THECITY OF . 2

City Council-Planning Commission
General Plan Joint Workshop

April 25, 2006
Planning Department

SUBJECT: GENERAL PLAN LAND USE ELEMENT WORKSHOP #7: Discussion
of land use issues, including: Land Use Options for future development;
land designated Public and Institutional on the General Plan, and senior
continuing care units.

PURPOSE: To provide land use information to the City Council and Planning
Commission, and, following the workshop discussion, for the City Council to
provide feedback regarding Preliminary Land Use Options and other land use
policies.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Receive staff presentation; following the workshop, provide feedback
regarding Preliminary Land Use Options and other land use policies.

SUMMARY: This staff report provides information requested at the previous Joint
Workshop regarding lands designated Public and Institutional on the Land Use
map, and the amount of land designated as Agriculture and Grazing. The
report also provides additional information on properties in the Foothill Road
Area in response to questions raised at the last workshop. Staff also presents
several options for future land use, from which the City Council is being asked
to select two or more for preliminary impact analysis.

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. Workshops #2 and #3 focused
on new land use concepts on two large areas, Staples Ranch and Hacienda Business Park.
Workshop #4 was a discussion of several city-wide land use issues. Workshop #5 looked at
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properties on the east side of Pleasanton that are transitioning from sand and gravel quarrying
and other industrial uses. Workshop #6 looked at several properties on the west side of Foothill
Road and some remaining properties in other locations. This workshop will address some
information requests from the previous workshop and presents several Land Use Options for
City Council consideration. This workshop will conclude the discussion of preliminary land
use and the next workshop will resume the discussion of General Plan Circulation. It is
anticipated that the agenda for the next workshop (tentatively scheduled for May 9, 2006) will
include refinement of the “working draft” circulation network and a discussion of some
Circulation Element policies.

PUBLIC AND INSTITUTIONAL: Land Use Designation and Uses

At Workshop #6, the question was raised regarding land designated Public and Institutional on
the General Plan, how much land was so designated and how much should be designated for
General Plan build-out. There was concern that a request to change the designation of some
Public and Institutional land to Medium Density Residential (MDR) in the Valley Trails area
would leave an insufficient supply of this land.

As described in the General Plan, the Public and Institutional designation allows any public or
institutional use, including religious facilities, cemeteries, corporation yards, sewage treatment
facilities, utility substations, hospitals, post offices, community centers, senior centers, libraries,
and City Hall. Floor area ratios (FAR) are not to exceed .6. Public and Institutional property
which is the site of an existing or future public school is specifically identified as such on the
General Plan Land Use map.

Table 1 in Attachment 1 describes all the sites designated Public and Institutional on the General
Plan map, except those which are existing or future public school sites. In summary, the
General Plan designates 656 acres as Public and Institutional (not including land designated for
existing or future public school sites). None of this land is entirely vacant, although several sites
are underutilized (Valley Trails, St. Augustine Church, and the unoccupied Zone 7 building, for
example) and could accommodate additional Public and Institutional uses. Other sites, not
currently designated Public and Institutional may become available in the future. For example,
the 318-acre Bernal Property Phase II Planning Area is publicly-owned land that will consist of
park space and a variety of public and quasi-public uses and facilities. This area would logically
be designated as Public and Institutional on the General Plan land use map with a reference to
the Phase II Specific Plan for detailed use and development regulations. The Draft Specific Plan
includes Sub-Areas 5 and 6 (totaling over 35 acres) that specifically call out childcare, for
example, as a potentially permitted land use.

Public and Institutional uses are not limited to locations on land so designated on the General
Plan. Religious facilities, schools, day care facilities, and other community facilities may be
allowed in any of the residential designations, provided that all requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance are met. In addition, childcare is allowed as a conditional use on parcels zoned C-R
(Regional Commercial) and C-N (neighborhood commercial), churches are allowed in C-C
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(Central Commercial) areas, and any public or quasi-public use can be allowed in the Planned
Unit Development (PUD) district. In practice, the majority of private schools, churches, and
childcare centers are located on land with a designation other than Public and Institutional on the
General Plan.

Although there is little vacant land remaining designated for public and institutional uses, the
existing Zoning Ordinance and General Plan policies allow a great deal of flexibility for the
siting of public and institutional uses. Indeed, this may be preferable to designating additional
Public and Institutional land on the General Plan map since these needs are often specific to
neighborhoods and the optimum location is difficult to predict. Staff therefore recommends
that where the location of any future public and institutional uses are known, such as any future
public schools or the publicly-owned Bernal property, the General Plan should be amended to
include this additional Public and Institutional-designated land. Otherwise, future public and
institutional uses would be accommodated in other locations as allowed by the General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance. Staff seeks City Council feedback regarding this recommendation.

