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City Council-Planning Commission
General Plan Joint Workshop

November 29, 2005
Planning Department
SUBJECT: GENERAL PLAN LAND USE ELEMENT WORKSHOP #4
PURPOSE: To provide land use information to the City Council and Planning
Commission, and, following the workshop discussion, for the City Council to
direct staff regarding several city-wide land use issues.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Receive staff presentation; following the workshop, direct staff regarding
options to be included in the Draft General Plan Land Use Element.
SUMMARY: This Staff Report describes several city-wide land use issues, including: the

consideration of assisted-living units under the residential cap; the definition of
“gross developable acreage” for Planned Unit Developments; a review of
growth management goals and policies; the City’s jobs/housing balance; and
several issues raised at Town Hall meetings on the General Plan. Staff has
developed options for dealing with these issues and the City Council is being
asked to direct staff regarding the options to be included in the Draft General
Plan Land Use Element.

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council:

BACKGROUND

On September 27" 2005, the City Council and Planning Commission held the first in a series of
Joint Workshops discussing the General Plan Update Land Use Element. At that time, staff set
out a work plan for considering potential land uses on 52 potential “land use change areas”, and
described several city-wide land use issues for later discussion. The last two Land Use Joint
Workshops focused on new land use concepts on two large areas, Staples Ranch and Hacienda
Business Park. The purpose of tonight’s workshop is to discuss in depth several city-wide land
use issues. Future Joint Workshops will focus on land use options for other potential land use

change areas.
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LAND USE ISSUES TO BE DISCUSSED AND RESOLVED

Other than potential changes in land use designations, there are several additional issues that
need to be discussed and resolved prior to the drafting of the Land Use Element. These include:

Should future assisted living units such as those proposed at Staples Ranch be counted under the
29.000 unit residential cap? Assisted living units may or may not have full or partial kitchen
facilities and usually include elements of congregate living such as meals served in a central
dining room and the provision of a variety of support services. In addition, such uses may
involve a number of employees. For these reasons, in the past, the City has considered assisted
living projects as commercial development, and the units have not been counted against the cap
of 29,000 residential units. Assisted-living projects in Pleasanton can be allowed on land
designated for residential use or commercial use. The 70 room Eden Villa assisted living facility
on Mohr Avenue was developed on commercially-designated property and the recently approved
assisted-living facility to be located at 100 Junipero Road is on land designated High Density
Residential on the General Plan. Neither project was counted against the housing cap. In
addition, a 132-unit retirement hotel complex at Foothill Road and Stoneridge Drive has been

approved on commercially designated property but is not yet built. '

Staff is seeking City Council direction regarding this issue, particularly as it relates to the Staples
Ranch proposal. This project was the subject of a recent Joint Workshop, and includes a Senior
Continuing Care Community with 766 assisted-living units and an 89 bed skilled nursing facility.
The residents, who pay an entrance fee and a monthly fee, receive a comprehensive package of
services including housing, some meals, transportation, personal services, and nursing care. This
arrangement is distinct from a house or apartment that is sold for a specific purchase price or
rented and the price of which is not bundled with any other services. The assisted care portion of
the project consists of 65 attached-home style units, 625 apartment style units, and 76 rooms of
personal care/Residential Care Facility for the Elderly (RCFE) units.

In regard to the Staples Ranch proposal, it could be argued that even though the 65 attached-
home style units are part of the assisted care package, these units closely resemble single-family
duet homes, in that they have full kitchens and attached garages with driveways onto the internal
street system, and the residents of these units generally live independently. As such, staff would
support counting these units under the residential cap, but staff recommends that the other units,
rooms, and beds are not counted under the cap. Staff is seeking direction from the City Council
on this issue in order to determine the number of residential units remaining that can be
considered for development on other sites.
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The Department of Housing and Community Development has determined that units can be
counted towards the City’s Regional Housing Need if they meet the Census definition of a
“housing unit”, which is as follows:

“A house, an apartment, a mobile home or trailer, a group of rooms, or a single
room occupied as separate living quarters, or if vacant, intended for occupancy as
separate living quarters. Separate living quarters are those in which the occupants live
separately from any other individuals in the building and which have direct access
from outside the building or through a common hall.”

This definition would appear to be consistent with the continuing care retirement community
units, other than the skilled nursing beds and the assisted living/Personal Care RCFE rooms.

Regarding the affordability level of the Staples Ranch units, HCD would generally count these as
affordable only to above-moderate-income households, in the absence of any specific data related
to housing cost.

