
City of Santa Clara

Meeting Agenda

Historical & Landmarks Commission

Hybrid Meeting 

City Hall Council 

Chambers/Virtual

1500 Warburton Avenue

Santa Clara, CA 95050

6:00 PMThursday, June 5, 2025

The City of Santa Clara is conducting the Historical and Landmarks Commission meeting in a 

hybrid manner (in-person and methods for the public to participate remotely)

• Via Zoom:

o https://santaclaraca.zoom.us/j/97233262035 or

o Phone: 1 (669) 900-6833

Webinar ID: 972 3326 2035

Public Comments prior to meeting may be submitted via email to 

PlanningPublicComment@santaclaraca.gov no later than noon on the day of the meeting. 

Clearly indicate the project address, meeting body, and meeting date in the email.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN ZOOM WEBINAR:

Please follow the guidelines below when participating in a Zoom Webinar:

- The meeting will be recorded so you must choose 'continue' to accept and stay in the 

meeting.

- If there is an option to change the phone number to your name when you enter the meeting, 

please do so as your name will be visible online and will be used to notify you that it is your 

turn to speak.

- Mute all other audio before speaking. Using multiple devices can cause an audio feedback.

- Use the raise your hand feature in Zoom when you would like to speak on an item and lower 

when finished speaking. Press *9 to raise your hand if you are calling in by phone only.

- Identify yourself by name before speaking on an item.

- Unmute when called on to speak and mute when done speaking. If there is background noise 

coming from a participant, they will be muted by the host. Press *6 if you are participating by 

phone to unmute.

- If you no longer wish to stay in the meeting once your item has been heard, you may leave the 

meeting.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

CONSENT CALENDAR
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Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Agenda June 5, 2025

1. Historical and Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes of April 

3, 2025

25-648

Approve the Historical and Landmarks Commission 

Meeting Minutes of the April 3, 2025 Meeting.  

Recommendation:

PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS

[This item is reserved for persons to address the body on any matter not on the agenda that is within the subject 

matter jurisdiction of the body. The law does not permit action on, or extended discussion of, any item not on the 

agenda except under special circumstances. The governing body, or staff, may briefly respond to statements made 

or questions posed, and appropriate body may request staff to report back at a subsequent meeting.]

GENERAL BUSINESS

2. PUBLIC HEARING: Recommendation on a Proposed 987 

Square Foot First Floor Addition and 942 Square Foot Second 

Story Addition (PLN25-00049) to an Existing Potentially Historic 

Resource at 642 Park Court Located Within 200 Feet of Historic 

Resource Inventory Properties.

25-455

Recommend that the Historical and Landmarks 

Commission find that the proposed project located at 

642 Park Court will not destroy or have significant 

adverse effect on the integrity of the HRI listed 

properties within 200 feet of the subject property; that 

the proposed construction is compatible with the 

surrounding neighborhood and recommend approval 

of the Architectural Review at the Development 

Review Hearing.

Recommendation:

STAFF REPORT

1. Training and Travel Request

COMMISSIONERS REPORT

Subcommittee Reporting - 20 Minutes
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Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Agenda June 5, 2025

Board/Committee                                                                              Lead/Alternate

Santa Clara Arts and Historic Consortium                                          Vargas-Smith / Romano

Historic Preservation Society of Santa Clara                                      Vargas-Smith / Leung

Old Quad Residents Association                                                        Leung

Development Review Hearing                                                            Romano /Vargas-Smith

BART/ High Speed Rail/ VTA BRT Committee                                   Vargas-Smith/ Leung

El Camino Real Specific Plan Community Advisory Committee         Leung

Downtown Precise Plan                                                                   Vargas-Smith/Stocks

Santa Clara Station Area Task Force                                                  Leung/Stocks

ADJOURNMENT

The next regular scheduled meeting is August 7, 2025.

MEETING DISCLOSURES
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Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Agenda June 5, 2025

The time limit within which to commence any lawsuit or legal challenge to any 

quasi-adjudicative decision made by the City is governed by Section 1094.6 of the 

Code of Civil Procedure, unless a shorter limitation period is specified by any other 

provision. Under Section 1094.6, any lawsuit or legal challenge to any 

quasi-adjudicative decision made by the City must be filed no later than the 90th day 

following the date on which such decision becomes final. Any lawsuit or legal 

challenge, which is not filed within that 90-day period, will be barred. If a person 

wishes to challenge the nature of the above section in court, they may be limited to 

raising only those issues they or someone else raised at the meeting described in 

this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City of Santa Clara, at or 

prior to the meeting. In addition, judicial challenge may be limited or barred where the 

interested party has not sought and exhausted all available administrative remedies.

If a member of the public submits a speaker card for any agenda items, their name 

will appear in the Minutes. If no speaker card is submitted, the Minutes will reflect 

"Public Speaker."

In accordance with the requirements of Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act 

of 1990 ("ADA"), the City of Santa Clara will not discriminate against qualified 

individuals with disabilities on the basis of disability in its services, programs, or 

activities, and will ensure that all existing facilities will be made accessible to the 

maximum extent feasible. The City of Santa Clara will generally, upon request, 

provide appropriate aids and services leading to effective communication for 

qualified persons with disabilities including those with speech, hearing, or vision 

impairments so they can participate equally in the City’s programs, services, and 

activities.  The City of Santa Clara will make all reasonable modifications to policies 

and programs to ensure that people with disabilities have an equal opportunity to 

enjoy all of its programs, services, and activities.  

Agendas and other written materials distributed during a public meeting that are 

public record will be made available by the City in an appropriate alternative format. 

Contact the City Clerk’s Office at 1 408-615-2220 with your request for an alternative 

format copy of the agenda or other written materials.

Individuals who require an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or 

any other disability-related modification of policies or procedures, or other 

accommodation, in order to participate in a program, service, or activity of the City of 

Santa Clara, should contact the City’s ADA Coordinator at 408-615-3000 as soon as 

possible but no later than 48 hours before the scheduled event.
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City of Santa Clara

Agenda Report

1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95050

santaclaraca.gov
@SantaClaraCity

25-648 Agenda Date: 6/5/2025

REPORT TO HISTORICAL AND LANDMARKS COMMISSION

SUBJECT
Historical and Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes of April 3, 2025

RECOMMENDATION
Approve the Historical and Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes of the April 3, 2025 Meeting.
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City of Santa Clara

Meeting Minutes

Historical & Landmarks Commission

Draft

6:00 PM Hybrid Meeting 

City Hall Council 

Chambers/Virtual

1500 Warburton Avenue

Santa Clara, CA 95050

04/03/2025

The City of Santa Clara is conducting the Historical and Landmarks Commission meeting in a 

hybrid manner (in-person and methods for the public to participate remotely)

• Via Zoom:

o https://santaclaraca.zoom.us/j/97233262035 or

o Phone: 1 (669) 900-6833

Webinar ID: 972 3326 2035

Public Comments prior to meeting may be submitted via email to 

PlanningPublicComment@santaclaraca.gov no later than noon on the day of the meeting. 

Clearly indicate the project address, meeting body, and meeting date in the email.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN ZOOM WEBINAR:

Please follow the guidelines below when participating in a Zoom Webinar:

- The meeting will be recorded so you must choose 'continue' to accept and stay in the 

meeting.

- If there is an option to change the phone number to your name when you enter the meeting, 

please do so as your name will be visible online and will be used to notify you that it is your 

turn to speak.

- Mute all other audio before speaking. Using multiple devices can cause an audio feedback.

- Use the raise your hand feature in Zoom when you would like to speak on an item and lower 

when finished speaking. Press *9 to raise your hand if you are calling in by phone only.

- Identify yourself by name before speaking on an item.

- Unmute when called on to speak and mute when done speaking. If there is background 

noise coming from a participant, they will be muted by the host. Press *6 if you are 

participating by phone to unmute.

- If you no longer wish to stay in the meeting once your item has been heard, you may leave 

the meeting.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

Chair Leung called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
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04/03/2025Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes

Commissioner Michael Celso , Commissioner Amy Kirby, Chair 

Patricia Leung, Commissioner Kathleen Romano, Commissioner Ed 

Stocks, and Vice Chair Ana Vargas-Smith

Present 6 - 

Commissioner Yvonne InciarteAbsent 1 - 

A motion was made by Commissioner Stocks, seconded by 

Commissioner Celso, to excuse Commissioner Inciarte.

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Commissioner Kirby, Chair Leung, 

Commissioner Romano, Commissioner Stocks, and Vice Chair 

Vargas-Smith

6 - 

Absent: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 

CONSENT CALENDAR

1.A 25-393 Historical and Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes of October 3, 

2024 - Continued from February 6, 2025 and March 6, 2025 Meeting

Recommendation: Approve the Historical and Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes of 

the October 3, 2024 Meeting. 

Commissioner Stocks and Vice Chair Vargas-Smith were not in 

attendance at the October 3, 2024 meeting and abstained from voting.

A motion was made by Commissioner Romano, seconded by 

Commissioner Celso, to approve staff recommendation, with the 

correction Commissioner Celso provided on page two, to state 

"nominated" instead of "voted".

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Commissioner Kirby, Chair Leung, and 

Commissioner Romano

4 - 

Excused: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 

Abstained: Commissioner Stocks, and Vice Chair Vargas-Smith2 - 

1.B 25-407 Historical and Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes of March 6, 2025

Recommendation: Approve the Historical and Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes of 

the March 6, 2025 Meeting. 

A motion was made by Commissioner Romano, seconded by 

Commissioner Celso, to approve staff recommendation.
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04/03/2025Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Chair Leung, Commissioner Romano, and Vice 

Chair Vargas-Smith

4 - 

Excused: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 

Abstained: Commissioner Kirby, and Commissioner Stocks2 - 

PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS

Public Comments: None.

GENERAL BUSINESS

2. 25-397 PUBLIC HEARING: Continuance for Recommendation on the Architectural 

Review of (PLN24-00460) for a Demolition of the Existing Single-Family 

Residence and Construction of a 2,274 Square-Foot Four-Bedroom, 

Three-and-half Bathroom Two-Story Residence with an Attached Two-Car 

Garage located at 520 Hilmar Street within 200 Feet of Historic Properties.

Recommendation: Recommend that the Historical and Landmarks Commission find that the 

proposed project located at 520 Hilmar Street will not destroy or have a 

significant adverse effect on the integrity of the HRI listed properties within 

200 feet at 530-560 Hilmar Street; that the construction is compatible with 

the surrounding neighborhood and recommend approval of the 

Architectural Review at the Development Review Hearing.

Senior Planner, Steve Le provided the staff presentation.

Thanh Nguyen provided the applicant presentation.

Public Speaker:

Mark Kelsey

A motion was made by Commissioner Romano, seconded by 

Commissioner Stocks, to close public hearing.

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Commissioner Kirby, Chair Leung, 

Commissioner Romano, Commissioner Stocks, and Vice Chair 

Vargas-Smith

6 - 

Excused: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 
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04/03/2025Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes

A motion was made by Commissioner Romano, seconded by 

Commissioner Stocks, to deny staff recommendation for the 

following reasons: (1) massing is larger than the adjacent 

residence, and neighboring residences along Hilmar Street; (2) 

ground floor front setback is closer to the street than along Hilmar 

Street; (3) second-story front setback is closer to the street than 

adjacent residence, and neighboring residences along Hilmar 

Street; (4) orientation is not congruent with the neighboring 

residences along Hilmar Street; (5) missing exterior detail material 

for Spanish style architecture.

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Commissioner Kirby, Chair Leung, 

Commissioner Romano, Commissioner Stocks, and Vice Chair 

Vargas-Smith

6 - 

Excused: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 

3. 25-361 PUBLIC HEARING: Consideration of a Historical Preservation Agreement 

(Mills Act Contract) (File No. PLN25-00085) for 1111 Harrison Street

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Historical and Landmarks Commission determine 

the project to be exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Section 1561(b)(3) and 

find that the Mills Act Application and associated 10-Year Plan for restoration 

and maintenance accomplish the intent of preserving and maintaining the 

historical significance of the property; and therefore, recommend City Council 

approval of a Mills Act Contract, and the adoption of a 10-Year Restoration and 

Maintenance Plan associated with the Historical Preservation Agreement for the 

property located at 1111 Harrison Street.

Associate Planner, Daniel Sobczak provided the staff presentation.

Homeowner Steven Reeber answered questions from the 

Commissioners. 

Public Comments: None.

A motion was made by Commissioner Stocks, seconded by 

Commissioner Celso, to close public hearing.

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Commissioner Kirby, Chair Leung, 

Commissioner Romano, Commissioner Stocks, and Vice Chair 

Vargas-Smith

6 - 

Excused: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 
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04/03/2025Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes

A motion was made by Commissioner Stocks, seconded by Vice 

Chair Vargas-Smith, to approve staff recommendation, with 

conditions to install a new bronze plaque correcting the 

construction year to 1892, and with modifications to the 10-year 

plan: (1) for years 3 - 4 any repairs or replacements should be done 

with like materials and like styles; and (2) that wood windows are 

repaired with like materials.

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Commissioner Kirby, Chair Leung, 

Commissioner Romano, Commissioner Stocks, and Vice Chair 

Vargas-Smith

6 - 

Excused: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 

4. 25-363 PUBLIC HEARING: Recommendation on the Architectural Review 

(PLN25-00065) for the Demolition of an Existing Uninhabitable 

Commercial Structure and the Construction of a New 2,598 Square-Foot 

Two-Story Residence with Four Bedrooms and Three and a Half 

Bathrooms Located at 1175 Lafayette Street within 200 Feet of Historic 

Resource Inventory Properties.

Recommendation: Determine the project to be categorically exempt from the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) formal pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15303 (Class 3 - New Construction or Conversion of Small 

Structures), and Approve the Architectural Review for the demolition of an 

existing structure and the construction of a new 2,598 square-foot four 

bedroom, three and one half-bathroom two-story residence with a two-car 

garage and a detached accessory dwelling unit (ADU) at 1175 Lafayette 

Street, subject to the findings and conditions of approval.

Associate Planner, Daniel Sobczak provided the staff presentation.

Peter Trinh provided the applicant presentation.

Public Comments: None.

A motion was made by Vice Chair Vargas-Smith, seconded by 

Commissioner Celso, to close public hearing.

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Commissioner Kirby, Chair Leung, 

Commissioner Romano, Commissioner Stocks, and Vice Chair 

Vargas-Smith

6 - 

Excused: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 
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04/03/2025Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes

A motion was made by Commissioner Stocks, seconded by Vice 

Chair Vargas-Smith, to approve staff recommendation with the 

following additional conditions: (1) the applicant maintain the 

horizontal Hardie board siding as shown in the 3D renderings. The 

siding should differ in widths from the horizontal siding on 

surrounding properties; (2) the renderings should be updated to 

reflect the proper window sizes and reflect the site plans as 

reviewed and recommended for approval; (3) the window frames 

should be of a substantial material, not vinyl, and a dark color; (4) 

the garage doors should have a differing style than reflected on the 

renderings, using carriage doors, or something similar to reflect the 

historic neighborhood; (5) the applicant, prior to demolition, should 

document the building to be removed with extensive interior and 

exterior photos, an expanded history of the structure including the 

owners and occupants, and the measurements of the original 

building.

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Commissioner Kirby, Chair Leung, 

Commissioner Romano, Commissioner Stocks, and Vice Chair 

Vargas-Smith

6 - 

Excused: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 

STAFF REPORT

1.  Training and Travel Request

No updates on this item.

2.  Budget Update

No updates on this item.

COMMISSIONERS REPORT

Subcommittee Reporting - 20 Minutes

Commissioners discussed the banners for Historic Preservation Month in 

May. 
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04/03/2025Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes

Board/Committee                                                                              Lead/Alternate

Santa Clara Arts and Historic Consortium                                          Vargas-Smith / Romano

Historic Preservation Society of Santa Clara                                      Vargas-Smith / Leung

Old Quad Residents Association                                                        Leung

Development Review Hearing                                                            Romano /Vargas-Smith

BART/ High Speed Rail/ VTA BRT Committee                                   Vargas-Smith/ Leung

El Camino Real Specific Plan Community Advisory Committee         Leung

Downtown Precise Plan                                                                   Vargas-Smith/Stocks

Santa Clara Station Area Task Force                                                  Leung/Stocks

Commissioners provided updates on various items, meetings, and groups 

that they are assigned to. 

ADJOURNMENT

A motion was made by Commissioner Romano, seconded by 

Commissioner Stocks, to adjourn the meeting at 8:49 p.m.

Aye: Commissioner Celso, Commissioner Kirby, Chair Leung, 

Commissioner Romano, Commissioner Stocks, and Vice Chair 

Vargas-Smith

6 - 

Excused: Commissioner Inciarte1 - 

The next regular scheduled meeting is on Thursday, May 1, 2025 at 6 p.m.

MEETING DISCLOSURES
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04/03/2025Historical & Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes

The time limit within which to commence any lawsuit or legal challenge to any 

quasi-adjudicative decision made by the City is governed by Section 1094.6 of the 

Code of Civil Procedure, unless a shorter limitation period is specified by any other 

provision. Under Section 1094.6, any lawsuit or legal challenge to any 

quasi-adjudicative decision made by the City must be filed no later than the 90th day 

following the date on which such decision becomes final. Any lawsuit or legal 

challenge, which is not filed within that 90-day period, will be barred. If a person 

wishes to challenge the nature of the above section in court, they may be limited to 

raising only those issues they or someone else raised at the meeting described in 

this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City of Santa Clara, at or 

prior to the meeting. In addition, judicial challenge may be limited or barred where the 

interested party has not sought and exhausted all available administrative remedies.

If a member of the public submits a speaker card for any agenda items, their name 

will appear in the Minutes. If no speaker card is submitted, the Minutes will reflect 

"Public Speaker."

In accordance with the requirements of Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act 

of 1990 ("ADA"), the City of Santa Clara will not discriminate against qualified 

individuals with disabilities on the basis of disability in its services, programs, or 

activities, and will ensure that all existing facilities will be made accessible to the 

maximum extent feasible. The City of Santa Clara will generally, upon request, 

provide appropriate aids and services leading to effective communication for 

qualified persons with disabilities including those with speech, hearing, or vision 

impairments so they can participate equally in the City’s programs, services, and 

activities.  The City of Santa Clara will make all reasonable modifications to policies 

and programs to ensure that people with disabilities have an equal opportunity to 

enjoy all of its programs, services, and activities.  

Agendas and other written materials distributed during a public meeting that are 

public record will be made available by the City in an appropriate alternative format. 

Contact the City Clerk’s Office at 1 408-615-2220 with your request for an alternative 

format copy of the agenda or other written materials.

Individuals who require an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or 

any other disability-related modification of policies or procedures, or other 

accommodation, in order to participate in a program, service, or activity of the City of 

Santa Clara, should contact the City’s ADA Coordinator at 408-615-3000 as soon as 

possible but no later than 48 hours before the scheduled event.
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City of Santa Clara

Agenda Report

1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95050

santaclaraca.gov
@SantaClaraCity

25-455 Agenda Date: 6/5/2025

REPORT TO HISTORICAL AND LANDMARKS COMMISSION

SUBJECT
PUBLIC HEARING: Recommendation on a Proposed 987 Square Foot First Floor Addition and 942
Square Foot Second Story Addition (PLN25-00049) to an Existing Potentially Historic Resource at
642 Park Court Located Within 200 Feet of Historic Resource Inventory Properties.

File No.: PLN25-00049
Location: 642 Park Court
Applicant: Scott Galka
Owner(s): Geetha Chandu
Request: Architectural Review for the construction of a 942 square foot second story addition

and a 987 square foot first floor addition, resulting in a 3,377 square foot five bedroom -
three and a half bathroom two story potentially historic residence.

PROJECT DATA
The Project Data and Compliance Table is included as Attachment 2.

POINTS FOR CONSIDERATION
· The project site is surrounded by predominately single story, vernacular, Craftsman Bungalow

style single-family residences.

· The single-family residence is part of a subdivision tract developed between 1925 to 1930.
See the Vicinity Map in Attachment 1

· The residences in this subdivision tract were designed in the Craftsman Bungalow
architectural style with some designs that have Cape Cod, Colonial Revival, and Craftsman
style. Common features found in these Craftsman Bungalow style residences are low,
horizontal mass with a full-width gabled roof, horizontal wood lap siding with alternating wide
and narrow boards, and a front entry volume emphasized by a slight bump-out.

· The project site is a 6,250 square-foot lot currently occupied by a 1,137 square-foot two-
bedroom, one-bath single story residence with a detached one car garage. The residence was
built in 1925.

· Staff recommended that the applicant complete a DPR 523A Form (Attachment 5), as the
subject property is located within the same subdivision as 574, 584, 631 and 633 Park Court,
other properties listed on the City’s Historic Resource Inventory (HRI). The DPR 523A Form
concluded that 642 Park Court is eligible for inclusion on the Historical Resource Inventory
due to its “age, integrity, and meeting local criteria”. However, the property owner is not
proposing to initiate designating the property on the HRI and owner consent is required per the
City Code Section 18.130.040 - HRI Property Designation. Per the Santa Clara City Code
18.120(D) 1, the request requires Architectural Review approval through a Development
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25-455 Agenda Date: 6/5/2025

Review Hearing due to the construction of a new second floor.

· The project is before the Historical and Landmarks Commission (HLC) in accordance with
Historic Preservation Ordinance (Santa Clara City Code 18.130.070), which requires all
projects within 200 feet of a Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) property requiring an
Architectural Review through a Development Review Hearing to be first referred to the HLC.

o The HLC shall review the project for neighborhood compatibility and consistency with
the City’s Design Guidelines and make a recommendation.

· The subject property at 642 Park Court is 200 feet away from 574, 584, 631, and 633 Park
Court that are on the Historical Resource Inventory (HRI).

· The project proposes a 987 square-foot first floor addition and a 942 square-foot second story
addition to the rear of an existing 1,137 square-foot single family residence. The first floor
would be approximately 2,435 square feet while the second floor is 942 square feet. In
addition, a new attached tandem garage will be built to replace the existing garage being
removed to accommodate the project.

· This proposed addition will be built to the rear of the existing structure, approximately 55 feet
from the front property line, to preserve the potentially historical structure. The second story
meets current setback requirements which will reduce bulk and create a distinction between
the new and the old through the placement of the second story element. The applicant is
proposing to use materials for the addition that are like the original structure but is open to
provide siding that is oriented differently to differentiate the addition to the original structure.

· The proposed project complies with the City’s Single-Family and Duplex Residential Design
Guidelines (2014). Specifically, the project is consistent with the guidelines, in that:

o The existing front of the house is to remain and is oriented toward the primary street
frontage. A roof will be added over the front door creating a small front porch or entry
element facing the street enhancing the architectural design.

o The architectural features of the proposed design including the wood siding at the front
of the structure, the siding on the rear of the structure, and the front porch are true to
the architectural form and appropriate for the neighborhood.

o The proposed second story is stepped back 10 feet from the side property lines.

o The roof form proposed on the second story element derives from those found in the
existing Park Court neighborhood which increase the compatibility with the
neighborhood.

· The proposed project meets the required findings set forth in Santa Clara City Code 18.120.

· There are no active City code enforcement cases for this property.

· A neighborhood notice was distributed within a 300-foot radius of the subject site for this
project review.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Conditions of approval are proposed for the project and are contained in Attachment 3.
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25-455 Agenda Date: 6/5/2025

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The action being considered is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15332 (Class 32 - In-Fill Development Projects), in
that the request is on a project site less than five acres, served by all required utilities, meets all
zoning standards, and doesn’t destroy a potentially historical resource.

PUBLIC CONTACT
Public contact was made by posting the Historical and Landmarks Commission agenda on the City’s
official-notice bulletin board outside City Hall Council Chambers. A complete agenda packet is
available on the City’s website and in the City Clerk’s Office. A hard copy of any agenda report may
be requested by contacting the City Clerk’s Office at (408) 615-2220, email clerk@santaclaraca.gov
<mailto:clerk@santaclaraca.gov> or at the public information desk at any City of Santa Clara public
library.
A public hearing notice was mailed to property owners within a 300-foot radius of the project site on
May 22, 2025. Planning staff has received public comments from the neighbors expressing concern
with the size and scale of the proposal and the public correspondence is attached to this report.

RECOMMENDATION

Recommend that the Historical and Landmarks Commission find that the proposed project located at
642 Park Court will not destroy or have significant adverse effect on the integrity of the HRI listed
properties within 200 feet of the subject property; that the proposed construction is compatible with
the surrounding neighborhood and recommend approval of the Architectural Review at the
Development Review Hearing.