LAND FOR AGRICULTURE AND GRAZING

A question was raised at the last workshop about the amount of Agriculture and Grazing land
designated in the General Plan and whether or not additional land is needed. Within the
Planning Area there is approximately 11,375 acres designated Agriculture and Grazing, or
approximately 24 percent of the total Planning Area. Most of this land is located west of the
Urban Growth Boundary on Pleasanton Ridge. There is also grazing lower on the ridge and on
lands designated Public Health and Safety (15,693 acres) located in southwest Pleasanton, as
well as on lands owned by the East Bay Regional Park District and operated as Pleasanton Ridge
Regional Park (over 4,000 acres). The issue facing owners of agricultural land and the
Pleasanton community is how such land can be protected and enhanced for the future, and kept
in an economically viable use. One mechanism used in Pleasanton is a Right to Farm ordinance
(Chapter 17.48 of the Zoning Ordinance) that encourages continued agricultural operations by
prohibiting claims of a “nuisance” by neighbors when agricultural operations are conducted or
maintained in a manner consistent with proper and accepted customs and standards. Other
means that could encourage the continued existence of agricultural and grazing land is the use of
conscrvation or open space easements, whereby a land-owner would give up any development
rights and agree to preserve the land in open space, in exchange for purchase of an easement by
a land trust or other entity. The issue of the preservation of open space lands is discussed further
in the Draft Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan which will be reviewed
by the Planning Commission and City Council this spring.

DISCUSSION OF REMAINING DEVELOPABLE PARCELS

At the last Joint Workshop, questions were raised regarding three parcels in the Foothill Road
area. These are discussed in the following paragraphs.
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Lemoine Property: At Workshop #6, a representative of the Lemoine property requested that
the City consider the further development potential allowed on this site west of Foothill Road.
The 45-acre site was approved for development of 13 lots (which included the existing home
site) with PUD-99-01. The developable acreage on the site consists of 18 acres designated Rural
Density Residenttal (RDR), yielding 3 units, and 11.6 acres of Low Density Residential (LDR),
with a mid-point of 11 units and maximum density of 23 units. The maximum density on the
site would be 26 units, or 13 units in addition to what is currently approved. Based on the
topography of the site and other constraints, staff believes it may not be desirable to develop this
site at the maximum end of the density range. Furthermore, development at a density above the
mid-point of the density range would require the developer to provide a public amenity
sufficient to justify the increased density. If the City Council wished to consider a project above
the mid-point density (which would require the provision of an amenity) a few additional units
might be developed on the remaining 4.6 acres of land designated LDR. The number and
placement of any additional units would have to be evaluated as part of a future Planned Unit
Development application.

Merrit/DeSilva Gates Property: This approximately 46-acre property is located on the east
side of Foothill Road, just south of Muirwood Drive and north of Foothill Knolls Drive. The
property is outside of the City limits. In 1999 the City Council approved a PUD for 89 single-
family homes; however, later that year, the project was the subject of a referendum (Measure P),
that was successful and rescinded the pre-zoning and project approval. The property has
remained designated for Low Density Residential (LDR) development on the General Plan, and
since 1999, the City has received no applications for development. Staff believes the LDR
designation, which would allow a mid-point density of 46 units and a maximum of 92 units, is
still an appropriate density for this infill site, and no further discussion is needed regarding this
site as part of the General Plan Update.

Lester Property and the Public Health and Safety Designation: At Workshop #6 it was
noted that a portion of the Lester property (approximately 16 acres out of a total of 120 acres)
was designated on the General Plan as Open Space — Public Health and Safety. The 1996
General Plan defines this land use designation as follows:

Public Health and Safety — Land set aside for the protection of the public health and’
safety due to geologic, topographic, fire, or other hazards. No development is allowed in
these areas other than one single-family home on existing lots of record as of September
16, 1986 which meet City requirements for access, public safety, building site and
architectural design, etc.

The area designated Public Health and Safety encompasses a heavily wooded canyon and a
creek, and is thus consistent with the description of the land use designation. Please note that
this portion of the Lester property has been designated as Public Health and Safety at least since
1986.
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LAND USE OPTIONS

In order to move forward to the next step in the process, namely a preliminary analysis of traffic
impacts, economic and fiscal impacts, and impacts on other infrastructure such as schools, staff
is seeking direction regarding a range of options for distribution of the remaining residential
units under the 29,000 unit cap. Staff has prepared several land use options, which are shown in
Table 2, Attachment 2. These options serve as a starting point for selecting a “preferred” land
use plan and alternatives for review in the Environmental Impact Report.

