Staff recommends that: 


 


1. The Planning Commission receive the staff report, a presentation by the Applicant, open 


the continued public hearing, take public testimony, close public testimony, and provide 


comments to the Applicant and staff; and 


 


2. Continue the item to the February 19, 2019 Planning Commission meeting.   


 


INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 


 


Location:                    


19001 San Ramon Valley Blvd.    (APN:  211-051-014)    


 


Applicant:               Property Owner:         
Fulcrum Real Estate & Development, Inc.  American Baptist Church of the Valley, Inc. 


475 Gate 5 Road, Suite 316   19001 San Ramon Valley Blvd. 


Sausalito, CA 94965    San Ramon, CA 94583 


 


General Plan Designation:      Zoning District: 


Public Semipublic    PS (Public Semipublic)  


 


Applications: 


The proposed project consists of several common applications that are applicable to the entire 


property and others that are specific to the end use and operation of the subdivided property: 


 


For the Entire Property: 


 Initial Study (IS 17-250-005): To determine appropriate CEQA review process, and to 


prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 


 Minor Subdivision (MS 17-910-001): To subdivide the existing 5.45 acre property to two 


parcels of 1.53 acres and 3.92 acres. 


 Development Plan (DP 17-300-011) and Architectural Review (AR 17-200-051): To 


develop a 22,691 gross sq. ft. single story memory care facility with 29 units for up to 54 


beds and an 6,212 gross sq. ft. one story building for educational purposes and associated 


site improvements. 


 Land Use Permit (LUP 18-500-003):  To consider a peak use demand analysis to reduce 


the required parking spaces from 203 to 134. 


 Tree Removal Application:  To remove a total of 15 trees including 9 protected trees.  


The protected trees have 8 inches or greater diameter measured at 54 inches above grade 


or DBH (diameter at breast height), or trees within the 100-ft. creek setback. 


 


For the Education Facility: 


 Land Use Permit (LUP 18-500-004):  To establish a new preschool with up to 90 


children.  
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 Minor Use Permit (MUP 18-501-002):  To allow an outdoor storage facility on the 3.92-


acre lot for the Church. 


 


For the Memory Care Facility: 


 Land Use Permit (LUP 17-500-004):  To operate a memory care facility with 54 beds, as 


a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly (RCFE). 


 


Project Description and Analysis: 


The proposed project consists of subdividing the existing 5.45-acre lot into two parcels, and 


constructing an approximately 22,691 gross sq. ft. single story memory care facility, which will 


provide for up to 54 beds with approximately 28 employees over 6 shifts throughout the day, on 


a 1.53-acre lot, and an education facility on the remaining 3.92-acre lot as an addition to the 


existing Church buildings.    


 


The education facility was revised from an approximately 11,650 gross sq. ft. two story building 


to an approximately 6,212 gross sq. ft. single story building, and the building height was reduced 


from 28’-1” to 14’-9”.  In reducing the education facility, the Applicant removed the K-8 school 


program and withdrew Minor Use Permit (MUP 17-501-028) application and revised the 


description of the Land Use Permit (LUP 18-500-004) application to increase the preschool 


capacity from 60 to 90 children.   


 


Since the Applicant revised the use of the education facility, the total number of required parking 


for all proposed and existing uses has been reduced from 223 to 203 spaces as shown below: 


 


Building      Required Parking Use Period 


Existing Sanctuary Building     128 spaces  Weekend 


Existing Administrative Office Building    37 spaces  Weekdays 


Proposed Education Facility      13 spaces  Weekdays 


Proposed Memory Care Facility     25 spaces    Full Time (24x7) 


TOTAL      203 spaces 


   


In response to the project changes, the Applicant has removed a total of 20 parking spaces 


including 18 from the proposed parking lot located to the south of the education facility.   The 


revised project plan includes a total of 134 parking spaces on the entire project site (28 spaces on 


the proposed memory care property and 106 spaces on the Church property).  Furthermore, the 


Applicant has revised the description of Land Use Permit (LUP 18-500-003) application for a 


parking reduction from 203 to 134 spaces, rather than the previous 223 to 153 spaces. 


 


Based on the use periods listed above, the peak weekend parking requirement associated with the 


sanctuary building and the memory care facility is a total of 153 spaces, and the weekday 


parking requirement is limited to the existing administrative office building, the proposed 


memory care and education facilities for a total of 75 spaces.  The traffic report analyzed the 


existing parking demand for the Church operation on weekends and weekdays and found that 


approximately 75 spaces were occupied during a Sunday service, and approximately 7 spaces 


were occupied on weekdays.  Since the Church and memory care properties will be entering into 


9.1


Packet Pg. 23







 


a shared parking agreement, the proposed 134 parking spaces for the entire property appear to be 


sufficient for the weekend peak uses. 


 


With regards to the memory care facility porte-cochere, the Applicant has removed it from the 


creek setback and replaced it with a canopy over the main entrance.   


 


Additional Project description and background information can be found in the Planning 


Commission staff report dated November 20, 2018, December 18, 2018, and January 15, 2019 


from the following link: <http://sanramonca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Board/1015-Planning-


Commission>   


 


RESPONSES TO COMMENTS, QUESTIONS, AND ANALYSIS: 


 


CEQA Environmental Analysis: 


An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the proposed project was 


prepared, and a Notice of Intent to adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration was posted on 


November 8, 2018, for a 30-day public review period and expired on December 7, 2018.  


Responses to the verbal comments received at the November 20, 2018 public hearing, written 


comments received during the public review period, and the project revisions shown on the 


project plans dated January 22, 2019, have been prepared in the Response to Comments and 


incorporated into the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  (Attachment C) 


 


Additional comments provided after the close of the public comment period have been provided 


to the commission and are part of the record; however are not specifically addressed in the 


response to comment document. 


 


December 18, 2018 Planning Commission Comments: 


On December 18, 2018, the Planning Commission requested additional information.   The 


following is the response to the Commission’s questions, comments and requested clarifications. 


 


100-ft. Creek Setback Delineation 


The creek setback is measured from the centerline of the creek alignment pursuant to Zoning 


Ordinance Section D5-4 A. 6.  The creek alignment within the culverted portion of the creek is 


not used to delineate the creek setback.  As such, the 100-ft. creek setback shown on the project 


plans terminates at the transition to the two culverts on the subject property.  The 100-ft. creek 


setback show in the project exhibits is accurate and delineated based on a survey map prepared 


by a licensed land surveyor.  The building setback will be field verified prior to construction to 


ensure that any buildings and other improvements are properly located.        


 


Tree Protection  


The arborist’s report dated November 14, 2017 addresses tree protection, which is Appendix B to 


the Draft IS/MND (previously provided), which is also available at the following link:  


 


<http://www.sanramon.ca.gov/news/hot_topics/church_of_the_valley__-_is_mnd> 


 


General Tree Preservation Guidelines on page 13 describes tree protection procedures that are 
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applicable to all trees within the project vicinity including the trees on the adjacent residential 


properties.  The trees on the residential properties, which are identified with tag numbers 407 


through 429, are specifically address on page 8 of the report.  The report indicates that trees have 


different tolerance levels for construction impacts, such as root disturbance, depending on their 


species, age, and condition.  Specific protection measures outlined in General Tree Preservation 


Guidelines have been incorporated in the Mitigation Measure and will be a condition of approval 


and exercised during the construction phase of the project.  


 


In general, the trees that may be affected by the construction will be protected by fencing around 


the tree protection zone, and certain construction activities, such as, but not limited to, parking 


vehicles/equipment and storing materials will be prohibited.  Furthermore, a certified arborist 


will be on site to supervise during excavation near sensitive trees such as native oak trees and 


provide addition recommendations as needed to protect the health of the trees.  (Attachment D) 


 


Traffic Report Methodology  


The Commission had questions about when the traffic analysis was done, methodology, and 


specific qualifications of the author of the report. The City Traffic Engineer was consulted by the 


Applicant’s consultant and approved the scope of the analysis and has accepted the report. While 


the final report is dated July 31, 2018, the traffic counts were conducted on March 9, 2017 


(Thursday) as shown in the Appendix A. of the traffic report.  Additional details can be found in 


the traffic report, which is Appendix K to the draft IS/MND (previously provided), which is also 


available at the following link:  


 


<http://www.sanramon.ca.gov/news/hot_topics/church_of_the_valley__-_is_mnd> 


 


The Applicant has indicated that TJKM, the traffic engineering consultant, will be at the 


February 5, 2019 public hearing to respond to question regarding the methodology and 


qualifications.   


 


Existing Wireless Telecommunication Facility at the Proposed School  


On March 23, 2003, the City adopted Ordinance 354 to specifically address wireless 


telecommunication facilities in the Zoning Ordinance (Zoning Ordinance Division 4, Chapter IV 


- Wireless Telecommunications Facility).  The wireless facility standards continue to evolve 


rapidly with changes in technology and regulatory standards including certain preemptions 


adopted by Federal and State agencies 


 


The existing Sprint PCS wireless telecommunication facility within the spire of the main 


sanctuary was approved by ZA Order No. 01-03 on January 29, 2001, (LUP 00-500-015) which 


predated the adoption of the City’s wireless regulations.  The facility was upgraded by Sprint in 


2012 with Minor Use Permit (MUP 12-501-010) and again in 2017 with a Zoning Clearance (ZC 


17-650-022) application consistent with Federal regulations for permit streamlining.  Both 


upgrades replaced old antennas with new antennas to address changes in technology.   


 


The Federal Communication Commission (FCC) is the regulatory agency for Radio Frequency 


and Electric and Magnetic Fields (RF/EMF) exposure thresholds.  The City does not have the 


ability to police the RF/EMF exposure; however, the City may request an RF/EMF exposure 
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disclosure with the filing of Land Use/Minor Use Permit or Zoning Clearance applications, to 


confirm that facilities are operated in accordance with FCC regulations.    


 


Regarding the installation of wireless telecommunication facilities on school properties, the San 


Ramon Zoning Ordinance allows wireless telecommunication facilities in any zones with 


approval of the required permit and compliance with FCC standards.  City Staff is aware of a 


wireless telecommunication facility on one of the light standards at the athletic field at California 


High School that was authorized by the San Ramon Valley Unified School District (SRVUSD) 


and approved by the City with ZA Order No. 35-14 for Minor Use Permit (MUP 14-501-023) in 


2014. Staff has reached out to SRVUSD staff for information on their wireless facility policy and 


they indicated there is no official policy, but the Board reviews each case at a public meeting.  


City Staff is unaware of any wireless telecommunication standards that apply specifically to 


schools other than those RF and EMF standards that are applicable to the general public as a 


whole and regulated by the FCC.  The decision to locate an FCC compliant wireless 


telecommunication facility on a school property is ultimately a decision for the property owner, 


subject to standard review and notification procedures of the San Ramon Zoning Ordinance.   


 


Architectural Review Board (ARB) Findings 


The Commission requested additional information regarding the Architectural Review Board’s 


recommendation and findings.  Ordinance 481, adopted by the City Council in August 2018, 


provides the specific authorization, makeup, and duties of the ARB.  The Ordinance cross 


references the specific duties of the ARB with those of Division 6 of the Zoning Ordinance.  


Section D6-22 contains the Architectural Review standards and clarifies that the ARB is a 


recommending body and the process of providing advisory design review recommendations to 


the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission (the designated Review Authority) based on 


specific “factors to be considered”.  The ARB’s feedback, based on the meeting minutes and 


recommendations which are part of the record of decision, are incorporated by staff into draft 


findings for consideration by the Review Authority when adopting a Resolution or Zoning Order.  


The action by the Review Authority in accepting, denying or modifying the specific findings is 


central to the final architectural design approval. 


 


In the case of the subject project, the ARB reviewed the project on 4 occasions; each ARB 


meeting built on the comments from the prior meetings and were summarized in the adopted 


meeting’s Summary of Actions (Attachment E). The final recommendation is a reflection of all 


the actions from the prior meetings which includes the ARB comments and responses by the 


applicant in addressing those comments.   These comments and actions will form the basis for 


the draft findings prepared by staff which will be ultimately presented to the Commission for 


consideration.  To date, the draft project findings for the Architectural Review application are 


still pending and will be presented for Commission consideration with the balance of the project 


entitlements. 


 


Outdoor Storage Area 


The proposed outdoor storage area is located at the northwest corner of the subject property.  


This area is currently used for outdoor storage purpose without a benefit of a Minor Use Permit.  


The subject application (MUP 18-501-002) will legalize the use of this area for outdoor storage 


purpose.  The project plan indicates that a temporary storage container of 28 ft. L x 8.5 ft. W x 


9.1


Packet Pg. 26







 


10 ft. H will be located at the corner of the property on pavement with a minimum setback of 7 


ft., which meets the required setback for an accessory structure. Due to its location, the proposed 


outdoor storage will not be visible from the street and no screening is necessary.   


 


Additional Clarifications requested at the January 15, 2019 public hearing: 


 


Memory Care Facility Setback Discussion by the Architectural Review Board(ARB) 


At the public hearing on January 15, 2019, a resident indicated that the ARB recommended a 25-


ft. setback for the proposed memory care facility, and the Commission requested staff 


clarification. 


 


The project is within the PS zoned property, and the same setbacks applicable to the adjacent 


properties, which are zoned RS-10, apply to this project. The Zoning Ordinance allows a 10-ft. 


side setback within the RS-10 zone and the original project proposed a 10-ft. setback along the 


southern property line consistent with the standards.    The ARB suggested a minimum setback 


of 15 ft. along the southern property line at the first review meeting on June 21, 2018.  


 


At the ARB meeting on August 9, 2018, the Applicant returned with the revised project plans 


indicating a minimum setback of 15 ft. along the southern property line. The ARB supported the 


revised plans given the modifications and positive improvements to the scale, massing, location, 


height, and overall architectural design, in relation to the surrounding residences.  It should be 


noted that, during the public comment period, Greenfire Law spoke on behalf of San Ramon 


Residents for Responsible Growth regarding the setback, among other things, and requested a 25 


ft. setback consistent with a commercial use.  


 


As part of the final recommendation on September 13, 2018, the ARB supported the revisions 


made to the memory care facility with the increased minimum building setback of 15 ft. from the 


southern property line.   


 


Easements Shown on the Sprint PCS Project Plans 


The two easements shown on the approved project plans dated January 29, 2001 for Sprint PCS 


were brought to the Commission’s attention.  The preliminary title report dated January 11, 


2000, which was submitted for filing the application (LUP 00-500-015), indicated that the 40-ft. 


easement along the southern property line was recorded on August 15, 1977 in Book 8463, Page 


911, Series No. 113125 of the Official Record. The record indicates that the said easement was 


granted for the construction of the residential properties abutting the church property and 


terminated upon completion of the residential development.  (Attachment G)   


 


With regard to the other easement in question for the cell site, it appears that it was a proposed 


underground power and telecommunication easement.  The preliminary title report submitted for 


the subject project dated November 29, 2017, recognizes that there is an unrecorded 


Memorandum of Agreement between the Church and Sprint PCS for the lease with certain terms.  


As such the easement in question is not a recorded easement and does not affect the proposed 


project.  
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NEXT STEPS 


 


1. The Commission to provided comment and direction to staff and the Applicant on the 


revised project proposal and MND Response to Comments document. 


 


2. Staff to address any outstanding comments and, as directed, prepare draft Resolutions and 


Conditions of Approval. 


 


ATTACHMENT: 


 


A - Project Revision Descriptions dated January 22, 2019 


B - Revised Project Plans dated January 22, 2019 


C -Mitigated Negative Declaration Response to Comments 


D - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 


E - ARB Summaries of Actions 


F - Additional Public Comments received after the 12-18-18 Public Hearing 


G - Official Record Book 8463 Page 911 Series No. 113125 
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Church of the Valley Project 


January 22, 2019 


Updates and Modifications for February 5, 2019 


The Church of the Valley has made the following modifications to our plan 


 


• The Church of the Valley has decided to remove the application to building a K-8 school and will 
only apply for a permit to operate a daycare facility consisting of 90 children with 12 staff.  The 
previous combined school and daycare application consisted of 195 students.  This is a reduction 
of 105 children. 


• The educational building has been reduced in size as follows: 
o The overall height has been reduced from a two-story structure to a one-story structure.  


The highest peak has been reduced from 29 feet to 16 feet. 
o The building peak has been redesigned, in that, previously the peak was the northern 


elevation and sloped towards the southern elevation.  The new design is opposite, 
whereas the to peak is located on the southern elevation at 16 feet and slopes down to 
the northern elevation at 13 feet 6 inches. 


o The overall square footage has been reduced from 11,650 square feet to 6,212 square 
feet. 


o The previous plans indicated 7 classrooms on the first floor.  The modification is for 6 
classrooms and one staff meeting room.  Each classroom is designed for 15 children for 
a total of 90 children. 


• The parking area for the educational building has been reduced as follows: 
o The redesigned parking area has been reduced from 36 parking spaces to 18 parking 


spaces located along the front of the school only. 
o The parking area square footage, in front of the school, has been reduced from 11,600 


square feet to 8,400 square feet.  This reduction in impervious surface has reduced the 
amount of stormwater runoff and the civil engineer are recalculating the requirements 
and making modifications to the plans. 


o Reduction of the parking area in front of the school has, effectively, moved the parking 
area further from the top of bank demarcation.  Whereas the previous plan was within 1 
foot of the top of bank, the new parking area is approximately 20 feet from the top of 
bank and 45 feet from center of the creek. 


• The overall parking lot site plan for the entire project has been modified whereas the school and 
daycare, previously required 33 parking spaces, the new daycare only design only requires 13 
parking spaces.   Accordingly, the parking reduction request with Land Use Permit (LUP 18-500-
003) is revised to reduce the parking from 203 spaces to 134 spaces.    


• The new parking lot design has allowed us to not remove one protected Coast Live Oak 
identified as Tree # 329 in the Planting Plan L-4.  This has the following effects: 


o Tree # 329 was previously identified as the only tree within the riparian canopy that 
was, previously submitted, for removal.  Without removing this tree, the modified 


9.1.a


Packet Pg. 29


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 A


 -
 P


ro
je


ct
 R


ev
is


io
n


 D
es


cr
ip


ti
o


n
s 


d
at


ed
 J


an
u


ar
y 


22
, 2


01
9 


 (
22


01
 :


 C
o


n
ti


n
u


ed
 P


u
b


lic
 H


ea
ri


n
g


: 
 C


h
u


rc
h


 o
f 


th
e 


V
al


le
y 


M
em


o
ry


 C
ar


e







landscape plan now leaves the riparian canopy community untouched.  Furthermore, no 
Coast Live Oaks, nor any oaks, are being removed on the site. 


o The effect of this change on the landscape plan includes eliminating the requirement for 
planting 10 Live Oak trees based on the previous requirement of replacement trees for 
the removal of tree #329. 


o A Notification of Streambed Alteration is no longer required, in that, the removal of tree 
#329 was the only reason why the Notification was required previously per Fish and 
Wildlife. 


• Removal of the K-8 school no longer requires a student loading zone on the eastern portion of 
the site.  The nature of preschool drop off is parents and caregivers parking their vehicles and 
walk their children into the classroom. 


• The previously submitted school bell schedule is not longer applicable.  The daycare hours are 
projected for drop off no earlier than 7:00 a.m. and no later than 6:00 p.m.  School lunches are 
within the daycare rooms or can be accommodated in the current administration building in the 
large multi-purpose room.  Playground use will be within the proposed 3700 square foot 
enclosed play area as depicted.  The students will be in two shifts so that no more than 45 
children are in this area at one time.  The maximum, by code, is 49 children. 


• The traffic study has been modified to reflect the deletion of the K-8 school.  The result is that 
the total traffic trips was, previously, 801 daily net trips and 143 a.m. peak hour trips.  The 
updated trip generation has reduced the traffic to 369 daily net trips and 43 a.m. peak hour 
trips.   


•  The Memory Care building has been modified and no longer has a porte-cochere on the 
structure and is 100% outside the 100-foot creek setback. 


• Located in the northwest corner of the site is a storage unit.  It consists of a shipping container 
that is 28’ L x 8.5’ W x 10’ H and is currently on the site.  It is not a permanent structure and sits 
on top of the existing asphalt surface.  The submitted design consists of keeping this same 
structure in a similar location as shown on the site plan.  The storage container will be located 
approximately 16 feet from the western property line and 8 feet from the northern property.  
It’s purpose is to store outdoor equipment or tables and chairs or gardening items. 
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VICINITY MAP


PROJECT SITE


PROJECT TEAM


BUILDING OWNER


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY
PAULINE ALKER T: 510.508.8686
19001 SAN RAMON BLVD
SAN RAMON, CA PAULINE@COVSANRAMON.COM


MEMORY CARE OPERATOR


SILVERADO SENIOR LIVING
TONY NGUYEN T: 949.705.4952
6400 OAK CANYON, SUITE 200
IRVINE, CA 92618 TNGUYEN@SILVERADO.COM


DEVELOPER


FULCRUM REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT
DAVID FORD T: 415.688.4009
475 GATE 5 ROAD, SUITE 316
SAUSALITO, CA 94965 DAVID@FULCRUMREDEV.COM


ARCHITECTS


DAYCARE FACILITY
RMW ARCHITECTURE & INTERIORS
STAN LEW T: 415.490.1696
160 PINE ST, 4TH FLOOR F: 415.788.5216
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 SLEW@RMW.COM


MEMORY CARE BUILDING
DOUGLAS PANCAKE ARCHITECTS
DOUGLAS PANCAKE T: 949.720.3850
19000 MACARTHUR BLVD, SUITE 500 F: 949.720.3843
IRVINE, CA 92612 DOUGP@PANCAKEARCHITECTS.COM


CIVIL ENGINEER


KIER & WRIGHT
STEVE CALCAGNO T: 925.245.8788
2850 COLLIER CANYON ROAD F: 925.245.8796
LIVERMORE, CA 94551 SCALCAGNO@KIERWRIGHT.COM


LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT


JETT LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE + DESIGN
BRUCE JETT T: 925.254.5422
2 THEATRE SQUARE, SUITE 218
ORINDA, CA 94563 BRUCEJ@JETT.LAND


K IER  &  W R IG H T
C IV IL  EN G IN EERS  &  SU RV EYO R S, IN C .


2 8 5 0  C o llie r C anyon  R o ad         Phone  (9 2 5 ) 2 4 5 -8 7 8 8


L ive rm o re , C a lifo rn ia  9 4 5 5 1          Fax  (9 2 5 ) 2 4 5 -8 79 6


k


w


160 PINE STREET                TEL 415.781.9800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111          FAX 415.788.5216


19000 MACARTHUR BOULEVARD, SUITE 500, IRVINE, CA 92612-1460
T: 949.720.3850   F: 949.720.3843   WWW.PANCAKEARCHITECTS.COM


DATE:


2 THEATRE SQ. #218
ORINDA CA, 94563


          TEL 925.254.5422
         WWW.JETT.LAND


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY DAYCARE FACILITY & MEMORY  CARE


TITLE SHEET


19001 SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD, SAN RAMON, CA


G1.1 01/22/2019


PROJECT DESCRIPTION SHEET INDEX


EXISTING LOT IS TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO TWO LOTS. NEW CONSTRUCTION INCLUDES 1-STORY,
6,212 SF, TYPE V-B BUILDING WITH E OCCUPANCY SITED ON THE NORTHERN LOT, AND 1-STORY,
22,691 SF, TYPE V-A BUILDING WITH R-2.1 OCCUPANCY SITED ON THE 1.53 ACRES SOUTHERN LOT.
PROJECT WILL PROVIDE 134 PARKING SPACES (NEW AND EXISTING), INCLUDING A TOTAL OF 8
ACCESSIBLE SPACES. SCOPE OF WORK INCLUDES ARCHITECTURAL, STRUCTURAL, MECHANICAL,
ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING, CIVIL, AND LANDSCAPE.


PROJECT INFORMATION


OVERALL SITE


SITE AREA:


DAYCARE FACILITY


USE:


OCCUPANCY:


CONSTRUCTION TYPE:


NUMBER OF STORIES:


MAXIMUM HEIGHT:


GROSS BUILDING AREA


MEMORY CARE BUILDING


USE:


OCCUPANCY:


CONSTRUCTION TYPE:


NUMBER OF STORIES:


MAXIMUM HEIGHT:


GROSS BUILDING AREA:


SITE AREA:


+/- 237,096 SF (5.44 ACRES)


DAYCARE


E


V-B


1


16' - 0"


6,212 SF


RESIDENTIAL CARE FOR THE ELDERLY (R.C.F.E.)


R-2.1


V-A


1


20'-1"


22,691 SF


+/- 66,677 SF (1.53 ACRES)


GENERAL


G1.1 TITLE SHEET


G2.1 EXISTING SITE PHOTOS


CIVIL


C1 COVER


C2 TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY


C3 PRELIMINARY GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN


C4 PRELIMINARY UTILITY PLAN


C5 PRELIMINARY STORM WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN


LANDSCAPE


L1 LANDSCAPE PLAN


L2 LANDSCAPE PLAN - EDUCATIONAL BUILDING


L3 LANDSCAPE PLAN - MEMORY CARE CENTER


L4 PLANTING PLAN


L5 PLANT LIST AND IMAGES


LIGHTING


PL1 SITE LIGHTING PLAN


ARCHITECTURE - DAYCARE FACILITY


A0.1 ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN


A2.1 DAYCARE FACILITY FLOOR PLANS


A3.1 DAYCARE FACILITY EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS


A4.1 DAYCARE FACILITY CROSS SECTIONS


A5.1 DAYCARE FACILITY 3D VIEWS


ARCHITECTURE - MEMORY CARE


T1 COVER SHEET


A1 SITE PLAN


A2 FIRST FLOOR PLAN


A3 ROOF PLAN


A4 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS


A5 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS & CONCEPTUAL DETAILS


A6 RENDERINGS


A7 SECTIONS


A8 SECTIONS


A9 UNIT PLANS


A10 SITE PHOTOS


9.1.b
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160 PINE STREET                TEL 415.781.9800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111          FAX 415.788.5216


19000 MACARTHUR BOULEVARD, SUITE 500, IRVINE, CA 92612-1460
T: 949.720.3850   F: 949.720.3843   WWW.PANCAKEARCHITECTS.COM


DATE:


2 THEATRE SQ. #218
ORINDA CA, 94563


          TEL 925.254.5422
         WWW.JETT.LAND


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY DAYCARE FACILITY & MEMORY CARE


EXISTING SITE PHOTOS


19001 SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD, SAN RAMON, CA


G2.1 01/22/2019


 1" = 100'-0" 1
KEY PLAN


 12" = 1'-0" 2
VIEW OF PROPOSED NEW DRIVEWAY SITE


 12" = 1'-0" 5
VIEW OF PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL BUILDING SITE


 12" = 1'-0" 4
VIEW OF (E) CREEK


 12" = 1'-0" 3
VIEW OF PROPOSED MEMORY CARE BUILDING SITE (1)


 12" = 1'-0" 7
VIEW OF PROPOSED MEMORY CARE BUILDING SITE (2)


 12" = 1'-0" 6
VIEW OF (E) PLAYGROUND AREA
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1/22/2019


0’ 10’ 40’20’ 20’


L - 1
LANDSCAPE PLAN


LIMIT OF WORK


EXISTING VEGETATION NOT TO 
BE DISTURBED, TYP


SCREENING VEGETATION,
SEE PLANTING PLAN ON L-4 


FOR LAYOUT


7’ TALL CMU WALL


BIORETENTION PLANTER, 
SCD, TYP


NEW PARKING STRIPING, TYP, 
SAD


SA
N 


RA
M


O
N 


VA
LL


EY
 B


O
UL


EV
AR


D


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY


PROPOSED 
DAY CARE FACILITY


PROPOSED MEMORY CARE 
BUILDING


10’ TOP OF 
BANK SETBACK


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY


LIGHTING, SEE 
SHEET PL1, TYP


TOTAL AREA OF PROPOSED LANDSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS (INCLUDING 
PLAYGROUND):  34,344 SF


NEW PARKING, 
TYP, SAD


100’ CREEK SETBACK


OFFSITE SCREENING TREES 
PER NEIGHBORS’ APPROVAL,


SEE PLANTING PLAN ON L-4 
FOR LOCATION AND SPECIES


LOW THORNY SHRUBS, SEE 
PLANTING PLAN ON L-4 


TOP OF BANK
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1/22/2019


0’ 5’ 20’10’ 10’


L - 2
LANDSCAPE PLAN - DAY CARE FACILITY


PRECEDENT IMAGES


CONCRETE 
PAVING, TYP


EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN, TYP


NEW PARKING 
PAVING AND 


STRIPING, SEE 
ARCHITECT’S 


DRAWINGS


BIORETENTION PLANTER, 
WITH RAILING


RESILIENT PLAY SURFACE, 
PERMEABLE


CONCRETE WALK TO 
CONNECT TO EXISTING 
SITE WALK


EDUCATIONAL SIGN


BENCH, TYP


PICNIC TABLE, TYP


PICNIC TABLES BENCHES PLAY STRUCTURE BIORETENTION PLANTER4’ HT FENCE RESILIENT PLAY SURFACE - 
PERMEABLE RUBBERIZED PAVING


4’ HT FENCE AND GATE, 
TYP


PLAY STRUCTURE, TYP


NATURAL PLAY FEATURES


EXISTING PATH TO REMAIN


NEW PLANTING AREA, 
LOW PLANTING 3’ HT MAX; 
TREES PRUNED UP TO 8’ 
HT CLR


FENCE, 4’ HT


LOW PLANTING, 
3’ HT MAX


BOLLARD LIGHT, TYP


NATURAL PLAY FEATURES


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY


SHADE TREE IN 
DECOMPOSED 
GRANITE, TYP 


OF 3


LOW PLANTING, 
30” HT MAX


PROPOSED 
DAY CARE FACILITY
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1/22/2019


0’ 5’ 20’10’ 10’


L - 3


PRECEDENT IMAGES


LANDSCAPE PLAN - MEMORY CARE CENTER


DECORATIVE POT, TYP


5’ WIDE CONCRETE PATH, TYP


WATER FEATURE - 
SHALLOW DEPTH
DECORATIVE CONCRETE PAVING


BENCH SEATING, TYP


ACCESSIBLE RAISED BEDS 
IN GRANITECRETE PAVING


OVERHEAD SHADE STRUCTURE 
WITH PLANTING AND LIGHTING


6’HT. METAL PICKET FENCE


HERB GARDEN


BUTTERFLY GARDEN


LOW PLANTING, TYP (4’ HT. MAX)


4’ WIDE GRANITECRETE PATH, TYP


FRUIT TREES


BUTTERFLY HOUSEBUTTERFLY GARDENACCESSIBLE VEGETABLE BEDSWATER FEATURESHADE STRUCTURE6’ HT. FENCEGRANITECRETE PAVINGCONCRETE PAVING FRUIT TREES


SHADE TREE, TYP


FLOWER CUTTING GARDEN


ARBOR WITH CATENARY LIGHTING, 
TYP, SAD


EMERGENCY EGRESS GATE, 
SAD


BOLLARD LIGHT, TYP
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1/22/2019


0’ 10’ 40’20’ 20’


L - 4
PLANTING PLAN


100’ CREEK SETBACK


10’ TOP OF BANK 
SETBACK


TOP OF BANK


PROPOSED 
DAY CARE FACILITY


PROPOSED MEMORY CARE 
BUILDING
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1/22/2019L - 5
PLANT LIST AND IMAGES


PLANT IMAGES
TREES


NATIVE RIPARIAN PLANTS


CAREX PRAEGACILIS FESTUCA MAIRAI JUNCUS PATENS ZAUSCHNERIA ‘CATALINA’


ARCTOSTAPHYLOS ‘PACIFIC MIST’ CEANOTHUS HEARSTORIUM HELYCHRYSUM ‘LIMELIGHT’ SENECIO SERPENS


ARBUTUS ‘MARINA’ CITRUS X MEYERI MALUS SP. OLEA E. ‘SWAN HILL’


MUHLENBERGIA CAPILLARIS PITTOSPORUM ‘WHEELER’S DWARF’ SALVIA ‘FURMAN’S RED’


SCREENING SHRUBS


PITTOSPORUM CRASSIFOLIUMRHAPHIOLEPIS ‘MAJESTIC BEAUTY’ RHAMNUS CALIFORNICA


GROUNDCOVERS


CEANOTHUS ‘CENTENNIAL’ STACHYS BYZANTINA


BIORETENTION PLANTERS


CAREX DIVULSA CHONDROPETALUM TECTORUM IRIS DOUGLASIANA PENSTEMON HET. SISYRINCHIUM BELLUM


SHRUBS/GRASSES


ACACIA ‘COUSIN ITT’ AEONIUM SP. BULBINE FRUTESCENS CORREA ‘DUSKY BELLS’ DIETES ‘JACK CATLIN’


DODONAEA ‘PURPUREA’TRISTANIOPSIS LAURINA


FRAXINUS ANGUSTIFOLIA PISTACIA CHINENSIS


MAHONIA REPENS
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ELLINGSON WAY
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451.7


DI
DI


GRASS


GRASS


GRASS


J
T


J
T


J
T


J
T


J
T


T


T


T


T


T


N63°43'47"E            503.83'


N
2
3
°0
7
'1
9
"
W
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2
2
3
.5
7
'


D
=
2
°2
6
' 5
3
"


L
=
1
6
8
.7
9
'


R
=
3
9
5
0
.3
7
'


N63°53'17"E        483.63'


N
2
6
°2
4
'4
9
"
W
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4
7
7
.6
1
'


LOT 1


S U B D I V I S I O N  4 9 4 3


1 9 6  M  3 6


LOT 2LOT 3LOT 4LOT 5LOT 6


S
 U


 B
 D


 I V
 I S


 I O
 N


  4
 9


 4
 3


1
 9


 6
  M


  3
 6


LOT 7


LOT 8


LOT 9


LOT 10


LOT11


LOT 12


LOT 13


0' 5' 10' 20' 50'


K
.P
.1


K .
P.2


PROPOSED 1 STORY


MEMORY CARE BUILDING


22,691 G.S.F.


TYPE V-A CONSTRUCTION


U nion
U nion
U nion
U nion
U nion
U nion
U nion
U nion
U nion
U nion


S
A


N
 R


A
M


O
N


 V
A


L
L


E
Y


 B
L


V
D


.


GENERATOR


156 SF


TRASH


246 SF


1


1


1


2


2


2 2
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U nion
U nion
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U nion
U nion


TYP TYP 16


EXISTING PROPERTY LINE


EXISTING PROPERTY LINEEXISTING WALL


EXISTING FENCE


EXISTING PROPERTY LINE


100' CREEK SETBACK


100' CREEK SETBACK


20


MP


P


MPMPMP


P P
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15


TYP


P


4


PROPOSED 1 STORY


DAYCARE FACILITY


6,212 G.S.F.


11
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TYP


9' - 0"
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P


P


PROPOSED BUILDING


EXISTING BUILDING


PAVED AREA
(VEHICULAR)


CONCRETE WALKWAY
(PEDESTRIAN)


GRASS AREA


BIORETENTION AREA


ACCESSIBLE  (ADA)
PATH OF TRAVEL


EXISTING PROPERTY LINE


PROPOSED LOT LINE


EXISTING FENCE LINE


EXISTING WALL


100' CREEK SETBACK LINE
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ORINDA CA, 94563


          TEL 925.254.5422
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CHURCH OF THE VALLEY DAYCARE FACILITY & MEMORY  CARE


ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN


19001 SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD, SAN RAMON, CA


A0.1 01/22/2019


 1" = 30'-0" 1
SITE PLAN


KEYNOTES


SITE STATISTICS


PARCEL NUMBER


ZONING


SETBACK


FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR)
SITE AREA


MAXIMUM FAR


ALLOWABLE BUILDING AREA


PROPOSED BUILDING AREA
EDUCATIONAL BLDG AREA
MEMORY CARE BLDG AREA
EXISTING BLDG AREA
TOTAL


BUILDING HEIGHT
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT


BUILDING HEIGHT (EDUCATIONAL)


BUILDING HEIGHT (MEMORY CARE)


PARKING REQUIREMENTS (PER CITY OF SAN RAMON ZONING ORDINANCE D3-28 & D3-31):


211-051-014


PS


SEE SITE PLAN


237,096 SF (5.44 ACRES)


0.35 (PER CITY OF SAN RAMON ZONING
ORDINANCE D2-23)


82,983 SF


6,212 SF
22,691 SF
16,096 SF
44,999 SF


85'-0" INCLUDING MECHANICAL (PER CITY
OF SAN RAMON ZONING ORDINANCE D3-6)


16' - 0"


20'-7"


LEGEND


# OF MOTORCYCLE PARKING SPACES
MINIMUM REQUIRED
PROVIDED


PARKING AISLE WIDTH
MINIMUM REQUIRED
PROVIDED


134 TOTAL PARKING SPACES / 50 = 3
4


25'-0"
SEE SITE PLAN


* (E) KITCHEN & FELLOWSHIP HALL IN (E) ADMINISTRATION BUILDING WILL BE USED BY
EDUCATIONAL BUILDING USERS (STUDENTS & EMPLOYEES) FOR OCCASIONAL EVENT.


BUILDING


WEEKDAYS WEEKENDS


NOTES
REQD
STALL


ADA
STALL


REQD
STALL


ADA
STALL


PROPOSED
EDUCATIONAL


(LAND USE TYPE:
EDUCATION /
SCHOOLS)


KINDERGARTEN
& NURSERY:
90 CHILDREN/10
= 9
12 EMPLOYEES/3
= 4


13 - - KINDERGARTEN &
NURSERY:
1 SPACE FOR EACH
3 EMPLOYEES,
INCLUDING
ADMINISTRATORS &
TEACHERS, AND 1
SPACE FOR EACH 10
CHILDREN.


PROPOSED
MEMORY CARE


(LAND USE TYPE:
RESIDENTIAL
CARE HOMES)


54 BEDS/3 = 18
29 UNITS/4 = 7


25 54 BEDS/3 = 18
29 UNITS/4 = 7


25 1 SPACE FOR EACH
3 BEDS THE
FACILITY IS
LICENSED TO
ACCOMMODATE;
PLUS 1 SPACE FOR
EACH 4 UNITS FOR
GUESTS AND
EMPLOYEES


(E)
ADMINISTRATION*


(LAND USE TYPE:
PLACES OF
WORSHIP)


120 SEATS/4 = 30
4 OFFICES/1 = 4
3 CLASSROOMS
FOR BIBLE
STUDIES/1 = 3


37 - - 1 SPACE FOR EACH
4 FIXED SEAT, PLUS
1 SPACE FOR EACH
CLASSROOM OR
OFFICE


(E) SANCTUARY


(LAND USE TYPE:
PUBLIC
ASSEMBLY /
PLACES OF
WORSHIP)


- - 500 SEATS/4 =
125
1 OFFICE/1 = 1
2 ROOMS FOR
SUNDAY BIBLE
SCHOOLS/1 = 2


128 1 SPACE FOR EACH
4 FIXED SEAT, PLUS
1 SPACE FOR EACH
CLASSROOM OR
OFFICE


TOTAL MIN
REQUIRED


75 3 153 6 MIN REQUIRED ADA
STALLS:
51-75 = 3; 76-100 = 4;
101-150 = 5; 151-200
= 6


TOTAL PROVIDED 134 8 134 8


15 PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL BUILDING 4'-0" HIGH
STEEL TUBE FENCE


16 PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL BUILDING FENCE GATE


17 PROPOSED MEMORY CARE CENTER BUILDING


18 PROPOSED (7) BIKE RACK


19 PROPOSED (4) BIKE RACK


20 PLAYGROUND AREA


21 PROPOSED WHEEL STOP


22 PROPOSED CMU WALL


1 STANDARD PARKING STALL 9' x 19'
'EP' = EXISTING STANDARD STALL
'P' = PROPOSED STANDARD STALL


2 ACCESSIBLE PARKING STALL
'EAP' = EXISTING ACCESSIBLE STALL
'AP' = PROPOSED ACCESSIBLE STALL


3 PROPOSED MOTORCYCLE PARKING STALL 'MP'
4' x 7'


4 POTENTIAL E/V PARKING STALL 'EVP'


5 EXISTING CREEK


6 EXISTING ADMINISTRATION BUILDING


7 EXISTING SANCTUARY BUILDING


8 TEMPORARY STORAGE CONTAINER
28'-0" L x 8'-6" W x 10'-0" H


9 EXISTING BASKETBALL HOOP


10 EXISTING BENCHES


11 PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL BUILDING


12 PROPOSED WALL-MOUNTED EDUCATIONAL
BUILDING SIGNAGE


13 PROPOSED ENCLOSED PLAYGROUND AREA


14 PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL BUILDING
MECHANICAL UNIT
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160 PINE STREET                TEL 415.781.9800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111          FAX 415.788.5216


DATE:


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY DAYCARE FACILITY & MEMORY  CARE


DAYCARE FACILITY FLOOR PLANS


19001 SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD, SAN RAMON, CA


A2.1 01/22/2019


 1/8" = 1'-0" 2
GROUND FLOOR PLAN


KEYNOTES


 1/8" = 1'-0" 1
ROOF PLAN


1 MECHANICAL UNIT


2 ALUMINUM WINDOWS W/ INSULATED GLAZING UNIT (IGU), TYP.


3 EXTERIOR WOOD FINISH


4 ALUMINUM ENTRY DOOR W/ INSULATED GLAZING UNIT (IGU), TYP.


5 SINGLE-PLY ROOF


9.1.b
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P-1A EXTERIOR PAINT (KYNAR)
MFR: OLDCASTLE
COLOR: BONE WHITE


P-2 EXTERIOR PAINT
MFR: LA HABRA / PAREX
COLOR: CHARLESTON / X-81585
FINISH: 20/30 FLOAT FINISH


P-1B EXTERIOR PAINT
MFR: LA HABRA / PAREX
COLOR: CRYSTAL WHITE / X-50
FINISH: 20/30 FLOAT FINISH


GL-1 EXTERIOR GLAZING
MFR: OLDCASTLE
MODEL: TBD
COLOR: TBD


WD-1 NATURAL WOOD
SPECIES: TBD


WD-2 NATURAL WOOD
SPECIES: CUMARU
UNIT WIDTH: 6"
INSTALLATION: SHIPLAP


M-1 STAINLESS STEEL


L-1 LIGHT FIXTURE FINISH
FINISH: TITANIUM / TT


GL-2 EXTERIOR GLAZING
MFR: OLDCASTLE
MODEL: SPANDREL
COLOR: OPAQUE WHITE


P-3 EXTERIOR PAINT
BASE: FINISH:
MFR: LA HABRA / PAREX MFR: SHERWIN WILLIAMS
COLOR: MEADOWBROOK / X-48 COLOR: BUTTERSCOTCH / SW 6377
FINISH: 20/30 FLOAT FINISH FINISH: FLAT


GROUND FLOOR


0' - 0"


B.O. ROOF


13' - 6"


1 47


TYP


105


TYP


BC A


3 86
T.O. ROOF


16' - 0"


7


GROUND FLOOR


0' - 0"


B.O. ROOF


13' - 6"


13 4 7


TYP


5


TYP
B CA


68


T.O. ROOF


16' - 0"


7


GROUND FLOOR


0' - 0"


B.O. ROOF


13' - 6"


14 5 7


TYP TYP TYP


9


10


987654321


T.O. ROOF


16' - 0"


7


GROUND FLOOR


0' - 0"


B.O. ROOF


13' - 6"


1 3 45 7


TYP TYP


9


TYP


10


8


9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1


T.O. ROOF


16' - 0"


TYP


2 7


160 PINE STREET                TEL 415.781.9800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111          FAX 415.788.5216


DATE:


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY DAYCARE FACILITY & MEMORY  CARE


DAYCARE FACILITY EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS


19001 SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD, SAN RAMON, CA


A3.1 01/22/2019


KEYNOTES


EXTERIOR MATERIAL LEGEND


1 SINGLE-PLY ROOF
MFR: TBD
FINISH: TBD


2 12" TALL BUILDING SIGNAGE.
FINISH: M-1


3 EXTERIOR WOOD FINISH
MFR: TBD
FINISH: WD-2


4 WOOD ROOF STRUCTURE
FINISH: WD-1


5 ALUMINUM WINDOW W/ INSULATED GLAZING UNIT (IGU)
GLAZING FINISH: GL-1 & GL-2
FRAME FINISH: P1-A


6 8" X 8" WALL LIGHT FIXTURE
FINISH: L-1
REFER TO SITE LIGHTING PLAN ON SHEET 'PL1' FOR INFO.


7 EXTERIOR WALL - CEMENT PLASTER
MFR: LA HABRA
FINISH: P-1B (UPPER), P-2 (LOWER), P-3 (ACCENT)


8 ALUMINUM ENTRY DOOR W/ INSULATED GLAZING UNIT (IGU)
GLAZING FINISH: GL-1
FRAME FINISH: P1-A


9 REVEAL @ CEMENT PLASTER


10 MECHANICAL UNIT
 1/8" = 1'-0" 1
WEST ELEVATION


 1/8" = 1'-0" 2
EAST ELEVATION


 1/8" = 1'-0" 3
NORTH ELEVATION


 1/8" = 1'-0" 4
SOUTH ELEVATION
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1


A4.1


1


A4.1


2


A4.1


2


A4.1


GROUND FLOOR


0' - 0"


NORTH DRIVEWAY


3


APPROXIMATE HIGH POINT OF ROOF
15' - 0"


APPROXIMATE LOW POINT OF ROOF
7' - 0"


CREEK


PROPOSED PARKING LOT


2


TO PROPERTY LINE


45' - 5"


TO PROPERTY LINE


37' - 0"


HALLWAYSTOR


PRESCHOOL
/


DAYCARE
6


T.O. ROOF
16' - 0"


GROUND FLOOR


0' - 0"


WEST PARKING LOT


3


APPROXIMATE LOW POINT OF ROOF
8' - 0"


APPROXIMATE HIGH POINT OF ROOF
15' - 0"


TO PROPERTY LINE


54' - 5"


TO PROPERTY LINE


68' - 10"


1 HALLWAY


T.O. ROOF


16' - 0"


160 PINE STREET                TEL 415.781.9800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111          FAX 415.788.5216


DATE:


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY DAYCARE FACILITY & MEMORY  CARE


DAYCARE FACILITY CROSS SECTIONS


19001 SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD, SAN RAMON, CA


A4.1 01/22/2019


KEYNOTES


1 PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL BUILDING MECHANICAL UNIT


2 PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL BUILDING 4'-0" HIGH FENCE


3 EXISTING 5'-0" HIGH FENCE


 1/8" = 1'-0" 1
CROSS SECTION NW-SE


 1/8" = 1'-0" 2
LONGITUDINAL SECTION SW-NE
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160 PINE STREET                TEL 415.781.9800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111          FAX 415.788.5216


DATE:


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY DAYCARE FACILITY & MEMORY  CARE


DAYCARE FACILITY 3D VIEWS


19001 SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD, SAN RAMON, CA


A5.1 01/22/2019


 6" = 1'-0" 1
NORTHEAST VIEW


 6" = 1'-0" 2
SOUTHEAST VIEW


 6" = 1'-0" 3
NORTHWEST VIEW


 6" = 1'-0" 4
SOUTHWEST VIEW


9.1.b


Packet Pg. 42


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 B


 -
 R


ev
is


ed
 P


ro
je


ct
 P


la
n


s 
d


at
ed


 J
an


u
ar


y 
22


, 2
01


9 
 (


22
01


 :
 C


o
n


ti
n


u
ed


 P
u


b
lic


 H
ea


ri
n


g
: 


 C
h


u
rc


h
 o


f 
th


e 
V


al
le


y 
M


em
o


ry
 C


ar
e 


an
d


 E
d


u
ca


ti
o


n
 F


ac
ili


ti
es


)







19000 MACARTHUR BOULEVARD, SUITE 500,  IRVINE, CA 92612-1460
T: 949.720.3850  ●  F: 949.720.3843  ● WWW.PANCAKEARCHITECTS.COM


CHURCH OF THE VALLEY DAYCARE FACILITY & MEMORY CARE
19001 SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD., SAN RAMON, CA 94583


PROJECT NO: 17009.00
DATE: 1/18/2019


Cover Sheet
T1


ARCHITECTURE


T1
A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
A6
A7
A8
A9
A10


Cover Sheet
Site Plan
First Floor Plan
Roof Plan
Exterior Elevations
Exterior Elevations & Conceptual Details
Renderings
Sections
Sections
Unit Plans
Site Photos


PROJECT SITE


680 HW
Y


BOLLINGER CANYON RD.


SAN RAM
O


N VALLEY BLVD.


HAW
KINS DR.


ELLINGSON


WAY


MORGAN DR.


ALCOSTA BLVD.


ASCOT DR.


M
ONT


EV
ID


EO
 D


R.


SO
M


BRERO
 CIR.


GROSS BUILDING AREA


First Floor
Occupancy


GROSS BUILDING AREA


Area (SF)


22,691
22,691 sq ft


UNIT MIX


Unit
Name


MC-1A
MC-1B
MC-2A
MC-2A ...
MC-2B
MC-2C


Unit Type


MEMORY CARE - 1 BED
MEMORY CARE - 1 BED
MEMORY CARE - 2 BED
MEMORY CARE - 2 BED
MEMORY CARE - 2 BED
MEMORY CARE - 2 BED


Beds


1
1
2
2
2
2
54


Qty


3
1
8
1
1


15
29


Area
(SF)


331
325
432
445
421
387


Total (SF)


993
325


3,456
445
421


5,805
11,445 sq ft


PARKING SUMMARY


PARKING - ACCESSIBLE


PARKING - RESIDENT


REQUIRED PROVIDED


2


30


32


SILVERADO SAN RAMON
SILVERADO SENIOR LIVING


PROJECT DATA


VICINITY MAP


SHEET INDEX


APPLICANTS
Church of the Valley
19001 San Ramon Blvd
San Ramon, CA
T: 510-508-8686
Contact: Pauline Alker


Fulcrum Real Estate Development
475 Gate 5 Road, Suite 316
Sausalito, CA 94904
T: 415-985-8606
Contact: Steven Ring


REPRESENTATIVE
Douglas Pancake Architects
19000 MacArthur Blvd, Suite 500
Irvine, CA 92612
T: 949-720-3850
Contact: Douglas Pancake


CIVIL
Kier & Wright Civil Engineers & Surveyors
2850 Collier Canyon Road
Livermore, CA 94551
T: 925-245-8788
Contact: Steve Calcagno


REPRESENTATIVE
RMW Architecture & Interiors
160 Pine Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
T: 949-415-9800
Contact: Stan Lew


PROJECT TEAM


SITE INFORMATION
SITE AREA: +/- 1.53 ACRES (66,677 SF)


USE: RESIDENTIAL CARE FOR THE ELDERLY (R.C.F.E.)


OCCUPANCY: R-2.1


NUMBER OF STORIES: 1


MAXIMUM HEIGHT (ALLOWABLE): 35'-0"


MAXIMUM HEIGHT (ACTUAL): 20'-1"


CONSTRUCTION TYPE: V-A


SCOPE OF WORK
EXISTING LOT, WHICH SUPPORTS EXISTING CHURCH AND SANTUARY BUILDINGS, IS TO BE


SUBDIVIDED INTO TWO LOTS. THE SOUTHERN LOT (1.53 ACRES) SUPPORTS NEW CONSTRUCTION


OF 1-STORY, 29 UNIT (54 BEDS), 22,691 SF, TYPE V-A CONSTRUCTION WITH R-2.1 OCCUPANCY


SENIOR LIVING MEMORY CARE BUILDING. PROJECT WILL INCLUDE 32 PARKING SPACES, INCLUDING


2 REQURIED ACCESSIBLE SPACES PER CITY STANDARDS AND 2016 CBC. SCOPE OF WORK TO


INCLUDE ARCHITECTURAL, STRUCTURAL, MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING, CIVIL, AND


LANDSCAPE.


16
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3


30
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Site Plan
A1


UNIT MIX


Unit
Name


MC-1A
MC-1B
MC-2A
MC-2A ...
MC-2B
MC-2C


Unit Type


MEMORY CARE - 1 BED
MEMORY CARE - 1 BED
MEMORY CARE - 2 BED
MEMORY CARE - 2 BED
MEMORY CARE - 2 BED
MEMORY CARE - 2 BED


Beds


1
1
2
2
2
2
54


Qty


3
1
8
1
1


15
29


Area
(SF)


331
325
432
445
421
387


Total (SF)


993
325


3,456
445
421


5,805
11,445 sq ft
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22,691 sq ft


AMBULANCE/ FUNERAL
HOME PARKING SPACE


(N) MEMORY CARE BUILDING


POTENTIAL E/V SPACE


POTENTIAL E/V SPACE


(N) 1-STORY EDUCATIONAL BUILDING


MAIN ENTRY


NEW CONCRETE WALKWAY TO REMAIN
(SEE SHEET  A-X.X A)


FUTURE CONCRETE WALKWAY


FIRE LANE - MAINTAIN 25'-0" MIN. CLEARANCE PER
FIRE DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS


ACCESSIBLE ROUTE OF TRAVEL AND EXIT DISCHARGE -
(5% MAX - 2% MAX CROSS SLOPE)


PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY


CHAIN LINK FENCE


PROPERTY LINE


SITE PLAN LEGEND


SETBACK LINES


VEHICULAR DRIVEWAY


GROSS BUILDING AREA


First Floor
Occupancy


GROSS BUILDING AREA


Area (SF)


22,691
22,691 sq ft


PARKING SUMMARY


PARKING - ACCESSIBLE


PARKING - RESIDENT


REQUIRED PROVIDED
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30
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SCALE: 1"   = 30'1Site Plan
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
This document provides responses to comments received on the Public Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND) prepared for the Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education Facilities Project 
(hereinafter referred to collectively as the “project”) (State Clearinghouse # 2018102044). This response to 
comments document along with the Draft IS/MND constitutes the Final IS/MND.  
 
In response to comments received, the applicant revised the project to scale back the intensity of development by 
removing the K-8 school program that was previously proposed and analyzed in the IS/MND. The revised project 
description is presented in Section 2.0 below. Revisions to the project result in a reduced development intensity 
relative to what was analyzed in the IS/MND and no new or more severe environmental impacts have been 
identified. Rather, the revised project will increase the setback from the Norris Creek riparian corridor and reduce 
the project’s contribution to air quality/GHG emissions, noise and traffic congestion.  
 
The responses provided herein address issues raised by comments received and clarify information provided in 
the Draft IS/MND. This document includes a description of the revised project, corrections and additions to the 
Draft IS/MND, and supporting attachments. Corrections and additions clarify or augment information presented in 
the Draft IS/MND and they do not change the findings or conclusions of the analysis.  
 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended) (California Public 
Resources Code 21000 et. seq.), the IS/MND was circulated for a 30-day public review and comment period from 
November 8, 2018 to December 7, 2018. During the public comment period, a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission was held on November 20, 2018. The purpose of the hearing was to provide an opportunity for 
public comment and to receive questions and comments on the project and adequacy of the environmental 
review.  
 
This Response to Comments document identifies comments received relating to environmental concerns and 
provides responses to comments. While new information is being added to the IS/MND in responding to 
comments, the changes to the environmental document are minor and do not alter the conclusions of the 
IS/MND. As explained herein, in light of the whole record, the City of San Ramon finds that the project would 
result in less than significant environmental impacts with mitigation incorporated and that all environmental 
impacts of the project have been disclosed and appropriately mitigated. The proposed Church of the Valley 
Memory Care and Educational Facilities Project will intensify uses onsite consistent with what is envisioned by the 
City’s General Plan, allowed by the City’s Zoning Code, and in a manner that does not result in significant 
environmental impacts.   
 
1.1. CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15074 identifies the responsibilities of the Lead Agency when considering the adoption 
of a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration:  
 


(a) Any advisory body of a public agency making a recommendation to the decision-making body shall 
consider the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration before making its 
recommendation.  
 


(b) Prior to approving a project, the decision-making body of the lead agency shall consider the proposed 
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration together with any comments received during the 
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public review process. The decision-making body shall adopt the proposed negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration only if it finds on the basis of the whole record before it (including the 


initial study and any comments received), that there is no substantial evidence
1
 that the project will have a 


significant effect on the environment and that the negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration 
reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 


Consistent with CEQA requirements, the City of San Ramon has reviewed and considered all comments received 
on the IS/MND. CEQA does not require the lead agency to prepare a response to public comments received on a 
Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration. Nevertheless, the City of San Ramon has prepared this 
document to fully disclose public and agency comments received and to provide responses to those comments. 
 
1.2. ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT  
 
The revised project description is presented in Section 2, “Revised Project Description.” The comments received on 
the Draft IS/MND and responses to those comments are included in Section 3, “Responses to Public Comments.” 
Section 4 provides, “Revisions to the IS/MND,” which includes corrections and additions to the IS/MND. 
Corrections and additions to the IS/MND are shown in underline for new text inserted and in strikethrough for 
deleted text. Section 5, “Summary” contains a summary of this responses-to-comments process and subsequent 
action by the City of San Ramon regarding the project. 
 
The responses have been prepared in consultation with the following technical consultants: 
 


 Kier & Wright Civil Engineers & Surveyors: Stormwater and LID Facilities 
 TJKM: Traffic and Circulation 


 
2. REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 


In an effort to address concerns raised by the community and decision makers, the applicant has revised the 
proposed project. Revisions to the project are presented in the revised COV Educational Building Planning 
Submittal Drawings dated 1.22.19 and the Church of the Valley Project Modifications Narrative dated 1.22.19. The 
project as revised reduces the intensity of development relative to what was analyzed in the Draft IS/MND by 
removing the K-8 school program from the proposed project operations and adjusting the Site Plan.  
 
Revisions to the project primarily relate to removal of the K-8 school program. As revised, the new educational 
building is reduced from a two-story structure (11,650 square feet) to a single-story structure containing 6,212 
square feet, six (6) class rooms, and one staff meeting room. The height of educational building is reduced from 
28’1” to 14’9”.   
 
Revisions to the Site Plan provide greater setbacks from Norris Creek to new buildings, parking lots and related 
infrastructure. The development footprint under the revised project allows for an approximately 20 foot setback 
from the top of bank to the parking lot area of the educational building and adjusts the memory care building 
entryway to be fully outside of the 100 foot creek setback from Norris Creek. All riparian trees are preserved under 
the revised project and development activities occur fully outside of the Norris Creek corridor and beyond the 
Norris Creek top of bank.  


                                                
1
 “Substantial evidence” includes facts, fact-related reasonable assumptions, and expert opinions based on facts.  It does not include 


arguments, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, clearly inaccurate or erroneous evidence, or socioeconomic impacts not related 
to the physical environment. (Pub. Res. Code Secs. 21080(e), 21082.2(c); Guidelines § 15384). 
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With removal of the K-8 school program, fewer parking spaces are needed to accommodate expansion of the 
school and four protected trees previously identified for removal can be preserved under the revised project. 
Although the revised parking lot of the educational building remains within the 100 foot creek setback from the 
Norris Creek centerline, the parking lot adjacent to the educational building has been reduced in scale (from 36 
spaces to 18 spaces) and set back approximately 20 feet from the Norris Creek top of bank. This allows for 
protection of one riparian tree (Coast Live Oak #329) that otherwise would have been removed and eliminates the 
requirement for a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) because all improvements will occur outside of CDFW jurisdiction (beyond the creek top of bank). The 
other three trees to be preserved under the revised Site Plan include Tree Numbers 338, 339, and 340, Raywood 
ash trees, located to the east of the existing administrative and school building.  
 
Revisions to project operations include eliminating the K-8 school program and increasing the preschool 
enrollment from 60 students to 90 students. With removal of the K-8 school program, the staggered school start 
times previously proposed are no longer necessary as operation of the educational facility will be limited to a 90-
student preschool with 12 staff members. Relative to what was analyzed in the IS/MND this represents a reduction 
of 5,438 square feet to the new educational building, 105 fewer students at operation, and a 3,200 square foot 
reduction to the new educational building parking lot.  
 
In regards to the proposed Memory Care Facility, revisions to the Site Plan are limited to removal of the entry way 
porte-cochere, which removes the new memory care building entirely from the 100 foot creek setback area.     
 
Revisions to the project description are presented in Section 4.0 below and include line item edits to pages 4 
through 9 of the Draft IS/MND. 
 


2.1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF REVISED PROJECT  
 
Revisions to the proposed project result in a reduced development intensity relative to what was analyzed in the 
Draft IS/MND. The revised project does not introduce any new, different, or more severe impacts than those 
disclosed in the Draft IS/MND. Findings and conclusions of the Draft IS/MND remain applicable to the proposed 
project as revised. The existing analysis and mitigation measures adequately address impacts of the revised 
project because the project as revised results in a less intense development and a reduction in the student 
population at operation. Therefore, consistent with the Draft IS/MND, the revised project will result in less than 
significant environmental impacts with implementation of mitigation measures.  
 
The revised project will result in slightly less environmental impacts relative to what was analyzed in the IS/MND. 
For all environmental categories impacts remain as presented in the Draft IS/MND and all mitigation measures 
remain applicable except as described below.   
 


2.2 UPDATE TO MITIGATION MEASURES FROM REVISED PROJECT  
 
Due to the increased setback from the Norris Creek top of bank, the revised project will not result in removal of 
the Coast Live Oak riparian tree (No. 329) or the three Raywood Ash trees (No. 338, 339, and 340). In addition, the 
revised project is not subject to a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement with the CDFW. As such, Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 and BIO-3 have been revised as follows: 
 


BIO-1: In order to avoid impacts to the riparian corridor, the applicant shall revegetate with riparian plant 
species, provide enclosed trash receptacles (outside of the riparian corridor), and shall abstain from the 
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use of mulch or any other substitute that may enter into the creek. Riparian plantings shall be maintained 
to ensure that the canopy is enhanced and the understory restored. Non-native and invasive ornamental 
landscaping shall be precluded from use proximate to the creek. Replacement of the riparian tree to be 
removed (coast live oak) shall be planted near the creek to contribute to the existing riparian canopy.  
 
Any further requirements set forth in the Streambed Alteration Agreement (SBAA) from the CDFW, such 
as re-establishment at a ratio of 1:1, and specific erosion control measures near the creek, shall also be 
implemented. 
 


BIO-3: The project shall ensure that trees to remain onsite are protected in accordance with the  General 
Tree Preservation Guidelines as set forth in the Project’s Arborist Report and that trees to be removed are 
replaced in accordance with the City’s tree removal and replacement requirements (as set forth in zoning 
code Section D5-10) as follows: 


• In order to protect trees that will be preserved (both onsite and offsite) from injuries that may result 
from construction activities such as root, trunk or branch damage or harm during grading and trenching, 
the General Tree Preservation Guidelines identified in the Arborist Report (pages 14-16) prepared by 
Katie J. Krebs shall be implemented. The General Tree Preservation Guidelines include the following:  
 
 Establish a tree protection zone (TPZ) to be inspected and verified by a qualified arborist;  
 Install tree protection fencing and signage around the TPZ prior to construction; 
 Restrict demolition, soil grading, trenching, and parking of vehicles within the TPZ; 
 Cover exposed soil under canopies and throughout the TPZ with mulch; 
 Monitoring soil moisture to ensure that soil remains moist to a depth of 18”; 
 Conduct pruning by qualified personnel in accordance with current industry standards; and 
 Monitor all trenching and excavation activities inside the TPZ by a qualified arborist. 


 
• In order to mitigate the removal of the one (1) Protected coast live oak, two (2) Protected sweetgum, 


three (3) Protected crape myrtle, three (3) Protected Raywood Ash, and four (4) Protected London 
plane trees the applicant shall include the planting of at least 9 22, 15-gallon and larger trees, of the 
same genus and species as those removed, onsite as part of the project’s proposed landscaping in 
accordance with the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance. 


 


3. PUBLIC COMMENTS + RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
A number of written comment letters were received during the public review and comment period between 
November 8, 2018 and December 7, 2018 for the IS/MND. Oral comments were also received at the Planning 
Commission hearing held on November 20, 2018. A brief description of each comment is included below. Issues 
raised in the comments are addressed in responses designed to clarify various elements and impacts of the 
project. The written comment letters that are responded to are included in Appendix A. 
 
Late comment letters have also been received from the public following close of the public comment period. 
Letters received after the close of the public comment period have been reviewed and raise similar concerns as 
those addressed herein. Late letters are provided as attachments to the December 18, 2018 and January 15, 2019 
staff reports.   
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3.2. LIST OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 
Agencies, organizations and individuals that submitted written comments on the IS/MND are outlined below. 
 
STATE AGENCIES 
 
California State Clearinghouse 
 
The letter acknowledges that the City of San Ramon complied with the State Clearinghouse (SCH) review 
requirements by submitting the environmental document to the SCH for distribution to state agencies. The SCH 
distributed the IS/MND to nine state agencies (Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 3; Department of Parks 
and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 4; Air Resources 
Board; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Department of Toxic Substances Control; and Native 
American Heritage Commission). The SCH did not receive any responses from state agencies. No response to the 
SCH letter is necessary. 
 
PRIVATE ENTITIES & INDIVIDUALS 
 
Members of the public and Greenfire Law submitted written comments expressing concerns regarding 
environmental impacts. Commenters assert that the project conflicts with the City’s Zoning Ordinance regarding 
creek setbacks and is inconsistent with the Semi-Public (PS) zone setback. Comments received from individuals 
regard impacts to air quality, traffic and safety, protected trees, noise, and Norris Creek, and are provided in 
Appendix A-2. Comments have been considered and responded to in the Master Responses below and in the 
December 18, 2018 and January 15, 2019 Staff Reports for the Planning Commission hearings.  
 
Greenfire Law is representing San Ramon Residents for Responsible Growth, which is comprised of San Ramon 
neighbors and residents that oppose the proposed project. The comment letter received from Greenfire Law 
includes Attachments A-K, which contains peer review comments on traffic, storm water and hydrology and 
biological resources, as well as supporting information regarding collision history, hill and creek protection and a 
survey of other projects in the PS zone.  Comments received from Greenfire Law are provided in Attachment A-3 
hereto. Comments have been considered and responded to in the Master Responses below and in the December 
18, 2018 and January 15, 2019 Staff Reports.  
 


COMMENTS RECEIVED AT PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
In addition to the written comments received on the IS/MND, verbal comments were received at the Planning 
Commission hearings held on November 20, 2018 and December 18, 2018.  
Meeting minutes to the Planning Commission hearings are at the following link: 
November 20, 2018 and December 18, 2018 Planning Commission Minutes and Video 


Verbal comments were raised regarding the following general subjects: 


1. Zoning standards set forth in Sections D5-4 A. 6 and 7  
2. Other agencies’ jurisdictions 
3. Land use classification - commercial vs. residential  
4. Residential development potential with a density bonus on the subject property 
5. Site Plan, Layout and Design 
6. School Use and Schedule 
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7. Traffic analysis methodology 
8. Potential conflicts with bicycle lane on San Ramon Valley Boulevard 
9. Internal circulation for drop off/pick up 
10. Requirement for posting 25 mph signs for school zone on San Ramon Valley Boulevard  
11. The arborist report and removal of protected trees. 


Items 1 through 6 above are addressed in the December 18, 2018 and January 15, 2019 Staff Reports as they 
relate to land use planning, policy, site design clarification and proposed operations, as opposed to environmental 
concerns. Items 7 through 11 that identify environmental concerns are addressed below under Master Responses 
provided for traffic, bicyclists, and tree removal/protection.   
 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS RECEIVED  


This response to comments documents focuses on comments that raise concerns regarding potential 
environmental impacts.  Based on written and oral comments received, the following general themes have been 
responded to under Master Response to Comments, Section 2.3 below: 


1. Air Quality and Health Risks 
2. Noise Exposure and Impact 
3. Traffic, Circulation and Safety 
4. Bicyclist Safety 
5. Wildlife and Special Status Species 
6. Tree Removal/Protection 
7. Low Impact Development and Stormwater 
8. Building Setbacks 


3.3. MASTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
AIR QUALITY: MASTER RESPONSE  


General Comment: Commenters assert that the IS/MND fails to adequately describe emissions impacting air 
quality and disagree with the conclusion that a project of this size will not contribute substantially to existing or 
projected violations of air quality standards.  


Master Response: As stated in Section 5.3 Air Quality of the IS/MND, the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) is charged with managing air quality for the region. The BAAQMD has established air quality 
thresholds of significance for carbon monoxide (CO), ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) and particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5) from construction and operation of proposed projects. These thresholds are identified in the 
BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines established in May 2010, and most recently updated in May 2017 and are 
set forth in Table 1 of the IS/MND (page 32).  
 
As described on page 34 of the IS/MND, California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 was 
used to quantify both construction and operational air quality emissions generated by the proposed project, 
including air quality emissions from vehicles traveling to and from the project site (see Appendix D to the 
IS/MND). CalEEMod is the BAAQMD approved model for quantifying air quality emissions for development 
projects and was appropriately used to estimate the project’s impact to air quality. 
 
As concluded on pages 34-36 of the IS/MND, and as shown on Tables 2 and 3 therein, none of the pollutant 
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concentrations generated during construction or operation of the project, including emissions from vehicles 
traveling along San Ramon Valley Boulevard, would result in emission levels that approach or exceed air quality 
thresholds established by the BAAQMD. As such, the IS/MND appropriately concludes that the project would have 
less than significant impacts from emission of criteria pollutants. Furthermore, under the revised project, air quality 
emission levels would be reduced relative to what was presented in the Draft IS/MND.  
 
In addition, the IS/MND included an analysis of health risks to surrounding residents. Air Quality specialists 
Illingworth & Rodkin prepared a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) which relies on the BAAQMD-established 
methodology and thresholds of significance for community risk and hazard impacts. Thresholds are presented in 
Table 1 of the IS/MND (page 32). As shown in Table 4 and described on page 38 of the IS/MND, the project has 
the potential to exceed both the single source and the combined source thresholds without mitigation. This is due 
to the project’s construction activities which require the use of heavy duty equipment that generate diesel exhaust 
emission and toxic air contaminants (TAC). As detailed in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (pages 2-4 and 2-5), local 
community risk and hazard impacts are associated with TACs and PM2.5 because emissions of these pollutants 
can have significant health impacts.  
 
In order to minimize health risks during construction, BAAQMD recommends application of Basic Control 
Strategies and Enhanced Control Strategies that are effective in substantially reducing diesel exhaust and fugitive 
dust emissions. In accordance with BAAQMD guidance, the IS/MND includes Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, 
which effectively reduce emission and lower health risks to less-than-significant levels. As stated on page 38, 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 will reduce fugitive dust by 67 percent and reduce diesel 
exhaust emissions by 91 percent. Also see the project specific Air Quality Assessment (Appendix D to the IS/MND).  
 
Health risks from operation of the project were also analyzed in the IS/MND (page 38-40). The analysis states that 
“as a memory care facility and educational facility, [the project] will not generate air quality emissions that affect 
sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project.” While the project will contribute vehicle trips that will result in 
additional exhaust emission along San Ramon Valley Boulevard, the volume of trips are minor relative to existing 
traffic and will not substantially increase exhaust emissions. As such, at operation the project would not result in 
significant health risk impacts to nearby residents. 
 
In conclusion, the IS/MND adequately analyzes health risk from the project and concludes that with 
implementation of mitigation the project would result in less than significant impacts.  Furthermore, under the 
revised project, health risks would be further reduced relative what was presented in the Draft IS/MND.   
 
 
NOISE: MASTER RESPONSE  


General Comment: Commenters raise concerns regarding the Noise Assessment and introducing additional kids, 
vehicles and ambulances to the project site.   


Master Response: The ambient noise environmental onsite and in the project vicinity is in the “conditionally 
acceptable” range as established by the City of San Ramon’s noise compatibility standards.  The findings of the 
IS/MND are based on an Acoustical Study prepared by Wilson IHRIG (Appendix J to the IS/MND). As described on 
page 92 of the IS/MND the Acoustical Study included both short and long term noise measurements to document 
the existing ambient noise environment. As can be expected given the site’s proximity to Highway I-680 and San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard, the noise environment onsite is influenced by traffic noise. Additionally, noise 
measurements capture ambient noise levels generated onsite by existing uses including the sounds of children at 
play during recess (page 93 of the IS/MND).  
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The project’s potential impacts to offsite receptors are described on pages 94 and 95. It is explained that noise 
levels from children at play would be dampened by the new school building which would block noise emanating 
from outdoor play areas. Additionally, the planned relocation of the playground would increase the distance 
between this noise source and the adjacent residential properties. Furthermore, in an effort to minimize noise 
from students accessing classrooms on the second floor of the educational building, architectural screening at the 
breezeway has been incorporated into project design. The acoustical analysis calculated that exterior noise levels 
would slightly increase from an existing level of 58–61 Ldn to a level of 59–61 Ldn (total noise from outdoor 
school activities, recess and playground). The IS/MND concludes that with the proposed school expansion, 
ambient noise levels would continue to be within the “normally acceptable” range. It further acknowledges that 
proposed uses onsite will introduce new noise sources that could potentially impact offsite sensitive receptors 
(surrounding residential neighborhood) if not properly designed and mitigated. The site design and mitigation 
measures ensure that impacts from noise levels generated by the proposed Project would be reduced to less than 
significant levels. 
 
As described on page 95 of the IS/MND, the proposed project would result in a minor increase to traffic noise 
(0.25 dBA) from vehicles traveling along San Ramon Valley Boulevard. In addition, the project site will experience 
an increase in activity associated with the proposed uses, resulting in elevated noise levels onsite from vehicle 
engine starts, idling, horns, door slams and people talking. A majority of this increased activity will occur during 
school drop off and pick up times. However, given the existing use of the project site for Church Services, 
preschool and elementary school uses (which were operational at the time that noise measurements were 
collected), the negligible change to the ambient noise environmental from the proposed project would result in 
less than significant impacts.  
 
Noise level changes from the proposed Memory Care Facility would include the introduction of mechanical 
equipment, including HVAC equipment and an emergency generator (see page 95 of the IS/MND). The exact 
location of the rooftop HVAC equipment has not been determined. The emergency generator is proposed 
adjacent to the trash enclosure, on the north side of the Memory Care Facility (see Sheet A2, First Floor Plan). Due 
to the proximity of the onsite and adjacent uses, the project will be required to implement Mitigation Measure 
NOI-3 to control noise levels associated with mechanical equipment. Measure NOI-3 sets forth requirements for 
the design and selection of the HVAC equipment and the emergency generator to meet performance standards. 
Measure NOI-3 also details the requirements for the location and screening of the mechanical equipment to 
reduce noise levels. With implementation of NOI-3, the project’s contribution to the existing ambient noise levels 
would be reduced to less than significant levels.  
 
