
 

 

 

DATE:  June 26, 2018  
 
TO:  Pleasanton Planning Commissioners Nancy Allen, David Nagler, Herb Ritter, 
  Greg O’Conner and Jack Balch 
 
FROM: BIA|Bay Area East Bay Executive Director for Governmental Affairs  

Lisa Vorderbrueggen 
 
RE:  Item 6.c. Mandatory Inclusion of “Compact” Units in Single-Family Projects 
 
As a membership organization that represents more than 400 companies dedicated to developing 
and constructing homes, BIA|Bay Area would like to make the following comments regarding 
the proposed requirement that single-family residential developers construct 20 percent of a 
project’s total units as “compact” units. 
 
BIA applauds the City of Pleasanton’s focus on “affordable by design,” which, if done correctly, 
will result in more housing units at prices that more families can afford to purchase or rent. But 
we are deeply dismayed to see Pleasanton city staff reverse course and recommend the exclusion 
of accessory dwelling units (ADUs) from the list of options that qualify as “compact” units.  
 
Up and down the state, communities are encouraging the construction of granny flats or in-law-
units through reduced regulations and fee waivers as a means to increase the affordable housing 
supply. Homeowners are using the extra income to help pay their mortgages while renters 
welcome the added inventory at a time when supplies are short. And while it is true that the city 
cannot force homeowners to rent out ADUs to the general public, the space is unlikely to go 
unused in one of the most expensive housing markets in the United States. If they are not put on 
the rental market, they are likely to serve as invaluable living quarters for a family’s elderly 
parent, an adult child saving money for a house or attending college, or perhaps a 
developmentally disabled adult – all individuals who would otherwise have to seek housing 
elsewhere. 
 
As your staff noted, given the market interest in multi-generational housing, residential 
developers of larger homes may well include ADUs without a mandate. But as written, the 
current ordinance is so onerous and expensive that single-family housing projects will fail to 
make financial sense and few, if any, will be constructed. In combination with the 20 percent 
inclusionary requirement, Pleasanton is proposing to place an additional cost burden on 40 
percent of the homes in nearly every new single-family housing project. Imposing both 
restrictions could also be interpreted by the state Housing and Community Development 
Department as an excessive constraint on housing approvals and jeopardize the city’s approved 
Housing Element. 
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Consider the attached example of the financial impacts of the compact unit mandate. It is based 
on a 45-lot single-family project with average 4,306 sq. ft. homes, which would trigger a 
requirement for nine “compact” units. If the developer replaced nine larger homes with 1,800 sq. 
ft. units on the existing lots, the developer has the same site costs but achieves some savings in 
construction and fees on the nine houses. The houses are sold at a lower price, however, and on 
balance, the net profit declines from 8 percent to less than 2 percent. No developer will move 
forward under this scenario. 
 
BIA respectfully requests that the Planning Commission put the ordinance on hold, direct staff to 
meet with residential developers and other stakeholders and come back with a proposal that will 
result in an increase in the city’s affordable housing supply. To that end, we would like to make 
the following recommendations in order to make the city’s ordinance financially feasible on the 
housing production side: 
 

A. Restore the ADU option and give the developer credit for at least half of the ADUs 
toward the 20 percent inclusionary or low-income unit requirement. As an added 
incentive, allow the developer to pay by-right the in-lieu inclusionary fee on the 
mandated affordable units. While the “affordable by design” units will not be deed 
restricted, many will be occupied by people who cannot afford to live market-rate homes 
elsewhere in town. 

B. Most would agree that plopping down a 1,800 sq. ft. house on a 10,000 sq. ft. lot is not 
practical or financially feasible. But perhaps with an appropriate density bonus, a 
"compact house" program could be incorporated in communities with 5,000 sq. ft. lots or 
smaller. In the attached 45-lot single-family home project example, a density bonus could 
mean the difference between the project going forward or not. An example would be a 
density bonus based on the underlying zoning such as 2:1 for MDR and 3:1 for LDR-
zoned properties. 

C. On Page 6 of the draft ordinance, the alternative means of compliance listed under “Land 
Dedication” is undefined. How much land must be dedicated? What is the formula?  

D. While we appreciate the inclusion of duplexes and duets as compliance options, the 
introduction of denser product types on parcels for which the underlying zoning lacks 
current designations for those uses will almost certainly trigger the need for applicants to 
apply for additional permits such as a PUD. Questions of inconsistent zoning and General 
Plan designations will require additional processing and permits, lengthening the 
approval time and adding to the project costs and risk.  Have all property owners with 
residentially zoned parcels been notified of the potential new “compact” requirements? 
How many parcels are impacted? What is the likely impact on the city’s housing 
production rates? And unlike ADUs, permitting for duplexes and other types of compact 
housing envisioned in this ordinance are not streamlined under the recent state statutes 
adopted to encourage accessory units. Staff should make every effort to resolve these 
questions as part of this process rather than wait until a project comes along and it suffers 
costly delays while the city irons out the wrinkles. 

E. Waive all city impact fees for affordable inclusionary units, ADUs and “compact” 
houses. The cost of housing has reached crisis levels throughout the Bay Area and much 
of California. State and regional leaders have identified high fees as one source of high 
housing costs.  
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In conclusion, we again applaud Pleasanton for its initiative in the “affordable by design” arena. 
But the ordinance must include ADUs as an option and it needs additional incentives and greater 
flexibility if it is to become financially feasible in the residential construction marketplace.   
 
If adopted as it currently reads, this ordinance will impede far more housing than it will enable 
and the few homes that might be constructed will be that much more expensive.  We cannot 
continue to drive up the cost of our housing if we hope to have places for our children to live. 
For every $1,000 increase in the price of a house in California in 2016, about 15,328 households 
were priced out of the market for a median-priced home, according to the National Association 
of Home Builders.  We encourage you to direct staff to bring back an affordable by design 
ordinance that will work for the city, its residents, homebuyers and homebuilders. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. Feel free to call with any questions or comments. 
 
 
Sincerely yours, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lisa A. Vorderbrueggen 
BIA|Bay Area 
1350 Treat Blvd., Ste. 140 
Walnut Creek, CA 94597 
925-348-1956 (cell) 
lvorderbrueggen@biabayarea.org 
 
Attachment: Example of Financial Impact of Ordinance on 45-Lot Project 
 
cc: 
Pleasanton Mayor Jerry Thorne, Vice Mayor Arne Olson and  

Councilmembers Karla Brown, Kathy Narum and Jerry Pentin 
Pleasanton Associate Planner Jennifer Hagen 
Pleasanton City Manager Nelson Fialho 
Pleasanton Assistant City Manager Brian Dolan  
Pleasanton Director of Community Development Gerry Beaudin 
Pleasanton Planning Manager Ellen Clark 
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