Table 2 in Attachment 2 includes two assumptions, namely: 1) that 113 residential units will be
reserved until such time as the Pleasanton Unified School District makes a decision on whether
or not to develop a school on a 22 acre site owned by Ponderosa on the Busch Road property
behind the City’s Operations Services Center; and 2) that between 200 to 500 residential units
be reserved for a future General Plan. This leaves between 1,073 and 1,373 residential units to
be distributed.

A major variable, not yet decided, is whether or not units on the Staples Ranch property will be
counted as residential units under the 29,000 unit cap. The City Council will be considering
options for counting housing units within the continuing care retirement community proposed
for Staples Ranch in the near future. A staff report for that future meeting is attached
(Attachment 5). Outlined in the staff report are four options and rationales for counting either
zero, 65 units, 240 units, or 690 units from this proposed development under the cap. The Land
Use Options in Table 1 show these four options for both of the major land use options.

The Land Use Options in Table 1 focus on seven potential residential “receiver areas” which are
shown on the map in Attachment 4. At the first Joint Workshop on September 27, 2005, the
Planning Commission and City Council saw a comprehensive list of over 50 sites. Since that
time, some areas have been consolidated (e.g. several individual sites in Hacienda are now
encompassed in the Hacienda Specific Plan) and others have dropped off the list at the direction
of the City Council (e.g., the City Council indicated no interest in High Density Housing on the
Goodnight Inn site on Santa Rita Road, or Medium Density Housing on the Knuppe site at
Foothill Road and Stoneridge Drive).

Two major land use options (each with four sub-options) have been developed around two broad
themes. The first (Option A) is a “Dispersed Residential with a Range of Housing Types”
scenario that would result in a mix of lower-density and higher-density housing, with new
housing located where currently planned in the hill areas, as well as in East Pleasanton, and on
scattered sites city-wide. Some additional housing is also located in Hacienda and adjacent to
the new BART station. Sub-options show both the smaller (200 unit) and larger (500 unit)
reserve of residential units for a future General Plan build out. Sub-options also show the four
options for counting the Staples Ranch units as noted above.
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The second major option (Option B) is a “Concentrated Residential” scenario with two
variations: Options B1 and B2 assume a Transit Oriented Development focus with mixed use
including residential development located in the Hacienda Specific Plan area, the West Dublin
BART Station, in the Downtown, and as additional units in the Kottinger Place/Pleasanton
Gardens development. Options B3 and B4 assume a High Density Residential focus but not
necessarily in a mixed use or Transit Oriented Development pattern. Again, all four Staples
Ranch options are shown for the Concentrated Residential scenarios.

At its meeting on April 4, 2006, the City Council received a report regarding affordable housing
needs and issues (see Attachment 5). The staff report noted that, in order to reach the City’s
Regional Housing Needs targets, approximately 1,237 additional moderate-, low-, and very-low
income units would have to be built by 2008. The Planning Commission and City Council will
also recall that the Housing Element, adopted in 2003, included a program (Program 19.1) that
committed the City to rezoning approximately 30 to 40 acres of land sufficient to accommodate
an additional 871 high-density, multi-family housing units. Of the eight Land Use Options
presented in Table 2, three of the options (A1, B1 and B3) could theoretically allow
development of an additional 1,237 units affordable to moderate-, low-, and very low-income
households, depending on the amount of such housing provided with each specific development,
All of the land use options would satisfy the Housing Element requirement for re-zonings to
allow an additional 871 multi-family units.

Staff is aware that the City Council has indicated a preference for designating the East Side
Properties as a future Specific Plan Area, without assigning a particular number of units or
amount of commercial development at this time. However, because of the potential need to
reserve some units for this area under the cap, and the requirement that some development
assumptions be made for the purposes of the Environmental Impact Report, staff is asking that
the City Council consider some “place-holder” development assumptions. The General Plan
Land Use Map and policies would make it clear that the actual residential and commercial
development potential for this area would be determined by a future Specific Plan process.

It should be noted that elements or numbers in the Land Use Options presented in Table 2 can be
“mixed and matched” to create other options, and that the Planning Commission and City
Council may wish to consider other development options in its discussion.

The City Council is being asked to select two or three options (either as described by staff or
new options suggested by the Planning Commission and City Council) for the purposes of
running a preliminary analysis of traffic impacts, fiscal impacts, and impacts on major services
such as schools. A comparison of the impacts of these Land Use Options will help the City
Council in selecting a Preferred Land Use Plan, and for defining the “project” and “alternatives”
for the purposes of the Environmental Impact Report.
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RECOMMENDATION

1.