Noise level changes onsite could also include ambulances and fire trucks responding to emergency calls. Given 
the proposed Memory Care Facility use, it is reasonable to expect that the frequency of ambulance visits will 
increase relative to existing conditions. However, the Memory Care Facility will employ nurses and technicians that 
are skilled and trained in caring for persons with Alzheimer’s, Dementia, and common medical conditions thus the 
frequency of ambulance calls is not expected to increase substantially beyond typical community levels.  
 
Ambulance operators typically utilize sirens on roadways to alert drivers of their presence and minimize siren use 
when entering or existing private property. Chapter V (Noise Control) of the San Ramon Municipal Code contains 
provisions to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noise from all sources to protect the health and 
welfare of the citizens of San Ramon.  
 
As set forth in Section B6-85 (Emergency Exemptions), actions made necessary to protect the health, safety or 
general welfare of the public or of their property, shall not be in violation of Chapter V. As such, noise emanating 
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from emergency vehicles, such as ambulances, fire trucks and police sirens are understood to be exempt from the 
noise control provisions in Chapter V. In addition, the San Ramon Police Department has indicated that sirens are 
not typically used by any emergency vehicle while accessing residential communities particularly during night 
hours. 
 
Ambulance sirens are not typically used when loading/unloading, although engine idling, door slams, voices, and 
use of medical equipment (gurney) may occasionally be perceptible. However, noise levels associated with 
emergency personnel activities are expected to be intermittent and would not result in a substantial permanent 
increase to the noise environment. Furthermore, the project includes the development of a 7-foot masonry wall 
along the southern property line and a portion of the western property line, which will further dampen noise 
emanating from the project site.     
 
Therefore, the IS/MND appropriately concludes that impacts from noise would be less than significant. 
Furthermore, under the revised project, ambient noise levels would be further reduced relative what was 
presented in the Draft IS/MND.  Nonetheless, in response to the comments received regarding ambient noise 
levels, the 2nd paragraph on page 95 of the IS/MND has been revised to include a broader range of possible noise 
sources as follows:     
 


5.13(c) (Increase Ambient Noise Levels) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: The proposed project 
will introduce a new memory care facility and educational building onto the project site. The new uses on 
the project site will contribute to the ambient noise environment through new onsite mechanical 
equipment, vehicles on project area roadways, and outdoor school related activities. Other noise sources 
that will contribute to the ambient noise environment include vehicle engine starts, idling, horns, door 
slams and people talking. Operation of the Memory Care Facility would intermittently contribute to the 
ambient noise environment during an emergency from ambulance sirens, engine idling, door slams, 
voices, and use of medical equipment (gurney). 


 


TRAFFIC:  MASTER RESPONSE  


The following responses are informed by the City Traffic Engineer and TJKM (see Attachment B-3 hereto for 
TJKM’s Response Memo).   


General Comment: Commenters assert that traffic is already bad and will be exacerbated by the proposed 
project.   


Master Response: The proposed project was subject to a comprehensive Traffic Impact Study (TIS), prepared by 
TJKM, which was prepared in accordance with City standards for assessing traffic impacts. The IS/MND presents 
the findings of the TIS in Section 5.17 Transportation and Circulation. Consistent with commenters’ observations, 
the existing level of service (LOS) at the signalized intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard and Montevideo 
Drive is LOS D during the weekday morning peak period (7:00 a.m. – 9:00 a.m.), indicating long traffic delays. 
Existing traffic congestion is currently present on San Ramon Valley Boulevard and is projected to increase as the 
city continues to build out. Traffic delays are an existing condition and will occur regardless of the proposed 
project.  
 
The IS/MND fully discloses the project’s contribution to traffic congestion. Table 11 sets forth the project trip 
generation and the projected LOS and delay under the existing plus project condition. The analysis concludes that 
traffic impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant because the LOS and delay would not be 
substantially degraded relative to the existing condition. Comments received identify numerical errors in Table 11, 
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which are corrected herein (See Section 3 below). These corrections do not alter the overall trip generation 
numbers or otherwise change conclusions of the traffic study. 


General Comment: Commenters requested clarification on methodology applied in the Traffic Impact Study 
prepared for the project relating to trip generation, traffic counts, trip reductions, onsite circulation, and speed 
limits for school zones.  


Master Response: The project trip generation is based on the “Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual,” which assumes typical start times during the AM peak period. The existing traffic was 
counted on Thursday, March 9, 2017, a typical weekday morning when the existing school was in session. At that 
time school enrollment consisted of 40 students. The school closed its operation in July 2017.  The existing traffic 
counts included the traffic generated by the existing student population at the time.  In order to avoid double 
counting the trips generated by the existing 40 students, the estimated trip generation was adjusted.  
 
The Traffic Impact Study assumes the proposed school will operate during the AM peak period; therefore, the 
traffic study captures the proposed project’s contribution to existing AM queues. In an effort to minimize existing 
queuing along San Ramon Valley Boulevard and Montevideo Drive and offset any further contributions generated 
by the proposed project, the City will implement signal optimization as described in the response below. 
Furthermore, a condition of approval has been added requiring that the applicant continue to collaborate with the 
City on adjustments to the morning start time for the proposed preschool to minimize conflicts with the AM peak 
traffic period and to maximize benefits of the City’s signal optimization.   
 
Regarding the 25% pass-by rate, the Traffic Impact Study states that “in other schools, TJKM has utilized pass-by 
rates of 25 percent, passed on parent surveys.  For this case, TJKM utilized 0 pass-by trips, making this trip 
generation conservative” (see Traffic Impact Study Report p. 17 – 18). As such, the traffic study does not take any 
deductions for pass by trips.   
 
The on-site circulation for drop-off and pick-up procedure and locations are described in the Traffic Impact Study 
on page 23 and the Circulation Plan for School Expansion is shown in Figure 6 on page 26.  However, since the K-8 
school program has been eliminated and the revised project is limited to a 90-student preschool, onsite 
circulation and drop and pick up procedures are no longer warranted. Since the proposed school will use the on-
site driveway and parking lots for the drop-off and pick-up of children, City Traffic Engineering staff anticipates no 
conflict with bicyclists on San Ramon Valley Blvd. from the proposed project. Also see Master Response for 
Bicyclists below.  
 
With respect to the “25 mph” traffic sign, the project will be conditioned to install “School” signs on both 
directions of San Ramon Valley Boulevard pursuant to California Vehicle Code (CVC) Section 22352 (b). A school 
zone has a prima facie 25 mph speed limit, which is enforceable.  


General Comment: Commenters expressed concern that existing AM peak hour queuing delays on San Ramon 
Valley Boulevard caused by the California High School will be further exacerbated by the proposed project.    


Master Response: The Traffic Impact Study observed and described the existing queuing on southbound San 
Ramon Valley Blvd. at Montevideo Drive in the morning peak hour due to traffic generated by the nearby 
California High School. It should be noted that the extensive queuing on southbound San Ramon Valley Boulevard 
is under existing conditions, without the proposed project. As such, the City Traffic Engineering staff intend to 
reduce the queue on San Ramon Valley Boulevard independent of the project by regulating turning movements 
and optimizing signal timing.  
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The City proposes to install a “No Right Turn on Red” sign with a “7 AM – 9 AM, Mon-Fri, School Days” plaque for 
the northbound traffic on San Ramon Valley Blvd. at the Montevideo Drive intersection.  By limiting the 
northbound traffic on San Ramon Valley Blvd. from turning on to Montevideo Drive, it is anticipated the storage 
capacity on Montevideo Drive will increase.  Upon installation of the new sign, the signal timing for the left turn 
from the southbound traffic on San Ramon Valley Blvd. will be adjusted (optimized) to increase the number of left 
turning traffic onto Montevideo Drive and to reduce the queue on San Ramon Valley Blvd. These improvements 
are being pursued by the City independent of the proposed project.  
 
The City traffic engineer routinely makes adjustments to optimize signal timing at signalized intersections to 
minimize queues and modify green cycles to reflect predominant traffic patterns. Signal timing optimization will 
be carried out under the direction of the City’s Traffic Engineer for the San Ramon Valley Boulevard and 
Montevideo Drive intersection, in a manner that alleviates existing LOS delays and minimizes the project’s 
contribution to congestion. When using estimated timing parameters, as was done in the Traffic Impact Study, 
degraded level of service outputs can be corrected with minor timing adjustments (signal optimization) and is not 
considered a significant impact. Although queuing delays along San Ramon Valley Boulevard and at the signalized 
intersection with Montevideo Drive experience backup during the AM peak hour, the proposed project will not 
substantially contribute to level of service delays. As described above, the project has been revised to preclude the 
K-8 school program and the 90-student preschool will not contribute significant traffic volumes during the AM 
peak hour traffic. Additionally, the City has added a condition of approval requiring that the project applicant 
collaborate with the City for the proposed preschool to minimize conflicts with the AM peak traffic and ensure 
that benefits of the City’s signal optimization at the subject intersection are maximized. With signal optimization, 
level of service and delay times for the intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard and Montevideo Drive are 
projected to improve relative to existing conditions. 
 
Vehicular queuing under the “Existing Plus Project Conditions” is discussed on pages 109-110 of the IS/MND and 
in the Traffic Impact Study (pages 20-21). Under the Existing Plus Project Conditions, it is possible that queued 
vehicles could extend as far as the northern project driveway. In response to comments raised regarding queuing 
along San Ramon Valley Boulevard, the discussion on page 109 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“If this occurs, it may block vehicles attempting to turn left into or out of the driveway and Ellingson Way. 
As a condition of project approval, “Keep Clear” pavement marking will be installed in accordance with the 
City of San Ramon pavement marking standards within San Ramon Valley Boulevard at the north driveway 
and at Ellingson Way. It should be noted that potential blockage of the north driveway and Ellingson Way 
occur under existing conditions around 8:15 a.m., when school is in session, due to traffic associated with 
the California High School.”  


 
The backup on San Ramon Valley Boulevard is an existing condition during the AM peak hour and is not a result 
of nor is it caused by the proposed project. Installation of pavement marking for “Keep Clear” stenciling at the 
project driveways and Ellingson Way will reduce conflicts associated with access and enhance safety. 


General Comment: Commenters assert that the IS/MND does not disclose traffic impacts to nearby intersections 
and that information is lacking regarding impacts to local residential streets during the peak afternoon (school 
pick up period) and evening hours.  


Master Response: The City used engineering judgement to determine that the worst-case traffic condition 
would be the AM peak period, and the impacts due to the proposed project would be significantly less during the 
PM peak period. This is because of the proposed project uses, which do not contribute substantially to the PM 
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peak hour as activities onsite occur outside of evening hours. Traffic studies typically analyze the AM (7:00 – 9:00) 
and PM (4:00 – 6:00) peak periods, and occasionally a midday or Saturday peak, depending on the trips generated 
by the proposed project and peak of the adjacent street.  


For this project, the AM peak period includes the AM commute traffic, existing AM school traffic, and the peak 
project traffic. The afternoon traffic conditions and PM peak traffic conditions combined with the corresponding 
trip generation for proposed project uses would not be considered worst-case traffic conditions. As such, the AM 
peak was used to evaluate level of service impacts at the project site driveways and the signalized intersection of 
San Ramon Valley Boulevard and Montevideo Drive (Table 12 of the IS/MND).  


Additionally, under the revised project, trip generation would be further reduced relative what was presented in 
the Draft IS/MND. With removal of the K-8 school program, the project’s trip generation is reduced from 801 to 
369 daily trips and from 143 to 43 AM peak trips. See Revised Table 11 below. 


 


Table 11: Revised Project Trip Generation 


  Land Use1 Size Daily A.M. Peak 
      Rate Trips Rate In Out Total 
Proposed Day Care Center (565) 90 Students 4.09 368 0.78 37 33 70 
 
Existing Private School, K-5 (534) 


40 Students 4.11 -164 0.91 -20 -16 -36 


 


 
Net School Trips   


204 
 


17 17 34 


 
Proposed Memory Care2  


54 Beds 3.06 165 0.17 6 3 9 


 


 
Total Trips   


369 
 


23 20 43 


Source: Technical Memorandum, prepared by TJKM, January 23, 2019. 


Notes: A.M. Peak period rates were distributed as follows: Day Care Center 53:47; Private School 55:45; Nursing Home 72:28 
1 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017. 
2 For Memory Care, see employee chart in Appendix B for details. 


 


An analysis of traffic along local residential streets is not warranted. The Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
(CCTA) Final Technical Procedures, dated January 16, 2013 provides the following guidance:  


“As a rule, the analysis should include any signalized intersection to which at least 50 net new peak hour 
vehicle trips would be added by the project. This level of impact will normally reflect a one to three 
percent increase in critical volumes. Projects just meeting the threshold for traffic impact analysis will 
normally require analysis of only the intersection(s) adjacent to the site. Larger developments will require 
the analysis of a larger number of intersections. Engineering judgment may be used to eliminate 
intersections from the analysis that are not controlling intersections or where critical movements are not 
affected as the project only adds through movements.”  
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With the exception of the intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard and the project driveways, the only 
intersection that meets this criteria is San Ramon Valley Boulevard / Montevideo Drive. The intersections of San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard with Ellingson Way and Morgan Drive were not analyzed because the project only adds 
through movements at these roadways. As such, an intersection analysis of Morgan Drive and Ellingson Way is not 
warranted.   


General Comment: The commenters express concern regarding internal driveway operations and queuing onsite 
during drop-off and pick-up periods. 


Master Response: The proposed internal circulation, access and parking was reviewed for potential conflicts and 
safety concerns for all modes of travel as described on page 110 of the IS/MND. Onsite congestion and delay is 
not considered an impact under CEQA as long as access for emergency vehicles is adequate and there are no 
design hazards introduced. As described in the TJKM Traffic Study and the IS/MND, the analysis did consider 
internal circulation and queuing during drop off and pick up periods and determined that the proposed project 
would have less than significant impacts.  


This conclusion is supported by the existing infrastructure onsite and in the immediate vicinity, the site’s ability to 
accommodate a large queue fully outside of the San Ramon Valley Boulevard right-of-way, and the drive aisles 
and circulation plan to be implemented by the school. The north driveway is accessed by an approximately 180 
foot left turn lane, in addition to San Ramon Valley Boulevard’s two northbound travel lanes. The left turn lane 
provides adequate queue to allow for stacking of vehicles waiting to access the project site without interfering 
with thru traffic.  


The onsite drive aisle that will be used for drop off and pick up provides onsite queuing for a length of 
approximately 350 feet. Existing and proposed parking onsite is adequate to accommodate parking for the project 
as revised. Furthermore, under the revised project, drop off and pick up for the 90-student preschool will not 
result in onsite queuing because parents park and walk students to/from classrooms.   


General Comment: The commenters provide traffic collision records and assert that the IS/MND fails to comply 
with the San Ramon Engineering Design, Grading and Procedures Manual for Traffic Management by precluding a 
traffic study scoping form and collisions analysis.  


Master Response: The San Ramon Engineering Design, Grading and Procedures Manual for Traffic 
Management does not mandate completion of a traffic study scoping form nor an analysis of automobile 
collisions. Traffic study scoping occurred over conference calls between TJKM and the City Traffic Engineer to 
identify the study area intersections and extent of the analysis. The Traffic Study prepared by TJKM has been 
reviewed and accepted by the City Engineer including the methodology utilized, analysis method and conclusions 
reached.  


In an effort to respond to comments raised, the City Traffic Engineer and TJKM have provided additional 
information regarding the collision record. Attachment B (Collision Summary Report) to the Greenfire Law 
Comment Letter (Attachment A-3 hereto) contains the collision record on San Ramon Valley Boulevard from 
Bollinger Canyon Road to Pine Valley Road, which contains approximately 1.75 miles of roadway. 


A review of the collision record shows that between 2011 and 2018 a total of 37 collisions have occurred on San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard between Montevideo Drive and Morgan Drive, including 16 collisions at the San Ramon 
Valley Boulevard/ Montevideo Drive intersection. In response to comments a detailed collision analysis was 
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conducted by TJKM for the two year period between 2015 and 2016 using the SWITRS database, see attachment 
to TJKM Response to Comments contained in Attachment B-3 hereto. 


The collision analysis along the segment of San Ramon Valley Boulevard proximate to the project site identified 
the following: 


• 5 accidents  at Morgan Drive: primary factor was automobile right-of-way violation or improper turning 
• 2 accidents near the northern project driveway: 1 involved collision with an object in the roadway and 1 


involved a bicycle making an unsafe turn (bicycle was determined to be at fault). 
• Other accidents involved unsafe speeds, driving under the influence, unsafe lane changes, or other 


moving violations. 


The table below illustrates the number of collisions within the vicinity of the proposed project in the last 2 years.  


At or Near Intersection with SRVB 2018 2017 


Montevideo Drive 1 3 
Ellingson Way 1 1 
Morgan Drive 0 1 
Notes: Collision data provided by the City Traffic Engineer.  


The project is not expected to add new trips to Morgan Drive or Ellingson Drive and the collision record does not 
shown an excessive rate of accidents at these roadway intersections with San Ramon Valley Boulevard. Between 
2011 and 2018 the record does not identify any collisions associated with vehicles accessing the project site’s 
driveways. While the project will contribute trips to San Ramon Valley Boulevard and increase activity at the 
project site driveways and intersections along San Ramon Valley Boulevard, traffic associated with the proposed 
project is not expected to create additional hazardous conditions that would substantially increase the frequency 
or severity of collisions.     


BICYCLISTS: MASTER RESPONSE  


General Comment: Commenters assert that additional traffic from the proposed development will increase safety 
risks to bicyclists traveling along San Ramon Valley Boulevard.  


Master Response: As described above, under the Master Response to Traffic, Transportation and Circulation 
safety was considered for all modes of travel including bicyclists. As stated on page 106 of the IS/MND, San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard contains Class II bike lanes along both sides. Class II bike lanes are delineated lanes on 
roadways designated for use by bicycles through striping, pavement legends, and signage. The project site 
currently contains two access driveways, which will be retained under the proposed project. The property frontage 
would not be altered in a manner that would affect the existing Class II bike lane or introduce hazards that would 
present a conflict between bicyclists and vehicles. As such, the project will not substantially alter bicycle safety on 
San Ramon Valley Boulevard relative to existing conditions.  
 
It is further noted that in April 2018, the City of San Ramon adopted the City’s Bicycle Master Plan, which outlines 
the vision, goals and planning process for the citywide bicycle facilities network. System wide bicycle connectivity 
and safety are addressed therein. The IS/MND (page 105) acknowledges the Bicycle Master Plan as a guiding 
document. The IS/MND considered potential conflicts with implementation of the Bicycle Master Plan and 
determined that the project does not impede or degrade bicycle facilities (page 111 of the IS/MND). Therefore, 
the IS/MND concludes that project impacts on bicycle lanes and bicyclists are less than significant. Furthermore, 
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under the revised project, conflicts with bicyclists would be further reduced relative what was presented in the 
Draft IS/MND.   
 
WILDLIFE AND SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES:  MASTER RESPONSE  


General Comment: Commenters assert that Norris Creek can serve as habitat for California red legged frog and 
Western pond turtle and that a number of birds and wildlife species frequent the creek.  


Master Response: As described in Section 5.4 Biological Resources of the IS/MND, the project was subject to a 
site specific Biological Resources Analysis (BRA), prepared by Monk & Associates (Appendix E to the IS/MND). The 
findings in the BRA are based on a review of the most recent version of the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife’s Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), RareFind 5 application for historic and recent records of special-
status plant and animal species. The findings in the BRA are also based on a general field survey of the project site 
conducted on March 7, 2017 by Monk & Associates’ Principal Biologist Mr. Geoff Monk.  
 
The BRA documents the vegetation communities and wildlife species that are known to occur in the region and 
the results of the onsite survey that delineated wetlands and mapped the extent of the riparian canopy. Table 2 of 
the BRA documents the wildlife species observed on the project site.  
 
The IS/MND (page 47) acknowledges that urban adapted wildlife species may occasionally forage on the site and 
that Norris Creek provides a seasonal water source to these species. While it is informative to identify common 
wildlife species that may be affected by developments, there are no requirements for the protection of common 
wildlife species. However, special status species are afforded protection under local, state and federal regulations.  
 
As documented in the BRA and summarized in the IS/MND, the project site is substantially surrounded by urban 
uses and lacks suitable habitat to support special status species including California red-legged frog (Rana 
draytonii) and the Western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata). Table 4 of the BRA specifically addresses both the 
California red-legged Frog (CRLF) and the Western pond turtle (WPT) and documents that neither species have a 
probability for occurrence onsite due to the site’s separation from the nearest occurrence by roadways and dense 
urban development. The project site is located approximately 3.1 miles from the nearest known CRLF occurrence 
(species and/or habitat) and approximately 1.1 miles from the nearest known WPT occurrence (species and/or 
habitat). As detailed in the BRA, the site lacks suitable habitat for CRLF and WPT. Norris Creek is an ephemeral 
stream with a sandy bottom that does not contain the type of habitat necessary to support either CRLF or WPT. 
Page 48 of the IS/MND provides the following detailed description of Norris Creek’s ability to support special 
status species and is hereby augmented as follows to specifically address the WPT: 
 


“Due to the creek’s ephemeral flows, it is dry during all periods except after larger storm events, then only 
flows for typically less than a day or two before going dry again. The channel’s sandy soils are highly 
permeable and do not perch water. There are no flows or pools that would support fisheries habitat. 
Similarly, due to this creek’s highly ephemeral nature, shallow depth, and its short reach of daylight on the 
project site outside of concrete pipes, and finally, its absence of associated aquatic/emergent vegetation 
(it is a barren channel), it does not provide habitat for federally listed amphibians such as the California 
red-legged frog (Rana draytonii). Additionally, Norris Creek lacks suitable habitat for the Western pond 
turtle (Actnemys marmorata marmorata), which requires aquatic vegetation, basking sites, deep pools, 
and upland habitat to be supported. Similarly, there is no suitable upland refugia onsite for any federally 
listed species such as the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) due to the highly 
urbanized setting of the project site, and the fact that any unpaved or undeveloped portion of the project 
site is hard-packed, gravel that is used as overflow parking and driveways, which is not suitable for 
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occupation by burrowing animals. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have no 
impacts on any special-status animal species.” 


 
The subject project site including Norris Creek does not contain habitat nor does it support or have the potential 
to support special status species. The narrow Norris Creek corridor and mature trees are the only remnant natural 
features onsite. With the exception of the narrow Norris Creek corridor, from top of bank to top of bank, the 
entire project site has previously been disturbed and graded. Land at the Norris Creek top of bank has been in 
active use since the Sanctuary Building was constructed and includes paved parking areas and gravel overflow 
parking lots, playground and outdoor recreation spaces, and walking paths. Currently undeveloped areas within 
the 100 foot setback from the Norris Creek centerline that are proposed to support parking, drive aisle, EVA 
access, storm drains, and other improvements have all been previously disturbed and are routinely used for onsite 
operations and activities. The proposed improvements to be installed within the 100 foot setback area will occur 
on previously disturbed areas and will not result in adverse impacts to the narrow Norris Creek corridor.   
 
The IS/MND (page 48) also recognizes that the existing native and ornamental trees on the project site provide 
perching and nesting habitat for both urban adapted bird species and birds that are protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBTA (50 CFR 10.13) provides protection to migratory birds and occupied 
nests; their eggs and young are also protected under California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5. 
Potential impacts to protected birds from the proposed project include disturbance to nesting birds, and possibly 
death of adults and/or young. In order to avoid impacts to nesting birds, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires that 
construction activities occur outside of the bird nesting season between September 1st and January 31st. 
Otherwise, a nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 15 days prior to site preparation work 
when occurring between February 1st and August 31st. If protected nesting birds are discovered within these 
areas, the biologist will delineate protective nest buffers around active nest, which may range from 50 feet to 300 
feet depending on the specific species. With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2, potential impacts to 
nesting birds and species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act will be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels. 
 
Mitigation measure BIO-2 provides protection for nesting birds through a requirement for construction activity to 
occur outside of the bird nesting season or through a pre-construction nesting bird survey. Mitigation measure 
BIO-2 further provides that surveys be conducted by a qualified ornithologist and in the event that nesting birds 
are identified acceptable buffer distances be established. As such, the IS/MND concludes that impacts to 
migratory birds will be less than significant with implementation of mitigation. 
  
In conclusion, the IS/MND acknowledges that the project site contains a narrow riparian corridor along Norris 
Creek and that mature trees on the project site and vicinity provide nesting habitat. The IS/MND concludes that 
with the required mitigation measures to protect biological resources, impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels. Furthermore, under the revised project, improvements near Norris Creek would be setback 20 
feet from the top of bank and the riparian Coast Live Oak would be preserved. Therefore, impacts to biological 
resources would be further reduced relative what was presented in the Draft IS/MND.   
 
TREE REMOVAL AND PROTECTION: MASTER RESPONSE  


General Comment: Commenters assert that tree removal is not allowed for protected trees and request 
clarification on which trees that will be removed and which trees will remain. In particular, commenters requested 
clarification on tree removal in the creek. Commenters also expressed concern about how the existing trees to 
remain (both onsite and offsite) will be protected during construction activities.   
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Master Response: As described in Section 5.4 Biological Resources of the IS/MND, an Arborist Report was 
prepared for the project by Katie J. Krebs (dated November 14, 2017) and includes a tree inventory, an assessment 
of project related affects to existing trees, and general tree preservation guidelines (Appendix B to the IS/MND). 
As a part of the Arborist Report, Ms. Krebs completed an inventory of one hundred twenty-nine (129) trees. A total 
of eighty-seven (87) trees were included in the detailed survey and addressed in the report due to their proximity 
to proposed development. The report did not address the remaining forty-two (42) trees in detail as these are 
located outside of proposed development areas. Of the 87 trees surveyed, forty-six (46) were considered 
protected per the City of San Ramon Zoning Ordinance. The Arborist Report also included tree preservation 
guidelines to protect trees (both onsite and offsite) that will not be removed during construction from the 
following injuries: root damage or loss during grading and trenching, soil compaction impacts, branch impact 
injuries and heat/ chemical damage. 
 
Addendum #1, to the Arborist Report, dated January 22, 2018, clarified the existing condition of and potential 
impacts to five trees (#305, #320, #331, #340, and #368), based on feedback from the applicant regarding whether 
the tree will be removed or preserved during project construction activities. For further details, see Appendix B to 
the IS/MND. 
 
Addendum #2, to the Arborist Report, dated June 6, 2018, was prepared in response to a revised plan set dated 
May 29, 2018. Due to plan revisions, the tree removal list was revised to include additional trees, to exclude trees 
that are proposed to be retained, and to include previous removal recommendations based on development 
and/or poor tree condition. For further details, see Appendix B to the IS/MND. 
 
Addendum #3, to the Arborist Report, dated July 20, 2018, clarifies that 19 trees will be removed, 13 of which are 
protected trees per the City of San Ramon Zoning Ordinance (see also page 45 of the IS/MND and Appendix B to 
the IS/MND).  All trees to be removed are also shown on Sheet L-4 Planting Plan. San Ramon Zoning Ordinance 
Division D5, Chapter II – Tree Preservation and Protection sets the tree removal standards and procedure. The 
ordinance defines protected trees as native oaks with diameter of 6 inches at 54 inches above the ground, trees 
within 100 feet of a perennial stream or within 50 feet of a seasonal stream, and mature trees with an 8-inch 
diameter or greater, unless exempt per subsection C of the ordinance (see also page 45 of the IS/MND). There is a 
tree removal application in place for this project in accordance with this Chapter, and removal of protected trees is 
allowed with mitigation.    
 
The proposed trees to be removed under the revised project include six (6) Coast redwood (7”-11” DBH), two (2) 
Sweetgum (4” – 11” DBH), three (3) Crape myrtle (multi trunks of 2” DBH), and four (4) London plane (10”-17.5” 
DBH).  Among the 15 trees to be removed, nine (9) of them have the “Protected Tree” status because of their size 
and location within the 100-foot creek setback.  
 
In accordance with the Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 has been modified 
to reflect the revised project and requires replacement of the nine (9) protected trees proposed for removal. Tree 
replacement required under BIO-3 includes at least 9, 15-gallon and larger trees, of the same genus and species 
as those removed, to offset the removal of protected trees. The planting plan for the revised project proposes five 
(5) 15 gallon trees, 57 24” trees and 12 36” box trees.  
 
Section 5.4(e) on page 49 has been modified as follows to clarify impacts of the revised project and that trees to 
remain will be protected during construction to ensure that trees to be preserved are not adversely affected.  
 


“Under the proposed project, 19 15 trees will be removed to accommodate the proposed development, 
thirteen (13) nine (9) of which are considered Protected. 
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Trees to be preserved onsite and in the project vicinity will be protected during construction in 
accordance with the General Tree Preservation Guidelines. Development can harm trees during 
construction activities by causing root damage or loss during grading and trenching, soil compaction, and 
trunk and branch injuries from equipment, heat and chemical damage. The following Tree Preservation 
Guidelines as set forth in the Arborist Report (Appendix B) shall be implemented including the 
establishment of a tree protection zone (TPZ), tree fencing and signage, restriction on activities within the 
TPZ, mulching when under canopies are exposed, soil moisture monitoring, pruning by ISA Certified 
personnel in accordance with industry standards, and monitoring by a qualified arborist during all 
trenching and excavation activities occurring within the TPZ. 


In accordance with the Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires 
implementation of tree preservation guidelines and the replacement of the thirteen (13) nine (9) protected 
trees proposed for removal. The Tree replacement required under BIO-3 includes at least nine (9) 22, 15-
gallon and larger trees, of the same genus and species as those removed, to offset the removal of the 
protected trees.” 


 
In addition, to ensure that trees to remain are protected, mitigation measure BIO-3 has been expanded to specify 
tree preservation guidelines such as the establishment of the tree protection zone, installation of tree protection 
fencing, restrictions on activities within root zone and tree drip lines and monitoring during construction by a 
qualified arborist. These measures as identified in the Arborist Report have been added to Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3 as set forth in Section 3.0 below.  
 
With BIO-3 as revised, trees to be preserved onsite and in the vicinity will be protected from injury or harm during 
construction activities. BIO-3 further provides that in compliance with the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance 
potential impacts due to removal of protected trees will be mitigated by introducing replacement plantings of the 
same species for protected trees to be removed.  
 
Further, as described on page 47 of the IS/MND, to ensure that the creek, creek bank, and riparian canopy are 
protected, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 shall be implemented. BIO-1 has been modified to reflect revisions to the 
project that will protect the Coast Live oak within the riparian corridor and remove requirement for a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement issued by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. With implementation of BIO-1, 
potential impacts to the riparian corridor will be avoided and impacts reduced to less than significant levels. 
Revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-1 are summarized above and provided in Section 4.0 below. 
 
STORMWATER AND HYDROLOGY: MASTER RESPONSE  


General Comment: Commenters express concern regarding the storm water and hydrology impacts and assert 
that the analysis is inadequate because it incorrectly assumes that the Project site has highly permeable soils. 


Master Response: The project design does not assume that the site has highly permeable soils. As explained in 
the Kier & Write response (Attachment B-2), the commenter appears to be confusing bio-infiltration planters with 
bio-retention planters. Bio-infiltration is used where soil percolation is high and water is expected to infiltrate into 
the native soil. The project design relies on bio-retention planters, which retain water until it drains to the onsite 
drainage system and flows to storm drains.  The project description clearly explains that the project includes bio-
retention planters.  
 
The discussion presented on page 117 of the IS/MND has been modified to clarify that bio-retention planters 
provide for filtration but are not designed to provide for infiltration. Rather, bio-retention planters, drain to onsite 
storm water pipes that convey flows to the storm water drainage system. 
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“A new storm drain pipe will extend from the new educational building and convey flows to bio-retention 
planters for infiltration and that discharge to the existing storm drain line within the driveway. A new 
storm drain pipe for the memory care facility would discharge to a bio-retention planter for pre-treatment 
before ultimately discharging via a new manhole to the 60 inch storm drain system.” 
 


See also Kier & Write response to comments in Attachment B-2.  
 
General Comment: Commenter asserts that parking requires the stream banks be graded and filled to 
accommodate construction and that the Preliminary Grading plan proposes grading and filling that will alter the 
natural slope of the creek banks. 
 
Master Response: The proposed project does not include activities that involve grading or filling of Norris Creek 
or its banks. Sheet C3 (Preliminary Grading Plan) shows that all proposed improvements are located outside of the 
defined creek top of bank. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, Cross Section B (shown on Sheet C3) is not 
being used to shore up an unstable slope, rather the application of a retaining wall at this location ensures that 
development improvements do not disturb the creek channel, bed, or bank. The project design provides for infill 
development on an underutilized site in a manner that preserves the value and function of Norris Creek. The 
project does not propose grading or fill nor does it alter the channel, bed or bank of Norris Creek.  See also 
Response to Letter prepared by Kier & Write (Attachment B-2). 
 
BUILDING SETBACKS: MASTER RESPONSE  


General Comment: Commenters assert that the project description does not consistently identify proposed 
setbacks. 


Master Response: Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines defines the types of information that should be included 
in a project description. The Guidelines further state that the description of the project should not supply 
extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact. As mandated by 
CEQA, the Project Description should provide enough information, to the extent that this information is available 
at the time the CEQA document is prepared, to allow for a meaningful and adequate analysis of the project in the 
environmental document. The intent of the Project Description is to accurately characterize a project; however, 
CEQA does not require precision of measurements, unless those measurements are necessary to adequately 
analyze a project. 
 
Nonetheless, in response to this comment, the second paragraph on page 88 of the IS/MND has been revised as 
follows: 
 


“The Memory Care facility will be a single story building that is no taller than 20 feet with a minimum 
setback of 15 feet from the southern and western property lines. The new school building will be a 28 14’ 
9” tall two one story building with setbacks approximately 37 feet from the northern property line and 
approximately 68’ 5” 70 feet from the western property line. The proposed development is consistent with 
the applicable building setbacks and height limit.” 


 
4. SUMMARY OF REVISIONS TO THE IS/MND  
 
Minor corrections and additions to the IS/MND are provided below. None of the corrections or additions affect or 
change the findings or significance conclusions of the environmental analysis in the IS/MND. New text is indicated 
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in underline and text to be deleted is reflected by a strikethrough. Text changes are presented in the page order in 
which they appear in the IS/MND.  
 
Page 4 of the IS/MND 
 
The section under the header “Educational Building,” on page 4 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 
Educational Building 
 
An 6,212 11,650-square-foot, two one-story educational building and associated site improvements would be 
developed on the 3.92-acre lot. A metal stairway with guardrails and handrails would be installed on the exterior 
of the two-story building. The educational building would have a height of 29’ 1” from grade to top of roof be 14’ 
9” in height. The architecture would be modern in style with finish materials including cement plaster with paint 
finish (earth-tone colors), natural wood, and stainless steel. The educational building would contain a wood roof, 
aluminum windows with insulated glazing finish, and an aluminum entry door. A mechanical unit would be 
installed on the ground floor for heating, cooling and climate control purposes.  
 
The capacity of the existing education facility would be expanded to accommodate 195 students from 90 
preschool students to 8th grade. Approximately 127 staff members would serve the new students. 
 
Associated site improvements include the installation of a parking lot and an enclosed playground. The new 
parking lot would be located south of the new educational building and contain 36 18 spaces for automobiles and 
four spaces for motorcycles. Bicycles racks would be located proximate to the school building at the southern 
elevation. One playground would be enclosed with a 4’ high fence with vegetative screening and feature play 
structures, picnic tables, permeable play surface, and a canopy shade structure. The existing grassy area currently 
used by the school, consist of an approximately 20,000-square-foot lawn area, would remain and continue to be 
used for games and recess.  
 
Page 4 of the IS/MND 
 
Final sentence on page 4 of the IS/MND, under “Access and Parking" has been revised as follows: 
 


“The project site will include a total of 154 134 parking spaces including accessible parking stalls. 
Motorcycle and bicycle parking spaces will be provided adjacent to the Educational Building along the 
southern elevation.”  


 
Page 6 of the IS/MND 
 
Second paragraph on page 6 of the IS/MND, under “Site Preparation and Construction" has been revised as 
follows: 


“An Arborist Report was prepared by Katie J. Krebs, Certified Arborist in November 2017, with addenda in 
January, June, and July of 2018 (see Appendix B). Of the 87 trees included in the detailed tree inventory, 
46 are considered “Protected” according to the City of San Ramon Tree Preservation and Protection 
Ordinance. The project proposes the removal of a total of 15 9 trees, 9  13 of which are protected. The 
trees proposed for removal include: six (6) Coast redwoods; two (2) Sweet gums; one (1) Coast live oak; 
three (3) Crape myrtles; three (3) Raywood ashes; and four (4) London planes.”  
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Page 6 of the IS/MND 
 
Final full paragraph on page 6 of the IS/MND, under “Operations" has been revised as follows: 
 


“The proposed preschool would operate during normal school hours, generally between the hours of 7 
am to 5 6 pm. The preschool would serve children year round between the ages of 6 months and 4 years 
in age. The elementary and middle school would operate on a typical school calendar, approximately 180 
school days and would serve students from Kindergarten to 8th Grade. Combined, t The preschool and 
elementary school would contain 195 90 students and 12 7 staff members. Class starting times would be 
staggered to limit traffic and streamline queuing. The preschool would have occasional evening events for 
students, families and the community.” 


 
Page 7 of the IS/MND 
 
The section under the header “Required Discretionary Actions,” on page 7 of the IS/MND has been revised as 
follows: 
 


Required Discretionary Actions 


The project requires the following discretionary entitlements from the City of San Ramon: 


• Minor Subdivision (MS 17-910-001): To subdivide the existing 5.45-acre property into two parcels of 1.53 
acres and 3.92 acres. 


• Development Plan (DP 17-300-011) and Architectural Review (AR 17-200-051): To develop a 22,730 gross 
square-foot single story Memory Care Facility with 54 beds and a 11,650 6,212 gross square-foot, two 
one-story building for educational purposes and associated site improvements. 


• Land Use Permit (LUP 18-500-003): To reduce the required parking spaces from  223 203 to 154 134. 


• Land Use Permit (LUP 17-500-004): To operate a memory care facility, which is classified as a Residential 
Care Facility for the Elderly, with 54 beds. 


• Minor Use Permit (MUP 17-501-028): To repeal the existing Minor Use Permit (MUP 14-501-014) 
authorizing the operation of an elementary school for K-5th grade age group up to 80 children, and 
increase the school capacity to 135 children for K-8th Grade age groups. 


• Minor Use Permit (MUP 18-501-002): To allow an outdoor storage facility on the 3.92-acre lot for the 
Church. 


• Land Use Permit (MUP 18-500-004): To operate a preschool for up to 60 90 children at the proposed 
Education facility. 


• Tree Removal Permit to remove 15 9 trees including 9 13 protected trees. 


 
Page 9 of the IS/MND 
 
The section under the header “Other Public Agency Review,” on page 9 of the IS/MND has been revised as 
follows: 
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The project requires approval from the following public agencie(s): 


• Department of Fish and Wildlife (1600) 


• Contra Costa Sanitation District 


 
Page 25 of the IS/MND 
  
Third paragraph on page 25 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“The project would retain existing facilities and introduce a new single-story memory care facility, two 
one-story educational building, and associated site improvements on the project site. Under the proposed 
project, 19 15 trees will be removed to accommodate the proposed development, thirteen (13) nine (9) of 
which are considered Protected per the City of San Ramon Zoning Ordinance. (See Section 5.4 Biological 
Resources for a detailed discussion regarding tree removal.)” 


Page 26 of the IS/MND 
  
Third paragraph on page 26 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“The project would retain existing facilities and introduce a new single-story memory care facility, two 
one-story educational building, and associated site improvements on the project site. Under the proposed 
project, 19 15 trees will be removed to accommodate the proposed development, thirteen (13) nine (9) of 
which are considered Protected per the City of San Ramon Zoning Ordinance. (See Section 5.4 Biological 
Resources for a detailed discussion regarding tree removal.) 


 
Last full paragraph on page 26 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“The new single-story memory care facility and two one-story educational building would be similar to the 
massing and height of the existing church sanctuary and administrative building onsite. The educational 
building would be placed near the rear of the property line, west of the existing administrative building. 
As such, the new educational building is not expected to affect views of the surrounding hillsides from 
San Ramon Valley Boulevard.” 


 
Page 47 of the IS/MND 
  
First few paragraphs on page 47 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“The proposed project would not impact the bed, bank or channel of Norris Creek. However Although, the 
project would introduce a new parking lot within the 100 year setback, the new parking lot would be set 
back approximately 20 feet from the Norris Creek top-of-bank. and a portion of the parking areas would 
extend under the riparian canopy of Norris Creek and adjacent to the top-of-bank. In addition, the project 
includes the removal of one tree within the riparian canopy, a Coast live oak. The project would preserve 
all riparian trees including the Coast Live Oak located at the top of bank proximate to the new parking lot 
of the proposed educational building. 
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The CDFW maintains jurisdiction over the bed, bank, and riparian corridor of Norris Creek. Because all 
improvements will occur outside the Norris Creek top of bank,  therefore a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (SBAA) from CDFW pursuant to Section 1602 of California Department of Game Code is not 
required.  


To ensure that the creek, creek bank, and riparian canopy are protected, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 shall 
be implemented. BIO-1 requires tree removal within the riparian corridor, be replaced with native riparian 
species planted near the creek to preserve and enhance the riparian canopy. BIO-1 requires that the 
applicant revegetate the creek and creek bank with riparian plant species and provide enclosed trash 
receptacles outside of the riparian corridor. near the creek. Additionally BIO-1 prohibits the planting of 
any invasive species within the creek and requires that the corridor be enhanced with new native species 
to improve the canopy cover and restore the understory. Additional measures may be identified for the 
proposed project as directed in the SBAA issued by the CDFW. With implementation of BIO-1 potential 
impacts to the riparian corridor will be avoided and impacts reduced to less than significant levels. (For 
additional details regarding the control of soil erosion, see Section 5.7 Geology and Soils. For additional 
details regarding measures to protect the water quality of the creek, see Section 5.10 Hydrology and 
Water Quality.)”    


 
Page 48 of the IS/MND 
  
First full paragraph on page 48 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“Due to the creek’s ephemeral flows, it is dry during all periods except after larger storm events, then only 
flows for typically less than a day or two before going dry again. The channel’s sandy soils are highly 
permeable and do not perch water. There are no flows or pools that would support fisheries habitat. 
Similarly, due to this creek’s highly ephemeral nature, shallow depth, and its short reach of daylight on the 
project site outside of concrete pipes, and finally, its absence of associated aquatic/emergent vegetation 
(it is a barren channel), it does not provide habitat for federally listed amphibians such as the California 
red-legged frog (Rana draytonii). Additionally, Norris Creek lacks suitable habitat for the Western pond 
turtle (Actnemys marmorata marmorata), which requires aquatic vegetation, basking sites, deep pools, 
and upland habitat to be supported. Similarly, there is no suitable upland refugia onsite for any federally 
listed species such as the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) due to the highly 
urbanized setting of the project site, and the fact that any unpaved or undeveloped portion of the project 
site is hard-packed, gravel that is used as overflow parking and driveways, which is not suitable for 
occupation by burrowing animals. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have no 
impacts on any special-status animal species.” 


Page 49 of the IS/MND 
 
Section 5.4(e) on page 49 has been modified as follows:  
 


“Under the proposed project, 19 15 trees will be removed to accommodate the proposed development, 
thirteen (13) nine (9) of which are considered Protected. 


Trees to be preserved onsite and in the project vicinity will be protected during construction in 
accordance with the General Tree Preservation Guidelines. Development can harm trees during 
construction activities by causing root damage or loss during grading and trenching, soil compaction, and 
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trunk and branch injuries from equipment, heat and chemical damage. The following Tree Preservation 
Guidelines as set forth in the Arborist Report (Appendix B) shall be implemented including the 
establishment of a tree protection zone (TPZ), tree fencing and signage, restriction on activities within the 
TPZ, mulching when under canopies are exposed, soil moisture monitoring, pruning by ISA Certified 
personnel in accordance with industry standards, and monitoring by a qualified arborist during all 
trenching and excavation activities occurring within the TPZ. 


In accordance with the Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires 
implementation of tree preservation guidelines and the replacement of the thirteen (13) nine (9) protected 
trees proposed for removal. The replacement required under BIO-3 includes at least nine (9) 22, 15-gallon 
and larger trees, of the same genus and species as those removed, to offset the removal of the protected 
trees.” 
 


 
Page 51 of the IS/MND  
 
First full paragraph below the Table on page 51 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 


“As demonstrated in Error! Reference source not found., the proposed project is generally consistent 
with Section D5-4 of the Zoning Ordinance (Hillside, Creek, and Ridgeline Area Development Standards). 
In addition, as described in BIO-1, the applicant will be required to revegetate the creek and creek bank 
with riparian plant species and provide enclosed trash receptacles. Additional measures may be identified 
for the proposed project as directed in the SBAA issued by the CDFW. With implementation of BIO-1 and 
BIO-3, potential conflicts with Section D5-4 of the Zoning Ordinance would be reduced to less than 
significant levels. (For additional details regarding the control of soil erosion, see Section 5.7 Geology and 
Soils. For additional details regarding measures to protect the water quality of the creek, see Section 5.10 
Hydrology and Water Quality.)”      


 
Page 52 of the IS/MND  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 has been modified as follows: 
 
 BIO-3:  The project shall ensure that trees to remain onsite are protected in accordance with the  General Tree 


Preservation Guidelines as set forth in the Project’s Arborist Report and that trees to be removed are 
replaced in accordance with the City’s tree removal and replacement requirements (as set forth in zoning 
code Section D5-10) as follows: 


 
• In order to protect trees that will be preserved (both onsite and offsite) from injuries that may result 


from construction activities such as root, trunk or branch damage or harm during grading and 
trenching, the General Tree Preservation Guidelines identified in the Arborist Report (pages 14-16) 
prepared by Katie J. Krebs shall be implemented. The General Tree Preservation Guidelines include the 
following:  


 
 Establish a tree protection zone (TPZ) to be inspected and verified by a qualified arborist;  
 Install tree protection fencing and signage around the TPZ prior to construction; 
 Restrict demolition, soil grading, trenching, and parking of vehicles within the TPZ; 
 Cover exposed soil under canopies and throughout the TPZ with mulch; 
 Monitoring soil moisture to ensure that soil remains moist to a depth of 18”; 
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 Conduct pruning by qualified personnel in accordance with current industry standards; and 
 Monitor all trenching and excavation activities inside the TPZ by a qualified arborist. 


 
• In order to mitigate the removal of the one (1) Protected coast live oak, two (2) Protected sweetgum, 


three (3) Protected crape myrtle, three (3) Protected Raywood Ash, and four (4) Protected London 
plane trees the applicant shall include the planting of at least nine (9) 22, 15-gallon and larger trees, 
of the same genus and species as those removed, onsite as part of the project’s proposed 
landscaping in accordance with the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance. 


 
Page 86 of the IS/MND  
 
First full paragraph on page 86 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“The proposed Memory Care Facility is considered by the Zoning Ordinance as a Residential Use under 
designation of “Residential Care - 7 or More Clients” within the PS zone and is allowed with a Land Use 
Permit. The proposed Education Facility falls under the classification of “Schools, Public or Private” use for 
K-8th grade, and school uses are allowed with Minor Use Permit in PS zoned properties.  The proposed 
preschool component of the Education Facility is classified as “Day Care Center” and uses are allowed with 
Land Use Permit in PS zoned properties.”  


 
Final full paragraph on page 86 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“The proposed project falls within the Public and Semipublic general plan land use designation, and is 
able to achieve several of the goals and policies set forth in San Ramon’s General Plan. The project fulfills 
General Plan Guiding Policy 7.3‐G‐1, which calls for the development of private educational facilities in San 
Ramon, by providing a new education building to support 195 90 preschool students from preschool to 
8th grade. The project also satisfies Implementing Policy 7.3‐I‐7 by providing preschool facilities in 
residential areas on arterial streets (e.g., San Ramon Valley Boulevard).” 


 
Page 87 of the IS/MND  
 
The section under the header “San Ramon Zoning Ordinance,” on page 87 of the IS/MND has been revised as 
follows: 


San Ramon Zoning Ordinance 


The project site is currently zoned as Public and Semipublic, which applies to areas of the City with schools, 
hospitals and related medical offices, public and private meeting facilities, utilities, and quasi-public uses. As 
shown in the Zoning Ordinance, Table 2-12 Allowed Uses and Permit Requirements for Special Purpose Zones, 
Division D2, Chapter V, the proposed project is conditionally allowed within the Public and Semipublic Zoning 
Designation. The applicant has submitted an application for a Land Use Permit to operate a memory care facility, 
which is classified as a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly, an application for a Minor Use Permit authorizing 
the operation of an elementary school for K-8th grade private school, and a Land Use Permit to operate a 
preschool within the proposed education building. 
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The City of San Ramon parking standards (Division D3, Chapter III of the Zoning Ordinance) require projects to 
provide on-site parking based on land use and project size. Based on the City’s parking requirements 128 spaces 
are required for the existing sanctuary use and 37 are required for the existing administrative building. A survey of 
parking utilization, conducted by TJKM, concluded that 75 spaces are used on Sunday (for the Sanctuary) and that 
seven parking spaces are used during the week for the existing administrative building. The proposed expansion 
of the existing 90-student preschool and the introduction of the proposed memory care facility would increase the 
parking requirement to 95 75 spaces on weekdays and 153 spaces on weekends. Combined, the total parking 
required for all uses would be 223 203 spaces. However, the church use and the preschool use operate on 
separate days and never simultaneously. As such, the project’s parking demand requirements would not exceed 
153 spaces.  


The applicant has submitted a Land Use Permit application to allow for a reduction in parking from 203 to 134 
spaces. With provision of the Use Permit application, allowing shared parking, the project’s proposed supply of 
154 134 parking spaces would meet requirements the intent of the City’s Zoning. Although the parking supply 
proposed would be 69 spaces fewer than what is required per the City Zoning standards for parking, it does not 
constitute an environmental impact. Therefore Furthermore, with the issuance of the Conditional Use and Minor 
Land Use Permit by the City of San Ramon, the proposed project will be consistent with the San Ramon Zoning 
Ordinance. 


 
Page 88 of the IS/MND  
 
The final few sentences of the first full paragraph on page 88 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“The Memory Care facility will be a single story building that is no taller than 20 feet with a minimum 
setback of 15 feet from the southern and western property lines. The new school building will be a 28 
14’9” foot tall two one story building with setbacks approximately 37 feet from the northern property line 
and approximately 68’ 5” 70 feet from the western property line. The proposed development is consistent 
with the applicable building setbacks and height limit.” 


 
Page 95 of the IS/MND  
 
The discussion 5.13(c) on page 95 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows:     
 


“5.13(c) (Increase Ambient Noise Levels) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: The proposed project 
will introduce a new memory care facility and educational building onto the project site. The new uses on 
the project site will contribute to the ambient noise environment through new onsite mechanical 
equipment, vehicles on project area roadways, and outdoor school related activities. Other noise sources 
that will contribute to the ambient noise environment include vehicle engine starts, idling, horns, door 
slams and people talking. Operation of the Memory Care Facility would intermittently contribute to the 
ambient noise environment during an emergency from ambulance sirens, engine idling, door slams, 
voices, and use of medical equipment (gurney).” 


 
Page 99 of the IS/MND  
 
Third paragraph on page 99 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 


“A project will normally have a significant environmental effect if it will displace a large number of people 
or induce substantial growth or concentration of population. The proposed project involves the 
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construction of a memory care facility with 29 units and 54 beds. The memory care facility would employ 
approximately 28 new workers. The proposed educational building would expand the capacity of the 
existing preschool to 195 90 students. Approximately 17 12 teachers would staff the new preschool.” 


The discussion 5.14(a) on page 99 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows:     
 


“5.14(a) (Substantial Growth) Less Than Significant Impact: The project site is located within the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and will not directly or indirectly induce substantial growth. The project 
proposes the construction of a memory care facility with 29 units and 54 beds and a new educational 
building to expand the number of permitted preschool students to 90 80 (permitted) to 195.” 


 
Page 103 of the IS/MND  
 
The discussion 5.16(a) on page 103 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows:     
 


“5.16(a) (Deterioration of Parks) Less Than Significant Impact: The project includes the construction 
of a memory care facility and a new educational building to expand the number of preschool students to 
90 195. 


 
Page 107 of the IS/MND  
 
The section under the header “Project Trip Generation,” on page 107 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


Project Trip Generation  


The proposed memory care facility and preschool school expansion combined are expected to generate 
approximately 801 369 daily net new trips, including 143 43 weekday a.m. peak hour trips (79 23 inbound and 64 
20 outbound). The offset morning schedules among grade levels will result in fewer impacts to parking lots, at 
driveways, and on surrounding streets. In addition, traffic generated by the proposed K-8 grade school onsite 
occurs outside of peak drop off/pick up times related to California High School. As proposed grades K-5 classes 
would be in session between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Grades 6-8 classes would be in session between 9:15 a.m. 
and 3:45 p.m. The proposed offset school schedule results in reduced congestion onsite and surrounding 
roadways during drop off and pick up times.  


Trip generation rates from the ITE publication Trip Generation Manual, 10th edition were utilized to estimate the 
proposed project’s trip generation. Trip rate land uses used in the analysis include Private School, K-8 (ITE 534), 
Day Care Center (ITE 565), and Nursing Home (ITE 620). Although memory care facilities typically see a lower 
volume of visitors, the Nursing Home land use was utilized as a conservative estimate for project trips. Trips 
generated by the existing school were subtracted from the proposed K-8 School and preschool, resulting in net 
new school trips as shown in Table 2. Table 21: Project Trip Generation shows the trips expected to be 
generated by the proposed project.  


 
Page 108 of the IS/MND  
 
Table 11 on page 108 of the IS/MND is revised as follows: 
 


Table 21: Project Trip Generation 
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  Land Use1 Size Daily A.M. Peak 
      Rate Trips Rate In Out Total 
Proposed Private School, K-8 (534) 135 Students 4.11 497 0.91 61 49 110 


Proposed Day Care Center (565) 
60 90 


Students 
4.09 


368 
303 


0.78 
37 
31 


33 
27 


70 
58 


Existing Private School, K-5 (534) 40 Students 4.11 -164 0.91 -20 -16 -36 


 
Net School Trips   


204 
636  


17 
73 


17 
61 


34 
134 


Proposed 
Memory Care2  
Nursing Home (620) 


54 Beds 3.06 165 0.17 6 3 9 


 
Total Trips   


369 
801  


23 
79 


20 
64 


40 
143 


Source: Traffic Impact Study, prepared by TJKM, July 31, 2018; Technical Memorandum Re: Trip Generation and Parking Calculation for 
Revised Church of the Valley Expansion and Memory Care, prepared by TJKM, January 23, 2019. 


Notes: A.M. Peak period rates were distributed as follows: Private School 55:45; Day Care Center 53:47; Nursing Home 72:28 
1 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017. 
2 For Memory Care, see employee chart in Appendix B for details. 


 
Page 109-110 of the IS/MND  
 
Last sentence on page 109 and top of page 110 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“If this occurs, it may block vehicles attempting to turn left into or out of the driveway and Ellingson Way. 
As a condition of project approval, “Keep Clear” pavement marking will be installed in accordance with the 
City of San Ramon pavement marking standards within San Ramon Valley Boulevard at the north driveway 
and at Ellingson Way. It should be noted that potential blockage of the north driveway and Ellingson Way 
occur under existing conditions around 8:15 a.m., when school is in session, due to traffic associated with 
the California High School.”  


 
Page 117-118 of the IS/MND  
 
Last paragraph on page 117 and first paragraph on page 118 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows: 
 


“The project has been designed with the integration of Low Impact Design (LID) measures. Proposed LID 
measures include bio-retention planters and other landscaped areas that will capture runoff during 
precipitation events and provide for the continuous treatment and filtration of stormwater runoff. The 
project also includes new storm drainage infrastructure. A new storm drain pipe will extend from the new 
educational building and convey flows to bio-retention planters for infiltration and that discharge to the 
existing storm drain line within the driveway. A new storm drain pipe for the memory care facility would 
discharge to a bio-retention planter for pre-treatment before ultimately discharging via a new manhole to 
the 60 inch storm drain system.” 


 
Page 118 of the IS/MND  
 
The discussion 5.19(e) on page 118 of the IS/MND has been revised as follows:     
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5.19(e) (Wastewater Treatment Capacity) Less Than Significant Impact: The addition of a memory care 
facility with 29 units and 54 beds and an educational building that would serve 195 90 preschool students, is 
well within the flow capacity analyzed as part of the General Plan. 


 
 
5. FINDINGS 
 
In the course of preparing the written responses, information was generated and is presented throughout this 
document. The City of San Ramon carefully reviewed the information developed through the responses-to-
comments process and determined that the project does not meet any of the conditions under CEQA Section 
15073.5, as outlined below.  
 
15073.5. RECIRCULATION OF A NEGATIVE DECLARATION PRIOR TO ADOPTION. 
 


a) A lead agency is required to recirculate a negative declaration when the document must be substantially 
revised after public notice of its availability has previously been given pursuant to Section 15072, but prior 
to its adoption. Notice of recirculation shall comply with Sections 15072 and 15073. 
 


b) A “substantial revision” of the negative declaration shall mean: 
 


1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation measures or project revisions must 
be added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or 
 


2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project revisions will not 
reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures or revisions must be required. 


 
c) Recirculation is not required under the following circumstances: 


 
1) Mitigation measures are replaced with equal or more effective measures pursuant to Section 


15074.1. 
 


2) New project revisions are added in response to written or verbal comments on the project’s 
effects identified in the proposed negative declaration which are not new avoidable significant 
effects. 


 
3) Measures or conditions of project approval are added after circulation of the negative declaration 


which are not required by CEQA, which do not create new significant environmental effects and 
are not necessary to mitigate an avoidable significant effect. 


 
4) New information is added to the negative declaration which merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes 


insignificant modifications to the negative declaration. 
 


d) If during the negative declaration process there is substantial evidence in light of the whole record, before 
the lead agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment which 
cannot be mitigated or avoided, the lead agency shall prepare a draft EIR and certify a final EIR prior to 
approving the project. It shall circulate the draft EIR for consultation and review pursuant to Sections 
15086 and 15087, and advise reviewers in writing that a proposed negative declaration had previously 
been circulated for the project. 
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Based on the information in the record, neither recirculation of a revised IS/MND nor the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required. Revisions to the project have been added that further reduce the 
intensity of development and minimize environmental impacts. No new avoidable significant effects are 
introduced. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the added information presented above clarifies the analyses in 
the IS/MND.  
 
The City of San Ramon will consider the proposed IS/MND, together with this Response to Comments document, 
prior to approving the proposed project as revised.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
The following materials are attached for reference:  
 


A. Comment Letters 
 


A-1. State Clearinghouse 
 


A-2. Individual Comment Letters 
 
A-3. Greenfire Law Comment Letter 


 
B. Response to Comment Letters 


 
B-1. Applicant’s Response 
 
B-2. KIER & Write Response 
 
B-3. TJKM Response 
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ATTACHMENT A-1: 
ATTACHMENT A-2: 
ATTACHMENT A-3: 


STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
INDIVIDUALS
GREENFIRE LAW


Attachment  A :  COMMENT LETTERS
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# COMMENTER PAGE


1 ROBERT LIM  8-9
2 THERESE SHAFFER  10-20
3 LAUARA WANNACOTT  21-22
4 MARC ZIBLATT  23
5 CHRISTIE MANGEL  24-25
6 EILEEN BAAR  26
7 JERI SUTHERLAND 27
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2703	Corey	Pl.,	
San	Ramon,	CA	94583	
	
November	21,	2018	
	


Mr.	Shinei	Tsukamoto	
Associate	Planner	City	of	San	RamonPlanning/	
Community	Development	Department	
2401	Crow	Canyon	Road,		
San	Ramon,	CA	94583	


	
Dear	Mr.	Tsukamoto,	
	
	 I’m	writing	to	you	to	voice	my	deep	concerns	over	the	proposed	Church	of	the	Valley	
project.		I’m	a	long	time	resident	of	San	Ramon,	and	have	owned	my	house	on	Corey	Pl.	for	
over	9	years.			I	also	work	in	San	Ramon	at	the	PG&E	office	off	Crow	Canyon	Rd.		I	have	two	
sons	that	went	to	Ironhorse	Middle	school	and	Cal	High	respectively.		I’m	also	an	avid	
bicyclist,	and	have	ridden	on	San	Ramon	Valley	countless	times.		In	summary,	I’m	
completely	committed	to	making	sure	that	San	Ramon	is	not	only	the	best	place	to	live	and	
work,	but	also	the	best	place	to	raise	a	family.	
	


Having	said	that,	I	read	all	the	submitted	Appendices	from	the	website,	and	multiple	
discrepancies	stood	out	for	me.		First	and	foremost,	why	built	such	a	high	density/multi-
use	facility	so	close	to	residential	housing	?		It’s	one	thing	to	just	build	a	private	school,	but	
why	incorporate	what’s	essentially	a	nursing	home.		In	my	mind,	that	just	seems	unreal	in	
terms	of	traffic,	noise	and	environmental	impact.		And	the	worst	thing	is	that	this	is	set	
against	the	backdrop	of	the	quietest	segment	of	San	Ramon	Valley	Blvd.	that’s	100%	
residential.		Currently,	there’s	no	other	part	of	San	Ramon	Valley	Blvd.	in	San	Ramon	that	
don’t	already	have	either	a	commercial	property,	a	nursing	home	(Valley	Vista	Senior	
Housing)	or	a	big	church	like	St.	Joan	of	Arc.			


	
Second,	I	disagree	with	the	findings	of	at	least	three	of	the	project’s	assessments.		


My	biggest	disagreements	have	to	be	both	the	Traffic	and	Noise	assessments.			I	have	actual	
real-life	personal	experience	on	the	traffic	situation	having	lived	in	the	neighborhood	for	
over	9	years	and	shuttling	two	boys	to	two	schools	at	one	time,	and	also	going	to	work.		
And	based	on	my	observations,	there’s	no	way	that	adding	additional	bodies	and	cars	at	a	
facility	so	close	to	both	the	Ellingson	Way/Montevideo	intersection	and	Morgan	Dr.	will	not	
adversely	affect	the	flow	of	traffic	going	South	or	North.		In	fact,	I	also	noticed	that	the	
assessment	did	not	consider	the	increased	traffic	going	South	on	San	Ramon	Valley	Blvd.	
after	4	PM	for	people	going	home.		In	the	last	5	years,	the	traffic	on	680	has	been	so	bad	
that	daily	commuters	are	using	San	Ramon	Valley	Blvd.	as	an	alternate	route	to	go	home.		
And	as	far	as	the	minor	traffic	impact	that	was	mentioned	in	the	assessment	to	the	AM	
commute	due	to	increased	school	commuters,	I	find	that	completely	ridiculous.			When	my	
two	boys	were	going	to	Cal	High,	and	at	the	height	of	morning	traffic,	we	had	to	go	all	the	
way	to	Morgan	Dr.	just	to	get	to	the	left	turning	lane	to	go	to	Montevideo.		At	the	same	time,	
I	also	saw	multiple	accidents	or	near	accidents	for	cars	either	trying	to	avoid	the	turning	
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queue	or	trying	to	make	the	queue.		I	can	only	imagine	adding	an	additional	100	cars	
(based	on	the	conservative	assumption	that	each	car		has	2	kids/each	to	be	dropped	off	to	a	
school	that	can	accommodate	up	to	200	students)	will	do	to	this	nightmare	scenario.		In	
this	case,	I’m	not	even	counting	the	additional	traffic	for	the	nursing	home,	staff	and	
emergency	vehicle(s)	such	as	ambulance	if	needed.		As	for	the	Noise	assessment,	we’re	
already	dealing	with	the	noise	coming	from	the	freeway	where	I	live.		I	can	only	imagine	
what	that	noise	will	be	like	adding	kids,	additional	vehicles	and	ambulance	into	the	mix.		
However,	the	assessment	did	go	into	details	on	the	sound	dampening	features	of	the	
structures,	but	it	never	addressed	the	additional	noise	pollution	that’s	going	to	occur	by	
adding	a	playground	and	a	school.		It	also	conveniently	left	out	any	mention	of	possible	
additional	noise	that	can	be	generated	by	an	emergency	vehicle	like	an	ambulance,	which	
could	happen	since	there’s	a	nursing	home	attached	to	this	project.	


Third,	I	feel	that	the	Air	Quality	assessment	was	very	dismissive	in	its	findings	that	a	
project	of	this	size	will	not	contribute	substantially	to	existing	or	projected	violations	of	air	
quality	standards.		Under	impact	2,	the	assessment	states	that	the	project	will	have	
emissions	less	than	the	BAAQMD	thresholds.		Common	sense,	however,	points	out	that	the	
addition	of	at	least	100	cars	(see	above)	per	day	will	and	should	affect	the	air	quality	within	
this	one	block	segment	of	San	Ramon	Valley	Blvd.		This	was	definitely	not	something	that	I	
expected	when	I	moved	to	this	neighborhood	with	my	family	over	9	years	ago	under	the	
impression	that	this	was	going	to	be	a	mostly	residential	neighborhood,	and	not	mixed-use.	


Fourth,	as	a	bicyclist,	the	addition	of	yet	another	mixed-use	property	on	San	Ramon	
Valley	Blvd.	will	add	to	the	already	dangerous	ride	that	I	have	every	weekend.			This	route	
is	quite	popular	for	all	kinds	of	bicyclists	especially	on	the	weekends.		During	the	week,	
mostly	Cal	High	students	use	this	route.		My	oldest	took	this	route	every	day	when	he	was	
in	high	school.		To	revise	the	use	of	this	property	will	add	to	the	amount	of	daily	traffic	
that’s	already	impacting	San	Ramon	Valley	Blvd.	and	increase	the	danger	to	all	bicyclists.	


Fifth,	it’s	become	apparent	to	me	that	all	the	assessments	that	I’ve	looked	at	are	
biased	towards	the	successful	approval	of	this	project.		I	could	not	find	one	paragraph	that	
points	out	that	this	project	and	its	size	might	be	bad	for	this	neighborhood.		In	fact,	as	a	
current	resident	and	voter	in	San	Ramon,	I	would	recommend	starting	all	over	again	and	
request	that	unbiased	assessments	be	resubmitted	to	the	planning	commission.		This	is	the	
only	way	that	we	can	make	sure	that	San	Ramon	and	this	neighborhood	are	only	presented	
with	projects	that	make	sense	and	benefit	the	community.	


In	conclusion,	the	Church	of	the	Valley	project	is	just	way	too	big	in	its	size	and	it’s	
goals,	and	will	adversely	impact	this	neighborhood	and	San	Ramon	for	years	to	come.		At	
this	time,	I	want	to	thank	you	for	reading	my	email,	and	if	you	should	have	any	questions,	
please	do	not	hesitate	to	contact	me.		I	would	be	happy	to	talk	to	the	planning	commission	
directly	and	voiced	my	concerns	in	person.	


Sincerely,	


Robert	Lim	
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From: Barr, Lauren
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 8:40 AM
To: jbenedetti@fulcrum‐bioenergy.com; egw17@aol.com; Rick


Marks; Gary Alpert; cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: Norris Creek at the COV


COV Comments


More to come


Lauren


Original Message
From: Therese [mailto:tisamill@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 22, 2018 8:55 AM
To: planningcommission
Subject: Norris Creek at the COV


Dear Commissioners,


I attended the Planning Commission meeting 11/20/18 for the CEQA review. I want to clarify some
of the points that were brought up and share my knowledge about the creek.
The State of California states that native trees can not be removed in a creek zone. Oak trees are
considered to be native trees. Please save the trees.
Norris Creek which is not a mere drainage ditch but a seasonal creek with value. It can be home to
the red legged frog and western pond turtle two endangered species. Owls and bats lived in the oak
trees on the COV and a white tailed kite was squawking while the COV cut the branches a top the
oak trees where they nested on the south east corner. There have been deer recently, and fox that
drink from the creek as well as the usual chayote, opossum, and raccoon.  I have personally seen the
birds while my long time neighbors happily reported to me the ground level animals. Just across the
freeway at Tarrington Ave. between Montevideo and Pine Valley the department of fish and wildlife
monitor Norris Creek for those endangered frogs and turtle amongst the reeds they remove half the
creek at a time.
This creek is a tributary to So San Ramon Creek they connect behind Cal High. That creek runs
through Alameda county, according to Alameda county there is an agreement with San Ramon to
care for the creek on our end. Near Bernel Ave in Pleasanton that creek goes into a detention pond
that is designed to slow the flow for erosion control and also serves as a reserve for birds and other
species. It connects with Arroyo de la Laguna on Sunol Rd where there is a bridge and signage about
the creek. It travels through Niles Canyon before entering the Bay.
Although the planner and The Church of the Valley would like to diminish its value for their
purposes, Norris Creek has a valued ecosystem and is a tributary in an interconnected waterway that
supports wildlife.
There has been a rapid decline in the condition of the COV portion of the creek in the past two years
due to its reckless care and destruction of the riparian corridor through adding weed killer, mowing
the banks, cutting the tree canopies and there is cement on its bed. Please save it from further
destruction. I have written numerous  letters or called the city officials including the Mayor with my
concerns through the past couple of years.  The mayor Bill Clarkson has good knowledge about the
creek as well.
On a child safety note, when the water flows rapidly and at height of the top of the culvert, it would
be a danger to the children. Safety measure need to be in place.
Many of us in the Westside neighborhood have pictures of the creek at full capacity and even
flooding SRVB, and Ellingson Way.
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mailto:lbarr@sanramon.ca.gov

mailto:jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com

mailto:egw17@aol.com

mailto:rbmarks326@gmail.com

mailto:gary_alpert@pacbell.net

mailto:gary_alpert@pacbell.net

mailto:cvmharris@aol.com

mailto:stsukamoto@sanramon.ca.gov

mailto:tisamill@gmail.com





Please add this to the record. Thank you.


Sincerely,
Therese Shaffer
Hawkins Dr.
Tisamill@gmail.com
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From: Barr, Lauren
To: egw17@aol.com; Gary Alpert; Rick Marks; cvmharris@aol.com; jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: On the record. COV
Date: Monday, November 26, 2018 8:33:51 AM


FYI


-----Original Message-----
From: Therese [mailto:tisamill@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2018 12:45 PM
To: planningcommission
Subject: On the record. COV


Dear Commissioners,
The 40 non existent school children at the Church of the Valley is perplexing. When they did operate a school, their
website said there were 48 enrolled while at a development meeting with the neighbors at the church the pastor said
there were 50 students. I asked him to clarify the number. He again said 50. A school for under 50 has different state
regulations than a school operating with 50 plus students.
If the number on the CEQA was an oversight why not say 48 or 50 students.  Does 40 have some significance?


Sincerely,
Therese Shaffer
Hawkins Dr.
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mailto:egw17@aol.com
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mailto:cvmharris@aol.com

mailto:jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com

mailto:stsukamoto@sanramon.ca.gov

mailto:tisamill@gmail.com





Therese Shaffer asked the following questions in the emails received on 11/30/18: 


Please do not allow the Church of the Valley fewer than, 223, parking spaces.  Overflow parking will end up in neighborhoods, 


especially, WESTSIDE, an inconvenience for everyone. 


Shake roofing can be a hazard on the memory care building.  


There were three churches that meet at 19001 SRVB not mentioned. 


Cal High traffic extends far past Morgan. 


It is not predictable how many parents will use the early drop of affecting the morning traffic. Upper grades could have younger 


siblings at school for instance. 


Volunteers are mentioned but not accounted for in the CEQA study. 


We will need speed bumps on Hawkins Dr and Ellingson Way. 


Thank you. 


Therese Shaffer  


My measurement to a parked car was 24’5”.  CEQA maps say 25’ 
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Therese Shaffer asked the following questions in the emails received on 12/3/18: 


Dear Commissioner, 


Please save Norris Creek and our protected trees on the Church of the Valley property.  They have caused 


enough destruction. 


Would a tree removal permit be required not only by the dept. of fish and wildlife but also from the City of 


San Ramon on the property at the Church of the Valley? 


The acoustical study talks about putting compressors on the roof of the memory care building near the front 


with possible wooden structures around it, while in the other plans it shows it in the front of the building 


near the garden on the ground.  Where will they be? 


Thank you.  


What safety precautions will the COV make to keep the school children safe in the rainy season? 


Page 4 of the Monk report shows 12’ 1” setback from the fence of the third house on Ellingson it should be 


15’.   
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From: Barr, Lauren <lbarr@sanramon.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 11:26 AM
To: jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com; egw17@aol.com; Rick Marks; Gary Alpert; cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: COV story polls


COV comment 


‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Therese Shaffer [mailto:tisamill@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 10:21 AM 
To: planningcommission 
Subject: COV story polls 


Dear Commissioners, 


I appreciate your interest in making an informed decision on the facts of the Church of the Valley proposed 
development. It was a good idea to ask for the construction of the story polls, something I wasn’t familiar with. I could 
not have imagined the enormity without them. 
The school building has a smaller square footage than the memory care facility. Is there a possibility to poll that building 
to see what a building that size would look like 15’ from our fence? 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Therese Shaffer 
Tisamill@gmail.com. 
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This is a picture from the CEQA report.  I took a screenshot but now don’t know which section it came from.  
I wanted you to see that the dark colored pick up is longer than the line which would make the main driveway 
width narrower than 25’ which goes along with my photo I previously sent you with my measuring tape. The 
parked suv I was next to was longer than the painted line as well. 


Thank you, 
Therese Shaffer 
Tisamillgmail.com 
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From: Barr, Lauren <lbarr@sanramon.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 9:23 AM
To: jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com; egw17@aol.com; Rick Marks; Gary Alpert; cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: COV 


COV comment 


‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Therese Shaffer [mailto:tisamill@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 9:13 AM 
To: planningcommission 
Subject: COV 


Dear Commissioners, 
A quick note to let you know there are church uses and activities other than Sunday. 
I was looking at the great polls (thank you) and noticed the place was packed last night on a Tuesday. 


Therese Shaffer. 
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From: Barr, Lauren <lbarr@sanramon.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 8:06 AM
To: jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com; egw17@aol.com; Rick Marks; Gary Alpert; cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: CEQA Report Church of the Valley
Attachments: Front parking lot at the Church of the Valley


COV Comments‐  see attached email too 


‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Therese [mailto:tisamill@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 7:21 PM 
To: planningcommission 
Subject: CEQA Report Church of the Valley 


Dear Planning Commissioner, 


According to the biological section of the CEQA report people at risk during construction would be seniors and the 
young. 
My husband and I who have lived on Hawkins Dr. for 40 years are in the senior category and I have asthma as well. 
Please do not make decisions that hinder our health.  There are several seniors in the construction zone besides us.  We 
love this neighborhood. 