Prepared by: Alex Tellez, Assistant Planner, Community Development Department
Reviewed by: Rebecca Bustos, Principal Planner, Community Development Department
Approved by: Lesley Xavier, Planning Manager, Community Development Department

ATTACHMENTS
1. Vicinity Map
2. Project Data and Compliance Table
3. Conditions of Approval
4. Development Plans
5. DPR 523 Form
6. Public Correspondence
7. Applicant Letter
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Vicinity Map (Zoning) - 642 Park Court 
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Attachment 2: Project Data/Compliance 

Project Address: 642 Park Court Project Number: PLN25-00049 
Zoning: R1-6L  

 

Standard Existing Proposed Requirement Complies? 
(Y/N) 

Lot Area (SF) (min): 6,250 6,250 6,000 Y 

Lot Area per Dwelling Unit (SF): 6,250 6,250 -- -- 

Building Square Footage (SF) 

     1st Floor: 1,158 2,033 -- -- 

     2nd Floor: -- 942 -- -- 

     Basement: -- -- -- -- 

     Garage 250 362 600 SF max Y 

     Porch/Patio: -- 40 -- -- 

     Total: 1,408 3,377 -- -- 

Floor Area Ratio:  0.22 0.54 -- -- 

% of 2nd floor to 1st floor: -- 0.39 66% max Y 

Building Coverage (%) 

     Building Coverage (All): 0.22 0.39 40% max Y 

Rear Yard Accessory 
Building Coverage: 

-- -- 40% max -- 

Main Building Setbacks (FT) 

     Front (1st floor): 
                (2nd floor): 

20’ – 7” 
-- 

20’ – 7” 
55 - 4” 

20’ 
25’ 

Y 
Y 

     Left Side (1st floor): 
              (2nd floor): 

5’ 
-- 

5’ 
10’ 

5’ 
10’ 

Y 
Y 

     Right Side (1st floor): 
              (2nd floor): 

14’ – 9” 
-- 

5’ 
14’ – 9” 

5’ 
10’ 

Y 
Y 

     Side, Corner: -- -- -- -- 

     Rear (1st floor): 
              (2nd floor): 

62’ 
- 

32’ – 4” 
32’ – 4” 

20’ 
20’ 

Y 
Y 

Accessory Building Setbacks (FT) 

     Front: 75’ – 8” -- 20’ -- 

     Side (left): 
              (right): 

4’ – 10” 
38’ 

-- 3’ 
3’ 

-- 

     Side, Corner: -- -- -- -- 

     Rear: 42 -- 3’ -- 

     From main building: 11’ -- 6’ -- 

Height (FT) 

     Main building: 17’ 24’ – 6” 25’ Y 

     Accessory building: 9’ -- 16’ -- 

# of Bedrooms/Bathrooms: 2/1 4/3 -- -- 

Parking: 



 

 

Standard Existing Proposed Requirement Complies? 
(Y/N) 

Is the site Gov. Code 65863.2 (AB 2097) eligible? N 

     Off-street 1 2 2 Y 

Common Living Area (SFR) 22% 37% Min 25% Y 

Open Landscaped Area (Front): 1,000 1,000 -- -- 
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Conditions of Architectural Review Approval 

PLN25-00049 / 642 Park Court 

Architectural Review for the construction of a 942 square foot second story addition and a 987 

square foot first floor addition, resulting in a 3,377 square foot five bedroom – three & a half 

bathroom two story potentially historical residence. 

GENERAL 

G1. Permit Expiration. This Permit shall automatically be revoked and terminated if not used 

within two years of original grant or within the period of any authorized extensions thereof. 

The date of granting of this Permit is the date this Permit is approved by the Development 

Review Officer and all appeal periods have been exhausted. The expiration date is Click or 

tap to enter a date. 

 

G2. Conformance with Plans. Prior to the issuance of Building Permit, the development of the 

site and all associate improvements shall conform to the approved plans on file with the 

Community Development Department, Planning Division. No change to the plans will be 

made without prior review by the Planning Division through approval of a Minor Amendment 

or through an Architectural Review, at the discretion of the Director of Community 

Development or designee. Each change shall be identified and justified in writing. 

 

G3. Conditions on Plans. All conditions of approval for this Permit shall be reprinted and 

included within the first three sheets of the building permit plan sets submitted for review 

and approval. At all times these conditions of approval shall be on all grading and 

construction plans kept on the project site. 

 

G4. Code Compliance. Comply with all requirements of Building and associated codes (the 

California Building Code. California Electric Code, California Mechanical Code, California 

Plumbing Code, California Green Building Code, the California Energy Code, etc.) current 

at the time of application for Building Permit, that includes grading and site utility permits. 

DESIGN / PERFORMANCE – PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE 

P1. Tree Replacement (On-site). Trees permitted by the City for removal shall provide 

replacement on-site at a ratio of 1:1 with a minimum 15-gallon tree size. (SCC 12.35.090) 

 

DURING CONSTRUCTION 

P2. Construction Hours. Construction activity shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 

p.m. weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Saturdays for projects within 300 feet of a 

residential use and shall not be allowed on recognized State and Federal holidays. 

 

P3. Construction Trash/Debris. During construction activities, the owner or designee is 

responsible for collection and pick-up of all trash and debris on-site and adjacent public 

right-of-way. 
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P4. Landscape Water Conservation. The owner or designee shall ensure that landscaping 

installation meets City water conservation criteria in a manner acceptable to the Director of 

Community Development. 

 

E1. Stormwater Control Measures. The owner or designee shall incorporate Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) into construction plans in accordance with the City’s Urban 

Runoff Pollution Prevention Program for construction-related water runoff measures prior to 

issuance of permits. 

OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 

P5. Use of Garage. The owner or designee shall ensure that the garage always be maintained 

free and clear for vehicle parking use. It shall not be used only for storage. 

 

P6. Landscaping Installation & Maintenance. The owner or designee shall ensure that the 

landscaping installed and accepted with this project shall be maintained on the site as per 

the approved plans. Any alteration or modification to the landscaping shall not be permitted 

unless otherwise approved by the Director of Community Development. 

 

P7. Landscaping. The owner or designee shall maintain the front yard landscaping between 

the house and sidewalk. New landscape areas of 500 square feet or more or rehabilitated 

landscape areas of 2,500 square feet or more shall conform to the California Department of 

Water Resources Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. 

 

E2. Stormwater Control Measures. The owner or designee shall incorporate Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) into construction plans in accordance with the City’s Urban 

Runoff Pollution Prevention Program for post-construction water runoff measures prior to 

issuance of a building permit.  

 

KEY: 

G = General 

P = Planning Division 

E = Public Works Engineering (Stormwater) 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND ACCEPTANCE OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Permittee/Property Owner 
 
The undersigned agrees to each condition of approval and acknowledges and hereby agrees to 
use the project property on the terms and conditions set forth in this permit. 
 
Signature:    _________________________________________________ 
 
Printed Name:   _________________________________________________ 
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Relationship to Property:  _________________________________________________ 
 
Date:    _________________________________________________ 
 
Pursuant to Santa Clara City Code 18.128.100, the applicant shall return this document to the 
Department, properly signed and dated, within 30-days following the date of the 
Acknowledgement. 
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OWNER 
GEElHAa-\ANOU 
2753 MATHB'JS STREET 
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SRG PRCHTECTS INC, 
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PHONE:51o.61G-6602 

l'RO,OSEDAAEA 
CALC ULAD9NS 

HAl'-IFLOOII• 

¥a'i2i.8u~tSPACE. ;:n~ 
HOUSE - 1590SF 
COVBUD PORCH • 40 SF 
CHl1'1'1EY - 9SF 
GAIV,GE. l&lSF 
TOTALFOOTPRNT • l0OOSF 

r,;k,L, 
H ·~...::..._ 

(N) UPPl!ft FLOOR (N) MAIN FLOOR 

rl esF 
~ CHIMNEY 

CONTACT LIST I 11 

EXISTINGAAEA 
CALCULATIONS 

HO'JSE - II SOSF 
CHIHNEY- 9 SF 
G.OJV,,GE - 2SOSF 
TOTALFOOTFRINT• 1-fOIISF 

]'" CHl11'1EY 

0-
(!) MAIN FLOOR 

AREA DIAGRAMS I 10 

UNITS; PARKJNG 

DV'o'EU.INGUNITS (#) 

PARKING SPACES (#) 

BECR.OOMS (#) 

BAlHS (#) 

YARDS + HEIGHT 

1STSTORY 

FRONT SETBACK (ft.) 

SICE SETBACK•LEFT {ft.) 

SICE SETBAO< - RIGHT (ft.) 

REARSETBAO< (ft.) 

N 

Ell 
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APN MAP I 8 

HOMEOWNER: GEETHACHANDU 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 642 PARK COURT 

PLANNING AGENCY: CITY OF SANTA CLARA 

APN: 269-52-035 

ZONING DISTRICT R-1 6L SINGLE FAMILY 

GENERAL PLAN VERY LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 

OCCUPANCY TYPE RESIDENTIAL 

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION TYPE V-B 

SPRINKLERS NO 

SITE/BLDG INFORMATION 5 

TWO-STORY REAR ADOITlON AND REMODEL, EXISTlNG ONE STORY 2 BR 11 BATH SINGLE 
F,a.MIL Y RESIDENCE TO BE CONVERTED TO ,a. 8 BR 13 112 S.-.TH SINGLE F.-.MIL Y RESIDENCE. =~:~ ~'~'.~tE~~'1i~~ 0AA.t.GE. RECONFIGURE INTERIOR. NEW....,NDCWS, 

SCOPE OF WORK 4 
I THESCOPEOFWORKSH"1..l.CONSISTO"FURNISHINGALl.THELABOR.M.t.TSU.-.U.• 

EQUIPMENT NECESSAA:YTOCOt1Pl.ETEALl. THE WORK INOIC.,O.TEDONTHEDAAWWGS. 
2 ALL WCW:: SHALi. BE CARRIED OIJT IN STRICT ACCOII.D.l>NCE WITH ALl. LOC>I... COI..NTT, 

ST,a.TE "NA.TlON"'-COOES, ORDll'W>ICES," REGlJI.ATIONS. 

1 =~~C:[~ri~~~~=~~~~ 
: i~a~2~i~;::::~;:;H:OT1FY 
I> ""-L PROPOSED SU8STITUTIONS SHALl. BE SUBJ'fTTED TO THE ARCHITECT FOR RE'<EW" 

-~~ ALL WCW:: SHIJ..l. BE DONE IN NEAT ,I WORKNANI.JKE N,t,MNER. 
""-LD111:NSIONS AP.EF.-.c:E O"WIJ..l. ANISHTO FACE OF WIJ..l.ANISH IA'l~ OTHERWlSE =~ 
NOTED Dll'l~SIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OYER sc.-.t.E0 Dll1:NSIONS 
THE ARCI-ITECT SHAU BE NOTIAED IF FIELD DIMENSIONS NECESSIT,a.TE N-IY CHANGES~ 
MOO,,KATI0N' 

:!: ~~~~~~;~~~~~~~~~\~=iCEBIUS, 
""""'"""" :~. E~~~a~~E=~~s~~~E 

EXISTING PROPOSE TOTAL 
AECEOFEQUIPNENTSHA.L.l.BEPRO'IIDEDTOTHEov.NERU'OISICOl'l'I.ET10NOFTHE 
PRqECT. 

15, PRqECT SHIJ..l. COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING .-.F'f'I.ICA8LE COO& 
• 2022 CAUFORI\IA. BUILDING CODE (T"l.'l PART l). 
• 2012 CAUFORI\IA. RESICENTI""- ccoe (T24. PART 2.5) 
• 2022 CAUFORI\IA. ELECTRICAL CODE (Tl'l PART l) 
• 20l2CAUFORI\IA.f1ECfi.,t,J',ICAI.CODE(Tl'LPAAT4). 
• 20l2CAUFORI\IA.FUJ1'111NGCCOE(Tl4.PARTS) 
• 2022 CAUFORI\IA. HISTOPJCAI. COCE (T"l.'I, PART 9) 
• 20l2CAUFORI\IA.EXlSTING 8UILDINGCOCE(T'M, PART 10) 

: ;:~~::~~~~~:!°~~Am. 
2.5 3.5 • 2022 CAUFORI\IA. ARE CODE 

• OT'rOFSANT,a.Cl.>JV,.Af1~Df1ENTS&OROINANCES 
16. >NY NEWC.-S PIPING 'MU. REQUIRE#l ""11"01,t,.TIC C.-S SHUTOFF VAL.YE 

GENERAL NOTES 2 
N-r N.C. . ..,. N.C. 

14'-9" •-<r 

:::; i 
MIN 5'-0'' ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS H 

62'--0" 32'-4" 

2NDSTORY 

(ft.) 55'-4" 

MIN ~q ~1 ~~,,.-~~~~~~====~Ll=f:I:F:El 
......­

-+:+--+-=--+---f----:-:--D!-tt::t 
--t-:+--+--+---f-:-::-:-:-;--i:4:~l::::i: 

FROOT SETBACK 

SICE SETBACK • LEFT (ft.) 

SICE SETBACK . RIGHT (ft.) 

REAR SETBACK (fl.) 

NUMBER OF (#) 
STORIES 

MAX.BLOOHT. (fl.) 17 -10" 

001\/EWA Y APPRQ\CH (ft.) 75'-IJ" 

EXISTING 

AREAS 

TDTALLDTAPEA ,~, 6250 

FLOOR AREA (ft') 1150 

BLOOFOOTPRINT ,~, 1408 

LDT OOVERAGE ,., 22.5% (FOOTPRINT f LDT AREA) 

NUTE N.C. • NO CHANGE 
SEE 10,1',w,a.o.o FOR ,a.REA DIJ'.GRA ... s 

10--0" 

14'-i" 

32'-4" 

24'-6" 

45'-11" 

PROPOSE CHANGE 

NC NC 

2967 (+1 817) 

2000 (+592) 

MIN10'-0" 

MIN20'-0" 

MAX25'.cJ' 

MIN20'-0" 

32.0% (+9,5%) 40.0% 
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~E~~ORSHALL TEST ALL PIPING Al',[) ALLEI..ECTPJCAI. BB'ORECOVERORCO'ICEALMENT. :IUU:;;;~A~~~=~~HALL BE WEATHER ORSOIL MCIISTUREa-.sED CONTROUERSTHAT 
NOt5TVRE CONHNT OF 9\ALDING NATBUALS 
BUILDING MATERIALSIMTH VISIBLE SIGNS OF WATER DAMAGE SHALL NOT BE INSTALLED. WALLAND FLOOR 
FRAMING SHAU. NOT BE ENCLOSED WHEN THE FRAMING MEMBERS EXCEED 19 PERCENT MOISTURE CONTENT. 
MOISTURE CONTENT SHALL BE VERIFIED IN COMPLIANCE 'MTH THE FOi.LOWiNG: 

PLUNBING FIXJURE REQUIREMENT$: 

MAXIMUM RXT\.11\E WATER USE 
COMPILESDATA IN SECTlON"-303.1 

WATER SUPPLY ANO BRANCH SIZES 
COMPILESDATA INSECT10N610.3 l. ~~~_!L~~c~~~~¾~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~ec~~fSTALL ~=-~~IPJ\IGATION IN RESPONSETOCHANCES INPl.>.Nl"SNEEDS,-SWEATHER 

~MO~OT~~C, INTERCOl'-l'IECTED$MOKEAI...AAMS l. ~~:;~~~~~=:i-~~~~:p=~i:i~~r~ 1. MOISTURECONTENTSHAU.BEDETERMINED'MTHEllliERAPR086-TYPEORCONTACT-TYPEMOISTURE 
FIXTURE TYPE •i::t ":~:E 

A SHALL BE~STALLEO, (,'\l IN E.-.cH SLE~G ROOM, {8) OUTSIDE E,t,CH SEPAAATESI..EEPING AAE/,.INTHE IMMS:X,..TE SENSOR V\1-IICH CO'INECTSNCI CONMI.NICATES 'MTH THECONTROU.SU. SOIL MOISTUREaA.>ED METER.EQUIVALENT MOISTURE VERIFICATION METHOOS IMYBEAPPROVED BY THE 
VICl"ITY OFTHEBEDROONS. (q ON EACH STORY OFTHEDWEI..UNG. INCLUDING BASEMENTS AND HM!ITM!I.E OCNTROI..LER.$ ARE NOT REQt.JIREDTO HAVE AAIN INl'UT ENFORCING AGENCY AND SHALL SATISFY RECLIREMENTS FOUND IN SECTION 101.8 OF THIS CODE. 

Uc.MPOtoPSI 

B. ~~~SH~~~~~;=~~~~=~ ~'!',;!~·~luP.DETECTORS 2. =:!~6r:~~Eic~!~~EN~Fl':_NT2FEET{&10MMJTO,FEET(12111MM)FROMTHE 

C, E~~~~~1E~:=~~~Lri~=~~~A ,_ ________ 1R_R_1_G_A_T_1o_N_N_o_T_E_s~-1-----. ~ a~m:1J:~:~;~r£E=~~~ERN~:~~:1~\~e°TI~~FRAMING 

1,0,VATORT FAUCETS 
(RESIDENTW.) 

M,ty(_ l ,2GPNOMIPSI 
1'1N.0.8GPMOl0PSI 

D. =~=~c:~CONNECTEDINSU0-1 1'1,tJ",1',181.THATTHEICTIVATIONOFO'IEAI...AAM WIU. 
ACTIVATE ALLOFTHEAI..AAMS; AI..ARNS SHALL BECLEAALY ALOIBLE IN ALLBEDROONS 0\/8\ BACKGROUND NOISE 
LEVa.s 'MTH AI.LINTERVB'IING DOORS a.oseo. PER CBC sec. 907.l.10.l .ll'lD CRC RJ IS.1.1 . 315. l .l.; CRC 3 1 ◄ .~ 3 1 ◄,S 

~ ~ill?.J:~~!~f~R~~s~~i~~~~irATERREMAASHALAPA\OVEO 

G. SNOKE ALAAMS MUST BE INSTALLED A 1'1Nl~N OF 10' HORIZONTAL DISTANCE FROM A PERN,t.NENTLY INST Al.LEO 
COOKING Aff'LIANCE. AN IOl'4ZATION SMOKE .<I.ARN WI AN Al..ARM-SILENCING S\IVITCH NAY BE ~ST ALL.ED 10' 
FROM COOKING APPIJN,ICES. l'HOTOB.ECTRIC SMOKE AI..ARNS NAY BE INSTALLED 6" OR GREATER FROM COOKING 
EQUPMENT WHERE THERE ARE NO INTEIUOR PARTITIONS .ll'lD A 10' $EPAAATION 'WOULD PREVENT ~ST Al.l.>,.TION 
OFAREQUIREDSMOKEJIJ..MN. 

:=:;.E°=~MSPE~;~J~:-~STALLEDOUTSIDEOFEACHSB'AAATEDWEWNG LNITSLEEPINGAAE,O.. 
IN THE IMMS:X,..TE -.,Ot,fTY OF THE BEDROONS Al',[) ON EVERT 1..EVB. OF A DWEWNG I.NIT : ~E:::::"':=:::::::f:::~!~:::~~A 
DETECTORS INSTALL.ED IN E»STING AREAS NAT BE8ATT8\T POWERED. CRC RJ l ,.6ANO Rl l S.S. 

D. CARBON MONOXDE .<I.ARMS 1'1JST BE LISTED IN ACCORDANCE \IVITH UL lOl-1 PER CRC RJ IS.1.1 
l. OWB..LJNGS THAT HAVE ATTACHED GAAAGES OR R.JB. BURNING APPIJN,ICES SHALL BE PROVIOED WITH A 

CARl!ON NOOOXDE.ol..ARM N THE FOUCM'ING LOCATIONS, (,'\l OUTSIDE OF THE DWEWNG UNITSLEEFING AA.El,. 
INTHEl'1NEDIATEVICINITT OF THE BEDROOM(S~ (B) ON EVERY LEVB.OF A DWEWNG I.NIT INCLUDING a-.sfl"l:NTS. 
(CRCSEC.RJI S) 

Y!i!!!l!!§ 
I. ALL INDOORN-0 OUTDOOR FIXTURES TOBE HIGH EFFICACY (NO EXCEPTIONS) PER TABLE 150.0..0. cec SECTION 

I SO.0(k). 
l. RECEMED LIGHT RXTURES IN INSULATED CBLINGS SHALi.BE .of'PROVED, USTEO, ZERO-CLEAAANCE INSULATION 

COVER ~C) TYPE, AIR-TIGHT {A.STJ"l:283) ANO SEAI.EDWITH A GASKET OIi CAULKED BETWEEN HOUSING Al',[) 
caUNG.(CEC ISO(K)(S)) 

l ~VE~~6F~~~~;~f:N~~~~,.:~~...It~~=:= 

~=~\~~~:~T~IC~~~~g~;;JOI\CO'ICEALMENT. 
DO NOT INSTALi.ELECTRiCAi. PANB.S LARGER THAN 16 SQUARE INCHES IN RATEl FIRE WALLS, NEVER INSTALL 

~~~~~~L~~~~~;2~~~-~J6"~FRONTOFTHEPANB.S.(CEC 110.ll,) 

~~~c!f~\~r~DE~!s~~~~~~~~~~:,J~~::rcH 
THAT DOES NOT OVERRIDE AUTOMATIC CONTROLS. AUTOiATIC CONTROLS SHALL BE PROVIDED IN THE FORM OF 
A l'HOTOCB.L Al',[) NOTION SENSOR OR A PHOTOCONTROL Al',[) AUTOiATIC TIME S"'-fTCH CONTROi. OIi 
ASTRONOMICAL. TIME CLOCK OR AN ENERGY MANAGEMENT CONTROi. STSTEH 

9. CLOTHES 0.0$ET LIGHT RXTURECI.EAA.ANCES SHALL CONFORMT0,10.16. INCANDESCENT FIXTURES \IVITH OPEN 
OR PAIITIAU.Y ENCLOSED LAMPS AND PENl)AN'T FIXTURES OIi I.Al'I' HOLDERS ARE NOT Al.LOV'l8J ON CLOSETS 

9. LIGHT FIXTURES \IVITHIN THE OUTSIDE DIMENSION OF TU8 OR SHOWER ENCLO$URES OR LESS THN'l 9" VERTICALLY 
FROMTHETOPOF S,,.THTU8 M1 OIi SHOW'ER THRESHCW, OR IN OTHER \/'JET/0,,t,MPLOCATIONS SHALL BEL>88.EO 
'SUITAIII.E FOR DN1P LOCATIO'IS' (OR 'SUITAIII.E FOR \/'JET LOCATIO'IS' IF SUBJECT TO SHOWER SPRAY OR RAIN) 

10 LIGHTING IN HABITAIILESPACES SHALI.HA.VEWALLNOUNTED Dl1MING CONTROLS (CENC 150.0(k/lf) 

rccf_"M~!M'Mffi~IE IS ANO 10 N'1PCIRClATS SHALLBETAl1PER RESISTANT. EXCEPT V\1-IEN LOCATE) 
Hal.ETHAN S.5' .lBOVETHE FLOOR: 'MTHINC>BINETS a\ CUPBOAADS; OR V\1-IEN PAI\T OFALUNINAAEOR 

l. =t~'-~l NSTAI.LEOSOTHAT NO POINT MEASURED HORIZONTAi.LT Al.ONG THE FLOOR LINE~ Al'ff 
WALL SPACE IS NORE THAN 6 FRON A RECEPTACLE OUTLET. HAI.LS LOOGER THAN 10'-0" Al',[) WALi.SPACES 
GREATER THAN l' IN WIOTH ANO lNBAOKEN Al.ONG THE FL.Oal. UrsE BY OPENINGS OR FIREPLACES SHALL BE 
PROVDED \IVITH A RECEPTACLE. THESE RECEPTACLES SHALi. BE PROVIOED ~ KITCHENS. FN'11LY ROOMS, DINING 
ROOMS. LIVING ROOMS, DENS, BEOROOMs. OR SIMllAI\ ROOMS. (CEC210.S?(Aj) 

l ~~~~::.~~~~~~~ST~~T~E=~~:w;:::=I~ " 

~~t~~==~~~:ei~=:r~~~:lC::::~BEACC~8LE 
Al',[) OF AN APA\OVEOTYPE. (CEC lSO. IIM) 

6. PRO"DECRPROTECTION FORALI. 120V, ISANOl0ANPRECEPTACLESNSTAI..LEDOUTDOORSAf>OIN 
S,,.THROOMS. AT KITCHEN COUNTERTO'S, At-0 GAAAGE, EXCEPT FOR SINGLE OUTLET RECEPTACLES IN GAA.AGE, 
USED OR FIXED OR STATIONARY APPLIANCES. PERCEC 110-l(Aj. 

7. Plt.Q"l)ECOl"l!INATIONTYPEAI\C FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPTERS AT ALL RECEPTACLES INALI. BEDROOMS, DINING 
ROOMS, LIVING ROOMS, PAAI.OI\S, LIBRAAIES. DEN$, SUNROONS, RECREATION ROON$, CLO$ETS, KITCHENS, 
l.AUr-DRY Al'£l,S, HAI.LWAVSORSIMILAR ROONSORARE>S WITH !IAANCH ORCUITS THATSuPPI.Y 125 VOLT, SNGLE 

~;i;~::s:~=2~lii;i:cr:L::::R:::::
1
: BE 

ACCES$18l.E Al',[) OF AN APA\OVEO TYPE. {CEC 250. IIM) 
10. PRQ"l)EGFIPROTECTION FOR ALL l l0V, 15ANDl0ANPRECB'TACLESNSTALLEDOUTDOORSAf>O~ 

S,,.THROOMS. AT KITCHEN COUNTERTO'S, At-0 GAAAGE, EXCEPT FOR SINGLE OUTLET RECEPTACLES IN GAA.AGE, 
USED OR FIXED OR STATIONARY APPLIANCES. l'ERCEC 110-l(Aj. 