Definition of “gross developable acres”: Under the 1996 General Plan, residential densities for
properties zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD), which includes most of the remaining
undeveloped residentially-designated properties, are calculated based on the number of “gross -
developable acres”. As defined in the General Plan Land Use Element, “gross developable
acres” includes all privately owned acreage within a parcel and excludes all publicly-owned
facilities (e.g. City-owned parks, flood control channels, and public school sites) or such sites
planned to be purchased by a public agency. Acreage to be devoted to publicly-owned facilities
as part of a project (e.g. roadways, parks and trails) shall be included as “gross developable
acres” unless such acreage is rendered undevelopable by other General Plan provisions. The
concern is that this definition of gross developable acres includes property that may be prone to
landslides, is excessively sloped, or is otherwise unsuitable for development.

The General Plan does not address the calculation of density for residentially designated land that
is not zoned Planned Unit Development. Residential density on land that is regulated by the
standard R-1 zoning district is controlled by minimum lot sizes and dimensions, and public street
dedication requirements. In addition, section 18.84.040 of Chapter 18.84 (Site, Yard, Bulk,
Usable Open Space and Landscaping Regulations) effectively reduces the density of hillside sites
zoned R-1, by increasing lot size on slopes. It should be noted that very few of the remaining
undeveloped parcels are zoned R-1.

According to the Public Safety Element of the General Plan, areas prone to landslides, slope
instability, or with slopes of 25 percent or greater are generally designated on the General Plan
Map as Public Health and Safety. This designation allows no development other than one single
family home on lots of existing record as of September 16, 1986 which meet City requirements
for access, public safety, building site and architectural design. In practice, because a detailed,
parcel-by-parcel analysis of these conditions is not feasible for a General Plan update, some
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properties or portions of properties which include areas of steep slopes or which have
geotechnical issues are included within the “Rural Density Residential” designation which
allows development at .2 dwelling units per acre (or one unit per five acres), or “Low Density
Residential” with a mid-point of 1 dwelling unit per acre, and a maximum density of one
dwelling unit per two acres. As a matter of interest, the 1986 General Plan “Rural Density
Residential” definition specifically excluded land with slopes of 25 percent or more. However,
this was not included in the 1996 General Plan definition of “Rural Density Residential.”

A parcel that has no land with slopes less than 25 percent should be limited to one single-family
home per existing lot of record, according to Program 13.1 of the 1996 General Plan
Conservation and Open Space Element.

When the Planning Commission discussed the density issue in June 2005, it indicated an interest
in considering the following draft policy (to be included in the Land Use Element) to deal with
this issue: '

Policy X: The maximum number of units allowed in parcels zoned Planned Unit
Development (PUD) shall not exceed the maximum for the underlying General Plan
Map designation (plus a density bonus as allowed for under State law), multiplied by
the number of gross developable acres. Gross developable acres shall not include any -
portion of the lot with slopes of 25 percent or greater, land prone to landslides, and
unstable slope areas.

Since “gross developable acres” is used to calculate minimum, mid-point and maximum
densities, staff recommends a revised definition, as follows (additions to the 1996 General Plan
shown with underline):

“Gross developable acres” shall include all privately owned acreage within a parcel
and shall exclude all publicly owned facilities (e.g.,City-owned parks, flood control
channels, and public school sites) or such sites planned to be purchased by a public
agency. Acreage to be devoted to publicly owned facilities dedicated as part of a
project (e.g. roadway rights-of-way, parks and trails) shall be included as “gross
developable acres” unless such acreage is rendered undevelopable by other General
Plan provisions. Gross developable acres shall not include any portion of a property
with slopes of 25 percent or greater, land prone to landslides, or unstable slope areas,
as determined by the City Engineer.

The revised definition of “gross developable acres” would change the calculation of density and
could substantially reduce the mid-point and maximum number of units. Figure 1 provides an
indication of how this could impact several currently undeveloped parcels. It should be noted
that although the city-wide slope information used for this map is adequate at a General Plan
level, site-specific studies would most likely need to be prepared by applicants for specific
projects. Areas shown in red are areas with slopes of 25 percent and above. For example,
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approximately 69 percent of the Lin property (Oak Grove) appears to include slopes of 25
percent or more, with about 31 percent of the area having slopes less than 25 percent. The
residential density assumed for this parcel under the 1996 definition is 98-units. Under the
proposed definition, the density would be about 31-units.

It should be noted that the recent passage of State legislation (AB 2292 [2002] amended by AB
1192 [20047]) related to housing sites referenced in the Housing Element would require any
reduction of density of a site identified in the jurisdiction’s Housing Element to be compensated
by an increase in residential density elsewhere in the City.