Thank you, 
Therese Shaffer 
Hawkins Dr. 
Tisamill@gmail.com 
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From: Barr, Lauren <lbarr@sanramon.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 6, 2018 3:34 PM
To: jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com; egw17@aol.com; Rick Marks; Gary Alpert; cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: COV CEQA 


COV Comment 


‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Therese Shaffer [mailto:tisamill@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2018 2:11 PM 
To: planningcommission 
Subject: COV CEQA 


Dear Commissioners, 


While looking at the position of the school building at the COV I noticed the neighbor on Morgan’s cul de sac who backs 
up to the COV has solar panels that will likely be blocked from the sun by that new school building. Please do not let that 
happen. 
Both new proposed buildings at the Church of the Valley should have sustainable energy. 
Is there any consideration on how 680 freeway noise and SRVB traffic noise will affect the children playing on the 
designated grass play area? It may be bad for their lungs and hearing. Please review. 


Does the church intend for the school children to use the basketball hoops at our back fences in their traffic circulation 
area? I didn’t hear any references to a hard surface play area. 
It looks like the fenced play ground will have to be moved to make way for the new building taking up grass area 
designated for older children’s playground and reducing its size. 


Sincerely appreciate your time, 


Therese Shaffer 
Tisamill@gmail.com 
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From: Barr, Lauren <lbarr@sanramon.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 6, 2018 3:18 PM
To: jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com; Rick Marks; egw17@aol.com; Gary Alpert; cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: Church of the valley 


COV comment 


‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Therese Shaffer [mailto:tisamill@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2018 1:04 PM 
To: planningcommission 
Subject: Church of the valley 


Dear Commissioners, 


I attended the Planning Commission meeting 11/20/18 for the CEQA review. I want to clarify some of the points that 
were brought up. 
The State of California states that native trees can not be removed in a creek zone. Oak trees are considered to be native 
trees. Please save the trees. 
I would like to share with you my knowledge about Norris Creek which is not a mere drainage ditch but a seasonal creek 
with value. It can be home to the red legged frog and western pond turtle two endangered species. Owls and bats lived 
in the oak trees on the COV and a white tailed kite was squawking while the COV cut the branches a top the oak trees 
where they nested on the south east corner. There have been deer recently, and fox that drink from the creek as well as 
the usual chayote, opossum, and raccoon. I have personally seen the birds while my long time neighbors happily 
reported to me the ground level animals. Just across the freeway at Tarrington Ave. between Montevideo and Pine 
Valley the department of fish and wildlife monitor Norris Creek for those endangered frogs and turtle amongst the 
reeds. This creek is a tributary to So San Ramon Creek they connect behind Cal High. That creek runs through Alameda 
county, according to Alameda county there is an agreement with San Ramon to care for the creek on our end. Near 
Bernel Ave in Pleasanton that creek goes into a detention pond that is designed to slow the flow for erosion control and 
also serves as a reserve for birds and other species. It connects with Arroyo de la Laguna on Sunol Rd where there is a 
bridge and signage about the creek. It travels through Niles Canyon before entering the Bay. 
Although the planner and The Church of the Valley would like to diminish its value for their purposes, Norris Creek has a 
valued ecosystem and is a valued tributary in an interconnected waterway that supports wildlife. 
There has been a rapid decline in the condition of the COV portion of the creek in the past two years due to its reckless 
care and destruction of the riparian corridor through adding weed killer, mowing the banks, cutting the tree canopies 
and there is cement on its bed. Please save it from further destruction. I have written numerous letters to the city 
officials including the Mayor with my concerns through the past couple of years. 
On a child safety note, when the water flows rapidly and at height of the top of the culvert, it would be a danger to the 
children. Safety measure need to be in place. 
Many of us in the Westside neighborhood have pictures of the creek at full capacity and even flooding SRVB, and 
Ellingson Way. 


Sincerely, 
Therese Shaffer 
Tisamill@gmail.com 
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From: Barr, Lauren <lbarr@sanramon.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 12:56 PM
To: jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com; egw17@aol.com; Rick Marks; Gary Alpert; cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: Story Poles and other COV comments


COV comment 


From: Laura Wonnacott [mailto:laura_wonnacott@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 12:01 PM 
To: planningcommission 
Subject: Story Poles and other COV comments 


Hello San Ramon leaders! 


Thanks for conducting a productive PC meeting this past Nov 20.  Though long, I think you were able to capture and 
discern most of the concerns regarding the project and relate inquires to Staff and Fulcrum Development on items of 
concern or items lacking clarity.  I continue to oppose it in its current design, and even more so after reviewing CEQA 
reports and viewing the story poles yesterday evening.  I do understand there are many unanswered questions still 
pending from this meeting, though I also understand comments are due Dec 7 re: CEQA.  I’m unhappy that this past and 
the next PC meeting was scheduled during the holidays, but I do understand the need to progress.   


As I stated many times now, none of these ideas for COV are bad, but they are problematic and perhaps there is some 
rational middle ground to still be found.  We made no progress in working with the developers on even a single 
item.  They seem to respond better to direction from the City vs neighbors.  I will say the vast majority of residents that I 
know are not opposed to the project in its entirety just that there are some real valid issues and concerns that need to be 
addressed given the constraints of the location.  There is available area on the property which is much more suitable.  The 
memory facility slammed up against the south side with only 15 feet is very problematic. 


I think the story poles are a great idea.  Thank you for making that happen.  I am concerned about size and height and 
placement of the school building.  It really looks like there is a potential for a blind corner going behind the school.  I 
looked at yesterday afternoon, and I hope you can how the height is problematic, even from Morgan Drive side.   Is that 
blink corner around the building OK?  It seems like this would be a safety concern that deserves close review.   I would 
really like to see story poles on the memory care facility, please.   It is a much larger building and considerably closer to 
neighbors (not uphill).  The side images in the site plans are not helpful because they do not properly depict the slope and 
setting on the resident’s side.   I also urge you all to take a view from my backyard.  I am more than happy to show you 
and I won’t bother you.  Please drop by and gather a feel from the residents perspective! 


Thanks very much!!! 
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From: Laura Wonnacott <laura_wonnacott@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 6, 2018 12:23 PM
To: planningcommission; O'Loane, Phil; Sabina Zafar; Hudson, Dave; Clarkson, Bill
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei; Chamberlain, Debbie
Subject: Nov 20 PC and CEQA Review
Attachments: PC-CEQA-Dec.docx


Hello San Ramon leaders!   
Thanks again for making the story poles happen and thanks again for a productive meeting on Nov 20.  The notes 
provided here are my thoughts on the CEQA documents. These documents were an extremely difficult read for me, but I 
gave it my best shot.   I do understand there are many unanswered questions still pending from the last meeting, though I 
also understand comments are due Dec 7 re: CEQA.  


My notes are longer than a page, so I provided them as an attachment.  In addition, they include a few pictures.  Please 
reach out if you have any concerns regarding my submission/review. 


Thank you for your review and consideration.    
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From: Barr, Lauren <lbarr@sanramon.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 11:40 AM
To: egw17@aol.com; jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com; Gary Alpert; Rick Marks; cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: Church of the Valley Project-Story Poles


COV comment  


From: MARC ZIBLATT [mailto:MZIBLATT@live.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 11:33 AM 
To: planningcommission; dclarkson@sanramon.ca.gov; O'Loane, Phil; Hudson, Dave; 'Sabina Zafar' 
Subject: Church of the Valley Project-Story Poles 


I write to all of you regarding the proposed project at the Church of the Valley.  


I would like to thank the Planning Commission for requesting that the developer erect  story poles 
.   I  encourage each of you to pay the location a visit while the story poles are up.   They clearly depict how 
absurd this proposed project is.  Please take a look at the story poles from Morgan Drive  to see how it will 
look from the houses located on Morgan 


While at the location,  please consider  the fact that not only does the current proposed plan include this 
11,650 sq foot school, it also includes a second building twice as big ( 22,690 st ft Memory Care Center) to 
be  built a mere 15 ft from the fence line.  While on the church property , you will notice that the North 
East  portion of the land in front of the church  and along San Ramon Valley Blvd, rests both out of the creek 
set back & away from the neighboring fence lines. It seems rather obvious that this area would be a more 
appropriate place to  add any new structures. 


Sincerely 


Marc Ziblatt 
San Ramon Resident  
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From: Christie Mangel <c.mangel@att.net>
Sent: Thursday, December 6, 2018 5:19 PM
To: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Cc: planningcommission
Subject: Environmental findings and Mitigated Negative Declaration determination (CEQA) For Church of the 


Valley and Memory Care Hospital


Dear Mr. Tsukamoto, 


I have spent many hours reviewing the environmental findings since it has been published. I have 
found several inconsistencies in each section of the reports. In the paragraphs below, I will discuss 
my concerns with the inconsistencies within the various reports. 


First the Arborist's report. In the revised tree removal list, Fifteen (15) trees are listed; however, 
appentix B tree 368 is to be removed, but is not included on the list. Also, more trees (8) are slated to 
be removed eventually. I am unclear as to what this means. Then forty-five (45) trees have been 
catagorized, retention up to neighbor. Who will be checking with the "neighbor" and what exactly does 
this mean? If I tally these numbers, up to sixty-nine (69) trees could be removed. Again looking over 
the data in appentix B, sixteen (16) are listed to be removed due to structure, condition, structure and 
condition, and/ or needing further assessment. Most responsibile property owners maintain and care 
for the trees on their property and I can not help feeling, if Ms. Alker and Church of the Valley would 
have been responsible the number of trees to be removed would be much smaller. Lastly, by ignoring 
the rear and side yard setback how many neighboring trees (root systems) maybe be negatively 
effected by the construction? This issue is not included in the arborist's report. Bottom line, how many 
trees will be remove? 


Reviewing the traffic report, I question why no where in the report does it address the change of 
speed limits on San Ramon Valley Boulevard to fifty (50) miles per hour. Nor does it menition if a 
twenty-five (25) miles per hour speed limit will be imposed on the boulevard near the private school 
and the impact the change in speed limits will have on the commute. How will these changes  effect 
the level of service for Ellingson Way and Morgan Drive? The report only focuses on traffic based on 
California High School, but there are three other schools in the same general area that need to be 
considered. They are Neil Armstrong Elementary, Montevideo Elementary, and Pine Valley Middle 
School. Many parents have childern attending more than one school. Also, the report refers to an 
existing 40 student preschool, there has not been a preschool on that site for close to 20 years and 
the Academy School was closed by the church at least six to nine months ago.There is no existing 
school.The report appears to be a best case senerio. I find it hard to accept that directed movement 
in a parking lot will control the flow of traffic entering the street when there are 801 additional trips 
projected.  


The biological report refers to the creek that transverses the property as an unnamed tributary. It is 
unfortunate that the biologist did not take the time or do the reseach to know the name of the creek. It 
has a name and it is Norris Creek. Norris Creek's flow can be traced to the San Francisco Bay. The 
report states that Norris Creek is ephemeral, however, California has been in a drought for the last 
seven to twelve years and this condition has effected Norris Creek as it has effected all the 
waterways in the state. 
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The air quality report concerns me since it does not cover the effect of removing a considerable 
number of trees and how this may effect quality of the air for a school or the surrounding community. 
San Ramon Valley Boulevard has heavy traffic at various times of the day and the Interstate 680 is 
very close to the project site with heavy traffic. 


The accoustical report addresses the fixed operational noise and establishes the different 
parameters. It clearly states that the HVAC should be thiry feet (30) from the property line and the 
emergency generator fifty feet (50) from the property line. If this equipment is placed on the south 
side of the memory care building as recommended, then the building plans show only a fifteen foot 
(15) distance from neighbors' property lines.


In closing, the only logical solution is to not allow the construction of the school and relocate the 
memory care building to the north- east portion of the property in front of the church and along San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard. This location would not violate the creek setback ordinance or the rear/ 
sideyard setback. 


Respectfully, 


Christie Mangel, 
Ellingson Way Resident 
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From: baar4@aol.com
Sent: Friday, December 7, 2018 2:03 PM
To: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: Church of the Valley development plans


I am writing to voice my concern regarding the development of the Church of the Valley property. 
1. The increase in traffic will have a major impact on the community. I live in the neighborhood whose back yards touch
the the south of the church property. The current traffic is horrendous during peak hours. Many accidents have
happened including children being hit by cars in the crosswalk. Getting out of the neighborhood is virtually impossible.
2. The creek set back is another concern. The creek is there for a reason. During heavy rains that creek will flood. It
serves a necessary purpose of proving run off and preventing flooding Living at the bottom of the neighborhood I have
had my street flood and water go up my driveway within a few feet of my garage. I also back up to the “Westside “
homes. They built those houses disregarding drainage issues and my yard and under my house flood every winter. When
I complained the city of san ramon blew me off saying it was the county’s fault. No ‐ it’s the new planning that is at fault.
3. The residential set back limits In regard to the neighboring houses is a major concern. It is bad enough that we live so
close to the 680 Freeway with no sound wall but to put a major industrial building in one’s back yard is just poor
judgment and total disregard.
The new Memory Care facility backing up to residential homes will most likely have air conditioning and heating
equipment on their roofs making an enormous amount of noise. The small space between the homes and buildings will
make for rodents, trash, and plant growth.
4. I also have concerns regarding the size of the school. Where will the children play? There is no room for a playground.


The City Council says the San Ramon schools are shrinking in enrollment. If this happens, which it may because many 
people are choosing to move away from the “City” of San Ramon, and out quality of education declines, so will the value 
of our homes and the desirability of this town. 
Please take the time to fill evacuate how this project impact this town and the residents that live here. 
Sincerely, 
Eileen Baar 
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From: Barr, Lauren <lbarr@sanramon.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2018 8:14 AM
To: jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com; Gary Alpert; egw17@aol.com; Rick Marks; cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: COV project


COV comment 


‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Jeri Sutherland [mailto:jsutherland20@icloud.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2018 3:59 PM 
To: planningcommission 
Subject: COV project 


As a resident concerned with this overly ambitious project we continue to be in opposition to the project as proposed 
especially as it affects the creek that runs diagonally through the property. After reading the CEQUA report we are 
disappointed with staff conclusions that there will be no effect with increased traffic on SRVB nor environmental effects 
nor setbacks.  There is no mention of the city’s ordinance protected creek setbacks, etc. 


Our expectation is the planning commissioners, planning staff, city council members should be following city ordinances 
as written. The creek setback ordinance language is very specific and as law with its protections should be followed. Are 
city ordinances suggestions only or actual enforceable law? Who in the planning department is responsible for making 
sure staff knows and follows city ordinances? Why should any resident/homeowner follow or be accountable to any city 
ordinance if the city itself ignores these laws?  How is this project different from all others or is there current 
development projects that have been allowed to skirt these laws? 


After attending numerous planning commission meetings, park and rec and city council meetings and educating myself 
regarding all zoning ordinances, studied the park system in the city and driven the entire westside SRVB. corridor 
searching for traffic lights I’ve come to a realization that the city commissions require oversight by residents and 
community groups. An eye opening experience. 


Jeri Sutherland 
Lawton court 
San Ramon 
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December 7, 2018 


By Electronic Mail 


City of San Ramon 
Planning Commission 
7000 Bollinger Canyon Road 
San Ramon, CA 94583 


Re: Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education Facilities (IS 17-250-005, MS 17-910-
001, DP 17-300-011, AR 17-200-051, LUP 18-500-003, LUP 18-500-004, MUP 17-501-
028, MUP 18-501-002, & LUP 17-500-004) 


Dear Commissioners, 


This letter is submitted on behalf of San Ramon Residents for Responsible Growth 
(“Residents”), which is comprised of members of the San Ramon community and neighbors to 
the proposed development at Church of the Valley property at 19001 San Ramon Valley Blvd. 
(APN: 211-051).  


Fulcrum Real Estate & Development, Inc. (“Applicant”) seeks approval from the Planning 
Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of a 23,000 sq. ft. single story “memory care 
facility” with 58 beds and an 11,500 sq. ft. two-story school building on a 5.45-acre lot, which 
already is occupied by a church and an office building (“Project”). The lot is bisected by Norris 
Creek, a perennial creek. 


Residents appreciate the significant time Commissioners have spent reviewing documents 
submitted by the Planning Services staff and the Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) 
submitted by the Applicant. Unfortunately, the MND does not comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) because it fails to analyze several environmental impacts 
the Project will have on the local environment. In addition, the project violates the San Ramon 
Zoning Ordinance’s creek setback requirements. Therefore, the Project should not be approved.  


I. Mitigated Negative Declaration


The Legislature intended CEQA to “[i]nform governmental decision makers and the public about 
the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities.”1 Omitting “material 


1 Cal. Code Regs. tit.14 § 15002, subd. (a)(1). 


RACHEL S. DOUGHTY  
2550 Ninth Street, Suite 204B 
BERKELEY, CA 94710 
PHONE: 510-900-9502, EXT. 2 
EMAIL: rdoughty@greenfirelaw.com 
WWW.GREENFIRELAW.COM 
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December 7, 2018 
Page 2 of 7 
 
necessary to informed decisionmaking and informed public participation” subverts the purposes 
of CEQA, and is a fundamental error that is prejudicial.2 As explained below, the MND fails to 
inform San Ramon residents of all the potential significant environmental impacts the Project 
may have and presents inadequate analysis in certain sections, both of which prevent informed 
public participation, contrary to CEQA.  
 


a. Traffic Impacts 
 
The MND does not disclose several traffic impacts. First, it does not provide any information 
regarding the Project’s traffic impacts on the adjacent streets during peak afternoon and evening 
hours when parents pick up their children, which also means that the MND did not adequately 
analyze the cumulative traffic impacts of the Project. (Attachment A, p. 2).  As the Commission 
heard from the public during the November 20th hearing, San Ramon Boulevard currently 
experiences congestion during peak afternoon and evening hours and the additional vehicles that 
will result from the Project will undoubtedly exacerbate this condition. Therefore, this analysis 
should have been provided to the public.  
 
Second, the MND does not disclose the level of service (“LOS”) degradation of the intersection 
of San Ramon Valley Boulevard and Montevideo Drive that will result due to the increased 
traffic caused by the Project. (Attachment A, p. 3). This is particularly important and a 
significant flaw in the analysis because the Applicant must disclose that LOS degradation is a 
significant environmental impact and provide a mitigation measure.  
 
Third, the MND does not analyze automobile collisions within the Project’s area for the last two 
years as required by the San Ramon Engineering Design, Grading, and Procedures Manual for 
Traffic Management (“City Study Guidelines”). (Attachment A, p. 4). San Ramon Valley 
Boulevard has approximately a dozen traffic collisions per year and this number will surely 
increase with the additional traffic. (Attachment B). The Applicant must provide an analysis of 
automobile collisions in the area, impacts the Project will have on collision rates, and propose 
safety mitigation measures if necessary.  
 
The traffic study also fails to analyze the traffic impacts the Project will have on the intersections 
of San Ramon Valley Boulevard/ Montevideo Drive and San Ramon Valley Boulevard/ 
Ellingson Way. These intersections are within the project vicinity so must be analyzed. The 
MND also concludes that the project will not impede on pedestrian and bike facilities but this is 
a conclusory statement with no analysis to support it, particularly in light of the absence of 
analysis on the above-mentioned traffic impacts.  
 
Furthermore, the MND does not provide a copy of the traffic study scoping form that the 
Applicant is required to prepare pursuant to the City Study Guidelines. (Attachment A, p. 2). 
Although the Applicant may have conformed to the City Study Guidelines and met with the 
appropriate City staff to determine the scope of the traffic study, the public cannot confirm this 
without disclosure of the scoping form.  
 


                                                           
2 County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 946 (citations omitted). 
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December 7, 2018 
Page 3 of 7 
 
In addition to omitting the impacts mentioned above, the MND also contains additional flaws. 
First, although the MND conducts a LOS analysis, it does not use the current edition of the 
Highway Capacity Manual, which is required by the City Study Guidelines. (Attachment A, 
p. 2). This means that the LOS analysis provided is inadequate. Second, the analysis of the 
northern driveway does not provide sufficient space to allow vehicle access to the site without 
conflicting with vehicles backing out of parking spaces or making turns. (Attachment A, p. 3). 
This may result in back-ups onto the public roadway, which is particularly concerning given the 
public comments made regarding the current traffic conditions on San Ramon Valley Boulevard. 
 
Similarly, the analysis of on-site congestion is insufficient because, as mentioned above, the 
traffic study does not analyze the traffic impacts caused by the Project during the afternoon pick-
up period. (Attachment A, p. 7). Vehicles attempting a left turn to exit the Project site will likely 
cause traffic impacts on-site and on the public roadway, indicating that the conclusion that on-
site congestion is mitigated is incorrect. Furthermore, Figure 6 in the traffic study does not 
indicate where the drop-off and pick-up loading areas will take place. (Attachment A, p. 3). The 
Project’s designated drop-off and pick-up areas should be clearly labeled so that the public may 
ensure that these areas do not conflict with or block internal drive-aisles or parking.  
 
Due to these flaws in the traffic analysis, the MND cannot properly conclude that the cumulative 
impacts of the Project on traffic in the Project’s vicinity will not be substantial.  
 


b. Storm Water and Hydrology Impacts  
 
The MND’s proposed mitigation for storm water impacts is inadequate because it incorrectly 
assumes the Project site has highly permeable soil. The proposed mitigation measure HYDRO-2 
and the “Low Impact Design” measure incorrectly assume the soil underlying the Project has a 
high potential for water infiltration, but, as the MND admits and USDA Natural Resource 
Conservation Services maps for the Project area demonstrate, the site soil is a clay rich soil. 
(Attachment C, p. 2). The Low Impact Design proposes bio-retention planters to mitigate the 
impacts on water quality, but these planters are sized using calculations assuming the soil is very 
permeable. (Attachment C, p. 2). Clay is not very permeable and will provide inadequate water 
infiltration indicating that the bio-retention planters the MND proposes are inadequately sized 
and do not provide sufficient mitigation of the hydrology and water quality impacts. There is also 
no indication that soil tests were conducted to determine the actual infiltration properties of the 
soils so the analysis on storm water impacts, which assumes the soil is proper for water 
infiltration, is deficient.  
 
Second, the Preliminary Grading Plan proposed for the parking structures located within the 100 
foot creek setback indicates a concrete structure will be used to stabilize the infill and increased 
slope resulting from the grading. (Attachment C, p. 3). This mitigation measure is inconsistent 
with the Zoning Ordinance which indicates that concrete stabilization is allowed only if no 
alternative exists and that other preferred methods exist, including rock rip-rap. The MND does 
not explain why alternative measures cannot be used to stabilize the infill, meaning that using the 
concrete structure is not justified. 
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December 7, 2018 
Page 4 of 7 
 


c. Biological Impacts  
 
The MND does not fully analyze the potential impacts on wildlife, as it does not disclose that the 
Project site serves as a corridor for wildlife to disperse to/from the Bishop Ranch Regional 
Preserve to the San Ramon Valley Boulevard verge strip and how removing riparian trees will 
impact this wildlife. (Attachment D, p. 2). In addition, the MND focuses on the impacts on trees 
that will be physically removed from the Project site but does not analyze the impacts on trees 
located in adjacent properties. Tree roots extend beyond property lines and the Project will have 
a negative impact on these trees, including a neighboring Valley Oak that is over 400 years old. 
The proposed grading will harm this protected tree, indicating that the MND should have 
analyzed these impacts as well.  
 


d. Noise Impacts 
 
The Project also raises noise concerns. The memory care facility’s generators will produce 
significant noise, such that the memory care facility’s windows will be sealed.  Residents are 
concerned about how the proposed generator cover will properly mitigate noise when, even with 
the generator cover, the windows in the facility will be sealed. Residents should not be forced to 
live behind sealed windows to avoid noise. 
 
In addition, the Project will increase noise due to emergency vehicles accessing the site. Given 
that children will be present on the Project site during the daytime hours and there is likely to be 
on-site traffic congestion, as explained above, emergency vehicles will most likely have to 
operate sirens to access the Project site. The temporary noise impacts from emergency vehicles 
should also have been analyzed.  
 
Due to these flaws in the MND, informed decision-making and informed public participation 
cannot occur, in violation of CEQA.  
 


II. Zoning Ordinance 
 


As indicated in Residents’ comments to the Architectural Review Board (“ARB”), the Project’s 
proposal to build the porte cochere, parking spaces, and access staircase for the educational 
facility within 100 feet of the centerline of Norris Creek, violates the San Ramon Zoning 
Ordinance. (Attachment E, p. 2; see also D5-4-A.6). The Zoning Ordinance has very limited 
exceptions to the creek setback which are: (1) open space amenities, (2) recreation amenities, and 
(3) incidental access roads. Based on the plain meaning of the text, neither the porte cochere, 
parking spaces, nor the access stairs fit within the limited exceptions to the Zoning Ordinance. 
The purpose of the creek setback is to limit ground disturbance and the installation of impervious 
surfaces near creeks, and to ensure this purpose is met, additional facilities should not be allowed 
to creep into the setback.   
 
The Zoning Ordinance does allow variances but only in narrow circumstances, most importantly 
when a landowner can demonstrate that without the variance a “taking” will occur.  A variance 
do not apply in this case. And, as indicated by the comments of then-Interim City Attorney Bob 
Saxe, though the language in the Zoning Ordinance differs slightly from the original language in 
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December 7, 2018 
Page 5 of 7 
 
Ordinance 197, the scope and findings needed in order to justify a variance were meant to be 
narrower in the Zoning Ordinance. (Attachment F, p. 2). This means that the creek setback’s 
purpose is to provide the maximum possible protections to the City’s creeks by prohibiting 
grading and development within the 100-foot setback.  Development of surface parking lots, the 
access stairs or the porte cochere are clearly inconsistent not only with plain language but the 
fundamental purpose of the creek setback ordinance. (See Attachments G, H, I, J (showing the 
intent of Ordinance 197)).  
 
Finally, although the City may have approved projects that infringe on the creek setback in the 
past, a prior incorrect interpretation of the Ordinance is not binding and does not justify an 
additional violation of the law.3 
 


III. Semi-Public Zone 
 
Residents’ comments to the ARB also pointed out the fact that this Project is inconsistent with 
setbacks approved for other projects in the same zone. (Attachment E, p. 4-5). The Project is 
zoned as Public Semi Public (“PS”) and is proposed with setbacks of 12 and 15 feet. However, in 
every other PS zoned project the Commission has required larger setbacks than what is proposed 
for the Project. (Attachment K). In these projects, the approved setbacks mirrored adjacent 
projects, indicating the Project should have similar setbacks as those approved for other PS 
zoned projects.  
 
In the absence of guidance from the Zoning Ordinance on the appropriate development 
standards, the only guidance for community members, City staff, and developers is Commission 
precedent as well as sound planning standards and common sense. Given that the Project 
proposes significantly smaller yard setbacks than what the Commission has approved for every 
other PS project, approving the setbacks proposed by the Project would create confusion about 
what rear/side yard setback requirements PS zoned projects have to comply with Such an action 
would also open the door for inconsistent decision-making where the Commission arbitrarily 
determines which standards a project has to comply with on a project-by-project basis. Arbitrary 
decision-making creates confusion and runs the risk of violating due process rights of City 
residents.    
 


IV. Affordability of Units 
 
Residents continue to believe that the memory care facility should not be considered a residential 
project but a commercial one given the Project’s size, hours of operation of the memory care 
facility, the memory care facility’s commercial nature, and the school’s obvious nonresidential 
nature. (Attachment E, p. 4). However, if the Commission continues to consider the Project as a 
residential project, then the Commission should require the Applicant to modify the Project to 
provide inclusionary units for low-income patients. The City is currently considering enacting an 
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance which would require projects of more than 10 units to provide 
at least 15 percent of units as affordable units and also pay an affordable housing fee equal to 10 
percent of all units. (San Ramon Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, Draft, Aug. 16, 2018, p. 7). 


                                                           
3 Excelsior College v. Board of Registered Nursing (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 1218, 1232 (internal citations omitted). 
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Also, the General Plan has a policy of encouraging inclusionary units in residential projects. 
(General Plan 2035, Housing Element, p. 11-86). Given that the City’s adopted General Plan 
recommends inclusionary housing and the City is currently adopting an inclusionary housing 
ordinance, residentially zoned projects should provide inclusionary units. This will ensure that all 
of San Ramon’s elderly population has access to the memory care facility, if the Project gets 
approved, and not only the wealthier residents. 
 
We appreciate your careful consideration of these comments and, based on the foregoing, 
respectfully request that you reject the Project or require the applicant to prepare an EIR prior to 
reconsidering this Project.  
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Rachel S. Doughty 
Attorneys for San Ramon Residents for Responsible Growth 
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December 7, 2018 
Page 7 of 7 
 


LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A: Traffic Impact Review, RK Engineering Group, Inc.  
 
Attachment B: Collision Summary Report  
 
Attachment C: Storm Water and Hydrology Review, Steven Bond and Associates 
 
Attachment D: Riparian Assessment/Biological Report 
 
Attachment E: Letter to Architectural Review Board, Greenfire Law, PC 
 
Attachment F: Minutes from September 25, 2012 Council Meeting  
 
Attachment G: Declaration of Greg Carr 
 
Attachment H: Declaration of Jim Blickenstaff 
 
Attachment I: Save Our Hills Initiative (referred to as Exhibit A in Attachment H) 
 
Attachment J: Save Our Hills Flyer (referred to as Exhibit B in Attachment H) 
  
Attachment K: Survey of Other Projects in Semi-Public Zones 
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November 30, 2018 
 
 
Rachel S. Doughty, Esq. 
2550 Ninth Street, Ste. 204B 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
 
Subject: Church of the Valley Educational Expansion and Memory Care Facility, 


Traffic Impact Review, City of San Ramon 
 
Dear Ms. Doughty: 
 
Introduction 
 
RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. (RK) is pleased to provide this review of potential traffic 
impacts from the proposed Church of the Valley Educational Expansion and Memory Care 
Facility (hereinafter referred to as project). The project site is located at 19001 San Ramon 
Valley Boulevard in the City of San Ramon. 
 
The project will consist of expanding the existing church/school site to include a new 
11,650 square foot educational building and a 22,621 square foot memory care facility. 
The project will utilize the two (2) existing access driveways to the site on San Ramon Valley 
Blvd.  The northerly driveway will have full access, whereas, the southerly driveway will be 
limited to right turns in/out only. There is currently a church located on the site. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to review the Church of the Valley Expansion and Memory Care 
Facility Traffic Impact Study Report, prepared by TJKM (July 31, 2018) (hereinafter referred 
to as traffic study) from a traffic impact standpoint and to help determine whether all 
potential impacts were adequately identified and mitigated. 
 
Based on this review, RK has identified several areas within the traffic study that are not 
consistent with the City of San Ramon Engineering Design, Grading, and Procedures 
Manual for Traffic Management, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) Final 
Technical Procedures Update (July 19, 2006), and the California Highway Capacity Manual 
methodologies for determining roadway level of service. As a result, traffic impacts may be 
underestimated and additional analysis may be required to fully disclose all potential 
adverse environmental effects. 


9.1.c


Packet Pg. 123


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 C


 -
M


it
ig


at
ed


 N
eg


at
iv


e 
D


ec
la


ra
ti


o
n


 R
es


p
o


n
se


 t
o


 C
o


m
m


en
ts


  (
22


01
 :


 C
o


n
ti


n
u


ed
 P


u
b


lic
 H


ea
ri


n
g


: 
 C


h
u


rc
h


 o
f 


th
e 


V
al


le
y 


M
em


o
ry


 C
ar


e







Rachel S. Doughty, Esq. 
RK 15007 


 
2 


  


Comments  
 
The following comments are provided on the Church of the Valley Expansion and Memory 
Care Facility Traffic Impact Study Report, prepared by TJKM (July 31, 2018) (hereinafter 
referred to as traffic study). 
 
1. The City of San Ramon Engineering Design, Grading, and Procedures Manual for 


Traffic Management (hereinafter referred to as San Ramon traffic study guidelines) 
require the project applicant and the applicant's licensed engineer to meet with City 
transportation and planning staff to determine the appropriate scope for the traffic 
study. A standard scoping form should be completed during this scoping meeting 
and provided within the traffic study. Please provide the traffic study scoping form 
to confirm that the extent of the analysis has been reviewed and approved by the 
City. 


 
2. The traffic study does not analyze project impacts during peak afternoon and 


evening hours of project traffic. The analysis should include all potential times when 
the project may result in a significant impact. Without analyzing all peak periods of 
traffic, substantial evidence cannot be provided to conclude that all potential 
impacts have been adequately assessed. The report should be updated to include 
afternoon and evening peak periods. 


 
3. The traffic study does not take into account cumulative impacts that may occur as a 


result of the project. The analysis should include all potential development projects 
within the vicinity of the site and population and employment projections for future 
conditions as provided by the CCTA Travel Demand Model, market analysis, census 
tract data and/or Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that may contribute 
to future cumulative impacts. Substantial evidence has not been provided to 
conclude that no cumulative impacts would occur as a result of the project. 


 
4. The traffic study uses an outdated version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 


for analyzing level of service (LOS). San Ramon traffic study guidelines require the 
latest edition of the HCM to be used. The report should be updated to include the 
latest version of the HCM and take into account all modes of travel when 
determining LOS. 
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Rachel S. Doughty, Esq. 
RK 15007 


 
3 


  


5. Under existing plus project conditions, the project would cause the signalized 
intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard & Montevideo Drive to degrade from 
LOS D to LOS E, resulting in a significant impact, as defined by the San Ramon 
traffic study guidelines. The traffic study makes an assumption that the signal timing 
at said intersection would be modified and optimized to accommodate the 
additional project traffic, but it does not indicate how this improvement will be 
implemented. The LOS deficiency should be clearly disclosed as a significant impact 
and a mitigation measure should be put in place to ensure the appropriate 
improvements are implemented to restore acceptable LOS operations. 
 


6. The traffic study concludes that, “based on the City of San Ramon impact criteria 
the project is expected to have a less-than significant impact at all study 
intersections under Existing plus Project Conditions. No changes are needed at study 
intersections as a result of this project.” As described in Comment #5, a significant 
impact would occur at intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard & Montevideo 
Drive and mitigation is required.  
 


7. Figure 6 does not clearly indicate where the drop-off/pick-up loading areas will take 
place. The project should provide a designated drop-off/pick-up loading area that 
does not conflict or block internal drive-aisles or parking. Furthermore, the traffic 
study concludes that the project “adequately mitigated on-site congestion that 
would otherwise occur during the school drop-off and pick-up periods.” However, 
the afternoon pick up period was not been analyzed and the number of vehicles 
entering/exiting the site during this time is not disclosed. Therefore, substantial 
evidence has not been provided to support this conclusion. 
 


8. A potential conflict has been identified at the northerly project driveway on San 
Ramon Boulevard, as a result of inadequate driveway throat length. Driveway throat 
length is considered to be the distance between the first parking stall/internal drive 
aisle intersection and the public roadway. It does not appear that adequate space 
has been provided to allow vehicles to freely enter the site without conflicting with 
vehicles backing out of parking spaces or turning movements, which may cause 
back-ups onto the public roadway. Ease of entrance at this location is of particular 
importance as the northerly driveway will serve as the main full access point to the 
site. 
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RK 15007 
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9. The traffic study does not analyze traffic accidents within the study area. Per San 


Ramon traffic study guidelines, the study period would normally be two years with 
base data provided by the City. Changes in accident potential should be related to 
changes in traffic attributed to the project and safety mitigation measures should be 
included where necessary.  
 


Conclusions 
 
Based upon this review, Church of the Valley Expansion and Memory Care Facility Traffic 
Impact Study Report, prepared by TJKM (July 31, 2018) does not adequately address all 
potential traffic impacts from the project. The Traffic Study does not provide substantial 
evidence to support the findings of less than significant project impacts and additional 
analysis and mitigation is required to ensure the project does not adversely affect the 
surrounding community.  
 
If you have any questions regarding this study, or would like further review, please do not 
hesitate to contact us at (949) 474-0809. 
 
Sincerely,  
RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. 
 


 
 


Robert Kahn, P.E.  Bryan Estrada, AICP, PTP 
Founding Principal       Senior Associate 
            
 
 
 
BE:sl/rk15007.doc 
JN:2767-2018-01              
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Collision Summary Report


City of San Ramon
Traffic Engineering Department


11/29/18
From 7/1/2011 to 12/31/2018
Total Collisions: 109
Injury Collisions: 48
Fatal Collisions: 0


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD from BOLLINGER CANYON RD to PINE VALLEY RD Page 1 of 7
11‐2318 8/21/2011 21:11 Sunday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Following Too Closely


375' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:


11‐2359 8/26/2011 08:06 Friday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Unsafe Speed


730' Direction: South


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 2 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Other Pty at Fault:1


11‐2363 8/26/2011 11:54 Friday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 3 # Killed: 021802A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


11‐2425 9/2/2011 15:16 Friday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Unsafe Speed


43' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


11‐2435 9/3/2011 17:28 Saturday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Unsafe Speed


60' Direction: North


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


11‐2480 9/8/2011 14:25 Thursday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Improper Turning


180' Direction: North


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022107 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


11‐2517 9/12/2011 15:14 Monday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Unsafe Speed


109' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


11‐2657 9/26/2011 09:40 Monday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Not Stated


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Not Stated Not Stated Pty at Fault:


11‐2682 9/28/2011 09:17 Wednesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Improper Turning


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


11‐2923 10/23/2011 20:55 Sunday


Broadside Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Improper Turning


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:


11‐2944 10/25/2011 18:00 Tuesday


Broadside Other Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: North


Severe Injury # Inj: 2 # Killed: 021804A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


11‐3060 11/7/2011 20:25 Monday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Traffic Signals and Signs


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:


11‐3177 11/19/2011 17:00 Saturday


Broadside Bicycle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ WESTSIDE DR (N)


Wrong Side of Road


430' Direction: North


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 0216501 Hit & Run: No


Dusk ‐ Dawn Cloudy Pty at Fault:1


CONTROLLED DOCUMENT 


COPIED FROM ORIGINAL 


SAN RAMON POLICE DEPARTMENT 


RELEASED: NOVEMBER 29, 2018 


BY: SR513
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SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD from BOLLINGER CANYON RD to PINE VALLEY RD Page 2 of 7
11‐3197 11/22/2011 11:45 Tuesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Unsafe Speed


20' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐79 1/10/2012 08:09 Tuesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


BOLLINGER CANYON RD ‐ SAN RAMON VALLEY 


Unsafe Speed


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐123 1/15/2012 01:14 Sunday


Sideswipe Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ HARNESS DR


Improper Turning


487' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐147 1/17/2012 15:25 Tuesday


Hit Object Other Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Unsafe Speed


44' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐339 2/7/2012 19:56 Tuesday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ WESTSIDE DR (N)


Other Improper Driving


61' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐608 3/9/2012 23:20 Friday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Following Too Closely


34' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: Misde


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐894 4/4/2012 11:25 Wednesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Speed


30' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Cloudy Pty at Fault:


12‐1141 4/26/2012 07:56 Thursday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Cloudy Pty at Fault:


12‐1184 4/29/2012 11:55 Sunday


Broadside Bicycle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ WOODBOROUGH 


Improper Turning


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐1502 6/3/2012 17:06 Sunday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Speed


23' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐1561 6/9/2012 11:03 Saturday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Other Improper Driving


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐1829 7/5/2012 21:45 Thursday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Other Improper Driving


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐2171 8/14/2012 02:23 Tuesday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CROSS


Other Improper Driving


774' Direction: South


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐15455 9/10/2012 18:15 Monday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Other Improper Driving


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐3296 12/5/2012 19:22 Wednesday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ LONE TREE CT


Other Improper Driving


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Fog Pty at Fault:


12‐3339 12/11/2012 07:51 Tuesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Improper Turning


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:


12‐3389 12/15/2012 19:46 Saturday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Improper Turning


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: Misde


Dark ‐ Street Lights Cloudy Pty at Fault:


CONTROLLED DOCUMENT 


COPIED FROM ORIGINAL 


SAN RAMON POLICE DEPARTMENT 


RELEASED: NOVEMBER 29, 2018 


BY: SR513
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SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD from BOLLINGER CANYON RD to PINE VALLEY RD Page 3 of 7
13‐0078 1/7/2013 17:15 Monday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Not Stated


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Not Stated Not Stated Pty at Fault:


13‐0502 2/22/2013 20:11 Friday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ HARNESS DR


Driving Under Influence


0' Direction: Not Stated


# Inj: 2 # Killed: 023152A Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


13‐0788 3/24/2013 03:48 Sunday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Driving Under Influence


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 023152A Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


13‐0983 4/15/2013 17:26 Monday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Unsafe Speed


123' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


13‐1000 4/17/2013 06:57 Wednesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Traffic Signals and Signs


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021453A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


13‐1125 5/2/2013 08:20 Thursday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


# Inj: 1 # Killed: 021801A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


13‐1138 5/3/2013 18:45 Friday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Unsafe Speed


1' Direction: South


# Inj: 1 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


13‐1657 6/26/2013 18:00 Wednesday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Improper Turning


220' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022107 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


13‐1831 7/12/2013 17:40 Friday


Vehicle ‐ Pedestrian Pedestrian


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ HARNESS DR


Pedestrian Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021456B Hit & Run: Misde


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


13‐3405 12/22/2013 12:06 Sunday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ LONE TREE CT


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021801A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


13‐3440 12/26/2013 22:00 Thursday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ WESTSIDE DR (N)


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021802A Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐418 2/12/2014 12:35 Wednesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Speed


148' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐986 4/10/2014 05:00 Thursday


Hit Object Other Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Unsafe Lane Change


30' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021658A Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐1364 5/16/2014 08:15 Friday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Unsafe Starting or Backing


100' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022106 Hit & Run: Misde


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐1572 6/5/2014 17:21 Thursday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


BOLLINGER CANYON RD ‐ SAN RAMON VALLEY 


Improper Passing


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021755 Hit & Run: Misde


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐1706 6/19/2014 14:20 Thursday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Driving Under Influence


323' Direction: North


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 023152A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐1707 6/19/2014 15:19 Thursday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Following Too Closely


290' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021703 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1
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SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD from BOLLINGER CANYON RD to PINE VALLEY RD Page 4 of 7
14‐2315 8/27/2014 16:51 Wednesday


Sideswipe Bicycle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Wrong Side of Road


302' Direction: South


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021650 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐2556 9/23/2014 09:15 Tuesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CROSS


Unsafe Speed


21' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐2720 10/8/2014 10:12 Wednesday


Head‐On Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Wrong Side of Road


272' Direction: North


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021650 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐2731 10/9/2014 08:07 Thursday


Hit Object Other Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ HARNESS DR


Unsafe Lane Change


80' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021658A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐2802 10/16/2014 15:15 Thursday


Broadside Bicycle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Wrong Side of Road


175' Direction: North


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 0216501 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


14‐3149 11/21/2014 15:04 Friday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 2 # Killed: 021801A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Cloudy Pty at Fault:1


14‐3334 12/10/2014 18:05 Wednesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Unsafe Speed


68' Direction: South


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Cloudy Pty at Fault:1


14‐3474 12/25/2014 12:45 Thursday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Unsafe Lane Change


35' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021658A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐326 2/1/2015 19:46 Sunday


Other Non‐Collision


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ HARNESS DR


Unsafe Speed


700' Direction: South


Severe Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: Felony


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐447 2/14/2015 11:43 Saturday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ LONE TREE CT


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 2 # Killed: 021802A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐606 2/27/2015 18:24 Friday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 2 # Killed: 021802A Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐1089 4/15/2015 21:14 Wednesday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Unsafe Lane Change


65' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021658A Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐1330 5/7/2015 08:15 Thursday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Improper Turning


60' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022107 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Cloudy Pty at Fault:1


15‐1363 5/9/2015 11:24 Saturday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021804A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐1156 5/22/2015 16:55 Friday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 2 # Killed: 021802A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐1568 5/29/2015 08:10 Friday


Broadside Bicycle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Improper Turning


535' Direction: South


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022107 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐1694 6/8/2015 14:59 Monday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Unknown


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 0Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:
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SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD from BOLLINGER CANYON RD to PINE VALLEY RD Page 5 of 7
15‐1851 6/24/2015 20:38 Wednesday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Traffic Signals and Signs


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021453A Hit & Run: No


Dusk ‐ Dawn Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐2539 8/29/2015 22:34 Saturday


Rear‐End Parked Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ HARNESS DR


Driving Under Influence


165' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 023152A Hit & Run: Misde


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐2579 9/3/2015 16:45 Thursday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Improper Passing


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021755 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐2580 9/3/2015 17:02 Thursday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021804A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐2748 9/21/2015 07:23 Monday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Unsafe Speed


800' Direction: North


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐2853 10/1/2015 16:18 Thursday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Driving Under Influence


90' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 023152B Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐2949 10/13/2015 14:49 Tuesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021802A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐3000 10/20/2015 15:32 Tuesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Speed


65' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐3174 11/10/2015 19:53 Tuesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Unsafe Speed


47' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐3182 11/11/2015 12:34 Wednesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Unsafe Speed


40' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


15‐3338 11/26/2015 15:38 Thursday


Vehicle ‐ Pedestrian Pedestrian


BOLLINGER CANYON RD ‐ SAN RAMON VALLEY 


Pedestrian Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021456B Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


16‐36 1/4/2016 15:12 Monday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Improper Turning


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022107 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


16‐592 2/28/2016 23:11 Sunday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Improper Turning


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022107 Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


16‐824 3/22/2016 17:45 Tuesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Speed


32' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


16‐882 3/28/2016 20:11 Monday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


BOLLINGER CANYON RD ‐ SAN RAMON VALLEY 


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021453B Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


16‐1100 4/19/2016 15:37 Tuesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021802A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


16‐1109 4/20/2016 12:30 Wednesday


Hit Object Other Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Unsafe Lane Change


512' Direction: South


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021658A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1
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SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD from BOLLINGER CANYON RD to PINE VALLEY RD Page 6 of 7
1616601 6/14/2016 06:50 Tuesday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Improper Turning


13' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022107 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1602349 8/11/2016 19:38 Thursday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Improper Turning


675' Direction: North


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022107 Hit & Run: No


Dusk ‐ Dawn Clear Pty at Fault:1


1602391 8/16/2016 17:25 Tuesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Auto R/W Violation


18' Direction: South


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021802A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1602725 9/21/2016 18:02 Wednesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Following Too Closely


525' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021703 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1602830 10/2/2016 11:30 Sunday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Speed


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Cloudy Pty at Fault:1


1603173 11/2/2016 16:59 Wednesday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


BOLLINGER CANYON RD ‐ SAN RAMON VALLEY 


Improper Turning


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022107 Hit & Run: Misde


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1603307 11/16/2016 10:16 Wednesday


Hit Object Other Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Lane Change


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021658A Hit & Run: Misde


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1700065 1/7/2017 18:53 Saturday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Driving Under Influence


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 023152A Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ No Street Li Clear Pty at Fault:1


1701083 4/20/2017 14:17 Thursday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Traffic Signals and Signs


0' Direction: Not Stated


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 2 # Killed: 021453A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1701447 5/23/2017 08:23 Tuesday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Auto R/W Violation


12' Direction: South


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021803A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1701517 5/31/2017 07:59 Wednesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MORGAN DR


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021800A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1701884 7/5/2017 16:29 Wednesday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ PINE VALLEY RD


Following Too Closely


44' Direction: North


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 3 # Killed: 021703 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1702288 8/10/2017 16:15 Thursday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Speed


30' Direction: North


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1702616 9/8/2017 17:33 Friday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Following Too Closely


33' Direction: North


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 2 # Killed: 021703 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1702730 9/17/2017 13:04 Sunday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


MONTEVIDEO DR ‐ SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD


Traffic Signals and Signs


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021453A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1702829 9/25/2017 20:48 Monday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


BOLLINGER CANYON RD ‐ SAN RAMON VALLEY 


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 3 # Killed: 021453C Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


1702906 10/3/2017 08:01 Tuesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021801A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


CONTROLLED DOCUMENT 


COPIED FROM ORIGINAL 


SAN RAMON POLICE DEPARTMENT 


RELEASED: NOVEMBER 29, 2018 


BY: SR513
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SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD from BOLLINGER CANYON RD to PINE VALLEY RD Page 7 of 7
1703214 10/26/2017 17:29 Thursday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


BOLLINGER CANYON RD ‐ SAN RAMON VALLEY 


Following Too Closely


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 3 # Killed: 021703 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1703325 11/8/2017 09:18 Wednesday


Broadside Bicycle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Auto R/W Violation


2' Direction: North


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 021801A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1800300 1/30/2018 07:56 Tuesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ ELLINGSON WAY


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 2 # Killed: 021800A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1800664 3/6/2018 02:36 Tuesday


Hit Object Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Driving Under Influence


326' Direction: South


Severe Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 023153A Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


1800821 3/20/2018 17:20 Tuesday


Sideswipe Motor Vehicle on Othe


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ LONE TREE CT


Unsafe Speed


709' Direction: South


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Raining Pty at Fault:1


1800900 3/28/2018 20:37 Wednesday


Overturned Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ HARNESS DR


Driving Under Influence


222' Direction: North


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 1 # Killed: 023152A Hit & Run: No


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


1800963 4/4/2018 17:31 Wednesday


Broadside Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BARNWOOD DR


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Other Visible Injury # Inj: 2 # Killed: 021802A Hit & Run: No


Daylight Cloudy Pty at Fault:1


1800988 4/7/2018 10:09 Saturday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Speed


32' Direction: North


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1801239 5/9/2018 19:06 Wednesday


Sideswipe Other Motor Vehicle


BOLLINGER CANYON RD ‐ SAN RAMON VALLEY 


Auto R/W Violation


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021453B Hit & Run: Misde


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


1801881 7/16/2018 20:06 Monday


Head‐On Fixed Object


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ MONTEVIDEO DR


Unsafe Lane Change


0' Direction: Not Stated


Property Damage Only # Inj: 0 # Killed: 021658A Hit & Run: Misde


Dark ‐ Street Lights Clear Pty at Fault:1


1801949 7/22/2018 18:51 Sunday


Rear‐End Other Motor Vehicle


SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD ‐ BOLLINGER CANY


Unsafe Speed


34' Direction: South


Complaint of Pain # Inj: 1 # Killed: 022350 Hit & Run: No


Daylight Clear Pty at Fault:1


Segment Length:  1.84 miles (9,723')


Settings for Query:


Segment: SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD between BOLLINGER CANYON RD and PINE VALLEY 
RD
Include Intersection Related at Limit 1 (BOLLINGER CANYON RD): True
Include Intersection Related at Limit 2 (PINE VALLEY RD): True
Include Intersection Related at Intermediate Intersections: True
Sorted By: Date and Time


CONTROLLED DOCUMENT 


COPIED FROM ORIGINAL 


SAN RAMON POLICE DEPARTMENT 


RELEASED: NOVEMBER 29, 2018 


BY: SR513
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Steven Bond and Associates 
P. O. Box 7023 
Santa Cruz California, USA 95061 
v:(831) 419 - 6311  / bondassociates@mac.com 


30 November 2018 


City of San Ramon  
Planning Commission 7000 Bollinger Canyon Road 
San Ramon, CA 94583  


Re: Church of the Valley Memory Care & Educational Facilities Agenda 
Item 6.1 (DP 17-300-011 & AR 17-200-051)  


Dear Board Members, 


This letter is submitted on behalf of San Ramon Residents for 
Responsible Growth (“Residents”), which is comprised of members of 
the San Ramon community and neighbors to the proposed 
development at Church of the Valley property at 19001 San Ramon 
Valley Blvd. (APN: 211-051).  


I am a professional geologist specializing in engineering geology, and 
hydrogeology. I hold professional licenses and certifications issued by 
the State of California for these practices and have more than 25 years 
experience in these fields; my CV is attached. 


My comments are based on the October 2018 Environmental Checklist 
And Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the November 
2018 Planning Commission Staff Report for the subject project.   I’ve 
been requested to address some of the issues in the hydrology and 
water quality sections of these documents.    


First, I note that construction of the proposed project is expected to 
increase the amount of impervious surfaces on the project site.  And, 
in order to mitigate this increase in runoff the project proposes to 
channel storm water to bio-retention planters as well unspecified other 
landscape features to capture runoff and provide for continuous 
treatment as filtration and infiltration.  The project mitigation 
measures refer to the ability to infiltrate storm water runoff and/or 
water from possible dewatering operations.  The proposed mitigation 
measure HYDRO-2 and the integrated ‘Low Impact Design’ measure 
both refer to and rely on the ability of the soil underlying the project to 
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Church of the Valley 2 


functionally infiltrate surface water in way that will meaningfully 
reduce surface water volumes.   


The Low Impact Design refers to the plan to channel runoff to bio-
retention planters.  The retention planters are designed on the basis of 
the their ability to infiltrate surface water.  However, retention planters 
are sized using runoff coefficients that are inappropriate for the 
project’s soils.  A runoff coefficient of 0.1 as used in the Storm Water 
Quality Plan is indicative of a very permeable soil, flat land, and 
vegetated ground cover. Yet the soils in the area contain significant 
clay indicating that the infiltration potential of the soil is low. 


The Geology and Soils section of the Negative Declaration regarding 
unstable geologic units and expansive soils states that expansive soils 
are a concern and that additional geotechnical and geological 
investigations will be conducted sometime in the future (mitigation 
measure GEO-1).  Expansive soils are those soils containing expansive 
clay minerals and are prone to large volume changes.  While the 
presence of clay soil is consistent with the soil maps published by the 
USDA Natural resources Conservation Service (NRDC), it is inconsistent 
with the claims in the storm water section of the Negative Declaration. 


The Geology and Soils section describes the site soils as being a “stiff 
soil” meaning that it is a clay rich soil.  Such a description is consistent 
with the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRDC) maps 
that identify the entire project underlain by the Clear Lake Clay unit.  
This soil has moderately low capacity to transmit water and is 
associated with poorly drained lands (refer to 
https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/).  


The storm water section of the Negative Declaration takes an 
optimistic view of the stiff clay soils as a medium for water infiltration. 
Yet, it is neither consistent with the NRDC description nor with the 
Geology and Soils section of the Negative Declaration.  Further, 
percolation tests to determine the infiltration properties of the soils 
apparently have not been conducted. 


Second, I noted that the project encroaches on the protective creek 
buffer.  The subject project proposes to reduce the protective buffer 
surrounding Norris Creek.  Notably, multiple impervious parking 
structures are planned in several locations within 30 feet of the creek 
centerline, which is normally a minimum of 100 feet for habitable 
structures.  The parking structures require that the stream banks be 
graded and filled to accommodate construction.  
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Church of the Valley 3 


The Preliminary Grading Plan proposes grading and filling that will alter 
the natural slope of the creek banks.   In one case identified as “Detail 
B” calls for constructing parking spaces within 30 feet of the creek bed 
by adding several feet of fill atop the existing slope of 20% to increase 
he slope to over 40%.  (See the Preliminary Grading Plan Sheet C3) 


This can result in an unstable condition eventually contributing to 
accelerated erosion of the stream bank and adversely effecting water 
quality from increased sediment loads. 


To deal with this problem, the Grading Plan indicates that a concrete 
retaining structure will be installed to shore up the unstable slope.  


Contrary to the staff Report, this proposed fix is inconsistent with the 
City of San Ramon Zoning Ordinance, specifically, where it states: 
“Concrete channels and other mechanical stabilization measures shall 
not be allowed unless no other alternative exists.” And, “ If bank 
stabilization requires other than rehabilitation or vegetative methods, 
hand-placed stone or rock rip-rap are the preferred methods.”  


A revised storm water runoff mitigation plan based on more practical 
runoff expectations derived from actual infiltration testing at the site 
will likely require an expanded treatment scheme involving larger 
planter areas and/or reduced impervious parking surfaces. 


It is also preferred that the project does not require grading activities 
at the stream bank.  Failing that, it is preferred that mitigations at 
least be consistent with Zoning Ordinance. 


Sincerely, 


Steven Bond   PG CEG CHG 
Principal, Steven Bond and Associates 


Attached: curriculum vitae	
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RACHEL S. DOUGHTY 
2550 Ninth Street, Suite 204B 
BERKELEY, CA 94710 
PHONE/FAX: (510) 900-9502, EXT. 2 
EMAIL: rdougthy@greenfirelaw.com 
WWW.GREENFIRELAW.COM 
 


August 9, 2018 


City of San Ramon  
Architectural Review Board 
Planning Commission 
7000 Bollinger Canyon Road  
San Ramon, CA 94583 
 
Re:  Church of the Valley Memory Care & Educational Facilities  


Agenda Item 6.1 (DP 17-300-011 & AR 17-200-051) 
 
Dear Board Members:  
 
This letter is submitted on behalf of San Ramon Residents for Responsible Growth 
(“Residents”), which is comprised of members of the San Ramon community and neighbors to 
the proposed development at Church of the Valley property at 19001 San Ramon Valley Blvd. 
(APN: 211-051).  


The applicant, Fulcrum Real Estate & Development, Inc., is requesting Final Architectural 
Review and a recommendation from the Architectural Review Board (“Board”) to the Planning 
Commission for the construction of a 23,000 sq. ft. single story “memory care facility” with 58 
beds and a 11,500 sq. ft. two story school building on the 5.45-acre lot, which already is 
occupied by a church and an office building (“Project”). The lot is bisected by a perennial creek. 
The Project will result in a subdivision of the lot into 1.53 and 3.92-acre parcels.  


Residents are concerned about the compatibility of the Project with the surrounding properties 
and its impact upon the creek. Specifically, Residents identify the following flaws in the current 
Project design, set forth in more detail below: (1) it appears the City is prematurely commiting to 
an inadequate environmental review, (2) the creek setback analysis fails to meet legal 
requirements designed to protect water quality from urban runoff, and (3) the Project as proposed 
allows for inadequate setbacks from adjacent residential properties for the scale and nature of the 
Project.  


I. Environmental Review 


As a preliminary matter, it is inappropriate for a final architectural recommendation to issue 
prior to initiating and completing review pursuant to the California Environmental 
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August 9, 2018 
Page 2 of 5 
 
Quality Act (“CEQA”).1 Adopting and recommending a proposed architectural layout for the 
Project before even completing an environmental document forecloses the consideration of other, 
potentially more appropriate, alternatives before the CEQA process has even been initiated, and 
allows for mistakes (such as failure of the City to comply with its municipal stormwater permit). 
The City's Staff Report states that a Mitigated Negative Declaration will be adopted by the City's 
Planning Commission, but no Mitigated Negative Declaration has been circulated to the public. 
The City has basically admitted that it has arrived at a foregone conclusion that the Project will 
not have significant environmental impacts before having even done the environmental analysis, 
and in so doing may have created unrealistic expectations on the part of the applicant and 
foreclosed its ability to fully evaluate the impacts of the Project. 


II. Creek Setback  


The City of San Ramon’s Creek Setback rules are outlined in its Zoning Ordinance (“SR Zoning 
Ord.”) at Section D5-4.A.6, which states:  


No habitable structure shall be located within 100 feet of the centerline of a 
creek or stream channel identified in General Plan Figure 8-3 (Resource 
Management) plus any additional horizontal distance to be determined by an 
approved drainage report; provided that no habitable structure shall be located 
midslope or within the 100 year flood plain plus one foot of free board. 
Improvement within the setback areas shall be limited to open space and 
recreation amenities and access roads incidental to achieving effective 
circulation patterns. 


Development of other than habitable structures within a creek setback are subject to conditions 
pursuant to SR Zoning Ord., section D5-4.A.7.a:  


No grading or filling, planting of exotic/non-native or nonriparian plant 
species, or removal of native vegetation shall occur within a creek or creekside 
setback area, except where authorized for flood control purposes and by the 
proper permits issued by the California State Department of Fish and Game, all 
other applicable State and Federal agencies having authority over the creek. 


The creek that bisects the Project lot is specifically identified in the General Plan in Exhibit 8-
1(a) and 8-1(a)(Biological Resources), Exhibit 8-2(Open Space Resources), and Exhibit 8-3 
(Resource Management) as a “creek” subject to the 100-foot Creek Setback requirements.2  


The Project, as presently conceived, locates a play area, roadways, and substantially all of the 
new parking area (consisting of several distinct lots) within the creek setback. This is 
inconsistent with SR Zoning Ordinance. Allowing parking lots in the setback is at odds with the 
Ordinance on its face--parking lots are not among the finite list of facilities allowed within the 
                                                           
1 Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21100, subd. (a), 21151; Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 
Cal. 4th 116. 
2 Residents comprehensively addressed any suggestion that an exception to the City’s creek 
setback rule based on the characteristics of the water body itself would be appropriate here in 
their letter dated April 27, 2018, which is a part of the administrative record for the Project. 
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August 9, 2018 
Page 3 of 5 
 
creek setback. In addition, presumably, construction of the roadways, play structures, and 
parking areas will require some amount of grading and/or filling. But, there has been no finding 
that construction of roadway or parking facilities is authorized by (or necessary for) flood control 
purposes, and these activities cannot take place in the creek setback absent a flood control 
purpose. Nor has there been any finding that the City and applicant have obtained or complied 
with state and regional permit requirements for the proposed activities in and around the creek. 
 
As a perennial stream, the creek is covered by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board San Francisco Bay Region—Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (“MS4”).3 
And for this Project, which creates over 10,000 square feet of impervious surface, the City must 
comply with Low Impact Development source control, site design, and stormwater treatment.4 
This means, barring some exemption, at a minimum (and among other things) the City must 
require that the Project: 


1. Limit the disturbance of the natural drainage system on site and impacts from runoff on 
the biological integrity of the creek on site (MS4, C.3.c.i(2)(a)(i).); 


2. Minimize impervious surfaces (Id. at (iii)); 


3. Minimize disturbance to natural drainage (Id. at (iv)); and 


4. Treat 100% of the runoff for the project with Low Impact Development treatment 
measures or at a joint stormwater treatment facility (SF C.3.c.i(2)(c)). 


The reason for the strict requirements of the MS4, is the negative impact of roadways and 
parking facilities on regional water quality: 


Urban runoff contributes significant quantities of total suspended solids, heavy 
metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and other pollutants to the waters of the 
region. The impacts of pollutants in urban runoff on aquatic systems are many 
and varied. For example, small soil particles washed into streams can smother 
spawning grounds and marsh habitat. Lead and petroleum hydrocarbons 
washed off from roadways and parking lots may cause toxic responses in 
aquatic life and exemplify another kind of threat. The US EPA found levels of 
cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc in urban runoff exceeded freshwater acute 
aquatic life criteria in 9 to 50 percent of samples taken across the country. The 
chronic criteria for these metals, beryllium, cyanide, mercury, and silver were 
exceeded in at least 10 percent of the samples. In the San Francisco Bay 
Region, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has found 
consistently high levels of hydrocarbons in urban runoff.5  


                                                           
3 Order No. R2-2015-0049, NPDES Permit No. CAS612008 (Nov. 19, 2015). 
4 MS4, C.3.b.i. 
5 San Francisco Bay Basin (Region 2) Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), Section 4.14 (p. 
115) (Jan. 18, 2007); SR Zoning Ord. D3-36.B (“All drainage issues [for parking lots and 
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It appears that no effort has been made as of yet to comply with the MS4. Location of parking 
facilities within the creek setback will almost certainly result in substantial runoff directly to the 
creek in violation of the City’s obligations pursuant to its permit. 


In addition, the California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Program reviews projects that would alter any stream and conditions projects to 
conserve existing fish and wildlife resources. There is no indication here that the applicant has 
sought or obtained a Streambed Alteration Agreement (“SAA”) pursuant to Fish & Game Code 
section 1602, despite the likelihood that construction within the creek setback is likely to result 
in discharge to the creek. 


III. Rear / Side Yard Setback of Commercial Activity from Residential Zones 


The Project is an island of Public Semi Public-zoned property (“PS”) surrounded by residential 
zoning, primarily RS-10. In the RS-10 zone, the rear yard setback is 15 feet and the side yard 
setback is 10 feet. At the Board’s direction, the present iteration of the Project has setbacks as 
small as 15 feet—a reflection of the surrounding mostly single family homes, but not of the land 
use proposed by the Project. The SR Zoning Ordinance recognizes that commercial and office 
uses are appropriately located at a greater distance from residential uses. It requires 25-foot side 
and rear setbacks where a commercial or office use abuts a residential zone.6 


The Project does not resemble its largely single-family home neighbors. It consists of a nearly 
23,000 sq. ft. residential care building, containing over 29 rooms for a total of 54 beds and 
associated facilities, an over 11,000 sq. ft. school building for 200 children, roads and parking 
lots—in addition to the existing church and administrative building. The memory care facility 
will be open 24 hours a day, and will have staff, visitors, and emergency vehicles coming and 
going. The school will have a significant flow of traffic as children and staff arrive and leave the 
faclity. Both new buildings will have deliveries of supplies. The ARB acknowledges the 
commercial/office nature of the Project in its design allowances. For example, the staff report 
notes that “the overall lighting intensity on the project site would not exceed the maximum 
allowed by the Zoning Ordinance for non-residential development.” (p. 2 (emphasis added).) 
Because of the commercial nature of the proposed use, the 25-foot setback anticipated for a 
commercial/residential property boundary is more appropriate than the setbacks presently part of 
the Project. 


A setback consistent with the commercial nature of the Project is also more consistent with the 
interpretation of the PS zone to date. Residents have reviewed the setbacks for every PS zoned 
property in the City of San Ramon, and none has existing setbacks as narrow as is proposed for 
this Project. Allowing this Project to buck prior convention risks setting an inappropriate 
precedent for future PS-zone development. 


                                                           
structures] must comply with California Regional Water Quality Control Board Provision C.3 
[referencing the MS4].”) 
6 SR Zoning Ord. D2-20, Table 2-9, 2-10. In additional, there are requirements to maintain 
adequate daylighting where commercial or office uses abut residential properties. Id. D2-21. 
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Page 5 of 5 
 
As staff notes, the Planning Commission determines the development standards for PS zones. In 
other words, it is within the Planning Commission’s discretion to determine what setbacks make 
sense for the Project—allowing it functionally to zone PS zoned properties on an ad hoc basis. 
As a result of the lack of specificity contained in the PS-zone prescription, PS-zoned properties 
are functionally zoned at the time of project approval. Neighbors cannot anticipate what setbacks 
or lighting, for instance, will be applied until a project is approved. This amounts to spot zoning, 
which is disfavored.7 It also renders the SR Zoning Code so vague that it risks impinging upon 
the due process rights of neighboring property owners.8  


We appreciate your careful consideration of these comments . 


 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Rachel Doughty 
Attorneys for San Ramon Residents for Responsible Growth 
 


                                                           
7 Foothill Communities Coalition v. County of Orange (2014) 222 Cal.App.4th 1302, 1314. 
8 “It is a basic principle of due process that an enactment is void for vagueness if its prohibitions 
are not clearly defined.” (Grayned v. City of Rockford (1972) 408 U.S. 104, 108.) 
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B-1 :  Fulcrum Response
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December 21, 2018 


 


City of San Ramon Planning Department 


Attention Shinei Tsukamoto 


2401 Crow Canyon Road 


San Ramon, CA 94583 


 


Re: Church of the Valley, San Ramon – Response to Greenfire Law Letter dated December 7, 2018 


Regarding our previous letter sent December 12, 2018 (attached).  We would like to clarify and update 


our response to Section C. Biological Impacts. 


 


To respond to the comments contained in Section C we reviewed the data, submitted reports and 


analysis of our two consultants.  Monk & Associates, Inc, and Katie J. Krebs Arborist.  


The BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ANAYLYS CHURCH OF THE VALLEY PROJECT SITE CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA  


Dated 5, 2017. From Monk & Associates clearly states: 


7.1.2 APPLICABILITY TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT No federal endangered species or designated USFWS 
Critical Habitat would be affected by the proposed project (Figures 4 and 5). As such an Incidental Take 
Permit is not required for this project. 
An unnamed, intermittently flowing tributary runs through the project site. This tributary enters and 
leaves the project site via pipes. Due to this tributary’s highly ephemeral flows, it is dry during all periods 
except after larger storm events, then only flows for typically less than a day or two before going dry 
again. The channels sandy soils are highly permeable and do not perch water. There are no flows or 
pools that would support fisheries habitat. Similarly, due to this tributary’s highly ephemeral nature, 
shallow depth, and its short reach of daylight on the project site outside of concrete pipes, and finally, 
its absence of associated aquatic/emergent vegetation (it is a barren channel), it does not provide 
habitat for federally listed amphibians such as the California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii). Similarly, 
there is no suitable upland refugia onsite for any federally listed species such as the California tiger 
salamander (Ambystoma californiense) due to the highly urbanized setting of the project site, and the 
fact that any unpaved or undeveloped portion of the project site is hard-packed, gravel impregnated 
ground that is used as parking lot or driveway, it is not suitable for occupation by burrowing animals. 
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Regarding the protection of trees of adjacent properties, our ARBORIT REPORT  19001 SAN RAMON 


VALLEY BLVD. SAN RAMON dated November 14, 2017 from Katie J Krebs contains a very detailed Tree 


Preservation Guidelines.  This section clearly details multiple process to ensue the protection of trees 


and guidelines of the City of San Ramon.  Prior to any work on the site, the project arborist will walk the 


site and establish all the Tree Protective Zones, which will have fencing and signage installed per our 


submitted report.  The Arborist will be on-site to monitor all trenching or excavation inside any Tree 


Protective Zone  


These protective measures will ensure that we protect any neighbors trees during construction process. 


 


Yours truly, 


Fulcrum Real Estate and Development 


Steve Ring 


Steve Ring 


Managing Principal 


 


 


Attachment: 
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December 12, 2018 


 


City of San Ramon Planning Department 


Attention Shinei Tsukamoto 


2401 Crow Canyon Road 


San Ramon, CA 94583 


 


Re: Church of the Valley, San Ramon – Response 


In response to the Greenfire Law letter dated December 7, 2018, here are responses and course of 


action: 


I. Mitigated Negative Declaration: 


 


a. Traffic Impacts – TJKM Consulting has received a copy of the Greenfire letter and will be 


addressing the points outlined in the letter.  We expect to have a letter from TJKM within 5 


business days. 


b. Storm Water and Hydrology – Please find attached a response from Kier and Wright, the Civil 


Engineers on the project. 


c. Biological Impacts – we have forwarded the letter submitted by Olberding Consulting to our 


biologist, Monk and Associates.  We expect a response within 5 business days.   In terms of 


concerns about the trees and tree roots, we have asked for a letter from our arborist, Katie Krebs.  


Again, we hope to have that within 5 business days. 


d. Noise Impacts – the letter indicates that the Memory Care building will have a generator on the 


roof of the building.  This is a false assumption, the generator is located, and has always been 


located, on the ground level in an enclosure that mitigates the noise.  Furthermore, as shown 


below, the generator is located on the side of the building that is away from the neighbors. 
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In response to the issue of emergency vehicles, as we have pointed out previously, the memory care 


facility will have a request with the local emergency service providers for a “no-siren” policy.  For 


resident’s behalf, the memory care provider does not want sirens upon entering the project site.  It 


is upsetting for the residents.  Silverado has indicated that typical Silverado’s residents have a non-


resuscitation order and such an order does not require emergency sirens, especially with trained 


staff on duty.   


Finally, the access point to the Memory Care building is the southeast driveway.  In terms of child 


concerns, the educational building is on the opposite corner of the site or approximately 450 feet 


away.  We don’t foresee children located on or near the south driveway during classroom or play 


time.  After the parcel is sub-divided, the adjacent Memory Care site is not apart of the play area for 


the children.  The play area will be monitored by staff to assure children are not crossing onto the 


Memory Care site.   


II.  Zoning Ordinance 


 We have modified the educational facility staircase so that the bottom steps are no longer in the 


100-foot setback and the architect for the Memory Care building has indicated they will be 


reviewing different designs for the porte cochere. 


III.  Semi-Public Zone – We look to the City of San Ramon will address this issue. 


IV.  Affordability of Units – We look to the City of San Ramon will address this issue.  The memory 


care is classified and will be licensed as a Residential Care for the Elderly project and subject to 


California law. 


 


Thank you in advance and we will forward the responses as we receive them. 


 


Yours truly, 


Fulcrum Real Estate and Development 


Steve Ring 


Steve Ring 


Managing Principal 


 


 


attachment 
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B-2:  K IER and WriGHT  Response
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December 10, 2018 
K&W Job No. A06601-3 


 


 
2850 Collier Canyon Road · Livermore, California 94551-9201 · (925) 245-8788 · FAX (925) 245-8796 


Mr. David Ford 
Fulcrum Real Estate Development 
475 Gate 5 Road, Suite 316 
Sausalito, CA 94965 
 
Subject: Church of the Valley 


19001 San Ramon Valley Blvd. 
San Ramon, CA 94583 


 
References:  


1. Greenfire Law, PC; Church of the Valley Memory Care and 
Educational Facilities; December 7, 2018. 


2. Steven Bond and Associates; Church of the Valley Memory Care 
& Educational Facilities Agenda Item 6.1; November 30, 2018. 


3. ENGEO; Geotechnical Feasibility Assessment; October 13, 2017; 
Project No. 1035.000.000.  


 
Response to Letter from Greenfire Law, PC 
 
Dear Mr. Ford, 
 
At your request, Kier & Wright has developed a response to the letter provided by 
Greenfire Law, PC regarding concern over the proposed development at 19001 San 
Ramon Valley Blvd. in San Ramon, California. 


In Section I.b. of the letter, concern over the storm water and hydrology impacts were 
discussed. Two main concerns were expressed in this section. First, the incorrect 
assumption that the project site has highly permeable soil. Second, the Preliminary 
Grading Plan intends to disturb the existing stream bank by “grading and filling” (Steven 
Bond and Associates) which would alter the existing creek banks. Both of these concerns 
are misguided based on the design by Kier & Wright. 


First, in no way does the proposed design incorrectly assume the project site has highly 
permeable soil. This project does increase the amount of impervious area of the site 
which does trigger LID treatment. To meet LID treatment requirements, we have 
decided to use bio-retention planters. A typical bio-retention planter can be seen below 
in Figure 1. There seems to be confusion in the letter between bio-retention planters 
and bio-infiltration planters. A bio-retention planter only retains the water until it drains 
into the underdrain system of the planter and flows to the storm drain system. A bio-
infiltration planter would not have an underdrain system. This would be used where 
existing soil percolation is high and water is expected to infiltrate into the native soil. 
This is not the proposed design of this project. With that distinction made, it is clear that 
this project design does not “rely on the ability of the soil underlying the project to 
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Mr. David Ford 
Page 2 


 


2850 Collier Canyon Road · Livermore, California 94551-9201 · (925) 245-8788 · FAX (925) 245-8796 


functionally infiltrate surface water in way that will meaningfully reduce surface water 
volume.” (Steven Bond and Associates)  


 
Figure 1 


The letter also refers to the runoff coefficients used in sizing the bio-retention planters. 
The letter specifically refers to a runoff coefficient of 0.1 being shown on the Storm 
Water Quality Control Plan for landscape area. This runoff coefficient is used in the IMP 
Sizing Tool which is the required bio-retention planter sizing application for Contra Costa 
County. When using the program, it also takes in to account soil type which was entered 
as Soil Class D for this site. This is consistent with the soil descriptions in the 
Geotechnical Report by ENGEO. The user of the IMP Sizing Tool does not control the 
runoff coefficients. The program selects the runoff coefficient based on the ground type 
of that particular area. Within the IMP tables shown on the Storm Water Quality Control 
Plan, each IMP area is broken up into Landscape/Pervious and Impervious areas. After 
the user enters the area of each surface type, the program uses a runoff factor that 
correlates to the surface type selected. This explains why 0.1 is shown for the runoff 
factor of the landscape areas.  