II. ~~:~1::'i,~nO.Sl.ALL l 2SVOLT, IS-lON1PHERERECEPTACI.ESSHALI.BEUSTEDTA.MPER-RESISTANT 

:i :-~~~·~t~:.."ie~~~~~~:~~~:~~~~~~~1{~\~~ 
CIRCUITl l0.ll {C){l) 

14. ~-2~~~10=~~~~~~~51:~l:~~~~~~~~sa.-AAGE~D 
rTc;= RECEPTACLE OUTLETS AT E.-.cH KITCHEN COUNTER SPACE WIDER THAN 12", LOCATED SO THAT NOPOINT 

l. ~~g.,~;~~E~~:c~RE~l:~=fs~C:~':s~~~~~~SPACEWITHALONG 

~~LESO:~~GL~~~~~~T=~~r:e::~~QI.EATERPERCECAI\T,11 0-Sl(C) 

ALL 8.ECTRICAL OUTLETS 5ER"NG COJNTERTOl'S SHALL BE GFCI PROTECTED (CEC ART.l 10-1 2(8) 
PROVIDE AT LEAST TWO SB'ARATE GFCI PROTECTEl ltl.J>MP CIRClATS {FOP, $MAI.I. KITCHEN Al'PIJAl',ICES), IN THE 
KITCHEN COUNTER Af-0 ISLAND Olffi.ETS. CECl 10.Sl {8), (I). {l). (l). (q 

6. ALI.A.COED'REPI.ACED l lS-VOLT, 15-AJ',[)ll).,.t,MPERERECEPTACLESSHALI.BEUSTElTANPER-RESISTANT 

7. ::~~'!:it~ ~1~~1iHALLBE HIGH EFFICACY WJO EXCEPTIONS. NOTEc "HIGH EFFIC,,,CY" A$ DEFINED BY 
THE CALIFOI\NIA ENERGY CONI-ISSION IS: lAj FOIi LAMPS IS WATT$ OIi LESS • MINIMUM OF'IO LUJ"l:NS PSI WATT; {8) 
~.~=~~,;A~;;;.o'IOWATTS- MININUMOFSO LUJ"l:NSPSI WATT; (C) FORI.N1PSOVER'IOWATTS -

9. RECESSED LUNINAI\IES ~ INSULATED caUNGs SHALL BE RATED FOR ZERO Q.EAAAl'ICE INSULATION COVER ~CJ. 

9. ~~~a-!,.NC~~~'!::::;l~~~:i~~VEAN8.ECTRCNC6AU.ASTTHAT 
OPB!.ATESTHELAMPATAFREQUENCYOFl0KHZOI\MORE. 

10. ~TEOCIRCUITSSHALLBEPROVIDEOFOROISHWASHER.GAABAGEDISPOS.AL~DMICROWAVE.lD l 9CEC 

IL ALL ISAANOlOA 125VRECEPTACLESSUPPI.YING A DISHWASHER OR GAA&A(;EDISPO$AI. MUST BEREADILY 
ACCESSlll.EAJ',[) GFCI PROTECTED PSI cec 110.8 (D) 

ri:.=~Elo-N1PCIRCUITFORBATHROONRECB'TACLEOUll.ETSORPROVIDEADEDICATEDlo.<>J-I' 
ORCUIT FOR EACH INDl\'IDUAI. S,,.THROON BaNG AI.TB!.EDOR>DDED. NOTE S,,.TH LIGHTING SHALi. NOT 

l. ~~~A~~~~~":~~~EDBYATLEASTO'IElOANl'HB!.EBRANCHCIRCUIT 
'MTH~ J FT OFTHEOUTSIOEEOGEOF EACH BASIN. SU0-1 CIRCUITSHALI. HAVENOOTHEI\OUTLET$. THE 

~~~~~C:~\~~~~~~~ir~TE)~;~~l~~~=~!OTHE 
COUNTEP.TOP.(CEC21!1.52(d)210. ll (C)(3)110.8(Aj(I) 
PROVIDE GFCI PROTECTED OUTLETS FOIi ALL BATHROOM RECB'TACLES. (CEC AI\T.11 0.!JW} 
ALI.AIXlEOIREPI.ACEO 115-VOLT, 15-AJ',[) l0-,,\f1PERE RECEPTACLES SHALL BE LISTEDTAl"f'EA-RESISTANT 
RECEPTACLES.{CECAI\T.'I06. II ) 

:c~:i~~~~~~~~~~;•i~~FORZEAOQ.EAAAl'ICEINSULATIONCOVER 
(IC), ANO SHALL INCLUDE A LAIIEL CERTIFYING Alf',. TIGHT (AT) DESIGNATIO'I 
EXI-IAUST FAN (F PRO\'IDED) SHALL BE S'MTCHED SEPARATB.Y PROM lJQ--fTING SYSTEM. (CEES SEC. 150(1<)1) 
S,,.THROOM LIGHT FIXTURES -ONCI.UDING LIG~G INTECIW. TO EXt--WJST FAN) SHALL BES\IVITCHED 

9. ;E{efR~~E~~~~~iORDIRECTLT0\18\AS,,.TI-ITl.80RSHOWERSTAI.LORBE 

ELECTRICAL NOTES 8 

~EC~=~sl;Ifurcn;~~~ei~E~i~~~r:~~z~ezJ~ GAS ~SU~=~~~O~~~:E~w':t~VE~~~~~~~~st;:~~T~~PLACED 

~~;~11]~·~~~~NAJ~:1~~Ji~~T~~~~~~~ ~~~~ll ~Ul::: :::-~CWAN:E:.=~:EER!rDR~ NGRECCWMENOATIOOSPRIORTOENCLOSU~ 

2 :-~~~~:-~::~~:=-:=~~~~~~~ ~~~~E%~L:~~~~A~~u~lg~Jt~D~:;~s-::E~~~~:c;.::Lo;~~N 
~ENN-ICEOF MECHANICAi.SYSTEMS J. EQUIPt-ENT. TO DETERI-S'IE COMPI.IANCE WITHIS THE BUILDING 

~':!~ THE,<,HJ SHALi. BEPERl'1TTEDTO CAUSE AN HVAC SYSTEM TO BE RBNSPECTED. CNC 1. OIRECTIONSTOTHEOA'NER OR OCCUPANTTl-lATTHE MANUAL SHALL REMAIN WITH THE BUILDING 

l EA MTHROON CONT>l'l~GA S,,.THTUII, SHOWER OR TUBr.iHOWBI COiBINATIO'I SHALi. BE THROOGHOOTTHE LIFE CYCLE OF THE STRUCTURE. 

~~;~~~i~~~~~::R:◄ 2 ~~~1~~~~;fE11~~e:~~~~~ 
~~1f~t~~~~ PRODUCTS OFCOl"SUSTIONTO OUTSIDE AIR. 9. ROOF AND YARD DRAINAGE, INCLUDING GUTTERS AND DO'M-ISPOUTS. 

~!~l~~~~~i=-NTAIN6'DEGRESAT J PEET AIIOVEFL(X)Rl.EVB.J.l l'EETFROM [ [=~~t~~~~CLUDINGCONOENSERSANDAIRFILTERS. 

; ~~Jr;:::\:R;::;::::::::::::::;rs~:SHALL ~ ~~~2E==~~=~§JE1~a~::~DML~~Jf 

~1&~~~~l~~~~=~Z~~::r~~~ENS. =:f!~=~~~~~~=~~~~~1~1~~~~~BHEJ: 
9 DRYERS IN CLO$~ 100 SQ IN MAKEUPAIROPENNG SHALi.BE INCORPORATED INTO DR TYPE. (CMC 6. INFORMATIOO ABOVTWATER-CONSERVING LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATIOO DESIGN AND CONTROLLERS 

r~~~J &4). A'" DIA MOISTUREEXl-lAUST DUCT Of RIGID 11:TAI. WI SMOOTH INTERIOR SHALi.BE 7. =~~~~ w:~~NING GUTTERS AND DO'M-ISPOVTSANDTHE IMPORTANCE OFOIVERTlNG 

9. ll.GA NIN. SHEET STEB. DUCTS SHALL BE USED IN G:AR.A(;E .I DUCTS PENETRATING THE WALLS .I WATER AT LEAST 6 FEET AWAY FROM THE FOUNDATION. 
CSUNGS SEPARATING THE GA1V,GE FRON THE Ov.aLING. DUCTS NAY HAVE NO OPENINGS INTO THE 8. INFORMATIOO ON REQUIRED ROUTINE MAINTENANCE MEASURES. INCLUDING. BUT NOT LIMITED TO, 

10, =~SULO,TION - MINR-6REQURED CECISO.0(N) I 9. ::~~'!.~=tR:~t~~:~~;~L:;!~~~PROGRAMSAVAllABLE. 
11. DUCT LEPJ<AGE TESTING • 6" WI AIR HAl'IDl.81.. ◄" w,o AIR HAl'IDI.ER. CECI SO.O(M) l 1 10. A COPY OF ALL SPECIAL INSPECTIONS VERIFICATIOOS REQUIRED BY THE ENFORCING AGENCY Cfl THIS 
12 RETURN DUCT DESIG~AN POWER, AIRFLOW TESTING, Al',[) ®LI.SIZING REQ"NTS. CECISO.0(N) I J [CAI.IFOR!t"IA GREEN BUii.DiNG STANDAADS]COOE. 
l l, THIRD PAI\TY HERS VEIUFICATION FOR V8'111LO,TION ANO ll'-OC)OI\AIR QUALITY, CECIS0,0{0) 
I ◄. HEATINGAIR CONDITIONING SYSTa'1S SHALi.BE SIZED, DESIGNEDN<l HAVETHaR EQUIPt-ENT WHERE 6 OR MORE MULTIFAMILY OWEU.ING UNITS ARE CONSTRUCTED ON A 9UILOING SITE. PROVIDE READILY 

SELECTED USING THE FOLLO'NING J"l:THQOS; HEAT LOSS/HEAT GAIN VALUES IN ACCORDANCE WI ACCESSl91.E AREAjS) THAT SERVES ALL BUILDINGS ON THE SITE AND IS IDENTIFIED FOR THE DEPOSITING, 
ANSVACCA l N,t,NUA1.r101 I OI\EQUAL; DUCTSVSTa'1SARE SIZED ACCORaNGTO>NSI/N:CA I . STORAGEANDCOU.ECTION OF NON-HAZARADOUS MATERIALS FOR RECYCLING. INCLUDING (AT A MINIMUM) 
N,t,NUAI. D-201,0REQUAL; SELECT HEATING.<COOIJNG EQUPMENT IN ACCORDANCE WI J.NSIIN:CAl PAPER, CORRUGATEDCARDBQIIRD, GLASS, PLAST1CS, ORGANIC WASTER, AND METALS, Cfl MEET A LAWFUU.T 

IS. ~~~~~:TRAINED AND CERTIFIED IN THE PROPBI. INSTAl.l.>,.TION OF HVAC SYSTa'1S ENACTED LOCAL RECYCLING ORDINANCE. IF MORE RESTRICTIVE. 

16. ~~N~~~~~~~~~~~~::1THEDEMAl'IOCONTROI.LEO ~EN!u.~OTWATERSUPPLY PIPINGJ.14" &GREATERSHALLBEINSULATElPERCECSECTION ISO.OG)liii. 

~~::-~:.i-~i~~:~Hc=~~'.f~~RATESSHALLPRO\'IDE 5 2 ~=L~~s~~ACEHEATING,$PACECOOUNG,WATER.HEATING,ETC.SHAI.LHEETCA 

17
~ c~=~t=~r~~~~~!b==~~=2;~~~ l =~~::X~==~~~~i~fEE~~=LQNG 

b. =DEi:R ~:~ OF'a'llNGSIZEOF I SQ NCH 1 1000 BTU PER HOUR 8UT NOT LESS THAN 100 SQ. NUMBERS OR Al.l'HAIIET LETTERS. NUMBERS SHALL BE AMIN OF' INCHES HIGH WI ANIN STROKETHICKJsESS 

=r=,~~~:~~:;i~;~=~~~~~'"•=oH,a™' ~~~E~i~~~[~~~~;;;;~~,,.:: 
6. =~~~~~;:;;~:~g::;~;1-ii~~c:~~~~N~~~~s,.GE 

:J~J~~:;g:;:i~=Cl~;:g;,"'ENTMORTAR, CONCRETE MASONRY OR A SIMILAR 

~tlAu'.!1~~R!,~~~~~=l:~~~~~~~~~CS~~l iiesED 

~~ ~~~~~~:r~~TE~~:a~~~=;=~~~Zee~:iscu. 
FT.CAPACfTT 

11. RECYCLE AtO/OR $AI.VAGE A 1'1~UN 65" OF THE NON-HAZARDOUS CO'ISTRUCTk)N ANO DEMOLIT10N 
WASTE NOT APPIJCAIILETOSOILAJ',[) LANDCLEAAING DEBRIS 

l l. UPON REQt.JEST, VEIUFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WI CODES NAY INCLUDE CONSTRUCTION DOCUJ"l:NTS. 
PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS. BUILDER.a\ INSTALLER CERTIFICATIO'I. ~Sl'ECTIO'I REPOIITS. OR OTHER METHODS 
ACCEPTABLE TO 8LDG. DMSIONTHA.T WIU.SHOWSU8STANTIALCONl'ORl'1ANCEWllOl2 CCOE REQ"NTS 

r.RAN~~ WAI.IJFUVROOF FRAMING SPACES OPENED UP DURING THE COURSE OF REM0DEI.SHALI. BE 

2 ~~=&it~i~i1r~~~~~~~~L0,TIOO.IR~SHEATHNG.IAT 

l ANCHORBOI.TSSHALLBEAI-S'I IIZ"XIO"PlACEDAT6'-0"0.C. MAX Et1BED90l.TST" 1'1N. LOCATE END 
BOLTS NBTI-IER LESS THAN lS" NO MORE THAN 12" FRON ENOS OF SIU. MEMBERS. (R4(1l .l.6) PROVIDE 

4. !~~~"'ti:r~~~~~~~~u ~)W/R90.5ALOCAI.ORDIN.t.NCE.ALLROOFINGSHALLBE 

~~:::::::~:::;:::::~HS~~~~~~~~~~NENTTYPES 

EXT WAI.LS W/IN s· OF ADJACENT PROPER.TY UrsE, OR wnN 7 WHEN THE STRUCTURE IS EQJIF'PEO WI AN 
AUTOiATIC FI\ESPRJNl<LER SYSTEM SHALL BE I-HR RATED. 

7 THE EXPOSED UNDERSIDE OF PRqECTS FROM EXT WAI.LS FROM l" TO LESSTHN'l S' FROM AN AqN:ENT 
:~~l~~~';;'."'N 2' WHEN THE STRUCTURE IS EQUIPPED WI AN AUTON,,.TIC RRESPRINKLERSVST81, 

Fll.llNINGllE5TOI\ATION: 
NATURAU.Y DURAIILE 'Ml OR PRESERVATIVE TREATED 'Ml, PER AVVPA UI. SHALL BE REQLIRED IN THE 
FOLLO'NING LOCATIOOS (P.]17. 1) 

~ =~!ferf~~~~~Jrc~~
1~'f~~:-r0 

.. T::~~~~THE 

SILLS J. SLEEPERS ON A CO'ICRETE OR MASONRY SLAB THAT IS IN DIRECT CONTACT WI THE GRC>U'IO 
Ul'l.ESS $EPAA.ATEO BT AN 1'1PERVIOUS NOISTURE BA.RRIER. 

d [~f~EErjJ1~E'~~~~=~H~~~~~ts~E 

ALL 'Ml EMBEDDED N CONCRETE THAT IS IN DIRECT CONTACT WI THE GROUND OR lE><J'OSED TO 
WEATHER ,I THAT SUPFORTS STRUCTURES INTENDED FOR HI.X1AN OCCUPANCY 

~~~l~~~~~~~~~~~~~i~~~~~~:l:HMENTS -· BATHROOMS: 
I DIJ"l:NSION ON THE Pl.ANS THE 30-INCH CLEAR WIOTH FOR WATER CLOSET SPACE A l +-INCH CLEARANCE IN 

U GPN@MIPSI 

L WATERHEAffiG- l l0VOI.TRECEPTACLE < JFT .. CA.T IIOR IV VENT AJ',[)GASSUPPI.T LINE CAPACITY OfAT 
LEASTlOO,0OOBTU/HOU\ 

l. PLUMBING CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE A SINGLE LINE ow,:; OF THE GAS LINE TO EACH GAS FIRED APfLW,IC 
Gll.5 l'FESIZINGTO BE~CLUDED PSI TAllLE 1216.l (I) l0I~ CFC 

l ~~T:_~ER ARRESTORS SHALi. BE PROVIDED AT ALLAPFIJAl'ICESTHAT HAVE QUICK ACTING VALVES. l 0I 

◄. V\1-181.EACOl"elrsEDSPACE-ANDWATB!.-HEATINGAPPIJCATION REQURES WATER FOR SPACE HTG ATTEM 

~~~E~~w=~T~~~~,!_fERAC~c:~~";{~~~~7:~.B~~~L~ 
S. NO~STAl.l.>,.TIONOFPOTABLE WATER SUPPLY PF'ING OR PAI\TTHEREOFSHALL BE MADE IN SUCH ANAl'IN 

THATITWIU BE POSSIBLE FOR USED. lNCI.EAN, POI.LUTED OR CONTA/"INATEl WATER. NIXTURES, OR 
~~es TO ENTER ANY PORTIO'I OF SUCH Pll'NG FROM ANYTANK. RECB'TOR. EQUIPMENT OR PI.UMBI 

PLUMBING NOTES 4 
~ 

~=~~=E~~=~iHr~ING~=8YTHELETTER.-S·. 

l =~~=-~!f'..1~~~T\~~~~~~~r~~~~ 
ALL EXTERIOR DOORS TO HAVE WEATHER 5TRf'PING. 
DEGREES F AIIOVE AH!IENT AT THE END OF THE JO 1'1NUTES OF FIRE EXPOSURE SPECIRED IN uec STANDAI\D 
7.l. AS NOTED, DOOR TO HAVEANSTC SEAL RATING Ofl6ATTHRESHOLDJ. PERIMETER OF DOOR. 
DOORS SHALL 8E OPENAl!LE FROM THE INSIDE WJO THE use OF A KET OR SPECIAL KNOV>lEOGE, OR EFFORT. 
FLOOROFLANDINGLESSTHANOREQUAL TO I l trBB.OWTOPOFTHRESHOLD. EXCEPTION 1- 7l/4 1NCH 
ACCEPT M!I.E FOR EXTERIOI\ LANDING IF DOOR NOT A REQLIRED E)llT, EXCEPTION l - I OR l RISERS 
ACCEPT MIi.EAT EXTERIOR DOOR THAT IS NOT AREQJIRED EXIT IF DOOR IS NOT SWINGING OVER WOING 

e. i;,~3~·!1~Nl~M 36'?06" LANDING 00 EACH SIDE OF AN EXTEIUORDOOR.WAY. I.ANDINl;S MUST BE 
'MTHIN7 Ill" OF THE OPl'OSING A.OOR SURFACE. ANY DOOR (NTEIUOR OR EXTERIOR) 1'1JST Al.WATS SWI 
0\/8\ A fl.(X)R OR i.Al'[)ING (THE BOTTOM OF THE DOOR MUST BE WITHN ONE INCH OF THE LANDING). 
~:-~:~01''1:~~0PENATTHETOPOFANMEIUORSTAIRWAT,PROVIDEDTHEOOOROCES 

EGRESS NOTES, 

i =~~~EH=N:!x~.~~V~SLEEPING ROOM$, BASEMENTSJ.H.-sll"AIILEATTICS. 

l 1'1N20 1N.W10E.12" 1N.HIQ-l. 5,7SQFTCLEAROPENING 

LIGHT a VENTILATION: 
I HAIIITAllLEROON NATURAI.LIGHTOF'a'llNGS 11N8"0FFLOORAREA. 
l. HM!ITABLE ROON NATURAL VENTILATIONOPENNGS NIN 4" 1F FL(X)RAAEI,. 

EXCEPTIO'I: APA\OVEO MECHANICAL V8'1Tli,,.TION SYSTEM PROVOEO 
l MTHROON MIN 3 SQUARE FOOT V\OWS, HALFOFWCfWOPa',IMjLE 

EXCEPTIO'I: NOT REQ"O IFARTIFICIAL LIGHT J. NECH V8'111LO,TIOO PROVIDED 

SAFETY GLASS REQUptENENTS: 
I. TEt1f'EREOGL,t,$$REQt,IIRESPERl'IAl'ENTETCHEOLABB. 
l. O'ILYOI\EUTEREQRJU.L,t,BEL~~LTIPANEwrN/ WILITES <O'IESQFT 
l l,t,NINATEDGLASliOCESNOTREQUIRELAIIB. 

LOCATIONS REQU!RfNG SAFETY GLASS: 

i ~~~~~~~~~~~~:s-EDGEJ.ANYPAI\TOFGLASS. 
3. GLAZING INAN l f'OMDUAL OROPEAAIILE PANB. THAT 11:ETS ALL OF THE FOLLOV.,NG COI-OITIONS: 

A THEEXPOSEDAAE,O..OFAN ll'OMDl.lALPAN: ISGREATERTHAN9$.F, 
B. THEBOTTOMEDGEOFGLAZING IS LESSTHN'l lrAIIOVETHEFLOOR 
C, THE TOP EDGE Of GL,t,ZING IS GREATER THAN :w AIIOVETHE FLOOR 

D. Ei~:E~~~RFACESARE\IVITHIN 36" MEASUREDHORIZONTALLY AJ',[) INASTRAIGHTU-.E. 

WET AREAS (WAI.LS a. ENCLO$URES FACING WAI.LS OF HOT russ, SPAS, V\1-IIRLPOCU, S,,.THTU!S, SHOWBIS 

=~~=:~E~~T~~H~,.:i~OF:r:~~~~E~c°~~~~OFA 
HORIZONT Al.LY FROM THE TU8 OR SHOWER V.,U. Al.SO Jsl:ED TO BE TEMPERED G:LASli. CRC RJOU.S 

EXCEPTIO'I: GlAZING>6(1" FRON THE WATER.'$ EDGE. 

6. GLAZING~~~Jr°S:~~RAl~~T:~H~~=~ so PSFLOADWJOUTTOUCH~GG 
GUAI\D OIi HANDRAIL GREATER THN'l 19 ~- HORIZONTAi.FRON GLASS. SOUOWAI.LJ'I IN. TO 361N. 
BB.OWGLASli 

7. GLAZING <60 IN. HORIZONTAL Of 80TTON ST AIR LANDING l <36 IN. AfN LANDING. 
EXCEPTIOOS: INTERVENING GUAAD 1'1N 18 IN. FROM GLASS. SOI.ID WALL J-1 IN. TOJ6N. BaOWG 

LI-FACTOR: 
I. fsEWAJ',[)JORREPI.A.Ca-tENTFENESTRATIONS{LE.\o\lO'M,SKYUGHT$.EXTDRS)WIGLAZEDAAE,0..0F> 

OOE-HAI.FOFTHEORAAE,O..SI-W.l.HAVEA~FACTOROF0.'110RLESS(CEE5SEC 152(8). TABLE ISl q. MAXINU 
U-fACTOR (0.58) FOR FENESTRATION ANO SKTUGHTS 

CODE FOR OPENINGS 3 
I AT THE TIME OF ROUQ-1 INSTALL,t.TION, OURING STORAGE ON THE CONSTRUCTION SITE, ~0 UNTl. ANAL 

ST AI\TUP OF THE HVAC EQUIPMENT. ALL DUCT ANO OTHER RB.ATED AIR DISTRl!UTIO'I COMPONENTS 
OPENINGS VYI..LBEC0\18\ED'MTH TN'E. PLASTIC, SHEET 11:TAI.S, OR OTHER NETHCOS ACCEPTAIILETO 
ENFOI\C~G AGENCY TO REDUCE AMOUNT O WATB!.. DUST OIi DEBRIS THAT MAT ENTER THE SYSTEM 

l. AOHE51VES. SEALAl'ITS, AND CAULKS USED O'I THE PRCJtECT SHALL FOU.OW LOCAL Al',[) REGIONAL AIR 

~~~~~~=r~~~~~~i"ilCGC,.504.2,1 

"8\0$,t,l PAINTS Al',[) CO,.,,TIN<;S WIU. MEET THE PRODUCT-WEIGHTED MIR l.l'1ITS FOR ROC, Al',[) COMPLY 

~u:;~~~:._~~=~~~~~~~~~:::;:~ 
CARPETSVSTa'1S Will.MEET CAL~ RTESTING .-MO PROl)UCT REQUREJ"l:NTS. CGC ,.504,J 
V\1-IERERESILENT FLOORING IS INSTALLED. AT LEAST lmliOFTHE FLOOR AA.El,. RECS\lf',IG RESILIENT FLOORl'-I 
V.,U. COMPLY \IVITH THECALIFORNIAG:I\ES'I BUILQNGCODE REQUIREMENTS. CGC ◄.504.◄ 