2.

Provide feedback to staff regarding Public and Institutional land on the General Plan
map

Provide feedback to staff regarding Land Use Options to be selected for preliminary
impact analysis

9«7 w7,

Jerry Iserson, Director Steven Bocian
Planning and Community Development Assistant City Manager
Attachments:

1. Table 1: Public and Institutional Land

2. Table 2: Land Use Options

3. City Council Staff Report for future meeting regarding Options for Counting Housing

Units in the Continuing Care Retirement Community proposed for Staples Ranch
4. Map of Potential Change Areas
5. April 4, 2006 City Council Staff Report: Review of Affordable Housing Needs and
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ATTACHMENT 1

Table 1: Inventory of Land Designated Public and Institutional on the
General Plan (Excluding existing or future public school sites)

Development/Addresss | Size in Acres | Use Zoning
DSRSD Sludge Ponds —
South of I-580 and Sludge drying
North of Stoneridge Dr. 133 | ponds A - Agriculture
Valley Care Hospital,
W. Las Positas 28 | Hospital PUD
DSRSD Sewage P — Public &
Treatment Plant 23 | Sewage treatment | Institutional
DMV 6300 W. Las P — Public &
Positas 2.6 | DMV Institutional
3800 Stoneridge Drive 3.5 | Private school PUD - P/1
3750 Stoneridge Drive 1.3 | Utilities PUD — P/1
EBRPD, Foothill Road Approx. 20 | Future park site PUD—LDR/OS
Pleasanton Evangelical
Free Church, 6900
Valley Trails 9 | Church/vacant R-1-65
3350 and 3370 Hopyard Church and
Road 3.2 | Masonic Lodge RM-25
5997 Parkside Drive Zone 7 building P — Public &
Approx. 5 | (vacant) Institutional
City Operations
Services Center — 3333 City Corporation | P — Public &
Busch Road 17 | yard Institutional
4444 & 4440 Black Lynnwood Church
Avenue and Quarry Lane | P —Public &
3 | School Institutional
4300 Black Avenue 3.6 | US Post Office A - Agriculture
6101 Valley Avenue Church of Latter P —Public &
4 | Day Saints Institutional
1225 Hopyard/Harvest Trinity Lutheran
Road Church/Swim
4.8 | Club R-1-65
4455 Del Valle Valley Community | P — Public &
Parkway 3 | Church Institutional




3350 Stanley Boulevard 12 | Electrical
substation A — Agriculture
4501 Pleasanton Alameda County | P -- Public &
Avenue 257 | Fairgrounds Institutional
Ol1d Bernal and Main Civic Center (City
Street Hall, Offices and | P — Public &
8.5 | Library) Institutional
4665 Bernal Avenue PUSD District
Offices, Horizon
and Village High | P — Public &
20 | Schools Institutional
4300 Mirador Drive Pleasanton
Presbyterian P — Public &
3.4 | Church Institutional
3999 Bernal Avenue St. Augustine
12 | Church A- Agriculture
5353 Sunol Boulevard Pleasanton Senior
8.3 | Center A — Agriculture
5750 Sunol Boulevard 10 | Cemetery A — Agriculture
Bernal Property (I-680
and UP Tracks) 17 | Open space PUD
Total Acres 656
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TABLE 2: LAND USE OPTIONS

ATTACHMENT 2

Assumptions/Site

Land Use Option A: Dispersed Growth with Range of Housing Types

Land Use Option B: Concentrated Residential

Dispersed
Residential with
Lower Reserve; no
Staples Ranch units
counted (Al)

Dispersed
Residential with
Higher Reserve and
65 units counted on
Staples Ranch (A2)

Dispersed
Residential with
Lower Reserve and
240 units counted on
Staples Ranch (A3)

Dispersed
Residential with
Higher Reserve and
690 units counted on
Staples Ranch (A4)

TOD/Mixed Use
Residential with
Lower Reserve and
no Staples Ranch
Units Counted (B1)

TOD/Mixed Use
Residential with
Higher Reserve and
240 units counted on
Staples Ranch (B2)

High Density
Residential with
Lower Reserve and
65 units on Staples
Ranch (B3)

High Density
Residential with
Higher Reserve and
690 units on Staples
Ranch (B4)