Although the design of this project is not based on site infiltration, it should be noted 
that the project Geotechnical Engineer, ENGEO, did perform a percolation test for the 
site as shown in the October 13, 2017 Geotechnical Report. The test results show that 
the percolation rate at the tested location was 50 minutes/inch (infiltration rate = 0.9 
inch/hour). This should be considered in the review of this project in the future.        


Second, the design of this project does not propose disturbing the existing stream bank 
by “grading and filling” to alter the existing creek banks. The Preliminary Grading Plan 
shows grades to conform to the existing grade on the creek side of the “curb wall”. This 
is also stated in Section B on sheet C3, see Figure 2 below. The letter states the parking 
spaces will be constructed by “adding several feet of fill atop the existing slope of 20% to 
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Mr. David Ford 
Page 3 


 


2850 Collier Canyon Road · Livermore, California 94551-9201 · (925) 245-8788 · FAX (925) 245-8796 


increase the slope to over 40%.” (Steven Bond and Associates). This is an incorrect 
statement. Per the Preliminary Grading Plan on sheet C3, the plans show the grade on 
the creek side of the wall conforming to the top of bank elevation. This retaining wall is 
not being used to “shore up the unstable slope” (Steven Bond and Associates). The curb 
wall allows for the site to be developed without disturbing the creek bank beyond the 
designated top of bank.  


 
Figure 2 


In conclusion, the two main concerns described in Section I.b. – Storm Water and 
Hydrology Impacts of the letter from Greenfire Law, PC and Steven Bond and Associates 
do not match the reality of the proposed design and are specious in nature.   


 


Sincerely,  
 


 
Garrett Readler, P.E. 
License #: 76867 
Principal 
 


 
Kevin Rodriguez 
Project Engineer 
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B-3:  TJKM Response
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VISION THAT MOVES YOUR COMMUNITY 


PLEASANTON    SAN JOSE    SANTA ROSA    SACRAMENTO    FRESNO 
Corporate Office: 4305 Hacienda Drive, Suite 550, Pleasanton, CA 94588   


Phone: 925.463.0611   Fax: 925.463.3690   www.TJKM.com 


DBE #40772    SBE #38780 


TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
    
Date: January 23, 2019   


To: David Ford 


President 


Fulcrum Real Estate Development 


david@fulcrumredev.com 


Project No.: 161-077 


From: Chris Kinzel 


Vice President 


 


Renee Powell 


Project Engineer 


Jurisdiction: San Ramon 


 


Subject: Trip Generation and Parking Calculations for Revised Church of the Valley 


Expansion and Memory Care 


In December 2018, TJKM completed a transportation impact study for the proposed Church of 


the Valley Expansion and Memory Care Facility. Since that time, the overall project has been 


changed. The purpose of this memorandum is to present updated trip generation and parking 


requirements for the revised project. The revised project would construct a memory care facility 


providing 54 beds, with approximately 29 staff members, and an education building to 


accommodate 90 preschool students, with 12 staff members. Trip generation calculations take 


into account trips generated by the private school that was active when the traffic counts for the 


original TIS were made 


 


As shown in Table 1, the project would generate 369 daily net trips, including 43 a.m. peak hour 


trips. This is a substantial reduction from the prior proposed project with the K-8 school 


expansion, which would have generated 801 daily net trips, including 143 a.m. peak hour trips. 


 


Table 1: Project Trip Generation 


 Land Use1 Size 
Daily AM Peak 


Rate Trips Rate In:Out In Out Total 


Proposed Day Care Center (565) 90 Students 4.09 368 0.78 53:47 37 33 70 


Existing Private School, K-8 (534) 40 Students 4.11 -164 0.91 55:45 -20 -16 -36 


 Net School Trips  204   17 17 34 


Proposed Memory Care2 54 Beds 3.06 165 0.17 72:28 6 3 9 


 Total Trips  369   23 20 43 


Notes: 
1 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017 
2 For Memory Care, used ITE land use Nursing Home (620)  
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VISION THAT MOVES YOUR COMMUNITY 


Due to the nature of the uses included, the revised project would require a different number of 


parking spaces on weekdays and Sundays. Table 2 presents a breakdown of parking 


requirements for each use and the days of the week when each use would be active. 


 


The preschool, memory care, and church administration building would be used on weekdays, 


with an associated parking requirement of 75 total spaces. On Sundays, the church sanctuary 


and memory care would have an associated parking requirement of 153 spaces. The project 


would provide 134 spaces. The project applicant is seeking a variance of 19 parking spaces. 


 


Table 2: Parking Requirements for Combined Uses 


Description Land Use Size Parking Ratio 
Required Spaces 


(ADA included1) 


Pre-K & Kindergarten 


Weekdays only 


Kindergarten and 


nursery schools 


90 Students 


12 Employees 


1 Space/10 Children 


1 Space/3 Employees 


9+4 = 13 


Memory Care Residential care 


homes, seven or 


more clients 


54 Beds 


29 Units 


1 Space/3 Beds 


1 Space/4 Units 


18+7 = 25 


Administration Building 


Used on weekdays only, 


includes fellowship hall 


Meeting facility – 


place of worship 


120 Seats 


4 Offices 


3 Classrooms 


1 Space/4 Fixed Seats 


1 Space/Office or 


Classroom 


30+4+3 = 37 


Sanctuary 


Used on Sundays only 


Meeting facility – 


place of worship 


500 Seats 


1 Office 


2 Classrooms 


1 Space/4 Fixed Seats 


1 Space/Office or 


Classroom 


125+1+2 = 128 


   Weekday Required 75 (3) 


   Weekday Occupied2 7 


   Sunday Required 153 (6) 


   Sunday Occupied2 43-75 


   Provided 134 (8) 


Notes: 


  1 ADA spaces: minimum number included depends on total parking lot size requirement. Must include 1 van accessible. 


76-100 total: 4 accessible 


101-150 total: 5 accessible 


151-200 total: 6 accessible 


  2 Occupancy numbers reflect observed parking utilization by existing uses 
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VISION THAT MOVES YOUR COMMUNITY 


PLEASANTON    SAN JOSE    SANTA ROSA    SACRAMENTO    FRESNO 
Corporate Office: 4305 Hacienda Drive, Suite 550, Pleasanton, CA 94588   


Phone: 925.463.0611   Fax: 925.463.3690   www.TJKM.com 


DBE #40772    SBE #38780 


December 19, 2018 


Mr. David Ford 


President 


Fulcrum Real Estate 


336 Bon Air Center 


Greenbrae, CA 94904 


David@fulcrumdev.com 


Subject:  Church of the Valley Traffic Comments 


Dear Mr. Ford: 


I am responding to the December 7, 2018 letter from Greenfire Law, PC to the San Ramon 


Planning Commission regarding the application to add a memory care facility and expand the 


educational facilities at the existing Church of the Valley campus. You asked me to respond to 


the traffic-related comments on pages 2 and 3 of the letter. 


General Comment 


The traffic comments are based, in part, on a November 30, 2018 letter prepared by RK 


Engineering Group, Inc., an Orange County firm. At the outset of the project, TJKM contacted 


City Traffic Engineer Deborah Fehr regarding the scope of the traffic study. Many of the traffic 


comments are based on the scope of services that was provided by the City in a telephone 


conversation on February 1, 2017.  The City subsequently reviewed the draft on multiple 


occasions providing comments along the way. None of the review comments requested the 


items in question. 


It should be noted that the City of San Ramon Engineering Design, Grading and Procedures 


Manual (2010), cited repeatedly in the November 30 letter, provides the Engineering Services 


Division discretion regarding the appropriate scope of study, based on the individual needs of 


each project. 


Report does not evaluate afternoon and evening hours 


TJKM was requested to evaluate the a.m. peak hour only. Normally, school-related projects are 


only focused in the morning period when school and commute peaks coincide.  In this case, the 


City was concerned with the project’s relationship with the a.m. congestion related to high 


school trips. 


MND does not examine LOS degradation at San Ramon Valley Boulevard and Montevideo Drive 


The TJKM traffic study prepared for the project does address this issue. 
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VISION THAT MOVES YOUR COMMUNITY 


The MND does not analyze automobile collisions in the area 


This is an item the City may request to be included in the traffic study.  Collision analysis is 


typically indicated when there are safety concerns that involve facilities within the project 


vicinity, particularly related to bicycle and pedestrian safety at study intersections. In this case, 


such concerns had not been raised prior to the beginning of this traffic study. As such, the City 


did not request a collision analysis as part of the initial traffic impact study or during any 


subsequent reviews. 


 


A review of the collision history provided by Greenfire Law shows that between 2011 and 2018, 


there have been a total of 37 collisions on San Ramon Valley Boulevard between Montevideo 


Drive and Morgan Drive, including 16 collisions at the intersection of San Ramon Valley 


Boulevard and Montevideo Drive. TJKM has conducted a detailed collision analysis of this 


segment for the two-year period of 2015-2016, immediately prior to the beginning of the traffic 


study for this project in 2017. Collisions in this period were cross-referenced with CHP data 


available from the SWITRS database (attached). During that two-year period, there were 11 total 


accidents, of which five occurred at Morgan Drive with a primary collision factor of automobile 


right-of-way violations or improper turning. Two collisions occurred at or near the northern 


project driveway, including one where the driver hit an object and one in the morning peak 


period involving a bicycle making an unsafe turn, who was then struck by a vehicle proceeding 


straight (bicyclist at fault). Other collisions involved unsafe speed, driving under the influence, 


unsafe lane changes, or other moving violations. For peak periods, there was one accident 


during the a.m. peak period (7-9 a.m.), two in the school pickup peak period (2-4 p.m.), and two 


during the p.m. peak period (4-6 p.m.). 


 


It should be noted that the project is not expected to add any new trips to Morgan Drive or 


Ellingson Drive, and that there were no collisions involving vehicles turning into or out of the 


project driveways during the entire period from 2011 to 2018. The project is expected to 


generate primarily through traffic along San Ramon Valley Boulevard, with only a small increase 


in vehicles needing to change lanes between Morgan Drive and San Ramon Valley Boulevard. 


Based on the detailed collision history above, traffic associated with the proposed project is not 


expected to create any additional hazardous conditions. 


 


The traffic study does not analyze impacts the project will have on two San Ramon Valley 


Boulevard intersections – at Montevideo Drive and at Ellingson Way. 


The City requested analysis of three intersections along San Ramon Valley Boulevard – the two 


project driveway intersections and Montevideo Drive, which is noted in the RK letter. It is not 


expected that project traffic will need to drive on Ellingson Way, unless Ellingson Way residents 


are using the services offered by the project. 


 


Although not warranted by project impacts, the project applicant has indicated a willingness to 


add a “Keep Clear” zone at Ellingson Way, in order to address existing concerns about 
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VISION THAT MOVES YOUR COMMUNITY 


substantial delay experienced by vehicles turning left to and from Ellingson Way. This would 


constitute an improvement to existing conditions rather than a mitigation measure. TJKM 


recommended a “Keep Clear” zone at the northern project driveway for similar reasons. 


 


Traffic study offers no proof of minimal pedestrian and bicycle impacts 


Under existing CEQA requirements, pedestrian and bicycle impacts could be caused by a large 


increase in traffic, including pedestrian or bicycle traffic; substantial safety risks due to changing 


traffic patterns; hazardous design features; or conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs. 


The project causes no such impacts. 


 


As noted in the report, the streets in the vicinity of the project are fully equipped with sidewalks 


and separate bicycle lanes that can safely accommodate existing and any new pedestrian and 


bicycle trips generated by the project. The project would not alter or remove any existing 


pedestrian or bicycle facilities, and it does not conflict with any pedestrian or bicycle plans and 


policies. The project would not alter surrounding traffic patterns aside from turns into and out of 


the driveways. A detailed collision history within the project vicinity revealed only one bicycle 


accident and no pedestrian accidents during the two year period of 2015-2016. In the one 


bicycle accident, the bicyclist was found to be at fault due to an unsafe lane change. 


 


MND does not include copy of traffic study scoping form 


A traffic study scoping form is used to ensure the City and the traffic engineer are in agreement 


on the proposed contents of the study. In this case, the scoping meeting occurred via telephone.  


There was no subsequent disagreement as to the required traffic study contents. The City 


guidelines for a traffic study do not require the scoping form be included in the traffic report. 


 


MND does not utilize current edition of Highway Capacity Manual 


It has been TJKM’s experience that the 2010 HCM intersection software is not fully finalized and 


produces unrealistic results not supported by field observations.  However, the study did utilize 


supplemental SimTraffic analysis to confirm queuing results. There were no objections from the 


City. 


 


Parking near northern driveway could block driveway 


TJKM assumes that if such a problem actually develops, the parking stalls near the entrance 


would be assigned to staff members so that no blockage would develop during busy periods. 


 


Study does not sufficiently analyze on-site activities  


In general, public agencies and the public in general are not concerned with on-site congestion 


that does not affect driveways or public streets.  Left turn exits from the northern driveway will 


be accomplished in a two-stage process during busy periods, with exiting traffic crossing one 


direction of San Ramon Valley Boulevard at a time.  An acceleration lane helps this process. The 


level of service calculations take the local circumstances into account. The designated drop-off 
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VISION THAT MOVES YOUR COMMUNITY 


and pick-up areas are designated and labeled, and were approved by the City. However, the 


color coded label in the lower left hand corner was inadvertently omitted from the final 


published version. 


 


The traffic study makes an assumption that signal timing at San Ramon Valley Boulevard & 


Montevideo Drive would be modified and optimized to accommodate the additional project 


traffic, but it does not address how this improvement would be implemented. 


TJKM utilized optimized timing parameters for Existing Conditions, consistent with standard 


practice for planning studies when detailed signal timing parameters are not available for 


existing traffic signals. Signal phasing, which includes provision of protected movements, was 


determined based on the existing signal configuration. Such an approach is particularly 


appropriate when signal timing adjustments are planned for the future but have not yet been 


finalized. At this intersection, the City is currently planning on adjusting timing settings in 


conjunction with restricting northbound right turns on red during the morning peak period. 


 


Signal timing adjustments involve setting parameters in signal controller software, either at a 


controller box located at the intersection or via remote signal management systems. No physical 


changes to a signal are required in order to adjust timing, and timing is frequently adjusted and 


refined iteratively, based on changing field conditions. When using estimated timing parameters 


the absence of actual, existing signal timing parameters, degraded level of service that can be 


eliminated with minor timing adjustments cannot be considered a significant impact. 


 


Intersection operations were evaluated using Synchro 10 software. In Synchro, the most 


straightforward optimization consists of adjusting the total cycle length and the amount of 


green time provided to each movement, in order to minimize average delay across the whole 


intersection. Green time can be expressed both in absolute seconds provided per movement, 


and as a proportion of the total cycle length (g/C ratio). Synchro can take into account the effect 


of actuated timing, based on the traffic volume on each movement. Under Existing Conditions 


with optimized timing, an actuated cycle length of 97.9 seconds was used. Each cycle, 


southbound through traffic would have 68.1 seconds of green time (g/C 0.70). Within this part 


of the cycle, southbound left turning vehicles would gave 31.5 seconds of green time (g/C 0.32). 


Southbound left turning vehicles would experience 112.1 seconds of delay per cycle, and 


average delay would be 51.0 seconds. 


 


Existing plus Project conditions were evaluated first using the timing optimized for Existing 


conditions, and then with adjusted timing optimized for Existing plus Project conditions. With no 


change to the green time provided to southbound turning movements and a small increase in 


actuated cycle length, the average delay for southbound left turning vehicles would increase 


from 112.1 seconds to 128.5 seconds. This would cause the average delay at the intersection to 


increase by 5.4 seconds and level of service to degrade from LOS D to LOS E. Green times and 


cycle length were then optimized for Existing plus Project traffic volumes, as they had been for 
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VISION THAT MOVES YOUR COMMUNITY 


Existing Conditions. The cycle length was increased to 109 seconds, and the proportion of green 


time for southbound through and left turn movements was increased to g/C 0.71 and g/C 0.37, 


respectively. With these minor changes, the average delay for left turning vehicles would 


improve to 71.2 seconds, and the average intersection delay would improve to 46.8. And 


improvement to overall delay can occur when traffic is added to non-critical movements and 


green times adjusted accordingly. 


 


I hope this is a useful explanation of the TJKM report details.  Please contact me if there are 


further questions. 


 


Very truly yours, 


 
 


Chris D. Kinzel, P.E. 


Vice President 
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01/01/2015 thru 12/31/2015


Report Run On:  12/17/2018


Total Count:  464


Include State Highways cases


Jurisdiction(s): ALL


2 DRVR 16 F W HNBD LFT TURN E A 0700 FORD 2008 - 3 N - M G DRVR COMP PN 16 F 1 0 M G
3 DRVR 24 F W HNBD LFT TURN W A 0100 FORD 2015 - 3 N - M G PASS 23 M 3 0 M G


PASS COMP PN 25 F 6 0 M G
PASS COMP PN 51 - 3 0 M G


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 473 Direction S Secondary Rd FOSTORIA WY NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge 501 Collision Date 20151112 Time 1845 Day THU
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21804A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 2 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20151209
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DARK - ST Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 51 F W HNBD ENT TRAF S A 0700 TOYOT 2008 - 3 N - M G DRVR COMP PN 51 F 1 0 M G
2 DRVR 19 M W HNBD PROC ST N A 0700 TOYOT 2003 - 3 N - L G PASS COMP PN 19 M 3 0 L G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 700 Direction S Secondary Rd HARNESS DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR078 Collision Date 20150201 Time 1946 Day SUN
Primary Collision Factor UNSAFE SPEED Violation 22350 Collision Type OTHER Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20150311
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run FELONY Motor Vehicle Involved WithNON-CLSN Lighting DARK - ST Ped Action Cntrl Dev NT PRS/FCTR Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 998 M W IMP UNK IMP UNK PASSING S A 0100 MAZDA - - A 21658 - - -
2 DRVR 18 M W HNBD PROC ST S C 0200 HONDA 2001 - 3 - - A P DRVR SEVERE 18 M 1 1 W -


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd LONE TREE CT NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 072 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR040 Collision Date 20150214 Time 1143 Day SAT
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21802A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 2 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160502
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 27 M W HNBD LFT TURN E A 0700 JEEP 2014 - 3 N - M G
2 DRVR 67 M A HNBD PROC ST S A 0700 HONDA 2012 - 3 N - L G DRVR COMP PN 67 M 1 0 L G


PASS COMP PN 63 F 3 0 L G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 90 Direction N Secondary Rd MONTEVIDEO DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 002 Type 0 CalTrans Badge 15 Collision Date 20151001 Time 1618 Day THU
Primary Collision Factor DRVR ALC|DRG Violation 23152B Collision Type REAR END Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? N Process Date 20160126
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 17 F W HBD-UI PROC ST S A 0100 NISSA 2004 - 3 A 22350 - N G PASS 17 - 3 0 N G
2 DRVR 47 F W HNBD STOPPED S A 0700 HONDA 2012 - 3 N - N G PASS 12 F 3 0 N G


PASS 4 M 4 0 P Q
PASS 6 M 6 0 P Q
PASS 3 M 7 0 P Q
PASS 4 F 7 0 P Q


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Page 85 This report is accepted subject to the Terms of Use.  Due to collision records processing backlogs, SWITRS data is typically seven months behind.  Data requested for dates seven months prior to the current date will be incomplete.
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01/01/2015 thru 12/31/2015


Report Run On:  12/17/2018


Total Count:  464


Include State Highways cases


Jurisdiction(s): ALL


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 47 Direction N Secondary Rd MONTEVIDEO DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR061 Collision Date 20151110 Time 1953 Day TUE
Primary Collision Factor UNSAFE SPEED Violation 22350 Collision Type REAR END Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160204
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DARK - ST Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 17 F O HNBD PROC ST S A 0700 JEEP 1996 - 3 N - M G
2 DRVR 29 F W HNBD STOPPED S A 0100 TOYOT 2006 - 3 N - M G PASS 17 F 2 0 G -


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd MORGAN DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge 501 Collision Date 20150227 Time 1824 Day FRI
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21802A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 2 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20150417
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DARK - ST Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 45 F O HNBD LFT TURN E A 0700 PORSC 2014 - 3 N - L G PASS 10 F 5 0 P G
PASS 10 F 3 0 M G


2 DRVR 20 M H HNBD PROC ST S A 0100 DODGE 2006 - 3 N - L G DRVR COMP PN 20 M 1 0 L G
PASS COMP PN 26 M 3 0 L G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd MORGAN DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR040 Collision Date 20150509 Time 1124 Day SAT
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21804A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160615
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 60 M A HNBD LFT TURN E A 0100 NISSA 2007 - 3 L - L G DRVR OTH VIS 60 M 1 0 L G
2 DRVR 24 M W HNBD PROC ST S D 2200 CHEVR 2007 - 3 N - L G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 535 Direction S Secondary Rd MORGAN DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR040 Collision Date 20150529 Time 0810 Day FRI
Primary Collision Factor IMPROP TURN Violation 22107 Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? N Process Date 20160615
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 CLOUDY Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithBICYCLE Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F BICY 15 M W HNBD CHANG LN S L 0400 - - 3 N - - - BICY OTH VIS 15 M 1 0 P W
2 DRVR 17 M W HNBD PROC ST S A 0700 BUICK 2004 - 3 N - M G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd MORGAN DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR040 Collision Date 20151013 Time 1449 Day TUE
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21802A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160812
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 72 F O HNBD LFT TURN E A 0100 TOYOT 2002 - 3 J - M G
2 DRVR 16 M W HNBD PROC ST N D 2200 CHEVR 2000 - 3 N - M G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Page 86 This report is accepted subject to the Terms of Use.  Due to collision records processing backlogs, SWITRS data is typically seven months behind.  Data requested for dates seven months prior to the current date will be incomplete.
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01/01/2015 thru 12/31/2015


Report Run On:  12/17/2018


Total Count:  464


Include State Highways cases


Jurisdiction(s): ALL


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 40 Direction S Secondary Rd MORGAN DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR060 Collision Date 20151111 Time 1234 Day WED
Primary Collision Factor UNSAFE SPEED Violation 22350 Collision Type REAR END Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160210
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev NT PRS/FCTR Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 17 F W HNBD PROC ST N A 0100 JAGUA 1997 - 3 N - L G
2 DRVR 39 M W HNBD STOPPED N A 0100 HONDA 2012 - 3 N - M G PASS 3 F 6 0 P Q


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd NORRIS CANYON NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR075 Collision Date 20150102 Time 1745 Day FRI
Primary Collision Factor UNSAFE SPEED Violation 22350 Collision Type REAR END Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? N Process Date 20150806
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DUSK/DAWNPed Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 22 F O HNBD STOPPED S - 0000 MITSU 2003 - 1 A 22350 E - -
2 DRVR 62 M O null S - 0000 KIA 2011 - - - - - -


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd NORRIS CANYON NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge 53 Collision Date 20150209 Time 0758 Day MON
Primary Collision Factor STOP SGN|SIG Violation 21453A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? N Process Date 20150306
Weather1 CLOUDY Weather2 Rdwy Surface WET Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithBICYCLE Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F BICY 12 M A HNBD PROC ST S L 0400 - - 3 N - - - BICY COMP PN 12 M 1 0 P W
2 DRVR 51 F W HNBD LFT TURN E A 0700 FORD 2013 - 3 N - N G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 900 Direction N Secondary Rd NORRIS CANYON NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR040 Collision Date 20150502 Time 1011 Day SAT
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21804A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160621
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 34 M H HNBD PROC ST W A 0100 BMW 2004 - 3 N - M G PASS 31 M 3 0 M G
2 DRVR 37 F O HNBD PROC ST S A 0700 MERCE 2013 - 3 N - M G PASS 2 F 4 0 M Q


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 450 Direction N Secondary Rd NORRIS CANYON NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR040 Collision Date 20150723 Time 1611 Day THU
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21804A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160720
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 84 M W HNBD ENT TRAF E A 0100 VOLKS 2011 - 3 N - L G
2 DRVR 26 F B HNBD PROC ST N A 0100 SATUR 1999 - 3 N - L G DRVR COMP PN 26 F 1 0 L G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Page 87 This report is accepted subject to the Terms of Use.  Due to collision records processing backlogs, SWITRS data is typically seven months behind.  Data requested for dates seven months prior to the current date will be incomplete.
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01/01/2016 thru 12/31/2016


Report Run On:  12/17/2018


Total Count:  439


Include State Highways cases


Jurisdiction(s): ALL


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd BOLLINGER NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR060 Collision Date 20161116 Time 1016 Day WED
Primary Collision Factor LANE CHANGE Violation 21658A Collision Type HIT OBJECT Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? Process Date 20161206
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run MSDMNR Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER OBJ Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev NT PRS/FCTR Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 998 - PROC ST S - 9900 - - - N - B -


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd CROW CANYON NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR076 Collision Date 20160423 Time 0220 Day SAT
Primary Collision Factor DRVR ALC|DRG Violation 23152A Collision Type HIT OBJECT Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160615
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithFIXED OBJ Lighting DARK - ST Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 29 M O HBD-UI PROC ST S A 0100 AUDI 2012 - 3 A 21658 - L G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 350 Direction S Secondary Rd DEERWOOD RD NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR040 Collision Date 20160805 Time 1702 Day FRI
Primary Collision Factor DRVR ALC|DRG Violation 23152A Collision Type REAR END Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? N Process Date 20161014
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run MSDMNR Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 43 M HBD-UI PROC ST N A 0100 NISSA 2014 - 3 A 22350 - M G
2 DRVR 71 F HNBD STOPPED N A 0700 LEXUS 2008 - 3 N - M G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd DOUGHERTY RD NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat BEAT1 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SRA058 Collision Date 20161002 Time 1130 Day SUN
Primary Collision Factor UNSAFE SPEED Violation 22350 Collision Type REAR END Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? N Process Date 20161026
Weather1 RAINING Weather2 Rdwy Surface WET Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev NT FNCT Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 71 F A HNBD PROC ST E A 0100 HONDA 2007 - 3 N - M G
2 DRVR 47 F W HNBD STOPPED E A 0700 JEEP 2014 - 3 N - M G DRVR COMP PN 47 F 1 0 M G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd ELLINGSON WY NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR074 Collision Date 20160104 Time 1512 Day MON
Primary Collision Factor IMPROP TURN Violation 22107 Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160224
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev NT PRS/FCTR Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 17 F W HNBD PROC ST N A 0100 VOLVO 2000 - 3 N - L G
2 DRVR 38 F A HNBD LFT TURN S A 0100 MAZDA 2006 - 3 E - L G DRVR COMP PN 38 - 1 3 G -


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Page 80 This report is accepted subject to the Terms of Use.  Due to collision records processing backlogs, SWITRS data is typically seven months behind.  Data requested for dates seven months prior to the current date will be incomplete.
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01/01/2016 thru 12/31/2016


Report Run On:  12/17/2018


Total Count:  439


Include State Highways cases


Jurisdiction(s): ALL


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 280 Direction S Secondary Rd FOSTORIA WY NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge 501 Collision Date 20160122 Time 2129 Day FRI
Primary Collision Factor DRVR ALC|DRG Violation 23152A Collision Type HIT OBJECT Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160316
Weather1 CLOUDY Weather2 Rdwy Surface WET Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithFIXED OBJ Lighting DARK - ST Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 18 M O HBD-UI LFT TURN S A 0100 BMW 2007 - 2 A 22107 - L G DRVR COMP PN 18 M 1 0 L G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 743 Direction S Secondary Rd FOSTORIA WY NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 002 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR074 Collision Date 20160413 Time 2008 Day WED
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21801A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160504
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DARK - ST Ped Action Cntrl Dev NT PRS/FCTR Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 58 M W HNBD LFT TURN N A 0100 ACURA 2015 - 3 N - M G DRVR COMP PN 58 M 1 0 - G
2 DRVR 17 M O HNBD PROC ST S D 2200 CHEVR 1986 - 3 N - A G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 475 Direction S Secondary Rd FOSTORIA WY NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat BEAT1 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR501 Collision Date 20161014 Time 1407 Day FRI
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21804A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? N Process Date 20161026
Weather1 RAINING Weather2 Rdwy Surface WET Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 30 F H HNBD ENT TRAF S A 0700 HONDA 2012 - 3 N - M G
2 DRVR 44 M HNBD PROC ST N A 0100 TOYOT 2014 - 3 N - M G PASS COMP PN 45 F 3 0 M G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 650 Direction S Secondary Rd FOSTORIA WY NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR/72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR040 Collision Date 20161222 Time 1328 Day THU
Primary Collision Factor LANE CHANGE Violation 21658A Collision Type REAR END Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? N Process Date 20170215
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F BICY 73 M HNBD PROC ST N L 0400 ACADI - - - - - - BICY OTH VIS 73 M 1 1 W -
2 DRVR 30 F HNBD STOPPED N A 0700 MAZDA 2001 - - N - M G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd MORGAN DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR077 Collision Date 20160228 Time 2311 Day SUN
Primary Collision Factor IMPROP TURN Violation 22107 Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? Y Process Date 20160317
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DARK - ST Ped Action Cntrl Dev NT PRS/FCTR Loc Type Ramp/Int


1 DRVR 53 M W HNBD PROC ST E A 0100 DODGE 2015 - 3 N - L G
2 DRVR 68 F W HNBD PROC ST S A 0100 HONDA 2000 - 3 N - M G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Page 81 This report is accepted subject to the Terms of Use.  Due to collision records processing backlogs, SWITRS data is typically seven months behind.  Data requested for dates seven months prior to the current date will be incomplete.
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01/01/2016 thru 12/31/2016


Report Run On:  12/17/2018


Total Count:  439


Include State Highways cases


Jurisdiction(s): ALL


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 512 Direction S Secondary Rd MORGAN DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge 15 Collision Date 20160420 Time 1230 Day WED
Primary Collision Factor LANE CHANGE Violation 21658A Collision Type HIT OBJECT Severity INJURY #Killed 0 #Injured 1 Tow Away? N Process Date 20160502
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER OBJ Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev NT PRS/FCTR Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 45 F W HNBD PROC ST S A 0800 HONDA 2014 - 3 N - N G DRVR COMP PN 45 F 1 3 N G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 18 Direction S Secondary Rd MORGAN DR NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR015 Collision Date 20160816 Time 1725 Day TUE
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21802A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? N Process Date 20160916
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 21 F W HNBD RGT TURN E A 0100 MAZDA 2004 - 3 N - - -
2 DRVR 36 M HNBD PROC ST S A 0100 TOYOT 2005 - 3 N - M G PASS 7 F 9 3 - -


PASS 4 M 9 3 - -


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 898 Direction N Secondary Rd NORRIS CANYON NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist 72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR077 Collision Date 20160115 Time 2116 Day FRI
Primary Collision Factor R-O-W AUTO Violation 21803A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? N Process Date 20160303
Weather1 RAINING Weather2 Rdwy Surface WET Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DARK - ST Ped Action Cntrl Dev Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 25 M O HNBD PROC ST W D 2200 NISSA 2013 - 3 N - M G PASS 21 M 3 0 G -
2 DRVR 16 F O HNBD PROC ST S A 0100 SUBAR 2002 - 3 N - M G PASS 16 F 3 0 G -


PASS 16 F 6 0 G -


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 0 Direction Secondary Rd NORRIS CANYON NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR040 Collision Date 20160707 Time 1319 Day THU
Primary Collision Factor OTHER HAZ Violation 21451A Collision Type BROADSIDE Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? N Process Date 20161024
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 56 F W HNBD LFT TURN S A 0100 NISSA 2014 - - N - M G
2 DRVR 24 M W HNBD RGT TURN N A 0100 BMW 2013 - - N - M G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Primary Rd SAN RAMON
VALLEY BL


Distance (ft) 540 Direction N Secondary Rd NORRIS CANYON NCIC 0740 State Hwy? N Route Postmile Prefix Postmile Side of Hwy
City San Ramon County Contra Costa Population 4 Rpt Dist SR72 Beat 001 Type 0 CalTrans Badge SR501 Collision Date 20160721 Time 1845 Day THU
Primary Collision Factor IMPROP TURN Violation 22107 Collision Type SIDESWIPE Severity PDO #Killed 0 #Injured 0 Tow Away? N Process Date 20160906
Weather1 CLEAR Weather2 Rdwy Surface DRY Rdwy Cond1 NO UNUSL CND Rdwy Cond2 Spec Cond 0
Hit and Run Motor Vehicle Involved WithOTHER MV Lighting DAYLIGHT Ped Action Cntrl Dev FNCTNG Loc Type Ramp/Int


1F DRVR 34 F A HNBD LFT TURN N A 0100 TOYOT 1998 - 3 N - M G PASS 42 M 3 0 M G
PASS 27 M 4 0 P G


2 DRVR 62 F W HNBD RGT TURN N A 0700 HONDA 2007 - 3 N - M G


Party Info
Party Type Age Sex Race Sobriety1 Sobriety2 Move Pre Dir SW Veh CHP Veh Make Year SP Info OAF1 Viol OAF2 Safety Equip ROLE Ext Of Inj AGE Sex Seat Pos Safety EQUIP Ejected


Victim Info


Page 82 This report is accepted subject to the Terms of Use.  Due to collision records processing backlogs, SWITRS data is typically seven months behind.  Data requested for dates seven months prior to the current date will be incomplete.
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Church of the Valley 


 P a g e  | 18 


TJKM has utilized pass-by rates of 25 percent, passed on parent surveys. For this case, TJKM utilized 0 
pass-by trips, making this trip generation conservative. The combined morning trip generation from both 
schools therefore represents a worst-case scenario for the proposed project. 


Table 6: Project Trip Generation 


 Land Use1 Size 
Daily AM Peak 


Rate Trips Rate In:Out In Out Total 


Proposed Private School, K-8 (534) 135 Students 4.11 555 0.91 55:45 68 55 123 


Proposed Day Care Center (565) 60 Students 4.09 245 0.78 53:47 25 22 47 


Existing Private School, K-8 (534) 40 Students 4.11 -164 0.91 55:45 -20 -16 -36 


 Net School Trips  636   73 61 134 


Proposed Memory Care2 54 Beds 3.06 165 0.17 72:28 6 3 9 


 Total Trips 801 79 64 143 


Notes: 
1 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017 
2 For Memory Care, see employee chart in Appendix B for details 


PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT  


Trip distribution is a process that determines in what proportion vehicles would be expected to travel 
between the project site and various destinations outside the project study area. Trip assignment also 
determines the various routes that vehicles would take from the project site to each destination using the 
calculated trip distribution. Trip distribution assumptions for the proposed project were developed based 
on existing travel patterns and knowledge of the study area.  


The distribution assumptions are as follows: 


 30 percent to/50 percent from San Ramon Valley Boulevard to the north 
 50 percent to/30 percent from San Ramon Valley Boulevard to the south 
 20 percent to/from Montevideo Drive 


 
Figure 5 illustrates the trip distribution percentages and trip assignment project volumes developed for 
the proposed project. The assigned project trips were then added to traffic volumes under Existing 
Conditions to generate Existing plus Project Conditions traffic volumes. 


INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS – EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 


Intersection levels of service were calculated with the new traffic added by the proposed project to 
evaluate the operating conditions of the intersections and identify potential impacts to the roadway 
system. The analysis assumed that vehicles turning right out of the driveways were split evenly between 
the northern driveway and the southern driveway. The peak hour factors calculated from the existing 
turning movement counts were used for the study intersections for the Existing plus Project Conditions 
analysis. Existing plus Project Conditions were evaluate using both the signal timing optimized for Existing 
Conditions and new signal timing optimized for Existing plus Project Conditions. It should be noted that 
signal optimization in Synchro 10 considers a signalized intersection in isolation and does not take into 
account traffic conditions at nearby intersections. The results of the intersection level of service 
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City of San Ramon, California 


Planning/Community Development Department 


Planning Division 


2401 Crow Canyon Rd, San Ramon, CA 94583 


 


Project Name: Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education 


Facilities 


File Number: DP 17-300-011; AR 17-200-051; MS 17-910-001; LUP 18-500-


003; LUP 17-500-004); MUP 17-501-028; MUP 18-501-002; 


MUP 18-500-004 


Address/Location: 19001 San Ramon Boulevard, City of San Ramon, CA 


MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared in according to 


Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 15097 of the CEQA 


Guidelines, which requires a MMRP as part of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) process. 


The results of the environmental analysis, including findings related to the proposed mitigation 


measures, are documented in the Final MND.  


CEQA requires that agencies adopting MNDs take the necessary steps to ensure that designated 


mitigation measures are appropriately implemented during all stages of the project including 


construction, throughout the project buildout, and during operation. Therefore, the purpose of this 


MMRP is to document execution of required mitigations, identify the appropriate entity 


responsible for mitigation monitoring and reporting, document and establish frequency/duration 


of monitoring and reporting, and ultimately to ensure compliance. 


The following MMRP matrix lists each of the mitigation measures adopted as a condition of project 


approval, the method required for implementation, the party or permit responsible for 


implementing the measures, the timeframe for which the measure is relevant, and the status of 


compliance.  
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


Air Quality     


AQ-1: Latest BAAQMD recommended Best Management 


Practices (BMPs) to control for fugitive dust and exhaust during 


all construction activities shall be incorporated into all demolition 


and construction plans to require implementation of the 


following:  


1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil 


piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be 


watered two times per day.  


2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material 


shall be covered.  


3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads 


shall be removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers 


at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is 


prohibited.  


4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 


mph.  


5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be 


completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as 


soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders 


are used. 


Incorporation 


into project 


design and 


construction 


documents; 


monitoring 


during 


scheduled 


inspections. 


City of San 


Ramon 


 


The City’s 


Public Works 


Inspector will 


perform visual 


inspections 


during grading 


to assure that 


these are 


executed. 


 


Prior to 


grading and 


building 


permits and 


during 


project 


construction. 


 


AQ-2: To reduce potential impacts to air quality during 


construction, the project shall develop and implement a plan 


demonstrating that off-road equipment used on-site to construct 


the project would achieve a fleet-wide average 75 percent 


reduction, or more, in particulate matter exhaust emissions. 


Examples of how to achieve this reduction include the following: 


1. Diesel-powered off-road equipment larger than 25 


Proof of 


standards 


compliance; 


monitoring 


during 


scheduled 


inspections. 


City of San 


Ramon and 


Contractor 


Prior to 


issuance of 


grading and 


building 


permits. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


horsepower operating on-site for more than two days 


continuously shall meet U.S. EPA particulate matter 


emissions standards for Tier 3 engines that include CARB-


certified Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters.   


2. Require the use of construction equipment that is 


alternatively-fueled (non-diesel).  


3. The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and 


ground-disturbing construction activities on the same area at 


any one time shall be limited. Activities shall be phased to 


reduce the amount of disturbed surfaces at any one time.  


4. Minimize the idling time of diesel powered construction 


equipment to two minutes.  


5. All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators be 


equipped with Best Available Control Technology for 


emission reductions of NOx and PM.  


6. Require all contractors use equipment that meets CARB‘s 


most recent certification standard for off-road heavy duty 


diesel engines. 


AQ-3: To reduce TAC exposure to children from I-680 traffic 


emissions, the new Educational building shall be equipped with a 


high-efficiency filtration system, rated MERV-13 or higher. An 


ongoing maintenance plan for HVAC air filtration systems shall 


be implemented and approved by the City. The Church of the 


Valley shall maintain the filtration system in optimal condition 


with upgrades and replacement as the system ages. 


Specifications to 


be included on 


construction 


plans and 


verified during 


scheduled 


inspections. 


Contractor, 


operator and 


City of San 


Ramon 


Prior to 


issuance of 


occupancy. 


 


Biological Resources      


BIO-1: In order to avoid impacts to the riparian corridor, the 


applicant shall revegetate with riparian plant species, provide 


Incorporate 


provisions into 


Contractor, 


Project 


Prior to 


issuance of 


 


9.1.d


Packet Pg. 255


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 D


 -
 M


it
ig


at
io


n
 M


o
n


it
o


ri
n


g
 a


n
d


 R
ep


o
rt


in
g


 P
ro


g
ra


m
  (


22
01


 :
 C


o
n


ti
n


u
ed


 P
u


b
lic


 H
ea


ri
n


g
: 


 C
h


u
rc


h







  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 


Draft October 2018/Final January 2019 129  Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education Facilities 


 


 


MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


enclosed trash receptacles (outside of the riparian corridor), and 


shall abstain from the use of mulch or any other substitute that 


may enter into the creek. Riparian plantings shall be maintained 


to ensure that the canopy is enhanced and the understory 


restored. Non-native and invasive ornamental landscaping shall 


be precluded from use proximate to the creek. Replacement of 


the riparian tree to be removed (coast live oak) shall be planted 


near the creek to contribute to the existing riparian canopy.  


Any further requirements set forth in the Streambed Alteration 


Agreement (SBAA) from the CDFW, such as re-establishment at a 


ratio of 1:1, and specific erosion control measures near the 


creek, shall also be implemented. 


landscaping and 


construction 


plans; on-site 


observations and 


inspections. 


 


Biologist, City 


of San Ramon 


and/ or CDFW 


grading and 


building 


permits. 


 


BIO-2: In order to avoid impacts to birds protected under the 


Migratory Bird Treaty Act, site preparation activities including the 


removal of trees and building demolition should occur outside of 


the bird-nesting season, which is between September 1st and 


January 31st.  If work occurs during the bird-nesting season 


between February 1st and August 31st, a pre-construction bird 


nesting survey shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to 


building demolition or tree removal. The bird nesting survey will 


include both an examination of buildings and all trees onsite and 


within 200 feet of the zone of influence. The zone of influence 


includes areas offsite where birds could be disturbed by earth- 


moving vibrations and/or other construction-related noise such 


as within the riparian corridor.    


If birds are identified nesting on or within the zone of influence 


of the construction project, a qualified biologist will establish a 


temporary protective nest buffer around the nest(s). The nest 


buffer will be staked or fenced to establish a perimeter. The 


Incorporate 


timing provisions 


into project 


construction 


plans; submittal 


of pre-


construction 


survey results; 


on-site 


observations and 


inspections. 


 


 


If grading occurs 


during the 


nesting season, 


Contractor, 


Project 


Biologist, and 


City of San 


Ramon  


Not more 


than 15 days 


prior to site-


disturbing 


activities. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


buffer must be of sufficient size to protect the nesting site from 


construction-related disturbance and shall be established by a 


qualified ornithologist or biologist. Typically, adequate nesting 


buffers are 50 feet from the nest site or nest tree dripline for 


small birds and up to 300 feet for sensitive nesting birds such as 


raptors. No construction or earth-moving activity shall occur 


within any established nest protection buffer prior to September 


1st unless it is determined by a qualified ornithologist/biologist 


that the young have left the nest and have attained sufficient 


flight skills to avoid project construction zones, or that the 


nesting cycle is otherwise completed. At the end of the nesting 


cycle, and fledging from the nest by its occupants, as determined 


by a qualified biologist, temporary nesting buffers may be 


removed and construction may commence in established 


nesting buffers without further regard for the nest site.  


The biologist conducting the surveys shall provide the City 


Planning/Community Development Department with a report 


detailing the results of the survey and any mitigation 


recommendations, as warranted, if tree removal or demolition 


activities occur between February 1st and August 31st. 


provide a report 


documenting the 


pre-construction 


survey. 


 


 


BIO-3: The project shall ensure that trees to remain onsite are 


protected in accordance with the  General Tree Preservation 


Guidelines as set forth in the Project’s Arborist Report and that 


trees to be removed are replaced in accordance with the City’s 


tree removal and replacement requirements (as set forth in 


zoning code Section D5-10) as follows: 


 In order to protect trees that will be preserved (both onsite 


and offsite) from injuries that may result from construction 


activities such as root, trunk or branch damage or harm 


Incorporate 


provisions into 


project 


construction 


plans; on-site 


observations and 


inspections. 


Contractor, 


Project 


Arborist, and 


City of San 


Ramon  


Prior to 


issuance of a 


grading 


permit and 


during 


project 


construction. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


during grading and trenching, the General Tree Preservation 


Guidelines identified in the Arborist Report (pages 14-16) 


prepared by Katie J. Krebs shall be implemented. The General 


Tree Preservation Guidelines include the following:  


 


 Establish a tree protection zone (TPZ) to be inspected 


and verified by a qualified arborist;  


 Install tree protection fencing and signage around the 


TPZ prior to construction; 


 Restrict demolition, soil grading, trenching, and 


parking of vehicles within the TPZ; 


 Cover exposed soil under canopies and throughout 


the TPZ with mulch; 


 Monitoring soil moisture to ensure that soil remains 


moist to a depth of 18”; 


 Conduct pruning by qualified personnel in accordance 


with current industry standards; and 


 Monitor all trenching and excavation activities inside 


the TPZ by a qualified arborist. 


 


 In order to mitigate the removal of the one (1) Protected 


coast live oak, two (2) Protected sweetgum, three (3) 


Protected crape myrtle, three (3) Protected Raywood Ash, 


and four (4) Protected London plane trees the applicant shall 


include the planting of at least 9 22, 15-gallon and larger 


trees, of the same genus and species as those removed, 


onsite as part of the project’s proposed landscaping in 


accordance with the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection 


Ordinance. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


Cultural Resources     


CUL-1: A preconstruction meeting shall be held prior to 


commencement of ground-disturbing activities in order to 


familiarize the project supervisor, contractors, and equipment 


operators with the potential to encounter prehistoric artifacts or 


historic-era archaeological deposits, the types of archaeological 


material that could be encountered, and the proper procedures 


to follow in the event that archaeological deposits or artifacts are 


observed. 


Provide the City a 


copy of a 


contract with a 


qualified 


archeologist. 


 


 


Contractor, 


Project 


Archeologist 


and City of San 


Ramon 


 


Prior to 


ground 


disturbing 


activities. 


Prior to 


issuance of a 


grading 


permit. 


 


CUL-2:  If a potentially significant prehistoric or historic resource 


is encountered during the course of ground disturbing activities, 


including, but not limited to excavation, grading and 


construction, all work within a 25-foot radius of the find (or as 


otherwise directed by a qualified archaeologist) shall be 


redirected until the archaeologist assesses the find, consults with 


the appropriate individuals and agencies, and makes 


recommendations for the treatment of the discovery. If 


avoidance of the archaeological deposit is not feasible, the 


archaeological deposit shall be evaluated for eligibility for listing 


in the California Register of Historical Resources. If the deposit is 


determined not to be eligible for listing, mitigation will not be 


necessary. If the deposit is determined eligible for listing, 


adverse effects on the deposits shall be mitigated. 


Site inspections; 


submittal of any 


treatment 


recommendation 


documentation. 


Contractor, 


Project 


Archeologist, 


and City of San 


Ramon 


In the event 


that 


resources are 


encountered. 


 


Geology / Soils     


GEO-1:  A design-level geotechnical and geologic investigation 


report shall be completed and submitted to the City of San 


Ramon for review prior to issuance of grading and construction 


Incorporate into 


project design 


and construction 


Project 


Geologist, and 


City of San 


Prior to the 


issuance of 


grading, 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


permits. The investigation shall include site-specific subsurface 


investigation (e.g. borings, test pits, geophysical methods, etc.) 


and laboratory testing sufficient to further characterize Project 


Area geologic materials and their anticipated response to seismic 


activity. The geotechnical study should also include a 


reevaluation of the findings of the Geotechnical Feasibility 


Assessment prepared by ENGEO (October 2017). If needed, the 


geotechnical study will include a fault investigation study to 


identify appropriate setbacks for the structures within 50 feet of 


an active fault trace. The design-level geotechnical investigation 


report shall be signed and stamped by appropriately licensed 


professionals and at the City’s discretion may be subject to a 


peer review. Construction of Project improvements shall be in 


compliance with the design-level geotechnical and geologic 


investigation report approved by the City. 


documents. Ramon building and 


occupancy 


permits. 


GEO-2:  In the event that paleontological resources, including 


individual fossils or assemblages of fossils, are encountered 


during construction activities all ground disturbing activities shall 


halt and a qualified paleontologist shall be procured to evaluate 


the discovery and make treatment recommendations. 


Incorporate into 


project design 


and construction 


documents. 


Project 


Geologist, and 


City of San 


Ramon 


Prior to the 


issuance of 


grading 


permits. 


 


Hydrology / Water Quality     


HYDRO-1: In accordance with the National Pollution Discharge 


Elimination System regulation, the applicant shall prepare and 


implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 


prior to construction. The SWPPP shall address erosion and 


sediment controls, proper storage of fuels, temporary erosion 


control including fiber rolls, staked straw bales, geofabric, and 


sandbag, and identification for use and cleanup of hazardous 


Approval of 


SWPPP; on-site 


inspection. 


City of San 


Ramon; and 


Developer 


Prior to the 


issuance of 


grading 


permits and 


ongoing 


throughout 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


materials. Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system of 


sediment basins, traps, or other appropriate measures. A Notice 


of Intent, fees, and other required documentation shall be filed 


with the Regional Water Quality Control Board. During 


construction a monitoring report shall be conducted weekly 


during dry conditions and three times a day during storms that 


produce more than 1/2” of precipitation. 


construction. 


HYDRO-2: Should construction dewatering be required, the 


applicant shall either reuse the water on-site for dust control, 


compaction, or irrigation, retain the water on-site in a grassy or 


porous area to allow infiltration/evaporation, or obtain a permit 


to discharge construction water to a sanitary sewer or storm 


drain. Discharges shall require a one-time special discharge 


permit from the Central Costa County Sanitary District and shall 


operate in compliance with the District’s NPDES Discharge Permit 


CA0037648, adopted April 17, 2017 (Order No R2-2017-0009).  


Measures may include characterizing the discharge and ensuring 


filtering methods and monitoring to verify that the discharge is 


compliant with the local wastewater discharge requirements. 


Discharges to a storm drain shall be conducted in a manner that 


complies with the California Regional Water Quality Control 


Board San Francisco Bay Region Order No. R2-2015-0049, 


Municipal Regional NPDES Permit No. CAS612008, and the 


Contra Costa Clean Water Program and Implementing Standards 


for Erosion and Sediment Control. In the event that groundwater 


is discharged to the storm drain system, the applicant shall 


submit permit registration documents for the SWPPP including 


characterization of the discharge specific BMPs. 


Attainment of 


water discharge 


permit; on-site 


inspection. 


City of San 


Ramon; 


Central Costa 


County 


Sanitary 


District; and 


Developer 


Prior to the 


issuance of 


grading 


permits. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


Noise     


NOI-1:  Sound rated windows and doors shall be required and 


design level acoustical analysis shall be performed showing that 


interior noise levels of 45-dBA or below are achieved at the 


residential units of the memory care facility. The exact window 


and door sound ratings will depend on the final design of the 


buildings including the size of windows/doors and composition 


of exterior walls. A final determination of the required window 


and door sound ratings shall be made during the architectural 


design phase to assure that the interior goal of 45 dBA (DNL) is 


achieved. All residential units for the memory care facility shall 


be equipped with mechanical ventilation systems in order to 


achieve interior temperature controls without the need to open 


windows. 


Incorporate into 


project design 


and construction 


documents. 


City of San 


Ramon; and 


developer 


Prior to the 


issuance of 


occupancy 


certification. 


 


NOI-2: The exterior roof, wall and window assemblies at the east 


façade of the new school building exposed to transportation 


noise, shall be designed to provide a 40 dBA Leq interior noise 


environment from the peak traffic noise hour. A design level 


acoustical analysis shall be performed showing that interior 


noise levels of 40 dBA Leq or below are achieved at the east 


façade of the new building. A final determination of the required 


roof, wall, and window assemblies shall be made during the 


architectural design phase to assure that the interior goal of 40 


dBA Leq is achieved. 


Incorporate into 


project design 


and construction 


documents. 


City of San 


Ramon; and 


developer 


Prior to the 


issuance of 


occupancy 


certification. 


 


NOI-3: The design, location and/or screening for HVAC 


equipment shall be selected with the following design targets 


and performance standards: 


Incorporate into 


project design 


and construction 


City of San 


Ramon; and 


developer 


Prior to the 


issuance of 


building 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


Educational Building HVAC  


Design and install the HVAC equipment to achieve a noise level 


of approximately 50 dBA at the nearest property line, which 


would achieve a noise level at least 5 dBA below the current 


(2018) ambient conditions. The following measures, or their 


equivalent, would achieve this noise level reduction: 


1. Locate HVAC equipment on the west side of the building, at 


least 75 feet from the property lines. 


2. The HVAC unit should achieve a sound power level of 85 dBA 


or less for one unit or a sound power level of 82 dBA or less 


for two units.  


3. In the event that HVAC selection exceeds a sound power 


level of 85 dBA then a sound screen of 5 to 8 feet or greater 


shall be provided around the unit contain noise. 


4. Automate HVAC operating hours to preclude nighttime hours 


when the school building is not occupied. 


Memory Care Facility HVAC 


Design and install the HVAC equipment to achieve a noise level 


of approximately 55 dBA (daytime) and 45 dBA (nighttime) at the 


nearest property line, which would achieve a noise level at least 


5 dBA below the current (2018) ambient conditions. The 


following measures, or their equivalent, would achieve this noise 


level reduction: 


1. HVAC equipment located on the south side of the Memory 


Care building shall achieve a sound power rating below 75 


dBA and shall be contained within an effective sound screen.  


2. HVAC equipment located on the roof of the Memory Care 


building shall achieve a sound power rating of less than 80 


documents. permit and 


occupancy 


certification. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


dBA and shall be contained within an effective parapet wall 


for screening. 


Memory Care Facility Emergency Generator 


Design and install the emergency generator to achieve a noise 


level of approximately 57 dBA during daytime testing at the 


nearest property line, which would achieve a noise level at least 


5 dBA below the current (2018) ambient conditions. The 


following measures, or their equivalent, would achieve this noise 


level reduction: 


1. The generator selected shall be a “quiet unit” with published 


sound pressure levels that with an enclosure achieves a 


sound pressure level of 64 dBA or less, which must be sited 


no closer than 50 feet from the west or south property line. 


2. The generator shall be located as far as possible from 


property lines and the school building.  


3. Locating the generator on the roof shall be accompanied by 


an acoustical screen or parapet wall. 


NOI-4: The project applicant/construction contractors shall 


implement a site-specific construction noise reduction program, 


subject to the Planning and Building Services Divisions review 


and approval. The noise reduction program shall include, but is 


not limited to, the following measures: 


1. Construction activities for all phases of construction, 


including servicing of construction equipment shall only be 


permitted during the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. 


Monday through Friday and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 


on Saturdays and Sundays. No construction shall be 


permitted on holidays. 


Submittal and 


approval of 


program 


documentation; 


onsite inspection.   


City of San 


Ramon; 


developer; and 


acoustical 


engineer. 


Prior to start 


issuance of 


grading 


permit and 


during all 


construction   


activities. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


2. Delivery of materials or equipment to the site and truck 


traffic coming to and from the site is restricted to the same 


construction hours specified above. 


3. Select quiet construction equipment, particularly air 


compressors, whenever possible. Equipment and trucks 


used for project construction shall utilize the best available 


noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment 


redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures 


and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever 


feasible). All construction equipment powered by internal 


combustion engines shall be properly muffled and 


maintained.  


4. All equipment and vehicles shall be turned off when not in 


use. Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall 


be prohibited. 


5. All stationary noise-generating construction equipment, such 


as air compressors, shall be located as far as practical from 


the church, pre-school and surrounding residences.  


6. The equipment staging location shall be sited as far as 


possible from onsite and nearby sensitive receptors 


including the church, pre-school, and surrounding 


residences.  


7. Prior to the issuance of building permit, the project applicant 


shall submit to the Building Services Division a list of 


measures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to 


construction noise. These measures shall include but are not 


limited to the following: 


 A sign posted on-site with permitted construction 


days and hours, who to notify in the event of a noise 


related problem and a listing of both the City and 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 
METHOD OF  


VERIFICATION 


RESPONSIBLE 


FOR 


VERIFICATION 


ACTION 


SCHEDULE 


VERIFICATION 


OF 


COMPLETION 


construction contractor’s telephone numbers (during 


regular construction hours and off-hours); 


 The designation of an on-site construction complaint 


and enforcement manager for the project; 


 Notification of neighbors and occupants within 300 


feet of the project construction area at least 30 days 


in advance of extreme noise generating activities 


about the estimated duration of the activity; 


 A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job 


inspectors and the general contractor/on-site project 


manager to confirm that noise measures and 


practices (including construction hours, 


neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are 


completed. 
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 AGENDA # 5.1 


CITY OF SAN RAMON 


ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 


SUMMARY OF ACTIONS 
 


 


        
 


 


 
 
 


CHAIR MAR GOSIENGFIAO • VICE CHAIR WARREN FUJIMURA • BOARD MEMBER DAVID GATES  


BOARD ALTERNATES: JOHN NICOL • JUDY HEMINGWAY 


 


City Hall 


7000 Bollinger Canyon Rd. 


Regular Meeting 


February 8, 2018 – 2:00 P.M. 


 


AGENDA QUESTIONS: PLEASE CALL PLANNING SERVICES (925) 973-2560 


 
Documents received after publication of this Agenda and considered by the Architectural Review Board in its 


deliberation will be available for inspection in the Planning Services office at 2401 Crow Canyon Road, San 


Ramon during normal business hours and in the red binder at the Architectural Review Board Meeting. 


 


1. CALL TO ORDER 


Chair Mar Gosiengfiao called the meeting to order at 2:01 pm 


2. ROLL CALL 


Present: Mar Gosiengfiao, Warren Fujimura, and David Gates  


3. PUBLIC COMMENTS 


 - None -  


4. ADDITIONS AND REVISIONS 


- None -  


5. CONSENT ITEMS 
 


 5.1 Summary of Action Items from the January 11, 2018 meeting.  


Approved as Written 


 


6. CONTINUED ITEMS  


7. CONCEPTUAL ITEMS  


8. PRELIMINARY REVIEW ITEMS 


9. FINAL REVIEW ITEMS 


 9.1 Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education Facilities (DP 17-300-011 


& AR 17-200-051)  


Staff Report by: Shinei Tsukamoto, Associate Planner 


  


Associate Planner, Shinei Tsukamoto provided a summary of the staff report and 


proposed project plans. 
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Page 2 of 4 


Senior Planner, Cindy Yee opened public comment. 


 


Marc Ziblatt, San Ramon resident, voiced concern with the location of the project and 


suggested moving it to the space between San Ramon Valley Blvd. and the existing 


church. Mr. Ziblatt also spoke on the importance of the 100-foot creek setback and urged 


the Applicant to consider shrinking the scale of the project to alleviate residential 


concerns. 


 


Peter Baird, San Ramon resident, commented on the setback regulations in regard to the 


massing of the project and asked how/if these setback requirements change in relation to 


project size. Mr. Baird also suggested to relocate the education facility to the space 


between San Ramon Valley Blvd. and the existing church site.  


 


Bill Hodges, San Ramon Resident, wanted clarification on the type of material that will 


be used at the south side of the project site to divide the adjacent residential 


neighborhood. Mr. Hodges also voiced concern about landscaping and ambient noise, 


and how these could potentially affect the residents to the south.  


 


Senior Planner, Cindy Yee closed public comment. 


 


After hearing the presentation from Staff, and the Applicant, and comments from members of 


the public on Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education Facilities, the Board 


provided the following recommendations to the Applicant and Staff:  


 


Memory Care Facility 


Project Design/ Site Layout: 


 


1. The scale of the building is incompatible to the adjacent properties, specifically in 


relation to the south and west property lines.  


 


2. The linear massing of the structure is too large and monotonous and should be 


broken up to alleviate the monotony of the building and add visual interest. 
 


3. Although the Board is supportive of the height of the overall structure, consider 


opportunities for the inclusion of vertical elements throughout the design to further 


help with breaking up the massing. 
 


4. Currently, the proposed location of the building is too close to the property lines on 


the southwest corner of the site and should be relocated so as to alleviate the 


crowding in this corner, and to better integrate the facility with the existing church 


property. This can be done by moving the building closer to San Ramon Valley Blvd.  
 


5. Use a more varied color palette, and different materials to address the need for 


visual relief. 
 


6. Provide screening along the adjacent property lines with various trees, shrubs, and 


evergreens. The Board suggested that encroaching upon the creek setback in order 


to achieve a more integrated design between the proposed building and the site was 


better than locating the buildings too close to the adjacent residences. In turn, this 


will provide an opportunity to enhance the creek, as well as provide an opportunity 


to redirect the building away from the corner of the site where it appears 
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overcrowded.  


 


7. Create more pockets of usable space within the proposed garden, with consideration 


to the sun and wind exposure. 
 


8. Consider a different fence design that mimics the style of the garden and feels less 


“institutional.” 
 


9. Expand efforts to integrate the creek into the project design so as to help draw a 


connection between the existing site properties and the new facility.  
 


10. Study the circulation of the site to determine whether driveways and lane widths can 


be modified to improve the project site plan.  
 


Education Facility 


Project Design/ Site Layout: 


 


1. The Board prefers the current proposed site design over the others presented.  


 


2. More space should be provided between the building and the parking lot edge to 


allow for adequate separation between the two elements.  
 


3. Include designated bicycle parking areas within the project site so that it becomes 


part of the design, rather than an afterthought.  
 


4. Consider the location of where vehicle charging stations will be located within the 


parking areas.  
 


5. Add more vertical relief or architectural elements such as joint and shadow lines, 


and color to the north elevation of the building to help with breaking up the massing. 


Adding additional color variation can help with this.   
 


6. The current two color choices may be too similar to each other; also the white color 


may be too difficult to maintain. 
 


7. Keep in mind the City’s vision of a 360-degree design and consider adding 


additional architectural elements to those elevations that may need more interest.  
 


8. Consider a more organic, free flowing design for the play area. 
 


9. Offer protection from the sun and other weather conditions, especially in the context 


of the play areas, through the use of trees, shade structures, or other design 


elements. 
 


10.  Be mindful of the programming that takes place in the play area and look at 


opportunities to integrate the space with the surrounding elements.  


 


The Board provided comments to the Applicant and requested that they return to the 


Architectural Review Board at a future date with the suggested modifications. 


 


10. STAFF ITEMS  
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 10.1 Discussion of items for the March 8, 2018 meeting.  


 10.2 Project Updates 


 Staff provided updates to the Board on current and future projects. 


11. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting was adjourned at 4:11 p.m.  


 


  Submitted by: Jennifer Chavez 
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 AGENDA # 6.1 


CITY OF SAN RAMON 


ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD


SUMMARY OF ACTIONS 
 


        
 


 
 
 
 


CHA IR MAR GOSIENGFIAO • VICE CHAIR WARREN FUJIMURA • BOARD MEMBER DAVID GATES  


BOARD ALTERNATES: JOHN NICOL • JUDY HEMINGWAY 


 


Council Chamber, City Hall 
0B7000 Bollinger Canyon Rd. 


Rescheduled Meeting
June 21, 2018 – 2:00 P.M.


 
AGENDA QUESTIONS: PLEASE CALL PLANNING SERVICES (925) 973-2560 


 
Documents received after publication of this Agenda and considered by the Architectural Review Board in its 
deliberation will be available for inspection in the Planning Services office at 2401 Crow Canyon Road, San 


Ramon during normal business hours and in the red binder at the Architectural Review Board Meeting. 
 


1. CALL TO ORDER 
Vice Chair Warren Fujimura called the meeting to order at 2:04 pm 


2. ROLL CALL 
Present: David Gates, Warren Fujimura, and John Nicol 


3. ELECTION OF OFFICERS 


 3.1 1BElection of Chair - The Board nominated Vice Chair Warren Fujimura as the 
Chairperson for the upcoming year; Warren Fujimura accepted.  


 3.2 2BElection of Vice Chair - The Board nominated Board Member David Gates as the 
Vice Chairperson for the upcoming year; David Gates accepted. 


4. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 - None -  


5. 3BADDITIONS AND REVISIONS 
- None -  


6. CONSENT ITEMS 


 6.1 Summary of Action Items from the May 10, 2018 meeting 
Approved as Written 


 6.2 Summary of Action Items from the May 15, 2018 Planning Commission & 
Architectural Review Board Joint Workshop 
Approved as Written 


7. CONTINUED ITEMS  


8. 4BCONCEPTUAL ITEMS  


9. 5BPRELIMINARY REVIEW ITEMS 
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10. FINAL REVIEW ITEMS 


 10.1 Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education Facilities DP 17-300-011  
& AR 17-200-051  
Staff Report by: Shinei Tsukamoto, Associate Planner 


  
Associate Planner, Shinei Tsukamoto provided a summary of the staff report and proposed 
project plans. 
 
The Applicant, Steve Ring of Fulcrum Development, provided a summary of the 
modifications which were based on previous Architectural Review Board and Planning 
Commission recommendations. 
 
The Board heard comments from members of the public who wished to speak on the item. 
 
Therese Shaffer, San Ramon resident voiced her concerns regarding the 7-foot wall on the 
backside of the Memory Care Facility. She commented that the wall is too short as 
proposed. 
 
Peter Baird, San Ramon resident voiced his concerns about setbacks and commented that 
the use for this site is too intense. 
 
Donna Belmore, San Ramon resident commented that she would like to see the Memory 
Care Facility scaled back to the original plan with 36 beds and moved further away from the 
shared property line. 
 
Marc Ziblatt, San Ramon resident stated that the residents’ concerns are related to the 
current setback of the facility and the proximity of the building from the adjacent residential 
neighborhood and that they are not opposed to the project itself.  
 
Lolly “Laura” Wonnacott, San Ramon resident commented about the wall that abuts the 
residential neighborhood and how the original proposal was for a fence. She also voiced 
concern about parking, circulation, the scale and location of the building, and the proximity 
of the wall to the residential homes behind the Memory Care Facility.  
 
Ashley Ferreira, San Ramon resident commented on the orange exterior paint color and the 
2P


nd
P story balcony on the Education Facility being incompatible with the surrounding 


neighborhood. She would like to know the purpose of the balcony and commented that the 
building and wall should stay consistent with the overall site design.  
 
After hearing a presentation from Staff and the Applicant on Church of the Valley Memory 
Care and Education Facilities, as well as public comments from members in the audience,  
the Board provided the following recommendations to the Applicant and Staff:  
 
USite Design: 
 


1. The Board acknowledged that due to the site constraints of the 100-foot creek 
setback, placement of the buildings are limited to a confined footprint. As such, the 
Board would like the applicant to consider changing the parking and circulation 
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areas since these type of uses are permitted within the creek setback. Taking 
advantage of placing these uses closer to the creek could potentially free up space to 
further modify the location of the building footprint.  
 


2. Address the one-way to two-way circulation route on the northern property line, to 
help reduce conflict in the drop off area near the day care and education facility.  


 
3. Modify the footprint of the education facility by moving the building further south or 


by breaking up the mass into an L-shaped building and redistributing the massing of 
the building. By moving the parking areas closer to the creek, this may provide the 
necessary space needed to rearrange the building and its footprint. 
 


4. Create a circulation plan to connect the various uses on the property and define how 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic will flow throughout the site. 
 


5. Look at opportunities to establish a southern outdoor area to help reduce the 
visibility of the memory care facility on the south and west property lines, and act as 
a buffer between the building and the adjacent residential homes.  
 


UArchitecture: 
 
Memory Care facility 
 


1. Although the Board feels the overall architectural design could use some work, they 
are supportive of the 7-foot wall on the west and south property lines to help with 
screening between the Memory Care facility and the adjacent residential homes. 


 
2. The Board agrees that while the height of the building is fine, the current scale and 


massing of the building is not compatible in relation to the footprint. Look at possible 
enhancements, such as enhancing the gable elements on the roof, so as to add more 
interest to the overall building. 


 
3. Consider a greater setback of 15-feet on the south property line, which would mirror 


the typical residential rear-yard setback along the shared property line, as well as 
provide more articulation of the building and to better accommodate the homes on 
the other side of the property line.  
 


4. To better align with the surrounding residential neighborhood, the Applicant should 
consider a lighter overall paint color and a darker accent color to help create more 
definition throughout the building. 


 
Education Facility 
 


5. To alleviate the monotony of the building, consider either an L-shaped design or 
breaking it up to reduce the footprint. As it stands, the building footprint does not 
relate to the existing site and memory care facility. 


 
6. Relocate the balcony to the eastern side of the building where it would overlook the 


play area, instead of the parking lot. 
 


7. Incorporate more green space along the perimeter and surrounding the education 
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facility, to provide some relief between the building and the parking lot.  
 
 


ULandscaping: 
 


1. Consider a more integrated plant design, keeping selection and size of plants in 
mind. Planting more mature trees will add relief and help with screening the memory 
care facility from the neighbors on the other side of the wall.  
 


2. Establish a more cohesive landscape design for the entire site that considers the 
current and proposed landscaping and ties the campus together, as it currently 
seems unfinished.  


 
3. Provide a shade structure for the play area located next to the education facility, to 


help with sun exposure.  
 


4. The Board is supportive of plans to incorporate landscaping on the residential side 
of the 7-foot wall, to help with screening of the new land uses on the church site. 


 
 


The Board recommended the Applicant consider their comments and return to the 
Architectural Review Board at a later date so they may review how the applicant has 
addressed their project comments, prior to forwarding their recommendations to the 
Planning Commission.  
 


11. STAFF ITEMS  


 6B11.1 7BProject Updates 


 8BStaff provided updates to the Board on current and future projects. 


12. 9BADJOURNMENT – The meeting was adjourned at 4:49 p.m.  


 
  Submitted by: Jennifer Chavez 
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 AGENDA # 5.1 


CITY OF SAN RAMON 


ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 


SUMMARY OF ACTIONS* 
 
 


        
 


 
 
 
 


CHA IR WARREN FUJIMURA • VICE CHAIR DAVID GATES • BOARD MEMBER MAR GOSIENGFIAO 


BOARD ALTERNATES: JOHN NICOL • JUDY HEMINGWAY 
 


Council Chamber, City Hall 
7000 Bollinger Canyon Rd. 


Regular Meeting 
August 9, 2018 – 2:00 P.M. 


 
AGENDA QUESTIONS: PLEASE CALL PLANNING SERVICES (925) 973-2560 


 
Documents received after publication of this Agenda and considered by the Architectural Review Board in its 
deliberation will be available for inspection in the Planning Services office at 2401 Crow Canyon Road, San 


Ramon during normal business hours and in the red binder at the Architectural Review Board Meeting. 
 


1. CALL TO ORDER 
Board Member Gosiengfiao called the meeting to order at 2:04 pm 


2. ROLL CALL 
Present: Mar Gosiengfiao and John Nicol 


3. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 - None -  


4. ADDITIONS AND REVISIONS 
- None -  


5. CONSENT ITEMS 
 5.1 Summary of Action Items from the July 12, 2018 regular meeting 


Approved as Written 
6. CONTINUED ITEMS  


 6.1 Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education Facilities.  
(DP 17-300-011 & AR 17-200-051) 
Staff Report by: Associate Planner, Shinei Tsukamoto 
 


 Associate Planner, Shinei Tsukamoto provided a summary of the staff report and revised 
project plans.  
 
The Applicant, Steve Ring of Fulcrum Development, provided a summary of the 
modifications which were based on previous Architectural Review Board and Planning 
Commission recommendations. 
 
The Board heard comments from members of the public who wished to speak on the item: 
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Peter Baird, San Ramon resident stated that the project is too intense for the neighborhood 
and he has health and safety concerns.  
 
Rachel Doughty of Greenfire Law spoke on behalf of San Ramon Residents for Responsible 
Growth regarding the creek setback, rear and side setbacks from residential homes, 
environmental issues, and grading, building, and planting within the creek setback. Ms. 
Doughty also spoke about compliance with MS-4, storm water issues, and the commercial 
use setback of 25 feet. 
 
Marc Ziblatt, San Ramon resident commented on setback concerns, and violation of the 
creek setback ordinance as related to parking.  
 
Lolly “Laura” Wonnacott, San Ramon resident voiced concerns with respect to setbacks, 
commercial versus residential uses, and compatibility of the proposed use  to the 
surrounding residential uses 
 
Therese Shaffer, San Ramon resident spoke about setback concerns in proximity to the 
surrounding neighborhood, increased traffic, the possibility of reducing the size of the 
education facility, parking and paving within a creek setback, possibility of a wall between 
the site and the adjacent neighborhood, and lighting concerns.  
 
Toni Maria Hart, San Ramon resident stated that the residents will not give up on voicing 
their concerns.  
 
Jeanne Baker, San Ramon resident would like the creek setback standards to be honored, 
and voiced concerns with the school traffic as well as the size of the project. 
 
Bill Hodges, San Ramon resident spoke about the creek and residential setbacks. 
 
Ashley Ferreira, San Ramon resident commented on native vegetation removal concerns, 
lighting height, intensity, and hours of lighting, traffic, and screening.  
 
Christie Mangel, San Ramon resident commented on building size and boundaries, 
commercial lighting, parking and driveway in proximity to the creek, school speed limit and 
laws, and traffic changes throughout the neighborhood.  
 
Karen Born, San Ramon resident stated that the project was too dense and expressed 
concerns with traffic.  
 
Pauline Alker, San Ramon resident spoke in favor of the project and commented on quality 
of life, and the use of property. Ms. Alker voiced her appreciation for the improvements 
made to the plans, and stated her belief that the project will enhance the quality of life for 
San Ramon residents. 
 
After hearing a presentation from Staff and the Applicant on Church of the Valley Memory 
Care and Education Facilities, as well as public comments from members in the audience,  
the Board provided the following recommendations to the Applicant and Staff:  
 
 
 


9.1.e


Packet Pg. 276


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 E


 -
 A


R
B


 S
u


m
m


ar
ie


s 
o


f 
A


ct
io


n
s 


 (
22


01
 :


 C
o


n
ti


n
u


ed
 P


u
b


lic
 H


ea
ri


n
g


: 
 C


h
u


rc
h


 o
f 


th
e 


V
al


le
y 


M
em


o
ry


 C
ar


e 
an


d
 E


d
u


ca
ti


o
n


 F
ac


ili
ti


es
)







Page 3 of 5 


Architectural Design: 
 
Memory Care Building 
 


1. The Board is supportive of the revised plans given the modifications and positive 
improvements to the scale, massing, location, height, and overall architectural 
design, in relation to the surrounding residences with comments and found it 
appropriate for the site area. 