9. ~~~~~~~~~~=ci-ilTYST'!~~~-~~E 

POLLUTANT CONTROL 2 
FRONTOFTHEWATERCLOSETIICM'1..(CPCSEC.'IOl.S) {E) 

l SHOWEI\CONPAI\TMENTSHALLHAVEAI-S'I Fll'ISHED INTOF l .02◄ SQIN J.SHALLAI.SOBECAPAIILEOF (0) 

-EXISTINGTO~N BLDG - BUIIJJl',IG 1,0,V •LAVATORY 
- DEMO CLR - Cl.EAR M.t.X - MAXl~N 

ENCOMPASSING A JO-INCH DIAMETER ORCLE. THE MIN REQUIRED AA.El,.& DIMENSIONS SHALL BE MEASURED {N) 

~~~~~/~~~~~~~T:~t:A~=~v!E~~~A l:/_) 
OTHER THAN THE RXTUREVAI.VE OR VALVE$. SJ--IOy,,.g\HEAQ, SOAP DISHES. SHB.VES .IWETY GR.AB 8AAS OR (RM) 

l ~~~~~6P!N SO AS TO MAINTAIN NOT LESS THAN All" lN08STRUCTEDOPENNG FOR EGRESS !~] 

4. ~~~:~,i~~I\EASNOOTH. HAAD,NO'I-A.BSORBENTSURFACEOVERANOISTURE ~Pl 
RESISTANT UNDERLATMENT UPTO Tl' AIIOVETHE DRAIN ~LET. FIBER-CEMENT, FIBER NAT REINFORCED J. 

l~~~s~t~~;~~;:..,';Y:¥~~=a.:~eoREl:~f~~~~~~TUB.I ~ 

r~~sa1a~i~=~=E::srr=:: ~I 

SNETY GLAZING IN WALLS ENCLOSINGTU8S,";HOWERS V\1-IEP.ETHE BOTTOM EXPO$ED EDGE OF THE AIIV 
GLAZING IS LESS THAN 1H' AIIOVE A STANDING SURFACE. (CRC SEC.RlOII.◄ ITEM 5) >ff 

•NEW(ADCfTION) C.O. -C~OF l"ECI-I •MECI-IAl'ICAL 

: :~r~NSCOPE) ~OP:~~TOP ::G: :::~URE 

- REM0DEL CLG - CEIi.iNG 0.C. •ON-CENTS\ 
- FOUNOATIOO WALL Dl1S DIN • DIMENSION; DIMENSIONS Pl.MB • PLUMBING 
• DINS O.C. TO OPENNGS DR • DOOR; DOORS PTO • PAINTED 
- PERINETERWALLDIMS EA - EACH R.O. •ROUGI-IOPENING 
• PLUS. OR t-S'IUS; APA\OXINATE B.EC • 8.ECTRJCAL REQ"O • REQUIRED 

:~ ~ : ~~OR ~FT ::~F£ET;(SF) 
- CENTER LINE FALi • FORCED AIR UNIT SQ IN • SQUARE INCH 
- PROPERTYLINE F.F. - FINISHFLOOR T.O. •TOPOF 
• LESS THAN FLR • FLOOR TYP. -TYPICAL 
- NORETHAN FT •FEET;FOOT UN. -UNLESSOTHERWISENOTED 

: : : :~T ~- ::,'NFIELD 

.AIIQVEFINISHFL(X)R IN -INCH; INCHES W/0 - WNHER&ORYER 
• BOTTOM Of INT - INTERIOR WON • Wll'>OOW; W,NDOMi 
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Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

Materials, Waste, and Sediment Management 

Co nstruction Entrnnccsand Perimeter 

D Establishandrnaintaincffcctivcpcrimctcrcontrols,andstabilizcallconstruction 
entrancesandexi1s1osulf1cientlycontrolerosion,sedimentdischargesand 
tra.:kingofscdimentoffsite. 

D Sweep or vacuum immediately any tracking of sediment otTsitc and secure 
sedimencsourcecopreven1further1racking.Neverhosedownstreecsor 
sidewalks. 

Non-Hazardous Materials and Dust Control 

□ Berm and cover stockpiles of sand. dirt or other construction material with tarps 
when rain is forecast or when they arc not in use. Weigh down and secure tarps 
for wind protection 

D Keep materials off the ground (e.g .. store bagged materials on wood pallets, store 
loose materials on tarps nut pavement, etc.). 

D Use captured water from other activities (e.g., testing fire lines) for dust control. 

D Ensure dust control water doesn·t leave site or discharge to stonn drains. Only 
use enough to control dust. Contain and dispose of excess water properly. 

Hazardous Materials 

D Label all hazardous materials and ha1..ardous wastes (such as pesticides. paints. 
thinners,solvents.fuel.oil,andantifreeze)inaccordancewithCity.County,State 
and Fcderulregulations. 

□ Store hazardous materials and wastes in watertight containers, store in 
appropriate secondary containment, and cover them at the end uf every workday, 
duringwetweatherorwhenrainisforecast. 

□ Follow manufacturcr"s application instructions for hazardous materials and do 
not use more than necessary. Do not apply chemicals outdoors when rain is 
forccastwithin24hours 

□ Arrange for apprupriah: disposal of all hazardous wastes. Have all pert inent 
Safety Data Sheets (i.e., SDS/MSDS/PSDS) onsitc 

Waste Management 

D Inform trash-hauling contractors that you will accept only watertight dumpsters 
for onsitc use. Repair/replace any dumpster that is not watertight or leaking. 

□ Cover and maintain dumpsters. Check frequently for leaks. Place dumpsters 
undcrroofsorcoverwithtarpsorplasticsheetingsecuredaruundthcoutside 
ofthedumpster.lfthedumpsterleaks, placea plasticlinerunderneaththc 
dumpster to collect leaks. Never clean out a dumpster by hosing it down on the 
construction site - clean with dry methods, clean offsite or replace dumpster 

□ Place portable toilets and hand wash stat ions away from stonn drains. Make sure 
theyareequippedwithcontainmcntpans(secondarycontainment)andarcin 
good working order. Check frequently for leaks 

□ Dispose of all wastes and demolition debris properly pcr SDS and applicable 
regulations. Recycle or compost materials and wastes as feasible and appropriate. 
includingsolvents.water-basedpaints,vehiclefluids.brokenasphaltand 
concrete, wood, and cleared vegetation. 

□ Dispose of liquid residues from paints, thinners, solvents. glues, and cleaning 
fluidsashazardouswastepcrSDS. 

□ Keep sile fn.-c of litter (e.g., lum;h items, waler botlles. cigarette bulls and plastic 
packaging). 

□ Prevent litter from uncovered loads b) 1:overing loads that are being transport.:d 
coandfrumsitc 

Construction proj ects are required to implement year-round stormwater BMPs. 

Equipment Management & 
Spill Control 

Vehicle a nd Eq uiJlment l\1aitenance 

0 Dcsignateanareaoftheconstructionsitc 
equipped with appropriate BMPs, well away 
fromcreeksorscormdrainin lets, foraucoand 
equipment parking and storage. 

0 l'erformmajormaintenance,repairjobs.and 
vehicle/cquipmentwashingoffsitc. 

0 Jfrcfucling orvehiclemaintenancernustbedonc 
onsite, work in a benncd area away from stonn 
drainsandoveradrippanordropclothsbig 
enough to collect fluids. Recycle or dispose of 
fluidsashawrdouswa~te. 

□ lfvehiclcorequipmcntcleaningmusthcdone 
onsite,cleanwithwateronlyina bermedarea 
that will not allow rinse water to run into gutters, 
streets,storm drains,orcreeks 

0 Donotcleanvehiclesorequipmentonsiteusing 
soaps,solvents.degreasers,orsteamcleaning 
equipment,anddonotusedieseloiltolubricate 
cquipmcntorpartsonsite. 

Spill Prewntion a nd Control 

□ Alwayskccpspillcleanupmatcrials(c.g., 
rags,absorbcnts,andcatlittcr)availableatthe 
construction site. 

□ Maintainallvehiclcsandhcavycquipmcnt. 
lnspcctfrcqucntlyforlcaks. Use drip pans to 
catchleaksuncilrepairsaremade 

0 Clcanuplcaks,dripsandotherspills 
immediacelyusingdrycleanupmethods 
whl'never possible (absorbent materials. c1ll liner 
and/orrags)anddisposeofcleanupmaterials 
properly. 

□ Sweep up spilled dry materials immediately. 
Never atkmpt to "wash them away"' with water 
or bury them 

□ Clean upspillsondirtareasbydiggingupand 
propcrlydisposingofcontaminatcdsoil 

□ Rcportsignificantspillstothcappropriatelocal 
spill response agencies immediately. lfthe spi ll 
posesasignificanthazardtohumanhcalthand 
safcty,propertyorthecnvironmcnt,rcport itto 
the State Oflke of Emergency Services at (800) 
852-7550(24 hours) 

Earthmoving 

Grading and Earthwork 

□ Schcdulcgradingandcxcavationworkduringdry 
weather. 

D Prevent scdimem from migrating offsice and protect 
stonndrain inlcts.drainagecoursesandcreeks 
byinstallingandmaintainingappropliateBM Ps 
tailoredtothesitc"sspccificcharacteristicsand 
conditions. Examples of such BMPs may include 
silt fences, gravel bags, fiber rolls, temporary 
swales, compost socks. etc. Ensure that BM l's 
areinstalledina1:cordancewi1hmanufacturt:r's 
specificationsandproperlymaintaincdthruughout 
thedurationofconstructionactivities 

□ Stabilizcalldenudcdarcasandinstallandmaintain 
temporary erosion controls (such as erosion control 
fabricorbondedfibermatrix)until vegetation is 
established 

□ Rcmovccxisting vcgctationonlywhcnncccssary. 
Planttcmporaryvcgctationtoprevcntcrosion 
on slopes or in areas where construction is not 
immediately planned. 

0 Keep excavated soil and/or transfer ic to dump 
trucks.onsite.not inthl'streets 

0 Ensureallsuhcontractorsworkingonsiteare 
implementing.ippropriateBMPs 

Contam inated Soils 

0 If any of the following conditions .ire observed. 
test for contamination and contact the ~ 
WaterQualityControljlo3rjl andthelocalagency: 
l)Unusualsoilconditions,discoloration,orodor. 
2)Abandoncdundcrgroundtanks.3)Abandoncd 
wells.4)13uriedbarrels,debris,or trash 

□ lftheaboveconditionsareobserved,documentany 
sig_11s of potential contamination, clearly mark areas 
andfcnce/tapcthcmoffsotheyarcnotdisturbcdby 
cons1rucuonact1v1ttes. 

Landscaping 

□ Protect stockpiledlandscapingmaterialsfromwind 

andrainbystoringthcmundL-rtarpsyear-round. 

□ Stackbaggedmatcrialonpallelsandundercovcr 

ODisconcinueapplicationofanyerodible landscape 
matcrialwithin2daysbeforeaforecastraincvent 
orduringwctweather. 

□ Scorcmatcrialsonsicc,notinthestrcet. 

Concrete Management & 
Dewatering 

Concrete Management 

□ Store both dry and wet concrete-related materials 
undercover.protected from rainfall and runoff and 
away from stonn drains or creeks. Store materials 
offthcgroundonpallcts. Protect dry materials from 
wind. 

□ Avoid pouring concrete in wet weather or when 
rainfall isimmincnttoprcventconcrctethathasnot 
cured from contacting stormwatcr runoff. 

□ Wash out concrete equipment/mixers/trucks offsite, 
oronsicc.Qll[xindcsignatcdwashoutcontaincrs/areas 
where the water will flow into a temporary lined 
wastepitandinamannerthatwillpreventleaching 
into the underlying so ils. (Sec CASQA Construction 
Stormwatcr BMP Handbook for temporary concrete 
washout facilitydctails). 

D Do not wash sweepings from exposed aggregate 
concrcteintothestrcctorstormdrain.Collectand 
retumswecpingscoaggregaccbascstockpilcor 
dispose properly. 

0 Make sure chat construction waste (e.g., concrete, 
stucco. cement wastewater. or residual materials) 
iscollected.removed.anddispusedofonlyat 
authorized disposal areas. Do not dispose of 
constructionwasteinstormdrains.ditches,streets, 
crecks,dinarcas,orthesanitarysewer. 

Dcwatering 

0 Discharges of groundwater or captured runoff from 
dewatering operalions must be properly managed and 
disposed. Whcnpossiblc,senddcwateringdischarge 
tolandscapedareaorsanitarysewer. lfdischargingto 
the sanitary sewer, obtain permission from the local 
wastewater treatment plant. 

□ Divert water originating from offsite away from all 
onsitedisturbcdarcas 

□ When dewattring, n01ify and obtain approval from 
thclocalmunicipalitybeforcdischargingwatcrtoa 
strectgutterorstonndrain. Filtration or diversion 
through a basin. tank, or sediment trap may be 
required. 

0 In areas of known or suspected contamination, 
call the local agency to detennine whether the 
groundwater must be tested. Pumped groundwater 
may need to be collected and hauled offsitc for 
treatment and proper disposal 

D For additional infonnation, refer to the CASQA's 
Construction Stormwatcr BM P Handbook, Fact 
Sheet NS-2 ··Dewatering Operations." 

Paving/Asphalt Work 

Paving 

□ Avoidpavingandsealcoatinginwct 
weatherorwhenrainisforccastto 
prcvcntmatcrialsthathavcnotcurcdfrom 
contactingwithstonnwaterrunnff. 

□ Cover storm drain inlets and manholes 
whenapplyingsealcoat,slurryscal,fog 
seal,orsimilarmatcrials. 

□ \Vhenconstructioniscomplete.rcmove 
allcovcrsfromstormdraininletsand 
manholes. 

□ Collect and recycle or properly dispose of 
exccssabrasivegravelorsand. Do NOT 
swceporwashitintoguttcrs,stormdrains, 
streets.dirtareas.orthesanitary sewer. 

Sawcutting & Aspha lt/Concrt'lc Removal 

□ Protect stonn drain inlets during saw 
cutting 

□ When making saw cuts, use as little water 
as possible. 

□ Residuefromsawculling,coringand 
grindingopcrationsshallbcpickedupby 
mcansofavacuumdcvicc 

□ Shovel. absorb, or vacuum saw cut slurry 
dcpositsanddisposeofall waste properly 
and as soon as reasonably possible. 
Sawcutting residue should not be left on 
pavement surface. 

D lfsawcutslurryentersastormdrain 
inlct,clcan itup immediately and notify 
the local municipality. 

Painting & Paint Removal 

PaintingCleanu1,and Removal 

0 Nevcrcleanbrushcsorrinscpainc 
containcrstolandscaping,dinarcas 
orincoa street.gutter, stonn drain, or 
creek. 

0 Forwater-basedpaints,paintoul 
brushes to the extent possible, and 
thenrinscintoadrainconnectedtothe 
sanitary sewer. Never pour paint down 
asconndraininlet 

□ Foroil-basedpaints,paintoutbrushes 

to thecxtcntpossible,andthen clean 
withthinnerorsolvcntinapropcr 
container.Filcer andreusethinnersand 
solvents.Disposeofexccssliquidsas 
hazardous waste. 

0 Sweepuporcollcctpaintchipsand 
dust generated from non-hazardous dry 
strippingandsandblastingimoplastic 
drupclothsanddisposeofastrash. 

□ Chemicalpaint strippi ngresidueand 

chipsanddustfrommarincpaints 
orpaintscontaininglcad.mcrcury, 
ortributyhinmuscbedisposedofas 
hazardous waste. Lead-basedpainc 
removal requires a state-certified 
contractor. 

Storm drain polluters may 
be liable for fines of up to 

$10,000 per day! 

Pollution Prevention Program 
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f'I\OTECTION 
I. f'I\OTECT EX.ISTING TWS, IF APPLICABLE, FROM CONSTII.UCTION AC'T1\1TIES. f'I\OTECT TP.EE 

ROOTS FROM COt1PAC'T1ON. 00 NOT STORE MATEPJALS UNOO. TREES. 

~ 
I. PLAN11NG SHALL BE PEIU'OP.MED BY PER.SONS FAMUAA WITH THIS TYPE OF WOR.K AND UNDER 

THE SUPERVISION OF A QUALIFIED FOP.EM.AN. 
2. PLANTS STOI\EO ON SITE SHALL BE WATEltED DAILY. 
3. PLANT AND WATEJI. WITHIN THIRTY MINUTES OF I\EMOVAI. FROM FL.ATS DR CDNTAINEIU. 
<l. PLANT TP.EES AND SHRUBS FIR.ST. THEN GROUND COVEii. Pl...fJ'm. 
S. HAND WATEJI. INDIVIDUAi. PLANTS DEEPLY AND THOROUGHLY IMMEDIATELY AFTER PLAN11NG. 

MULCH 
..----AFTER PLAN11NG IS COMPl.m. MULCH ALL PLANTED AA£A5 IN A 3" LAYER OF ECO MULCH, 

~ 

I. REMOVE ALL SUR.PLUS MATERIAL AND DEBRIS FROM THE SITE UPON COMPI.ETION OF THE WOR.K 

SYMBOL 00, TYPE 

@ T-1 11\EE 

e ,, .. , SHRUB 

@ ,,.., SHRUB 

e " PERENNIAL 

0 ., PERENNIAL 

0 ,,,_, SUCCULENT 

• ,,,_, SUCCULENT 

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
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EPILOBIUUM CANUM CALIFOP.NIA FUSCIA 

SAL\1.ASPATHACEA HUMMING81fl.OSAGE 

SENACIO MANDRAUSCAE 81.UECHALKmcKS 

ECHEVEPJUA. ELEGANS ECHEVEAAIA 
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0 (E) CONCRETE PORCH SI..AIITO BEREPI.ACED IN KIND 

0 (E) ROOF TO 8EP.8'10VEDTHIS l'JI.E>,. 

© (E) ROOFING MATEIIW. TO BE RB"10VED, TYP. 

0(E)ITN:IUORA"ISHESTOBEP.EMOVED,T'rP. 

© (E) CHIMNEY ANO AREPl.>.CETO BE RESTORED 

0 (E)WATERHEATERTOBEREMOVED 

@ ~INCAA.W\.SPACETOBEREPl.>,CED,TOSERVEEXISffiG 
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@ NOTI..ISED 

@ NOTUSED 
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0 (El CONCRETE PORCH SI.AIITO BE RS'I.ACEO IN KIND 
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WINDOW SCHEDUt.E NOTO 
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Page  1     of   25    *Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder)   642 Park Court                    

P1. Other Identifier:                                                                      ____ 

 

 

DPR 523A (9/2013) *Required information 

State of California  The Resources Agency   Primary #      

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial      

       NRHP Status Code  

    Other Listings                                                        

  Review Code           Reviewer                  Date                   

*P2. Location:    Not for Publication    X Unrestricted   

 *a.  County   Santa Clara                 and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 

 *b. USGS 7.5' Quad  San Jose West   Date  2015 photo revised   T  7S; R  1E; Mt. Diablo B.M. 

c.  Address   642 Park Court       City   Santa Clara     Zip  95050               

d.  UTM:  (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone  10S ,  594411  mE/ 4133090  mN 

 e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, decimal degrees, etc., as appropriate)   

 Assessor’s Parcel Number; 269-52-035 

 South side of northern arc of Park Court between Park Avenue and Alviso Street  

*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and 

boundaries) 

Located on the south side of side of northern arc of Park Court between Park Avenue on 

the east and Alviso Street on the west in the “Old Quad” neighborhood of Santa Clara, the 

subject property at 642 Park Court is a two-bedroom, one-bath residence 1,137 square feet 

in size on a 6,250 square-foot (0.14-acre) lot.  

 

(See Continuation Sheet, page 3) 

 

*P3b. Resource Attributes:  (List attributes and codes)  HP2 – Single Family Property                                                                                                                       

*P4. Resources Present:  Building   Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District   Other  

P5b. Description of Photo: (view, 

date, accession #)   Front façade 

view south, 2/26/25                                            

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and 

Source:  Historic   Prehistoric  
 Both 
 1925 (Factual)                                                   

*P7. Owner and Address: 
Geetha Chandu                                                    

642 Park Court                                                    

Santa Clara, CA 95050                                                     

*P8. Recorded by: (Name, affiliation, 

and address)  Brad Brewster, 

Brewster Historic 

Preservation, 143 Pierce 

Street, San Francisco, CA 

94117                                                                                                                                 

*P9. Date Recorded:  3/7/25          

                            

*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)  

      Intensive                                                                         

 

*P11.  Report Citation: (Cite survey 

report and other sources, or enter "none.")  

 None                            

_                                                                                        

 

 

 

*Attachments: NONE  Location Map Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record 

Archaeological Record  District Record  Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record   

Artifact Record  Photograph Record    Other (List):                                                   

P5a.  Photograph or Drawing  (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.) 

 
  



*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder)   642 Park Court          *NRHP Status Code  5S2                 
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DPR 523B (9/2013) *Required information 

State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #                                         

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#                                            

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD  

(This space reserved for official comments.)  

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.) 

 
  

B1. Historic Name:   None                                                                       B2.

 Common Name:  None                                                                       B3.

 Original Use:   Single-family residential            B4.  Present Use:   Same                          

*B5. Architectural Style:  Bungalow Cottage                                                                     

*B6. Construction History:  (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations) 

The residence was constructed in 1925 with alterations in 1961 to construct a detached 

garage and in the 1990s to replace most of the windows and rebuild an exterior chimney. 

*B7. Moved?   No   Yes   Unknown   Date:                     Original Location:                   *B8.

 Related Features: 
 

Single-car garage at rear of property, built 1961  

 

B9a. Architect:  No architect, but possibly designed by home designers Wolfe & Higgins         

 b. Builder:  Walter A. Altevogt                         

*B10. Significance:  Theme   Architecture and Shelter           Area   Santa Clara Old Quad                        

 Period of Significance  Interwar Period (1918–1945)   Property Type   Residential              

 Applicable Criteria   None           

 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address  

integrity.) 

 

 

According to the 1866 Plat Map of the Township of Santa Clara, the subject property now 

known as 642 Park Court was located on the outskirts of what were then the city limits. 

Today, the area as platted in 1866 is known as Santa Clara's “Old Quad,” containing a 

mix of building types and construction dates. Old Quad is defined as that area southerly 

of Lewis Street, easterly of Scott Boulevard, Northerly of Newhall Street and westerly 

of the CalTrain railroad tracks.  

(See Continuation Sheet, Page 13) 
 

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)   HP2- Single-Family Property                                            

 

 

 

 

*B12. References:

See References on Continuation Sheet Page 24 

B13. Remarks: 

 

 

*B14. Evaluator:   Brad Brewster                                                                           

*Date of Evaluation:   March 7, 2025                             

Brad Brewster
Rectangle



 

DPR 523L (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013) 
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Continued from P3a. Description, on Page 1 

The single-story, single-family residence has a generally rectangular plan, a 

front gable roof clad in asphalt shingles, and is constructed of wood framing 

over a concrete perimeter foundation. Wall cladding consists of horizontal wood 

lap siding with a profile of alternating wide and narrow boards (a version of 

drop siding or clapboard, also known as “double-ogee” style siding). This siding 

profile is somewhat rare, but can be found on houses built locally both before 

and after World War I. It is a later variant of the more common and more uniform 

lap board siding used on Craftsman houses beginning about 1910. Photos of the 

residence are provided on Figures 1 – 5 beginning on the following page.  

The north (front) elevation has a simplified façade, the only design flare being 

the slight bump-out of about 18 inches on the right-hand portion of the front 

which has its own symmetrical gable matching the slope of the primary gable. 

The front door, which consists of a solid wood frame door with an inset diamond-

shaped pane of glass and covered by a metal security door, is placed centrally 

on this primary façade. A small, concrete landing with concrete steps provides 

access to the front door. Other fenestration on this primary façade includes a 

pair of replacement vinyl frame, double-paned windows with double-hung sashes 

to the left of the front door, and a row of three vinyl frame, double-paned 

windows with double-hung sashes to the right of the front door. A wood frame 

louvered attic vent is located near the apex of the gable roof.  

The south (rear) elevation has rectangular volume with its own/separate gable 

roof that projects out beyond this rear façade, and like the remainder of the 

body of the residence, is clad in horizontal wood lap siding with a profile of 

alternating wide and narrow boards. A rear entry to the residence is slightly 

offset to the left of this volume, consisting of a replacement vinyl frame door 

with an overhead fabric awning. Other fenestration on this secondary façade 

includes replacement vinyl frame, double-paned windows with double-hung sashes 

(total of three), as well as a wood frame louvered attic vent is located near 

the apex of the gable roof. A small, concrete landing with a single concrete 

step provides access to the rear door.  

The west (side) elevation is clad in the same horizontal wood lap siding material 

as the remainder of the body of the residence. Fenestration on this elevation 

consists of a pair of replacement vinyl frame, double-paned windows with double-

hung sashes, as well as four individual windows of similar materials, but of 

varying sizes. A replacement exterior chimney is located on this elevation, 

clad in vertically scored T-111 siding.  
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Figure 1. North (front) and west (side) elevations, looking southeast 

 

Figure 2. West (side) and partial south (rear) elevations, looking northwest 
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Figure 3. North (front) and east (side) elevations, looking southwest 

 

Figure 4. South (rear) elevation, looking north 
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Figure 5. South (rear) elevation, looking north/northwest 

The east (side) elevation is also clad in the same horizontal wood lap siding 

material as the remainder of the residence. Fenestration on this elevation 

consists of two original wood frame windows with double-hung sashes; the upper 

sashes have a 6-pane arrangement while the bottom sashes are single-paned. This 

elevation also has three replacement vinyl frame, double-paned windows with 

double-hung sashes of varying sizes.  

A detached, single-car garage/storage shed lies toward the rear of the lot 

accessed by a concrete driveway on the west side of the property. Built in 1961 

according to a building permit granted by City of Santa Clara, the garage has 

a rectangular plan, a shallow-angle shed roof, vertically scored T-111 wood 

siding, and exposed rafter tails. The garage is constructed of wood framing 

over a concrete slab foundation. Access to the garage door is from a plywood 

double door that opens manually. A photo of the garage/shed is provided in 

Figure 6 on the following page.  
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Figure 6. Detached single-car garage/storage shed, looking west/southwest 

 

Landscaping 

Ornamental landscaping is primarily restricted to the shallow front yard and 

deep rear yard. The front yard is split into two roughly equal sized panels 

flanking a concrete walkway which leads from the sidewalk to the front door. 

Each panel contains an ornamental maple tree surrounded by bark wood ground 

cover. Lavender, low flowering shrubbery, and boxwood hedges can be found on 

either panel. The rear yard contains paved concrete and concrete tile patio 

areas adjacent to the residence, beyond which lie a series of planting beds 

with flowering shrubbery delineated by dirt pathways. A mature mulberry tree 

lies near the right/center of the rear yard. Other shrubbery includes mature 

Ficus and Tibouchina trees. The rear yard is encircled by a wood fence. A wood 

fence with gate separates the garage and driveway from the rear yard. Photos of 

the front and year landscaping is provided in Figures 7-8 on the following page.  
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Figure 7. Front yard landscaping, looking south.  

  

Figure 8. Rear yard landscaping, looking south.  
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Architectural Style 

Completed in 1925 in the Park Court subdivision of Santa Clara, the subject 

property at 642 Park Court embodies through its form and detailing a well-

executed, vernacular, Craftsman Bungalow design. The composition of form, 

materials, and detailing distinguishes this house from other properties within 

the neighborhood, although it shares many features with other residences in the 

surrounding subdivision, as well as the surrounding area, known as ‘Old Quad.’ 

Craftsman houses from this era, constructed locally from about 1907 to 1925, 

embody a local design response to the Arts-and-Crafts movement, as presented in 

such historic magazines as Craftsman, and were a reaction to the more ornate 

and extravagant styles of the Victorian era. A "bungalow" is a particular form 

of house or building and can exhibit a Craftsman style. The term "bungalow" 

comes to us from the country of India, and by the turn of the Twentieth Century, 

the style was being exhibited in residential architecture along the West Coast, 

reaching a peak between 1910 and 1930.1  

Typical of a later version of the Craftsman style in Santa Clara, characteristic 

features of this this one-story house include its low, horizontal mass with a 

full-width gabled roof, horizontal wood lap siding with a profile of alternating 

wide and narrow boards, and a front entry volume emphasized by the slight bump-

out of about 18 inches on the right-hand portion of the front façade which has 

its own symmetrical gable matching the slope of the primary gable. This 

residence, in particular, exhibits the “Cape Cod” style variety of homes in the 

Park Court neighborhood of which there appear to be a total of three (see 

neighborhood description, below), the majority of the other homes being Colonial 

Revival and Craftsman style variants.   

Alterations, Integrity, and Character-Defining features 

Alterations to the residence include the replacement vinyl frame, double-paned 

windows with double-hung sashes, and the replacement or reconstructed exterior 

chimney with T-111 wood siding, all of which appears to have been installed in 

the 1990s without permits. Other visible alterations to the property include 

the construction of the single-car garage/storage shed in the rear of the yard 

that was permitted in 1961. Despite the physical alterations to the windows and 

chimney, the subject property retains its historical integrity over time as per 

the National Register's seven aspects of integrity. The house maintains its 

original location on Park Court in Santa Clara. The property is set within a 

historic residential setting, known as the Old Quad neighborhood of Santa Clara, 

including surrounding properties of a similar scale and adjacent houses of 

similar age, scale, setbacks, and related early design. The house retains its 

 
1 McAlester, Virginia, A Field Guide to American Houses, 2015.  
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1925 residential scale and feeling and has continued to illustrate its 

associations with the design of Craftsman Bungalows in Santa Clara through its 

massing and detailing.  

Neighborhood Description 

The Park Court subdivision within Santa Clara’s Old Quad neighborhood is 

entirely residential in nature and consists of about 85 single family dwellings 

aligned around a semicircular, lozenge-shaped court (Park Court) with short, 

straight roads at the east and west ends which lead to Park Avenue and Alviso 

Street, respectively. All of the homes were built between 1925 and 1930, with 

the vast majority of them built between 1925 and 1927. They are all designed in 

the Craftsman Bungalow style of architecture, with variations including Cape 

Cod, Colonial Revival, and Craftsman styles. Including the subject property, 

there are two other “Cape Cod” style variations of the Craftsman style 

represented in the neighborhood; these are located at 580 and 671 Park Court. 

The vast majority of the residences are one-story in height and reflect their 