Staff is seeking direction from the City Council regarding its interest in including Policy X
and/or a revised definition of “gross developable acres” in the Land Use Element. The adoption
of these amendments would have impacts on anticipated residential development in the hills and
on the number of units available under the Cap, and would require the City to look at alternative
sites for development of some residential units. '

Review of Growth Management Goals, Policies, and Programs: The 1996 General Plan Land
Use Element includes a section on Growth Management which provides the policy framework
for the Growth Management Program ordinance (PMC Chapter 17.36). Staff does not
recommend substantial changes to these policies except that Program 14.4 has been completed,
and staff recommends this program be replaced with one that directs staff to review the Growth
Management Program ordinance. This review would look at ways to simplify the requirements
of the ordinance, in light of the limited residential growth potential remaining. This may include
reducing the frequency of preparing the full Growth Management Report to every 3 to 5 years,
while still preparing an update on residential and commercial development annually. In addition,
at Workshop #3, staff heard an interest in reserving a limited number of residential units (around
200) for a later time period (five to ten years in the future). If the City Council concurs with
this, staff will provide recommendations for metering residential growth that ensures the
objective of minimizing the impacts of development on Pleasanton’s quality of life, while
meeting the City’s housing needs.

Jobs/housing balance: The jobs/housing ratio divides the number of jobs in an area by the
number of employed residents. A ratio of 1.0 indicates a balance. The idea behind this concept
is that a city that has an equal or nearly equal number of jobs to employed residents will have less
in or out commuting than a city with a great many more jobs than employed residents (which will
cause in-commuting) or fewer jobs than employed residents (which causes more out-
commuting). There is also an assumption that a jobs/housing balance will include housing
affordable to the workforce. The weakness in this concept is that where a househeld lives is
influenced by many factors, not just the location of the householder’s job. The cost of housing,
relocation of jobs, job changes, houscholds with more than one job holder all work against the
ability of residents to live and work in the same city, even if the jobs and housing are there. Even
with a “balanced” jobs/housing ratio, there is no guarantee of a match between jobs available and
residents.
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At the time the 1996 General Plan was adopted, it was calculated that build-out of the Plan would
result in 29,000 housing units and 68,254 jobs. In 2004, because actual residential development
came in at densities lower than the mid-point, commercial development occurred at higher than
average intensities, and a General Plan Amendment on the Bernal Property added commercial
potential, the estimate was 27,315 housing units, 86,184 jobs, and 43,704 employed residents.
The voter-imposed housing cap eliminates the option of significantly adding residential units to
reduce the imbalance of jobs and housing, and the option to reduce commercial development at
build-out would not likely be palatable from an economic development perspective. Therefore,
staff recommends considering policies that could address this issue by other means. These could
include:

o Making the remaining residential potential under the cap the best fit for the workforce in
terms of location, affordability and type of units. Additional residential development in or
near job centers such as Hacienda would be consistent with this approach, as would be
providing affordable units (both under the City’s ordinance requirements, and “affordable by
design™), and encouraging a wide range of housing choice (single family homes as well as
condos and rentals) that would accommodate the housing needs of people who work in
Pleasanton.

o Supporting transit improvements that would make it easier for in-commuters to take public
transit to job centers in Pleasanton rather than driving. The new West Pleasanton BART
station would be an example of providing better public transit access to a jobs center.
Providing good bus service from the ACE station to jobs would also be consistent with this
policy, as would supporting express bus service from east county to Pleasanton, and making
improvements to regional bike trails that are potential commute routes (¢.g. Iron Horse Trail).

e Economic development policies. Economic development policies/strategies could be
developed to actively recruit businesses that are a good fit with resident workers, to nurture
local startups that employ residents; and to allow or encourage live/work development in
selected locations.

o Encouraging walkable, mixed-use, activity areas. Supporting land use decisions that
encourage the close arrangement of homes, jobs, daily shopping, and schools, and incorporate
pleasant and direct pedestrian paths, and access to public transit, could reduce car trips.

If the City Council agrees with this approach to the jobs/housing balance issue, staff will draft
land use and circulation policies which support the above concepts.

Development on the South East Hills: Three residential projects (Oak Grove/Lin, Lund Ranch II,
and the Spotorno Ranch in Happy Valley) in the hills of South East Pleasanton are currently
under review. Traffic impacts in existing neighborhoods, steep slopes, the removal of trees, loss
of open space, disturbance of habitat, and visual impacts make development on these properties
problematic. The City Council has recently indicated an interest in looking at mechanisms to
reduce General Plan densities to preserve all or portions of these sites while perhaps providing
some compensation to land owners. These mechanisms may include non-profit land trusts and
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the transfer of development rights. The City Council has authorized staff to work with the
property owners and adjacent neighborhoods to discuss land use options for the area that are
mutually beneficial to area residents and the property owners, while also maximizing the
preservation of open space in the South East Hills. The City Council and Planning Commission
will be kept informed as these discussions develop.