Remaining
Residential Potential

1,686

1,686

1,686

1,686

1,686

1,686

1,686

1,686

Reserve for Busch
Road School Site

-113

-113

-113

-113

-113

-113

-113

-113

Number of units
reserved for future
General Plan

-200

-500

-200

-500

-200

-500

-200

-500

Residential Units
Planned for

1,373

1,073

1,373

1,073

1,373

1,073

1,373

1,073

1. West Dublin BART
Station

350

350

100

92

102

350

350

2. Hacienda Specific
Plan

707

437

437

100

1,271

383

808

383

3. Staples Ranch

65

240

690

0

240

65

690

4. East Side
Properties Specific
Plan

136

146

376

100

<

<

5. Valley Trails Drive

25

20

30

6. Kottinger
Place/Pleasanton
Gardens (additional
density)

100

100

100

<

7. Downtown Infill

80

50

100

25

100

50

Could allow
development of 1,237
moderate-, low- and
very-low income
units?

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Would satisfy
requirement to
rezone for an
additional 871 high-
density multi-family
units?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes




THE CITY OF . ' ATTACHMENT 3

PLEASANTON.

MEMORANDUM
Date: April 19, 2006
To: Mayor and City Council
From: Nelson Fialho, City Manager

Subject: Attachment 4 to General Plan Land Use Element Workshop #7

The attached staff report was included as part of the agenda for the January 17, 2006 City Council
meeting. However, this item was continued and has not yet been heard by the Council. Iam planning to
place this item on a future City Council agenda for action.

Document?2
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SUBJECT:

6C

MENDE

PLEASANTON. Gity Council

Staff Report

Fanuary 17, 2006 - Amended
Assistant City Manager

OPTIONS FOR COUNTING HOUSING UNITS WITHIN THE
CONTINUING CARE RETIREMENT COMMUNITY PROPOSED
FOR STAPLES RANCH

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY:
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Staff recommends the City Council consider the options prepared by staff
and provide direction regarding the number of housing units to be counted
against the residential housing cap. Consistent with the Council’s October
11, 2005 workshop, staff is recommending that a total of 65 units be

counted. However, detailed in this report are four viable options that can be

used for determining units and staff’s recommendation represents its view of
this issue.

At its October 11, 2005 General Plan workshop on land use, the Council
reviewed a conceptual proposal by Continuing Life Communities to develop
a community care retirement community with approximately 823 units on
45 acres of the Staples Ranch property currently owned by Alameda County
Surplus Property Authority. As part of these discussions, the Council
discussed various issues related to how these units would be counted against
the voter approved residential housing cap of 29,000 units. As an outcome
of these discussions, the City Council requested additional information on
the nature of these units and their impacts on City services. This report
provides specific information on the types of units that are expected to be
included in this development, provides several options as to how these units
could be characterized, and requests direction from the City Council.

The City Council is not being asked to consider the merits of the Continuing
Life Communities project and any direction provided should not be
construed as an endorsement or rejection of this or other similar projects. In
addition, this report does not pertain to how, if at all, affordable housing will
be applied to this development. Staff anticipates this being discussed at a



later date after review with Continuing Life Communities and the Housing
Commission.

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council:

BACKGROUND

The American Association of Homes and Services for the Aging (AAHSA) defines a
community care retirement community (CCRC) as "an organization that offers a full range of
housing, residential services, and health care in order to serve its older residents as their needs
change over time.” These facilities offer multiple levels of care (semi-independent or
“residential living,” assisted living, skilled nursing care) and housing types within one
community or campus giving residents the opportunity to remain in the same community as
their personal health needs change. Residents are required to enter into a continuing care
contract stipulating that in exchange for an entrance fee and the payment of periodic charges, the
provider will provide various levels of care for the duration of a resident’s life. Typical
residential services include regular meals, housekeeping, laundry, social and recreational
services, transportation, health care services, personal care and nursing care. Developments are
typically designed so that there is a physical separation between the semi-independent living and
the assisted living/skilled nursing care.

The California Department of Social Services oversees CCRCs which are regulated in
accordance with the State’s Health and Safety Code. The Department of Social Services
responsibilities include approving facilities, monitoring facility financial conditions, regulating
the providers, and providing monitoring to ensure that the providers comply with Community
Care licensing laws and regulations regarding buildings and grounds, accommodations, care and
supervision, and quality of service. A CCRC must be licensed either as a residential care
facility for the elderly (RCFE) or as a skilled nursing facility. As indicated, the development
proposed for Staples Ranch will have both a RCFE and skilled nursing component. The skilled
nursing facility is required to provide 24-hour nursing and limited medical care.

A summary of the number of units, types or units and types of services proposed for this project
on the Staples Ranch is as follows:
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