original modest size and shape, while about four homes in the neighborhood have 

been expanded with second story additions typically placed towards the rear of 

the property. Side driveways leading to detached garages in the rear of the 

lots are common. A total of 13 properties in the Park Court neighborhood are on 

the City of Santa Clara Architecturally or Historically Significant Properties 

List, and six of these have Mills Act contracts on them.2 See Figures 9 – 14.   

 

Figure 9. Subject property on left, looking southwest.  

 
2 These are 550, 560, 574, 584 (MA), 631, 633 (MA), 651 (MA), 691 (MA), 753, 761, 782 (MA), 794 (MA), and 792 
Park Court.   
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Figure 10. Subject property on right, looking southeast 

 

Figure 11. View north/northwest opposite subject property  
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Figure 12. View north/northeast opposite subject property  

 

Figure 13. 580 Park Court, architecturally similar to subject property  
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Figure 14. 671 Park Court, architecturally similar to subject property  

 

Continued from B10. Significance, on Page 2 

The secularization of Mission Santa Clara took place on December 27, 1836. In 

1844, James Alexander Forbes was granted Rancho El Potrero de Santa Clara, 

which was patented to John Stockton in 1861. Juan Chrisostomo Galindo, 

Forbes' father-in-law, also filed claim to a large section of lands 

previously owned by Mission Santa Clara that extended southwesterly to 

present day Campbell. The northeasterly boundary of this claim included the 

subject parcel. The United States Land Commission denied this claim in 1857. 

By the late 1860s, an area of about 140 acres of Galindo's failed claim was 

owned by John G. Bray. 

Bray, born in 1814, was a merchant from New Jersey who had come overland to 

California in 1849. Bray went into the commission business in San Francisco 

when he arrived west, sending for his family in 1851. His family arrived via 

the Isthmus of Panama. The Bray family settled in San Jose in 1852, later 

moving to Santa Clara, building a home off present day Scott Blvd and the El 

Camino. Bray was active acquiring land in Santa Clara and involved himself in 
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the business affairs of both Santa Clara and San Jose. He died in 1871 in 

Santa Clara, leaving his wife and seven children as his heirs. 

Approximately 134 acres located in southwest Santa Clara known as part of the 

John G. Bray Estate and was subdivided in May of 1886 into twelve parcels 

(Santa Clara County Recorder's Office Maps Book B: 34). One of Bray's 

children subsequently owned lot 9 of the subdivision, which contained the 

subject parcel, until sometime after 1914, according to Santa Clara County 

maps. It then appears that this parcel passed from one of the Bray heirs, to 

R. D. Shimer, and it remained undeveloped who then sold it to Walter and 

Katherine Altevogt. Under the Altevogt's ownership, the subject property and 

surrounding 13.35 acres was subdivided in 1925 as Park Court Subdivision (SCC 

Maps Book S: 38-39, recorded February 16, 1925). See Figures 15 – 16. 

 

Figure 15. Santa Clara County Map, Thompson & West, 1876. Subject property 

highlighted 

Brad Brewster
Line
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Figure 16. Santa Clara County Assessor’s Map, 1890, Showing Lot 9 of J.G. 

Bray Subdivision Overlain With a Contemporary Map of Santa Clara. Subject 

property highlighted. 

With the Park Court subdivision in 1925, Walter and Katherin Altevogt would 

design from the start a fully expressed curving geometric shaped subdivision 

with all the houses built at once. It would be an instant neighborhood of 85 

bungalows with similar character-defining features. 

The subject property was constructed on Lot 41 of Park Court (on what was for 

brief time known as Altevogt Way). Park Court, which consisted of 85 lots of 

roughly equal size and depth, extended west between Park Avenue (known at the 

time as Union Avenue) and Alviso Street, and south between Cypress and 

Newhall Streets. The house at Lot 41 was completed by August 12, 1925, along 

with 21 others that had been completed between then and September 26th of that 

year, according to building completion notices published in the trade 

magazine, Building and Engineering News (Volume 25, p. 21, July-December, 

1925).   

Brad Brewster
Line
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The Park Court subdivision was heavily advertised in the local newspapers 

proclaiming its many advantages to the new home buyer, including its central 

location, attractive designs (many homes designed by Wolfe & Higgins, home 

designers), affordable prices between $4,500 - $6,500, and easy financing 

terms. Built on a former apricot orchard, each lot within Park Court was 

touted to contain a remnant apricot tree. See Figure 17.  

 

Figure 17. Park Court Advertisement, San Jose Mercury News, May 3, 1925. 
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An aerial photograph of Santa Clara taken in 1931, as well as a Sanborn Fire 

Insurance Company Map published in 1932, show that the Park Court subdivision 

was essentially built out by the early 1930s while apricot orchards 

surrounded the development on nearly all sides (see Figures 18 and 19).  

 

Figures 18. Aerial Photograph of Park Court Subdivision, 1931.  

 

Figure 19. Sanborn Fire Insurance Company Map, 1932. Subject property 

highlighted.   

Brad Brewster
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San Jose residents Walter and Katherine Altevogt were involved in the 

creation of several subdivisions in the San Jose area, including part of 

Burrell Park (located near Park Avenue and Hedding Street in San Jose), and 

the Alameda Villa Tract. 

Walter Altevogt was born in Rotterdam, Holland, in 1886. He immigrated to the 

United States by way of Canada in 1910. He married Katherine M. Dinsmore on 

June 4, 1924, in San Jose. In the early 1920s, Walter worked as a 

carpenter/contractor. It appears that following his marriage to Katherine, 

Walter began to purchase large portions of land throughout the area for the 

purpose of subdividing and building homes. Together, the couple was 

responsible for the creation of several subdivisions in the immediate area, 

as described above. After building dozens of houses, Altevogt sold the 

majority of the Park Court subdivision to John Roy “J. R.” Phelps for nearly 

half a million dollars on December 23, 1925.3 Troubles for the couple began in 

1926, however, as Walter and Katherine Altevogt endured a bitter, public 

divorce and as Walter was indicted on several counts of fraud, corruption, 

extortion, contempt of court, and even faked his own death by allegedly 

swallowing poison, all of which was followed breathlessly by the local 

newspapers.4 Walter Altevogt left San Jose in 1931 for Richmond, Virginia, and 

died in Grass Valley, California, in 1951 at the age of 65.  

John Roy Phelps was a local real estate and insurance salesman. His offices, 

Barnett & Phelps Real Estate Agency, were located on The Alameda, in San 

Jose.  The subject property originally known simply as Lot 41, was first 

assigned with the address of 67 Altevogt Way,5 then 67 Park Court, then 

finally 642 Park Court in the mid-1950s. The property remained under 

ownership of Phelps until the early 1930s, although it was occupied about two 

years after construction by George B. and Helen Roth, and their two daughters 

Eleanor & Catherine. Born in 1893 in New York, George Roth was occupied as a 

 
3 “Subdivision Purchased for Nearly Half a Million,” Redwood City Tribune, December 24, 1925. 
4 “Altevogt Held for Extortion,” San Jose Mercury News, December 8, 1927.  
   “Walter Altevogt is Poison Victim,” San Jose Mercury News, August 22, 1928.  
   “Altevogt Fails in New Attempt to End Own Life,” San Jose Mercury News, May 19, 1931.  
5 After Altevogt’s notorious affairs became front-page news, the residents of Park Court sought to have the 
Altevogt name stripped from association with their neighborhood. The Park Court tract map recorded in 1925 gave 
the lots on the north side an Altevogt Way address. The lots on the south side had Park Court addresses. 
Newspaper articles in 1926 mentioned residents living on Altevogt Way. On January 17, 1927, residents of Park 
Court successfully applied to the Santa Clara Board of Trustees to have the street name Altevogt Way changed to 
Park Court. The San Jose Mercury on October 21, 1930, reported that Altevogt Way was officially changed by city 
ordinance to Park Court. 
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truck driver for a petroleum company, while Helen Roth, who had been born in 

1900 in Michigan, was occupied as a mother and homemaker. The family rented 

the home for $25 per month in 1930.6 By 1935, the home was occupied by Carey 

S. and Frances Glenn. Carey Glen was occupied at the time as a bookkeeper 

with Blase Bros & Co.7 By 1940, the home was occupied by Roy and Dorothy Nylin 

and their two daughters, Francis and Marjorie. Born in 1902 in Minnesota, Roy 

Nylin was occupied at the time as salesman at a retail store, while Dorothy 

Nylin, who had been born in 1903 in California, was occupied at the time as 

an office worker in private school.8 By 1947, the subject property was 

occupied by William G. Murie (1916 – 1995) who held no occupation at the 

time, but had been occupied as parking lot attendant in the early 1940s.9 By 

1950, the subject property was occupied by Frank O. and Josephine P. Morris, 

along with their daughter, Eleanor. Born in 1886 in Nevada, Roy Nylin held no 

occupation, but had been a locomotive engineer, while Josephine Nylin, who 

was born in 1896 in California, also held no occupation but had been a school 

teacher.10 The Nylin couple were liked retired in 1950.  

In 1953, the house was sold to Minnie Chapman for a sum of $8,750.11 Born in 

1907 in California, Minnie Chapman was the widow of the recently deceased Roy 

Chapman and was occupied as a stenographer at Moffett Field in Mountain 

View.12 Minnie Chapman occupied the house until 1963, but between 1964 and 

1968, the home was listed as vacant and presumed to be unoccupied until Roger 

D. and Mary L. Chase moved in beginning in 1969.13 Born in 1941 in Vermont, 

Roger Chase was occupied as a draftsman for Varian Associates, one of the 

first high-tech companies in Silicon Valley. Mary Chase was born in 1942 in 

California. The Chase couple owned and occupied the subject property until 

1981, after which the property was listed as vacant and presumed to be 

unoccupied for many years thereafter. Beginning around 1998, the property was 

occupied by Harold Santos (1918 – 1999) and his wife, Angelina Santos (1916 – 

2006).14 Beginning around 2002, the property was also occupied by their 

daughter, Beverly Beninger (1940 - ), and their grandsons, Scott and Mark 

 
6 1930 US Census, 67 Park Court, available online at Ancestry.com, Accessed February 28, 2025.    
7 San Jose Directory, 1935, 67 Park Court.  
8 1940 US Census, 67 Park Court, available online at Ancestry.com, Accessed February 28, 2025.    
9 San Jose Directory, 1947, 67 Park Court.  
10 1950 US Census, 67 Park Court, available online at Ancestry.com, Accessed February 28, 2025.    
11 “Property Sales,” San Jose Mercury News, July 5, 1953.  
12 San Jose & Santa Clara City Directories, 1955 - 1963, 67/642 Park Court.  
13 San Jose & Santa Clara City Directories, 1964 - 1969, 642 Park Court.  
14 Harold Santos was retired by the time he occupied the subject property, but previously he had been employed 
as a truck driver at Moffett Naval Air Station in Mountain View (1950 US Census, 71 Park Court, Available online at 
Ancestry.com, Accessed February 28, 2025.  



 

DPR 523L (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013) 

State of California  Natural Resources Agency  Primary#                         

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #     

       Trinomial  

CONTINUATION SHEET     

Property Name: __642 Park Court___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Page __20___ of __25___ 

Todd (1959 - and 1961 - , respectively) until at least 2017.15 The Santos 

couple also owned the adjacent house to the east at 632 Park Court, where 

Beverly Beninger’s sister, Lorraine Furtado, currently resides.  

By 2006, the property had been placed in the Beninger Family Trust, and in 

2025, it was sold to Geetha Chandu, who owns the subject property today.  

Building Permits 

A review of building permits on file with the City of Santa Clara Community 

Development Department revealed the following four permits associated with 

the property at 642 Park Court: 

• 11/6/1961   BLD1961-23138  Construct Garage Type V-J ($400) 

• 3/23/1994 BLD1994-10238 Partial Foundation Upgrade; Type V-N 

     ($12,500) 

• 5/25/2005 BLD2005-06338 Replace water Line from Meter to House 

     (No dollar amount listed) 

• 9/19/2018 BLD2018-52308 Remove un-permitted Tankless water 

heater, Relocate and install a new tankless water heater on exterior 

wall. (New) gas line. Install Sump Pump in basement to Sanitary Sewer. 

(No dollar amount listed) 

Evaluation 

The City of Santa Clara maintains a list of the City's list of 

architecturally or historically significant properties, otherwise known as 

Historic Preservation and Resource Inventory (see Appendix 8.9 of the 2010-

2035 General Plan). The subject property is not currently listed on that 

inventory or on the California Directory of Properties in the Historic 

Property Data File; however, the Park Court Subdivision is currently listed 

on the California Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File 

with a rating of 5S2 (individual property that is listed or eligible for 
local listing). The property was not found on any other State or local 

inventory or list. It is located within the City of Santa Clara in a 

neighborhood now known as Old Quad. 

The List of Designated Architecturally and/or Historically Significant 

Properties is based on the 1981 City of Santa Clara Historic Survey and has 

been updated to note those sites which have been rezoned to a Historic 

combining district designation, as well as to reflect the deletion of those 

structures which have been demolished, and the addition of properties that 

 
15 Criss-Cross Directories, San Jose West, 1970 – 2017, 642 Park Court, available at the San Jose Public Library.  
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have been revitalized and saved. Most of the properties identified as 

significant on the List are located in the Old Quad. It is recognized that 

significant changes to any one site within the Old Quad may have an impact on 

the historic character of this important area of Santa Clara. On an ongoing 

basis, the Historical and Landmarks Commission evaluates this List for 

possible updates. Therefore, properties not currently included in this List 

but in close proximity to sites located in the Old Quad may also be subject 

to review by the Historical and Landmarks Commission for consistency with the 

historic character and neighborhood integrity of surrounding properties, 

prior to granting discretionary approvals for expansion, reconstruction or 

replacement. Specific areas of the Old Quad appropriate for referral to the 

Historical and Landmarks Commission are determined by the City Council. 

The development of the subject property occurred during the Interwar Period 

of growth Santa Clara and the rest of the Valley began experiencing between 

the World Wars. Orchards gave way to subdivisions, and the canning industry 

began to give way to technology-based companies. Today, the extant building 

on the subject property represents a period of growth in Santa Clara during 

the early part of the Twentieth Century, a development pattern that has 

continued into the recent past as older vacant properties within the original 

city have been developed, or older houses demolished and new single, multi-

family buildings, or commercial/industrial/institutional buildings 

constructed. The Old Quad is noted in the Santa Clara General Plan as 

containing most residential architectural styles of the late nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries: Neoclassical, Greek Revival, Gothic Revival, 

Italianate, Stick, Queen Anne, Colonial Revival, Spanish Colonial Revival, 

Mission Revival, Bungalow, and Craftsman. The significance of the area, 

however, rests in the concept of Old Quad as a neighborhood. Old Quad is 

today a strong visual reminder of the self-contained community formally laid 

out in a grid pattern in 1866 (based on an initial survey of 1847), in 

contrast to the modern tract and commercial development of most of the Santa 

Clara Valley and other parts of the City of Santa Clara following World War 

II. 

The Criteria for Local Significance were adopted on April 20, 2004, by the 

City of Santa Clara City Council. A qualified historic resource is defined 

as: any building, site, or property in the City that is 50 years old or older 

and meets certain criteria of architectural, cultural, historical, 

geographical or archeological significance is potentially eligible. The 

City's historic preservation policies recognize older buildings for their 

historical and architectural significance as well as their contributions to 

the identity, diversity, and economic welfare of communities. The historic 

buildings of Santa Clara highlight the City's unique heritage and enable 

residents to better understand its identity through these links with the 
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past. The property at 642 Park Court was found to meet the following 

criteria: 

Criterion for Historical or Cultural Significance: 

1. The site, building or property has character, interest, integrity and 

reflects the heritage and cultural development of the city, region, state, or 

nation. 

In considering the significance of the property based on the City of Santa 

Clara's Criterion for Historical or Cultural Significance, the property was 

found to have individual character and interest that reflects the heritage 

and cultural development of the city. It is neither associated with a 

historical event, important individual or group or other activity, but does 

have a direct association with broad patterns of local area history. 

Criterion for Architectural Significance: 

4. The property has a strong or unique relationship to other areas 

potentially eligible for preservation because of architectural significance 

Under the City of Santa Clara's Criterion for Architectural Significance, the 

house characterizes an architectural style associated with a particular era. 

It is architecturally unique in the current neighborhood setting and has 

visual symbolic meaning and appeal to the community as representative of the 

early town. Because the property does meet the Criterion for Architectural 

Significance and is associated with a particular historic era, it would 

appear that the property has local significance under current City policies. 

The historic house on this property is representative of early Twentieth 

Century Craftsman Bungalow residential architecture. The building's 

rectangular footprint, gabled roof, simple form, and modest detailing are 

recognizable from this early period. The house is considered a good example 

of a 1920s era residence despite the replacement fenestration and 

reconstructed chimney, which appear to have been completed in the 1990s. 

These modifications have not destroyed the ability of the house to convey its 

early character. 

Criterion for Geographic Significance 

1. A neighborhood, group or unique local area history directly associated 

with broad patterns of local area history. 

2. A building’s continuity and compatibility with adjacent buildings and/or 

visual contribution to a group of similar buildings 
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The subject property is in the Park Court subdivision consisting of about 85 

modest bungalows built on small lots by speculative builder Walter A. 

Altevogt beginning in 1925. Most were built in a single year by the same 

contractor. Their exteriors are simplified versions of Cape Cod, Colonial 

Revival, and Craftsman domestic architecture styles popular during the 1920s. 

The subject property shares many of the same character-defining features and 

materials with its neighboring houses, and ll houses are generally similar in 

size, scale, materials, and lot size. 

This early automobile suburb along Park Avenue, an alternative to The Alameda 

linking Santa Clara with San Jose, offered the working family a location 

convenient to jobs in local industries. First-time homebuyers could obtain a 

ready-built home with a monthly mortgage payment favorably comparable to 

prevailing residential rental rates. The prosperity of the 1920s spurred a 

residential building boom that realtors such as Barnett & Phelps used to 

market.  

The majority of the surrounding residences on the court where this house is 

located maintain their original location and integrity from the time of their 

construction, in the early Twentieth Century. Built in 1925, the subject 

property at 642 Park Court maintains its compatibility with the neighboring 

properties due to the fact that few changes, both to the front of the 

residence and the lot configuration, have taken place since its construction. 

As a whole, the surrounding streetscape, and the subject property maintain 

their integrity as a good example of an early Twentieth Century neighborhood 

in the City of Santa Clara. The Park Court Subdivision is known to the City 

of Santa Clara to be the largest intact subdivision from the 1920s remaining 

today in Santa Clara, featuring homes styled as bungalows, including Cape 

Cod, Colonial Revival, and Craftsman, creating a unique neighborhood of like 

size, scale and lot sizes. 

The Park Court neighborhood is also an early example of a circular or semi-

circular “court development.” In A Field Guide to America’s Historic 

Neighborhoods and Museum Houses: The Western States, Virginia and Arcie Lee 

McAlester write that “geometric plans,” subdivisions with streets curved into 

symmetrical geometric shapes, were favored by a few developers, particularly 

during the 1910s and 1920s.”16 Only a few similar subdivisions exist from this 

period in the South Bay, and none are as large as Park Court. 

The subject property is also representative of early Twentieth Century 

patterns of development within the historic Old Quad neighborhood. The Old 

 
16 McAlester, Virginia and Arcie Lee, A Field Guide to America’s Historic Neighborhoods and Museum Houses: The 
Western States, 1998. 
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Quad has lost many of its original historic buildings, although many 
residential properties remain. Historic residential properties in Old Quad 
such as the house at 642 Park Court contributes to the historic setting and 
an understanding of the early pattern of development. Most of these 
properties, including the subject property, would be considered contributors 
to a local ‘Park Court Historic District’ if it were to be established, but 
would not individually meet the eligibility requirements as a Qualified 
Historic Resource under local criteria for Geographic Significance, or under 
Criterion A of the National Register of Historic Places, or Criterion (1) of 
the California Register of Historic Resources.  

The Roth family was initially associated with this property beginning shortly 
after it was constructed by the owner of the subdivision and continued to 
occupy the property until the mid-1930s. Various other families and 
individuals occupied the property through this time until the present, 
although research revealed that none were found to have contributed to the 
historic development of Santa Clara in an important way. The property would 
therefore not appear to be eligible for the local, National or California 
Registers based on personages under National Register Criterion B or 
California Register Criterion (2). 

Conclusion 

The house at 642 Park Court may be considered for inclusion on the City of 
Santa Clara's list of architecturally or historically significant properties 
due to its age, integrity, and meeting local criteria for historical, 
cultural, architectural, and geographic significance. In addition, the Park 
Court neighborhood appears to be historically significant as the largest 
remaining intact example in Santa Clara of a locally rare “geometric planned” 
pattern of development from the early part of the Twentieth Century. The 
entire development appears to be eligible for listing on the City of Santa 
Clara Architecturally or Historically Significant Properties List as a 
potential ‘Park Court Historic District.’ 

Continued from B12. References, on Page 2 
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Some people who received this message don't often get email from aau730@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important

From: Planning Public Comment
To: Albert; Planning Public Comment; Alex Tellez; Rebecca Bustos
Cc: Christine Au
Subject: RE: PLN25-00049 / 642 Park Court
Date: Thursday, May 29, 2025 9:07:59 AM

Good Morning,
Your email has been received in the Planning Division and by way of my reply I am including the
appropriate Planning Division staff for their review.
Please note, your comments will be part of the public record on this item.
 
Thank you for taking the time to provide your input on this item.
 
Regards,
 
ELIZABETH ELLIOTT | Staff Aide II
Community Development Department | Planning Division
1500 Warburton Avenue | Santa Clara, CA 95050
O : 408.615.2450   Direct : 408.615.2474

 
 
 
From: Albert <aau730@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2025 11:46 AM
To: Planning Public Comment <PlanningPublicComment@santaclaraca.gov>; Alex Tellez
<ATellez@Santaclaraca.gov>
Cc: Christine Au <xtinetam@gmail.com>
Subject: PLN25-00049 / 642 Park Court

 

Dear Santa Clara Planning Division and Members of the Historical and Landmarks
Commission,

We are writing as concerned residents of Park Court, in response to the proposal
submitted by 642 Park Court to significantly alter their property within our historic
neighborhood.

We chose to raise our family in this area specifically because of its unique charm
and the preservation of historical character that makes our court so special. The
proposed transformation of this particular house poses a serious threat to the visual
and architectural continuity of the neighborhood. We worry that such changes will
erode the character that not only defines our community but also makes it a
desirable and cohesive place to live.

Our concerns go beyond aesthetics. The scale and nature of the proposed project
appear to have implications for long-term safety and traffic in our court as this will
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set precedent to future projects. As parents of young children who regularly play
outdoors with other neighborhood kids, we are particularly alarmed by any potential
increase in traffic flow, construction-related hazards, and future congestion that
could compromise the safety of our families.

We believe that any modifications to homes in historically designated neighborhoods
should be approached with great care and respect for the area's legacy. In this
case, we feel the proposal falls short of those standards and undermines the values
we all moved here to protect and enjoy.

For these reasons, we are strongly opposed to the approval of this project in its
current form and urge the committee to carefully consider the lasting impact it would
have on the fabric of our community.

Thank you for your time and attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

Albert and Christine Au
584 Park Court
Santa Clara, CA 95050

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.google.com%2Fmaps%2Fsearch%2F584%2BPark%2BCourt%2BSanta%2BClara%2C%2BCA%2B95050%3Fentry%3Dgmail%26source%3Dg&data=05%7C02%7CATellez%40Santaclaraca.gov%7C222331598683467985ff08dd9ecafa1c%7C28ea354810694e81aa0b6e4b3271a5cb%7C0%7C0%7C638841316791130160%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=a%2BYJ5NZULnLorN2j6t%2BAkdoW0dlllL2b50NmojUzcnw%3D&reserved=0
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From: Planning Public Comment
To: Riccardo Marino; Planning Public Comment; Alex Tellez; Rebecca Bustos
Cc: Steve Le; Meha Patel
Subject: RE: Letter of Objection to 642 Park Ct remodel
Date: Thursday, May 29, 2025 8:40:44 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Objection to PLN25-00049.pdf
image002.png

Good Morning,
Your email has been received in the Planning Division and by way of my reply I am including the
appropriate Planning Division staff for their review.
Please note, your comments will be part of the public record on this item.
 
Thank you for taking the time to provide your input on this item.
 
Regards,

 
 
ELIZABETH ELLIOTT | Staff Aide II
Community Development Department | Planning Division
1500 Warburton Avenue | Santa Clara, CA 95050
O : 408.615.2450   Direct : 408.615.2474

 
 
 
From: Riccardo Marino <riccardomarino1989@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2025 10:04 PM
To: Planning Public Comment <PlanningPublicComment@santaclaraca.gov>; Alex Tellez
<ATellez@Santaclaraca.gov>
Cc: Steve Le <SLe@SantaClaraCA.gov>; Meha Patel <mpatel@Santaclaraca.gov>
Subject: Letter of Objection to 642 Park Ct remodel

 

Dear Alex and Planning Department,

I am Riccardo Marino from 633 Park Ct.

Please find attached my formal letter of objection to PLN25-00049 for the proposed
remodel of 642 Park Ct.

I’ve also copied Steve and Meha on this email, as they assisted me with the Mills Act
process; Steve with the initial application, and Meha during the recent audit.

Once again, I want to express my gratitude to the City for supporting a program like the
Mills Act and for giving residents the opportunity to help care for one of the few historic
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To: Planning Department, 
       Historical and Landmark Commission 
      City of Santa Clara 


From: Riccardo Marino 
           633 Park Ct 
           Santa Clara 


Subject: Objection to Proposed Project at 642 Park 
Court (PLN25-00049) 


Dear Planning Department and Historical and Landmark Commission, 
I am writing to formally object to the proposed development PLN25-00049 at 642 Park Court.  