Land Use issues identified at earlier General Plan Community Meetings. In the fall of 2003, a
series of five community meetings was hosted by the Planning Commission with the objective of
providing an opportunity for early input into the General Plan process. At these meetings,
community members were invited to name issues to be addressed in the General Plan update.
The table below based on information from page 8 of the General Plan Update: Community
Meetings Summary Report of January 7, 2004. The table shows “substantial”, “moderate” and
“limited” comments, meaning, those comments repeated, respectively, at least eleven times,
between five and ten times, and less than five times. The table also identifies those comments
currently being addressed by this series of Joint Workshops on Land Use.

Comment Type | Comment | Disposition

Substantial Comments

1. Reduce the Housing Cap. Not specifically being| -
discussed.

2. Build out housing according to the current| See above.

Housing Cap

3. Reduce the size of proposed larger homes. No discussion currently
scheduled, but could be
addressed at a later workshop.

4, Consider housing opportunities for the| Discussed in Workshop #3

Hacienda Business Park

Moderate Comments

1. Maintain rural densities and rural life-styles in| Density issue covered in this
the outskirts of Pleasanton workshop;  also  currently
addressed in General Plan and
Specific Plans.
2. Redesignate the Lin and Lund Ranch 1I sites| Will be discussed in Workshop
to Open Space # 5; also facilitated discussion
is ongoing as described in this
Staff Report.
3. Reduce the density of housing permitted at| Being discussed in context of
the Lin and Lund Ranch II sites density calculation in this
Workshop
4, Do not allow housing to develop in advance| This is largely a process issue
of school capacity in terms of coordinating land
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Comment Type

Comment

Disposition

use planning with PUSD which
is ongoing. :

Preserve Downtown

Covered in DT Specific Plan.
No further discussion currently
scheduled. Preparation of a
Historic Preservation
Ordinance for DT is in process.

6.

Work towards
balance

achieving a jobs/housing

Being discussed in  this
Workshop

Limited Comments

1. Plan for the East Side area. Will be discussed in Workshop
#5

2. Maintain rural density west of Foothill Will be discussing west side

Boulevard sites in Workshop #6
3. Restrict future development in Hacienda| Discussed in Workshop # 3
Business Park to business uses
4. Model the impact of development on quality| Plan alternatives will  be
of life analyzed as to their traffic and
fiscal impacts; the EIR will '
address other environmental
1Ssues.

5. The current General Plan was well planned | No discussion needed.

6. Expand the water slide park. California Splash issue has
been resolved.

7. Do not expand the water slide park. See above.

8. Encourage live and work in Pleasanton| Mentioned in this Workshop

through planning. under jobs/housing balance.

0. Shrink the Urban Growth Boundary - Issue will be discussed in
relation to development along
Foothill Road and in South|
East Hills (Workshops #5 and
#6).

10. Promote “smart growth” Smart growth (infill
development, TOD, and
sustainability) being discussed
in several Joint Workshops,
and will be part of several
elements of the updated
General Plan.

11. Improve the City Planning process with| Currently on City Council’s list

regard to land use. of priority projects.
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Comment Type | Comment Disposition
12. Encourage second units in Downtown Implementation of Downtown
Specific Plan
13. Front the future City office buildings on to| Appropriate to consider this as
Main Street part of Civic Center Master
Plan.
14. Expand the Downtown commercial area to| Not currently scheduled for
the east side of First Street discussion. Would be
inconsistent  with  recently|
approved DT Specific Plan.

As noted in the table, above, most of the frequently mentioned issues are either being dealt with
as part of the scheduled series of Joint Workshops on land use, or have been resolved through
other Specific Plans or projects. The only issues not covered are the issue related to reducing the
size of proposed larger homes, and reducing the housing cap, although reserving a portion of the
cap for future planning partially achieves this goal. The City Council should indicate if
discussion of these items should be scheduled.

RECOMMENDATION

1. Provide direction to staff on the following issues:
Assisted living units and the residential cap
e The definition of gross developable acreage for PUDs
s Reserving residential units for a later time horizon under the Growth
Management Program
e Approaches to jobs/housing balance
e Discussion of larger homes and reducing the housing cap

Respectfully Submitted,

Iéypl‘s:rason, Director Nelson Fialho
Planning and Community Development City Manager
Attachment:

1. Figure 1: Selected Residential Development Sites with Slopes over 25 percent
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ATTACHMENT 1
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