 
2. Although supportive of the design, the Board would like to encourage the Applicant 


to continue looking at ways to improve the scale and size of the building.  
 
Education Building 
 


3. While the Board is supportive of the modifications made to the Education facility, re-
evaluate the orange accent color and look at an alternative brown hue, which aligns 
with the existing color palette on-site and could improve the overall appearance. 


 
4. Consider incorporating a “screen wall” on the northern side of the education facility 


to act as a noise and visual buffer between the residential neighborhood to the north 
and the second story deck on the same side of the building.  


 
Landscape: 
 


1. The Board is supportive of the changes made to the landscaping, especially the 
larger 24” box sized trees for screening the memory care facility. 


 
2. Incorporate planter boxes with automated irrigation on the second floor deck of the 


education facility to further reduce noise. 
 


3. Incorporate additional landscape opportunities such as a hedge and/or trees on the 
north property line within the 3’ to 4’ area north of the edge of the pavement. 
Continue this design along the west edge of the property for continuity. 


 
4. Replace the Cercis Occidentalis, located on the east end of the education building, 


with a broader, upright shade tree such as the Liquid Amber or Chinese Pistache, to 
provide additional screening for the Education Facility.  


 
5.  Replace the Majestic Beauty located on the south side of the Education Facility, 


with a more upright tree like the Tristania or Pyrus Chanticleer. 
 


6. On the east end of the children’s play lot area, replace the shade tree with a Chinese 
Pistache. 


 
Site Design: 
 


1. If possible, increase the height of the perimeter fencing to provide further screening, 
in congruence with the landscape design. 


 
2. Use the lowest possible light fixture height in order to reduce impact to adjacent 
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neighbors. Look at opportunities to address light pollution through height, spacing, 
foot candle intensity, and additional screening mechanisms to create separation 
between the project site and adjacent neighborhoods.  


  
3. Consider circulation and speed reduction measures as part of the site development 


improvements. 
 


Due to a lack of quorum for the August 9, 2018 meeting, no formal action was taken.  The 
Summary of Actions is provided for reference only. 
  


7. CONCEPTUAL ITEMS  
8. PRELIMINARY REVIEW ITEMS 


 8.1 East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) Recycled Water Pump Station  
(AR 18-200-040) 
Staff Report by: Senior Planner, Cindy Yee 
 


 After hearing a presentation from Staff and the Applicant on the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District Water Pump Station,  the Board provided the following recommendations to the 
Applicant and Staff:  
 


1. The Board recommended installing a no-climb fence in a non-shiny material to 
lessen visibility.  


 
2. Although the Board is supportive of the deciduous Crepe Myrtle in front of the pump 


station since there is also a street tree and accent planting, consider replacing this 
with an evergreen variety. 


 
3. Consider a shallower roof pitch to soften the appearance of the mansard roof and 


compliment the surrounding neighborhood. 
 


4. Look at using a darker, variegated roof tiles to help mute the color of the proposed 
red tile roof. 


 
5. Use a stucco building color that fits into the color scheme already present 


throughout neighborhood.  
 


6. The Board recommends using The Davis Paint Company color “Miami buff” for any 
drainage features or elements on the pump station to match the surrounding color 
scheme in the neighborhood. 


 
7. Lighting should be subtle and project downwards.  


 
Due to a lack of quorum for the August 9, 2018 meeting, no formal action was taken.  The 
Summary of Actions is provided for reference only. 


 
9. FINAL REVIEW ITEMS 
10. STAFF ITEMS  


 10.1 Project Updates 
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 Staff provided updates to the Board on current and future projects. 


11. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting was adjourned at 4:42 p.m.  


 
* Due to a lack of quorum for the August 9, 2018 meeting, no formal action was taken.  The Summary of 
Actions is provided for reference only. 
 
 
  Submitted by: Jennifer Chavez 
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 AGENDA # 5.1 


CITY OF SAN RAMON 


ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD


SUMMARY OF ACTIONS         
 


 
 
 
 


CHA IR WARREN FUJIMURA • VICE CHAIR DAVID GATES • BOARD MEMBER MAR GOSIENGFIAO 


BOARD ALTERNATES: JOHN NICOL • JUDY HEMINGWAY 


 


Council Chamber, City Hall 
7000 Bollinger Canyon Rd. 


Regular Meeting
September 13, 2018 – 2:00 P.M.


 
AGENDA QUESTIONS: PLEASE CALL PLANNING SERVICES (925) 973-2560 


 
Documents received after publication of this Agenda and considered by the Architectural Review Board in its 
deliberation will be available for inspection in the Planning Services office at 2401 Crow Canyon Road, San 


Ramon during normal business hours and in the red binder at the Architectural Review Board Meeting. 
 


1. CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Fujimura called the meeting to order at 2:00 pm 


2. ROLL CALL 
Present: Warren Fujimura, Mar Gosiengfiao and John Nicol 


3. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 - None -  


4. ADDITIONS AND REVISIONS 
- None -  


5. CONSENT ITEMS 
 5.1 Summary of Action Items from the August 9, 2018 regular meeting 


Approved as Written 


6. CONTINUED ITEMS  


 6.1 Church of the Valley Memory Care and Education Facilities.  
(DP 17-300-011 & AR 17-200-051) 
Staff Report by: Associate Planner, Shinei Tsukamoto 
 


 Associate Planner, Shinei Tsukamoto provided a summary of the staff report and revised 
project plans.  
 
The Applicant, Steve Ring of Fulcrum Development, provided a summary of the 
modifications which were based on previous Architectural Review Board recommendations 
and Planning Commission comments. 
 
The Board heard comments from members of the public who wished to speak on the item in 
the order as listed below: 
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Robert DuPont, San Ramon resident commented on how busy San Ramon Valley Boulevard 
is and how the proposed plans to this site will further increase traffic along this street, 
particularly between Morgan Drive and Montevideo Drive. Mr. DuPont stated that quality 
of life will decrease significantly if this project moves forward. 
 
Teresa Inchauspe, San Ramon resident commented on the size of the play area and asked 
that the Applicant reduce the overall size of the education facility to allow for a larger play 
area. Ms. Inchauspe also stated her concern with children being so close to a memory care 
facility and the psychological effects it might have on them.  
 
Donna Belmore, San Ramon resident commented on overall size of the memory care facility 
and expressed her concern regarding setbacks. Ms. Belmore stated that the project should 
be treated as a commercial site and the setbacks should be greater than 15 feet.  
 
Argentina Abadia, San Ramon resident spoke in favor of the project and stated that the 
memory care facility and education facility would be a good addition to San Ramon.  
 
Laura Wonnacott, San Ramon resident commented on the scale of the building and 
incompatibility of the project in relation to the surrounding neighborhood. Ms. Wonnacott 
stated her concern with the building setback, creek setback, parking areas, and landscape 
screening, especially during the winter months. 
 
Robert Stonebridge, Danville resident spoke in favor of the project and commented on how 
Christian teaching and elderly care would benefit the San Ramon community. 
 
Drew Pedlowe, Pleasanton resident spoke in favor of the project and how he believes it will 
positively impact the San Ramon community.  
 
Ray Arnott spoke in opposition to the project and stated his concern that several families 
have already moved since the project was proposed. 
 
Peter Baird, San Ramon resident stated that the proposed project is too intense and too 
large for the site.  
 
Karen Born, San Ramon resident stated that the project was too large for the site, and traffic 
would increase significantly. Ms. Born voiced her concern with the potential for drivers to 
cut through residential neighborhoods to avoid traffic if this project is approved. 
 
Jen Wallace, San Ramon resident expressed traffic concerns and the dangers of exiting the 
project site. Ms. Wallace also has concerns with the setback of the buildings from the 
residential neighborhood.  
 
Jeanne Baker, San Ramon resident stated that the creek setback must be honored and the 
building setbacks should be increased to 30 feet to appease the surrounding residents.  
 
Jeannine Sordin, San Ramon resident spoke in favor of the project and stated that the creek 
setback requirements are keeping this project from becoming too large. Ms. Sordin also 
commented on the need for the education facility and that the benefits of the project 
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outweigh the traffic concerns.  
 
Christie Mangel, San Ramon resident stated her concerns with the setbacks between the 
buildings and the residential homes and also with the creek. Ms. Mangel also commented on 
increased traffic and safety concerns. 
 
Rachel Gandt, San Ramon resident spoke in favor of the project and stated that she believes 
faith-based schools are needed in San Ramon.  
 
Paul Mullin, spoke in favor of the project and stated the need for both the memory care and 
education facility. Mr. Mullin commented on the benefits of having children interacting with 
the elderly.  
 
After hearing a presentation from Staff and the Applicant on Church of the Valley Memory 
Care and Education Facilities, as well as public comments from members in the audience, 
the Board provided the following recommendations to the Applicant and Staff:  
 
Architectural Design: 
 
Memory Care Building 
 


1. The Board is supportive of the revisions made to the memory care facility, 
particularly the relocation of the garden from the southern to northern side of the 
building and the increased setback of the building from the property line. The 
northern location of the garden provides better separation between the existing 
residential neighborhood use to the south and that of the memory care facility. The 
garden will also have better usability in relation to sunlight and wind exposure. 
 


2. The Board is supportive of the overall changes made to the building specifically in 
relation to the color changes, slope of the roof, and articulations made along the 
south and west sides of the building. With the revisions made to the project, the 
Board supports the architectural design of the memory care building and finds it 
compatible with the existing site. 


 
Education Building 
 


3. The Board is supportive of replacing the orange color from the color palette with 
more muted brown and beige tones, as it still provides enough articulation and color 
variation.  
 


4. The Board is supportive of the changes made to the screen wall and the relocation of 
the upper deck to the other side of the education building. 
 


5. Overall, with revisions made to the project, the Board supports the architectural 
design of the education building and finds it compatible with the existing site. 


 
Landscape: 
 


1. The Board is supportive of the revised plant palette, size of trees, and plant layout as 
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it achieves a good balance between deciduous and evergreen trees to ensure proper 
screening throughout the year.  
 


2. The Board would like to see the education building shifted further east to create 
more separation between the northwestern edge of the building and the drive aisle. 
Doing so will increase the distance between the building and roadway. In addition, 
converting the pervious area along this side of the building into landscaping will 
help to reduce the potential for pedestrians to walk along this area where traffic is 
prevalent.   
 


3. Remove one of the walkways on the northeastern corner between the existing 
administration building and the proposed education building to minimize pedestrian 
access to the driveway.  This sidewalk appears unnecessary and could be 
transformed into green space 


 
 


4. Currently, the proposed landscaping along the western property line is incomplete 
and the Board would like to see landscaping extended all the way up to the northern 
property line.  
 


5. Upright shrubs such as the Laurus Nobilis and/or the Arbutus are recommended to 
be added into the landscape palette. 


 
6. Consider additional low growing barrier plantings along the northern property line, 


such as Mahonias, Shrub Roses, and/or Berberis/Barberry plants, to discourage foot 
traffic along the northern property line. 


 
Site Design & Lighting: 
 


1. While a pedestrian access point currently exists at the southern end of the property, 
look at opportunities to provide an additional pedestrian access onto the property 
either midway, or at the northeast corner entrance on San Ramon Valley Boulevard.  


 
2. Consider adding a sidewalk, which would connect the existing sanctuary building 


and the proposed parking lot located south of the education building, along the 
eastern side of the parking lot located at the northwest corner of the sanctuary 
building. 


 
3. Reduce the overall number of light poles and foot candles if possible, specifically 


along the southern property line, east of the memory care facility and along the drive 
aisle. Look at replacing light poles with bollards to reduce potential light pollution.  


 
4. Consider adequate spacing and placement of bollards in proximity to the drive aisle 


and parking stalls to prevent damage from vehicles to the bollards.  
 
 


7. CONCEPTUAL ITEMS  
8. PRELIMINARY REVIEW ITEMS 
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9. FINAL REVIEW ITEMS 
10. STAFF ITEMS  


 10.1 Project Updates 


 Staff provided updates to the Board on current and future projects. 


11. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting was adjourned at 4:58 p.m.  


 
 
  Submitted by: Jennifer Chavez 
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Tsukamoto, Shinei


From: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 3:54 PM
To: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: Church of the valley


 
From: Bill Hodges [mailto:billjhodges@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 3:56 PM 
To: planningcommission 
Cc: Clarkson, Bill; O'Loane, Phil; Hudson, Dave; Perkins, Scott; Zafar, Sabina 
Subject: Church of the valley 
 


 


 IMG_7707.jpg 


 


 IMG_7717.jpg 


 


 IMG_7724.jpg 


 


 IMG_7728 (2).jpg 


 


 IMG_7729 (1).jpg 


 


 IMG_7730 (1).jpg 


Good day Commissioners, Council Members and Mayor, 


I am writing you today to share my comments on the proposed development at the Church of the Valley. I wish 
to have this email entered into the record. First, I would like to give you high remarks for the implementation of 
the story poles. The visualization of the erected poles demonstrates the level of intrusion into the privacy of 
neighboring homes. Particularly the homes on the north side of the property bordering the proposed educational 
building. The following link is a video of a drone flight that was taken from the point of view of the 2nd floor of 
the educational building to aid you in understanding the extent of invasion into neighboring properties. Also 
included in this email are several pictures from the surrounding homes demonstrating how the site looks from 
those properties.  


https://www.dropbox.com/s/gr9v8297zrp65qp/Breeze_181211132716_000.MOV?dl=0 


It should also be known that there was a request made during the Architectural Review Board meeting that I 
found to be highly disturbing. An ARB member stated that he wanted Fulcrum to contact the two property 
owners on the north side of the proposed development to gain permission to plant vegetation on their property 
to provide additional screening. I find this to be grossly inappropriate. This lot is over five (5.4) acres in size 
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and it is being suggested that neighboring properties should be used to mitigate the intrusion into their homes 
that this project creates. That alone shows that this project is well over sized, the project is literally spilling over 
the property line. You can see this noted on the left side column of L-1 of the site plan. "offsite screening tree's 
per neighbors approval" is what they refer to it as. I spoke with both property owners and as of 12/17/2018 
neither has received any communication from either the church or developer. Even though i find this 
proposition inappropriate, i think the lack of even an attempt to contact these individuals for the last 3+ months 
shows real a lack of seriousness on the developers part. 


In the most recent agenda packet details of the property wall are included. This masonry fence is absolutely 
essential with any increase to this site. I do however have several concerns. First, this fence is only being 
proposed around the memory care portion of the property. This is taking the cheap route, this fence must extend 
up the entire west side of the project. When it comes to the north side of the project it seems as though 
additional remedies will need to be discussed. Second, it is my opinion that this fencing should not be placed on 
the property line. I think this creates many problems. Forcing neighboring property owners to allow the agents 
of the developer access to their property in what is already a very contentious situation otherwise. It also make it 
unclear in the future who is responsible for maintaining this fence. By having it clearly on the sites side of the 
property line and keeping the existing fence makes it clear that they should be the one who maintains it. This 
burden should not be placed on the neighboring properties. The footings of such a fence may also have negative 
impacts of current trees and plant life on the neighboring properties. I am not sure what would be an appropriate 
distance to place this fence from the property line but I think that should be discussed. Third, Mr. Ring of 
Fulcrum development stated in a previous meeting that he consulted neighboring property owners and that he 
was under the impression that they preferred a 7 ft fence as opposed to a taller one. I have been in personal 
contact with a vast majority of neighboring property owners as well as being one. I have not heard a single 
person have this preference, therefore I think the commission should take a look at a higher and more 
appropriate height for the fence. 


In regards to the setback issues with this development, I think its clear that the memory care facility fits closer 
to a commercial designation than it does to a residential. It is my opinion that it be more appropriate to use 
commercial setback standards than residential setbacks. The current proposal of 15 ft is in my opinion is 
inadequate and should be increased. I believe that at 15 ft and the 23,000 square feet mass of the building is 
intrusive. For these reasons, I suggest that story poles be installed on this site to further aid in all party's 
understanding of the projects ramifications. The following link is also to a drone flight taken from the west end 
of the memory care building in an east direction at a distance of 15 feet from the property line and a height of 
12-13ft. Please note that this is 2-3 feet lower than the height of a majority of the building. I hope this further 
aids you in understanding the damaging effects this project would have to my neighbors and now dear friends to 
the south end of the site. 


https://www.dropbox.com/s/mj9nfxiw2qwqtyz/Breeze_181211140357_000.MOV?dl=0 


The final point I would like to address is the creek setback, I have read the city attorney's memo and I disagree 
with the interpretation. The creek setback ordinance lists specific uses and conditions for the land within the 
creek setback. I believe any reasonable person can interpret the ordinance to conclude parking and grading of 
riparian vegetation is not listed as one of the exceptions that can be done in a creek setback zone. That being 
said, I want to make clear, if the parking is not moved out of the setback I am prepared to join my fellow 
community members in defending that ordinance through litigation. I appreciate you taking the time to read my 
comments and concerns as well as the service you provide to the community. 


Kind Regards, 


Bill Hodges, resident/property owner of 12988 Hawkins Dr. 
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1


Tsukamoto, Shinei


From: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 4:01 PM
To: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: Church  of the Valley
Attachments: 2018-12-07 San Ramon Residents for Responsible Growth Comments - MND.pdf


 


From: MARC ZIBLATT [mailto:mziblatt@live.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:17 AM 
To: planningcommission; Clarkson, Bill; O'Loane, Phil; Hudson, Dave; 'Sabina Zafar' 
Subject: Church of the Valley 
 
Planning Commissioners & City Council Members 
 
First,  the San Ramon residents would like to thank the Planning Commissioners for their participation in the 
12/18/18 meeting. With the holidays upon us, we know that all of you are very busy with family obligations so 
taking time out of your schedule to participate in this meeting is greatly appreciated.  
 
Based upon some of the questions asked during the meeting by the Commissioners, there exists some concern 
from the  San Ramon residents that perhaps the City Staff has not provided the Commissioners with the various 
expert reports & documents which have been submitted by the San Ramon residents. This material 
demonstrates the Mitigated Negative Declaration submitted by the project Applicant is flawed as it fails to 
analyze several impacts the project will have on the local environment. Attached you will find a letter from the 
attorney, retained by San Ramon residents, which outlines the various issues. We will also be sending a series 
of e-mails containing all of the reports prepared by various experts which support the conclusion that 
the  Mitigated Negative Declaration submitted by the project Applicant is flawed.    
 


Again, all of this material has already been submitted to the Planning Staff but the San Ramon residents have 
become concerned that the Staff may not have passed this material along.   
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1


Tsukamoto, Shinei


From: Barr, Lauren
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:30 AM
To: jbenedetti@fulcrum-bioenergy.com; egw17@aol.com; 'Rick Marks'; 'Gary Alpert'; 


cvmharris@aol.com
Cc: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: Fulcrum fence line


COV comment  
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Therese [mailto:tisamill@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:24 AM 
To: planningcommission <planningcommission@sanramon.ca.gov> 
Subject: Fulcrum fence line 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I’m still not clear where the wall is intended to be. Steve Ring said on their property on the property 
line. It sounds like two different things. Also I am not sure where the property line is. Is it where the 
fences have been for forty years?   
 
Thank you 
Therese Shaffer 
12983 Hawkins Dr.  
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1


Tsukamoto, Shinei


From: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 4:05 PM
To: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: Church of the Valley 
Attachments: COV; COV; COV; COV


 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Therese [mailto:tisamill@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 9:06 PM 
To: planningcommission; Clarkson, Bill 
Subject: Church of the Valley  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
On December 15th The Commission had the perception that those of us opposing the Church of the 
Valley project talked as if it had already been approved when in reality no decisions have been made. 
 
Our skepticism and trepidation comes from our past experience and communications with several city 
departments, the COV, and Fulcrum concerning the environmental atrocities occurring on the property 
in preparation for the proposed development, the nonsense interpretation by the city attorney of 
ordinance 197, approval by the ARB after being threatened by David Ford that if they didn’t approve it 
soon Silverado was backing out, DONE approved! 
 
That is why it seems the project has been decided on before your vote. That’s where the frustration in 
our voices comes from. 
 
I’ve been lied to by the COV pastor in his church, and from a line of others. My father taught me that 
lying shows a bad and weak character so I have no respect for them. Forgive me if it seems I’m taking 
it out on you commissioners. It’s not my intent. 
 
I’m still concerned about the proposed wall. The wall on the south east corner Steve Ring said he 
would tie into was actually put up by the city as a sound wall. On Lawton Way they encroached on 
homeowners backyard property by four feet according to Jeff Magee an original owner. The wall 
doesn’t go in as far on the north corner of Ellingson and wraps around the corner, the back yard faces 
the COV. If the Fulcrums wall followed that line it would be about a foot on homeowners property by 
the looks of it. I looked at it today. 
 
The “administration“ building is in disrepair and does not appear to be a good option to serve as 
shelter, lunch, and play room for children. I will send pictures, probably one at a time. 
 
I am hopeful and confident that this commission is scrutinizing this project with integrity and 
impartially. 
 
Respectfully, 
Therese Shaffer 
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Dear planning Commissioners , 
This administration building is not in the best of shape.  
Therese 
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Dear Commissioners, 
There appears to be a lot of dry rot also missing tile on the roofing the administration building proposed as a lunch room and 
playground space.  
Therese 
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Dear Planning Commission, 
The benches Steve Ring proposes about 135 children can use daily.  
 
Therese 
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This is one of the benches Steve Ring was referring to on 12/18 as being available to the school children while taking shelter from 
the rain and sun.  Of course it is not safe or suitable.  
Therese 
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Tsukamoto, Shinei


From: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 4:07 PM
To: Tsukamoto, Shinei
Subject: FW: Late CEQA communications 


 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Therese Shaffer <tisamill@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 1, 2019 3:51 PM 
To: planningcommission <planningcommission@sanramon.ca.gov> 
Subject: Late CEQA communications  
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please be advised that although the CEQA response time ended on Dec 7th some people reported that 
they could not submit a response on that day because the city web sites response was that their 
mailbox was full.  
 
Therese  
Tisamill@gmail.com 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 


Staff Report 
 


 


 


DATE: February 5, 2019 


 


TO: Planning Commission 


 


FROM: Debbie Chamberlain, Community Development Director 


 By: Cindy Yee, Senior Planner 


 


SUBJECT: Draft Inclusionary Housing and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage 


Fee Ordinance 


 


 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


 


California state laws form the statutory basis for local governmental zoning powers and the 


ability to create affordable housing for the purpose of furthering the availability of the range of 


housing choices for families of all income levels in all areas of the City.  The City’s General Plan 


Housing Element, adopted in 2015, directs the City to develop and adopt an Inclusionary 


Housing Ordinance and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee Ordinance which would 


require new market-rate housing and commercial developments to mitigate their impact on the 


need for affordable housing through the payment of fees and/or development of housing 


affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income households.   


 


RECOMMENDED ACTION 


 


Staff recommends that the Planning Commission receive the staff report, discuss any additional 


refinements to the draft Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and Affordable Housing Commercial 


Linkage Fee Ordinance, and provide comments to the City Council. 


 


BACKGROUND 


 


Over the course of the last two years, HAC has reviewed and discussed the proposed 


Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.  On October 3, 2018, HAC recommended adopting the 


attached draft Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and the Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage 


Fee Ordinance.  On November 28, 2018, the Policy Committee discussed the two Ordinances 


and recommended proceeding with the adoption of the draft Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and 


Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee Ordinance. 


 


On January 15th, the Planning Commission provided comments and recommendations on the 


draft Ordinances.  A tracked-changes version of the draft Ordinances is provided in Attachment 


A based on the comments received in January. The Commission requested additional 
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information to be provided at a subsequent meeting in order to better understand the impact of 


the Ordinances.  Specifically, the Commission requested a copy of the Development Fee Study 


(Study) prepared by Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) in 2017 as well as additional 


information on how the inclusionary requirements may impact the development community. 


  


DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS 


 


Development Fee Study, 2017 


 


The Study prepared in 2017 analyzed seven development impact fees for the City of San Ramon.  


Two of the fees studied were Affordable Housing Fees for Residential Developments and Non-


Residential Developments (Commercial Linkage); the Appendices 1, Residential Nexus Analysis 


and 2, Non-Residential Nexus Analysis are provided as attachments to the staff report 


(Attachment B).  The Study quantifies the impacts and housing needs for households by income 


tiers-Extremely Low Income up through Moderate Income and provides an amount of the 


maximum fees supported by the analysis; they are not recommended fee levels.  Ultimately, the 


fee amount will be determined through adoption by the City Council. 


 


The Study identifies that the average four person household can afford a three bedroom unit 


costing approximately $427,000.  Market rate sales price for such a unit is approximately 


$740,000, equating to an affordability gap per affordable unit of over $300,000.  Larger, 


detached units typically have a higher affordability gap while attached multi-family units have a 


lower affordability gap.  The Study’s Jobs Housing Nexus Model identifies the employment 


growth associated with residential and non-residential development.  It examines the 


employment growth for industries related to consumer spending by residents in a prototypical 


100-unit model, and converts the number of employees to the number of affordable housing unit 


generated. 


 


KMA’s recommendation is for San Ramon to maintain a 15% on-site requirement.  Should San 


Ramon want to charge an additional fee on top of the 15% on-site requirement, the fee should be 


between $1 to $2 per square feet which would be modest but an increase from our current $0.50 


per square foot commitment.  Additionally, the Study identifies that an on-site affordability 


target of moderate and some low income is workable and can be adapted to projects on a case-


by-case basis.  In general, an affordable housing in-lieu fee of $10 to $15 is the recommend fee 


range.  A summary of the Proposed Changes and Recommendations are provided on Page 22 of 


the Study.  Table 1-Cost of On-site Compliance for Ownership Units provides information on the 


cost of on-site compliance for four different types of housing units.  The Study and Appendices 


provides extensive data on how the impact of residential and non-residential development has on 


affordable housing and the possible ways to mitigate for this impact. 


 


FISCAL ANALYSIS 
 


The adoption of an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and an Affordable Housing Commercial 


Linkage Fee Ordinance will result in the generation of inclusionary housing fees paid by private 


developments and repayment of financial assistance by BMR property owners and deposited into 


the Affordable Housing Fund.  Upon adoption of the Ordinances and City Fee Resolution as well 
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as establishing the priority use of the Fund, the City will determine the annual budget allocation 


for the Fund including costs associated with operating housing programs and administration. 


 


NEXT STEPS 


 


Based on the discussion of the Planning Commission, staff will prepare the draft Inclusionary 


Housing Ordinance and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee Ordinance for the City 


Council’s review and consideration. 


 


ATTACHMENT: 


 


A:  Draft Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee 


Ordinance 


B:  San Ramon Development Fee Study (Housing Excerpt) by Keyser Marston Associates, 


March 2017 
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ORDINANCE NO. Next in Line 


 


ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAN RAMON ADDING 


CHAPTER XII - INCLUSIONARY HOUSING (Residential Development Projects), 


SECTIONS C4-175 THROUGH 189, AND CHAPTER XIII - AFFORDABLE HOUSING 


COMMERCIAL LINKAGE FEE (Commercial Development and Rental Projects), 


SECTIONS C4-190 THROUGH 204, TO TITLE C, DIVISION C4 


OF THE SAN RAMON MUNICIPAL CODE 


 


 


THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN RAMON DOES ORDAIN as follows: 


 


SECTION I:  CHAPTER XII, Inclusionary Housing (Residential Development Projects) is 


hereby added to Title C, Division C4 of the San Ramon Municipal Code to read: 


 


CHAPTER XII 


Inclusionary Housing (Residential Development Projects) 


Section C4-175.  Basis and Purpose. 


 


In enacting the Ordinance codified in this Chapter, the City Council finds as follows: 


A. The Legislature of the State of California has found that the availability of housing is of vital 


statewide importance, and that providing decent housing for all Californians requires the 


cooperative participation of government and the private sector.  The Legislature has further 


found that local governments have a responsibility to use the powers vested in them to make 


adequate provisions for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community.  This 


Chapter is intended to utilize the police powers of the City of San Ramon, a Charter City, to 


enhance the public welfare by making adequate provision for the housing needs of all 


economic segments of the community through exercise of its land use authority in approving 


residential development projects.  This Chapter will ensure that market-rate housing 


mitigates its impacts on the need for affordable housing by establishing policies which 


require the development of housing affordable to households of very low-, low-, and 


moderate-incomes, assist in meeting the City’s share of the region’s housing need, and help 


implement the goals, policies, and objectives of the General Plan and the Housing Element. 


 


B. The Housing Element of the City’s General Plan has a goal of encouraging the development 


of affordable housing to help meet the City’s assigned share of the regional housing need and 


has adopted a policy of encouraging the development of a diverse housing stock that provides 


a range of affordability levels.  To implement this goal, the City has committed to increase 


the production of affordable units at all income levels; in part through production of the on-


site construction and payment of affordable housing fees to the City to be used for 


development of very low-, low-, and moderate-income households. This Chapter provides 


alternatives that allow for creativity in achieving the overall goal of producing and retaining 


affordable units. 
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C. Land prices are a key factor preventing development of new affordable housing.  New 


housing construction in the City which does not include affordable units aggravates the 


existing shortage of affordable housing by absorbing the supply of available residential land. 


This reduces the supply of land for affordable housing and increases the price of remaining 


residential land. Providing the affordable units and affordable housing fees required by this 


Chapter will help to ensure that part of the City’s remaining developable land is used to 


provide affordable housing. At the same time, new market-rate housing contributes to the 


demand for goods and services in the City, increasing local service employment at wage 


levels which often do not permit employees to afford housing in the City. The “Development 


Fee Study”, prepared in 2017 (the “Nexus Study”), prepared by Keyser-Marston Associates 


(KMA), quantifies the impacts of new market-rate units on the need for affordable housing in 


the City and the justified affordable housing fees to mitigate those impacts. The affordable 


housing fees authorized by this Chapter are required to be reasonably related to the need for 


affordable housing associated with market-rate housing as demonstrated by the most current 


Nexus Study. 


D. An economically-balanced community is only possible if part of the new housing built in the 


City is affordable to households with limited incomes. Requiring builders of new for-sale 


housing to include some affordable housing is fair, not only because new development 


without affordable units contributes to the shortage of affordable housing but also because 


Zoning and other Ordinances concerning new housing production in the City should be 


consistent with the community’s goal of fostering an adequate supply of housing for 


households at all affordability levels and should address the need for affordable housing 


related to market-rate housing production.  This is particularly true of very low-income 


housing.  The City of San Ramon Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) for the period 


2014-2022 requires facilitating the development of 516 new very low-income units and 279 


new low-income units.  As of 2014, only 102 such units have been created. 


E. The City is experiencing the loss of affordable housing due to the expiration of covenants 


restricting rents in some affordable housing developments. Affordable housing fees may 


provide a source of financing to enable the City to preserve existing affordable housing that 


would otherwise be lost. 


F. The limited production of rental housing and the displacement of rental housing units 


through conversions to residential condominiums reduce the City’s rental housing supply, 


which causes increased rental housing costs and decreased housing affordability. The 


provision of affordable units within residential condominium conversion projects provides 


affordable housing ownership opportunities that help offset the loss of affordable rental units. 


 


Section C4-176.  Definitions. 


As used in this Chapter, each of the following terms shall be defined as follows: 


“Accessory dwelling unit” shall have the same meaning as that term is defined in Title D of 


the San Ramon Municipal Code. 


“Affordable ownership cost” means a sales price resulting in projected average monthly 


housing payments, during the first calendar year of a household’s occupancy, including but 


not limited to interest, principal, mortgage insurance, property taxes, homeowners’ insurance, 


Deleted: Impact 
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homeowners’ association dues, if any, and a reasonable allowance for utilities, property 


maintenance, and repairs, not exceeding the following: 


1. Very low-income households: 50 percent of the area median income, adjusted for 


assumed household size based on unit size, multiplied by 30 percent and divided by 


12. 


2. Low-income households: 80 percent of the area median income, adjusted for assumed 


household size based on unit size, multiplied by 30 percent and divided by 12. 


3. Moderate-income households: 120 percent of the area median income, adjusted for 


assumed household size based on unit size, multiplied by 30 percent and divided by 


12. 


“Affordable rent” means monthly housing expenses, including all fees for housing services 


and a reasonable allowance for utilities, not exceeding the following: 


1.  Extremely low-income households: 30 percent of the area median income, adjusted 


for assumed household size based on unit size, multiplied by 30 percent and divided 


by 12. 


2. Very low-income households: 50 percent of the area median income, adjusted for 


assumed household size based on unit size, multiplied by 30 percent and divided by 


12. 


3. Low-income households: 80 percent of the area median income, adjusted for assumed 


household size based on unit size, multiplied by 30 percent and divided by 12. 


4. Moderate-income households: 120 percent of the area median income, adjusted for 


assumed household size based on unit size, multiplied by 30 percent and divided by 


12, but in no event greater than market rent. 


“Affordable units” means living units which are required under this Chapter to be rented at 


affordable rent or available at an affordable ownership cost to eligible households. 


“Applicant” means any person, firm, partnership, association, joint venture, corporation, or any 


entity or combination of entities that seeks City real property residential development permits or 


approvals. 


“Area median income” means median income for Contra Costa County, adjusted for household 


size, as published pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 25, Section 6932 and 


California Health and Safety Code section 50093 as may be amended. 


 “Assumed household size” means one person in a studio apartment, two persons in a one-


bedroom unit, three persons in a two-bedroom unit, and one additional person for each additional 


bedroom thereafter, unless a federal standard applicable to the development requires the use of a 


different assumed household size, in which case the federal standard shall apply. 


“Construction cost index” means the Engineering News Record McGraw-Hill Construction 


Weekly Building Cost Index for San Francisco. If that index ceases to exist, the 


Planning/Community Development Director shall substitute another construction cost index 


which in his or her judgment is as nearly equivalent to the original index as possible. 
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“Eligible buyer” means an eligible household qualified to purchase an affordable unit. 


“Eligible household” means a household whose household income (as defined) does not exceed 


the maximum specified for a very low-, low-, or moderate-income household as applicable for a 


given affordable unit. 


“First approval” means the first of the following approvals to occur with respect to a residential 


project: development plan approval, subdivision approval, land use permit approval, design 


review approval, other discretionary land use approval, or building permit. 


“For-sale project” means a residential project, or portion thereof, that includes the creation of 


two or more residential living units that may be sold individually, including a condominium, 


stock cooperative, community apartment, or attached or detached single-family home. A for-sale 


project also includes a residential condominium conversion project and the creation of residential 


living units that may be sold individually, but are initially rented rather than sold. 


“Household income” means the combined adjusted gross income for all adult persons living in a 


living unit as calculated for the purpose of the Section 8 Program under the United States 


Housing Act of 1937, as amended, or its successor provision. 


1. “Extremely low-income household” means a household whose income does not 


exceed the extremely low-income limits pursuant to the published standard. 


2. “Very low-income household” means a household whose income does not exceed the 


very low-income limits pursuant to the published standard. 


3. “Low income-household” means a household whose income does not exceed the low-


income limits pursuant to the published standard. 


4. “Moderate-income household” means a household whose income does not exceed the 


moderate-income limits pursuant to the published standard. 


“Market-rate units” means new living units in residential projects which are not affordable units 


as defined in subsection (C) of this section.  


 “Rental project” means a residential project, or portion thereof, that creates living units that 


cannot be sold individually, except that construction of any accessory dwelling unit shall not be 


considered a rental project. 


“Residential project” means any project containing two or more net new living units or residential lots, or living 


units and residential lots which total two or more net new units and/or lots in combination, built pursuant to or 


contained in an application for a development plan, subdivision map, land use permit, other discretionary City land 


use approval, or building permit. An accessory dwelling unit built on an existing residential lot is not considered a 


residential project and is not subject to this Chapter. A residential condominium conversion project is considered a 


residential project and is subject to this Chapter. The provisions of this section shall be interpreted broadly to effect 


the purposes of this Chapter and to prevent evasion of its terms.  
Section C4-177.  Inclusionary Housing Requirements. 
 


The Inclusionary Housing Requirements of this Chapter shall apply to all new residential 


projects consisting of two or more residential units. Calculations of the number of affordable 


units required by this Section shall be based on the number of dwelling units in the residential 


development, excluding any density bonus units as defined in state law or provisions of this 


code. For mixed-use development projects, the Inclusionary Housing Requirement is determined 
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by: (1) calculating the base Inclusionary Housing Requirement for the commercial use, and (2) 


calculating the base Inclusionary Housing Requirement for the residential use. 


 


A. For-Sale Projects. The following basic requirements apply to all new for-sale projects unless 


an alternative is provided by this Chapter: 


1. Fewer than Ten Dwelling Units. All for-sale single-family and multi-family 


residential development projects between two (2) and nine (9) dwelling units may pay 


an affordable housing fee in-lieu of construction of affordable units.  The fee shall be 


equivalent to 25 percent of the proposed number of units within the development. 


2. Multi-Family Residential Developments. All for-sale multi-family residential 


development projects of ten (10) dwelling units or more shall develop and reserve 15 


percent or more of all for-sale units as affordable units to be sold to very low-, low-, 


and moderate-income households. 


a. Allocation of Units to Income Levels. Affordable units provided pursuant to this 


subsection shall be allocated to households with very low-, low-, and moderate-


income levels as follows. The applicant is not precluded from increasing the level 


of affordability in the project: 


 


 


  


 


3. Single-Family Detached Residential Developments. All for-sale single-family 


detached residential development projects of ten (10) dwelling units or more shall 


develop and reserve 10 percent or more of all for-sale units as affordable units to be 


sold to moderate-income households.  Construction of accessory dwelling units 


would not satisfy the Inclusionary Requirement of the project.  Alternatively, the 


single-family detached residential project can opt to pay an affordable housing fee 


equivalent to 10 percent of all dwelling units. The City shall deposit these fees into an 


Affordable Housing Fund as set forth in Section C4-180 to mitigate the impact of the 


project on the need for affordable housing units. 


4. Exceptions. For the purpose of calculating the number of affordable units required by 


this section, any accessory dwelling units and any additional units authorized as a 


density bonus pursuant to State law or provisions of this Code shall not be counted as 


part of the for-sale project. 


5. Fractional Units. In computing the total number of affordable units required in a 


residential development, fractions of one-half (1/2) or greater shall be rounded up to 


the next highest whole number, and fractions of less than one-half (1/2) shall be 


rounded down to the next lowest whole number. 


 For-Sale Multi-Family Units 


Very low-income households 20% 


Low-income households 30% 


Moderate-income households 50% 
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6. Where the calculation of the allocation results in fewer units than would otherwise be 


required pursuant to subsection (A.2) of this section, one additional unit should be 


allocated to the income level with a decimal fraction closest to 0.50. 


7. Design and Distribution of Affordable Units. On-site affordable units shall be 


comparable to the market rate units in terms of unit type, number of bedrooms per 


unit, quality of exterior appearance and overall quality of construction. Affordable 


unit size should be generally representative of the unit sizes within the market-rate 


portion of residential projects, as acceptable to the Community Development 


Director.  Interior features and finishes in affordable units shall be durable, of good 


quality and consistent with contemporary standards for new housing.  The affordable 


units shall be dispersed throughout the residential project in a manner acceptable to 


the Community Development Director unless an alternative is approved by the review 


authority. 


8. Affordable units provided pursuant to one of the alternatives set forth in this Chapter 


shall be approved and completed no later than time prescribed in this Chapter. 


B. Rental Projects. The following basic requirements apply to all new rental projects unless an 


alternative is provided by this Chapter: 


1. Fewer than Ten Dwelling Units. All rental residential development projects between 


two (2) and nine (9) dwelling units shall pay an affordable housing fee equivalent to 


25 percent of all units within the development as affordable units. 


2. All rental residential development projects of ten (10) dwelling units or more shall 


develop and reserve 15 percent or more of all rental units as affordable units to be 


rented to very low- and low-income households. 


 


a. Allocation of Units to Income Levels. Affordable units provided pursuant to this 


subsection shall be allocated to households with very low- and low-income levels 


as follows. The applicant is not precluded from increasing the level of 


affordability in the project. 


 


 


3. Exceptions. For the purpose of calculating the number of affordable units required by 


this section, any accessory dwelling units and any additional units authorized as a 


density bonus pursuant to State law or provisions of this Code shall not be counted as 


part of the rental project. 


4. Fractional Units. In computing the total number of affordable units required in a 


residential development, fractions of one-half (1/2) or greater shall be rounded up to 


the next highest whole number, and fractions of less than one-half (1/2) shall be 


rounded down to the next lowest whole number. 


 Rental Units 


Very low-income households 50% 


Low-income households 50% 
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5. Where the calculation of the allocation results in fewer units than would otherwise be 


required pursuant to subsection (B.2) of this section, one additional unit should be 


allocated to the income level with a decimal fraction closest to 0.50. 


6. Design and Distribution of Affordable Units. On-site affordable units shall be 


comparable to the market rate units in terms of unit type, number of bedrooms per 


unit, quality of exterior appearance and overall quality of construction. Affordable 


unit size should be generally representative of the unit sizes within the market-rate 


portion of residential projects, as acceptable to the Community Development 


Director.  Interior features and finishes in affordable units shall be durable, of good 


quality and consistent with contemporary standards for new housing.  The affordable 


units shall be dispersed throughout the residential project in a manner acceptable to 


the Community Development Director unless an alternative is approved by the review 


authority. 


7. Affordable units provided pursuant to one of the alternatives set forth in this Chapter 


shall be approved and completed no later than time prescribed in this Chapter. 


C. For residential projects that include both a for-sale project and a rental project, the provisions 


of subsection (A) of this section shall apply to the for-sale project, and the provisions of 


subsection (B) shall apply to the rental project. 


D. Exemptions from Inclusionary Housing Requirements. This Chapter shall not apply to the 


following: 


1. Existing residences which are altered, improved, restored, repaired, expanded or 


extended, provided that the number of units is not increased, except that this Chapter 


shall pertain to the subdivision of land for the conversion of apartments to 


condominiums. 


2. The construction of a new residential structure which replaces a residential structure 


that was destroyed or demolished within two years prior to the approval of a building 


permit for the new residential structure, provided that the number of residential units 


is not increased from the number of residential units of the previously destroyed or 


demolished residential structure. 


3. Accessory dwelling units not constructed to fulfill Inclusionary Housing 


Requirements. 


4. Those residential units which have obtained approval of a Vesting Tentative Map or a 


Development Agreement prior to the effective date of this Ordinance. 


 


Section C4-178.  Timing of Performance. 


A. Affordable Housing Plan. 


1. Any application for the first approval of a residential project shall include an 


Affordable Housing Plan describing how the project will comply with the provisions 


of this Chapter. The affordable housing plan shall be processed concurrently with all 


other applications required for the residential project. As an alternative to compliance 


with the Inclusionary Housing Requirements, an applicant may propose one or a 
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combination of the alternatives listed in Section C4-179 as part of the Affordable 


Housing Plan. 


2. The Affordable Housing Plan shall be considered by and acted upon by the review 


authority with authority to approve the residential project. Before approving the 


Affordable Housing Plan, the review authority shall consider whether the Affordable 


Housing Plan conforms to this Chapter. The review authority may approve an 


alternative or a combination of alternatives listed in Section C4-179 if it concludes 


that the alternative conforms to the standards in Section C4-177. The review authority 


may also modify the timing requirements for construction and occupancy of market-


rate units to accommodate phasing schedules, model variations, or other factors, if the 


review authority determines this will provide greater public benefit. 


3. The approved Affordable Housing Plan for a residential project, or for 


a building phase in a residential project, where phasing has been approved as part of 


discretionary project approvals, may be amended prior to issuance of 


any building permit for the residential project or building phase, if applicable. If 


the applicant desires any other modification to the approved Affordable Housing 


Plan, that modification shall be acted upon prior to issuance of any building permit by 


the review authority that previously approved the Affordable Housing Plan. 


B. Affordable Housing Agreement. 


1. Affordable Housing Agreements shall be entered into by the City and the project 


owner prior to final map approval, or where a map is not being processed, prior to 


issuance of any building permit for such lots or units.  If the project’s affordable 


housing obligation will be met entirely through the payment of affordable housing 


fees, no Affordable Housing Agreement shall be required. 


2. The Affordable Housing Agreement shall specify the number, type, location, size, 


and phasing of all affordable housing units, occupancy requirements, eligibility 


requirements, provisions for income certification and screening of potential 


purchasers or renters of units, resale control mechanisms, including the financing of 


ongoing administrative and monitoring costs, consistent with the approved Affordable 


Housing Plan, as determined by the Community Development Director. 


3. To assure the affordability of the unit, the Affordable Housing Agreement shall be 


recorded with the property deed prior to the sale of the unit or prior to final inspection 


for a rental project. 


C. Conditions of Approval. Any tentative map, land use permit, or site development review 


approving residential development projects subject to this Chapter shall contain conditions 


sufficient to ensure compliance with the provisions of this Chapter. Conditions to carry out 


the purposes of this Chapter shall be imposed on the first approval for a residential project. 


Additional conditions regarding the approved Affordable Housing Plan may be imposed on 


later City approvals or actions, including without limitation, planned unit development 


approvals, subdivision approvals, land use permits, and building permits. 


D. Concurrent Construction. All affordable units in a project or phase of a project shall be 


constructed concurrently with market-rate units, unless the review authority determines that 


extenuating circumstances exist that make concurrent construction infeasible or impractical. 
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E. Certificate of Occupancy. In any residential project, no final certification of occupancy of 


any market-rate unit shall be completed until the permittee has either: 


1. Completed construction of on-site affordable units sufficient to meet the requirements 


of the Affordable Housing Agreement; or 


2. Paid affordable housing fees consistent with City-adopted procedures for payment; or 


3. Completed corresponding alternative performance under Section C4-179. 


F. Continued Affordability. 


1. The terms of the Affordable Housing Agreements required by subsection (B) of this 


section for affordable ownership units shall be for a term of 30-years and affordable 


rental units shall be for a term of 55-years. In the case of ownership affordable units 


that are transferred during the required term, each change of ownership will require a 


new 30-year term to be recorded. 


2. For-sale affordable units which are initially owner-occupied shall not be rented by the 


owner, except in cases of substantial hardship including, but not limited to, active 


military duty and illness, and on specified terms as provided in a resale restriction 


agreement or other agreement acceptable to the Community Development Director. 


3. The maximum sales price permitted on resale of an affordable unit designated for 


owner-occupancy shall be the lower of: (1) fair market value; or (2) the seller’s lawful 


purchase price, increased by the rate of increase of area median income during the 


seller’s ownership. The sales price may also be modified to account for capital 


improvements made by the seller, deferred maintenance, and the seller’s necessary 


costs of sale. The resale restrictions shall provide an option (first right of refusal) to 


the City to purchase any affordable owner-occupancy unit at any time the owner 


proposes sale. 


4. If the property owner is unable to sell any or all of the affordable units to eligble 


buyers after exhausting commercially reasonable efforts to do so for a period of 120 


days, upon 90 additional days’ notice to the City and on satisfaction of such further 


conditions as may be included in City-approved restrictions (such as a further 


opportunity to identify an eligible buyer, sale to a nonprofit affordable housing 


organization, or additional marketing by owner), the owner may sell the unit at a fair-


market value and shall pay the City an amount equal to the difference between the 


sales price and the affordable ownership cost. 


The amount paid to the City shall be deposited into the City’s Affordable Housing 


Fund as defined in Section C4-180.  After such a sale, the unit shall not be subject to 


any affordable housing requirement of this Chapter. 


G. Monitoring of Compliance.  Each Affordable Housing Agreement shall include provisions 


for the monitoring by the City of each residential development and each inclusionary unit for 


compliance with the terms of this Chapter.  Such provisions may include annual compliance 


reports to be submitted to the City by the property owner and the City may conduct periodic 


on-site audits to insure compliance with all applicable laws, policies, and agreements.  


Section C4-179.  Alternatives to Constructing New Affordable Units. 


Deleted: renewed restrictions shall be entered into on 


Deleted:  with a


Deleted: renewal 


Deleted: qualified 


11.1.a


Packet Pg. 322


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 A


: 
 D


ra
ft


 In
cl


u
si


o
n


ar
y 


H
o


u
si


n
g


 O
rd


in
an


ce
 a


n
d


 A
ff


o
rd


ab
le


 H
o


u
si


n
g


 C
o


m
m


er
ci


al
 L


in
ka


g
e 


F
ee


 O
rd


in
an


ce
  (


22
03


 :
 D


ra
ft


 In
cl


u
si


o
n


ar
y







10 of 18 


 


As an alternative to compliance with the other provisions of this Chapter, an applicant 


proposing a new residential project may propose one or a combination of the following 


alternatives as part of its Affordable Housing Plan submitted with the first approval of the 


project. The review authority may approve the alternative if the alternative conforms to the 


standards in the relevant subsection. Any affordable units provided by an applicant pursuant to 


one of the following alternatives shall comply with the standards contained in Section C4-178, 


and shall be roughly equivalent in value to the Inclusionary Housing Requirement contained in 


Section C4-177. 


A.   Voluntary Provision of Rental Units. Where ownership affordable units are required in a for-


sale project by Section C4-177, the applicant may ask to initially provide rental units 


affordable to very low-, low- and moderate-income households at rents as prescribed in 


subsection (A)(1) of this section. 


1. At least 15 percent of all units in the residential project shall be exclusively offered 


for rent to very low- and low-income households. Of the units in the residential 


project, 50 percent shall be exclusively offered to very low-income households at 


rents affordable to very low-income households, and 50 percent shall be exclusively 


offered to low-income households at rents affordable to low-income households. 


Variations that provide a higher total percentage of affordable units may be 


considered. 


2. The affordable rental units shall be comparable in size and type to the market-rate 


units, including the number of bedrooms per unit. 


3. A rent regulatory agreement acceptable to the Community Development Director, and 


consistent with the requirements of this Chapter, shall be recorded against the 


residential project prior to any final inspection for occupancy of any unit in the 


residential project.  


4. The rent regulatory agreement shall be in place for 30-years or until such time as the 


units are sold, whichever occurs first. The rent regulatory agreement shall include 


provisions for sale of the affordable units and relocation benefits for tenants of the 


affordable units if the owner of the residential project later determines to offer any 


affordable units in the residential project for sale.  The owner shall provide all notices 


to prospective tenants of the residential project required by State law and shall 


additionally, at the time sale of the units is proposed, provide all tenants of the rental 


affordable units with the same notices, rights, and relocation benefits for 


residential condominium conversion projects. The owner shall provide as many 


ownership affordable units at affordable ownership cost as were originally required 


by the project approval. At the time of sale, resale restrictions, deeds of trust and/or 


other documents acceptable to the Community Development Director, all consistent 


with the requirements of this Chapter, shall be recorded against the ownership 


affordable units for a term of 30-years. 


5.  The Community Development Director may, from time to time, establish affordable 


rents in compliance with the requirements of this Chapter and based on recently 


available data. 
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B. Off-Site Development. Some or all of the required affordable units may be constructed off-


site, or an existing off-site development may be acquired and rehabilitated to provide some or 


all of the required affordable units. This type of alternative may be allowed if the review 


authority determines that the combination of location, unit size, unit type, pricing, and timing 


of availability of the proposed off-site affordable units would provide equivalent or greater 


benefit than would result from providing those affordable units on-site, or if the review 


authority City determines that on-site construction of those affordable units would be 


infeasible. Any off-site affordable units must be constructed or rehabilitated prior to or 


concurrently with construction of the on-site residential development. The off-site 


development location must be located within the City of San Ramon and be appropriately 


zoned with all required entitlements issued for the off-site development alternative before 


building permits are issued for the on-site residential development. 


C. Preservation of Affordable Units at Risk of Loss. The applicant may propose to preserve 


existing affordable units at risk of loss to provide the affordable housing required by this 


Chapter.   
 


1. The review authority may approve preservation of affordable units at risk of loss pursuant 


to this subsection only if the proposal meets all of the following conditions: 


 


a. The affordable units to be preserved shall be affordable to very low- and low-


income households; and 


 


b. The term of affordability shall be extended for a minimum of 55-years for rental 


affordable units and for a minimum of 30-years for ownership affordable units; 


and 


 


c. The affordable units to be preserved shall be shown as at risk of loss in the 


Housing Element of the City’s General Plan, or the review authority must find at 


a public hearing that the affordable units are eligible to, and reasonably expected 


to, convert to market-rate units in the next five years due to termination of subsidy 


contracts, mortgage prepayment, or expiration of restrictions on use; and 


 


d. Prior to occupancy of the residential project, the affordable units to be preserved 


shall be in safe and sanitary condition and in compliance with all codes. 


 


2. No building permit shall be issued for any new units in the residential project until all of 


the required regulatory agreements are deemed acceptable to the Community 


Development Director and have been recorded to extend the term of affordability for the 


affordable units at risk of loss as required by this subsection. 


 


D. Land Dedication. An applicant may dedicate land to the City or City-designated local non-


profit housing developer in lieu of construction of some or all of the required affordable 


units, if the review authority finds: 
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1. The dedication of land in lieu of constructing affordable units is consistent with the 


Chapter’s goal of creating, preserving, maintaining, and protecting housing for very 


low-, low- and moderate-income households; and 


 


2. The dedicated land is useable for its intended purpose, is free of toxic substances and 


contaminated soils, and is fully improved with infrastructure, adjacent utilities, 


grading, and all development-impact fees paid excluding any affordable housing fees; 


and 


 


3. The proposed land dedication is of sufficient size to construct or exceed the number 


of affordable units that the applicant would otherwise be required to construct by 


Section C4-177. 


 


E. The review authority may accept any combination of on-site construction, off-site 


construction, affordable housing fees and land dedication or any other feasible alternative 


that in the review authority’s determination would provide equivalent or greater benefit than 


that which would result from providing on-site affordable units. 


 


Section C4-180.  Affordable Housing Fund. 


Affordable housing fees shall be deposited into an “Affordable Housing Fund” (“Fund”). 


A. All monies collected pursuant to this Chapter shall be deposited into the Fund.  


B. Payment of the affordable housing fee shall be added as a condition of approval for 


development projects subject to this Chapter.  


C. The fee amount shall be established by resolution adopted by the City Council, which may be 


amended from time to time by the Council.  


D. All monies in the Fund, together with any interest earnings on such monies less 


administrative charges, shall be used or committed to use by the City for the purpose of 


providing or supporting very low-, low-, and moderate-income ownership or rental housing 


in the City. 


E. The City shall prepare an annual report to the City Council identifying the balance of monies 


in the Fund, the affordable units provided and any monies committed to providing or 


supporting very low-, low-, and moderate-income housing. The annual report shall also 


include a review of administrative charges. 


 


Section C4-181.  Enforcement. 


A. The Community Development Director shall enforce this Chapter, and its provisions shall be 


binding on all agents, successors, and assigns of an applicant. The Community Development 


Director may suspend or revoke any building permit or approval upon finding a violation of 


any provision of this Chapter. No land use approval, building permit, or certificate of 


occupancy shall be issued for any residential development unless exempt from or in 


compliance with this Chapter. The City may institute any appropriate legal actions or 


proceedings necessary to ensure compliance herewith, including, but not limited to, actions 


to revoke, deny, or suspend any permit or development approval. 
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B. The remedies provided for herein shall be cumulative and not exclusive and shall not 


preclude the City from any other remedy or relief to which it otherwise would be entitled 


under law or equity. 


 


Section  C4-182. Waiver. 


A. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, the requirements of this Chapter may be 


waived, adjusted, or reduced if an applicant shows, based on substantial evidence, that there 


is no reasonable relationship between the impact of a proposed residential project and the 


requirements of this Chapter, or that applying the requirements of this Chapter would take 


property in violation of the United States or California Constitutions. 


 


B. Any request for a waiver, adjustment, or reduction under this section shall be submitted to 


the City concurrently with the Affordable Housing Plan required by this Chapter.  The 


request for a waiver, adjustment, or reduction shall set forth in detail the factual and legal 


basis for the claim. 


 


C. The request for a waiver, adjustment, or reduction shall be reviewed and considered by the 


review authority for the application in the same manner and at the same time as the 


Affordable Housing Plan.  It may only be approved following adoption of written findings to 


the extent necessary to avoid an unconstitutional result. 


 


Section C4-183.  Expeditious Processing of Development Application 


 The Community Development Director shall make all reasonable efforts to expedite the 


processing of development applications with inclusionary housing obligations under this 


Chapter.  If any such application is not approved within four (4) months following the date the 


application was deemed complete, the Director shall report in writing and in an oral presentation 


to the City Council on the status of the project. 


 


Section C4-184 through C4-189.  Reserved. 


 


 


SECTION II: CHAPTER XIII, Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee (Commercial 


Development Projects) is hereby added to Title C, Division C4 of the San 


Ramon Municipal Code to read: 


 


CHAPTER XIII 


Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee (Commercial Development Projects) 


 


Section C4-190.  Purpose. 


The purpose of this Chapter is to:  


 


A. Enhance the public welfare by imposing an affordable housing commercial linkage fee 


consistent with the Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code §§66000, et seq.) whereby 


developers of commercial development and rental projects will mitigate the impacts of their 
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projects on the need for affordable housing by contribution to the supply of housing for 


households with extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-incomes, and;  


B. Implement the General Plan 2035 Housing Element by creating a mechanism to provide 


benefits to the community from new commercial development in the form of affordable 


housing, and to thereby help meet the needs of all socio-economic elements of the 


community as provided in the Housing Element. 


C. Implement the 2017 Development Fee Study by Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) linking 


commercial development and the need for additional affordable housing. 


 


Section C4-191.  Definitions. 


The following words and terms as used in this Chapter shall have the following meaning:  


A. “Affordable housing commercial linkage fee”, also referred to herein as “commercial linkage 


fee”, means the fee paid by developers of commercial development projects to mitigate the 


impacts that such developments have on the demand for affordable housing in the City.  


B. “Affordable housing fund” means a fund or account designated by the City to maintain and 


account for all monies received pursuant to this Chapter.  


C. “Building permit” includes full structural building permits as well as partial permits such as 


foundation-only permits.  


D. “Commercial development project” means the new construction of nonresidential retail space 


including, but not limited to, retail, service, office, restaurant, entertainment, lodging, 


industrial, warehouse and manufacturing uses. 


E. “Developer” means the person(s) or legal entity(ies), who also may be the property owner, 


who is seeking real property permits or approvals from the City for a commercial 


development project. 


F. “Project” means any approval of a commercial development project including, without 


limitation, a development plan or development plan amendment, rezoning, tentative map, 


parcel map, land use permit, minor use permit, minor exceptions, variances, building permit 


or architectural review.  


Section C4-192.   Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee Imposed. 


A. Applicability.  


 


An affordable housing commercial linkage fee is imposed on all new construction of 


commercial development projects, including mixed use projects, regardless of zoning 


designation of the project site, unless otherwise exempted under this Chapter.  Payment of 


the commercial linkage fee shall be added as a condition of approval for all development 


projects subject to this Chapter. The fee amount shall be established by resolution adopted by 


the City Council, which may be amended from time to time by the Council.  Fees shall not 


exceed the cost of mitigating the impact of commercial development projects on the need for 


affordable housing in the City.  For mixed use projects, the commercial linkage fee (as set 


forth in this Chapter) is imposed on that portion of the project that consists of new 


commercial development; the City’s Inclusionary Housing Requirements for residential 


11.1.a


Packet Pg. 327


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 A


: 
 D


ra
ft


 In
cl


u
si


o
n


ar
y 


H
o


u
si


n
g


 O
rd


in
an


ce
 a


n
d


 A
ff


o
rd


ab
le


 H
o


u
si


n
g


 C
o


m
m


er
ci


al
 L


in
ka


g
e 


F
ee


 O
rd


in
an


ce
  (


22
03


 :
 D


ra
ft


 In
cl


u
si


o
n


ar
y







15 of 18 


 


projects (as set forth in Chapter XII of this Code) will apply to the residential portion of a 


mixed use projects.  


 


B. Calculation of Fee.  


 


The amount of the fee, as further described in the fee resolution, is imposed on a per square 


foot basis for net new gross floor area. The formula below shall be used in calculating the 


amount of the commercial linkage fee:  


 


(Gross square feet nonresidential floor area, excluding structured 


parking) minus (existing gross square feet floor area) multiplied by (per 


square foot fee) equals (total commercial linkage impact fee). 


 


  


 


C. Timing of Payment.  


 


Commercial linkage fees shall be paid following the filing of a building permit application 


and prior to issuance of the first building permit for the project. A developer may pay all or a 


portion of the fee owed at any time prior to issuance of the building permit, at the rate in 


effect at the time payment is made. For phased projects, the amount due shall be paid on a 


pro rata basis across the entire square footage of the approved development, and each portion 


shall be paid prior to the issuance of any building permit for each phase. 


 


 


Section C4-193.  Exemptions from Payment of Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee. 


 


A. The commercial linkage fee shall not apply to commercial development projects adding 


5,000 square feet or less of net new square footage.  


B. The commercial linkage fee shall not apply to projects that fall within one or more of the 


following categories:  


1. Schools and places of public assembly;  


2. Public facilities; 


3. Any structure proposed to repair or replace a building that was damaged or destroyed 


by fire or other calamity, so long as the square footage and use of the building 


remains the same, and construction of the replacement building begins within one (1) 


year of the damage’s occurrence.  


 


Section C4-194.  Alternative to Payment of Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee. 


 


 As an alternative to payment of the commercial linkage fee, a developer may request to 


mitigate the housing impacts through construction of affordable residential units on an 


appropriate housing site, the dedication of land for affordable housing, or the provision of other 


resources to provide affordable housing. The review authority may approve this request if the Deleted: approval body
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proposed alternative furthers affordable housing opportunities in the City that is at least equal in 


value to the payment of the commercial linkage fee. A developer requesting an alternative must 


submit their request at the time the original application is filed.  


 


Section C4-195.  Affordable Housing Fund. 


 


Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage fees shall be deposited into an “Affordable Housing 


Commercial Linkage Fund” (“Fund”). 


A. All monies collected pursuant to this Chapter shall be deposited into the Fund.  
 


B. Payment of the affordable housing fee shall be added as a condition of approval for 


development projects subject to this Chapter.  


C. The fee amount shall be established by resolution adopted by the City Council, which may be 


amended from time to time by the Council.  


D. All monies in the Fund, together with any interest earnings on such monies less 


administrative charges, shall be used or committed to use by the City for the purpose of 


providing or supporting very low-, low-, and moderate-income ownership or rental housing 


in the City. 


E. The City shall prepare an annual report to the City Council identifying the balance of monies 


in the Fund, the affordable units provided and any monies committed to providing or 


supporting very low-, low-, and moderate-income housing. The annual report shall also 


include a review of administrative charges. 


 


Section C4-196.  Enforcement. 


 


A. The Community Development Director shall enforce this Chapter, and its provisions shall be 


binding on all agents, successors, and assigns of an applicant. The Community Development 


Director may suspend or revoke any building permit or approval upon finding a violation of 


any provision of this chapter. No land use approval, building permit, or certificate of 


occupancy shall be issued for any commercial development unless exempt from or in 


compliance with this chapter. The Community Development Director may institute any 


appropriate legal actions or proceedings necessary to ensure compliance herewith, including, 


but not limited to, actions to revoke, deny, or suspend any permit or development approval. 


 


B. The remedies provided for herein shall be cumulative and not exclusive and shall not 


preclude the approval authority from any other remedy or relief to which it otherwise would 


be entitled under law or equity 


Section C4-197.  Waiver. 


A. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, the requirements of this Chapter may be 


waived, adjusted, or reduced if an applicant shows, based on substantial evidence, that there 


is no reasonable relationship between the impact of a proposed commercial project and the 


requirements of this Chapter, or that applying the requirements of this Chapter would take 


property in violation of the United States or California Constitutions.  
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B. Any request for a waiver, adjustment, or reduction under this section shall be submitted to 


the City concurrently at the time of development application.  The request for a waiver, 


adjustment, or reduction shall set forth in detail the factual and legal basis for the claim. 


C. The request for a waiver, adjustment, or reduction shall be reviewed and considered by the 


approval authority for the application in the same manner and at the same time as the project.  


It may only be approved following adoption of written findings to the extent necessary to 


avoid an unconstitutional result. 


Section C4-198 through C4-204.  Reserved. 


 


SECTION III:  CEQA 


 The City Council finds that this ordinance is not subject to the California Environmental 


Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Sections 15378 and 15061 of the CEQA Guidelines in that the 


activity has no potential for resulting in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 


change in the environment.   


 


SECTION IV: Severability 


 If any part of this Ordinance is held invalid for any reason by a court of competent 


jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portion of this Ordinance, 


and the City Council hereby declares that it would have passed the remainder of the Ordinance if 


such invalid portion thereof had been deleted. 


 


SECTION V:  Effective Date 


 This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days from the date of its passage.  Before the 


expiration of fifteen (15) days after its passage, this Ordinance shall be posted in three (3) places 


within the City of San Ramon along with the names of the members of the City Council voting 


for and against the same. 


The foregoing Ordinance was introduced at the meeting of the City Council of the City of 


San Ramon on                        and after public hearing, was adopted on                        by the 


following vote: 


 


 AYES:    


 


 NOES:   


 


 ABSENT:   


 


 ABSTAIN:   
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                  _______________________ 


                  Bill Clarkson, Mayor 


ATTEST: 


 


________________________ 


Renée Beck, City Clerk 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The following report contains a Summary and Recommendations for updating the City of San 
Ramon’s fees on new development. The Summary and Recommendations report, together with 
the seven appendices which contain the full analyses for each fee under consideration, has 
been prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., pursuant to a contract with the City of San 
Ramon.  
 
The City of San Ramon was incorporated in 1983 and charted in 1997. Through its General 
Plan, the City has long required the development of affordable units within residential projects 
and has had a schedule of fees and requirements to fund some public facilities. However, in 
comparison to its neighboring cities, fee requirements have been very modest and the City is 
without the financial resources to fund many of the facilities it needs. To correct this situation 
and bring the City’s impact fee schedule more up to date, the City commissioned the analyses 
summarized in this report.  
 
The schedule of fees, charges and other requirements that have been analyzed for this work 
program are as follows: 


 Affordable Housing Requirements on Residential Development – including a review and 
evaluation of the inclusionary program articulated in the General Plan and applied to 
new development, plus an additional fee component.  


 Affordable Housing Impact Fee on Non-Residential Development which, if adopted, 
would be a new fee in San Ramon.  


 School Age Children Child Care Impact Fee – an evaluation and update of the existing 
program.  


 Parkland Dedication In-Lieu Fees – an analysis to support parkland dedication in-lieu 
fees for subdivision projects in accordance with the Quimby Act. 


 Park and Recreation Facility Impact Fees – an analysis to support new fees to be levied 
on subdivision projects to fund park facilities and new fees on non-subdivision projects to 
fund the acquisition of parkland and park facilities. 


 Open Space Development Impact Fee Study – an analysis to support new fees to be 
levied on residential projects to fund the acquisition of land for open space and construct 
improvements.  


 General Plan Update and Zoning Ordinance Cost Recovery Fees update.  
 Private Sector Arts and Beautification Requirement, which if adopted, would be an 


expansion of an existing program.  
 
The appendix reports contain descriptive materials, nexus analyses and other documentation in 
support of recommendations for adopting each fee in San Ramon. The nexus analyses have 
been prepared to meet the requirements of the California Mitigation Fee Act or Sections 66000 
et seq. of the Government Code.  
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The Summary and Recommendations Report contains for each fee category above, a brief 
summary of the existing fee status, the results of the nexus analysis on supported fee levels, 
and recommendations for fee range. The recommendations, presented in ranges, are based on 
a synthesis of: 


 Conclusions regarding supported fee levels from the nexus analyses; 
 Market strength of the affected development to which the fee would apply; 
 Fee levels and practices in neighboring jurisdictions (presented in three tables)   
 Our understanding of policies and priorities in San Ramon 


 
All fee recommendations reflect KMA’s conviction that fee levels should be modified to levels 
that will not alter development decisions so as to drive development activity out of San Ramon 
to other jurisdictions.  
 
This report has been prepared using the best and most recent data available at the time of the 
analysis1. Local data and sources were used wherever possible. Major sources include the U.S. 
Census Bureau's American Community Survey, California Employment Development 
Department (EDD) and the IMPLAN model. While we believe all sources utilized are sufficiently 
sound and accurate for the purposes of this analysis, we cannot guarantee their accuracy. 
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. assumes no liability for information from these and other 
sources.  
 
 
  


                                                
1 The technical analyses contained in this report were prepared in March of 2016. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1. Affordable Housing Requirements on Residential Development 


 
Introduction and Existing Program  
 
The City of San Ramon has long imposed an inclusionary program on new residential projects. 
The program articulated in the General Plan calls for 25% of units affordable. In practice, the 
City requires 15% of units provided on-site affordable to moderate (or low and moderate) 
income households plus payment of a small fee for the remaining 10% component. The fee is 
set at $1.25 per square foot and applied to 40% of the project (10% / 25% = 40%); this equates 
to $0.50 per square foot applied to the entire project. No ordinance governing the inclusionary 
requirement has been adopted; the requirement is negotiated on a case by case basis. At this 
time, the City is seeking to update its program, including the adoption of an ordinance that will 
be in effect citywide, except for areas covered by development agreements.  
 
The current program applies to projects of 10 or more units; for projects with fewer than 10 
units, there is no requirement.  
 
Due to the California Supreme Court Palmer ruling in 2007, the inclusionary program does not 
apply to rental projects. As the market for developing new rental units has not existed in San 
Ramon until recently, the exclusion of rental projects has had minimal impact. At this time, the 
City would like to consider an impact fee on rental projects and has contracted for nexus 
support documentation as part of this work program.  
 
In June 2015, the California Supreme Court ruled in the San Jose case that cities may adopt 
inclusionary programs as a function of their land use powers and need not have nexus support. 
Since in-lieu fees are an intrinsic component of an inclusionary program, in-lieu fees also need 
not have nexus support. When on-site compliance is not a realistic option, as with very small 
projects (in terms of number of units), fees on small projects are well served to be structured as 
an impact fee with nexus support. In February 2016, the U.S. Supreme Court declined to hear 
the San Jose case, letting stand the California Supreme Court decision in support of 
inclusionary housing. 
 
Maximum Fee Supported  
 
The nexus analysis – analysis demonstrating and quantifying the linkages from new market rate 
units to the need for additional affordable units – was conducted for five different types of 
residential projects in San Ramon. The analysis quantified the impacts and housing needs for 
households by income tiers – Extremely Low Income up through Moderate Income. The cost of 
delivering housing to the income levels was also a key component of the analysis. The analysis 
results for the five San Ramon prototypes are as follows: 
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Prototype 1: 
Single Family 


Detached 


Prototype 2: 
 SFD Courtyard/ 


Alley 


Prototype 3: 
Attached / 
Townhome 


Prototype 4: 
Condominium 


Prototype 5: 
Rental 


Apartment 


Nexus Cost Per 
Market Rate Unit 


$49,100 $39,200 $41,400 $27,100 $26,500 


Nexus Cost Per 
Square Foot 


$15.70 $19.70 $22.40 $27.10 $33.10 


 
These analysis findings become the maximum fees supported by the analysis; they are not 
recommended fee levels.  
 
Since the affordable housing obligation for rental projects must be an impact fee, the analysis 
for Prototype 5, the Rental Apartment determined that the maximum that may be charged is 
$26,500 per market rate unit or $33.10 per square foot.  
 
The analysis findings for the four prototypical for sale projects, covering the gamut from single 
family detached units on large lots to condominium projects in multifamily configurations range 
from $27,100 to $49,100 per market rate unit, or from $15.70 per square foot to $27.10 per 
square foot. These findings are the maximum fee levels that the City might consider for charging 
very small projects an affordable housing obligation. Again, they are not recommended levels.  
 
On-Site Compliance Costs & In Lieu Fees  
 
The inclusionary program that San Ramon typically requires of new for sale projects is 15% on 
site units at moderate income. In addition, San Ramon charges a minor fee that currently 
equates to $0.50 per square foot. With moderate income units priced to be affordable at 110% 
of Area Median Income (AMI), the average four person household can afford a three bedroom 
unit costing $427,000. The market rate sales price for a three bedroom townhome is now 
$740,000, according to the market survey conducted as part of the work program. In other 
words, the sales price is reduced over $300,000 for each of the affordable units.  


Table 1 – “Cost of Onsite Compliance – Ownership Units” at the end of this summary provides 
an analysis of the cost to the project for each of the five prototypes to comply with the 15% on-
site requirement in San Ramon, assuming all units are in projects of 10 or more units. The “cost” 
is compared to the hypothetical condition of no requirement. As San Ramon has long had its 
inclusionary program in place, land values for residential development have adjusted to absorb 
the “cost’ as any developer acquiring land knows how the obligation will affect their project’s 
economics.  
 
Table 1 also indicates what the cost would be were the 25% on-site compliance requirement be 
imposed, per what is permitted in the General Plan. As indicated, the on-site cost would be 
substantially greater. One relevant aspect of the difference between the 15% requirement and 
the 25% requirement is the in-lieu cost implication. In other words, if San Ramon’s fee in 
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addition to the 15% on-site is construed as an in lieu fee, then the maximum free could be the 
difference in cost between the two requirements. This interpretation gives San Ramon huge 
leeway in what it could legally charge for a fee in addition to the 15% on-site requirement. (The 
current fee is $0.50 psf) This calculation should in no way be construed as any sort of 
recommendation as to fee amount.  
 
Market Context 
 
The San Ramon residential market is one of the strongest in the East Bay with sales prices 
predominantly in the $300 to $400 per square foot range for the lower density larger units and 
higher for the smaller units and higher density products. Larger homes frequently sell for over a 
million dollars; very few new units are available for under $500,000. San Ramon is perceived as 
a highly desirable community to live in, particularly notable for the good schools, and there is 
strong developer interest in the remaining development opportunity sites.  
 
Programs in Neighboring Jurisdictions 
 
The chart presentation in Table 2 – “Comparison of Inclusionary Housing Programs,” at the end 
of this section, summarizes the key features of the inclusionary and affordable fee programs in 
neighboring jurisdictions. Some of key findings: 


 All the cities have inclusionary programs with on-site compliance requirements ranging 
from 10% to 20%. 


 Four of the six require on-site units over a threshold project size; the two exceptions are 
Pleasanton and Walnut Creek which permit fee payment by right. (Walnut Creek’s fee 
payment by right was installed as a recession measure; the City is currently updating its 
program.) On-site units are almost always more costly to a project than fees.  


 Target affordability levels are most commonly set at moderate income for ownership/for-
sale units. Dublin and Livermore both have split requirements and Walnut Creek offers 
choices allowing fewer units for deeper affordability levels.  