This project would have a deeply negative impact on the character, integrity, and livability of 
our historic neighborhood. I urge the city to reconsider the permit in light of the following 
serious concerns: 


1. Parking and Over-Occupancy 
The proposed 5+ bedroom home raises serious concerns about parking. In a quiet court 
where most homes have 2 bedrooms and limited on-site parking, introducing a large home 
potentially housing multiple residents or families will inevitably increase the number of cars. 
In this case, the proposed garage and driveway cannot even accommodate two standard 
vehicles, yet the house could easily result in five or more cars. The overflow would burden 
our limited street parking, creating congestion and safety concerns. 


2. Inappropriate Basement Construction 
Park Court is well known for its high water table. I speak from direct experience: I 
documented the constant need to pump water from my own small basement during my 
recent Mills Act audit. If the applicant insists on adding a full basement, they must be fully 
aware of the significant water-related risks and take full responsibility for implementing an 
effective drainage system. We’ve already seen what happens when this is ignored: the 
home directly behind 642 Park Court, at 651 Park Court, releases large volumes of water onto 
the street, especially after storms. This creates not only a nuisance but also potential health 
and safety hazards — standing water attracts insects and increases the risk of environmental 
degradation. This is not just a design challenge—it’s a public impact issue. 







3. Mills Act and Historic Neighborhood Impact 
My property (633 Park Ct) in particular is the closest Mills Act home to 642 Park Court. When 
my Mills Act contract was approved, the city based its decision not just on the features of my 
home, but on its relationship to the surrounding neighborhood. In fact, the historical research 
submitted with my Mills Act application emphasized the unified architectural context of Park 
Court. This project would significantly alter the core of Park Court—the home is located right in 
the center of the court—and fundamentally change the character of the area. Such an 
impactful alteration raises questions about the continued validity of preservation 
contracts like mine if the surrounding context is no longer protected. 


4. Unmanageable Construction Burden 
This is not a small remodel. It is a massive project that would turn our peaceful street 
into a long-term construction zone. The scale of demolition, excavation, and 
construction required for a two-story, ~3500 square-foot home with a basement is 
completely out of sync with our neighborhood. Our narrow court was not built to 
support the level of disruption this project would bring. Meanwhile, several neighbors 
have been denied approval for minor exterior updates. It’s difficult to reconcile such a 
major rebuild at the center of the court with the careful preservation standards that 
have been expected of other homeowners, many of whom have made thoughtful 
efforts to retain even the smallest original features of their homes. We respectfully ask 
for consistency and fairness in how these standards are applied. 


5. City Integrity and Planning Standards 
This project does not address affordable housing or urban density goals. It appears to serve 
private investment or rental intentions, not the broader community. It instead erodes one of 
the best-preserved historic neighborhoods in the city—one that adds cultural, architectural, 
and civic value to Santa Clara. Allowing this development sets a damaging precedent and 
reflects a failure to preserve our shared heritage. 


Personally I am not against growth or progress. On the contrary, I believe thoughtful 
development is essential. But the city has a duty to ensure that new construction fits the 
location. This project, in this location, simply does not. 


Please reconsider this proposal and stand with the residents of Park Court to protect the 
unique history of our neighborhood. 


Sincerely, 


Riccardo Marino 
riccardomarino1989@gmail.com 
408 239 6800
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neighborhoods in Santa Clara. This area is truly special. Not just for its 100+-year-old
homes, but for the tight-knit community that lives here. That kind of community is far
rarer, and arguably more valuable, than any single property.

I’m fully in favor of thoughtful investment and development, but this particular remodel
offers no real benefit to anyone. In addition to the concerns outlined in the attached
letter, I ask that you also consider the challenges the future residents of this home might
face if the project moves forward. If this proposal addressed a clear need or solved a
meaningful problem, I wouldn’t feel compelled to voice my personal opinion. But
instead, the project is highly disruptive, potentially hazardous, and raises questions
about the integrity of existing Mills Act contracts since the historic character of the
neighborhood is a key factor in the evaluation of individual properties.

Given my positive experiences with the Planning Department and the Historical and
Landmarks Commission so far, I trust you’ll help us find a balanced, thoughtful
solution. 

Expanding the home with a one-story addition toward the rear could be a valuable
upgrade without compromising the character of the court. And while I continue to
believe that adding a basement is risky (as discussed in my letter and audit due to the
high water table in Park Ct), that would still be a more reasonable route, though not
without its challenges. 

A second story, however, would be a drastic and irreversible disruption.

I appreciate your time and dedication to what I believe is the best city in Silicon Valley,
and I remain available for any questions or discussion.

Warm regards,

Riccardo Marino



Eric Crizer 

2231 ParkAve 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

e ricjcrizer@gmail.co m 

May 27th 2025 

City Council, Planning Commission, and the Historic Landmark Commission 

1500 Warburton Avenue 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Dear Members of the City Council, the Planning Commission, and the Historic Landmark 

Commission, 

I am writing to formally oppose the proposed renovation of 642 Park Court from 900 square 

foot to an imposing 3,600 square feet. This project raises significant concerns regarding its 

impact on our neighborhood, which is characterized by its historic small homes. 

The proposed expansion is not only disproportionate to the surrounding residences but 

also threatens the architectural integrity and historical character of our community. Our 

neighborhood, which is more than 100 years old, is defined by its quaint, smaller homes 

that reflect our local history. A structure of this size would overshadow its neighbors, 

disrupt the visual harmony, and fundamentally alter the character of our streets. 

Initially I had mixed feelings about opposing this project, knowing that in large part land use 

restrictions have led to the housing crisis we face. What resolved the matter for me was to 

recognize this is an effort by a wealthy individual with no interest in our community to 

further enrich themselves. The project does nothing to increase the stock of housing. 

Allowing such projects to succeed contributes to the demand for housing for speculation, 

which is tantamount to hoarding food during the early part of a famine in hopes of profiting 

when the famines victims are desperate enough to trade their anything for bread. 

As we grapple with a housing crisis that demands innovative solutions and increased 

availability of affordable housing, we must prioritize projects that genuinely contribute to 

the well-being of our community. Allowing this renovation would not only fail to address our 

housing needs but also set a concerning precedent for future developments that prioritize 

profit over community integrity. 

I urge the council to consider the long-term implications of this project.and to stand firm in 

preserving the unique character of our neighborhood. We must advocate for developments 

that enhance our community and address the housing crisis, rather than those that serve 

the interests of a select few. 



Thank you for your attention to this important matter. I hope you will take our community's 

concerns into account and oppose this renovation. 

Sincerely, 

Eric Crizer 

ericjcrizer@gmail.com 
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To: Historical and Landmarks Commission 

. 
Dear Members of the Historical and Landmarks Commission, 

I am writing as a resident of the Park Court neighborhood to express my strong opposition to the 

proposed remodel at 642 Park Court. 

As Lorie Garcia, City Historian and official Historic Advisor to your Commission, has already 

shared, Park Court is not only the first automobile subdivision in Santa Clara, but also a rare 

example of early 20th-century planning that participated in thenational Better Homes Week 

initiative in both 1925 and 1926. The Court embodies the principles of the "Small House 

Movement," which prioritized modest, human-scaled homes and cohesive neighborhood 

character. This proposed project threatens to dismantle those values. 

The plans would increase the home's living space from 1,150 sq ft to 3,377 sq ft and raise' its 

height from 17 feet 10 inches to 24 feet 6 inches-making it by far the largest and tallest 

structure on the block. This scale-is entirely out of place in a neighborhood defined by its 

intimate, small-home feel. If approved, this project would set a precedent for oversized 

development that chips away at the unique and historic integrity of Park Court. 

Additionally; I want to raise a concern about how this project was evaluated. The architectural 

packet references "recent examples of second-story additions" nearby, but those exampies are 

20-30 years old and do not reflect the current approach to development on our street. Every 

more recent remodel or addition I am aware of on Park Court has been constrainedto a 

maximum height of 18 feet. When we applied for a permit to replace our roof shingles several 

years ago, the Planning Department informed us that the height limit was 18 feet When was 

this changed-and why was 24 feet approved for this specific proposal? 

These are not minor deviations; they represent a dramatic and unprecedented increase in scale 

for P~rk Court. I urge the Commission to protect the historical and architectural continuity of this 

neighborhood and to reject this proposal in its current form. 

Thank you for your time and commitment to preserving the character of Santa Clara's historic 

neighborhoods. I would be happy to answer any questions or provide additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Mariya Malneva and Yuriy Malnev 

555 Park Ct, 
Santa Clara CA 

95050 
PSj&c/w»->­ 
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Albert Au and Christine Au 

584 Park Court 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Dear Members of the Santa Clara City Historical Committee, 

May 25, 2025 

We are writing as concerned residents of Park Court, in response to the proposal submitted by 

642 Park Court to significantly alter their property within our historic neighborhood. 

We chose to raise our family in this area specifically because of its unique charm and the 

preservation of historical character that makes our court so special. The proposed 

transformation of this particular house poses a serious threat to the visual and architectural 

continuity of the neighborhood. We worry that such changes will erode the character that not 

only defines our community but also makes it a desirable and cohesive place to live. 

Our concerns go beyond aesthetics. The scale and nature of the proposed project appear to 

have implications for long-term safety and traffic in our court as this will set precedent to future 

. projects. As parents of young children who regularly play outdoors with other neighborhood 

kids, we are particularly alarmed by any potential increase in traffic flow, construction-related 

hazards, and future congestion that could compromise the safety of our families. 

We believe that any modifications to homes in historically designated neighborhoods should be 

approached with great care and respect for the area's legacy. In this case, we feel the proposal 

falls short of those standards and undermine~ the values we all moved here to protect and 

enjoy. 

For these reasons, we are strongly opposed to the approval of this project in its current form 

and urge the committee to carefully consider the lasting impact it would have on the fabric of our 

community. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, ~~e~ 
Albert and Christine Au 
584 Park Court 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 



Dear Planning, HLC, and all those responsible for making decisions at 642 Park Court, 

First I want you to imagine living in a 100 year old neighborhood of one story, detached 

garages, modest homes and someone, as an investment/flip, wants to build a mega 5 bed 

attached garage, 2 story, max out the lot, house that over looks your small backyard, your 

children, hot tub, etc. virtually changing forever the precedent for this historical 

neighborhood. Just imagine being the ones that would approve such a house. We can learn 

from our old quad neighborhoods where apartment buildings are sprinkled next to beautiful 

old homes. Now is the time to say no! We will never be able to go back! We can go forward to 

put in place protections to preserve this neighborhood. Are you willing to help make that 

happen? 

I implore you to walk Park Court and read Mark Hoag's book, "Park Court, Santa Clara, CA, The 

Treasures Within" and then tell me if you want to take the steps to destroy the integrity or to 

save the history of this charming 1920's neighborhood. 

I have so many concerns. 

- will this turn into a mini SCU dorm. 

- parking issues 

- precedent set for more 2 story monstrosities 

-the siding, windows, outside details replacing existing front facade same as existing. Wood 

not vinyl. 

All this being said I understand this 100 year old house needs some love. We just ask to help 

keep it with the same quality as you would your own neighborhood. The homeowners of Park 

Court love our 100 year old neighborhood and we put in the work to preserve these charming 

homes. 

We celebrated Park Court's 100 birthday this past year and will continue to celebrate the 

uniqueness with your help to stop this mega house. 

Thank-you, 

Wendy AS Hoag and Mark T Hoag, 763 Park Court 



May 25, 2025 

Dear Historical Commission, 

I am Isabelle Niu, owner of 650 Park Ct Santa Clara CA 95050. I just learned about the 
construction proposal on 642 Park Ct. and I'm writing to strongly oppose the project. 

Park Court is a tranquil, beautiful neighborhood with long history-one of the oldest 

neighborhoods in Santa Clara. The proposed construction will change the look and the feel of 

the neighborhood permanently and irrevocably, something I would absolutely not want to see 

as this change would make Park Court not Part Court anymore. l want to keep the architectural 

style to the similar styles of the existing houses on park court. Park Court is a place we call 

home which carries memories, traditions which we shall preserve. 

This new proposed construction includes 5 bedrooms. The house will look very odd among the 

small ( most are 2 bed rooms on Park Ct) houses on park ct. Park Ct neighborhood has 

historical design elements, the new style will be a de facto undermining local heritage which is 

100 years old. If the new proposed construction is approved, it will set a precedent which may 

open the door to future developments that further dilute the character of the area. 

The last but not the least, I am deeply concerned and disturbed by the newly proposed 

construction as this clash of architectural designs will create visual dissonance that lowers 

resale value of neighborhood homes including mine. Most buyers seek a cohesive 

neighborhood style will be less inclined to buy nearby, affecting market demand. 

I strongly oppose this newly opposed construction. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 

Isabelle Niu 

650-469-2190 



City of Santa Clara 

Planning Commission 

Subject: Opposition to Proposed Development at 642 Park Ct, Santa Clara, CA 95050 
Dear Planning Division, 

I am writing as a concerned resident of Santa Clara to formally oppose the proposed 

development at 642 Park Ct, Santa Clara, CA 95050. According to information circulating in the 

neighborhood, the new property owner intends to demolish the existing small home and 

construct a two-story, 3,300-square-foot studio. I respectfully urge the City to reconsider 

approving this project due to the following serious concerns: 

1 . Neighborhood Character and Scale 
The proposed structure is dramatically out of scale with the surrounding homes, which 

are primarily single-story, modestly sized residences. A two-story building of this size 

would disrupt the architectural harmony and visual character of our well-established 

neighborhood. 

2. Historical Significance and Potential Protection 
The existing structure at 642 Park Ct may be of historical significance, given its age and 

architectural style. I request that the City investigate whether this property qualifies for 

historical preservation under Santa Clara's Historic Preservation Ordinance or the Mills 

Act. Destroying potentially historic structures undermines the cultural and architectural 

heritage of our city. 

3. Traffic, Parking, and Infrastructure Impact 
A high-occupancy student studio would introduce significantly more traffic and parking 

demands on an already narrow and quiet residential court. This would not only strain 

local infrastructure but also increase safety risks for pedestrians, children, and elderly 

residents. 

4. Privacy and Quality of Life 
The size and height of the proposed structure would result in a loss of privacy for 

neighboring homeowners. Additionally, a high-density student occupancy model may 

generate increased noise and disrupt the peaceful atmosphere of the area. 

5. Precedent for Overdevelopment 
Approving a large-scale development like this on a single-family lot could set a precedent 

for further inappropriate densification in our neighborhood, potentially eroding community 

cohesion and livability. 

In light of these concerns, I respectfully request that the Planning Division: 

• Investigate whether the existing structure at 642 Park Ct qualifies for historic 

protection; 
• Deny approval for developments that are incompatible with the character, scale, and 

zoning of the neighborhood; 

• Notify residents of any public meetings or hearings regarding this application. 

Thank you for your time and for your continued efforts to preserve the integrity of Santa Clara's 

neighborhoods. 

Sincerely, 

Zhengyang Yu && Tiantian Xia 

733 Park Ct, Santa Clara, 95050. 



Dear City of Santa Clara Planning Commission, 

In honor of the month of May - Historic Preservation Month, the Park Court 

neighborhood celebrates heritage and history with the City. 

Residents of Park Court share the city's vision of preserving and celebrating the 

City of Santa Clara's roots. After celebrating 100 years as a 

community last year, the neighborhood looks forward to setting the standard for 

which other tight knit communities can follow. The quaint 

neighborhood is comprised of working class families which are the foundation of 

which the city is built. 

Unfortunately , said community is threatened by a a developer hoping to exploit 

the very land which houses these families. The developer proposes 

the construction of a two story home with an attached garage offering living space 

to two or three times that of the normal Park 

Court plots. Park Court is not set to accommodate such a massive structure as 

the court offers limited parking on narrow streets along with the 

charm of the 1920s. 

To preserve the integrity of the over 100 year old neighborhood and to honor 

Historic Preservation Month, we request the City of Santa Clara 

Planning Commission reject the developer's proposal and consider how this would 

compromise the integrity of not only Park Court, but the 

city's intent to preserve history. 

consideration, 

l 

urt resident over 20 years 



Joe and Tam Mulqueen 

663 Park Court 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

5-27-25 

To the Santa Clara Planning Division Regarding PLN25-00049 (642 Park Court) 

Hello, 

I am writing this letter concerning the home modification project at 642 Park Court. The 5 BR 3.5 Bath, nearly 

3,400 sq ft plan, that is 2-3x larger than nearly every home, is simply not compatible with this neighborhood of 

small homes, on narrow lots, on a narrow street. 

My primary concern is with parking and egress. 

• A home of this scale will put many more cars *on the street* than the narrow lot's frontage can support. 

Parking is already tight here and some areas have more cars than available space. Neighbors try to 

be respectful and park in front of their own homes but this new project will become a tipping point 

where there is potential for 5 or more cars with no place to park other than in front of someone else's 

home. This will become a game of musical chairs which pits neighbors against each other in a way 

that does not exist today. 

• And let's be honest, a single file driveway/garage on a deep narrow lot is not a realistic solution 

because no one wants to be boxed in. If the car furthest in needs out, ALL cars need to move 

somewhere else, all at once. After a few cycles of this, people simply end up parking on the street. 

And since there are only two spots in front of homes, the extra cars scatter to compete with others for 

convenient parking. Parking then becomes first come first served and residents will park down the 

street because someone up the street found an open slot in front of someone else's house. 

• Adding to complexity is the narrow street itself. It's difficult to back out if someone parks across from 

an existing driveway. Neighbors are generally respectful of this concern but the extra cars from this 

project will test that respect and generally contribute to an issue of "spots are needed, but not opposite 

my driveway, piease." 

• And regarding egress, it's not even possible for two cars under way to pass through when cars are 

parked across from each other on both sides of the street. One driver must find an open slot, and 

safely position their car to the side until the other driver can pass. Some parts of Park Court are 

especially impacted by this and have become quite tricky because on occasion the entire length of the 

street can be affected with no place to pull over. Adding more cars from a house 2-3x bigger than all 

others will only worsen this issue. 

Thank you for reading th~c ncerns, 

Joe and Tam Mulqueen 

663 Park Court 

LjoS-3Ll6 ·-36<3& 



Michela Dell'Olio & Francois Ducaroir 
672 Park Court 

Santa Clara 

For whom it may concern, 

We are very concerned about the proposed new construction 

at 642 Park Court. We fear that such a big size house - 3 

times bigger than original ! - does not fit in our small historic 

street. The proposed size home would take away privacy and 

sunlight from the surrounding neighbors. 

We must have the City's back to preserve the historic 

neighborhood! Any demolition and complete rebuild should be 

subjected to strict scrutiny and supervision by the City's 

Architectural Committee. We understand that property owners 

want to modernize their homes, that new investors want to 

build bigger, but this should only be permitted by way of 

respecting the architectural style and historic Park Court. It is 

essential that the city consult with experts of the 1920's 

architecture to preserve our historic neighborhood! 

Sincerely, 



Attn: Planning Division, City of Santa Clara, and Historical and Landmarks Commission 

Dear Mme/Sir, 

My name is Elena Tei ca, I am the owner of the property at 570 Park Court, Santa Clara. 

We are writing to you to state our strong opposition to the proposed development of a large investment property at 

642 Park Court, 95050, Santa Clara. While we respect the right of the investors to maximize their profit, the 

proposed project comes in clear conflict with the safety, comfort and cultural heritage of our community: the Park 

Court Subdivision of Santa Clara. 

Thank you for taking the time to read our considerations below: 

1. The houses on Park Court were built in 1924-1925, when traffic was not a concern. The street is very narrow, 

the parking space is limited. Entering and exiting the court meets curves and limited visibility if cars are parked on 

the street. The property at 642 Park Court is no exception with respect to parking accommodations, it is actually 

one of the smaller houses on our street. 

The age of the neighborhood is probably also the reason for the unreliable infrastructure, not just the road, but also 

piping, utilities wires, and our latest nemesis - drainage. We believe a new development - like the large one 

proposed at 642 Park Court - should take into account the burden on this infrastructure landscape. 

2. The Park Court Subdivision is listed on the Historic Resources Inventory as the last subdivision in Santa Clara 

that preserves the original architectural styles of every house. This was possible largely by the effort of the 

owners/community with the encouragement, assistance and -when needed - enforcement of development 

restrictions by the Planning Division Committee of the City of Santa Clara. We are one of the families who spent 

more than $100,000 to comply with every restriction imposed by the City that helped preserve the historical value 

of our neighborhood. 

There is abundant established precedent to the Planning Committee's effort in this direction that was met each 

time with compliance, and we hope it will continue to be the case. 

The proposed project at 642 Park Court would not preserve the character of the existing house. 

3. Only decades ago, our neighborhood did not have fences separating the properties. Following this tradition of 

"good neighbors", most properties do not have a boundary survey even today, instead - the owners on our street 

are taking into account the comfort and privacy of their neighbors when expanding their homes. Would investors 

honor this inherited particularity of our neighborhood? Our experience is that they never do and the owners are left 

dealing with the aftermath. 

4. We are aware of the housing shortage in our City and strongly believe that a rental property is one less house 

on the market that a family could call "home". 

Thank you very much for your time, 

Best Regards, 

~~:- o.r/zrlzo 2.J- 
Elena Teica (408 613 3325). 



Graham Cramb 

652 Park Ct 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

408-595- 7045 

City of Santa Clara 

Planning Department 

1500 Warburton Ave. 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

To Whom It May Concern: 

It has recently come to my attention the proposed remodel and expansion intended for 642 Park Court, 

Santa Clara, CA, which is my adjacent neighbor. The proposed addition is not appropriate in its intended 

plan for the following reasons: 

1. It is egregious in size and height relative to its neighbors. 

2. It invades the privacy and quiet enjoyment of my home and several adjacent homes. 

3. The proposed height, size and setbacks are extremely close to my home. 

4. The home is not complementary to the historical nature of the Park Court neighborhood. For 

many, the decision to purchase and reside in this neighborhood was based on this fact. Given 

the extreme difference in architecture and massiveness of the proposed structure, it will likely 

drive down the value of adjacent ,home, mine included. 

5. The 5-bedroom home will impact the parking on the already narrow and crowded street. 

6. The current owner of the home may or may not reside in the home and could rent the home to 

students at Santa Clara University creating a very serious impact on the neighbors in terms of 

factors relative to student housing including parking, noise, trash and other issues. 

7. Street safety will be impacted by additional traffic and congestion related to additional 

residents/tenants. 

8. If the home is sold after the proposed expansion, the home could be purchased by investors 

with the sole purpose of turning the home into student housing. 

Kind Regards, 

Graham Cramb 



May 28, 2025 

To: Historical and Landmarks Commission 

Re: 642 Park Court 

June 5, 2025 meeting 

PLN25-00049 

We ask the Historical Commission to deny approval of the project proposed for 642 Part Court. 

The project proposes to enlarge an existing 1150 sq ft, 2 bedroom, 1 bath, single story home 

built over 100 years ago to a 3000 sq ft, 5 bedroom, 3 ½ bath, two story home. This large 

structure is completely out of character with historic Park Court. The Historical Commission 

should require the applicant to reduce the size of the project to be in keeping with the small 

homes of Park Court and should not allow the addition of a second story so that the house 

remains in keeping with the single story homes of Park Court. 

Park Court is a unique historic area of Santa Clara. It should be protected and preserved. Park 

Court recently celebrated its 100th anniversary as a neighborhood. Lorie Garcia, City Historian, 

says "Park Court is an intact collection of small houses that demonstrate principles of the small 

house movement from the 1920's .... Park Court provides a significant and distinguishable 

historic district in the City of Santa Clara and also is its only intact 1920-30s subdivision." It is 

surprising that Park Court is not a movie location given its historic nature and charm. 

In addition to the architectural and historic concerns of this proposal, it also will have a negative 

impact on parking and traffic. Park Court is a narrow street with limited parking. Adding a large 

home without providing significant parking accommodation on the property will further 

increase congestion and limit parking for other residents. 

The proposed project threatens the integrity of the Historic status of Park Court. If allowed, this 

opens the door for similar projects which will ultimately mean the loss of the historic value of 

Park Court. The Historical Commission has a duty to protect Park Court and we urge the 

Historical Commission to deny this application. 

M~~ 
Mark Kelsey 

~~~ 

Kathy Kelsey 

740 Hilmar St 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 



Subject: Opposition to Development Plans at 642 Park Court 

To: Historical and Landmarks Commission/City of Santa Clara Planning Dept 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed development at 642 Park Court. I 

have owned my home at 594 Park Court for over 34 years. Built in 1930, it was the historical 

charm, character, and scale of the neighborhood that drew me to this community in the first 

place. Park Court is a unique and cherished enclave, defined by its quaint homes, quiet streets, 

and a shared appreciation for its architectural heritage. 

The proposed project at 642 Park Court is deeply concerning due to its disproportionate size­ 

more than twice that of the original structure and significantly larger than the surrounding 

homes. Such a development threatens the very qualities that make Park Court special. If 

approved, this project would set a troubling precedent, potentially opening the door for 

oversized, out-of-character homes that would erode the court's historical integrity. 

Beyond aesthetic and cultural concerns, there are also very real practical implications. 

Increased building size will likely lead to greater demands on street parking, heightened traffic, 

more noise during and after construction, and potential water drainage issues. These 

cumulative effects may lower property values for existing residents and permanently alter the 

fabric of our neighborhood. 

I urge you to consider the long-term consequences of allowing such a development to 

proceed. Once the character of Park Court is lost, it cannot be regained. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this important matter. 



May 28, 2025 

To the City of Santa Clara, the Planning Commission and the HLC, 

I am writing to formally oppose the proposed construction of an oversized 
residence at 642 Park Ct., located in one of our city's most treasured historic 

neighborhoods. 

This neighborhood is composed primarily of homes that are over 100 years old. 

Modest in scale and rich in character, these homes reflect the architectural 
history and cultural identity of our city. Their consistent scale and design 

contribute to the unique charm and livability of the area, which has been 
preserved through decades of care and community stewardship. 

It is especially troubling that this proposal is being considered during Historic 
Preservation Month, a time dedicated to recognizing and honoring the 
importance of protecting places with historical and cultural value. Allowing the 
construction of a home that is vastly out of scale with its surroundings not only 
threatens the integrity of this historic neighborhood -outalso undermines ihe very 

goals and spirit of this month. 

Approving this development would set a dangerous precedent for future 

incompatible construction, inviting a gradual erosion of the neighborhood's 
historic fabric. Additionally, the proposed scale of the structure raises concerns 
about loss of sunlight and privacy for adjacent homes, strain on infrastructure, 
and increased traffic and parking challenges, not to mention the noise and 

debris during construction. 

I urge the Planning Department to respect the significance of this historic 
district, uphold existing zoning and design guidelines, and prioritize the long­ 

term preservation of neighborhoods that reflect our city's identity and heritage. 

Thank you for your consideration and for your commitment to thoughtful and 
respectful urban planning. 

Sincerely, 
Henry and Lena Sim, Park Ct. residents 



File # PLN25-00049 
Location: 642 Park Ct. 
Santa Clara, CA. 95050 

My name is Lorrie Furtado, I live at 632 park Ct. next door to the 642 home. My family has 
owned 632 since 1948 & 642 since the sixties. 

Our neighborhood is small, friendly, quiet and quaint. The street is very small and a 3,000 plus 
house would overwhelm the neighborhood! 

This will also further impact this small street parking availability issue!! 

I planned on living my golden years in my quiet, quaint, friendly, safe neighborhood. This is not 
the street or neighborhood to build a home this size! Obviously they don't care about the 
impact to the residents of this charming court. This neighborhood is historical and should 
remain so, 

Lorrie Furtado 
632 Park Ct. 
SC, CA. 95050 



5/27/25, 12:37 PM Yahoo Mail - 642 Park Ct. PLN25-00049 Comments 

642 Park Ct. PLN25-00049 Comments 

From: Carl Hoffmann (clhoff@yahoo.com) 

To: planningpubliccomment@santaclaraca.gov 

Cc: judy _ hoffmann@yahoo.com 

Date: Tuesday, May 27, 2025 at 12:37 PM PDT 

Hello, 

We are residents on nearby Hilmar Street and we are firmly against the proposed modifications to the home at 642 Park 

Ct. These changes would create a monster home within a historic neighborhood that consists of homes that are 

overwhelmingly t-story, 2-3 bedrooms. 

These proposed modifications would create a structure significantly out of character and well beyond what would fit 

within this subdivision, not to mention the parking issues that would come with the larger home. 

As long-time Santa Clara residents, we feel strongly that historic neighborhoods and their architectural history need to 

be preserved. 

Sincerely, 

Carl and Judy Hoffmann 

Hilmar St. 

about:blank 1 /1 



May 27, 2025 

To the City of Santa Clara, the Planning Commission and The HLC: 

Whenever a 1st-time visitor or a service person exits the very busy Hwy. 880 on 

Bascom Ave, he/she finds Park Ct. waiting. After finally figuring out the seemingly 

nonsensical addresses, that person parks, exits his/her vehicle, takes a deep 

breath and exclaims, "Wow! I never even knew this neighborhood was back here. 

It's so tucked away, quiet, charming, unique and PETITE. What a sweet place to 

live!" 

That is a true-to-fife description of our wonderful 101 year-old neighborhood, 

where our family has lived since 1985. To negate that description by allowing the 

construction of a 3,377 foot 2-story "monster" home on our tiny little court would 

be a travesty which would forever alter our lives and lifestyles. All of us on Park 

Ct. Jove the tininess of our neighborhood and do not want to see it destroyed by a 
bloated structure which neither matches the other dwellings nor blends into the 

ambience here. 

Since one of the agenda items on tonight's City Council meeting is to proclaim 

May, 2025 Historic Preservation Month {Harnessing the Power of Place), I think 

this letter of appeal could not be more timely. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Pait and Tonia Trombetta-Pait; long-time Park Ct. 

residents. 



Gmail - Fwd: Letter to the Historic Landmark Commision 5/28/25, 2:32 PM 

Gmail 

Fwd: Letter to the Historic Landmark Commision 

Terry Jansen <terry@psvillage.com> 

To: "Riccardo (& Amrita) Marino" <acdesign1403@gmail.com> 

Another one to print. .. 

28 May 2025 at 11 :07 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: jmoyoli@gmail.com 

Date: May 28, 2025 at 11:05:14AM PDT 

To: terry@psvillage.com 

Subject: Letter to the Historic Landmark Commision 

Reply-To: "jmoyoli@gmail.com" <jmoyoli@gmail.com> 

Dear Commission Members, 

I write to you to express my concern about the proposed addition to the 642 Park Ct home. 

- Despite their indications, there have been no 2-story additions in our neighborhood en 'recent' years. 
-A few of us built DOWN to NOT have an imposing structure encroach on the quaint feeling of walking 

through our loop of Craftsman Bungalows 

That said, I'm not in favor of a project of this magnitude as I don't want to be staring up at a behemoth of 

a building from my house. It just makes no sense ... 

Regards, 

Juan Moyoli 
651 Park Court 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=beea94b2fa&view=pt&search=al ... thid=thread-f:1833388662210708217&simpl=msg-f:1833388662210708217 Page 1 of 1 



Denice Walker 
652 Park Ct. 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

DeniceWalker2030@gmail.com 
(408) 390-1674 

May 27, 2025 

Historical Landmarks Commission/ Planning Division 

1500 Warburton Avenue 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Dear Members of the Historical Landmarks Commission and Planning Division, 

I am writing to express my deep concern about a proposed massive remodel at 642 Park Court in 

our small, historic neighborhood. The project involves expanding the home to cover almost the 

entire lot and adding a second story-resulting in what would become the largest house in our 

community. 

This proposed structure is completely out of scale with the surrounding homes, which are 
modestly sized and thoughtfully spaced, preserving the historic character of our neighborhood. 

The new home will sit just a narrow driveway's width from my property at 652 Park Ct., 

significantly affecting my privacy and blocking sunlight to parts of my home and yard. These 

impacts are not minor-they would change the way I live in and enjoy my own home. 

Our street is also extremely narrow, and parking is already a significant challenge. A five­ 

bedroom house has the potential to bring five or more vehicles to an area that cannot reasonably 

accommodate them. Over the years, my parked cars have been sideswiped three times due to 
these tight conditions-one of those incidents costing $1,700 in damage. In another case, a 

speeding driver veered in the street and struck my vehicle head-on, totaling it. These are not 

isolated incidents-they reflect ongoing safety hazards that this kind of large-scale development 

would only make worse. 

I respectfully ask that you consider the broader and long-term impacts this remodel would 

have-not only on the historic integrity of the neighborhood, but also on the safety, privacy, and 
well-being of the residents who live here. Allowing a structure of this scale sets a precedent that 

could fundamentally change the nature of our community. 

Thank you for your time and for your ongoing work to preserve the character and livability of 

our historic neighborhoods. I would greatly appreciate being notified of any upcoming public 

meetings or opportunities for community input regarding this project. 

Sincerely, 

Denice Walker 



To: 

Planning Division, City Hall, 1500 Warburton Avenue, Santa Clara 95050 

https://www.santaclaraca.gov/our-city/government/boards-commissions/historical-landmarks­ 

comm1ss10n 

HistoricalLandmarksCommission@santaclaraca.gov. 

PlanningPubicComment@SantaClaraCA.gov 

NO on proposed construction of second-story addition for a 
5 BD, 3-1/2 BATH at 642 PARK CT., Santa Clara, CA 

As residents living at 683 Park Ct. near the site of the proposed second-story addition at 

642 Park Ct., we submit our objection to this proposal for the following reasons. Park Court, 

located on a small street with minimal parking, is a neighborhood of unique, quiet, small one­ 

story homes. These properties are zoned for single-family (meaning ... , "Properties with an 

accessory unit must provide one additional standard parking space that does not obstruct access 

to both of the required covered parking spaces." Five additional bedrooms should/could require 

accommodation for five additional parking spaces on the street that will impact on our ability to 

park in front of our own home. We already have trouble finding a parking space at our lot 

because there is no entrance driveway in front of our home. 

This proposal could become a precedent for future building in this quaint, little neighborhood. 

Our property value will be impacted. We request protection from the Historical and Landmarks 

Commission for this precious environmental space. Please leave our historic neighborhood 

alone. 

~ ct---S(}~ CSrVWV-_ 
Donna and Sam Orme 

683 Park Court 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 



To: Santa Clara Historical Commission: 28 May, 2025 

My wife and I write in opposition to the plans recently submitted for 642 Park Court. 

We own the house at 2251 Park Avenue which was a model home for the original Park Court 

development in 1924, so we are proud to consider our house part of the original Park Court 

subdivision. We believe this Park Court provides a historically unique architectural design for 

bungalows of that era that is worth maintaining both for historic purposes as well as being 

consistent with current smaller houses designed for less environmental impact. The proposed 

tripling of the floor space, regardless of any design elements that may be incorporated, takes 

the proposed design completely out of the realm of the look and feel of the original historic 

development and would frankly be an abomination. 

The current Park Court, even though it does include a couple larger expansions that 

were allowed during times when there was less attention to maintaining design integrity in 

Santa Clara, provides a high degree of design consistency that greatly adds to its 

attractiveness and historical value. This was clearly demonstrated last year when the entire 

Park Court community held a gathering with festivities to celebrate the 100th anniversary of the 

founding of Park Court, see photo below. That demonstrates a community appreciation of the 

history and significance of this subdivision. To now allow such a design change as is being 

proposed would disparage that strong community value. 

Allowing the larger footprint and a second story degrades the entire subdivision. The 

fact that 2nd stories are allowed by code does not make it acceptable from an overall 

subdivision integrity viewpoint and would result in a loss of the historical and design value of 

this unique Park Court subdivision. 

Sincerely, 

Hudson and Christine Washburn 

2251 Park Avenue 

Santa Clara, CA 



David W. Keith & Shawna Rosen 

623 Park Ct 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

May27,2025 

Santa Clara Historical & Landmarks Commission 

City of Santa Clara 

1500 Warburton Ave 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

RE: Concerns Regarding Proposed Expansion at 642 Park Ct in Historic Park Court 
Subdivision 

Dear Members of the Historical & Landmarks Commission, 

We are writing as a residents of the Park Court subdivision to formally express our deep concern 

regarding the proposed expansion of a historic home from a one-story 1,037 square foot home to 

a two-story 3,377 square foot home. While we understand and respect the desire for home 

improvements, this scale of development is incompatible with the historic character and cultural 

significance of our neighborhood. 

Park Court was developed as part of the Better Homes in America Small House Movement, and 
its homes reflect this history in both scale and design. The original one-story residences were 

thoughtfully constructed to promote livability, affordability, and community cohesion-values 

that continue to define the neighborhood today. 

Our primary objections to the proposed expansion are as follows: 

1. Sightlines and Visual Character: 
Two-story homes are rare on Park Court and are all later, mid-century additions that 

departed from the neighborhood's founding architectural vision. Allowing a second story 
of this magnitude would disrupt the established sightlines and the low-profile streetscape 

that contributes to Park Court's unique charm. 

2. Scale and Incongruity: 
The proposed home, at over 3,300 square feet, would triple the size of the original 

structure and significantly exceed the 2-3 bedroom footprint common to the 
neighborhood. Such a disproportionate change would diminish the uniformity and scale 

that make Park Court a cohesive historic environment. 

3. Ongoing Historic Preservation Efforts: 
With increasing community interest in preservation, several neighbors have been awarded 

Mills Act contracts. Additionally. thanks to the efforts of the Santa Clara city historian 
and Mark Hoag's book "Park Court, Santa Clara, CA, The Treasures Within," we are 
actively pursuing state and federal recognition for the subdivision as a historic district. 

Maintaining the integrity of the original home footprints and architectural finishes is vital 



to that effort. Allowing oversized modifications could jeopardize these preservation goals 

and potentially impact the long-term property value for all residents. 

We urge the Commission to consider the broader impact of this proposal- not just on one 

property, but on the character, cohesion, and historical significance of the entire Park Court 

community. 

Thank you for your time and for your continued stewardship of Santa Clara's rich architectural 

heritage. 

Sincerely, 

David W. Keith & Shawna Rosen 
Residents since 2013, Park Court Subdivision 

"Though the neighborhood has seen its' share of remodeling, the streetscape remains 
essentially frozen in time as single story Colonial Revival, Cape Cod and Craftsman­ 
Bungalow style homes built in the mid-twenties." 

- Mark Hoag 2020 Park Court, Santa Clara, CA, The Treasures Within 

Halloween 2023 



Gmail - Fwd: PLN25-00049 Concerns 5/28/25, 2:29 PM 

Gmail 

Fwd: PLN25-00049 Concerns 

Terry Jansen <terry@psvillage.com> 

To: "Riccardo (& Amrita) Marino" <acdesign1403@gmail.com> 

See attached, I don't think we have a letter from Tam. So this also needs to be printed. Thanks 

27 May 2025 at 23:15 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Tamjoem@yahoo.com 

Date: May 27, 2025 at 11 :08:38 PM PDT 

To: PlanningPublicComment@santaclaraca.gov, Joe MULQUEEN <tamjoem@yahoo.com>, Terry 

Jansen <terry@psvillage.com> 

Subject: PLN25-00049 Concerns 

Reply-To: "tamjoem@Yahoo.com" <tamjoem@yahoo.com> 

To the Santa Clara Planning Division Regarding PLN25-00049 (642 Park Court) 

Hello, 

I am writing this letter concerning the home modification project at 642 Park Court. The 5 BR 3.5 Bath, 

nearly 3,400 sq fl plan, that is 2-3x larger than nearly every home, is simply not compatible with this 
neighborhood of small homes, on narrow lots, on a narrow street. 

My primary concern is with parking and egress: 

A home of this scale will put many more cars *on the street* than the narrow lot's frontage can support. 

Parking is already tight here and some areas have more cars than available space. Neighbors try to be 

respectful and park in front of their own homes but this new project will become a tipping point where 

there is potential for 5 or more cars with no place to park other than in front of someone else's home. 
This will become a game of musical chairs which pits neighbors against each other in a way that does 

not exist today. 

And let's be honest, a single file driveway/garage on a deep narrow lot is not a realistic solution because 

no one wants to be boxed in. If the car furthest in needs out, ALL cars need to move somewhere else, 

all at once. After a few cycles of this, people simply end up parking on the street. And since there are 

only two spots in front of homes, the extra cars scatter to compete with others for convenient parking. 

Parking then becomes first come first served and residents will park down the street because someone 
up the street found an open slot in front of someone else's house. 

Adding to complexity is the narrow street itself. It's difficult to back out if someone parks across from an 

existing driveway. Neighbors are generally respectful of this concern but the extra cars from this project 

will test that respect and generally contribute to an issue of "spots are needed, but not opposite my 

driveway, please." 

And regarding egress, it's not even possible for two cars under way to pass through when cars are 

parked across from each other on both sides of the street. One driver must find an open slot, and safely 

position their car to the side until the other driver can pass. Some parts of Park Court are especially 
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impacted by this and have become quite tricky because on occasion the entire length of the street can 

be affected with no place to pull over. Adding more cars from a house 2-3x bigger than all others will 

only worsen this issue. 

Thank you for reading the concerns, 

Joe and Tam Mulqueen 

663 Park Court 

ti.ID Concern Re PLN25-00049.docx 
18K 
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Gmail 

Fwd: Letter to the city from 733 

Terry Jansen <terry@psvillage.com> 

To: "Riccardo (& Amrita) Marino" <acdesign1403@gmail.com> 

28 May 2025 at 08:10 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Tiantian Xia <tiantianxia627@gmail.com> 

Date: May 28, 2025 at 7:36:45 AM PDT 

To: terry@psvillage.com 

Subject: Letter to the city from 733 

Hi Terry, 

Here's the letter from 733 park ct. 

City of Santa Clara 

Planning Commission 

Subject: Opposition to Proposed Development at 642 Park Ct, Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Dear Planning Division, 

I am writing as a concerned resident of Santa Clara to formally oppose the proposed development at 

642 Park Ct, Santa Clara, CA 95050. According to information circulating in the neighborhood, the new 

property owner intends to demolish the existing small home and construct a two-story, 3,300-square-foot 

studio. I respectfully urge the City to reconsider approving this project due to the following serious 

concerns: 

1. Neighborhood Character and Scale 

The proposed structure is dramatically out of scale with the surrounding homes, which are primarily 

single-story, modestly sized residences. A two-story building of this size would disrupt the architectural 

harmony and visual character of our well-established neighborhood. 

2. Historical Significance and Potential Protection 

The existing structure at 642 Park Ct may be of historical significance, given its age and architectural 

style. I request that the City investigate whether this property qualifies for historical preservation under 

Santa Clara's Historic Preservation Ordinance or the Mills Act. Destroying potentially historic structures 

undermines the cultural and architectural heritage of our city. 

3. Traffic, Parking, and Infrastructure Impact 

A high-occupancy student studio would introduce significantly more traffic and parking demands on an 
already narrow and quiet residential court. This would not only strain local infrastructure but also 

increase safety risks for pedestrians, children, and elderly residents. 

4. Privacy and Quality of Life 

The size and height of the proposed structure would result in a loss of privacy for neighboring 

homeowners. Additionally, a high-density student occupancy model may generate increased noise and 

disrupt the peaceful atmosphere of the area. 

5. Precedent for Overdevelopment 

Approving a large-scale development like this on a single-family lot could set a precedent for further 
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inappropriate densification in our neighborhood, potentially eroding community cohesion and livability. 

In light of these concerns, I respectfully request that the Planning Division: 

* Investigate whether the existing structure at 642 Park Ct qualifies for historic protection; 

* Deny approval for developments that are incompatible with the character, scale, and zoning of the 

neighborhood; 

* Notify residents of any public meetings or hearings regarding this application. 