 Fee levels vary widely. Excluding San Ramon’s add-on fee, they range from $3 psf to 
$15 psf depending on project size. Fees expressed per market rate unit usually translate 
to lower fees per square foot, depending of course on unit square footage. These fees 
are mostly applied to projects under the threshold size for building on-site, except in 
Pleasanton and Walnut Creek.  


 Requirements for rental units shown in the chart indicate that not all cities have brought 
their programs up to date since the Palmer ruling, which precludes on-site requirements 
on rental projects. Walnut Creek clearly has a fee on rentals which is set as 
approximately half of the for-sale fee, or up to $7.20 psf. (Note that Walnut Creek is in 
the process of updating its fees.) 
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In summary, all of the neighboring jurisdictions have affordable housing programs, many of 
them producing affordable units and/or revenues for assisting the development of affordable 
projects. It is also important to note that many cities are actively in the process of updating and 
strengthening their programs, particularly those that were rolled back during the economic 
downturn that commenced in 2008.  
 
Recommendations 
 
Following are the KMA preliminary recommendations for updating San Ramon’s affordable 
housing requirements on residential projects. These recommendations are based on 
discussions with staff about City policies and priorities, San Ramon’s strong residential market, 
nexus analysis results, and programs in neighboring jurisdictions.  


 San Ramon’s 15% on-site requirement in for sale projects should be maintained. The 
program appears to have been working well and 15% is a moderate to strong 
requirement.  


 The on-site affordability target at predominantly moderate and sometimes low income is 
also workable and can be adapted to projects on a case-by-case basis. Attached units 
that have market pricing closer to moderate income could be required to do a portion of 
their units at low income or up to 80% AMI. 


 All fees should use the per square foot (psf) format or expression. Per square foot fees 
are simple and fair in that larger units pay larger fees, consistent with both impacts and 
on-site equivalent costs.  


 The additional fee that San Ramon currently charges on for sale projects in addition to 
on-site units should be increased. The current charge equates to $0.50 psf. We suggest 
raising the amount to the $1 to $2 psf, range, still very modest but multiples over the 
current fee. Also San Ramon may want to consider eliminating the option of paying after 
building permit, or certainly after certificate of occupancy. Most cities do not want to be 
put in the debt collection business without the leverage of permit issuance.  


 For-sale projects of under ten units should be considered candidates for fee payment. 
The nexus analysis clearly demonstrates support for fees on individual units and it is 
clear that some neighboring cities charge on small number of unit projects. In addition to 
the nexus findings, the on-site compliance cost analysis shows how much it costs 
projects over ten units to comply per square foot. We suggest the $10 to $15 psf range, 
consistent with neighbors.  


 As for rental units, the City needs to adopt an impact fee. While the nexus analysis 
supports nearly $35 psf, we suggest the $10 to $15 psf range. The City should evaluate 
whether it will want to encourage negotiation for on-site units, in which case a higher fee 
would be helpful. When negotiating for on-site units, the City should particularly 
encourage units affordable to Low Income, in the range of 60% to 80% AMI. This income 
tier is not served by either the Inclusionary on-site program (which mostly delivers units 
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at moderate income) or all affordable projects funded partially by federal and state tax 
credits which serve up to 60% AMI levels.  


 As to the use of fee revenues collected, these fees should be used to support affordable 
housing, including units for working households. Many jurisdictions also use a small 
portion of their fee revenues for administrative costs related thereto.  
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2. Affordable Housing Fee on Non Residential Development


Introduction and Existing Fee 


An affordable housing fee on non-residential types of development is characterized as an 
impact fee, pursuant to AB 1600 and Section 66000 of the California Government Code. As 
such, the fee is supported by a nexus analysis which demonstrates and quantifies the linkages 
between new buildings, the employees that work in them and the need for additional affordable 
housing. These fees are also referred to as ‘commercial linkage fees’ and ‘jobs housing fees.’ 


San Ramon does not currently have an affordable housing fee on non-residential. Per the 
Housing Element, such a fee is to be considered for future adoption.  


Maximum Fee Supported 


The nexus analysis conducted for San Ramon covered the income tiers from Extremely Low 
Income up through Moderate Income and the costs of delivering housing to these income levels. 
The results of the nexus analysis for the four building types analyzed for San Ramon are as 
follows: 


Nexus Cost Per Sq.Ft. of Building Area 


INCOME CATEGORY  


Affordability 
Gap Per 


Unit 


OFFICE / 
MEDICAL / 


R&D 
RETAIL HOTEL LIGHT 


INDUSTRIAL 


Up to 30% Median Income $262,000 $6.24 $54.46 $29.74 $10.63 


30% to 50% Median Income $193,000 $31.58 $68.49 $29.84 $23.12 


50% to 80% Median Income $158,000 $45.95 $46.62 $21.37 $24.95 


80% to 120% Median Income $51,500 $21.22 $9.14 $3.51 $7.51 


Total $104.99 $178.71 $84.46 $66.21 


These analysis conclusions establish the maximum fees supported; they are not recommended 
fee levels. The results are very high in the greater Bay Area due to the high cost of housing and 
the low compensation levels of many jobs. The retail sector, which includes restaurants, and all 
food service and preparation, has a very high impact level due to the high employment density, 
or concentration of employment, coupled with the low pay levels of most retail type jobs.  


Market Context 


The Affordable Housing fee under consideration for San Ramon could be charged on most non-
residential development including office of all kinds, retail, hotel and commercial projects of an 
industrial or quasi industrial character. San Ramon has long been established as a corporate 
office center, home to several Fortune 500 companies as well as firms of all sizes. San Ramon’s 
market strength is superior not only within the local region but on a far broader scale as well. 
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The hotel market owes its strength heavily to proximity to the office powerhouse that is San 
Ramon.  
 
San Ramon is home to higher income population on average than most of the local region, 
making San Ramon a desirable location for retailers, even if it is not the hub of a major retail 
concentration in the way that, say, Walnut Creek is.  
 
Fees in Neighboring Jurisdictions 
  
The fee comparison table at the end of this section (Table 3 – Comparison of Residential Impact 
Fees, Excluding Affordable Housing Fees) indicates that several, but not all, neighboring cities 
have affordable housing fees on non-residential uses. In the Tri-Valley Area, fees range from 
under $1.00 to just under $3.00 per square feet. To the north, Walnut Creek established fees at 
$5 per square foot and will be considering adjustments later this year.  
 
In other Northern California market areas, such as San Francisco and sub areas of Silicon  
Valley, fees are substantially higher – over $20 per square foot. Then there are many 
jurisdictions with fees in between, particularly elsewhere on the Peninsula, in Marin, and in the 
East Bay.  
 
Recommendation  
 
An affordable housing fee would be a new adoption in San Ramon and in that context we 
understand that the City would like to start at a fee level similar to its neighbors. With this 
assumption, coupled with San Ramon’s market strength, we suggest the $3.00 to $5.00 range. 
Given the market strength of San Ramon, we believe higher fees (up to at least the $10 range) 
would be sustainable without constraining development activity, but believe the $3.00 to $5.00 
psf level represents a good adoption starting point.  
 
We suggest a single fee on all commercial building types – office, hotel and retail. A reduced fee 
for industrial and quasi industrial uses (say at 50%) might be considered due to the lower 
employment density and overall lower value per square foot of these developed land uses.  
 
Fee revenues should be used for the development of additional affordable units for working 
households, per the findings of the analysis. Many jurisdictions also use a small portion of their 
fee revenues for administrative costs related thereto. 
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TABLE 1
COST OF ONSITE COMPLIANCE - OWNERSHIP UNITS
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


Unit Size
Number of Bedrooms


Household Size


Affordability Gap Per SF Per Unit Per SF Per Unit Per SF Per Unit Per SF Per Unit
Market Rate Sales Prices1 $930,000 $700,000 $740,000 $450,000 


Affordable Sales Price @110% AMI2 $148 $460,000 $230 $460,000 $231 $427,000 $404 $403,500 


Affordability Gap Per Affordable Unit $470,000 $240,000 $313,000 $46,500 


Cost of Onsite Compliance Per Unit Per Unit Per Unit Per Unit


Inclusionary Percentage @ 15%


     Per Market Rate Unit $70,500 $36,000 $46,950 $6,975 
     Per SqFt per Market Rate Unit $22.74 $18.00 $25.38 $6.98 


Inclusionary Percentage @ 25%


     Per Market Rate Unit $117,500 $60,000 $78,250 $11,625 
     Per SqFt per Market Rate Unit $37.90 $30.00 $42.30 $11.63 


AMI = Area Median Income, Contra Costa and Alameda Counties 2014
1. City of San Ramon. Cost of onsite compliance increases with market prices.
2. City of San Ramon; 4BR estimated by KMA based on City's methodology.


$450 


1,850 sq ft
3


4 persons


$400 


3.5 persons


Prototype  1
Single Family Detached


Prototype 2
Single Family Detached - 


Courtyard/Alley


Prototype 4
Condominium


1,000 sq ft
2.5


5 persons


3,100 sq ft


Prototype 3
Attached Single Family 


(Townhome)


$300 $350 


2,000 sq ft
4


5 persons
4
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Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\updated fee comparison tables 02 22 16; 2 Incl Programs Desc; 2/23/2016;hgr


TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROGRAMS
SAN RAMON AND NEIGHBORING JURISDICTIONS
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


San Ramon Danville Dublin Livermore Pleasanton Walnut Creek
2005


Rev. In Progress
Est. 1999
Rev. 2014


Est. 1996
Rev. 2003


Est. 1986
Rev. 2005 and 2013


2000
Rev. 2009


Est. 2004
Rev: 2010 and 2013


For In-lieu/Impact Fee 8 units 20 units 1 unit 15 units 2 units
For Build Requirement 10 units 8 units 20 units (partial) 10 units none none


Percent of Total Units1


General Plan: 25%;
In Practice: 15%, plus fee


Base: 9%
> 13 du/Ac.: 13%


7.5%, plus fee
(12.5% without fee) 15.0% MF: 15%


SF: 20%


2-9 du: 1 unit
10 or more du:


Base: 10%
Alt. 1: 7%, Alt 2: 6%


Income Level (% AMI)


Mostly moderate income, 
also low income 110% AMI


FS: 40% @ 80%, 60% at 
120% AMI


R: 30% @ 50% AMI, 20% 
@ 80%  AMI, 50% @ 


120% AMI. 


1/2 units @ 80% AMI, 
1/2 units @ 120% AMI


SF: 80% AMI
MF: 120% AMI


2-9 du:
 120% AMI


10 or more du:
Base: 120% AMI
Alt. 1: 80% AMI
Alt 2: 50% AMI


Impact / In-Lieu Fee Levels
Fee Level


$0.50/sq ft at BP
in addition to on-site Varies by project2


$127,061 per aff unit owed
(in addition to on-site) $11.65 / sq ft


MF: $2,783/du;
SF: 


<1,500 sq ft: $2,783/du
>1,500 sq ft: $11,228/du 


10+ du (SF/R): $15/ sq ft
2-9 du3:


SF: $3-$9/ sq ft
R: $1.60-$7.20/sq ft


sliding scale


Term of Affordability 50 years 20 years 55 years 55 years Perpetuity 45 years FS
55 years R


Alternatives to Onsite Provision4


Fee Option - for projects over min. 
size No No No No yes (Developer) yes (Developer)


Secondary Dwelling Units (SDUs)


N.A.


May meet requirement by 
providing SDUs for 25% of 


MR units, target 
households at 70% AMI.


No


May meet 20% of 
requirement, credited as 
1/5 of an affordable unit. 


(City)


No
May meet full requirement, 
credited on a 1 for 1 basis 


(City).


Note: This chart presents an overview and terms have been simplified.  Consult code and City staff for more information.


Abbreviations: R = Rental FS = For Sale sq ft = Square Feet MF = Multi-Family SF = Single Family
du = Dwelling Unit Ac = Acre AMI =Area Median Income Req. = Requirement BP = Building Permit


1. In San Ramon and Dublin, 40% of the on-site requirement is covered through an impact fee.
2. Fee based on the subsidy required between a market rate and moderate income unit (110% AMI). Fee has only been applied once in Danville. On- or off-site construction is the prevailing approach.
3. For projects from 2 to 9 units, the fee ranges based on the total number of units in the project. The fee increases approximately $1/sq ft for each unit added (up to 9 units).
4. All cities that do not allow fee payment by right allow developers to seek Council approval of fee payment instead of on-site units. Also, all cities provide options for off-site construction and land dedication. 


Year Adopted / Updated


Minimum Project Size


Onsite Requirement
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Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: \\SF-FS2\wp\19\19130\012\002\Fee Comparison 01 29 17;1/30/2017;hgr


TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL IMPACT FEES, EXCLUDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEES
SAN RAMON AND NEIGHBORING JURISDICTIONS
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


San Ramon Danville Dublin Livermore Pleasanton Walnut Creek


$458 SF: $335, MF: $115
SFD: $1,677
SFA: $1,415
MF: $1,298


None None None


None SF: $870, MF: $544 None None None


Land dedication + fee 
requirement for subdivision 
projects. Recent in-lieu fee 


amounts approximate 
$20,000 per unit.


SFD: $10,074, 
SFA: $6,805


MF:
3-4 du: $6,238;
5+ du $5,787


None


SF: $14,721
MF:


3 br: $12,809
2 br: $11,288
1 br: $8,735


Studio: $7,804


SF: $9,709, MF: $7,969


$4,000 per br
Assume: 


SFD - $12,000
MF - $8,000


None None SF: $24,590, 
MF: $15,369 None


SFD: $4,730
SFA: $3,532
MF: $2,885


None


SF: $2,174
MF: $1,347


SF: $2,000
MF: $1,400 None


SF: $8,306
MF:


3br: $6,548
2br: $5,600
1 br: $4,334


Studio: $3,871


SF: $4,707
MF: $3,294


SF: $2,668
MF: 1,555


SF: $3,059
MF: $2,108


SF: $3,060
MF: $2,108


SF: $3,060
MF: $2,108


SF: $3,060
MF: $2,108


SF: $3,060
MF: $2,108 None


Southern Contra Costa JEPA Traffic Mitigation Fees
Contra Costa Sub Regional Fee5 $3,733 $3,733 
Southern Contra Costa Regional Fee $1,352 $1,352 


Excluding in-lieu park fee
SF: $10,776
MF: $8,998


Including in-lieu park fee
SF: $30,776
MF: $28,998


SFD: $20,554
SFA: $15,733
MF: $14,495


SFD: $30,197
SFA: $19,436
MF: $19,229


SF: $26,087
MF: $18,996


SFD: $22,206 
SFA: $20,056
MF: $16,256


SF: $14,668
MF: $9,555


None None > 20 du: 0.5% BPV 0.33% BPV None None
0.1% BPV None None None None None
0.3% BPV None None $0.39 PSF None 0.1% BPV
0.1% BPV None None None None None
0.5% BPV None 0.5% BPV .33% BPV, $0.39 PSF None 0.1% BPV


Note: This chart presents an overview and terms may be simplified.  Consult code and City staff for more information.


Abbreviations: SF = Single Family SFA = Single Family Attached SFD = Single Family Detached
MF = Multi-Family BPV = Building Permit Value du = Dwelling unit
PSF = Per Square Foot br = bedroom


1


2 Livermore fee includes childcare, community care, and senior services. Danville and SR fees only include childcare. 
3 Generally supports such community facilities as libraries, parks and other community buildings.
4 Regional fee collected on behalf of the Tri-Valley Transportation Development District.
5 Does not apply to all areas of Danville.


Traffic Impact Fee


Impact Fees / du 1


Childcare/ Human Services Fee2


Fire Impact Fee
Park Facilities / Parkland Dedication Fee


Public Facility Impact Fee3


General Plan Cost Recovery
Zoning Ordinance Cost Recovery


Total % of BPV


Excludes on-site inclusionary requirements. See Table 2.


Tri-Valley Transportation Development Fee4


Total Fees / du


% BPV charges
Arts Requirement
Beautification/Cultural Activities
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TABLE 4
COMPARISON OF EXISTING NON-RESIDENTIAL IMPACT FEES 1
SAN RAMON AND NEIGHBORING JURISDICTIONS
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


San Ramon Danville Dublin Livermore Pleasanton Walnut Creek
$.11 (R) - $0.32 (O) $0.25 None $0.003 (I) - $0.007 (O) None None


None None $0.49 (I) - $1.27 (O) $0.38 (I) - $1.19 (O) $2.96 $5.00
None None $0.11 (I) - $0.25 (O) None None None


Park Facilities Fee None None None $1.24 (I) - $2.67 (O) None None
None None $2.68 (I) - $6.07 (O) None $0.43 (H) - $1.21 (R) None


$2.46(SC) - $5.27 (SC) $4.50 None $6.51 (H) - $22.56 (R) $4.70 (I) - $13.17 (R) $4.44 (I) - $5.56 (R)
$3.03 (I) - $5.20 (O) $3.03 (I) - $5.20 (O) $3.03 (I) - $5.20 (O) $3.03 (I) - $5.20 (O) $3.03 (I) - $5.20 (O) None


Southern Contra Costa JEPA Traffic Mitigation Fees
Contra Costa Sub Regional Fee5 $3.66 (R) - $5.84 (O) $3.66 (R) - $5.84 (O)
Southern Contra Costa Regional Fee $1.35 (R) - $2.15 (O) $1.35 (R) - $2.15 (O)


$13.07 (R) - $18.78 (O) $13.17 (R) - $17.94 (O) $6.31 (I) - $12.79 (O) $14.01 (I) - $29.42 (R) $11.23 (I) - $20.13 (R) $9.44 (I) - $10.56 (R)


"Proportional" None >50k SF: 0.50%
<50k SF: 0.45% 0.33% None 1.00%


0.10% None None None None None
0.30% None None $0.39 PSF None 0.10%
0.10% None None None None None
0.50% None 0.45% - .50% 0.33% None 1.10%


Note: This chart presents an overview and terms may be simplified.  Consult code and City staff for more information.


Abbreviations: PSF = Per Square Foot BPV = Building Permit Value
R = Retail O = Office Industrial = I H = Hotel SC = Service Commercial


1 The non-residential nexus report provides additional detail of impact fees by non-residential land use.
2 Livermore fee includes childcare, community care, and senior services. Danville and SR fees only include childcare. 
3 Generally supports such community facilities as libraries, parks and other community buildings.
4 Regional fee collected on behalf of the Tri-Valley Transportation Development District.
5 Does not apply to all areas of Danville.
6 Livermore's General Plan Cost Recovery fee included under Fees PSF.


Traffic Impact Fee


Impact Fees PSF
Childcare/ Human Services Fee2


Commercial Linkage/ Affordable Housing
Fire Impact Fee


Public Facility Impact Fee3


Zoning Ordinance Cost Recovery
Total Fees as % of $BP5


Tri-Valley Transportation Development Fee4


Total Fees PSF 6


% BPV Charges
Arts Requirement


Beautification/Cultural Activities
General Plan Cost Recovery


Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: \\SF-FS2\wp\19\19130\012\002\Fee Comparison 01 29 17;1/30/2017;hgr
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Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\SF-FS2\wp\19\19130\012\002\summary of fee recommendations 01 17; Sheet1; 1/31/2017


Table 5
Summary of Recommended Fees
City of San Ramon


EXISTING FEE


FEE TYPE LAND USE TYPE FEE
UNIT OF 


MEASUREMENT


Single family Residential, 
10+ units


15% on-site inclusionary 
requirement + $1.00 to $2.00 


per sf


Livable SF 
(excludes garage)


15% on-site inclusionary 
requirement + $0.50 per sf


Single family Residential, 
under 10 units


$10.00 to $15.00
Livable SF 


(excludes garage)
None


Multifamily Residential $10.00 to $15.00 Rentable SF None
Non-Residential None


Office $3.00 to $5.00 Gross SF None
Retail $3.00 to $5.00 Gross SF None
Hotel $3.00 to $5.00 Gross SF None


Industrial $3.00 to $5.00 Gross SF None


Childcare Impact Fee Single Family Residential $700 to $1,000 Unit $458 per unit
Multifamily Residential $300 to $500 Unit $458 per unit


Non-Residential
Office $0.50 to $0.61 Gross SF $0.32 per sf
Retail $0.15 to $0.40 Gross SF $0.11 per sf
Hotel $0.15 Gross SF None


Industrial $0.10 to $0.20 Gross SF None


Park and Recreation 
Facility Impact Fee


Non-subdivision Single Family 
Residential 


$15,000 to $20,000 Unit NA


Subdivision Single Family 
Residential 


$4,000 to $5,000 Unit NA


Non-subdivision Multi-Family 
Residential


$9,000 to $12,000 Unit NA


Subdivision Multi-Family 
Residential


$2,000 to $3,000 Unit NA


Single Family Residential
Appraised land value * 474 


square feet *1.02 Unit
In-lieu fee approximates 


$20,000 per unit


Multifamily Residential
Appraised land value *451 


sq. ft *1.02 Unit
In-lieu fee approximates 


$20,000 per unit
Non-Residential $0 Gross SF None


Open Space Impact Fee Single Family Residential $1,140 Unit None
Multifamily Residential $750 Unit None


General Plan Update Fee
All 0.10% Building Permit 


Valuation
.3% of Bldg. Permit Value


Zoning Ordinance 
Update Fee


All 0.03% Building Permit 
Valuation


0.1% of Bldg. Permit Value


Arts and Beautification 
Requirement


All 1.00% Building Permit 
Valuation


None


FEE RECOMMENDATIONS


Parkland Dedication In-
Lieu (Quimby) Fee for 
Subdivision Projects 


Affordable Housing 
Impact Fee
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Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 1 
\\SF-FS2\wp\19\19130\012\001-002 (residential).docx 


I. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW


The following report is a Residential Nexus Analysis, an analysis of the linkages between the 
development of new residential units and the need for additional affordable housing in San 
Ramon. The report has been prepared by Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) pursuant to a 
contract with the City of San Ramon to assist the City with the update of its affordable housing 
programs, existing impact fees and possible adoption of new fees.   


Background, Context and Uses of the Analysis 


The City of San Ramon has long had active policies to increase the supply of affordable 
housing. These policies are embedded in the General Plan and have been applied to new 
residential construction throughout the City and in Specific Plans that govern the development 
of large new areas. The City has applied an Inclusionary policy to major new projects, many 
negotiated on a case by case basis as no formal inclusionary program ordinance has been 
adopted. Generally, it is the City’s policy to seek 25% compliance overall, in the form of 
requiring 15% of units within a project (or master plan area) be delivered affordable to low and 
moderate income households and another 10% of the obligation payable as a fee. The 
requirement has been applied to projects of ten or more units.   


At this time, the City is seeking to codify its requirements in an ordinance, to be applied to the 
remaining residential development within the City that is not otherwise subject to a Development 
Agreement. The City is also seeking to modify and update its affordable housing program 
consistent with the currently evolving legal environment.   


At the time the City contracted for the update of its fees and requirements, it was widely 
understood by attorneys and the affordable housing community that inclusionary programs were 
best served by a supporting nexus analysis. However, in late June 2015 the California Supreme 
Court ruled on California Building Industry Association (CBIA) v. the City of San Jose and 
confirmed that cities have the authority to adopt inclusionary programs as a function of their land 
use powers, and clarified that inclusionary programs need not be supported by nexus analyses.     
As a result, a nexus analysis does not need to demonstrate support for inclusionary 
requirements pursued by San Ramon, particularly as applied to projects consisting of for-sale or 
ownership units over the ten unit threshold size. In the fall of 2015, the CBIA appealed the case 
to the U.S. Supreme Court, and in February 2016, the U.S. Supreme Court declined to hear the 
case, letting stand the California Supreme Court decision in support of inclusionary housing.   


The San Jose ruling does not, however, alter the status quo with respect to rental projects. In 
2007 the same court ruled in the Palmer case that cities cannot restrict long term rental rates 
due to conflict with the Costa Hawkins Act, thereby precluding inclusionary requirements on 
rental projects. Cities do have the option of adopting affordable housing impact fees which can 
be charged on rental units, allowing cities and developers the option of negotiating City 
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assistance, in the form of regulatory relief or financial contribution, in exchange for developer 
provision of affordable units within the project. The nexus analysis provided in this report will 
enable the City of San Ramon to adopt an affordable housing impact fee applicable to rental 
projects with the option of negotiating provision of on-site affordable units.  


In summary, the residential nexus analysis provided herein, does not need to demonstrate 
support for the basic inclusionary requirement. The nexus analysis does enable the City to 
adopt an impact fee on rental units.  In addition, the nexus analysis may be applicable to an 
impact fee on smaller for-sale projects when provision of on-site units is not a viable option. 
Finally, the nexus analysis serves the overall purpose of informing policy formulation on the 
extent to which new residential projects do generate the need for additional affordable housing.   


The Nexus Concept 


A residential nexus analysis demonstrates and quantifies the impact of new market rate housing 
development on the demand for affordable housing. The underlying nexus concept is that the 
newly constructed market rate units represent net new households in San Ramon. These 
households represent new income in San Ramon that will consume goods and services, either 
through purchases of goods and services or ‘consumption’ of government services. New 
consumption translates to jobs; a portion of the jobs are at lower compensation levels; low 
compensation jobs relate to lower income households that cannot afford market rate units in 
San Ramon and therefore need affordable housing.  


Nexus Analysis Concept 


• newly constructed units


• new households


• new expenditures on goods and services


• new jobs, a share of which are low paying


• new lower income households


• new demand for affordable units
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Methodology and Models Used 


The methodology or analysis procedure for this nexus analysis starts with the sales price or 
rental rate of a new market rate residential unit, and moves through a series of linkages to the 
gross income of the household that purchased or rented the unit, the income available for 
expenditures on goods and services, the jobs associated with the purchases and delivery of 
those services, the income of the workers doings those jobs, the household income of the 
workers and, ultimately, the affordability level of the housing needed by the worker households. 
The steps of the analysis from household income available for expenditures to jobs generated 
were performed using the IMPLAN model, a model widely used for the past 35 years to quantify 
the impacts of changes in a local economy, including employment impacts from changes in 
personal income. From job generation by industry, KMA used its own jobs housing nexus model 
to quantify the income of worker households by affordability level.  


To illustrate the linkages by looking at a simplified example, we can take an average household 
that buys a house at a certain price. From that price, we estimate the gross income of the 
household (from mortgage rates and lending practices) and the portion of income available for 
expenditures. Households will “purchase” or consume a range of goods and services, such as 
purchases at the supermarket or services at the bank. Purchases in the local economy in turn 
generate employment. The jobs generated are at different compensation levels. Some of the 
jobs are low paying and as a result, even when there is more than one worker in the household, 
there are some lower and middle-income households who cannot afford market rate housing in 
San Ramon.  


The IMPLAN model quantifies jobs generated at establishments that serve new residents 
directly (e.g., supermarkets, banks or schools), jobs generated by increased demand at firms 
which service or supply these establishments, and jobs generated when the new employees 
spend their wages in the local economy and generate additional jobs. The IMPLAN model 
estimates the total impact combined.  


Net New Underlying Assumption 


An underlying assumption of the analysis is that households that purchase or rent new units 
represent net new households in San Ramon. If purchasers or renters have relocated from 
elsewhere in the city, vacancies have been created that will be filled. An adjustment to new 
construction of units would be warranted if San Ramon were experiencing demolitions or loss of 
existing housing inventory. However, the rate of housing unit removal is so low as to not warrant 
an adjustment or offset.  


On an individual project basis, if existing units are removed to redevelop a site to higher density, 
then there could be a need for recognition of the existing households in that all new units might 
not represent net new households, depending on the program design and number of units 
removed relative to new units.  
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Since the analysis addresses net new households in San Ramon and the impacts generated by 
their consumption expenditures, it quantifies net new demands for affordable units to 
accommodate new worker households. As such, the impact results do not address nor in any 
way include existing deficiencies in the supply of affordable housing.  


Geographic Area of Impact 


The analysis quantifies impacts occurring within Contra Costa and Alameda Counties. While 
much of the impact will occur within San Ramon, some impacts will be experienced elsewhere 
in the two county area and beyond. The IMPLAN model computes the jobs generated within the 
two counties and sorts out those that occur beyond the two county boundaries. The KMA Jobs 
Housing Nexus Model analyzes the income structure of jobs and their worker households, 
without assumptions as to where the worker households live.  


In summary, the KMA nexus analysis quantifies all the job impacts occurring within Contra 
Costa and Alameda Counties and related worker households. Job impacts, like most types of 
impacts, occur irrespective of political boundaries. And like other types of impact analyses, such 
as traffic, impacts beyond city boundaries are experienced, are relevant, and are important. See 
the Addendum: Additional Background and Notes on Specific Assumptions at the end of this 
report for further discussion.  


Market Rate Residential Project Types 


Five prototypical residential project types were selected by the City and KMA for analysis in this 
nexus study. The prototypes were intended to represent the range of product types currently 
being built in San Ramon or which are expected in the future including: 


 Single Family Detached (SFD) – larger lot
 Single Family Detached – Courtyard or Alley
 Single Family Attached, such as a Townhome
 Condominium
 Rental Apartment


Not all of these prototypes may be active at the time of report preparation but all are expected to 
be active at some time during the time period affected by the update program, or say the next 
ten years.   


Affordability Tiers 


The nexus analysis addresses the following four income or affordability tiers: 


 Extremely Low Income (under 30% of Area Median Income or AMI)
 Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI)
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 Low Income (50% to 80% AMI)
 Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI)


Report Organization  


The nexus analysis report is organized into four sections as follows: 


 Section A presents information regarding the prototypical new market rate residential
units and the estimated household income of purchases or renters of those units.


 Section B describes the IMPLAN model which is used in the nexus analysis to translate
household income into the estimated number of jobs in retail, restaurants, healthcare,
and other sectors serving new residents.


 Section C presents the linkage between employment growth associated with residential
development and the need for new lower income housing units required in each of the
four income categories.


 Section D quantifies the nexus or mitigation cost based on the cost of delivering
affordable units to new worker households in each of the four lower income categories.


Disclaimers 


This report has been prepared using the best and most recent data available at the time of the 
analysis. Local data and sources were used wherever possible. Major sources include the U.S. 
Census Bureau's American Community Survey, California Employment Development 
Department (EDD) and the IMPLAN model. While we believe all sources utilized are sufficiently 
sound and accurate for the purposes of this analysis, we cannot guarantee their accuracy. 
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. assumes no liability for information from these and other 
sources.  
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II. NEXUS ANALYSIS


A. Market Rate Units and Household Income


This section describes the prototypical market rate residential units and the income of the 
purchaser and renter households. Market rate prototypes are representative of new residential 
units currently being built in San Ramon or that are likely to be built in San Ramon over the next 
several years. Household income is estimated based on the amount necessary for the mortgage 
or rent payments associated with the prototypical new market rate units and becomes the basis 
for the input to the IMPLAN model described in Section II of this report. These are the starting 
points of the chain of linkages that connect new market rate units to additional demand for 
affordable residential units.  


This section provides a summary of the prototypes and household income. Additional 
supporting tables are provided in Appendix A.  


Recent Housing Market Activity and Prototypical Units 


City staff identified five residential prototypes (Table A-1) representative of the types of 
development that the City of San Ramon expects to see over the coming years. They are based 
on projects recently built or in the development pipeline plus others not active at this time. KMA 
then undertook a market survey of residential projects to confirm the City’s pricing and rent 
levels.  


Several new single family detached projects were being marketed at the time of the market 
survey (spring 2015). There was only one new condominium project, Park Central, being 
marketed in San Ramon and no new rental units. KMA collected market sales data on the most 
recent new home sales in the City. As another indicator of market values, KMA obtained data on 
sales of existing but newer homes in San Ramon, focusing on units built since 2005. KMA also 
assembled data on asking rents in newer apartment buildings in San Ramon.  


The five residential prototypes are summarized in the table on the following page; more detail 
can be found in Table A-1 at the end of this section. The main objective of the survey was to 
review current market sales prices or rents, per unit and per square foot, for the various 
residential project types in San Ramon. The results of the market survey are included in 
Appendix A. 


It is important to note that the residential prototypes analysis is intended to reflect average or 
typical residential projects in the local market rather than any specific project. It would be 
expected that specific projects would vary to some degree from the residential prototypes 
analyzed. 
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In summary, the residential prototypes analyzed in the nexus analysis are as follows in Exhibit 
1: 


Exhibit 1: Prototypical Residential Units 
Single 
Family 


Detached 


Single Family 
Detached – 


Courtyard / Alley 
Townhome 


Condo-
minium 


Apartment 


Avg. Unit Size 3,100 SF 2,000 SF 1,850 SF 1,000 SF 800 SF 
Avg. No. of Bedrooms  4 BR  3 BR  3 BR  2.5 BR  1.5 BR 
Avg. Sales Price / Monthly Rent $930,000 $700,000 $740,000 $450,000 $2,400 


Source: KMA market study; see Appendix A. 


Income of Housing Unit Purchaser or Renter 


After the prototypes are established, the next step in the analysis is to determine the income of 
the purchasing or renting households in the prototypical units.  


Ownership Units 


To make the determination for ownership units, terms for the purchase of residential units used in 
the analysis are slightly less favorable than what can be achieved at the current time since current 
terms are not likely to endure. The selected terms for the analysis are: a down-payment of 25% 
for the highest priced large lot single family unit and 20% for the others, based on mortgage data 
for recently sold homes in San Ramon. Mortgage terms are 30 year fixed rate at 5.03% interest 
rate (5.28% for the highest priced large lot single family detached). The interest rate at 5.03% for 
conforming loans reflects an estimate of the longer term average based on the average rate for 
the most recent fifteen year period from 2000 to 2014.1 For loans larger than the conforming loan 
limit ($625,000 in Contra Costa County), an additional 0.25% interest rate is assumed. Tables A-2 
through A-6 at the end of this section provide the details.  


All ownership product types include an estimate of homeowners’ insurance, homeowner 
association dues, and property taxes which are included along with the mortgage payment as part 
of housing expenses for purposes of determining mortgage eligibility.2 The analysis estimates 
gross household income based on the assumption that these housing costs represent, on 
average, approximately 35% of gross income. The assumption that housing expenses represent  


1 Based on Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages 
during the period from 2000 through 2014.  
2 Housing expenses are combined with other debt payments such as credit cards and auto loans to compute a Debt 
To Income (DTI) ratio which is a key criteria used for determining mortgage eligibility.  
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35% of gross income is reflective of the average for new purchase loans originated in Contra  
Costa County3 and is consistent with criteria used by lenders to determine mortgage eligibility4. 


Apartment Units 


Household income for renter households is estimated based on the assumption that housing 
costs, including rent and utilities, represents on average 30% of gross household income. The 
30% factor was selected for consistency with the California Health and Safety Code standard for 
relating income to affordable rent levels5. The resulting relationship is that annual household 
income is 3.3 to 3.4 times annual rent.  


The estimated gross household incomes of the purchasers or renters of the prototype units are 
calculated in Tables A-2 through A-6, and summarized below.  


Exhibit 2: Household Income 
Single 
Family 


Detached 


Single Family 
Detached – 


Courtyard / Alley 
Townhome Condominium Apartment 


Gross Household Income $178,000 $141,000 $149,000 $96,000 $96,000 


Income Available for Expenditures 


The input into the IMPLAN model used in this analysis is the net income available for 
expenditures. To arrive at income available for expenditures, gross income must be adjusted for 
Federal and State income taxes, contributions to Social Security and Medicare, savings, and 
payments on household debt. Per KMA correspondence with the producers of the IMPLAN 
model (IMPLAN Group LLC), other taxes including sales tax, gas tax, and property tax are 
handled internally within the model as part of the analysis of expenditures. Housing costs are 
addressed separately, as described below, and so are not deducted as part of this adjustment 
step. Table A-7 at the end of this section shows the calculation of income available for 
expenditures. 


3 New purchase loans in the local area have an average debt to income ratio of 35% based on data from Freddie Mac 
on its portfolio of mortgages within zip codes starting with 945 (includes San Ramon) and specific to principal residence 
purchase loans originated during the 4th quarter of 2012. Debt to income ratio includes other forms of debt such as 
student loans, credit cards, and auto loans, which suggests that a ratio including only housing expenses would be less 
than 35%. Applying a ratio below 35% in the analysis would have produced a higher estimate of gross household 
income and higher resulting nexus findings; therefore, application of a 35% ratio represents a conservative assumption 
for purposes of the nexus analysis. 
4 Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria establishes a debt to income threshold of 36% above which 
tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit 
criteria; however, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto loans that 
would be considered as part of this ratio.  
5 Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5 defines affordable rent levels based on 30% of income. 
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Income available for expenditures is estimated at approximately 66% to 70% of gross income, 
depending on the market rate prototype. The estimates are based on a review of data from the 
Internal Revenue Service and California Franchise Tax Board tax tables. Per the Internal 
Revenue Service, households earning between $100,000 and $200,000 per year, or the 
residents of the prototypical ownership units, who itemize deductions on their tax returns will 
pay an average of 12.3% of gross income for federal taxes. Residents of the market rate rental 
units are estimated to pay an average of 10.3% of the income in federal income taxes, the 
average for households in the $75,000 to $100,000 income range not itemizing deductions on 
their taxes. State taxes are estimated to average 4% to 6% of gross income based on tax rates 
per the California Franchise Tax Board. The employee share of FICA payroll taxes for Social 
Security and Medicare is 7.65% of gross income (conservatively assumes all earners in the 
household are within the $118,500 ceiling on income subject to Social Security taxes).  
 
Savings and repayment of household debt represent another necessary adjustment to gross 
income. Savings includes various IRA and 401 K type programs as well as non-retirement 
household savings and investments. Debt repayment includes auto loans, credit cards, and all 
other non-mortgage debt. Savings and repayment of debt are estimated to represent a 
combined 8% of gross income based on the 20 year average derived from United States 
Bureau of Economic Analysis data.  
 
The percentage of income available for expenditure for input into the IMPLAN model is prior to 
deducting housing costs. The reason is for consistency with the IMPLAN model which defines 
housing costs as expenditures. The IMPLAN model addresses the fact that expenditures on 
housing do not generate employment to the degree other expenditures such as retail or 
restaurants do, but there is some limited maintenance and property management employment 
generated.  
 
After deducting income taxes, Social Security, Medicare, savings, and repayment of debt, for 
purchasers of one of the new ownership prototypes, the estimated income available for 
expenditures is 66% - 68%. These are the factors used to adjust from gross income to the 
income available for expenditures for input into the IMPLAN model. As indicated above, other 
forms of taxation such as property tax are handled internally within the IMPLAN model.  
 
Another adjustment made to spending is to account for standard operational vacancy in rental 
units of 5%, a level of vacancy considered average for rental units in a healthy market.6. A 
comparable adjustment is not applied to the ownership units as newly built ownership units are 
anticipated to have only a nominal level of vacancy and current vacancy rates for ownership 
housing in the City of San Ramon is less than 1% based on current Census data7.  
 


                                                
6 The rental vacancy rate in the City of San Ramon is 1.9% per the 2009 to 2013 American Community Survey. 
Selection of a higher vacancy rate makes the analysis more conservative.  
7 The homeowner vacancy rate in the City of San Ramon is 0.8% per the 2009 to 2013 American Community Survey.  
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Estimates of household income available for expenditures are presented in the following table: 


Exhibit 3: Income Available for Expenditures 
Single 
Family 


Detached 


Single Family 
Detached – 


Courtyard / Alley 
Townhome Condominium Apartment 


Gross Household Income $178,000 $141,000 $149,000 $96,000 $96,000 


Percent available for 
Expenditures  
(after taxes and savings) 


66% 67% 67% 68% 70% 


Income Available for 
Expenditures (1) 


$117,000 $94,000 $100,000 $65,000 $67,000 


(1) Includes income spent on housing. The required input to the IMPLAN model is income after taxes but before deduction of
housing costs. Housing costs are addressed separately as expenditures internally within the IMPLAN model. For
apartment unit, an additional 5% rental vacancy adjustment is made before inputting into IMPLAN model.


The nexus analysis is conducted on 100-unit building modules for ease of presentation, and to 
avoid awkward fractions. Tables A-8 and A-9 summarize the conclusions of this section and 
calculate the household income for the 100-unit building modules. This is the input into the 
IMPLAN model.  
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Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\San Ramon City prototype table;Prototypes_KMA revised;hgr


TABLE A-1
RESIDENTIAL PROTOTYPES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Prototype Single Family Detached
Single Family Detached - 


Courtyard/Alley
Attached Single Family 


(Townhome)
Condominium Rental Apartments


Examples Faria Preserve
Gale Ranch


Faria Preserve
Gale Ranch


Faria Preserve
Ryan Terrace 
Gale Ranch


Park Central
Faria Preserve


Gale Ranch
Faria Preserve


Typical Building Type Traditional Single-Family 
Building


Courtyard: 4 or 6 pack SF 
homes organized around a 
driveway/courtyard.  Alley-
loaded: Front doors of SF 
homes facing street, with 
garage entrance access 


through alley in the rear.


3, 4, and 5 unit buildings, 
attached; Ground floor parking, 
residential above or adjacent.


4 and 6-unit attached flats.  Ground 
floor parking, residential above. 3 


story
4-story podium


Average Unit Size 3,100 SF 2,000 SF 1,850 SF 1,000 SF 800 SF


Typical Number of Bedrooms 4 BRs 4 BRs 3 BRs 2 and 3 BRs
Studio, 1, 2 and 3 BRs


1.5 BR average


Parking Requirement 2 covered parking spaces/up to 
4 BRs.  1 adtl. space/BR over 4


2 covered parking spaces/up 
to 4 BRs.  1 addtl. Space/BR 


over 4


2 covered parking spaces/up to 4 
BRs.  1 addtl. Space/BR over 4


2 parking spaces w/ 1 required to 
be covered.  Plus 1 space for each 4 


units for guest parking


Studio/1 BRs:  1 covered space per 
unit.  2 and 3 BR units: 2 spaces; 1 
must be covered.  Guest Parking: 1 


space for each 4 units


Typical Lot Size: 5-7,000 sf Lot Size: 2,300 sf


Density (Du/acre) 6 - 9 dua 19 dua 12-16 du/ac 20-28 du/ac 20 - 45 dua


$930,000 $700,000 $740,000 $450,000 $2,400


   per square foot $300 $350 $400 $450 $3.00


Notes Gale Ranch: units with this lot 
size sold for $360 - $450 psf.


Gale Ranch, Fiorella & 
Iriana: larger lots (3600 sf) 


but units average 1,600 and 
2,200 sf. Sold for $488  and 


$422 psf.


Gale Ranch (Cantera): $400 - 
$450 asking price.


Park Central: average unit 
~1,000 sf; sold for $530/sf.


Includes both high-density and 
very-high density projects. 


Source: City of San Ramon


Estimated Market Sales 
Price/ Rent
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE A-2
PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Prototype 1
Single Family Detached


Sales Price 3,100 SF 1 $930,000 1


Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 25% 25% $232,500
Loan Amount $697,500
Interest Rate 5.28% 2


Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $3,900 /month $46,400


Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.42% of sales price 3 $13,166
HOA Dues $125 per month 4 $1,500
Homeowner Insurance 0.15% of sales price 5 $1,400


Total Annual Housing Cost $5,200 /month $62,466


% of Income Spent on Hsg 35%


Annual Household Income Required $178,000


Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.2


Notes
(1) Based on input from City Staff and KMA Market Survey.


(4) Based on Market Survey.
(5) Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.


(2) Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West
Region. Based on weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2005 through 10/2014.
Includes a 0.25% premium to reflect the non-conforming nature of the loan (jumbo loan).
(3) Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes, fixed charges and assessments.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE A-3
PROTOTYPE 2: SFD COURTYARD / ALLEY
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Prototype 2
SFD Courtyard / Alley


Sales Price 2,000 SF 1 $700,000 1


Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% $140,000
Loan Amount $560,000
Interest Rate 5.03% 3


Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $3,000 /month $36,200


Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.42% of sales price 3 $9,910
HOA Dues $175 per month 4 $2,100
Homeowner Insurance 0.15% of sales price 5 $1,100


Total Annual Housing Cost $4,100 /month $49,310


% of Income Spent on Hsg 35%


Annual Household Income Required $141,000


Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.0


Notes
(1) Based on input from City Staff and KMA Market Survey.


(4) Based on Market Survey.


(2) Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based 
on weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2005 through 10/2014.
(3) Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes, fixed charges and assessments.


(5) Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE A-4
PROTOTYPE 3: ATTACHED / TOWNHOME
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Prototype 3
Attached / Townhome


Sales Price 1,850 SF 1 $740,000 1


Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% $148,000
Loan Amount $592,000
Interest Rate 5.03% 3


Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $3,200 /month $38,300


Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.42% of sales price 3 $10,476
HOA Dues $200 per month 4 $2,400
Homeowner Insurance 0.15% of sales price 5 $1,100


Total Annual Housing Cost $4,400 /month $52,276


% of Income Spent on Hsg 35%


Annual Household Income Required $149,000


Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.0


Notes
(1) Based on input from City Staff and KMA Market Survey.


(4) Based on Market Survey.


(2) Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based
on weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2005 through 10/2014.
(3) Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes, fixed charges and assessments.


(5) Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE A-5
PROTOTYPE 4: CONDOMINIUM
RENT TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Prototype 4
Condominium


Sales Price 1,000 SF 1 $450,000 1


Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% $90,000
Loan Amount $360,000
Interest Rate 5.03% 3


Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $1,900 /month $23,300


Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.42% of sales price 3 $6,371
HOA Dues $260 per month 4 $3,120
Homeowner Insurance 0.15% of sales price 5 $700


Total Annual Housing Cost $2,800 /month $33,491


% of Income Spent on Hsg 35%


Annual Household Income Required $96,000


Sales Price to Income Ratio 4.7


Notes
(1) Based on input from City Staff and KMA Market Survey.


(4) Based on Market Survey.


(2) Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West
Region. Based on weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2005 through 10/2014.


(3) Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes, fixed charges and assessments.


(5) Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE A-6
PROTOTYPE 5: RENTAL APARTMENT
RENT TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Prototype 5
Rental Apartment


Market Rent Unit Size


Monthly 800 SF 1 $2,400 1


Annual $28,800


% of Income Spent on Rent 30% 2


(excludes utilities)


Annual Household Income Required $96,000


Annual Rent to Income Ratio 3.3


Notes
(1) Based on the results of the market survey. Represents rent levels applicable to new units.
(2) While landlords may permit rental payments to represent a slightly higher share of total income, 30% represents an


average.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE A-7
INCOME AVAILABLE FOR EXPENDITURES1


RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Less: 


Federal Income Taxes 2 12.3% 12.3% 12.3% 12.3% 10.3%


State Income Taxes 3 6% 5% 5% 4% 4%


FICA Tax Rate 4 7.65% 7.65% 7.65% 7.65% 7.65%


Savings & other deductions 5 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%


Percent of Income Available 66% 67% 67% 68% 70%
for Expenditures 6 


[Input to IMPLAN model]


Notes:
1


2


3


4


5


6


Prototype 1:
 Single Family 


Detached


Prototype 2:
  SFD Courtyard / 


Alley


Prototype 3:
 Attached / 
Townhome


Prototype 4:
 Condominium


Prototype 5:
 Rental 


Apartment


Gross income after deduction of taxes and savings.  Income available for expenditures is the input to the IMPLAN model which is used to 
estimate the resulting employment impacts.  Housing costs are not deducted as part of this adjustment step because they are addressed 
separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  
Reflects average tax rates (as opposed to marginal) based on U.S. Internal Revenue Services, Tax Statistics, Tables 1.1 and 2.1. Figures are 
for the 2011 tax year, the most recent for which data is available.  Homeowners are assumed to itemize deductions.  Renter households are 
assumed to take the standard deduction. 


Average tax rate estimated by KMA based on marginal rates per the California Franchise Tax Board and ratios of taxable income to gross 
income estimated based on U.S. Internal Revenue Service data. The higher average tax rates applicable to single or married filing separately 
tax filers is applied in the analysis so as to produce a conservative (likely understated) estimate.


For Social Security and Medicare.  Conservatively assumes all income will be subject to Social Security taxes. The current ceiling on 
applicability of Social Security taxes is $117,000 (ceiling applies per earner not per household).


Household savings including retirement accounts like 401k / IRA and other deductions such as interest costs on credit cards, auto loans, etc, 
necessary to determine the amount of income available for expenditures. The 8% rate used in the analysis is based on the average over the 
past 20 years computed from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis data, specifically the National Income and Product Accounts, Table 2.1 
"Personal Income and Its Disposition "


Deductions from gross income to arrive at the income available for expenditures are consistent with the way the IMPLAN model and National 
Income and Product Accounts (NIPA) defines income available for personal consumption expenditures. Income taxes, contributions to Social 
Security and Medicare, and savings are deducted; however, property taxes and sales taxes are not. Housing costs are not deducted as part of 
the adjustment because they are addressed separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE A-8
FOR SALE PROTOTYPES: SALES PRICE TO INCOME SUMMARY 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


100 Unit 
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module


PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED


100 Units


3,100 310,000


$930,000 $0 $93,000,000


5.2 5.2


$178,000 $17,800,000


Units


Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage)


Sales Price


Sales Price to Income Ratio 


Gross Household Income


Income Available for Expenditure 66% of gross $117,000 $11,750,000


PROTOTYPE 2: SFD COURTYARD / ALLEY


100 Units


2,000 200,000


$700,000 $0 $70,000,000


5.0 5.0


$141,000 $14,100,000


Units


Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage)


Sales Price


Sales Price to Income Ratio 


Gross Household Income


Income Available for Expenditure 67% of gross $94,000 $9,450,000


PROTOTYPE 3: ATTACHED / TOWNHOME


100 Units


1,850 185,000


$740,000 $0 $74,000,000


5.0 5.0


$149,000 $14,900,000


Units


Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage)


Sales Price


Sales Price to Income Ratio 


Gross Household Income


Income Available for Expenditure 67% of gross $100,000 $9,980,000


PROTOTYPE 4: CONDOMINIUM


100 Units


1,000 100,000


$450,000 $0 $45,000,000


4.7 4.7


$96,000 $9,600,000


Units


Building Sq.Ft. (gross)


Sales Price


Sales Price to Income Ratio 


Gross Household Income


Income Available for Expenditure 68% of gross $65,000 $6,530,000


Notes:


Source: See Tables B-1 through B-6. 


(1) Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings.  See Table A-7 for
derivation.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE A-9
NEW MARKET RATE RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD SUMMARY
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


100 Unit 
Per Unit Building Module


PROTOTYPE 5: RENTAL APARTMENT


Units 100 Units


Building Sq.Ft. (gross) 800 80,000


Rent
$2,400 $240,000


$28,800 $2,880,000


3.3 3.3


$96,000 $9,600,000


$67,000 $6,720,000


Monthly
Annual


Rent to Income Ratio


Gross Household Income


Income Available for Expenditure1  
70% of gross


Expenditures Adjusted for Vacancy 5% vacancy $63,650 $6,384,000


Notes:
(1) Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings. See Table A-7 for
derivation.
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Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 20 
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\001-002 (residential).docx 


B. The IMPLAN Model


Consumer spending by residents of new housing units will create jobs, particularly in sectors 
such as restaurants, health care, and retail, which are closely connected to the expenditures of 
residents. The widely used economic analysis tool, IMPLAN (IMpact Analysis for PLANning), 
was used to quantify these new jobs by industry sector.  


IMPLAN Model Description 


The IMPLAN model is an economic analysis software package now commercially available 
through the IMPLAN Group, LLC. IMPLAN was originally developed by the U.S. Forest Service, 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of 
Land Management and has been in use since 1979 and refined over time. It has become a 
widely used tool for analyzing economic impacts for a broad range of applications from major 
construction projects to natural resource programs.  


IMPLAN is based on an input-output accounting of commodity flows within an economy from 
producers to intermediate and final consumers. The model establishes a matrix of supply chain 
relationships between industries and also between households and the producers of household 
goods and services. Assumptions about the portion of inputs or supplies for a given industry 
likely to be met by local suppliers, and the portion supplied from outside the region or study area 
are derived internally within the model using data on the industrial structure of the region. 


The output or result of the model is generated by tracking changes in purchases for final use 
(final demand) as they filter through the supply chain. Industries that produce goods and 
services for final demand or consumption must purchase inputs from other producers, which in 
turn, purchase goods and services. The model tracks these relationships through the economy 
to the point where leakages from the region stop the cycle. This allows the user to identify how a 
change in demand for one industry will affect a list of over 400 other industry sectors. The 
projected response of an economy to a change in final demand can be viewed in terms of 
economic output, employment, or income.  


Data sets are available for each county and state, so the model can be tailored to the specific 
economic conditions of the region being analyzed. This analysis utilizes the data set for Contra 
Costa and Alameda Counties. As will be discussed, much of the employment impact is in local-
serving sectors, such as retail, eating and drinking establishments, and medical services. A 
significant portion of these jobs will be located in San Ramon or nearby. In addition, the 
employment impacts will extend throughout the counties and beyond based on where jobs are 
located that serve San Ramon residents. In fact, San Ramon is part of the larger Bay Area 
economy and impacts will likewise extend throughout the region. However, consistent with the 
conservative approach taken in the nexus analysis, only the impacts that occur within Contra 
Costa and Alameda Counties are included in the analysis.  
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Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 21 
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\001-002 (residential).docx 


Application of the IMPLAN Model to Estimate Job Growth 


The IMPLAN model was applied to link income to household expenditures to job growth. 
Employment generated by the household income of residents is analyzed in modules of 100 
residential units to simplify communication of the results and avoid awkward fractions. The 
IMPLAN model distributes spending among various types of goods and services (industry sectors) 
based on data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey and the Bureau of Economic Analysis 
Benchmark input-output study, to estimate employment generated.  


Job creation, driven by increased demand for products and services, was projected for each of 
the industries that will serve the new households. The employment generated by this new 
household spending is summarized below. 


Exhibit 4: Jobs Generated Per 100 Units 
Single 
Family 


Detached 


Single Family 
Detached – 


Courtyard / Alley 
Townhome Condominium Apartment 


Annual Household 
Expenditures, 100 Units $11,750,000 $9,450,000 $9,980,000 $6,530,000 $6,384,000 


Total Jobs Generated, 
100 Units 


83.7 66.6 70.3 46.0 45.0 


Table B-1 provides a detailed summary of employment generated by industry. The table shows 
industries sorted by projected employment. The Consumer Expenditure Survey published by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics tracks expenditure patterns by income level. IMPLAN utilizes this 
data to reflect the pattern by income bracket. Estimated employment is shown for each IMPLAN 
industry sector representing 1% or more of total employment. The jobs that are generated are 
heavily retail jobs, jobs in restaurants and other eating establishments, and in services that are 
provided locally such as health care. The jobs counted in the IMPLAN model cover all jobs, full 
and part time, similar to the U.S. Census and all reporting agencies (unless otherwise 
indicated). 
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE B-1
IMPLAN MODEL OUTPUT
EMPLOYMENT GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Per 100 Market Rate Units


Household Expenditures (100 Market Rate Units) 1 $11,750,000 $9,450,000 $9,980,000 $6,530,000 $6,384,000


Jobs Generated by Industry 2


2.9 2.2 2.3 1.5 1.5 3%
2.3 1.8 1.9 1.2 1.2 3%
1.2 0.9 1.0 0.7 0.6 1%
1.2 0.9 1.0 0.6 0.6 1%
1.0 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.5 1%
0.9 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.5 1%
0.9 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.5 1%
0.9 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.5 1%
11.3 8.8 9.3 6.1 5.9 13%


4.5 3.8 4.0 2.6 2.6 6%
3.9 3.3 3.5 2.3 2.2 5%
2.1 1.8 1.9 1.2 1.2 3%
10.5 8.9 9.4 6.2 6.0 13%


2.9 2.7 2.9 1.9 1.8 4%
2.3 2.2 2.3 1.5 1.5 3%
1.9 1.8 1.9 1.2 1.2 3%
1.1 1.1 1.1 0.7 0.7 2%
0.8 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.5 1%
9.1 8.5 8.9 5.8 5.7 13%


4.1 3.1 3.3 2.2 2.1 5%
3.5 3.0 3.2 2.1 2.1 5%
3.0 2.3 2.4 1.6 1.6 3%
1.9 1.1 1.1 0.7 0.7 2%
1.9 1.7 1.8 1.2 1.1 3%
1.8 1.0 1.1 0.7 0.7 2%
1.6 1.3 1.4 0.9 0.9 2%
1.5 1.1 1.2 0.8 0.8 2%
1.4 1.2 1.3 0.8 0.8 2%
1.3 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.7 1%
1.2 0.6 0.7 0.4 0.4 1%
1.1 0.9 0.9 0.6 0.6 1%
1.1 0.8 0.9 0.6 0.5 1%
1.1 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.4 1%
0.9 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.5 1%
0.9 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.4 1%
0.8 0.6 0.7 0.4 0.4 1%
23.8 18.7 19.8 12.9 12.7 28%


Retail - Food and beverage stores
Retail - General merchandise stores
Retail - Building material and garden equipment/supplies  
Retail - Miscellaneious store retailers
Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers
Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores Retail - 
Health and personal care stores
Retail - Nonstore retailers


Subtotal Retail 


Full-service restaurants
Limited-service restaurants
All other food and drinking places


Subtotal Restaurant


Hospitals
Offices of physicians
Nursing and community care facilities
Offices of dentists
Home health care services


Subtotal Healthcare


Individual and family services
Real estate
Wholesale trade
Other educational services
Personal care services
Elementary and secondary schools
Automotive repair and maintenance, except car wash 
Other financial investment activities
Employment services
Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediary 
Junior colleges, colleges, universities, and professional 
Labor and civic organizations
Insurance carriers
Child day care services
Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related activities 
Grantmaking, giving, and social advocacy organization 
Services to buildings
All Other 


Total Number of Jobs Generated 83.7 66.6 70.3 46.0 45.0 100%


1


2 For Industries representing more than 1% of total employment.


Estimated employment generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units. Employment estimates are based on the IMPLAN Group's 
economic model, IMPLAN, for Contra Costa and Alameda Counties.  Includes both full- and part-time jobs.


Prototype 1:
 Single Family 


Detached


Prototype 4:
 Condominium


Prototype 2:
  SFD Courtyard / 


Alley


Prototype 3:
 Attached / 
Townhome


% of 
Jobs


Prototype 5:
 Rental 


Apartment
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C. The KMA Jobs Housing Nexus Model


This section presents a summary of the analysis linking the employment growth associated with 
residential development, or the output of the IMPLAN model (see Section B), to the estimated 
number of lower income housing units required in each of four income categories, for each of 
the five residential prototype units.  


Analysis Approach and Framework 


The analysis approach is to examine the employment growth for industries related to consumer 
spending by residents in the 100-unit modules. Then, through a series of linkage steps, the 
number of employees is converted to households and housing units by affordability level. The 
findings are expressed in terms of numbers of affordable units per 100 market rate units. 


The analysis addresses the affordable unit demand in Contra Costa and Alameda Counties 
associated with single family detached townhomes, condos and rental units in San Ramon. The 
table below shows the 2015 Contra Costa County/Alameda Area Median Income (AMI), as well 
as the income limits for the four categories that were evaluated: Extremely Low (30% of AMI), 
Very Low (50% of AMI), Low (80% of AMI), and Moderate (120% of AMI). The income 
definitions used in the analysis are those published by the California Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD).  


Exhibit 5: 2015 Income Limits for Contra Costa and Alameda Counties 
Household Size (Persons) 


1 2 3  4  5 6 + 
     


Extr. Low (Under 30% AMI) $19,650 $22,450 $25,250 $28,050 $30,300 $32,570 
Very Low (30%-50% AMI) $32,750 $37,400 $42,100 $46,750 $50,500 $54,250 
Low (50%-80% AMI) $50,150 $57,300 $64,450 $71,600 $77,350 $83,100 
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) $78,550 $89,750 $101,000 $112,200 $121,200 $130,150 


Median (100% of Median) $65,450 $74,800 $84,150 $93,500 $101,000 $108,450 


The analysis is conducted using a model that KMA developed and has applied to similar 
evaluations in many other jurisdictions. The model inputs are all local data to the extent 
possible, and are fully documented in the following description. 


Analysis Steps 


The tables at the end of this section present a summary of the nexus analysis steps for the 
prototype units. Following is a description of each step of the analysis. 
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Step 1 – Estimate of Total New Employees 


Table C-1 commences with the total number of employees associated with the new market rate 
units. The employees were estimated based on household expenditures of new residents using 
the IMPLAN model (see Section B).  


Step 2 – Changing Industries Adjustment and Net New Jobs 


The local economy, like that of the U.S. as a whole, is constantly evolving. In the Oakland, 
Fremont, Hayward Metropolitan Division (defined as Contra Costa and Alameda Counties), over 
the past twenty years, employment in certain sectors of the economy declined including 
manufacturing, State and Federal government, and telecommunications. Defense related 
employment has also declined from around 12,000 jobs twenty years ago to near zero today. 
Jobs lost in these declining sectors were replaced by job growth in other industry sectors.  


Step 2 makes an adjustment to take ongoing changes in the economy into account recognizing 
that jobs added are not 100% net new in all cases. A 15% adjustment is utilized based on the long 
term shifts in employment that have occurred in some sectors of the local economy and the 
likelihood of continuing changes in the future. Long term declines in employment experienced in 
certain sectors of the economy mean that some of the new jobs are being filled by workers that 
have been displaced from another industry and who are presumed to already have housing 
locally. Existing workers downsized from declining industries are assumed to be available to fill a 
portion of the new retail, restaurant, health care, and other jobs associated with services to 
residents. This is a conservative assumption given some displaced workers may exit the 
workforce entirely by retiring rather than seek a new job in one of the industries serving new 
residents.  


The 15% downward adjustment used for purposes of the analysis was derived from California 
Employment Development Department data on employment by industry in Alameda and Contra 
Costa County over the twenty year period from 2014 to 1994. The two periods have similar 
unemployment rates, which reduces the impact of cyclical or short term declines. Over this period, 
approximately 34,000 jobs were lost in declining industry sectors. Over the same period, growing 
and stable industries added a total of 222,000 jobs. Figures are adjusted to exclude losses in 
department of defense employment given there are almost no defense jobs left in the area and so 
continuing declines in this sector is not expected to be a factor in the future. The figures are used 
to establish a ratio between jobs lost in declining industries to jobs gained in growing and stable 
industries at 15%8. The 15% factor is applied as an adjustment in the analysis, effectively 
assuming one in every six to seven new jobs is filled by a worker down-sized from a declining 
industry and who already lives locally. 


8 The 15% ratio is calculated as 34,000 jobs lost in declining sectors excluding defense divided by 222,000 jobs 
gained in growing and stable sectors = 15.4% (rounded to 15%). 
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Step 3 – Adjustment from Employees to Employee Households 


This step (Table C-1) converts the number of employees to the number of employee 
households, recognizing that there is, on average, more than one worker per household, and 
thus the number of housing units in demand for new workers is reduced. The workers-per-
worker-household ratio eliminates from the equation all non-working households, such as retired 
persons, students, and those on public assistance. The County average of 1.66 workers per 
worker household (from the U. S. Census Bureau 2011-2013 American Community Survey) is 
used for this step in the analysis. The number of jobs is divided by 1.66 to determine the 
number of worker households. This ratio is distinguished from the overall number of workers per 
household in that the denominator includes only households with at least one worker. If the 
average number of workers in all households were used, it would have produced a greater 
demand for housing units. The 1.66 ratio covers all workers, full and part time.  


Step 4 – Occupational Distribution of Employees 


The occupational breakdown of employees is the first step to arrive at income level. The output 
from the IMPLAN model provides the number of employees by industry sector, shown in Table 
B-1. The IMPLAN output is paired with data from the Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics May 2013 Occupational Employment Survey (OES) to estimate the occupational
composition of employees for each industry sector.


Step 4a – Translation from IMPLAN Industry Codes to NAICS Industry Codes 


The output of the IMPLAN model is jobs by industry sector using IMPLAN’s own industry 
classification system which consists of 440 industry sectors. The OES occupation data uses the 
North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). Estimates of jobs by IMPLAN sector 
must be translated into estimates by NAICS code for consistency with the OES data.  


The NAICS system is organized into industry codes ranging from two- to six-digits. Two-digit 
codes are the broadest industry categories and six-digit codes are the most specific. Within a 
two-digit NAICS code, there may be several three-digit codes and within each three digit code, 
several four-digit codes, etc. A chart published by IMPLAN relates each IMPLAN industry sector 
with one or more NAICS codes, with matching NAICS codes ranging from the two-digit level to 
the five-digit level. For purposes of the nexus analysis, all employment estimates must be 
aggregated to the four digit NAICS code level to align with OES data which is organized by four-
digit NAICS code. For some industry sectors, an allocation is necessary between more than one 
four-digit NAICS code. Where required, allocations are made proportionate to total employment 
at the national level from the OES.  


The table below illustrates analysis Step 4a in which employment estimates by IMPLAN Code 
are translated to NAICS codes and then aggregated at the four digit NAICS code level. The 
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examples used are Child Day Care Centers and Food and Drinking Places. The process is 
applied to all the industry sectors.  


Illustration of Model Step 4a. 
A. IMPLAN Output by


IMPLAN Industry Sector
B. Link to Corresponding


NAICS Code C. Aggregate at 4-Digit NAICS Code Level


Jobs IMPLAN Sector Jobs NAICS Code Jobs 
% Total 


Employment 4-Digit NAICS


1.1 399 - Child day 
care services 


1.1 6244 Child day 
care services  


1.1 100% 6244 Child day care 
services  


6.0  413 - Food and 
Drinking Places 


6. 722 Food and
Drinking Places


5.4 90.5% 7225 Restaurants 
and Other Eating 
Places 


0.4 6.0% 7223 Special Food 
Services 


0.2 3.5% 7224 Drinking 
Places (Alcoholic 
Beverages) 


Step 4b – Apply OES Data to Estimate Occupational Distribution 


Employment estimates by four-digit NAICS code from step 4a are paired with data on 
occupational composition within each industry from the OES to generate an estimate of 
employment by detailed occupational category. As shown on Table C-1, new jobs will be 
distributed across a variety of occupational categories. The three largest occupational 
categories are office and administrative support (17%), sales (14%), and food preparation and 
serving (13%-14%). Step 4 of Table C-1 indicates the percentage and number of employee 
households by occupation associated with 100 market rate units.  


Step 5 – Estimates of Employee Households Meeting the Lower Income Definitions 


In this step, occupations are translated to employee incomes based on recent Contra Costa and 
Alameda County wage and salary information from the California Employment Development 
Department (EDD). The wage and salary information summarized in Appendix B, Tables 2 and 
4 provided the income inputs to the model.  


For each occupational category shown in Table C-1, the OES data provides a distribution of 
specific occupations within the category. For example, within the Food Preparation and Serving 
Category, there are Supervisors, Cooks, Bartenders, Waiters and Waitresses, Dishwashers, 
etc. In total there are over 100 detailed occupation categories included in the analysis as shown 
in Appendix B, Tables 2 and 4. Each of these over 100 occupation categories has a different 
distribution of wages which was obtained from EDD and is specific to workers in Contra Costa 
and Alameda Counties as of 2014.  
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For each detailed occupational category, the model uses the distribution of wages to calculate 
the percent of worker households that would fall into each income category. The calculation is 
performed for each possible combination of household size and number of workers in the 
household. For households with more than one worker, individual employee income data was 
used to calculate the household income by assuming multiple earner households are, on 
average, formed of individuals with similar incomes.   


At the end of Step 5, the nexus model has established a matrix indicating the percentages of 
households that would qualify in the affordable income tiers for every detailed occupational 
category and every potential combination of household size and number of workers in the 
household.  


Step 6 – Distribution of Household Size and Number of Workers 


In this step, we account for the distribution in household sizes and number of workers for Contra 
Costa County households using local data obtained from the U.S. Census. Census data is used 
to develop a set of percentage factors representing the distribution of household sizes and 
number of workers within working households in Contra Costa County. The percentage factors 
are specific to Contra Costa County and are derived from the 2011 – 2013 American 
Community Survey. Application of these percentage factors accounts for the following: 


 Households have a range in size and a range in the number of workers.
 Large households generally have more workers than smaller households.


The result of Step 6 is a distribution of Contra Costa County working households by number of 
workers and household size. 


Step 7 – Estimate of Number of Households that Meet Size and Income Criteria 


Step 7 is the final step to calculate the number of worker households meeting the size and 
income criteria for the four affordability tiers. The calculation combines the matrix of results from 
Step 5 on percentage of worker households that would meet the income criteria at each 
potential household size / no. of workers combination, with Step 6, the percentage of worker 
household having a given household size / number of workers combination. The result is the 
percentage of households that fall into each affordability tier. The percentages are then 
multiplied by the number of households from Step 3 to arrive at number of households in each 
affordability tier.  


Table C-2 shows the result after completing Steps 5, 6, and 7 for the Extremely Low Income 
Tier.  These steps are performed for each of the four individual affordability tiers.  
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Summary Findings 


Table C-3 indicates the results of the analysis for all of the affordability tiers. The table presents 
the number of households generated in each affordability category and the total number over 
120% of Area Median Income.  


The findings in Table C-3 are presented below. The table shows the total demand for affordable 
housing units associated with 100 market rate units.  


Exhibit 6: New Worker Households by Income Level per 100 Market Rate Units 
Single 
Family 


Detached 


Single Family 
Detached – 


Courtyard / Alley 
Townhome Condominium Apartment 


Ext. Low (Under 30% AMI) 5.6 4.5 4.7 3.1 3.0 
Very Low (30%-50% AMI) 10.4 8.3 8.7 5.7 5.6 
Low (50%-80% AMI) 10.6 8.3. 8.8 5.8 5.6 
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) 8.5 6.6 7.0 4.6 4.5 
Total, Less than 120% AMI 35.1 27.7 29.2 19.1 18.7 


Greater than 120% AMI 9.3 7.4 7.8 5.1 5.0 
Total, New Households 44.3 35.2 37.1 24.3 23.7 


Housing demand for new worker households earning less than 120% of AMI ranges from 35.1 
units per 100 market rate units for larger single family detached units 18.7 units per 100 market 
rate units for the apartments. Housing demand is distributed across the lower income tiers with 
the greatest numbers of households in the Very Low and Low tiers. The finding that the jobs 
associated with consumer spending tend to be low-paying jobs where the workers will require 
housing affordable at the lower income levels is not surprising. As noted above, direct consumer 
spending results in employment that is concentrated in lower paid occupations including food 
preparation, administrative, and retail sales.  


The above table summarizes the analysis results for 100 units. On a per unit basis, the results 
are below and in table C-4.  


Exhibit 7: New Worker Households by Income Level per Market Rate Unit 


 


Single 
Family 


Detached 


Single Family 
Detached – 


Courtyard / Alley 
Townhome Condominium Apartment 


Ext. Low (Under 30% AMI) 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.03 
Very Low (30%-50% AMI) 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.06 0.06 
Low (50%-80% AMI) 0.11 0.08 0.09 0.06 0.06 
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.04 


Total, Less than 120% AMI 0.35 0.28 0.29 0.19 0.19 
 Greater than 120% AMI 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.05 
Total, New Households 0.44 0.35 0.37 0.24 0.24 
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TABLE C-1
NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


83.7 66.6 70.3 46.0 45.0


71.1 56.6 59.8 39.1 38.3


42.9 34.2 36.1 23.6 23.1


Step 1 - Employees 1


Step 2 - Adjustment for Changing Industries (15%) 


Step 3 - Adjustment for Number of Households (1.66)


Step 4 - Occupation Distribution 3


Management Occupations 4.6% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5%
Business and Financial Operations 4.7% 4.6% 4.6% 4.6% 4.6%
Computer and Mathematical 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6%
Architecture and Engineering 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Community and Social Services 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2%
Legal 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Education, Training, and Library 4.3% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 1.6% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 6.3% 7.1% 7.1% 7.1% 7.1%
Healthcare Support 4.0% 4.4% 4.4% 4.4% 4.4%
Protective Service 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
Food Preparation and Serving Related 13.2% 14.0% 14.0% 14.0% 14.0%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 3.4% 3.4% 3.4% 3.4% 3.4%
Personal Care and Service 7.4% 7.3% 7.3% 7.3% 7.3%
Sales and Related 13.8% 13.6% 13.6% 13.6% 13.6%
Office and Administrative Support 16.8% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Construction and Extraction 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 4.0% 4.1% 4.1% 4.1% 4.1%
Production 2.1% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
Transportation and Material Moving 6.0% 5.8% 5.8% 5.8% 5.8%
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%


Management Occupations 2.0 1.5 1.6 1.1 1.0
Business and Financial Operations 2.0 1.6 1.7 1.1 1.1
Computer and Mathematical 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.4
Architecture and Engineering 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Community and Social Services 1.0 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.5
Legal 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1
Education, Training, and Library 1.8 1.1 1.1 0.7 0.7
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 2.7 2.4 2.6 1.7 1.6
Healthcare Support 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.0 1.0
Protective Service 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3
Food Preparation and Serving Related 5.7 4.8 5.0 3.3 3.2
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 1.5 1.2 1.2 0.8 0.8
Personal Care and Service 3.2 2.5 2.6 1.7 1.7
Sales and Related 5.9 4.6 4.9 3.2 3.1
Office and Administrative Support 7.2 5.7 6.0 4.0 3.9
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Construction and Extraction 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.0 1.0
Production 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.5
Transportation and Material Moving 2.6 2.0 2.1 1.4 1.3
Totals 42.9 34.2 36.1 23.6 23.1


Notes:
1


2


3 See Appendix B Tables 1 through 4 for additional information on Major Occupation Categories.
Adjustment from number of workers to households using average of 1.66 workers per worker household derived from the U.S. Census American Community Survey 
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 Single Family                FD 
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                            Courtyard / Alley


Prototype 3:
 Attached / 
Townhome


Estimated employment generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units. Employment estimates based on economic model, 
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE C-2
EXTREMELY LOW-INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Per 100 Market Rate Units


Step 5 & 6 - Extremely Low Income Households (under 30% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories   2


-  -  -   -  -  
-  -  -   -  -  
-  -  -   -  -  
-  -  -   -  -  
-  -  -   -  -  


0.01  0.01  0.01  0.01  0.01  
-  -  -   -  -  


0.04  0.03  0.03  0.02  0.02  
-  -  -   -  -  
-  -  -   -  -  


0.08  0.07  0.07  0.05  0.05  
-  -  -   -  -  


2.20  1.85  1.95  1.28  1.25  
0.18  0.15  0.15  0.10  0.10  
0.79  0.62  0.66  0.43  0.42  
1.00  0.78  0.83  0.54  0.53  
0.26  0.21  0.22  0.14  0.14  
-  -  -   -  -  
-  -  -   -  -  


0.01  0.01  0.01  0.00  0.00  
0.11  -  -   -  -  


Management
Business and Financial Operations 
Computer and Mathematical
Architecture and Engineering
Life, Physical and Social Science 
Community and Social Services
Legal
Education Training and Library
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports & Media 
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 
Healthcare Support
Protective Service
Food Preparation and Serving Related 
Building Grounds and Maintenance 
Personal Care and Service
Sales and Related
Office and Admin
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry
Construction and Extraction
Installation Maintenance and Repair 
Production
Transportation and Material Moving 0.34  0.26  0.27  0.18  0.17  


5.02  3.98  4.20  2.75  2.69  


0.57  0.52  0.55  0.36  0.35  


Extremely Low Income Households - Major Occupations 


EL Households1 - all other occupations


Total EL Households1 5.59  4.49  4.75  3.11  3.04  


1 Includes households earning from zero through 30% of Contra Costa County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix B Tables 1 and 3 for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into households. 
Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix B Tables 2 and 4.  The 
distribution of the number of workers per worker household and the distribution of household size are based on American Community Survey data.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE C-3
IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS 
PER 100 MARKET RATE UNITS


Number of New Households1 


Under 30% Area Median Income 5.6 4.5 4.7 3.1 3.0


30% to 50% Area Median Income 10.4 8.3 8.7 5.7 5.6


50% to 80% Area Median Income 10.6 8.3 8.8 5.8 5.6


80% to 120% Area Median Income 8.5 6.6 7.0 4.6 4.5


Subtotal through 120% of Median 35.1 27.7 29.2 19.1 18.7


Above 120% Area Median Income 9.3 7.4 7.8 5.1 5.0


Total Employee Households 44.3 35.2 37.1 24.3 23.7


Percent of New Households 1


Under 30% Area Median Income 13% 13% 13% 13% 13%


30% to 50% Area Median Income 24% 24% 24% 24% 24%


50% to 80% Area Median Income 24% 24% 24% 24% 24%


80% to 120% Area Median Income 19% 19% 19% 19% 19%


Subtotal through 120% of Median 79% 79% 79% 79% 79%


Above 120% Area Median Income 21% 21% 21% 21% 21%


Total Employee Households 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%


Notes
1 Households of retail, education, healthcare and other workers that serve residents of new market rate units. 
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE C-4
IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY PER UNIT
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS 


Number of New Households1 


Under 30% Area Median Income 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.03


30% to 50% Area Median Income 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.06 0.06


50% to 80% Area Median Income 0.11 0.08 0.09 0.06 0.06


80% to 120% Area Median Income 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.04


Subtotal through 120% of Median 0.35 0.28 0.29 0.19 0.19


Over 120% Area Median Income 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.05


Total Employee Households 0.44 0.35 0.37 0.24 0.24


Notes
1 Households of retail, education, healthcare and other workers that serve residents of new market rate units. 