Thank you for your time and for your continued efforts to preserve the integrity of Santa Clara's 

neighborhoods. 

Sincerely, 

Zhengyang Yu && Tiantian Xia 

733 Park Ct, Santa Clara, 95050 
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Gmail 

Lisa Mulvaney's letter to print 

Terry Jansen <terry@psvillage.com> 

To: "Riccardo (& Amrita) Marino" <acdesign1403@gmail.com> 

28 May 2025 at 14:33 

May 27, 2025 

City of Santa Clara 

Historical and Landmarks Commission/Planning Department 

1500 Warburton Avenue 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Dear Historical and Landmarks Commission/Planning Department: 

RE: File: PLN25-00049 

Location: 642 Park Court, Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Subject: Architectural Review for the Construction of a 942 square foot second 

story addition and a 987 square foot first floor addition; resulting in a 3,377 square 

foot five bedroom, three & a half bathroom two-story potential historical residence 

I am the owner of 782 Park Court. My home is a historic Mills Act property. It was 

built in 1924. 

It is a small single-story, 1,103 sq. ft. 2 bedroom, 1 bathroom bungalow, on a 4,092 

sq. ft. lot. I have owned my home for 16 years. When I began house hunting back in 

2009, 782 Park Court was the first house that I toured. I immediately fell in love with 

the architectural charm of the home and the neighborhood. 

I am vehemently opposed to the proposed expansion of the house located at 642 

Park Court, in particular to the proposed 942 sq. ft. second floor addition, for the 

following reasons: 

. •t f the other homes around Park Ct. are small single-story 
1 The rnaion y o . . 

· b ilt between 1924 and 1925. Most were originally 2 bedroom and 1 
bungalows, uI 

bathroom homes. 

. 
94

bzfa&view=pt&search=al...hid=thread-f:1833401601704553022&simpl=msg-f :1833401601704553022 Page 1 of 2 
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The existing square footage of 642 Park Court is 1448 sq. ft. The buyer proposes to 

more than double the size of the house by adding an additional 1929 sq. ft. for a 

total of 3,377 sq. ft. This will be a "monster home" with 5 bedrooms & 3 and a half 

bathrooms. The size and scale of this 

proposed expansion will be disproportionate to the size and scale of the other 

homes on Park Court. 

2. This proposed "monster home" would completely change the character of the 

historic and charming 1920's Park Court subdivision; and 

3. Should this proposed expansion of 642 Park Court be approved by the Historical 

and Landmarks Commission/Planning Department, it could also potentially open the 

door for more "monster homes " being developed on Park Court. 

Please consider these concerns as you perform your architectural review for the 

proposed construction of a 942 square foot second floor addition and a 987 square 

foot first floor addition to the existing 1,448 square foot house at 642 Park Court. 

Thank you, 

Lisa Mulvany 

782 Park Court 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 
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Riccardo and Amrita Marino 

633 Park Court 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

acdesiqn 1403@qmail.com 

408239680016508175389 

May 27 2025 

Planning Department 

City of Santa Clara 

1500 Warburton Avenue 

Santa Clara, CA 95050 

Re: Opposition to Proposed Second-Story Addition in Historic Park Court Neighborhood 

Dear Members of the Planning Department, 

We are writing as residents and homeowners on Park Court, a unique and historically significant 

enclave in Santa Clara. Our neighborhood, while not officially designated as a historic district, is 

home to several recorded historic properties and was proud to celebrate its 100th anniversary 

just last year, in 2024. 

Recently, we became aware of a development proposal for a property in our court involving the 

construction of a basement and an additional second story. This proposal raises deep concern 

among the residents, ourselves included, due to the irreversible impact it would have on the 

historic character and architectural harmony of Park Court. 

All existing homes on Park Court are single-story, early 20th-century residences that together 

form a cohesive and visually harmonious streetscape. The proposed second-story addition 

would be dramatically out of scale with the rest of the court and would undermine the aesthetic 

and historical value that residents have worked hard to preserve. Unfortunately, a precedent 

exists with one home that previously added a second story; it is widely regarded in the 

neighborhood as an eyesore and a regrettable deviation from our architectural heritage. 

Park Court's architectural and cultural significance was even recognized by The New York 
Times in a 2021 (see attached page 3) article that featured 633 Park Court as one of three 
exemplary $1.1 million homes in California. Alongside homes in Los Angeles and Oakland, this 

1924 cottage was selected for its charm, history, and preserved period features. The article 

noted its original fireplace, hardwood floors, and historically styled garden spaces as key 

qualities that make it desirable - precisely the elements threatened by incompatible 

development. The inclusion of our neighborhood in a national publication highlights the need for 

responsible planning decisions that uphold our legacy. 



We have personally committed to historic preservation through the Mills Act, under which our 

properties are protected and subject to regular audits to ensure compliance with preservation 

standards. It is disheartening to see these standards potentially circumvented by new 

development that disregards the context and significance of its surroundings. If such substantial 

alterations are allowed without meaningful review, it calls into question the value and purpose of 

the Mills Act and the city's broader commitment to historic preservation. 

We respectfully urge the Planning Department to carefully reconsider the approval of this 

project. Allowing a second story in the heart of Park Court would not only destroy the historic 

integrity of the neighborhood but also set a precedent that undermines the efforts of residents 

and the city alike in preserving Santa Clara's unique cultural assets. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We are available to discuss this concern further and 

would be grateful for any opportunities to participate in upcoming hearings or reviews on this 

project. 

Sincerely, 

Riccardo and Amrita Marino 

Residents, Park Court 



$1.1 Million Homes in California - The New York Times 9/24/21, 15:41 

The Wayback Machine - https:/ lweb.archive.org/web/20210331010713/https://www.nytimes.com/2021/03126/realestate/l-million-homes-in-califomia. html 

IIJeNtwlorkl'unes https://www.nytimes.com/2021/03/26/realestate/1-million-homes-in-california.html 

WHAT YOU GET 

$1.1 Million Homes in California 

A Tudor Revival bungalow in Los Angeles, a Craftsman house in Oakland and a cottage in Santa Clara. 

By Angela Serratore 

March 26, 2021 

Los Angeles I $1.095 Million 

A 1924 Tudor Revival bungalow with two bedrooms and one bathroom, on a 0.1-acre lot 

Tucked into a cul-de-sac in the lower Hollywood Hills, this property is within walking distance of the Hollywood Bowl, an 

amenity the sellers often took advantage of. It is also just off North Highland Avenue, a major artery that takes commuters 

south to West Hollywood and north to Studio City. Also within walking distance (or a five-minute drive) is the Hollywood and 

Highland complex, which includes a Metro stop on the downtown-bound Red Line. 

Size: 1,092 square feet 

Price per square foot: $1,003 

Indoors: The house is set at an angle to the street, with a brick patio and a succulent garden along the front. The front door, 
inset with stained glass, opens into a living room with white oak floors, a brick fireplace and maple-trimmed windows that look 

out onto the street. 

Through a wide doorway is a dining room with glass doors that open to a deck. A breakfast bar with a butcher-block counter 

separates the dining area from the kitchen, which has stainless steel appliances and a subway-tile backsplash. Cabinet space is 

ample, and a window set over the sink looks out at the side of the property. 

Steps lead from the kitchen and the living room to a hallway connecting the bedrooms and bathroom. Nearest the kitchen is the 

bathroom, rendered almost entirely in white tile, with a porcelain pedestal sink next to a combination tub and shower with a 

window. Next to the bathroom is a bedroom with space for a queen-size bed and desk, as well as a closet and a door to the 

garage. Across the hall is a second, slightly larger bedroom. 

While many of the home's original details remain intact, the sellers have done a number of structural upgrades, including 

bolting the foundation in 2008 and replacing the sewer line in 2019. 

Outdoor space: Off the dining area is a wooden deck with space for a small table and chairs. Stairs lead down to a backyard 
patio with an area paved in flagstone, big enough to hold a dining table and chairs. To the right is a brick patio with room for 

more seating. Succulents line the perimeter of the yard, and mature trees offer shade and privacy The attached garage holds 

one car and could be used as an art studio or a workshop; there is another parking spot in the driveway and one on the street. 
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Taxes: $13,908 ( estimated) 

Contact: Brock Harris and Lori Harris, Keller Williams Los Feliz, 213-842-7625; brockandlorLcorn 

Oakland I $1.095 Million 
A 1912 Craftsman house with two bedrooms and two bathrooms, plus a one-bedroom, one-bathroom guesthouse, on a 0.1-acre 

lot 

This house is in Temescal, a neighborhood where Craftsman bungalows abound. The main thoroughfare, Telegraph Avenue, is 

within walking distance and offers a number of popular restaurants and coffee shops. The Temescal Farmers' Market operates 

on Sundays year-round, and nearby Frog Park has a playground for small children and green space for picnics and games. The 

Macarthur BART stop, about a mile away, carries passengers to nearby Berkeley and across the bay into San Francisco. 

Size: 1,230 square feet 

Price per square foot: $890 
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. - 
Indoors: Brick steps lead up to the front door, which opens into a sunny living room with three street-facing windows and 

hardwood floors. On one side of the space is a door to a home office with a built-in workstation and plenty of natural light. 

The hardwood floors continue beyond the living space into a dining room with several original built-ins, including a buffet in 

one corner and a display case in another. 

The dining room leads into a spacious kitchen with glossy black cabinets and a built-in desk and breakfast bar. Beyond the 

kitchen is a laundry room with tile floors, plus a bathroom with a stall shower. 

A bedroom and a bathroom are off a short corridor between the kitchen and dining room. The bedroom has dark hardwood 

floors and custom closets, and the bathroom has a combination tub and shower. 

Another bedroom is off the far side of the kitchen, with more built-in storage and windows overlooking the backyard. 

Like many properties in the Bay Area, this home has an accessory dwelling unit in the backyard. This one has a kitchen, a 

living room and a bedroom with direct access to the patio. 

Outdoor space: Outdoor steps off the laundry room descend to the backyard, where garden boxes line a path to a paved patio 

with a wood-fired pizza oven and rotisserie. The garage holds one car, with parking for another in the driveway. 

Taxes: $12,816 (estimated) 

Contact: Robin Dustan, Sotheby's International Realty San Francisco Brokerage, 415-929-1500; fil!thcl!~~ 

A 1924 cottage with two bedrooms and one and a half bathrooms, on a 0.1-acre lot 

Most of the homes in this part of Santa Clara- including this one - were built in-the 1920s, along quiet, tree-lined streets. This 

house is half a mile from Santa Clara University, a private Jesuit school that has about 9,000 students and includes the buildings 

and grounds of Mission Santa Clara. The Municipal Rose Garden in San Jose is about a mile away, and downtown San Jose is a 

10-minute drive. The Apple, Google and Facebook campuses are all within a half-hour drive. 

Size: 1,001 square feet 

Price per square foot: $1,099 

Indoors: A brick pathway that cuts through the front yard leads to a green glass-paneled door. It opens directly into a living 
room with windows facing the front and side yards and an original brick fireplace with white cast-iron vents. 
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To the right of the living room is a dining room with original hardwood floors and a period light fixture. Through the dining 

room is a kitchen with herringbone floors, stainless steel appliances, including a wine refrigerator, and a door to a patio outside. 

A hallway off the living room and the kitchen connects an updated bathroom, with a glass-walled shower and a pedestal sink, to 

two bedrooms, the larger of which has double doors that open to the rear patio. 

Outdoor space: A low, curved wall at the front of the house encloses a small brick patio, with room for a cafe table and chairs. 

From the kitchen, a path winds around to the backyard, which has multiple spaces for seating, including one with a pergola that 

provides shade. The detached garage, built more recently than the house, has space for two cars, plus an electric charging 

station and a half bathroom. 

Taxes: $13,200 (estimated) 

Contact: Heather Lange, Heather Lange Homes, Intero Real Estate, 408-207-3130; intero.com 

For weekly email updates on residential real estate news, ~- Follow us on Twitter: @.Dytrealestate. 

For Californians: What You May Be Interested In 

• • All California residents 16 and older will be eligible for a coronavirus vaccine 

starting April 15. Residents 50 and older will be eligible April 1. 

• What are the coronavirus case counts in California? Our maps will help you 

determine how each county is faring, and how the state is progressing with 

vaccinations. 

• Tesla illegally fired a worker involved in union organizing and the company's 

chief executive, Elon Musk, was ordered to delete a tweet threatening the 

worker, the National Labor Relations Board ruled. 

• Rob Bonta will be California's first Filipino-American attorney general, a job 

that has been open since Xavier Becerra was confirmed as the head of the 

Department of Health and Human Services. 
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Petition to OPPOSE the project PLN25-00049 

(APN 269-52-035) as proposed 

We, the undersigned homeowners/residents of the historic 1924 Park Court neighborhood in 
Santa Clara, CA, strongly object to the proposed project at 642 Park Court. 
Park Court is the only remaining nearly intact historic neighborhood of bungalow homes built 
in the 1920s in Santa Clara. 
Historic preservation is paramount in this very unique neighborhood. 
Park Court recently held its centennial birthday celebrating its history and commitment to 
maintaining the current streetscape and character. 
The homes blend well with each other and clearly represent a period in time of smaller two­ 
bedroom, one-bath, one-story houses. A huge five-bedroom, three-and-a-half-bathroom, 
two-story home is clearly way out of character for the neighborhood. 
A two-story house in the middle of the court will overwhelm the adjacent historic homes in scale, 
detracting from the visual harmony of this 100-year-old neighborhood. 
There are multiple Mills Act homes in Park Court, including those recognized as historically 
significant. There are 3 of these homes within 100 feet of the subject property. 

One walk around the Court presents a convincing argument against PLN25-00049. 
The undersigned UNANIMOUSLY OPPOSE the changes to APN 269-52-035 as presented. 
A 3,377-square-foot home within the neighborhood is completely incompatible with our 
historic neighborhood. 
It should be the City of Santa Clara's commitment to help preserve this very unique 
neighborhood. 
If this project is approved, it will destroy the historical importance of the Park Court community. 

Once historic homes are defaced or destroyed, the distinctive character of the neighborhood 
cannot be restored. 
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Petition to OPPOSE the project PLN25-00049 

(APN 269-52-035) as proposed 

We, the undersigned homeowners/residents of the historic 1924 Park Court neighborhood in 
Santa Clara, CA, strongly object to the proposed project at 642 Park Court. 
Park Court is the only remaining nearly intact historic neighborhood of bungalow homes built 
in the 1920s in Santa Clara. 
Historic preservation is paramount in this very unique neighborhood. 
Park Court recently held its centennial birthday celebrating its history and commitment to 
maintaining the current streetscape and character. 
The homes blend well with each other and clearly represent a period in time of smaller two­ 
bedroom, one-bath, one-story houses. A huge five-bedroom, three-and-a-half-bathroom, 
two-story home is clearly way out of character for the neighborhood. 
A two-story house in the middle of the court will overwhelm the adjacent historic homes in scale, 
detracting from the visual harmony of this 100-year-old neighborhood. 
There are multiple Mills Act homes in Park Court, including those recognized as historically 
significant. There are 3 of these homes within 100 feet of the subject property. 

One walk around the Court presents a convincing argument against PLN25-00049. 
The undersigned UNANIMOUSLY OPPOSE the changes to APN 269-52-035 as presented. 
A 3,377-square-foot home within the neighborhood is completely incompatible with our 
historic neighborhood. 
It should be the City of Santa Clara's commitment to help preserve this very unique 
neighborhood. 
If this project is approved, it will destroy the historical importance of the Park Court community. 

Once historic homes are defaced or destroyed, the distinctive character of the neighborhood 
cannot be restored. 
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Petition to OPPOSE the project PLN25-00049 

(APN 269-52-035) as proposed 

We, the undersigned homeowners/residents of the historic 1924 Park Court neighborhood in 
Santa Clara, CA, strongly object to the proposed project at 642 Park Court. 
Park Court is the only remaining nearly intact historic neighborhood of bungalow homes built 
in the 1920s in Santa Clara. 
Historic preservation is paramount in this very unique neighborhood. 
Park Court recently held its centennial birthday celebrating its history and commitment to 
maintaining the current streetscape and character. 
The homes blend well with each other and clearly represent a period in time of smaller two­ 
bedroom, one-bath, one-story houses. A huge five-bedroom, three-and-a-half-bathroom, 
two-story home is clearly way out of character for the neighborhood. 
A two-story house in the middle of the court will overwhelm the adjacent historic homes in scale, 
detracting from the visual harmony of this 100-year-old neighborhood. 
There are multiple Mills Act homes in Park Court, including those recognized as historically 
significant. There are 3 of these homes within 100 feet of the subject property. 

One walk around the Court presents a convincing argument against PLN25-00049. 
The undersigned UNANIMOUSLY OPPOSE the changes to APN 269-52-035 as presented. 
A 3,377-square-foot home within the neighborhood is completely incompatible with our 
historic neighborhood. 
It should be the City of Santa Clara's commitment to help preserve this very unique 
neighborhood. 
If this project is approved, it will destroy the historical importance of the Park Court community. 

Once historic homes are defaced or destroyed, the distinctive character of the neighborhood 
cannot be restored. 
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Additional Signatures for Petition Opposing Project PLN25-00049 

at 642 Park Court 

Name Address Signature Date 
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• • 

Petition to OPPOSE the project PLN25-00049 

{APN 269-52-035) as proposed • 

:,I. ,_..._: 
We, the undersigned homeowners/residents of the historic 1924 Park Court neighborhood in 
Santa Clara, CA, strongly object to the proposed project at 642 Park Court. 
Park Court is the only remaining nearly intact historic neighborhood of bungalow homes built 
in the 1920s in Santa Clara. 
Historic preservation is paramount in this very unique neighborhood. 
Park Court recently held its centennial birthday celebrating its history and commitment to 
maintaining the current streetscape and character. 
The homes blend well with each other and clearly represent a period in time of smaller two­ 
bedroom, one-bath, one-story houses. A huge five-bedroom, three-and-a-half-bathroom, 
two-story home is clearly way out of character for the neighborhood. 
A two-story house in the middle of the court will overwhelm the adjacent historic homes in scale, 
detracting from the visual harmony of this 100-year-old neighborhood. 
There are multiple Mills Act homes in Park Court, including those recognized as historically 
significant. There are 3 of these homes within 100 feet of the subject property. 

One walk around the Court presents a convincing argument against PLN25-00049. 
The undersigned UNANIMOUSLY OPPOSE the changes to APN 269-52-035 as presented. 
A 3,377-square-foot home within the neighborhood is completely incompatible with our 
historic neighborhood. 
It should be the City of Santa Clara's commitment to help preserve this very unique 
neighborhood. 
If this project is approved, it will destroy the historical importance of the Park Court community. 

Once historic homes are defaced or destroyed, the distinctive character of the neighborhood 
cannot be restored. 

Name Address Date 
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• 

Additional Signatures for Petition Opposing Project PLN25-00049 
at 642 Park Court 

Name Address Date 
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Additional Signatures for Petition Opposing Project PLN25-00049 
at 642 Park Court 
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Date: 27 May 2025 

 

To: The City of Santa Clara, Historical and landmarks Commission 

 

Subject: Renovating our personal property located at 642 Park Ct by maintaining the 

authenticity of the historic neighborhood and addressing the concerns of the neighbors. 

 

Background: We Chandu/Adivi Family bought property located at 642 Park Ct Santa Clara CA 

95050 on Jan 28,2025 to accommodate our growing family requirements which comprises 2 

parents,2 kids (9- and 3-year-old) and mother-in-law (arthritis patient) and occasionally visiting 

parents(once every 2 years). In addition, this location was chosen as this property is relatively 

close to one of our workplaces(Microsoft) and our workplace has mandated us to come to office 

more than 50% of the time from mid this year. Currently we live close to 50 miles away in East 

bay (we moved during Covid time) and it’s getting difficult with all the long commute. 

 

We are renovating our property and adding sqft to the existing house as per our family’s 

needs and strictly as per the city’s legal guidelines. In addition, as the property is in a 

historic neighborhood (property is not historic as per city records), we took every measure 

to maintain the sanctity of the historic neighborhood and we are retaining the existing 

house and adding the sqft behind the house as per city’s suggestions and under the city 

staff’s guidance (details further down in the document).  

 

Addressing the concerns of the neighbors: 

Few of the neighbors have reached out either informally or through the city's public review 

forum regarding the concerns they have with regards to the updates we are planning on our 

personal property. We would like to respond to a few of the core concerns raised by our 

neighbors. 

 

1. Multi-Tenant Rental: Neighbors assumed that this is being accommodated as a multi-

family rental or for student housing who may be studying in Santa Clara university. 

a. Our Answer: Absolutely No! We are not making the changes to rent out the 

property. If this was the case the property would have been rented by now to 

maximize the rental investment, but currently it is unoccupied. This will be 100% 

used only as our single-family residence. 

b. Floor plan was designed to accommodate a mother-in-law suite on the 

ground floor, working couples both of whom can work-from-home for most 

of the time with their own personal home offices and 2 kids with their 

individual rooms once they come to middle school.  

c. This is designed for our growing American family and for their day-to-day 

needs of 2025 and beyond. 

2. Privacy of immediate neighbors:  

a. Our Answer: We are and will be respectful of neighbors privacy. We will add 

strategic tall plants near windows to make for a better view out our window than 

whatever is going on next door. This kind of landscaping will fix both ours and our 



neighbors' privacy. Just part of living in a dense single-family neighborhood. We 

welcome our neighbors to suggest any plants they have in mind. 

b. 564 Park Ct – As an example, this is a 2-story immediate house to us which was 

recently renovated which currently overlooks our backyard directly. 

i. This house’s 2nd-story rooms directly overlook the backyards of multiple 

neighboring houses and our backyard also. We plan to add tall plants for 

our privacy which protects both our privacy and the neighbor’s privacy.  

3. Historic neighborhood and protecting its authenticity: 

a. Our Answer: Yes. We were aware that this is a historic neighborhood before 

even buying the property, so we did our background check with the city’s staff, if 

a 2-story house of given sqft can be built during Dec 2024 and we are in constant 

touch with city staff till today (and going forward also). The city was supportive 

and suggested that if our designs are in-line with the neighborhood and as per 

city’s guidelines retaining most of the existing house, then we can do the 

renovation as per our daily needs with support from HLC. 
b. As city staff will present in the next HLC review meeting, an initial design which is 

totally different from what was sent to neighbors(formally/informally) was 

presented to city staff. But the city suggested we change the design to retain 

most of the existing house to maintain the historic neighborhood vibe. So, we 

have changed the design to retain the existing house, and addition is 

happening at the back of the house to maintain the same look and feel of 

the neighborhood and to protect the existing house. This design change 

already cost us an extra $25000 in terms of architect fees, delays and by the 

time the construction completes with new design that is respectful of the 

neighborhood and retaining the existing house, it will cost us up to $75,000 

more (larger foundation, roof and many more).  But to protect the 

neighborhood's current and future historic status of neighborhood, we are 

bearing the additional cost to retain the existing house and expand the 

house only in the back of the existing house. This shows our commitment 

to protect the Park Ct’s historic neighborhood status.  

c. In our background check we identified there are multiple 2-story house in 

the neighborhood, so we took proper precautions and followed city’s 

guidelines while designing this house for our family. Following are the 

existing 2-story houses in the park ct neighborhood.  

i. 564 Park Ct 

ii. 540 Park Ct 

iii. 550 Park Ct  

d. Increasing the value of the neighborhood and making the neighborhood 

safer: As evident from the proposed design, this project represents a high-quality 

and thoughtful upgrade to the existing home, which currently faces significant 

foundation, drainage, and structural challenges. We are making a substantial 

financial investment to address these issues by restoring the home’s integrity — 

including improvements to the foundation, drainage systems, and comprehensive 

upgrades to mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and fire safety systems. Our goal is 



to enhance both the safety and longevity of the property, contribute positively to 

the overall value of the neighborhood, and preserve the historic character that 

makes this community unique.  

4. Few other suggestions/concerns from neighbors and our responses and final 

notes: 

i. Some neighbors have respectfully suggested that if we wish to have a 

larger home or additional bedrooms — even while fully adhering to the 

city’s guidelines — we should consider relocating to a different 

neighborhood. While we understand that everyone has their own 

perspective, such comments can feel discouraging, especially when we 

are simply trying to make thoughtful improvements to our home 

within the permitted regulations which our family can live for a long 

time. 

ii. This design has been carefully developed in strict accordance with the 

city's legal guidelines — including regulations related to height, front and 

side setbacks, and lot coverage. Additionally, we have made every 

effort to ensure that the design is respectful of the character and 

historic charm of the neighborhood, while also accommodating our 

family's evolving needs  

iii. We have taken, and will continue to take, every possible measure to 

protect our neighbors’ privacy and to show the utmost respect for 

the historic character of the neighborhood in our design. For 

instance, the inclusion of tall plants near windows is intended to 

safeguard neighbors’ privacy while also meeting our family’s needs. 

This represents an additional expense that we are willingly 

absorbing beyond the costs associated with the design changes.  

iv. We sincerely hope that all neighbors will support a positive and 

respectful environment as we move forward with our expansion 

plans. 

 

 

Owners: 

Geetha Chandu 

Sai Adivi 
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