PER MARKET RATE UNIT
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 9/11/2015; hgr


TABLE C-5
INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT SUPPORTED 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Supported Inclusionary Requirement


Per 100 Market Rate Units - Cumulative Through 


30% OF MEDIAN INCOME 5.6 Units 4.5 Units 4.7 Units 3.1 Units 3.0 Units


50% OF MEDIAN INCOME 16.0 Units 12.8 Units 13.5 Units 8.8 Units 8.6 Units


80% OF MEDIAN INCOME 26.6 Units 21.1 Units 22.3 Units 14.6 Units 14.3 Units


120% OF MEDIAN INCOME 35.1 Units 27.7 Units 29.2 Units 19.1 Units 18.7 Units


Supported Inclusionary Percentage - Cumulative Through 1


30% OF MEDIAN INCOME 5% 4% 5% 3% 3%


50% OF MEDIAN INCOME 14% 11% 12% 8% 8%


80% OF MEDIAN INCOME 21% 17% 18% 13% 12%


120% OF MEDIAN INCOME 26% 22% 23% 16% 16%


Notes:
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1 Calculated by dividing the supported number of affordable units by the total number of units (supported affordable units + 100 market rate 
units).  
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Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 34 
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\001-002 (residential).docx 


D. Mitigation Costs


This section takes the conclusions of the previous section on the number of households in the 
lower income categories associated with the market rate units and identifies the total cost of 
assistance required to make housing affordable. This section puts a cost on the units for each 
income level to produce the “total nexus cost.” This is done for each of the prototype units. 


A key component of the analysis is the size of the gap between what households can afford and 
the cost of producing new housing in San Ramon known as the ‘affordability gap.’ Affordability 
gaps are calculated for each of the four categories of area median income: Extremely Low 
(under 30% of median), Very Low (30% to 50%), Low (50% to 80%), and Moderate (80% to 
120%). The following summarizes the analysis of mitigation cost which is based on the 
affordability gap or net cost to deliver units that are affordable to worker households in the lower 
income tiers. Detailed affordability gap calculations are presented in Tables D-2 through D-4 at 
the end of this section.  


City Assisted Affordable Unit Prototypes 


For estimating the affordability gap, there is a need to match a household of each income level 
with a unit type and size according to governmental regulations and City practices and policies. 
The analysis assumes that the City will assist households earning between 80% and 120% of 
Area Median Income with ownership units. The prototype affordable unit should reflect a modest 
unit consistent with what the City is likely to assist and appropriate for housing the average 
moderate income worker household. The typical project assumed for San Ramon is an even 
mix of two and three bedroom units, for households that are also an even mix of three and four 
persons. A townhome product type is assumed.  


For Low-, Very Low-, and Extremely Low-Income households, it is assumed that the City will 
assist in the development of rental units. The analysis uses a two bedroom affordable rental 
prototype for a three person household. It is also assumed that 4% low income housing tax 
credits paired with tax-exempt financing would be utilized as a subsidy source. The highly 
competitive 9% tax credits are not assumed because of the extremely limited number of projects 
that receive an allocation of 9% tax credits in any given year per geographic region. Other 
affordable housing subsidy sources such as CDBG, HOME, AHP, Section 8, and various 
Federal and State funding programs are becoming more difficult to obtain and therefore are not 
assumed in this analysis.  


Development Costs 


KMA prepared an estimate of total development cost for a typical two bedroom affordable rental 
unit (inclusive of land, all fees and permits, financing and other indirect costs) based on a review 
of development pro formas for recent affordable rental developments.  Of the recent affordable 
rental developments in the area, KMA selected the Arroya Vista project in Dublin as most 
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Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 35 
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representative of the cost structure expected in San Ramon. It is noted that the construction 
costs assume payment of prevailing wages, which would typically be required in publicly 
subsidized affordable housing projects. It should also be noted that this project was developed 
several years ago, and is therefore a conservative estimate of today’s construction costs. On 
this basis, KMA concluded that on average, the new affordable rental units would have a total 
development cost per unit of $375,000.  


For ownership units, KMA estimated total development costs based on comparable land sale 
data, RS Means construction cost data, and indirect and financing costs based on averages of 
other similar projects in the East Bay. On this basis, it is estimated that the new affordable for-
sale townhome unit would have a total development cost of $455,000. Table D-3 provides the 
detail leading to the $455,000 conclusion. 


Exhibit 8: Development Costs 
Income Group Unit Tenure / Type Development Cost 
Under 30% AMI Rental $375,000 
30% to 50% AMI Rental $375,000 
50% to 80% AMI Rental $375,000  
80% to 120% AMI Ownership $455,000 


Unit Values 


For affordable ownership units, unit values are the affordable purchase prices. Affordable 
purchase prices are calculated based on the purchase price affordable to a household earning 
110% of the Contra Costa/Alameda County area median income. KMA calculated the average 
affordable sales price based on the City’s calculations for two and three-bedroom units, at 
$403,500. Details of the calculation are presented in Table D-2.  


For the Low-, Very Low-, and Extremely Low-Income rental units, unit values are based upon 
the funding sources assumed to be available for the project. The funding sources include tax-
exempt permanent debt financing supported by the project’s operating income, a deferred 
developer fee, and equity generated by the 4% low income housing tax credits. It is assumed 
that the project would qualify for the non-profit property tax exemption, which is a significant 
economic benefit to the project. On this basis, KMA estimated the unit value (total funding 
sources) of the Extremely Low-Income rental units at $113,000, the Very Low-Income units at 
$182,000, and the Low-income units at $217,000.  


Exhibit 9: Maximum Affordable Sales Prices and Rent Levels 


Income Group Unit Tenure / 
Type 


Household 
Size 


Unit Values / 
Sales Price 


Under 30% AMI Rental 3 persons $113,000 
30% to 50% AMI Rental 3 persons $182,000 
50% to 80% AMI Rental 3 persons $217,000 
80% to 120% AMI Ownership 3.5 persons $403,500 
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Affordability Gap 


The affordability gap is the difference between the cost of developing a residential unit and the 
unit values at the affordable rents or sales prices.  


The resulting affordability gaps are as follows: 


Exhibit 10: Affordability Gap Calculation 
Unit Value / 
Sales Price 


Development 
Cost 


Affordability 
Gap 


Affordable Rental Units 
Extremely Low (Under 30% AMI) $113,000 $375,000 $262,000 
Very Low (30% to 50% AMI) $187,700 $375,000 $193,000 
Low (50% to 80% AMI) $215,700 $375,000 $158,000 


Affordable Ownership Units 
Moderate (80% to 120% AMI) $403,500 $455,000 $51,500 


Tables D-2 to D-4 present the detailed affordability gap calculations. 


Total Linkage Costs 


The last step in the linkage fee analysis marries the findings on the numbers of households in 
each of the lower income ranges associated with the five prototypes to the affordability gaps, or 
the costs of delivering housing to them in San Ramon. 


Table D-1 summarizes the analysis. The Affordability Gaps are drawn from the prior discussion. 
The “Total Nexus Cost per Market Rate Unit” shows the results of the following calculation: the 
affordability gap times the number of affordable units demanded per market rate unit. (Demand 
for affordable units for each of the income ranges is drawn from Table C-4 in the previous 
section and is adjusted to a per-unit basis from the 100 unit building module.)  


The total nexus costs for each of the prototypes are as follows: 


Exhibit 11: Nexus Per Market Rate Unit 


Income Category Affordability 
Gap 


Single 
Family 


Detached 


Single Family 
Detached – 


Courtyard / Alley 


Town 
Home 


Condo-
minium 


Apartment 


Ext. Low (30% - 50% AMI) $262,000 $14,700 $11,800 $12,400 $8,100 $8,000 
Very Low (30% - 50% AMI) $193,000 $20,100 $16,000 $16,900 $11,000 $10,800 
Low (50%-80% AMI) $158,000 $8,800 $7,100 $7,500 $4,900 $4,800 
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) $51,500 $5,400 $4,300 $4,500 $2,900 $2,900 
Total Nexus Costs $49,000 $39,200 $41,300 $26,900 $26,500 
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The Total Nexus Costs, or Mitigation Costs, indicated above, may also be expressed on a per 
square foot level. The square foot area of the prototype unit used throughout the analysis 
becomes the basis for the calculation. The results per square foot of building area are as 
follows: 


Total Nexus Cost Per Sq. Ft. 


Income Category 


Affordability 
Gap 


Single 
Family 


Detached 


Single Family 
Detached – 


Courtyard / Alley 


Town 
home 


Condo-
minium 


Apartment 


Prototype Size 3,100 SF 2,000 SF 1,850 SF 1,000 SF 800 SF 
Ext. Low (30% - 50% AMI) $262,000 $4.70 $5.90 $6.70 $8.10 $10.00 
Very Low (30% - 50% AMI) $193,000 $6.50 $8.00 $9.10 $11.00 $13.50 
Low (50%-80% AMI) $158,000 $2.80 $3.60 $4.10 $4.90 $6.00 
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) $51,500 $1.70 $2.20 $2.40 $2.90 $3.60 
Total Nexus Costs $15.70 $19.70 $22.30 $26.90 $33.10 


These costs express the total linkage or nexus costs for the five prototype developments in the 
City of San Ramon. These total nexus costs represent the ceiling for any requirement placed on 
market rate development. The totals are not recommended levels for fees; they represent 
only the maximums established by this analysis, below which fees or other requirements 
may be set.  
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Residential Nexus model 6-20; 2/22/2016; hgr


TABLE D-1
SUPPORTED FEE / NEXUS SUMMARY PER UNIT 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


TOTAL NEXUS COST PER MARKET RATE UNIT 


Household Income Level 


Under 30% Area Median Income $262,000 1  $14,600 $11,800 $12,500 $8,100 $8,000


30% to 50% Area Median Income $193,000 1  $20,300 $16,000 $16,900 $11,100 $10,800


50% to 80% Area Median Income $158,000 1  $8,800 $7,100 $7,500 $4,900 $4,800


80% to 120% Area Median Income $51,500 2  $5,400 $4,300 $4,500 $3,000 $2,900


Total Supported Fee / Nexus $49,100 $39,200 $41,400 $27,100 $26,500


TOTAL NEXUS COST PER SQUARE FOOT4


Unit Size (SF) 3,100 SF 2,000 SF 1,850 SF 1,000 SF 800 SF
Household Income Level 


Under 30% Area Median Income $4.70 $5.90 $6.80 $8.10 $10.00


30% to 50% Area Median Income $6.50 $8.00 $9.10 $11.10 $13.50


50% to 80% Area Median Income $2.80 $3.60 $4.10 $4.90 $6.00


80% to 120% Area Median Income $1.70 $2.20 $2.40 $3.00 $3.60


Total Supported Fee / Nexus $15.70 $19.70 $22.40 $27.10 $33.10


Notes: 


2 Affordability gap for moderate income households based on ownership unit priced at 110% AMI. 


4 Computed by dividing the nexus cost per unit by the square footage of the unit.  


Prototype 5:
 Rental 


Apartment


Prototype 5:
 Rental 


Apartment


1 Assumes affordable rental units.  Affordability gaps represent the remaining affordability gap after tax credit financing.  


3 Nexus cost per unit computed by multiplying affordable unit demand from Table C-4 by the affordability gap.  


Affordability 
Gap Per Unit 


1


Nexus Cost Per Market Rate Unit 3


Nexus Cost Per Square Foot4
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Detached
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 Single Family 


Detached


Prototype 2:
 SFD Courtyard 
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Townhome
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates
Filename: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Affordability Gaps res nexus.xlsx; Aff Sales Prices;hgr


TABLE D-2
Affordable Sales Price Estimates
Housing Mitigation Program Revision
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


MODERATE INCOME


Income Available for Housing Expenses 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom
Household Size 3 person HH 4 person HH
Contra Costa County Median Income $84,150 $93,500
Affordability Target 110% 110%
Income for Price Calculation $92,565 $102,850
Percent of Income Available for Housing 35% 35%
Available Income $32,397.75 $35,998
Available Income per month $2,700 $3,000


Monthly Housing Expenses
HOA Dues $180 $180
Property Tax 1.10% $347 $391
Utilities $100 $100
Homeowner's Insurance $50 $50
Mortgage Insurance 1.00% mortgage $299 $338
Total Expenses per Month $977 $1,059


Principal and Interest Payment 4% interest $1,723 $1,941


Sales Price
Mortgage Amount $361,000 $406,000
Downpayment 5% $19,000 $21,350
Affordable Sales Price $380,000 $427,000


Calculations from the City of San Ramon.
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_________________________________________________________
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates
Filename: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Affordability Gaps res nexus.xlsx; for sale;hgr


TABLE D-3
Nexus Affordability Gap Calculation for Moderate Income
Housing Mitigation Program Revision
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


I. City-Assisted Affordable For-Sale Prototype


Building Type Multi-family Townhomes
Density (units/acre) 15
Average Number of Bedrooms 2.5
Average Unit Size 1,000 SF


Estimated Development Costs
Per Unit Per SF


Land(1) $100,000 $100
Hard Costs $200,000 $200
Fees & Permits(2) $65,000 $65
Indirects & Financing $90,000 $90
Total $455,000 $455


II. Affordable Sales Price Per Unit


Household Size 3.5 person HH


Maximum Affordable Sales Price(3)


(Moderate Income)
$403,500


III. Moderate Income Affordability Gap
Per Unit


Estimated Total Development Costs $455,000
(Less) Affordable Price ($403,500)
Affordability Gap per unit $51,500


1 Assumes residential land value of $1.5 million per acre. 
2 Source: Housing Element. 
3 An average of the 2 Bedroom and 3 Bedroom BMR sales prices, shown on Table D-2.
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_________________________________________________________
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates
Filename: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Affordability Gaps res nexus.xlsx; rentals with TC;hgr


TABLE D-4
Nexus Affordability Gaps for Extremely Low, Very Low and Low Income Households
Housing Mitigation Program Revision
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


30% AMI 50% AMI 60% AMI
I. Affordable Rent


Average Number of Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms


Maximum Rent(1) $627 $1,046 $1,255
(Less) Utility Allowance(2) ($52) ($52) ($52)
Maximum Monthly Rent $575 $994 $1,203


II. Net Operating Income (NOI) Per Unit Per Unit Per Unit
Gross Scheduled Income (GSI)


Monthly $575 $994 $1,203
Annual $6,900 $11,928 $14,436


Other Income $3/month $36 $36 $36
(Less) Vacancy 5% ($347) ($598) ($724)
Effective Gross Income (EGI) $6,589 $11,366 $13,748
(Less) Operating Expenses(3) ($6,000) ($6,000) ($6,000)
(Less) Property Taxes exempt (4) exempt (4) exempt (4)


Net Operating Income (NOI) $589 $5,366 $7,748


III. Capitalized Value and Affordability Gap


A. Net Operating Income (NOI) $589 $5,366 $7,748


B. Sources of Funds
Supportable Debt(5) $9,000 $78,000 $113,000
Average Value of  4% Tax Credits(6) $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
Deferred Developer Fee $4,000 $4,000 $4,000


C. Total Sources of Funds $113,000 $182,000 $217,000


D. (Less) Total Development Costs(7) ($375,000) ($375,000) ($375,000)


E. Affordability Gap Per Unit ($262,000) ($193,000) ($158,000)


(1) 2015 maximum rent limits as published by California Tax Credit Allocation Committee.
(2) Utility allowances from Contra Costa County Housing Authority; assumes gas heat and cooking, and basic electricity with air conditioning
(3) Includes replacement reserves.
(4) Assumes non-profit general partner.
(5) Assumes 4% interest, 30 year loan with 1.2 debt coverage ratio.


Sources: City of San Ramon, California Tax Credit Allocation Committee staff reports.


(7) New construction of units only. Conservative estimate of development costs based on Arroyo Vista project in Dublin.


(6) Based on the Arroya Vista project in Dublin.
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Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 42 
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\001-002 (residential).docx 


III. ADDENDUM: ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND AND NOTES ON SPECIFIC ASSUMPTIONS


No Excess Supply of Affordable Housing 


An assumption of this residential nexus analysis is that there is no excess supply of affordable 
housing available to absorb or offset new demand; therefore, new affordable units are needed 
to mitigate the new affordable housing demand generated by development of new market rate 
residential units. Based on a review of the current Census information for San Ramon, 
conditions are consistent with this underlying assumption. According to the Census (2009 to 
2013 ACS), approximately 44% of all households in the City were paying thirty percent or more 
of their income on housing. In addition, housing vacancy is minimal.   


Geographic Area of Impact 


The analysis quantifies impacts occurring within Contra Costa and Alameda Counties. While 
many of the impacts will occur within the City, some impacts will be experienced elsewhere in 
Contra Costa County, Alameda County and beyond. The IMPLAN model computes the jobs 
generated within the two counties and sorts out those that occur beyond the counties’ 
boundaries. The KMA Jobs Housing Nexus Model analyzes the income structure of jobs and 
their worker households, without assumptions as to where the worker households live.  


In summary, the nexus analysis quantifies all the jobs impacts occurring within Contra Costa 
and Alameda Counties and related workers households. Job impacts, like most types of 
impacts, occur irrespective of political boundaries. And like other types of impact analyses, such 
as traffic, impacts beyond city boundaries are experienced, are relevant, and are important.  


For clarification, counting all impacts associated with new housing units does not result in 
double counting, even if all jurisdictions were to adopt similar programs. The impact of a new 
housing unit is only counted once, in the jurisdiction in which it occurs. Obviously, within a 
metropolitan region such as the Bay Area, there is much commuting among jurisdictions, and 
cities house each other’s workers in a very complex web of relationships. The important point is 
that impacts of residential development are only counted once. 


Affordability Gap 


The use of the affordability gap for establishing a maximum fee supported from the nexus 
analysis is grounded in the concept that a jurisdiction will be responsible for delivering 
affordable units to mitigate impacts. The nexus analysis has established that units will be 
needed at one or more different affordability levels and the type of unit to be delivered depends 
on the income/affordability level. In San Ramon, the City is anticipated to assist in the 
development of rental units for household incomes less than 80% of median and for moderate 
income households, ownership units are assumed to be assisted. 
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\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\001-002 (residential).docx 


The units assisted by the public sector for affordable households are usually small in square 
foot area (for the number of bedrooms) and modest in finishes and amenities. As a result, in 
some communities these units are similar in physical configuration to what the market is 
delivering at market rate; in other communities (particularly very high income communities), they 
may be smaller and more modest than what the market is delivering. Parking, for example, is 
usually the minimum permitted by the code. In some communities where there is a wide range 
in land cost per acre or per unit, it may be assumed that affordable units are built on land 
parcels in the lower portion of the cost range. KMA tries to develop a total development cost 
summary that represents the lower half of the average range, but not so low as to be unrealistic. 


If the affordability gap is the difference between total development cost and the affordable sales 
price, the question sometimes arises as to how total development cost is defined. KMA defines 
total development costs as including land costs, construction costs, site improvements, 
architectural and engineering, financing and all other indirect costs, and an allowance for an 
industry profit (non-profit developers receive a development fee instead).  


Excess Capacity of Labor Force 


In the context of economic downturns such as the recent severe recession, the question is 
sometimes raised as to whether there is excess capacity in the labor force to the extent that 
consumption impacts generated by new households will be in part, absorbed by existing jobs 
and workers, thus resulting in fewer net new jobs. In response, an impact analysis of this nature 
is a one-time impact requirement to address impacts generated over the life of the project. 
Recessions are temporary conditions; a healthy economy will return and the impacts will be 
experienced. The economic cycle also self-adjusts. Development of new residential units is 
likely to be reduced until conditions improve or there is confidence that improved conditions are 
imminent. When this occurs, the improved economic condition of the households in the local 
area will absorb the current underutilized capacity of existing workers, employed and 
unemployed. By the time new units become occupied, economic conditions will have likely 
improved.  


The Burden of Paying for Affordable Housing 


San Ramon’s inclusionary housing program does not place all burden for the creation of 
affordable housing on new residential construction. The burden of affordable housing is also 
borne by many sectors of the economy and society. A most important source in recent years of 
funding for affordable housing development comes from the federal government in the form of 
tax credits (which result in reduced income tax payment by tax credit investors in exchange for 
equity funding). Additionally there are other federal grant and loan programs administered by 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development and other federal agencies. The State of 
California also plays a major role with a number of special financing and funding programs. 
Much of the state money is funded by voter approved bond measures paid for by all 
Californians.  
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Local governments play a large role in affordable housing. In addition, private sector lenders 
play an important role, some voluntarily and others less so with the requirements of the 
Community Reinvestment Act. Then there is the non-profit sector, both sponsors and 
developers that build much of the affordable housing.  


In summary, all levels of government and many private parties, for profit and non-profit 
contribute to supplying affordable housing. Residential developers are not being asked to bear 
the burden alone any more than they are assumed to be the only source of demand or cause for 
needing affordable housing in our communities. Based on past experience, the inclusionary 
housing policy will satisfy only a small percentage of the affordable housing needs in the City of 
San Ramon.  


Appendix 1 


11.1.b


Packet Pg. 394


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 B


: 
 S


an
 R


am
o


n
 D


ev
el


o
p


m
en


t 
F


ee
 S


tu
d


y 
(H


o
u


si
n


g
 E


xc
er


p
t)


 b
y 


K
ey


se
r 


M
ar


st
o


n
 A


ss
o


ci
at


es
, M


ar
ch


 2
01


7 
 (


22
03


 :
 D


ra
ft


 In
cl


u
si


o
n


ar
y







APPENDIX A: MARKET SURVEY TABLES 


Appendix 1 Page 45 


11.1.b


Packet Pg. 395


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 B


: 
 S


an
 R


am
o


n
 D


ev
el


o
p


m
en


t 
F


ee
 S


tu
d


y 
(H


o
u


si
n


g
 E


xc
er


p
t)


 b
y 


K
ey


se
r 


M
ar


st
o


n
 A


ss
o


ci
at


es
, M


ar
ch


 2
01


7 
 (


22
03


 :
 D


ra
ft


 In
cl


u
si


o
n


ar
y







Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\apartment rents 5.26; Sheet1; 7/8/2015; hgr


APPENDIX A TABLE 1
APARTMENT RENTS
SAN RAMON RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Unit Type Unit SF Low High Low High


Highlands Point One BR 707 $1,800 $1,950 $2.55 $2.76
2311 Ivy Hill Way One BR 848 $1,850 $1,950 $2.18 $2.30
2012 One BR 950 $2,000 $2,100 $2.11 $2.21


Two BR 1067 $2,120 $2,200 $1.99 $2.06
Two BR 1102 $2,280 $2,375 $2.07 $2.16
Two BR 1110 $2,300 $2,365 $2.07 $2.13
Two BR 1135 $2,325 $2,400 $2.05 $2.11
Two BR 1238 $2,525 $2,625 $2.04 $2.12
Two BR 1307 $2,750 $2,805 $2.10 $2.15


Valencia at Gale Ranch One BR 684 $1,750 $2.56
1200 Goldenbay Ave Two BR 906 $1,950 $2.15
2011 Two BR 997 $2,050 $2.06


Two BR 1011 $2,050 $2.03
Three BR 1212 $2,600 $2.15


Cornerstone One BR 671 $1,205 $1,605 $1.80 $2.39
2200 Brookcliff Circle Two BR 915 $1,512 $1.65
2004 Two BR 1010 $1,900 $1.88


Three BR 1129 $2,500 $2.21
Three BR 1199 $2,500 $2.09


Bridges at San Ramon Studio 465 $1,850 $1,950 $3.98 $4.19
309 Springfield Drive One BR 625 $2,050 $2,150 $3.28 $3.44
1987 Two BR 750 $2,375 $2,475 $3.17 $3.30


Two BR 935 $2,525 $2,625 $2.70 $2.81
Two BR 950 $2,735 $2,835 $2.88 $2.98


Canyon Woods One BR 769 $2,195 $2.85
401 Canyon Woods Two BR 1115 $2,700 $2.42
1986


The Seasons One BR 701 $1,849 $1,900 $2.64 $2.71
125 Cedar Pointe Loop Two BR 808 $2,150 $2,156 $2.66 $2.67


Two BR 901 $2,257 $2,277 $2.50 $2.53


Canyon Creek One BR 734 $1,955 $2,021 $2.66 $2.75
1000 Canyon Village Circle Two BR 976 $2,280 $2,306 $2.34 $2.36
1984 Two BR 1029 $2,386 $2,456 $2.32 $2.39


Asking Rent Asking Rent Per SF
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Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\apartment rents 5.26; Sheet1; 7/8/2015; hgr


APPENDIX A TABLE 1
APARTMENT RENTS
SAN RAMON RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Unit Type Unit SF Low High Low High
Asking Rent Asking Rent Per SF


Foothill Twin Creeks Two BR 1175 $2,607 $2,704 $2.22 $2.30
1110 Harness Drive
1985


Bel Air Apartments Studio 436 $1,833 $1,895 $4.20 $4.35
2000 Shoreline Loop One BR 712 $2,056 $2,287 $2.89 $3.21
1988 One BR 845 $2,132 $2,232 $2.52 $2.64


One BR 770 $2,181 $2.83
One BR 702 $2,270 $2,328 $3.23 $3.32
Two BR 900 $2,553 $2,616 $2.84 $2.91
Two BR 1004 $2,890 $2,941 $2.88 $2.93
Two BR 1093 $2,928 $3,077 $2.68 $2.82
Two BR 1067 $2,967 $3,103 $2.78 $2.91
Two BR 1114 $2,985 $2.68


Crow Canyon One BR 575 $1,851 $2,159 $3.22 $3.75
1700 Promontory Lane One BR 727 $2,073 $2,254 $2.85 $3.10
1992 Two BR 1057 $2,505 $3,091 $2.37 $2.92


Three BR 1332 $2,997 $3,311 $2.25 $2.49


Promontory View One BR 726 $2,075 $2.86 $0.00
3300 Promontory Lane One BR 575 $1,575 $1,750 $2.74 $3.04


Two BR 962 $2,295 $2,350 $2.39 $2.44
Two BR 1073 $2,615 $2,795 $2.44 $2.60
Three BR 1208 $3,495 $2.89 $0.00


Source: Rent.com, Apartments.com.
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Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\ListSource home sales; TABLE ; 7/8/2015; hgr


APPENDIX A TABLE 2
SALES AND RESALES OF NEWER UNITS (BUILT SINCE 2010)
SAN RAMON RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


# of Bedrooms Unit Size Sales Price Price/ SF
Condominiums


Average 2.8 2,124 sf $569,123 $275
Median 3 2,203 sf $565,000 $265


Single Family Homes
Average 4.1 2,967 sf $949,404 $331
Median 4 2,858 sf $879,750 $316


Units built since 2010. New sales and resales of units. Excludes Single-Family units that sold for <$500,000.
Source: ListSource, May 2015.


$200
$220
$240
$260
$280
$300
$320
$340
$360
$380
$400


7/6/2009 11/18/2010 4/1/2012 8/14/2013 12/27/2014


Condominiums: Sales Price/SF by Date 


200


250


300


350


400


450


500


550


600


7/6/2009 11/18/2010 4/1/2012 8/14/2013 12/27/2014


Single Family Homes: Sales Price/SF by Date 


Page 48Appendix 1 


11.1.b


Packet Pg. 398


A
tt


ac
h


m
en


t:
 B


: 
 S


an
 R


am
o


n
 D


ev
el


o
p


m
en


t 
F


ee
 S


tu
d


y 
(H


o
u


si
n


g
 E


xc
er


p
t)


 b
y 


K
ey


se
r 


M
ar


st
o


n
 A


ss
o


ci
at


es
, M


ar
ch


 2
01


7 
 (


22
03


 :
 D


ra
ft


 In
cl


u
si


o
n


ar
y







Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\0515_RealEstateEconomics_SanRamon; 7/8/2015


APPENDIX A TABLE 3 
NEW HOME SALES IN SAN RAMON
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Project # of Units Bd. SF Sales Price $/SF Notes


Park Central
Plan 1 14 2 944 $498,000 $528 Condominiums.
Plan 2x 19 3 946 $511,000 $540 Tuckunder parking.
Plan 2 18 2 950 $499,000 $525 30 dua. 
Plan 3 22 3 1,014 $536,000 $529 KB Homes
Total / Average 73 2.6 967 $513,082 $531 HOA Dues: $259.


Avanti
Plan 1 13 4 2,229 $1,009,900 $453 Detached.
Plan 2 14 4 2,601 $1,074,900 $413 6,500 sf lots
Plan 3 14 4 2,902 $1,164,900 $401 Toll Brothers
Plan 4 7 4 3,181 $1,194,900 $376
Total / Average 48 4 2,673 $1,101,046 $415


Avanti Heights
Flores 14 4 3,153 $1,204,995 $382 Detached. 
Tierra 13 4 3,244 $1,219,995 $376 6,000 sf lots
Portolla 12 4 3,350 $1,234,995 $369 Toll Brothers
Total / Average 39 4 3,244 $1,219,226 $376


Capella
Aora 4 4 3,834 $1,414,995 $369 Detached.
Morinda 3 4 4,018 $1,444,995 $360 6,500 sf lots.
Zira 4 5 4,111 $1,480,995 $360 Toll Brothers
Total / Average 11 4.4 3,985 $1,447,177 $363


Fiorella
Plan 1 s/o 11 2 1,268 $689,900 $544 Detached
Plan 2 26 3 1,490 $759,900 $510 3,600 sf lots.
Plan 3 s/o 15 3 1,596 $769,900 $482 Toll Brothers
Plan 4 28 4 1,729 $799,900 $463
Plan 5 31 4 1,835 $874,900 $477
Total / Average 111 3 1,639 $796,522 $488


Iriana
Plan 1 s/o 9 3 1,729 $799,900 $463 Detached
Plan 2 22 3 2,012 $898,900 $447 3,600 sf lots.
Plan 3 22 3 2,181 $938,900 $430 Toll Brothers
Plan 4 26 4 2,363 $969,900 $410
Plan 5 24 4 2,547 $989,900 $389


103 3 2,237 $937,919 $422


Cantera
Avendel II 3 1,742 $787,995 $452 Townhomes
Palamos 3 1,903 $799,995 $420
Miravilla 3 1,808 $747,995 $414
Navarra 3 2,157 $849,995 $394 Source: Toll Brothers
Avendel III 3 1,819 $839,995 $462


Source: Real Estate Economics, May 2015, except where noted. 
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APPENDIX B: NEXUS SUPPORT TABLES 
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\100k-150k San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 1 
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100-$150,000 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


Worker Occupation Distribution1


Major Occupations (2% or more)


Management Occupations 4.4%


Business and Financial Operations Occupations 4.5%


Community and Social Service Occupations 2.1%


Education, Training, and Library Occupations 3.1%


Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 6.9%


Healthcare Support Occupations 4.3%


Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 13.6%


Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 3.3%


Personal Care and Service Occupations 7.1%


Sales and Related Occupations 13.2%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations 16.3%


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 4.0%


Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 5.7%


11.7%


INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%


1 Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.


All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$100-$150,000


Services to Households Earning 
$100-$150,000
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\100k-150k San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 2     
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100-$150,000 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


% of Total


2014 Avg.
% of Total 


Occupation


Households 
Earning $100-


$150,000
Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers


Page 1 of 4 
Management Occupations


Chief Executives $199,800 3.4% 0.1%
General and Operations Managers $132,100 34.3% 1.5%
Sales Managers $138,800 5.1% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $97,600 4.1% 0.2%
Computer and Information Systems Managers $162,000 3.4% 0.1%
Financial Managers $142,900 9.7% 0.4%
Food Service Managers $50,900 4.8% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $122,600 5.8% 0.3%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $84,900 9.6% 0.4%
Social and Community Service Managers $80,400 4.2% 0.2%
Managers, All Other $136,400 3.4% 0.1%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $123,300 12.4% 0.5%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $123,300 100.0% 4.4%


Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $75,400 4.6% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $73,800 5.4% 0.2%
Management Analysts $104,300 6.3% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $86,000 3.8% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $83,600 7.2% 0.3%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $88,700 10.8% 0.5%
Accountants and Auditors $81,700 18.8% 0.8%
Financial Analysts $102,100 8.8% 0.4%
Personal Financial Advisors $98,300 11.5% 0.5%
Insurance Underwriters $78,800 2.7% 0.1%
Loan Officers $79,200 5.3% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $87,900 14.9% 0.7%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $87,900 100.0% 4.5%


Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $44,800 4.5% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $59,700 5.3% 0.1%
Mental Health Counselors $41,000 7.5% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $43,800 6.3% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $57,000 14.1% 0.3%
Healthcare Social Workers $68,600 7.4% 0.2%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $62,400 6.0% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $38,400 24.5% 0.5%
Community Health Workers $46,000 3.1% 0.1%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,100 5.0% 0.1%
Clergy $57,400 4.4% 0.1%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $49,800 11.9% 0.3%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49,800 100.0% 2.1%
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\100k-150k San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 2     
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100-$150,000 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


% of Total


2014 Avg.
% of Total 


Occupation


Households 
Earning $100-


$150,000
Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers


Page 2 of 4 


Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $59,500 4.3% 0.1%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $36,000 11.9% 0.4%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $72,200 8.3% 0.3%
Middle School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $68,100 3.8% 0.1%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $70,900 5.7% 0.2%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $47,600 11.9% 0.4%
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers $63,700 7.5% 0.2%
Substitute Teachers $39,500 4.4% 0.1%
Teacher Assistants $31,200 14.8% 0.5%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $49,900 27.4% 0.8%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49,900 100.0% 3.1%


Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $134,600 3.8% 0.3%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $203,100 4.0% 0.3%
Registered Nurses $122,500 29.7% 2.0%
Dental Hygienists $97,200 4.8% 0.3%
Pharmacy Technicians $50,500 5.0% 0.3%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $62,900 9.2% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $110,800 43.5% 3.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $110,800 100.0% 6.9%


Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $31,800 23.4% 1.0%
Nursing Assistants $36,000 30.5% 1.3%
Massage Therapists $53,900 4.3% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $41,300 12.0% 0.5%
Medical Assistants $41,200 15.0% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $37,400 14.7% 0.6%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $37,400 100.0% 4.3%


Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $30,800 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $20,300 4.1% 0.6%
Cooks, Restaurant $24,700 8.6% 1.2%
Food Preparation Workers $21,500 6.8% 0.9%
Bartenders $21,900 7.1% 1.0%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $21,100 24.8% 3.4%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $22,000 3.7% 0.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $22,700 19.8% 2.7%
Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender Helpers $19,300 3.1% 0.4%
Dishwashers $21,400 4.0% 0.5%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $22,600 11.0% 1.5%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $22,600 100.0% 13.6%
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\100k-150k San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 2    
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100-$150,000 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


% of Total


2014 Avg.
% of Total 


Occupation


Households 
Earning $100-


$150,000
Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers


Page 3 of 4


Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
$50,200 3.4% 0.1%
$31,100 44.8% 1.5%
$31,900 13.9% 0.5%
$32,000 30.6% 1.0%


First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers 
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers
All Other Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (Avg. All Cat.) $32,200 7.3% 0.2%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,200 100.0% 3.3%


Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $40,100 3.6% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $26,400 5.0% 0.4%
Amusement and Recreation Attendants $22,000 3.1% 0.2%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $30,100 16.8% 1.2%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $20,600 4.1% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $23,200 9.1% 0.6%
Personal Care Aides $22,000 31.7% 2.2%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $50,500 6.5% 0.5%
Recreation Workers $28,000 5.0% 0.4%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,200 15.1% 1.1%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,200 100.0% 7.1%


Sales and Related Occupations
$48,200 8.6% 1.1%
$25,900 24.3% 3.2%
$32,700 5.6% 0.7%
$28,800 33.2% 4.4%
$86,900 3.1% 0.4%
$85,600 4.7% 0.6%
$76,200 4.4% 0.6%
$70,000 5.2% 0.7%
$38,800 3.0% 0.4%


First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers
Cashiers
Counter and Rental Clerks
Retail Salespersons
Insurance Sales Agents
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific 
Real Estate Sales Agents
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,900 7.9% 1.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,900 100.0% 13.2%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $63,300 6.7% 1.1%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $45,200 7.5% 1.2%
Customer Service Representatives $42,800 11.2% 1.8%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $35,700 7.7% 1.3%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $29,600 9.6% 1.6%
Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants $63,500 3.3% 0.5%
Medical Secretaries $44,000 3.5% 0.6%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $43,000 10.7% 1.7%
Office Clerks, General $37,800 13.6% 2.2%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $42,500 26.2% 4.3%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $42,500 100.0% 16.3%
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\100k-150k San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 2     
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100-$150,000 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


% of Total


2014 Avg.
% of Total 


Occupation


Households 
Earning $100-


$150,000
Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers


Page 4 of 4


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $81,900 7.8% 0.3%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $65,100 3.5% 0.1%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $49,400 7.1% 0.3%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $50,800 21.5% 0.9%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $61,600 3.8% 0.2%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $45,900 31.1% 1.2%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $53,100 25.1% 1.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $53,100 100.0% 4.0%


Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $36,100 4.3% 0.2%
Driver/Sales Workers $30,700 6.8% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,200 13.5% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $36,300 10.3% 0.6%
Parking Lot Attendants $26,300 5.2% 0.3%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $48,100 3.5% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $25,400 8.1% 0.5%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $31,400 21.8% 1.2%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,100 6.7% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,900 19.8% 1.1%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,900 100.0% 5.7%


88.3%


1


2


3


The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time.  Annual 
compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2014 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.  Wages are 
based on the 2013 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Contra Costa and Alameda counties, updated by the California Employment Development 
Department to 2014 wage levels. 


Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\150k and up San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 3  
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $150,000 AND UP 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


Worker Occupation Distribution1


Major Occupations (2% or more)


Management Occupations 4.4%


Business and Financial Operations Occupations 4.6%


Community and Social Service Occupations 2.2%


Education, Training, and Library Occupations 4.2%


Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 6.1%


Healthcare Support Occupations 3.8%


Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 12.8%


Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 3.3%


Personal Care and Service Occupations 7.1%


Sales and Related Occupations 13.4%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations 16.3%


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 3.9%


Production Occupations 2.0%


Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 5.8%


10.1%


INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%


1 Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.


All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$100-$150,000


Services to Households Earning 
$100-$150,000
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\150k and up San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 4     
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100-$150,000 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


% of Total


2014 Avg.
% of Total 


Occupation


Households 
Earning 


$150,000 AND 
UP


Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers


Page 1 of 4 
Management Occupations


Chief Executives $199,800 3.5% 0.2%
General and Operations Managers $132,100 34.5% 1.5%
Sales Managers $138,800 5.0% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $97,600 4.1% 0.2%
Computer and Information Systems Managers $162,000 3.3% 0.1%
Financial Managers $142,900 9.7% 0.4%
Food Service Managers $50,900 4.5% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $122,600 5.0% 0.2%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $84,900 8.7% 0.4%
Social and Community Service Managers $80,400 4.3% 0.2%
Managers, All Other $136,400 3.5% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $124,000 13.8% 0.6%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $124,000 100.0% 4.4%


Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $75,400 4.8% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $73,800 5.3% 0.2%
Management Analysts $104,300 6.2% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $86,000 4.0% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $83,600 7.0% 0.3%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $88,700 10.9% 0.5%
Accountants and Auditors $81,700 18.5% 0.8%
Financial Analysts $102,100 8.8% 0.4%
Personal Financial Advisors $98,300 11.5% 0.5%
Loan Officers $79,200 5.2% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $88,200 17.7% 0.8%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $88,200 100.0% 4.6%


Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $44,800 4.2% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $59,700 6.5% 0.1%
Mental Health Counselors $41,000 7.1% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $43,800 6.2% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $57,000 14.5% 0.3%
Healthcare Social Workers $68,600 6.8% 0.1%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $62,400 5.6% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $38,400 24.6% 0.5%
Community Health Workers $46,000 3.2% 0.1%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,100 5.2% 0.1%
Clergy $57,400 4.3% 0.1%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $49,900 11.9% 0.3%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49,900 100.0% 2.2%
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\150k and up San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 4     
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100-$150,000 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


% of Total


2014 Avg.
% of Total 


Occupation


Households 
Earning 


$150,000 AND 
UP


Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers


Page 2 of 4 


Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $59,500 4.6% 0.2%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $36,000 11.5% 0.5%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $72,200 8.2% 0.3%
Middle School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $68,100 3.8% 0.2%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $70,900 5.7% 0.2%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $47,600 11.5% 0.5%
Healthcare Support Occupations $63,700 100.0% 3.8%
Substitute Teachers $39,500 4.3% 0.2%
Teacher Assistants $31,200 14.3% 0.6%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $57,800 -55.7% -2.3%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $57,300 108.2% 4.2%


Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $134,600 4.2% 0.3%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $203,100 3.9% 0.2%
Registered Nurses $122,500 29.1% 1.8%
Dental Hygienists $97,200 4.6% 0.3%
Pharmacy Technicians $50,500 5.6% 0.3%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $62,900 9.0% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $110,200 43.6% 2.7%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $110,200 100.0% 6.1%


Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $31,800 24.6% 0.9%
Nursing Assistants $36,000 29.8% 1.1%
Massage Therapists $53,900 4.4% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $41,300 11.6% 0.4%
Medical Assistants $41,200 14.5% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $37,300 15.1% 0.6%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $37,300 100.0% 3.8%


Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $30,800 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $20,300 4.1% 0.5%
Cooks, Restaurant $24,700 8.6% 1.1%
Food Preparation Workers $21,500 6.9% 0.9%
Bartenders $21,900 7.2% 0.9%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $21,100 24.7% 3.2%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $22,000 3.8% 0.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $22,700 19.7% 2.5%
Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender Helpers $19,300 3.1% 0.4%
Dishwashers $21,400 4.0% 0.5%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $22,600 11.0% 1.4%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $22,600 100.0% 12.8%
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\150k and up San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 4     
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100-$150,000 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


% of Total


2014 Avg.
% of Total 


Occupation


Households 
Earning 


$150,000 AND 
UP


Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
$50,200 3.4% 0.1%
$31,100 45.4% 1.5%
$31,900 12.8% 0.4%
$32,000 30.9% 1.0%


First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers 
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers
All Other Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (Avg. All Cat.) $32,200 7.4% 0.2%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,200 100.0% 3.3%


Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $40,100 3.6% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $26,400 5.3% 0.4%
Amusement and Recreation Attendants $22,000 3.3% 0.2%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $30,100 14.9% 1.1%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $20,600 3.6% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $23,200 11.1% 0.8%
Personal Care Aides $22,000 31.0% 2.2%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $50,500 7.0% 0.5%
Recreation Workers $28,000 5.1% 0.4%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,300 15.0% 1.1%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,300 100.0% 7.1%


Sales and Related Occupations
$48,200 8.7% 1.2%
$25,900 24.4% 3.3%
$32,700 5.1% 0.7%
$28,800 33.6% 4.5%
$86,900 3.3% 0.4%
$85,600 4.7% 0.6%
$76,200 4.4% 0.6%
$70,000 5.2% 0.7%
$38,800 2.8% 0.4%


First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers
Cashiers
Counter and Rental Clerks
Retail Salespersons
Insurance Sales Agents
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific 
Real Estate Sales Agents
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,900 7.8% 1.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,900 100.0% 13.4%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $63,300 6.7% 1.1%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $45,200 7.5% 1.2%
Customer Service Representatives $42,800 11.3% 1.8%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $35,700 7.3% 1.2%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $29,600 9.8% 1.6%
Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants $63,500 3.4% 0.5%
Medical Secretaries $44,000 3.0% 0.5%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $43,000 10.9% 1.8%
Office Clerks, General $37,800 13.7% 2.2%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $42,500 26.4% 4.3%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $42,500 100.0% 16.3%
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\150k and up San Ramon; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B, TABLE 4     
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2014 
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100-$150,000 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON


% of Total


2014 Avg.
% of Total 


Occupation


Households 
Earning 


$150,000 AND 
UP


Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers


Page 4 of 4


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $81,900 7.8% 0.3%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $65,100 3.1% 0.1%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $49,400 7.0% 0.3%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $50,800 21.3% 0.8%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $61,600 3.7% 0.1%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $45,900 30.8% 1.2%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $53,100 26.2% 1.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $53,100 100.0% 3.9%


Production Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Production and Operating Workers $71,700 5.6% 0.1%
Team Assemblers $32,300 7.9% 0.2%
Assemblers and Fabricators, All Other $32,500 3.6% 0.1%
Bakers $31,100 5.1% 0.1%
Butchers and Meat Cutters $34,800 6.7% 0.1%
Laundry and Dry-Cleaning Workers $24,100 18.3% 0.4%
Pressers, Textile, Garment, and Related Materials $24,900 6.5% 0.1%
Inspectors, Testers, Sorters, Samplers, and Weighers $46,500 4.1% 0.1%
Packaging and Filling Machine Operators and Tenders $31,800 3.3% 0.1%
Painters, Transportation Equipment $51,100 3.3% 0.1%
Helpers--Production Workers $30,600 4.3% 0.1%
All Other Production Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $34,400 31.3% 0.6%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $34,400 100.0% 2.0%


Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $36,100 5.2% 0.3%
Driver/Sales Workers $30,700 6.6% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,200 13.6% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $36,300 10.2% 0.6%
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $27,100 3.0% 0.2%
Parking Lot Attendants $26,300 5.4% 0.3%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $48,100 3.5% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $25,400 7.3% 0.4%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $31,400 21.6% 1.3%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,100 6.6% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,800 17.1% 1.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,800 100.0% 5.8%


89.9%


1


2


3


The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time.  Annual 
compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2014 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.  
Wages are based on the 2013 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Contra Costa and Alameda counties, updated by the California Employment 
Development Department to 2014 wage levels. 


Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group
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I. INTRODUCTION


The following report is a Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis, an analysis of the linkages between 
non-residential development and the need for additional affordable housing in the City of San 
Ramon. The report has been prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) as a part of a 
contract with the City of San Ramon to assist the City with the update of multiple types of 
development impact fees and the possible adoption of new ones.  


Background and Context 


The City of San Ramon has long had active affordable housing policies embedded its General 
Plan. For residential development, the City has required affordable units as a percent of all units 
in new residential projects and in the Specific Plans that govern large new development areas.  


For non-residential development, “the City has a policy of requiring commercial development to 
contribute to the supply of workforce housing through new construction, partnerships with non-
profit affordable housing providers or payment of an in lieu fee” according to the Housing 
Element for General Plan 2030. The housing requirement has been negotiated on a case by 
case basis. The City has not developed an impact or linkage fee program per se, or established 
a fee level to be applied to new projects not subject to Specific Plans or development 
agreements. This analysis will provide the supporting documentation for adoption of an impact 
or linkage fee, should the City elect to adopt an ordinance and establish such a fee. This 
analysis has been contracted for preparation pursuant to the most recent Housing Element 
summary of policies, accomplishments and commitments for next steps. Reference is made 
specifically to 11.1-1-11 and 11.1.18 of the Housing Element.  


Purpose 


The purpose of a Non-Residential Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis is to quantify and document 
the impact of the development of new workplace buildings (office, retail, hotel, R&D and 
industrial) and the employees that work in them, on the demand for affordable housing. Since 
jobs in all buildings cover a range in compensation levels, and the households of the workers 
range in size, there are housing needs at all affordability levels. This analysis quantifies the 
need for moderate and lower income housing created by each type of workplace building. 


Should the City wish to negotiate an affordable housing component as part of a development 
agreement for a large commercial project, the relationships established in this analysis could be 
helpful in understanding the impacts and additional housing needs associated with the proposed 
project.  
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Analysis Scope and Organization  


This analysis examines four types of workplace buildings, per direction of City staff. 


 Office, which includes High Tech, Research & Development and medical office space
 Hotel, which covers the range from full service hotels to minimum service extended stay


lodging
 Retail / Restaurant / Entertainment, which includes all types of retail, restaurants,


personal services and entertainment (for example, performing arts) uses.
 Light Industrial – this includes light manufacturing and maintenance and repair


industries, such as auto service and body repair businesses.  This category also
includes Research & Development, to reflect the fact that some R&D occurs in light
industrial-type buildings instead of in office buildings.


. 
The household income categories addressed in the analysis are: Extremely Low Income 
(households earning up to 30% Area Median Income (AMI), Very Low income (households 
earning between 30% and 50% of AMI, Low Income (between 50% and 80% of AMI) and 
Moderate Income (80%-120% of AMI).  


Data Sources and Qualifications 


The analyses in this report have been prepared using the best and most recent data available. 
Local and current data was used whenever possible. Sources such as the American Community 
Survey of the U.S. Census, the 2010 Census, Bureau of Labor Statistics and California 
Employment Department (EDD) data were used extensively. Other sources and analyses when 
used are noted in the text and footnotes. While we believe all sources utilized are sufficiently 
accurate for the purposes of the analyses, we cannot guarantee their accuracy. KMA assumes 
no liability for information from these and other sources.  
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II. THE NEXUS CONCEPT


Introduction 


This section outlines the nexus concept and some of the key issues surrounding the impact of 
new non-residential development on the demand for affordable residential units in San Ramon. 
The nexus analysis and discussion focus on the relationships among development, growth, 
employment, income of workers and demand for affordable housing. The analysis describes the 
impact of new construction of the types of buildings in which there are workers and the need for 
additional affordable housing, quantified both in terms of number of units and the justified fee to 
provide those affordable units.  


Background 


The first jobs-housing linkage fee programs were adopted by the cities of San Francisco and 
Boston in the mid-1980s. To support the fees, the City of San Francisco commissioned an early 
version of a nexus analysis.  


In 1987, the California legislature enacted AB 1600, the Mitigation Fee Act, which requires local 
agencies proposing an impact fee on a development project to identify the purpose of the fee, 
the use of the fee, and to determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s 
use and the development project on which the fee is imposed. The local agency must also 
demonstrate that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee amount and the cost of 
mitigating the problem that the fee addresses. Studies by local governments designed to fulfill 
the requirements of AB 1600 are often referred to as AB 1600 or “nexus” studies. While 
commercial linkage fees for affordable housing are not clearly “fees” as defined by the Mitigation 
Fee Act, the methodology specified by the Act is appropriate for any nexus study.  


Commercial linkage fees were upheld in Commercial Builders of Northern California v. City of 
Sacramento. Commercial builders in Sacramento sued the City following the City’s adoption of a 
housing linkage fee. Both the U.S. District Court and the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld 
the City of Sacramento and rejected the builders’ petition.  


The Nexus Methodology 


An overview of the basic nexus concept and methodology is helpful to understand the 
discussion and concepts presented in this section. This overview consists of a quick “walk 
through” of the major steps of the analysis. The nexus analysis links new commercial buildings 
with new workers in the City; these workers demand additional housing in proximity to the jobs, 
a portion of which needs to be affordable to the workers in lower income households.  
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Below is a description of the major calculations of the analysis. The analysis begins by 
assuming a prototypical building size and then the following calculations are made: 


 The total number of employees working in the building based on average employment
density data is estimated. For analysis purposes, buildings of 100,000 square feet are
analyzed.


 Occupation and income information for typical job types in the building is used to
calculate how many of those jobs pay compensation at the various income levels (very
low, low, and moderate) addressed in the analysis. Compensation data is from the
California Employment Development Department (EDD) and is specific to Alameda and
Contra Costa County. Worker occupations by building type are derived from the 2013
Occupational Employment Survey by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and weighted
to reflect the industry mix in the two East Bay counties.


 Census data indicate that many workers are members of households where more than
one person is employed and that there is a range of household sizes; factors derived
from the Census are used to translate the workers in the building into extremely low,
very low, low, and moderate-income households of various sizes.


 Then, the extremely low, very low-, low- and moderate-income households are divided
by the building size to arrive at the number of housing units per square foot of building
area, for each income category.


 In the last step, the number of households per square foot in each income category is
multiplied by the costs of delivering housing units affordable to these income groups.


Discount for Changing Industries 


The Alameda and Contra Costa County economy, like that of the U.S. as a whole, is constantly 
evolving. Over the past decade, employment in manufacturing sectors of the economy has 
continued to decline along with governmental employment at all levels (Federal, State, and 
local), farming, and construction employment. Defense related employment has also declined 
from around 12,000 jobs twenty years ago to near zero today. Jobs lost over the last decade in 
these declining sectors were replaced by job growth in other industry sectors.  


The analysis makes an adjustment to take these declines, changes and shifts within all sectors 
of the economy into account, recognizing that jobs added are not 100% net new in all cases. A 
15% adjustment is utilized based on the long term shifts in employment that have occurred in 
some sectors of the local economy and the likelihood of continuing changes in the future. Long 
term declines in employment experienced in some sectors of the economy mean that some of 
the new jobs are being filled by workers that have been displaced from another industry and 
who are presumed to already have housing locally. Existing workers downsized from declining 
industries are assumed to be available to fill a portion of the new retail, restaurant, health care, 
and other jobs associated with services to residents. This is a conservative assumption given 
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some displaced workers may exit the workforce entirely by retiring rather than seek a new job in 
one of the industries serving new residents.  


The 15% downward adjustment used for purposes of the analysis was derived from California 
Employment Development Department data on employment by industry in Alameda and Contra 
Costa County over the twenty year period from 2014 to 1994. The two periods have similar 
unemployment rates, which reduces the impact of cyclical or short term declines. Over this period, 
approximately 34,000 jobs were lost in declining industry sectors. Over the same period, growing 
and stable industries added a total of 222,000 jobs. Figures are adjusted to exclude losses in 
department of defense employment given there are almost no defense jobs left in the area and so 
continuing declines in this sector is not expected to be a factor in the future. The figures are used 
to establish a ratio between jobs lost in declining industries to jobs gained in growing and stable 
industries at 15%1. The 15% factor is applied as an adjustment in the analysis, effectively 
assuming one in every six to seven new jobs is filled by a worker down-sized from a declining 
industry and who already lives locally. 


Other Factors and Assumptions 


Appendix A provides a discussion of other specific factors in relation to the nexus concept 
including housing needs of the existing population, multiplier effects (indirect and induced jobs), 
non-duplication between a residential housing impact fee and a non-residential housing impact 
fee, changes in labor force participation, commuting, and economic cycles.  


1 The 15% ratio is calculated as 34,000 jobs lost in declining sectors excluding defense divided by 222,000 jobs 
gained in growing and stable sectors = 15.4% (rounded to 15%). 
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III. JOBS HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS


This section presents a summary of the analysis linking the development of the four types of 
workplace buildings to the estimated number of lower income housing units required in each of 
four income categories. This section should not be read or reproduced without the narrative 
presented in the previous sections.  


Analysis Approach and Framework 


The analysis establishes the jobs housing nexus for individual commercial land use categories, 
quantifying the connection between employment growth in San Ramon and affordable housing 
demand. 


The analysis examines the employment associated with the development of workplace building 
prototypes. Then, through a series of steps, the number of employees is converted to 
households and housing units by income level. The findings are expressed in terms of numbers 
of households per 100,000 square feet, for ease of presentation. In the final step, we convert 
the numbers of households for an entire building to the number of households per square foot.  


Household Income Limits 


The analysis estimates demand for affordable housing in four household income categories: 
Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and Moderate Income. Household incomes for these 
affordability categories are published by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD). The income limits are shown in Exhibit 1. 


Exhibit 1: 2015 Income Limits for Contra Costa and Alameda Counties 
Household Size (Persons) 


1 2 3  4  5 6 + 
     


Extr. Low (Under 30% AMI) $19,650 $22,450 $25,250 $28,050 $30,300 $32,570 
Very Low (30%-50% AMI) $32,750 $37,400 $42,100 $46,750 $50,500 $54,250 
Low (50%-80% AMI) $50,150 $57,300 $64,450 $71,600 $77,350 $83,100 
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) $78,550 $89,750 $101,000 $112,200 $121,200 $130,150 


Median (100% of Median) $65,450 $74,800 $84,150 $93,500 $101,000 $108,450 


Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development. 
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Analysis Steps 


The analysis is conducted using a model that KMA has developed for application in many 
jurisdictions for which the firm has conducted similar analyses. The model inputs are all local 
data to the extent possible, and are fully documented.  


Tables 1 through 4 at the end of this section summarize the nexus analysis steps for the three 
building types. Following is a description of each step of the analysis: 


Step 1 – Estimate of Total New Employees 


The first step in Table 1 identifies the total number of direct employees who will work in the 
building type being analyzed. Average employment density factors are used to make the 
calculation.  


The employment density estimates are drawn from several sources, including local information, 
KMA experience in other jurisdictions, some survey data, and other sources, tailored to the 
character of development in San Ramon and types of tenancies in the commercial buildings in 
the City.  


• Office – 300 square feet per employee. This represents an average of a range that
includes corporate headquarters, high tech activities, research & development (R&D)
space, and medical offices. The employment density at Bishop Ranch ranges by tenant,
but overall is in the range of 200 - 225 square feet per employee.  Medical office and
R&D tenants are generally about 400 square feet per employee.


 Retail / Restaurant/ Entertainment – 450 square feet per employee. This reflects a mix of
retail, restaurant and entertainment space and also a whole range of personal services.
Restaurant space typically has a higher employment density, while retail space ranges
widely depending on the type of retail, with furniture stores, for example, representing
the lower end. Entertainment space would be less dense.


 Hotel – 1,000 square feet per employee. The 1,000 square feet per employee average
covers a range from higher service hotels, which are far more employment intensive, to
minimal service extended stay hotels which have very low density. This assumption
reflects an average room size of 500 square feet, with 0.5 employees per room.


 Industrial – 800 square feet per employee. This density is based on the relatively limited
types of buildings to which this fee is likely to apply in San Ramon, specifically auto
related servicing and other activities of a semi-industrial character.


KMA conducted the analysis on 100,000 square foot buildings. This facilitates the presentation 
of the nexus findings, as it allows jobs and housing units to be presented in whole numbers that 
can be more readily understood. At the conclusion of the analysis, the findings are divided by 
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building size to express the linkages per square foot, so that the findings can be applied to 
buildings of any size.  


Step 2 – Adjustment for Changing Industries 


This step is an adjustment to take into account any declines, changes and shifts within all 
sectors of the economy and to recognize that new space is not always 100% equivalent to net 
new employees. A 15% downward adjustment is utilized to recognize the long-term shifts in 
employment occurring in Contra Costa and Alameda Counties and the likelihood of continuing 
changes to the local economy. (See Section I discussion) 


Step 3 – Adjustment from Employees to Employee Households 


This step (Table 1) converts the number of employees to the number of employee household, 
recognizing that that there is, on average, more than one worker per household, and thus the 
number of housing units needed for new workers is less than the number of new workers. The 
workers-per-worker household ratio eliminates from the equation all non-working households, 
such as retired persons and students. 


The number of workers per household in a given geographic area is a function of household size, 
labor force participation rate and employment availability, as well as other factors. According to 
the 2011-2013 ACS, the number of workers per worker household in Contra Costa County was 
1.66, including full- and part-time workers. The total number of jobs created is divided by 1.66 to 
determine the number of new households. This is a conservative estimate because it excludes all 
non-worker households (such as the retired). If the average number of workers in all households 
was used, it would have produced a greater demand for housing units.  


Step 4 – Occupational Distribution of Employees 


Estimating the occupational breakdown of employees is the first step to arrive at income levels. 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics publishes data on the distribution of occupations within 
industries. The industries included in the analysis vary by building type. 


 For office buildings, the mix of industries was customized based on employment by 
industry sector in Alameda and Contra Costs Counties using EDD data. San Ramon has 
a large representation of corporate users, including headquarters, but many small firms 
also occupy office space in San Ramon. Small firms such as realtors, insurance agents, 
employment services, legal and business services and others are also included. High 
tech, research and development and medical offices are represented in the industry mix 
as well.


 For retail space, the industries include a mix of Retail, Restaurant and Entertainment 
uses tailored to Alameda and Contra Costa counties based on current employment 
levels reported by EDD. 
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 For hotel buildings, the industry includes Hotels, Motels and other accommodations,
excluding casino hotels.


 For industrial buildings, the industries include light manufacturing, research and
development, and maintenance and repair services, including auto service centers. The
industries are weighted based on current employment levels in Alameda and Contra
Costa Counties.


Once the industries are selected, the May 2013 National Industry-Specific Occupational 
Estimates, published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), are used to translate industries to 
occupations. At the end of this step, the occupational composition of employees in the four 
types of buildings have been estimated. The occupational compositions that reflect the expected 
mix of activities in the new buildings are presented in Appendix B Tables. 


 Occupations applicable to the Office industry mix in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties
include a range of management, business and financial, professional services and
computer and mathematical, clerical, and sales occupations, among others.


 Retail / Restaurant employment consists of predominantly retail sales, food preparation
and serving occupations (37%) and sales related occupations (33%), with office and
administrative support occupations making up an additional 10%.


 Hotels employ workers primarily from three main occupation categories: building and
grounds cleaning and maintenance (maid service, etc.), food preparation and serving
related, and office and administrative support, which together make up 77% of Hotel
workers. Other Hotel occupations include personal care, management, sales, production
and maintenance and repair.


 Industrial occupations consist of production, office and administrative, and maintenance
and repair jobs, with smaller percentages in engineering and management.


The results of Step #4 are shown on Table 1; the table shows both the percentage of total 
employee households and the number of employee households in the prototype buildings. 


Step 5 – Estimated Employee Household Income 


In this step, occupations are translated to employee incomes based on recent Alameda and 
Contra Costa Counties wage and salary information from EDD. The wage and salary 
information summarized in Appendix B Tables provided the income inputs to the model. The 
percentages refer to the share of employment within the building in the occupation group. 
Worker compensation used in the analysis assumes full time employment (40 hours per week) 
per EDD.  


In the even numbered Appendix B tables, EDD data provides a distribution of specific 
occupations within the category. For example, within the Food Preparation and Serving 
Category, there are Supervisors, Cooks, Bartenders, Waiters and Waitresses, Dishwashers, 
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etc. For each detailed occupational category, the model uses the distribution of wages to 
calculate the percent of worker households that would fall into each income category. The 
occupations with the lowest compensation levels are in Retail / Restaurant and Hotel buildings. 


The calculation is performed for each possible combination of household size and number of 
workers in the household. For households with more than one worker, individual employee 
income data was used to calculate the household income by assuming multiple earner 
households are, on average, formed of individuals with similar incomes. The model recognizes 
that most, but not all households have multiple incomes.  


Step 6 – Distribution of Household Size and Number of Workers 


In this step, the model examines the demographics of Contra Costa County in order to develop 
probability factors for each potential combination of household size and number of workers. 
Probability factors are derived from the 2011-2013 American Community Survey. Application of 
these probability factors accounts for the following: 


 Households have a range in size and a range in the number of workers;


 Large households generally have more workers than smaller households.


The result of Step 6 is a distribution of Contra Costa County working households by number of 
workers and household size.  


Step 7 – Estimate of Number of Households that Meet Size and Income Criteria 


This is the final step to calculate the number of worker households meeting the size and income 
criteria for the four affordability tiers. The calculation combines the matrix of results from Step 5 
on percentage of worker households that would meet the income criteria at each potential 
household size/number of workers combination, with Step 6, the probability of a worker 
household having a given household size/number of workers combination. The result is the 
percentage of households that fall into each affordability tier. The percentages are then 
multiplied by the number of households from Step 3 to arrive at the number of households in 
each affordability tier.  


Table 2 shows the results after completing Steps 5, 6, and 7 for the Extremely Low Income Tier. 
The methodology is repeated for each of the lower income tiers, resulting in a total count of 
worker households per 100 units.  


Summary by Income Level 


Table 3 indicates the results of the analysis for each of the four building types, for all of the 
income categories. The table presents the number of households in each affordability category, 
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the total number up to 120% of median, and the remaining households earning over 120% of 
median.  


The findings in Table 3 are summarized below in Exhibit 2. The table shows the total demand 
for affordable housing units associated with a 100,000 square foot building. 


Exhibit 2: New Worker Households by Income Level per 100,000 square feet 


Office Retail Hotel Light Industrial 


Ext. Low (Under 30% AMI) 2.4 20.8 11.4 4.1 
Very Low (30%-50% AMI) 16.4 35.5 15.5 12.0 
Low (50%-80% AMI) 29.1 29.5 13.5 15.8 
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) 41.2 17.8 6.8 14.6 
Total, Less than 120% AMI 89.0 103.5 47.1 46.4 


Greater than 120% AMI 81.9 10.4 4.1 17.7 
Total, New Households 171.0 114.0 51.3 64.1 


Table 3 also presents the percentage of total new worker households that fall into each income 
category. As indicated, over 90% of Retail / Restaurant and Hotel worker households are below 
the 120% of median income level. By contrast, in Office buildings, only 52% of worker 
households fall below 120% of median.  


Summary by Square Foot Building Area 


The analysis thus far has used 100,000 square foot buildings. In this step, the conclusions are 
translated to households per square foot by income level (see Table 4).  


For example, for offices, household generation per square foot is as follows in Exhibit 3: 


Exhibit 3: New Worker Households Per Square Foot of New Office Space 
Ext. Low (Under 30% AMI) 0.0000238 
Very Low (30%-50% AMI) 0.0001636 
Low (50%-80% AMI) 0.0002908 
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) 0.0004121 
Total, Less than 120% AMI 0.0008904 


This is the summary of the housing nexus analysis, or the linkage from buildings to employees 
to housing demand, by income level. We believe that it is a conservative approximation that 
most likely understates the households at each income level generated by these building types.  
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: non residential nexus; II-1 Households; 9/11/2015; dd


TABLE 1
NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION BY BUILDING TYPE
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Per 100,000 SF Building OFFICE / 
MEDICAL / R&D


RETAIL / REST / 
ENT. HOTEL


LIGHT 
INDUSTRIAL


Step 1 - Estimate of Number of Employees 


Employment Density (SF/Employee) 300 450 1,000 800
Number of Employees (100,000 SF Building) 333 222 100 125


283 189 85 106


Step 3 - Adjustment for Number of Households (1.66) 171.0 114.0 51.3 64.1


Step 4 - Occupation Distribution(1)


Management Occupations 8.8% 2.5% 4.5% 6.4%
Business and Financial Operations 12.5% 0.9% 1.5% 3.8%
Computer and Mathematical 12.1% 0.2% 0.1% 2.0%
Architecture and Engineering 5.5% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9%
Life, Physical, and Social Science 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2%
Community and Social Services 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Legal 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
Education, Training, and Library 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 1.7% 0.9% 0.3% 0.8%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 6.5% 3.0% 0.0% 0.2%
Healthcare Support 3.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0%
Protective Service 0.4% 0.5% 1.6% 0.1%
Food Preparation and Serving Related 0.3% 7.4% 24.7% 1.7%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 1.0% 0.7% 31.9% 0.9%
Personal Care and Service 0.5% 0.4% 4.0% 0.0%
Sales and Related 6.5% 53.2% 2.2% 5.3%
Office and Administrative Support 25.9% 16.0% 20.3% 10.5%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.4%
Construction and Extraction 0.7% 0.3% 0.1% 1.0%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 3.0% 4.3% 5.0% 4.3%
Production 2.7% 2.6% 2.2% 46.4%
Transportation and Material Moving 2.7% 6.7% 1.1% 9.0%
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%


Management Occupations 15.1 2.8 2.3 4.1
Business and Financial Operations 21.3 1.0 0.8 2.4
Computer and Mathematical 20.7 0.2 0.0 1.3
Architecture and Engineering 9.4 0.0 0.0 3.2
Life, Physical, and Social Science 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
Community and Social Services 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Legal 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Education, Training, and Library 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 2.9 1.1 0.1 0.5
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 11.0 3.4 0.0 0.1
Healthcare Support 6.0 0.3 0.2 0.0
Protective Service 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.1
Food Preparation and Serving Related 0.6 8.5 12.7 1.1
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 1.8 0.9 16.4 0.6
Personal Care and Service 0.8 0.4 2.1 0.0
Sales and Related 11.1 60.6 1.1 3.4
Office and Administrative Support 44.3 18.3 10.4 6.7
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2
Construction and Extraction 1.2 0.3 0.1 0.6
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 5.2 4.9 2.6 2.8
Production 4.6 2.9 1.1 29.7
Transportation and Material Moving 4.6 7.6 0.5 5.8
Totals 171.0 114.0 51.3 64.1


Notes:


Step 2 - Number of Employees after Declining Industries 
Adjustment (15%)


(1) Appendix B tables for more information on how the percentages were derived.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: non residential nexus; II-2 Households; 9/11/2015; dd


TABLE 2
ESTIMATE OF QUALIFYING HOUSEHOLDS - EXTREMELY LOW INCOME
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Analysis for Households Earning up to 30% of Median


OFFICE / 
MEDICAL / 


R&D
RETAIL / REST / 


ENT. HOTEL
LIGHT 


INDUSTRIAL


Per 100,000 SF Building


Step 5, 6, & 7 - Households Earning up to 30% of Median  (1)


Management 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00
Business and Financial Operations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Computer and Mathematical 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Architecture and Engineering 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Life, Physical and Social Science 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Community and Social Services 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Legal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Education Training and Library 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Healthcare Support 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00
Protective Service 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Food Preparation and Serving Related 0.00 3.23 4.97 0.00
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.00 0.00 2.72 0.00
Personal Care and Service 0.00 0.09 0.43 0.00
Sales and Related 0.79 12.88 0.00 0.34
Office and Admin 1.08 1.80 2.10 0.23
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Construction and Extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.01
Production 0.00 0.41 0.00 2.26
Transportation and Material Moving 0.00 1.34 0.00 1.02
HH earning up to 30% of Median - major occupations 2.01 19.80 10.26 3.86


HH earning up to 30% of Median - all other occupations 0.37 0.99 1.09 0.20


Total Households Earning up to 30% of Median 2.4 20.8 11.4 4.1


Notes:


(1) Appendix B tables for more information on how the percentages were derived.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: non residential nexus; II-3 Affordability; 9/11/2015; dd


TABLE 3
WORKER HOUSEHOLDS BY AFFORDABILITY LEVEL
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Per 100,000 S.F. Building


OFFICE / 
MEDICAL / R&D


RETAIL / 
REST / ENT. HOTEL


LIGHT 
INDUSTRIAL


NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME TIER (1)


Up to 30% Median Income 2.4 20.8 11.4 4.1


30% to 50% Median Income 16.4 35.5 15.5 12.0


50% to 80% Median Income 29.1 29.5 13.5 15.8


80% to 120% Median Income 41.2 17.8 6.8 14.6


Subtotal to 120% AMI 89.0 103.5 47.1 46.4


Above 120% of Median 81.9 10.4 4.1 17.7


Total New Worker Households 171.0 114.0 51.3 64.1


PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME TIER


Up to 30% Median Income 1.4% 18.2% 22.1% 6.3%


30% to 50% Median Income 9.6% 31.1% 30.1% 18.7%


50% to 80% Median Income 17.0% 25.9% 26.4% 24.6%


80% to 120% Median Income 24.1% 15.6% 13.3% 22.7%


Subtotal to 120% AMI 52.1% 90.8% 91.9% 72.4%


Above 120% of Median 47.9% 9.2% 8.1% 27.6%


Total 100% 100% 100% 100%


Notes:


(1) See Appendix B tables for compensation levels.
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Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: non residential nexus; II-4 Demand; 9/11/2015; dd


TABLE 4
HOUSING DEMAND NEXUS FACTORS PER SQ.FT. OF BUILDING AREA
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


OFFICE / 
MEDICAL / 


R&D
RETAIL / REST / 


ENT. HOTEL
LIGHT 


INDUSTRIAL


Up to 30% Median Income 0.00002382 0.00020786 0.00011353 0.00004058


30% to 50% Median Income 0.00016362 0.00035488 0.00015460 0.00011981


50% to 80% Median Income 0.00029084 0.00029505 0.00013527 0.00015788


80% to 120% Median Income 0.00041207 0.00017754 0.00006810 0.00014577


Total 0.00089036 0.00103534 0.00047149 0.00046404


Notes:


Number of Housing Units per 
Square Foot of Building Area(1)


(1)Calculated by dividing number of household in Table 3 by 100,000 square feet to convert to households per square foot of building.
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IV. TOTAL HOUSING NEXUS COSTS


This section takes the conclusions of the previous section on the number of households in the 
Extremely Low, Very Low, Low, and Moderate income categories associated with each building 
type and identifies the total cost of assistance required to make housing affordable. This section 
puts a cost on the units at each income level to produce the “total nexus cost.” 


A key component of the analysis is the size of the gap between what households can afford and 
the cost of producing new housing San Ramon, known as the ‘affordability gap.’ Affordability 
gaps are calculated for each of the four categories of area median income: Extremely Low 
(under 30% of median), Very Low (30% to 50%), Low (50% to 80%), and Moderate (80% to 
120%). The following summarizes the analysis of mitigation cost which is based on the 
affordability gap or net cost to deliver units that are affordable to worker households in the lower 
income tiers.  


City Assisted Affordable Unit Prototypes 


For estimating the affordability gap, there is a need to match a household of each income level 
with a unit type and size according to governmental regulations and City practices and policies. 
The analysis assumes that the City will assist households earning between 80% and 120% of 
Area Median Income with ownership units. The prototype affordable unit should reflect a modest 
unit consistent with what the City is likely to assist and appropriate for housing the average 
moderate income worker household. The typical project assumed for San Ramon is an even 
mix of two and three bedroom units, for households that are also an even mix of three and four 
persons. A townhome product type is assumed.  


For Low-, Very Low-, and Extremely Low-Income households, it is assumed that the City will 
assist in the development of rental units. The analysis uses a two bedroom affordable rental 
prototype for a three person household. It is also assumed that 4% low income housing tax 
credits paired with tax-exempt financing would be utilized as a subsidy source. The highly 
competitive 9% tax credits are not assumed because of the extremely limited number of projects 
that receive an allocation of 9% tax credits in any given year per geographic region. Other 
affordable housing subsidy sources such as CDBG, HOME, AHP, Section 8, and various 
Federal and State funding programs are becoming more difficult to obtain and therefore are not 
assumed in this analysis.  


Development Costs 


KMA prepared an estimate of total development cost for a typical two bedroom affordable rental 
unit (inclusive of land, all fees and permits, financing and other indirect costs) based on a review 
of development pro formas for recent affordable rental developments.  Of the recent affordable 
rental developments in the area, KMA selected the Arroya Vista project in Dublin as most 
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representative of the cost structure expected in San Ramon. It is noted that the construction 
costs assume payment of prevailing wages, which would typically be required in publicly 
subsidized affordable housing projects. Also note that this project was developed several years 
ago, and therefore is a conservative estimate of today’s construction costs. On this basis, KMA 
concluded that on average, the new affordable rental units would have a total development cost 
per unit of $375,000.  


For ownership units, KMA estimated total development costs based on comparable land sale 
data, RS Means construction cost data, and indirect and financing costs based on averages of 
other similar projects in the East Bay. On this basis, it is estimated that the new affordable for-
sale townhome unit would have a total development cost of $455,000. Table 7 provides the 
detail leading to the $455,000 conclusion.    


Exhibit 4: Development Costs for Affordable Units 
Income Group Unit Tenure / Type Development Cost 
Under 30% AMI Rental $375,000 
30% to 50% AMI Rental $375,000 
50% to 80% AMI Rental $375,000 
80% to 120% AMI Ownership $455,000 


Unit Values 


For affordable ownership units, unit values are the affordable purchase prices. Affordable 
purchase prices for ownership units are calculated based on the purchase price affordable to a 
household earning 110% of the Alameda/Contra Costa County area median income. For a 2.5 
bedroom unit, KMA calculated the affordable sales price for the matching 3.5 person household 
as $403,500. Details of the calculation are presented in Table 6.  


For the Low-, Very Low-, and Extremely Low-Income rental units, unit values are based upon the 
funding sources assumed to be available for the project. The funding sources include tax-exempt 
permanent debt financing supported by the project’s operating income, a deferred developer fee, 
and equity generated by the 4% low income housing tax credits. It is assumed that the project 
would qualify for the non-profit property tax exemption, which is a significant economic benefit to 
the project. On this basis, KMA estimated the unit value (total funding sources) of the Extremely 
Low-Income rental units at $113,000, the Very Low-Income units at $182,000, and the Low-
income units at $217,000. Details for these calculations are presented in Table 8. 


Exhibit 5: Maximum Affordable Sales Prices 


Income Group Unit Tenure / 
Type 


Household 
Size 


Unit Values / 
Sales Price 


Under 30% AMI Rental 3 persons $113,000 
30% to 50% AMI Rental 3 persons $182,000 
50% to 80% AMI Rental 3 persons $217,000 
80% to 120% AMI Ownership 3.5 persons $403,500 
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Affordability Gap 


The affordability gap is the difference between the cost of developing a residential unit and the 
unit values at the affordable rents or sales prices.  


The resulting affordability gaps are as follows: 


Exhibit 6: Affordability Gap Calculation 
Unit Value / 
Sales Price 


Development 
Cost 


Affordability 
Gap 


Affordable Rental Units 
Extremely Low (Under 30% AMI) $113,000 $375,000 $262,000 
Very Low (30% to 50% AMI) $187,700 $375,000 $193,000 
Low (50% to 80% AMI) $215,700 $375,000 $158,000 


Affordable Ownership Units 
Moderate (80% to 120% AMI) $403,500 $455,000 $51,500 


AMI = Area Median Income 


Tables 6 through 8 present the detailed affordability gap calculations. Note that the affordability 
gaps are consistent with those assumed in the residential nexus analysis. 


Maximum Fees to Mitigate Impacts 


The last step in the nexus analysis calculates the cost of delivering affordable housing to the 
households created by new non-residential development. 


Table 5 summarizes the analysis. The demand for affordable units in each income range that is 
generated per square foot of building area is drawn from Table 4 in the previous section. The 
“Maximum Fee per Square Foot” shows the results of the following calculation: the Affordability 
Gap times the number of affordable units generated per square foot of building area.  


The maximum impact fees for the four building types are as follows: 


Exhibit 7: Maximum Fee Per Square Foot of Building Area 
Office / R&D / Medical $104.99 
Retail / Restaurant / Entertainment $178.71 
Hotel $84.46 
Light Industrial $66.21 


Note: Nexus findings are not recommended fee levels. 
See Table 5 for detail.  
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These totals represent the maximum impact fee that could be charged for new non-residential 
construction to mitigate its impacts on the need for affordable housing. The totals are not 
recommended fee levels; they represent only the maximums established by this analysis. 


These total nexus or mitigation costs are high due to the low compensation levels of many jobs, 
coupled with the high cost of developing residential units. Higher employment densities also 
contribute to higher nexus costs. These factors are especially pronounced with the Retail 
category, yielding a very high nexus cost. 


EDD data for 2014 indicates compensation for Retail workers in Alameda/Contra Costa County 
averages approximately $31,000 per year. This means many workers qualify as Very Low Income 
(four-person households earning $46,750 and below2); as shown in Table 3, almost 50% of Retail 
workers fall in the Extremely Low or Very Low Income categories. Virtually all Retail employee 
households earn less than 120% of median. Hotel workers have similar compensation levels 
(averaging $33,000 annually); however, since there are fewer employees per square feet of 
building area, the resulting mitigation costs are much lower on a per square foot basis.  


Conservative Assumptions 


In establishing the maximum impact fee, many conservative assumptions were employed in the 
analysis that result in a cost to mitigate affordable housing needs that may be considerably 
understated. These conservative assumptions include: 


 Only direct employees are counted in the analysis. Many indirect employees are also
associated with each new workspace. Indirect employees in an office building, for
example, include security, delivery personnel, building cleaning and maintenance
personnel, and a whole range of others. Hotels do have many of these workers on staff,
but hotels also “contract out” a number of services that are not taken into account in the
analysis. In addition, there are ‘induced’ employment effects when the direct employees
spend their earnings in the local economy. It would certainly be appropriate to include
the affordable housing demand generated by the indirect and induced jobs in this nexus
analysis. For simplicity, however, and because the results using only direct employees
are significantly higher than the fee levels under consideration by the City, we limit it to
direct employees only.


 Annual incomes for workers reflect full time employment based upon EDD’s convention
for reporting the compensation information. In fact, many workers work less than full
time; therefore, annual compensations used in the analysis are probably overstated,
especially for Retail and Hotel, which tend to have a high number of part time
employees.


2 Income criteria vary by household size. 
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 Affordability gaps are based upon the assumption that federal and state tax credit
financing will be available, when in fact federal tax credits are greatly oversubscribed. In
addition, a conservative estimate of total development costs for ownership units is used.
Both assumptions reduce the affordability gap that needs to be filled if affordable units
are to be made available.


In summary, many less conservative assumptions could be made that would justify a much 
higher maximum linkage fee.  
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TABLE 5
TOTAL HOUSING NEXUS COST
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


INCOME CATEGORY 


OFFICE / 
MEDICAL / 


R&D


RETAIL / 
REST / 
ENT. HOTEL


LIGHT 
INDUSTRIAL


Up to 30% Median Income $262,000 1   
$6.24 $54.46 $29.74 $10.63


30% to 50% Median Income $193,000 1   
$31.58 $68.49 $29.84 $23.12


50% to 80% Median Income $158,000 1   
$45.95 $46.62 $21.37 $24.95


80% to 120% Median Income $51,500 2   
$21.22 $9.14 $3.51 $7.51


Total $104.99 $178.71 $84.46 $66.21


Notes:
1 Assumes tax credit rental units.   
2 Assumes ownership units priced at 110% AMI.  


Affordability 
Gap Per Unit


3 Calculated by multiplying housing demand factors from Table 4 by the affordability gap. 


Nexus Cost Per Sq.Ft. of Building Area3
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MODERATE INCOME


Income Available for Housing Expenses 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom
Household Size 3 person HH 4 person HH
Contra Costa County Median Income $84,150 $93,500
Affordability Target 110% 110%
Income for Price Calculation $92,565 $102,850
Percent of Income Available for Housing 35% 35%
Available Income $32,397.75 $35,998
Available Income per month $2,700 $3,000


Monthly Housing Expenses
HOA Dues $180 $180
Property Tax 1.10% $347 $391
Utilities $100 $100
Homeowner's Insurance $50 $50
Mortgage Insurance 1.00% mortgage $299 $338
Total Expenses per Month $977 $1,059


Principal and Interest Payment 4% interest $1,723 $1,941


Sales Price
Mortgage Amount $361,000 $406,000
Downpayment 5% $19,000 $21,350
Affordable Sales Price $380,000 $427,000


Calculations from the City of San Ramon.


TABLE 6
AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE ESTIMATES 
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS 
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA
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I. City-Assisted Affordable For-Sale Prototype


Building Type Multi-family Townhomes
Density (units/acre) 15
Average Number of Bedrooms 2.5
Average Unit Size 1,000 SF


Estimated Development Costs
Per Unit Per SF


Land(1) $100,000 $100
Hard Costs $200,000 $200
Fees & Permits(2) $65,000 $65
Indirects & Financing $90,000 $90
Total $455,000 $455


II. Affordable Sales Price Per Unit


Household Size 3.5 person HH


Maximum Affordable Sales Price(3)


(Moderate Income)
$403,500


III. Moderate Income Affordability Gap
Per Unit


Estimated Total Development Costs $455,000
(Less) Affordable Price ($403,500)
Affordability Gap per unit $51,500


1 Assumes residential land value of $1.5 million per acre. 
2 Source: Housing Element. 
3 An average of the 2 Bedroom and 3 Bedroom BMR sales prices, shown on Table 1.


TABLE 7
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP CALCULATION FOR MODERATE INCOME 
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS 
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA
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Filename: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Affordability Gaps res nexus.xlsx; rentals with TC;hgr


TABLE 8
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAPS FOR EXTREMELY LOW, VERY LOW and LOW INCOME 
NON RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


30% AMI 50% AMI 60% AMI
I. Affordable Rent


Average Number of Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms


Maximum Rent(1) $627 $1,046 $1,255
(Less) Utility Allowance(2) ($52) ($52) ($52)
Maximum Monthly Rent $575 $994 $1,203


II. Net Operating Income (NOI) Per Unit Per Unit Per Unit
Gross Scheduled Income (GSI)


Monthly $575 $994 $1,203
Annual $6,900 $11,928 $14,436


Other Income $3/month $36 $36 $36
(Less) Vacancy 5% ($347) ($598) ($724)
Effective Gross Income (EGI) $6,589 $11,366 $13,748
(Less) Operating Expenses(3) ($6,000) ($6,000) ($6,000)
(Less) Property Taxes exempt (4) exempt (4) exempt (4)


Net Operating Income (NOI) $589 $5,366 $7,748


III. Capitalized Value and Affordability Gap


A. Net Operating Income (NOI) $589 $5,366 $7,748


B. Sources of Funds
Supportable Debt(5) $9,000 $78,000 $113,000
Average Value of  4% Tax Credits(6) $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
Deferred Developer Fee $4,000 $4,000 $4,000


C. Total Sources of Funds $113,000 $182,000 $217,000


D. (Less) Total Development Costs(7) ($375,000) ($375,000) ($375,000)


E. Affordability Gap Per Unit ($262,000) ($193,000) ($158,000)


(1) 2015 maximum rent limits as published by California Tax Credit Allocation Committee.
(2) Utility allowances from Contra Costa County Housing Authority; assumes gas heat and cooking, and basic electricity with air conditioning
(3) Includes replacement reserves.
(4) Assumes non-profit general partner.
(5) Assumes 4% interest, 30 year loan with 1.2 debt coverage ratio.


Sources: City of San Ramon, California Tax Credit Allocation Committee staff reports.


(7) New construction of units only. Conservative estimate of development costs based on Arroyo Vista project in Dublin.


(6) Based on the Arroya Vista project in Dublin.
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APPENDIX A: DISCUSSION OF VARIOUS FACTORS IN RELATION TO NEXUS CONCEPT 
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This appendix provides a discussion of various specific factors and assumptions in relation to 
the nexus concept to supplement the overview provided in Section I.  


1. Addressing the Housing Needs of a New Population vs. the Existing Population


This nexus analysis assumes there is no excess supply of affordable housing available to 
absorb or offset new demand; therefore, new affordable units are needed to mitigate the new 
affordable housing demand generated by development of new workplace buildings. Based on a 
review of the current Census information for San Ramon, conditions are consistent with this 
underlying assumption. According to the Census (2009 to 2013 ACS), approximately 44% of all 
households in the City were paying thirty percent or more of their income on housing. In 
addition, housing vacancy is minimal.   


This nexus study does not address the housing needs of the existing population. Rather, the 
study focuses exclusively on documenting and quantifying the housing needs created by 
development of a new workplace building. 


Local analyses of housing conditions have found that new housing affordable to lower income 
households is not being added to the supply in sufficient quantity to meet the needs of new 
employee households. If this were not the case and significant numbers of units were being 
added to the supply to accommodate the Low to Moderate income groups, or if residential units 
in the County were experiencing significant long term vacancy levels, particularly in affordable 
units, then the need for new units would be questionable.  


2. Substitution Factor


Any given new building in San Ramon may be occupied partly, or even perhaps totally, by 
employees relocating from elsewhere in the County. Buildings are often leased entirely to firms 
relocating from other buildings in the same jurisdiction. However, when a firm relocates to a new 
building from elsewhere in the region, there is a space in an existing building that is vacated and 
occupied by another firm. That building in turn may be filled by some combination of newcomers 
to the area and existing workers. Somewhere in the chain there are jobs new to the region. The 
net effect is that new buildings accommodate new employees, although not necessarily inside 
the new buildings themselves.  


3. Indirect Employment and Multiplier Effects


The multiplier effect refers to the concept that the income generated by a new job recycles 
through the economy and results in additional jobs. The total number of jobs generated is 
broken down into three categories – direct, indirect and induced. In the case of the nexus 
analysis, the direct jobs are those located in the new workspace buildings that would be subject 
to the linkage fee. Multiplier effects encompass indirect and induced employment. Indirect jobs 
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are generated by suppliers to the businesses located in the new workspace buildings. Induced 
jobs are generated by local spending on goods and services by employees.  


Multiplier effects vary by industry. Industries that draw heavily on a network of local suppliers 
tend to generate larger multiplier effects. Industries that are labor intensive also tend to have 
larger multiplier effects as a result of the induced effects of employee spending.  


Theoretically, a jobs-housing nexus analysis could consider multiplier effects although the 
potential for double-counting exists to the extent indirect and induced jobs are added in other 
new buildings in jurisdictions that have jobs housing linkage fees. KMA chose to omit the 
multiplier effects (the indirect and induced employment impacts) to avoid potential double-
counting and make the analysis more conservative.  


In addition, the nexus analysis addresses direct “inside” employment only. In the case of an 
office building, for example, direct employment covers the various managerial, professional and 
clerical people that work in the building; it does not include the security guards, the delivery 
services, the landscape maintenance workers, and many others that are associated with the 
normal functioning of an office building. In other words, any analysis that ties lower income 
housing to the number of workers inside buildings will continue to understate the demand. Thus, 
confining the analysis to the direct employees does not address all the lower income workers 
associated with each type of building and understates the impacts. 


4. Changes in Labor Force Participation


In the 1960s through the 1980s, there were significant increases in labor force participation, 
primarily among women. As a result, some of the new workers were reentering the labor force 
and already had local housing, thus reducing demand for housing associated with job growth. In 
earlier nexus analyses, KMA would adjust the analysis to account for this. However, increases 
in participation rates by women have stabilized and even declined slightly and labor force 
participation rates for men have been on a downward trajectory since 1970. As such, an 
adjustment for increase in labor force participation is no longer warranted in a nexus analysis. 


5. Commuting


Workers in San Ramon commute from throughout the Bay Area. Nexus analyses sometimes 
use a downward adjustment based on commuting. A commute adjustment reduces the 
maximum fee based on an assumption that a portion of housing needs will be satisfied by other 
jurisdictions. Such an adjustment is not required for nexus purposes, however and KMA does 
not include commute adjustments in our current analyses; all housing demand generated by a 
project is included in the nexus.  
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6. Economic Cycles


An impact analysis of this nature is intended to support a one-time impact requirement to 
address impacts generated over the life of a project (generally 40 years or more). Short-term 
conditions, such as a recession or a vigorous boom period, are not an appropriate basis for 
estimating impacts over the life of the building. These cycles can produce impacts that are 
higher or lower on a temporary basis.  


Development of new workspace buildings tends to be minimal during a recession and generally 
remains minimal until conditions improve or there is confidence that improved conditions are 
imminent. When this occurs, the improved economic condition will absorb existing vacant space 
and underutilized capacity of existing workers, employed and unemployed. By the time new 
buildings become occupied, current conditions will have likely improved.  


To the limited extent that new workspace buildings are built during a recession, housing impacts 
from these new buildings may not be fully experienced immediately, but the impacts will be 
experienced at some point. New buildings delivered during a recession can sometimes sit 
vacant for a period after completion. Even if new buildings are immediately occupied, overall 
absorption of space can still be zero or negative if other buildings are vacated in the process. 
Jobs added may also be filled in part by unemployed or underemployed workers who are 
already housed locally. As the economy recovers, firms will begin to expand and hire again 
filling unoccupied space as unemployment is reduced. New space delivered during the 
recession still adds to the total supply of employment space in the region. Though the jobs are 
not realized immediately, as the economy recovers and vacant space is filled, this new 
employment space absorbs or accommodates job growth. Although there may be a delay in 
experiencing the impacts, the fundamental relationship between new buildings, added jobs, and 
housing needs remains over the long term.  


In contrast, during a vigorous economic boom period, conditions exist in which elevated impacts 
are experienced on a temporary basis. As an example, compression of employment densities 
can occur as firms add employees while making do with existing space. Compressed 
employment densities mean more jobs added for a given amount of building area. Boom 
periods also tend to go hand-in-hand with rising development costs and increasing home prices. 
These factors can bring market rate housing out of reach from a larger percentage of the 
workforce and increase the cost of delivering affordable units. 


While the economic cycles can produce impacts that are temporarily higher or lower than 
normal, an impact fee is designed to be collected once, during the development of the project. 
Over the lifetime of the project, the impacts of the development on the demand for affordable 
housing will be realized, despite short-term booms and recessions.  
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APPENDIX B: SUPPORTING NEXUS TABLES 
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: \\Sf-fs2\wp\19\19130\012\Hotel;Major Occupations Matrix; 9/11/2015


APPENDIX B TABLE 1
2014 NATIONAL HOTEL WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Major Occupations (3% or more)


Management Occupations 68,960 4.5%


Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 379,520 24.7%


Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 489,570 31.9%


Personal Care and Service Occupations 61,530 4.0%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations 310,980 20.3%


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 76,990 5.0%


All Other Hotel Related Occupations 147,010 9.6%


INDUSTRY TOTAL 1,534,560 100.0%


Notes
(1) Excludes casino hotels


Hotel
Occupation Distribution (1)


2014 National
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Hotel;Compensation; 9/11/2015


APPENDIX B TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2014
HOTEL WORKER OCCUPATIONS
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Hotel


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 1 of 2


Management Occupations
General and Operations Managers $132,100 22.9% 1.0%
Sales Managers $138,800 9.3% 0.4%
Administrative Services Managers $97,600 3.9% 0.2%
Financial Managers $142,900 4.4% 0.2%
Food Service Managers $50,900 11.1% 0.5%
Lodging Managers $64,300 40.2% 1.8%
All Other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $130,700 8.3% 0.4%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $95,500 100.0% 4.5%


Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $30,800 5.3% 1.3%
Cooks, Restaurant $24,700 13.8% 3.4%
Bartenders $21,900 7.8% 1.9%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $21,100 3.6% 0.9%
Waiters and Waitresses $22,700 29.5% 7.3%
Food Servers, Nonrestaurant $25,300 8.3% 2.1%
Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender Helpers $19,300 10.5% 2.6%
Dishwashers $21,400 6.5% 1.6%
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop $19,600 3.4% 0.9%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $22,800 11.0% 2.7%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $23,000 100.0% 24.7%


Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Housekeeping and Janitorial Workers $45,600 5.8% 1.9%
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,100 6.1% 1.9%
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,900 85.1% 27.1%
All Other Building and Grounds Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,200 3.0% 1.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,700 100.0% 31.9%


Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $40,100 4.3% 0.2%
Amusement and Recreation Attendants $22,000 15.0% 0.6%
Locker Room, Coatroom, and Dressing Room Attendants $24,000 3.8% 0.2%
Baggage Porters and Bellhops $27,600 34.4% 1.4%
Concierges $28,600 17.8% 0.7%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $50,500 3.0% 0.1%
Recreation Workers $28,000 9.8% 0.4%
Personal Care and Service Workers, All Other $39,600 3.4% 0.1%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,700 8.4% 0.3%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $28,500 100.0% 4.0%
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Hotel;Compensation; 9/11/2015


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Hotel


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 2 of 2


Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $63,300 7.5% 1.5%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $45,200 5.2% 1.1%
Hotel, Motel, and Resort Desk Clerks $23,800 71.8% 14.5%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $43,400 15.5% 3.1%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,900 100.0% 20.3%


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $81,900 8.0% 0.4%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $45,900 89.8% 4.5%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,500 2.1% 0.1%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49,000 100.0% 5.0%


Weighted Average Annual Wage - All Occupations $33,000 90.4%


1 Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group.
2


3


The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time.  Annual 
compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2014 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.  
Wages are based on the 2013 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Contra Costa County updated by the California Employment Development 
Department to 2014 wage levels. 
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: OfficeMedR&D; Major Occupations Matrix; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B TABLE 3
2014 NATIONAL OFFICE WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Major Occupations (3% or more)


Management Occupations 2,434,586 8.8%


Business and Financial Operations Occupations 3,433,765 12.5%


Computer and Mathematical Occupations 3,332,249 12.1%


Architecture and Engineering Occupations 1,511,975 5.5%


Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 1,779,288 6.5%


Healthcare Support Occupations 971,946 3.5%


Sales and Related Occupations 1,791,922 6.5%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations 7,131,105 25.9%


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 836,648 3.0%


All Other Office Occupations 4,317,447 15.7%


INDUSTRY TOTAL 27,540,932 100.0%


Occupation Distribution


2014 National


Industries weighted to reflect Contra Costa and Alameda Counties industry mix.


Office Industry
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: OfficeMedR&D; Compensation; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B TABLE 4
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2014
OFFICE WORKER OCCUPATIONS
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Office


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 1 of 3
Management Occupations


General and Operations Managers $132,100 25.2% 2.2%
Marketing Managers $160,900 5.6% 0.5%
Sales Managers $138,800 5.5% 0.5%
Computer and Information Systems Managers $162,000 11.2% 1.0%
Financial Managers $142,900 12.2% 1.1%
Architectural and Engineering Managers $171,800 4.8% 0.4%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $84,900 5.6% 0.5%
Managers, All Other $136,400 6.4% 0.6%
All Other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $130,700 23.4% 2.1%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $138,000 100.0% 8.8%


Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Human Resources Specialists $73,800 6.4% 0.8%
Management Analysts $104,300 13.6% 1.7%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $83,600 9.5% 1.2%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $88,700 11.6% 1.4%
Accountants and Auditors $81,700 17.5% 2.2%
Financial Analysts $102,100 5.1% 0.6%
Loan Officers $79,200 5.8% 0.7%
All Other Business and Financial Operations (Avg. All Categories) $83,700 30.6% 3.8%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $86,800 100.0% 12.5%


Computer and Mathematical Occupations
Computer Systems Analysts $94,200 14.4% 1.7%
Computer Programmers $93,900 9.4% 1.1%
Software Developers, Applications $109,800 21.3% 2.6%
Software Developers, Systems Software $121,200 11.5% 1.4%
Network and Computer Systems Administrators $94,000 7.9% 1.0%
Computer Network Architects $120,200 4.1% 0.5%
Computer User Support Specialists $60,600 12.0% 1.5%
Computer Network Support Specialists $78,800 4.2% 0.5%
All Other Computer and Mathematical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $97,800 15.2% 1.8%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $97,500 100.0% 12.1%
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: OfficeMedR&D; Compensation; 9/11/2015; dd


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Office


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 2 of 3


Architecture and Engineering Occupations
Architects, Except Landscape and Naval $98,900 6.9% 0.4%
Civil Engineers $103,900 13.0% 0.7%
Electrical Engineers $116,000 7.3% 0.4%
Electronics Engineers, Except Computer $107,200 6.3% 0.3%
Industrial Engineers $110,100 4.8% 0.3%
Mechanical Engineers $107,800 10.5% 0.6%
Engineers, All Other $110,000 4.8% 0.3%
Architectural and Civil Drafters $63,200 6.2% 0.3%
Electrical and Electronics Engineering Technicians $69,200 4.1% 0.2%
All Other Architecture and Engineering Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $99,400 36.3% 2.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $100,100 100.0% 5.5%


Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Dentists, General $135,700 6.4% 0.4%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $203,100 6.9% 0.4%
Registered Nurses $122,500 13.8% 0.9%
Dental Hygienists $97,200 13.4% 0.9%
Veterinary Technologists and Technicians $40,800 4.5% 0.3%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $62,900 5.8% 0.4%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $105,900 49.2% 3.2%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $110,200 100.0% 6.5%
Healthcare Support Occupations


Nursing Assistants $36,000 4.7% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $41,300 37.9% 1.3%
Medical Assistants $41,200 35.1% 1.2%
Veterinary Assistants and Laboratory Animal Caretakers $29,200 6.2% 0.2%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,000 16.1% 0.6%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,900 100.0% 3.5%
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: OfficeMedR&D; Compensation; 9/11/2015; dd


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Office


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 3 of 3
Sales and Related Occupations


$85,700 4.4% 0.3%
$32,700 5.5% 0.4%
$28,800 4.1% 0.3%
$86,900 13.9% 0.9%
$85,600 8.6% 0.6%
$76,200 23.8% 1.5%


$102,200 5.9% 0.4%
$70,000 5.1% 0.3%
$38,800 8.2% 0.5%
$31,900 5.7% 0.4%


First-Line Supervisors of Non-Retail Sales Workers
Counter and Rental Clerks
Retail Salespersons
Insurance Sales Agents
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Technical and Scientific Products 
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific 
Real Estate Sales Agents
Telemarketers
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $44,700 14.8% 1.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $65,600 100.0% 6.5%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $63,300 7.4% 1.9%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $45,200 7.6% 2.0%
Tellers $30,800 5.7% 1.5%
Customer Service Representatives $42,800 14.8% 3.8%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $35,700 6.8% 1.8%
Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants $63,500 4.4% 1.1%
Medical Secretaries $44,000 4.1% 1.1%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $43,000 9.9% 2.6%
Office Clerks, General $37,800 12.4% 3.2%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $43,400 27.0% 7.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $43,900 100.0% 25.9%


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $81,900 6.9% 0.2%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $65,100 25.7% 0.8%
Telecommunications Line Installers and Repairers $60,800 11.1% 0.3%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $45,900 40.2% 1.2%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,500 16.1% 0.5%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $56,500 100.0% 3.0%


Weighted Average Annual Wage - All Occupations $79,000 81.3%


1 Including occupations representing 4% or more of the major occupation group.
2


3


The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time.  Annual 
compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2014 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.  
Wages are based on the 2013 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable toContra Costa and Alameda Counties updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2014 wage levels. 
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: lightindustrial; Major Occupations Matrix; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B TABLE 5
2014 NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Major Occupations (2% or more)


Management Occupations 560,599 7.6%


Business and Financial Operations Occupations 381,998 5.2%


Computer and Mathematical Occupations 348,053 4.7%


Architecture and Engineering Occupations 585,276 8.0%


Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations 538,286 7.3%


Sales and Related Occupations 304,237 4.1%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations 800,224 10.9%


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 739,168 10.1%


Production Occupations 2,185,841 29.8%


Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 541,567 7.4%


All Other Industrial Occupations 354,327 4.8%


INDUSTRY TOTAL 7,339,577 100.0%


Occupation Distribution


2014 National


Industries weighted to reflect Alameda and Contra Costa County industry mix.


Industrial Industry
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: lightindustrial; Compensation; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B TABLE 6
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2014
INDUSTRIAL WORKER OCCUPATIONS
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Industrial


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 1 of 3
Management Occupations


General and Operations Managers $132,100 28.9% 2.2%
Marketing Managers $160,900 4.4% 0.3%
Sales Managers $138,800 4.8% 0.4%
Computer and Information Systems Managers $162,000 5.6% 0.4%
Financial Managers $142,900 5.7% 0.4%
Industrial Production Managers $132,900 9.9% 0.8%
Architectural and Engineering Managers $171,800 9.7% 0.7%
Natural Sciences Managers $159,300 8.7% 0.7%
Managers, All Other $136,400 6.4% 0.5%
All Other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $130,700 15.8% 1.2%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $142,300 100.0% 7.6%


Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Purchasing Agents, Except Wholesale, Retail, and Farm Products $73,900 13.8% 0.7%
Compliance Officers $86,100 6.3% 0.3%
Cost Estimators $72,900 6.1% 0.3%
Human Resources Specialists $73,800 6.4% 0.3%
Logisticians $82,600 4.6% 0.2%
Management Analysts $104,300 8.2% 0.4%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $83,600 9.9% 0.5%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $88,700 15.5% 0.8%
Accountants and Auditors $81,700 15.4% 0.8%
Financial Analysts $102,100 4.4% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $83,700 9.5% 0.5%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $84,100 100.0% 5.2%


Computer and Mathematical Occupations
Computer Systems Analysts $94,200 10.1% 0.5%
Computer Programmers $93,900 5.9% 0.3%
Software Developers, Applications $109,800 21.0% 1.0%
Software Developers, Systems Software $121,200 21.7% 1.0%
Network and Computer Systems Administrators $94,000 8.8% 0.4%
Computer User Support Specialists $60,600 8.5% 0.4%
All Other Computer and Mathematical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $97,800 23.9% 1.1%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $101,300 100.0% 4.7%


Architecture and Engineering Occupations
Electrical Engineers $116,000 10.7% 0.9%
Electronics Engineers, Except Computer $107,200 7.5% 0.6%
Industrial Engineers $110,100 14.5% 1.2%
Mechanical Engineers $107,800 16.7% 1.3%
Engineers, All Other $110,000 6.0% 0.5%
Electrical and Electronics Engineering Technicians $69,200 6.8% 0.5%
All Other Architecture and Engineering Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $99,400 37.8% 3.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $103,300 100.0% 8.0%
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: lightindustrial; Compensation; 9/11/2015; dd


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Industrial


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 2 of 3
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations


Biochemists and Biophysicists $100,600 9.1% 0.7%
Medical Scientists, Except Epidemiologists $102,400 20.2% 1.5%
Chemists $78,200 12.4% 0.9%
Biological Technicians $49,700 12.2% 0.9%
Chemical Technicians $55,500 5.9% 0.4%
Social Science Research Assistants $54,700 5.1% 0.4%
All Other Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $83,600 35.1% 2.6%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $81,000 100.0% 7.3%


Sales and Related Occupations
$25,900 11.9% 0.5%
$32,700 5.8% 0.2%
$28,800 12.9% 0.5%
$76,200 7.8% 0.3%


$102,200 14.1% 0.6%
$70,000 32.0% 1.3%


Cashiers
Counter and Rental Clerks
Retail Salespersons
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Technical and Scientific Products 
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific 
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $44,700 15.5% 0.6%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $58,400 100.0% 4.1%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $63,300 5.4% 0.6%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $45,200 10.0% 1.1%
Customer Service Representatives $42,800 11.0% 1.2%
Production, Planning, and Expediting Clerks $53,100 6.1% 0.7%
Shipping, Receiving, and Traffic Clerks $34,200 10.5% 1.1%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $29,600 5.3% 0.6%
Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants $63,500 6.1% 0.7%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $43,000 13.9% 1.5%
Office Clerks, General $37,800 17.2% 1.9%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $43,400 14.7% 1.6%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $43,700 100.0% 10.9%


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $81,900 8.4% 0.8%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $49,400 12.0% 1.2%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $50,800 29.1% 2.9%
Industrial Machinery Mechanics $67,800 10.1% 1.0%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $45,900 10.9% 1.1%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,500 29.6% 3.0%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,800 100.0% 10.1%
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: lightindustrial; Compensation; 9/11/2015; dd


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Industrial


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 3 of 3
Production Occupations


First-Line Supervisors of Production and Operating Workers $71,700 7.1% 2.1%
Electrical and Electronic Equipment Assemblers $38,300 4.2% 1.3%
Team Assemblers $32,300 10.2% 3.0%
Bakers $31,100 4.0% 1.2%
Machinists $55,600 6.8% 2.0%
Inspectors, Testers, Sorters, Samplers, and Weighers $46,500 5.4% 1.6%
Packaging and Filling Machine Operators and Tenders $31,800 6.7% 2.0%
Helpers--Production Workers $30,600 4.5% 1.3%
All Other Production Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $41,400 51.1% 15.2%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $42,200 100.0% 29.8%


Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,200 9.3% 0.7%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $36,300 6.7% 0.5%
Automotive and Watercraft Service Attendants $24,000 6.8% 0.5%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $48,100 7.4% 0.5%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $25,400 24.8% 1.8%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $31,400 16.9% 1.3%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,100 13.5% 1.0%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $40,800 14.5% 1.1%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,700 100.0% 7.4%


Weighted Average Annual Wage - All Occupations $81,000 95.2%


1 Including occupations representing 4% or more of the major occupation group.
2


3


The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time.  Annual 
compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2014 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
Wages are based on the 2013 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Contra Costa and Alameda Counties updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2014 wage levels. 
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Retail; Major Occupations Matrix; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B TABLE 7
2014 NATIONAL RETAIL WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


Major Occupations (2% or more)


Management Occupations 643,626 2.3%


Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 10,151,524 36.8%


Personal Care and Service Occupations 744,443 2.7%


Sales and Related Occupations 9,080,192 32.9%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations 2,812,922 10.2%


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 721,301 2.6%


Production Occupations 679,096 2.5%


Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 1,419,382 5.2%


All Other Retail Occupations 1,307,392 4.7%


INDUSTRY TOTAL 27,559,878 100.0%


Occupation Distribution


2014 National


Industries weighted to reflect Alameda and Contra Costa County industry mix.


Retail Industry
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Retail; Compensation; 9/11/2015; dd


APPENDIX B TABLE 8
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2014
RETAIL WORKER OCCUPATIONS
NON-RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN RAMON, CA


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Retail


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 1 of 2
Management Occupations


General and Operations Managers $132,100 51.7% 1.2%
Sales Managers $138,800 12.9% 0.3%
Food Service Managers $50,900 24.5% 0.6%
All Other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $130,700 10.9% 0.3%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $112,900 100.0% 2.3%


Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $30,800 7.1% 2.6%
Cooks, Fast Food $20,300 5.1% 1.9%
Cooks, Restaurant $24,700 9.9% 3.6%
Food Preparation Workers $21,500 6.7% 2.5%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $21,100 28.5% 10.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $22,700 21.2% 7.8%
Dishwashers $21,400 4.1% 1.5%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $22,800 17.4% 6.4%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $22,800 100.0% 36.8%


Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $40,100 4.4% 0.1%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $26,400 13.1% 0.4%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $30,100 48.1% 1.3%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $20,600 11.6% 0.3%
Skincare Specialists $41,400 4.4% 0.1%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,700 18.6% 0.5%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $29,000 100.0% 2.7%


Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers $48,200 11.9% 3.9%
Cashiers $25,900 32.4% 10.7%
Retail Salespersons $28,800 48.3% 15.9%
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $44,700 7.4% 2.4%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $31,300 100.0% 32.9%


Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $63,300 6.4% 0.7%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $45,200 6.7% 0.7%
Customer Service Representatives $42,800 11.3% 1.2%
Shipping, Receiving, and Traffic Clerks $34,200 4.9% 0.5%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $29,600 47.9% 4.9%
Office Clerks, General $37,800 8.1% 0.8%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $43,400 14.7% 1.5%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $37,200 100.0% 10.2%
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department Compensation Data.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Retail; Compensation; 9/11/2015; dd


% of Total % of Total
2014 Avg. Occupation Retail


Occupation 1 Compensation 2 Group 3 Workers


Page 2 of 2


Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $81,900 8.0% 0.2%
Computer, Automated Teller, and Office Machine Repairers $40,100 5.0% 0.1%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $50,800 38.2% 1.0%
Tire Repairers and Changers $32,800 9.7% 0.3%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $45,900 7.9% 0.2%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,500 31.2% 0.8%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $52,100 100.0% 2.6%


Production Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Production and Operating Workers $71,700 6.5% 0.2%
Bakers $31,100 14.4% 0.4%
Butchers and Meat Cutters $34,800 20.2% 0.5%
Meat, Poultry, and Fish Cutters and Trimmers $25,600 4.3% 0.1%
Laundry and Dry-Cleaning Workers $24,100 19.1% 0.5%
Pressers, Textile, Garment, and Related Materials $24,900 7.6% 0.2%
All Other Production Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $41,400 27.9% 0.7%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $35,300 100.0% 2.5%


Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Driver/Sales Workers $30,700 15.3% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $36,300 16.1% 0.8%
Parking Lot Attendants $26,300 6.7% 0.3%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $25,400 6.8% 0.3%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $31,400 25.9% 1.3%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,100 13.6% 0.7%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $40,800 15.7% 0.8%


Weighted Mean Annual Wage $31,800 100.0% 5.2%


Weighted Average Annual Wage - All Occupations $31,000 95.3%


1 Including occupations representing 4% or more of the major occupation group.
2


3


The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time.  Annual 
compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2014 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.  
Wages are based on the 2013 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable toContra Costa and Alameda Counties updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2014 wage levels. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 


Staff Report 
 


 


 


DATE: February 5, 2019 


 


TO: Planning Commission 


 


FROM: Debbie Chamberlain, Community Development Director 


 By: Cindy Yee, Senior Planner 


 


SUBJECT: Crow Canyon Specific Plan Update – Draft Preferred Alternative 


 


 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


 


The Crow Canyon Specific Plan (CCSP) was adopted in 2006 to guide the evolution of a 128-


acre office and service commercial area in San Ramon with the goal of creating a new mixed-use 


community that includes concentrated commercial and residential uses, while maintaining viable 


limited/light industrial and service commercial uses. While many aspects of the 2006 vision 


remain valid today, a number of factors have arisen in recent years that affect the potential build-


out of the Plan Area and its best fit within the larger community. The purpose of this study 


session is to receive feedback and direction from the Planning Commission on the Draft 


Preferred Alternative (Attachment A), developed on the basis of public input received at 


community workshops held in October and December 2018. 


 


RECOMMENDED ACTION 


 


Staff recommends that the Planning Commission receive the consultant presentation, discuss 


refinements to the Draft Preferred Alternative, and if appropriate, recommend consideration by 


the City Council. 


 


INTRODUCTION 


 


Project Description 


 


The project consists of targeted updates to the CCSP intended to encourage investment and new 


development within the Plan Area through a coordinated program of public improvements and a 


clear pattern of land uses that provides property owners with a level of certainty regarding the 


future form and character of development. As full buildout of the Plan Area will take place 


incrementally over a period of many years, a vision is needed to guide future development and 


redevelopment in order to avoid piecemeal decisions and foreclosed opportunities. The project 


will align the CCSP with the changed conditions of the Plan Area and the larger City of San 


Ramon and regional context, such as the concentration of regional retail in the Bishop Ranch 
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City Center project and the dissolution of Redevelopment. Updates to the Plan will be based on 


direction from the community, key stakeholders, decisions makers (City Council and Planning 


Commission), City staff, and information gathered by the consultant team.  


 


The CCSP Update is expected to be an 18-month process involving outreach to the community, 


property owners, and advisory bodies with active involvement of the Planning Commission and 


City Council. A public review draft of the CCSP is expected to be released in May/June 2019, 


and adoption of the CCSP Update anticipated in September 2019.   


 


Location:                   


 


Approximately 128 acres (over 90 land parcels) bounded by the San Ramon/Danville city limit 


line to the north, Interstate 680 to the east, Crow Canyon Road to the south, and the San Ramon 


city limit line to the west. See Attachment A for a map of the project location and citywide 


context. 


 


Applicant:       Property Owner:         
 


City of San Ramon   Multiple property owners within the Specific Plan Area 


 


Environmental Review/California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Status:  


 


An Addendum to the Crow Canyon Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be 


prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act of 


1970 (CEQA), as amended. 


 


Public Outreach/Notification:  


 


While this study session does not require a notice and no formal decision will be rendered at this 


meeting, on January 25, 2019, a courtesy notice for the Planning Commission meeting of 


February 5, 2019 was mailed to all property owners and interested parties within the Crow 


Canyon Specific Plan and within 300 ft. of the Specific Plan boundaries.  


 


BACKGROUND 


 


The CCSP was adopted in 2006 to guide the evolution of a 128-acre office and service 


commercial area west of Interstate 680 and north of Crow Canyon Road in the City of San 


Ramon. The CCSP envisioned a cohesive, mixed use community of up to 735 new residential 


units, 87,000 new square feet of neighborhood-serving retail and restaurant uses, and 270,000 


square feet of new commercial uses concentrated in underutilized portions of the Plan Area, with 


viable existing limited/light industrial and service commercial uses maintained. While aspects of 


the 2006 vision remain valid today, a number of factors have arisen in recent years that affect the 


potential buildout of the Plan Area and its best fit within the larger community in terms of its mix 


of uses, intensity, and urban design. These factors include the rapidly evolving retail landscape, 


driven by retailer consolidation and the emergence of online shopping; recent updates to State 


housing law intended to stimulate housing production; the loss of Redevelopment funds to 
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catalyze implementation of the plan; and the approval of the Bishop Ranch City Center and The 


Preserve (aka Faria Preserve) projects, both of which have recently opened. Additionally, the 


scale and development profiles of recent applications for redevelopment of sites within the CCSP 


Area have raised concerns in the community.  


 


Given the factors listed above, as well as the fact that the full potential of the Plan Area remains 


to be realized, the City initiated an update to the CCSP in order to recalibrate the vision and the 


implementing strategies of the CCSP. On August 28, 2018 the City Council and the Planning 


Commission held a joint study session to provide guidance for the CCSP Update. Decision-


makers requested that the CCSP Update focus on identifying the appropriate land use mix, 


clarifying standards for building character, and improving connectivity within the area.  


 


Subsequently, on October 2, 2018 a community workshop was held to review existing conditions 


information relevant to the Plan Area today and to receive input from local area residents, 


property owners and the Planning Commission regarding different options and alternatives for 


land use, connectivity and urban design. Input from the October community workshop was used 


to develop three distinct alternatives which were then used at a second community workshop 


held in December 2018 where participants completed a map-based small group activity to build 


their own "preferred alternative," combining elements from multiple alternatives to best address 


the key opportunities and challenges at hand. A summary of the December community workshop 


and the three alternatives considered by participants is included as Attachment B to this staff 


report. 


 


DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS  


 


Draft Preferred Alternative 


The Draft Preferred Alternative (Attachment A) is based on input received at the October and 


December community workshops as well as feedback received from the Planning Commission 


and City Council at their joint workshop in September 2018. It reflects the key points of concepts 


that emerged from the workshops, including the optimal location for new mixed use 


retail/residential development; desired density and development intensity; routes for bicycle and 


pedestrian connectivity; and the character of subareas within the CCSP area. 


 


Village Node at San Ramon Valley Boulevard and Deerwood Road 


The Draft Preferred Alternative seeks to focus near-term development and improvements at the 


prominent intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard and Deerwood Road, where traffic 


volumes are highest and retail has the best chance of success. This location is already attracting 


interest from the development community and the intent is to use that momentum to create a 


village-like node of mixed use residential and retail development here that will catalyze positive 


change in the CCSP Area over the long term. Mixed use development at this location would be 


in either a horizontal or vertical configuration with base residential densities of up to 35 dwelling 


units per acre and building heights of up to 5 stories. Individual projects that provide a 


substantial affordable housing component may qualify for additional bonus density under State 


law. 
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Surrounding the village-like node, residential uses would be encouraged at lower than 30 


dwelling units per acre (before any State housing density bonus is applied) to provide additional 


rooftops to build the tax base and support community-oriented retail in the CCSP Area. 


Specifically, the Draft Preferred Alternative envisions mixed use development along Omega 


Road between Deerwood Road and Purdue Road with infill residential uses complementing 


commercial uses and building a connection with the Preserve subdivision; medium density 


residential development along Deerwood west of the village node; and the long-term transition 


of Old Crow Canyon Road to a more residential character with the redevelopment of some 


existing office uses with housing. The Plan would include guidelines and standards to encourage 


thoughtful development that protects and enhances the creek and its tributaries as vital natural 


amenities for this area. Focusing residential uses in these locations would be expected to 


generate 735 new housing units within a 1/4 mile walk of the new retail envisioned in the 


village-like node. Given the focus of near-term development at the village node and the 


surrounding residential uses envisioned on Deerwood, Omega and Old Crow Canyon roads, 


bicycle and pedestrian improvements would be concentrated in those areas. A network of 


creekside trails would also improve connectivity for current and future residents, as would mid-


block pedestrian pathways linking residential and commercial/retail areas within the CCSP Area.  


 


San Ramon Valley Corridor 


The Draft Preferred Alternative envisions San Ramon Valley Boulevard as an attractive 


commercial corridor, with lower FARs in the north and more intensive development 


concentrated at the village node and in the south. North of Purdue, commercial and service 


commercial uses would be encouraged along San Ramon Valley Boulevard, with design 


guidelines and policies that support facade improvements and beautification. Building heights 


here would be up to 3 stories. The Commercial/Service Commercial land use designation would 


be applied here, which would allow for residential care facilities subject to a conditional use 


permit. 


 


Beta Court Subarea 


In the Beta Court subarea, a new Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) designation would 


be applied with the intention of preserving existing service commercial businesses that wish to 


stay or grow while also allowing for compatible new “maker-oriented” uses to establish. The 


PDR designation would allow for a range of uses that despite their diversity, share the need for 


relatively flexible building space, lower rents, and some degree of separation from housing. New 


uses compatible with those envisioned on Omega Road and Deerwood Road would be allowed 


by right, while more intensive or industrial uses would be conditionally permitted. 


 


Differences from 2006 Plan 


In order to address changed circumstances in the Plan Area since 2006 and to reflect input from 


the community and decision-makers, the Draft Preferred Alternative proposes several key 


changes over the current, adopted CCSP. First, it introduces several new land use designations to 


more clearly identify the character and uses desired in the various subareas. In the Beta Court 


subarea, it introduces a PDR designation that provides a stronger statement regarding the 


preservation of viable uses that wish to remain, while the application of the Medium Density 


Residential and Mixed Use designations signals that housing development is desired as an 


integral part of the land use mix in those locations. 
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Market analysis conducted by BAE Urban Economics has indicated that new residential 


development in the CCSP Area and The Preserve subdivision would support approximately 


40,000 square feet of additional community-oriented retail within the Plan Area, assuming 30 


percent of the new additional sales were captured locally. This would be equivalent to having 


one new grocer (approximately 15,000 to 30,000 square feet), a coffee shop (2,000 square feet), 


two fast-casual restaurants (3,000 to 4,000 square feet), and one or two non-retailers (2,000 to 


5,000 square feet). The Draft Preferred Alternative seeks to concentrate this new retail 


development within the village node, primarily at the prominent intersection of San Ramon 


Valley Boulevard and Deerwood Road, where traffic volumes are highest and retail has the best 


chance of success. The market analysis reflects major shifts in the retail sector that have occurred 


across the US since the time of the 2006 Plan, as demand for physical store space from 


commodity retailers is shrinking in the face of increased online shopping. 


 


Whereas the 2006 Plan included a housing overlay north of Purdue and south of Deerwood 


Road, the Draft Preferred Alternative focuses residential uses in the core of the CCSP Area, 


within a 1/4 mile walk of the new retail envisioned in the village node to support community-


oriented retail at that location. Residential uses would not be permitted by right north of Purdue, 


although residential care facilities would be allowed within the Commercial /Service 


Commercial designation, subject to a conditional use permit. Overall, as with the 2006 Plan, the 


Draft Preferred Alternative would be expected to result in 735 new housing units in the CCSP 


Area, consistent with the adopted Housing Element and the City’s RHNA strategy. 


 


The Draft Preferred Alternative enhances the bicycle and pedestrian network in the CCSP Area 


over the 2006 Plan, albeit in a more concentrated area to improve connectivity to and from the 


village node and better support the success of retail at that location. Wide sidewalks, striped 


crosswalks, street furniture, and bike lanes are envisioned along Omega, Old Crow Canyon, 


Purdue and Deerwood roads near the location of new residential and mixed use residential 


development. Provisions of these amenities along these roadways would also foster active 


transportation connections with the Preserve subdivision as well as with Diablo Plaza south of 


the CCSP Area. Additionally, an expanded network of creekside trails would improve 


connectivity for current and future residents, as would mid-block pedestrian pathways linking 


residential and commercial/retail areas within the CCSP Area.  


 


The Draft Preferred Alternative would enhance the role of San Ramon Creek and its tributaries 


as an important recreational and open space resource within the community. In addition to the 


proposed expansion of the creekside trail network, the Draft Preferred Alternative would 


incorporate standards and guidelines for new development south of Deerwood designed to 


encourage creek-oriented development that showcases this important natural amenity. 


 


FISCAL ANALYSIS 


 


The cost for preparation of the Crow Canyon Specific Plan update is funded by the Planning 


Cost Recovery Fund, 202, (CIP 9007), with environmental review and project management 


consulting services under the supervision of the Planning Services Division.  


 


12.1


Packet Pg. 460







 


NEXT STEPS 


 


1. The City Council will review the Draft Preferred Alternative. 


2. Once the City Council provided direction on the Preferred Alternatives, policies, 


guidelines, and standards in the CCSP will be updated to implement the vision it 


describes. 


3. A Draft CCSP Update is expected to be released for public review in Summer 2019. 


 


ATTACHMENT: 


 


A: Draft CCSP Preferred Alternative 


B: Summary of the December 4, 2018 Community Workshop 
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Residential Development Potential


Total Housing Units 735


Maximum Residential Density 35 du/acre


Maximum Building Height 5 stories


The Draft Preferred Alternative for land use, built form, and 
connectivity in the Crow Canyon Specific Plan (CCSP) Area 
seeks to focus near-term development and improvements at 
the prominent intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard 
and Deerwood Road, where traffic volumes are highest and 
retail has the best chance of success. This location is already 
attracting interest from the development community and the 
intent is to use that momentum to create a village-like node 
of mixed use residential and retail development here that will 
catalyze positive change in the CCSP Area over the long term. 
Mixed use development at this location would be in either a 
horizontal or vertical configuration with base residential den-
sities of up to 35 dwelling units per acre and building heights 
of up to 5 stories. Individual projects that provide a substan-
tial affordable housing component may qualify for additional 
bonus density under State law.


Surrounding the village node, residential uses would be 
encouraged at lower than 30 dwelling units per acre (before 
any State housing density bonus is applied) to provide addi-
tional rooftops to build the tax base and support commu-
nity-oriented retail in the CCSP Area. North of the node, 
Mixed Use Residential development is envisioned, likely in a 
horizontal configuration with commercial uses fronting San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard and residential uses at the back of 
lots, fronting Omega. Residential densities here would be up 
to 30 dwelling units per acre. West of the node, along Deer-
wood Road, medium density residential development would 
be encouraged at densities consistent with existing homes 
further along Deerwood outside of the CCSP Area. Residen-
tial densities here would be up to 24 dwelling units per acre 
and building heights would be up to 3 stories so as to protect 
views of the surrounding hills, given the higher elevation of 
the terrain. Additionally, redevelopment of the existing office 
condominiums on Old Crow Canyon Road with housing is 
envisioned over the long term at densities comparable to the 
residences recently approved on Ryan Industrial Court to the 
west of the CCSP Area. Guidelines for new development south 
of Deerwood would be designed to encourage creek-oriented 
development that showcases this important natural amenity.


San Ramon Valley Boulevard is envisioned as an attrac-
tive commercial corridor, with lower FARs in the north and 
more intensive development concentrated at the village node 
and in the south. In the southeastern portion of the CCSP 
Area, existing commercial uses would be encouraged and 
enhanced, taking advantage of traffic volumes and visibility to 
support retail, hotels and other commercial uses in this part 
of the CCSP Area. Building heights here would be up to 4 sto-
ries, given the lower elevation. North of Purdue, commercial 
and service commercial uses would be encouraged along San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard, with design guidelines and policies 
that support facade improvements and beautification. Build-


ing heights here would be up to 3 stories. The Commercial/
Service Commercial land use designation would be applied 
here, which would allow for residential care facilities subject 
to a conditional use permit.


In the Beta Court sub area,  a new Production, Distribution 
and Repair (PDR) designation would be applied with the 
intention of preserving existing service commercial busi-
nesses that wish to stay or grow while also allowing for com-
patible new maker-oriented uses to establish. The PDR desig-
nation would allow for a range of uses that despite their diver-
sity, share the need for relatively flexible building space, cheap 
rents, and some degree of separation from housing. New uses 
compatible with those envisioned on Omega and Deerwood 
would be allowed by right, while more intensive or industrial 
uses would be conditionally permitted.


Given the focus of near-term development at the village node 
and the surrounding residential uses envisioned on Deer-
wood, Omega and Old Crow Canyon roads, bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements would be concentrated in those 
areas. Wide sidewalks, striped crosswalks, street furniture, 
and bike lanes are envisioned along Omega, Old Crow Can-
yon, Purdue and Deerwood near the location of new residen-
tial development. Provisions of these amenities along these 
roadways would also foster active transportation connec-
tions between the Preserve subdivision and retail at the vil-
lage node as well as Diablo Plaza south of the CCSP Area. A 
network of creekside trails would improve connectivity for 
current and future residents, as would mid-block pedestrian 
pathways linking residential and commercial/retail areas 
within the CCSP Area. 


Overall, the Preferred Alternative is anticipated to result in 
735 new residential units and 40,000 square feet of net new 
retail in the CCSP Area over the 20 year planning horizon. 
Overall, it is envisioned there would be a net reduction in 
office uses in the CCSP area over the long term as office sites 
in the south of the Plan Area redevelop with housing. New 
opportunities for office and flex space would be provided in 
the Village Center Mixed Use, Mixed Use, and Commercial/
Service Commercial designations.


CROW CANYON SPECIFIC PLAN UPDATE
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CROW CANYON SPECIFIC PLAN UPDATE
DRAFT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE


Mixed Use Subarea


San Ramon Valley Boulevard Subarea


Beta Court Subarea


Medium Density Residential Subarea


Petaluma Avenue Homes
Sebastopol, CA


22 du/ac


Tilley Row Homes
Austin, TX


22 du/ac


Village Center Mixed Use Subarea


Locale
Fremont, CA


SLO Downtown
San Luis Obispo, CA


Valley Oaks Apartments
San Jose, CA


The Orchards
Walnut Creek, CA


Propeller Incubator
New Orleans, LA


1400 16th Street
San Francisco, CA


The following building precedents represent the type of building character and form desired in each subarea 
of the CCSP Area. The images have been selected to represent the height, density, and development intensity 
discussed at the community workshops.


Fourth & U Apartments
Berkeley, CA


50’ height


Tamalpais Commons
Mill Valley, CA


40’ height


The Orchards at Walnut Creek
Walnut Creek, CA


20’ - 30’ height


Tassafaronga Village
Oakland, CA


34’ height
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M E M O R A N D U M  


To:  Cindy Yee, Senior Planner, City of San Ramon  


From: Andrew Hill and Alison Moore, Dyett & Bhatia 


Re: Alternatives Exploration Workshop Summary 


Date: January 29, 2019 


 


The second public workshop for the Crow Canyon Specific Plan (CCSP) Update was held on 


Tuesday, December 4th, 2018 as part of the regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting at 


7000 Bollinger Canyon Road in the Emergency Operations Center (EOC). The workshop began 


at 7:00 p.m. and was attended by 12 members of the public, including current and future residents 


of the CCSP area, business owners, and property owners, in addition to five Planning 


Commissioners. The purpose of this charrette-style workshop was to explore issues and options 


and to receive input on a preferred alternative around which to update the CCSP. This memo 


provides a recap of the workshop and a summary of the input received. 


Workshop Recap 


The meeting was conducted as a charrette-style workshop with the Planning Commission and 


community members. After an opening presentation from the consultant team to introduce the 


alternatives, participants worked in small groups to complete a map-based activity and evaluate 


three alternatives for land use, connectivity, and urban design that had been developed on the 


basis of input received at the October 2 workshop. Summarized below, each alternative presents a 


distinct vision for the CCSP Area in order to highlight opportunities and trade-offs and inform the 


discussion of a preferred alternative around which to update the CCSP.  


The objective of the Alternatives Exploration Workshop was for participants to work in small 


groups to craft their own preferred alternative that could be one of the three presented or a hybrid 


that combines features of two or more alternatives. Following the workshop, input from 


participants will be synthesized into a Draft Preferred Alternative for review by the Planning 


Commission and the City Council in early 2019. 


Alternative 1 - Boulevard Alternative 


This Alternative focuses near-term improvements along San Ramon Valley Boulevard, 


particularly at the intersection of Purdue and San Ramon Valley Boulevard, which will be a 


principal access point to the Faria Preserve subdivision now under construction. A node of new 


mixed use retail development is envisioned at this key intersection to create a gateway and sense 


of entry into San Ramon. Mixed use within the node could be in either a vertical or a horizontal 


configuration. Buildings would greet the street and parking would be located in the rear. Bicycle 


and pedestrian improvements, including specially designed crosswalks, street furniture, corner 


bulb-outs, and widened sidewalks, would be focused along Purdue to foster connectivity with 
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commercial development on the east side San Ramon Valley Boulevard and with planned 


residential areas north of Purdue. Bicycle connectivity would also be provided through the new 


retail area along Omega Road, with striped lanes wherever right-of-way width allows. 


Housing would be developed along Omega north of Purdue and along Deerwood, with easements 


running parallel to Purdue providing pedestrian connections between the residential areas to the 


west and retail/commercial uses on San Ramon Valley Boulevard. In these locations, residential 


is envisioned to be single-use, with a new pocket park north of Purdue and a neighborhood park 


east of Old Crow Canyon Road in the southern portion of the CCSP Area.  


Under this Alternative, residential density would be capped at 35 dwelling units per acre and 


housing would be spread throughout the area generally at 25-35 dwelling units per acre on 


average. Buildings would typically be 2-3 stories or up to 40 feet. Overall, this alternative would 


result in 850 new residential units over the life of the plan, including 520 in the near-to mid-term. 


Alternative 2 - Village Mixed Use 


This Alternative would focus new mixed use development at the intersection of Deerwood, Old 


Crow Canyon and Omega, building on the energy from the proposed hotel at this location and the 


ROEM project now under construction further to the east on Deerwood. This intersection would 


be transformed into a village-style node with vertical mixed use development featuring active 


commercial uses on the ground floor and residential uses on floors above. At this key location, 


building heights of up to 60 feet and residential densities of up to 50 dwelling units per acre 


would be permitted in order to promote walkability and support successful retail. Building heights 


and residential densities would decrease further from the village node and would not exceed 35 


units per acre elsewhere in the plan area. 


This alternative seeks to capitalize on the Village node’s accessibility and visibility as well as on 


the proximity of San Ramon Creek. Omega Road and Old Crow Canyon Road north of the creek 


would serve as a primary pedestrian and bicycle route, eventually lined with active uses and new 


residential units. Wider sidewalks, pedestrian amenities, and street lighting would be provided 


along the length of Omega/Old Crow Canyon, connecting the Village node to a creekside park 


and pedestrian/bicycle trail along the east-west tributary to San Ramon Creek. Design guidelines 


for residential and mixed use development would highlight opportunities to incorporate the creek 


into site designs as an amenity. Mid-block pathways within the village would ensure that the area 


is walkable and comfortable. 


South of the creek, existing office uses would be supported and additional new office uses are 


envisioned in the future. The City-owned parcel along Old Crow Canyon Road serves as a park 


amid the surrounding office development. In the northern part of the CCSP area, additional mixed 


commercial and retail uses are envisioned near Hooper Drive, complementing the recently 


constructed commercial development in that area. New residential uses are also envisioned along 


Omega north of the Village node over the long term. Overall, this alternative would result in 930 


new residential units over the life of the plan, including 595 in the near-to mid-term. 
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Alternative 3: Creek Park 


This Alternative focuses near-term development in the southern portion of the CCSP Area on 


either side of the north-south tributary to San Ramon Creek. New residential mixed use 


development is envisioned at the northwest corner of Crown Canyon and San Ramon Valley 


Boulevard, with adjacent commercial mixed use that could include retail and restaurant uses that 


incorporate outdoor patio and balcony spaces or walkways to provide access and/or views of the 


creek and shade from creekside foliage. On the other side of the creek, residential and residential 


mixed use development is envisioned to complement the ROEM project. Design guidelines for 


residential and mixed use development would highlight opportunities to incorporate the creek into 


site designs as an amenity. 


Over the longer term, additional housing is envisioned between Deerwood and Purdue along 


Omega and a node of mixed commercial/retail development is envisioned at the intersection of 


Hooper and San Ramon Valley Boulevard. Additionally, the redevelopment of the office 


condominium complexes along Old Crow Canyon Road with residential uses is envisioned as 


part of the long-term transformation of this area into a residential neighborhood that takes full 


advantage of the creeks. 


Access and circulation improvements under this Alternative would be focused primarily along 


Old Crow Canyon Road to foster connections between the new development and the creekside 


open spaces. A new bicycle/pedestrian bridge would be constructed across the north-south 


tributary of San Ramon Creek, extending north from Twin Creeks Drive. Under this Alternative, 


residential density would be capped at 35 dwelling units per acre. Overall, this alternative would 


result in 765 new residential units over the life of the plan, including 500 in the near-to mid-term. 


Building heights would be up to three stories or 35-40 feet. 


Small Group Activity - Summary 


Following the presentation, participants broke into three small groups for focused discussion on 


three key questions: 


 where should near-term development be focused? 


 what circulation improvements would be needed to support development and foster 


connectivity? 


 what key elements of building form and character should be included for near-term and 


longer-term development?  


There was a facilitator and one to two Planning Commission members at each table. Working 


with large format maps showing the three alternatives generated from input received at the first 


workshop and a sheet with examples of various building precedent examples, participants worked 


through the discussion questions with the facilitators to capture key ideas and mark up the maps 


based on participant input and suggestions. Following the small group activity, each group 


selected presenters to summarize their discussions to the full audience of workshop participants. 
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Below are summaries of each group discussion and designs. Photos of the completed map-based 


exercises follow in the Appendix.  


GROUP 1 


Group 1 envisioned a focal point for near-term development at Deerwood and San Ramon Valley 


Boulevard, with auto-oriented retail extending north along San Ramon Valley Boulevard.  The 


auto-oriented retail uses would be developed along both sides of San Ramon Valley Road and 


housing would generally not be permitted to the north of Purdue.  


The group paid particular attention to creek-oriented development in the southern part of the 


planning area.  South of Deerwood, the group envisioned a park-like setting, with creekside trails, 


residential and office uses, and retail and food uses in development with creek frontage. 


Participants emphasized an open, lower-density village feel around the creek, with an inviting 


“boutique-y” development look and significant green and walking space to draw local residents 


and visitors to the area. The group identified Valencia Creek, San Luis Obispo Creek, Ashland 


Creek and the Deschutes River/Old Mills District as examples of development to be emulated in 


the Crow Canyon area.  


 


GROUP 2 


Group 2 located the focal point for near-term development at the intersection of San Ramon 


Valley Boulevard and Deerwood Road, which they identified as a logical entry point to the CCSP 


area and where much new construction was already taking place. The group emphasized 


neighborhood-serving commercial development fronting both sides of San Ramon Valley Road, 


with potential for housing in the back between Deerwood and Purdue Road. This way, there 


would be higher retail visibility from San Ramon Valley Boulevard, where traffic volumes are 


highest. Group 2 envisioned residential and residential mixed-use south of Deerwood Road rather 


than purely commercial uses, deciding that residential uses should be located along both creeks 


and along Old Crow Canyon Road. The group would like to see non-residential mixed-use rather 


than residential mixed-use fronting Crow Canyon Road. The group also identified the triangular 


shaped parcel at the corner of Old Crow Canyon Road and Crow Canyon Court as a long-term 


opportunity site for housing.  


Participants noted that more green space should be added if families will be moving into new 


housing along the creeks. They also noted that the creek should be treated carefully because of 


potential erosion issues. Group members also believed the Twin Creeks Drive extension should 


be a pedestrian bridge, not a new street.  


In terms of character and feel, Group 2 preferred a diversity of building forms, facades, textures, 


and varied rooflines, with development no more than three stories, and with a lower target density 


to account for projects that may qualify for the State housing density bonus. The group described 


character they preferred for the area as having a “hometown” feel, much like Pleasanton’s 


downtown. 
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GROUP 3 


Group 3 also identified the focal point for near-term development at San Ramon Valley 


Boulevard and Deerwood Road, with mixed use development in either a horizontal or vertical 


configuration at this location. The base residential density would be capped at 35 dwelling units 


per acre in view of the potential for projects to qualify for bonus density under State law if higher 


percentages of affordable units are provided. The group discussed envisioned the highest 


densities in the area would be at the near-term focal point and that medium-density residential 


uses would be allowed further to the west along Deerwood Road and on both sides of Omega 


between Deerwood and Purdue. Additionally, the group discussed allowing assisted living and 


long-term care/senior residential facilities north of Purdue.  


Along San Ramon Valley Boulevard, the group envisioned an attractive commercial corridor with 


a range of uses permitted by right so as to provide flexibility for commercial and mixed use 


property owners and help ensure retail success. The group emphasized the need for flexible 


ground floor uses and wanted a wider range of uses that does not require a conditional use permit 


so as to allow for a quicker re-tenanting process.  


In terms of connectivity, this group focused future biking/pedestrian connections along routes that 


would connect the Faria Preserve subdivision and the focal mixed use node so as to encourage 


active transportation and support retail within the CCSP area.   


Conclusions 


Common themes among all groups included: 


 Focusing near-term development at the intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard and 


Deerwood Road. 


 Limiting base density to no more than 35 dwelling units per acre in view of the fact that 


projects which provide affordable housing and other community benefits can qualify for 


the State density bonus that allows for an additional 5 to 35 percent residential density on 


a given site depending on the affordability mix proposed.  


 Creating and attractive retail corridor along San Ramon Valley Boulevard. 


 Focusing residential uses primarily to the south of Purdue Road. 


 Preserving existing service commercial uses around Beta Court.  


 Providing well-connected paths, trails, and bike/pedestrian infrastructure in areas where 


new housing will be provided in order to improve connectivity, promote active 


transportation, and thereby help to reduce congestion in the area. 


 Guiding development so that it takes advantage of the creeks’ potential. 


 Ensuring the provision of new green space, parks, and other types of useable open spaces 


focused alongside and near the two creeks and Deerwood Road. 
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Crow Canyon Specific Plan Update
Planning Commission Review of the Draft Preferred Alternative


February 5, 2019
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Presentation Outline


1. Context for the CCSP Update


2. Recap of Process


3. Draft Preferred Alternative


1. Key components
2. Key changes from 2006 CCSP


4. Next Steps
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Tonight’s Objectives


• Present Draft Preferred Alternative 


• Receive feedback and comments on recommended 
refinements


• If appropriate, receive a recommendation for consideration 
of the Draft Preferred Alternative by the City Council
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Overview of 2006 CCSP


Project context
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• Guides evolution the 128-acre
office/service commercial area


• Aims to create a new commercial 
and residential mixed-use 
community while maintaining 
limited/light industrial and service 
commercial


• 2006 Plan’s Vision:
– Provide a destination and 


gathering place for the community
– Offer a diversity of housing 


opportunities
– Preserve viable businesses 
– Promote a compact and 


pedestrian-friendly townscape


Overview of 2006 CCSP Vision


Project context
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2006 CCSP Projected Buildout


Overview


• Up to 735 new residential units 
• Up to 87,000 sq. ft. new retail/restaurant uses 


in the village center
• Up to 270,000 sq. ft. additional commercial 


space (infill/intensification)
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Changed Circumstances Affecting 2006 CCSP


• Rapidly evolving retail landscape


• State housing law updates


• Loss of Redevelopment funds


• Approval of City Center Bishop Ranch and Faria Preserve projects


Project context
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October 2017 Joint Workshop Policy Considerations


• Remove existing Housing Overlay north of Purdue Rd.


• Refine mix of housing and commercial uses to establishing critical mass of housing 
needed to support local retail and commercial.


• Remove extension of Twin Creeks Drive from the Plan. 


• Rethink Omega Road and Hooper Drive right-of-way widths.


• Integrate biking and walking into the Plan, and emphasize shared parking and 
connectivity between smaller projects.


• Allow residential on the first floor and the use of horizontal mixed use where 
appropriate. 


• Preserve viable service commercial uses on Beta Court that wish to stay.


Project context
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CCSP Update Process


EXISTING CONDITIONS 
ANALYSIS PHASE


ALTERNATIVES 
EXPLORATION PHASE


DRAFT PLAN 
PHASE


PLAN 
ADOPTION/ 


CEQA PHASE


Jun 2019 Sept 2019


Workshop #1: 
Visioning


Workshop #2: 
Alternatives 
Exploration


Planning 
Commission 


Review of Draft 
Preferred 


Alternative


City Council 
Review


Committee
Review


Planning 
Commission


Review


City Council
Review


Process Recap
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Workshop #1 - Recap


• Charette-style workshop 
focused on: 
– Land use mix
– Building form and character
– Connectivity and placemaking


• Participants completed a map-
based activity, generating ideas 
to inform land use and 
circulation design alternatives


Introduction
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Workshop #2 - Recap


• Map-based activity to evaluate 
tradeoffs of three alternatives


• Participants combined features 
from alternatives to best 
address opportunities and 
challenges


• Focus on:
– Land use mix
– Building form and character
– Connectivity and placemaking


IntroductionRecap
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Workshop #2 - Recap


IntroductionProcess Recap


• Focus near-term development at San Ramon 
Valley Boulevard and Deerwood Road.


• Limit base density to no more than 35 dwelling 
units .


• Create an attractive retail corridor along San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard.


• Focus residential uses primarily to the south of 
Purdue Road.


• Preserve existing service commercial uses around 
Beta Court. 


• Improve bike/ped infrastructure near new 
housing.


• Elevate creeks’ potential.


• Ensure the provision of new green/open space and 
near the two creeks and Deerwood Road.


Common themes:
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Preferred Alternative


Introduction


• Create Village Center Mixed Use node at 
Deerwood Rd and San Ramon Valley Blvd


• Mixed Use subarea residential north of 
Deerwood; Medium Density Residential 
subarea to the south


• Focused commercial development along 
San Ramon Valley Blvd subarea


• Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) 
designation at Beta Ct subarea


Preferred Alternative
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Preferred Alternative- Key Differences


Introduction


• Introduces new land use 
designations


• Focuses retail where it has 
best chance of success


• Concentrates housing at the 
core of the CCSP area


• Enhances bed/bike 
connections where they can 
have most impact


• Plays up creek as an 
amenity


Draft Preferred Alternative 2006 CCSP


Preferred Alternative
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Village Center Mixed Use Subarea


Fourth and U Apartments
Berkeley, CA
Height: 50 ft


16th and K St Mixed Use
Sacramento, CA
Height: 50 ft


SLO Downtown
San Luis Obispo


Base Density 35 du/ac


Max Height 5 stories
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Mixed Use and Medium Density Residential Subareas


Tamalpais Commons
Mill Valley, CA
Height: 40 ft


Tassafaronga Village
Oakland, CA                                 
Height: 34 ft


Petaluma Ave Homes
Sebastopol, CA
22 du/ac


Ryan Terrace
San Ramon, CA
18-20 du/ac


Max Density 30 du/ac


Max Height 3 stories


Max Density 24 du/ac


Max Height 3 stories


Mixed Use Subarea


Medium Density Residential Subarea


The Orchards at Walnut Creek
Walnut Creek, CA
Height: 30-40 ft
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San Ramon Valley Blvd and Beta Ct Subareas


Propeller Incubator
New Orleans, LA


Village Oaks 
San Jose, CA
Height: 30 ft


1400 16th Street
San Francisco, CA


The Orchards at Walnut Creek
Walnut Creek, CA
Height: 35 ft


San Ramon Valley Boulevard Subarea


Beta Court Subarea
Max Height 3 stories
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Desired Feedback


• Is this the right land use mix for the area?


• Do these street and bike/ped connections best 
support development and connectivity?


• Do the height, massing and architectural features 
emphasized capture the desired building 
character?
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Next Steps


1. Present Draft Preferred Alternative to City Council for approval 
(Spring 2019)


2. Update CCSP to match Preferred Alternative
(Spring 2019)


3. Release Draft CCSP Update for Public Review
(Summer 2019)


Next Steps
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