THE CITY OF

PLEASANTON.

MEMORANDUM
Date: June 12, 2013
To: Planning Commission
From: Janice Stern, Planning Manager
Subject: Item 6.a. East Pleasanton Specific Plan Alternatives

At its May 22 meeting the Planning Commission provided feedback to staff regarding four
potential land use and circulation alternatives. (The meeting materials from the May 22
meeting are attached.) Planning Commissioners commented on several aspects of the
alternatives. Regarding the mix of housing types, the Planning Commission recommended
that the percentage of single-family to multi-family housing units within the East Pleasanton
Specific Plan area should more closely reflect that of the overall City-wide distribution
(approximately 75% single-family and 25% multi-family). At the time, staff did not comment
on what that would mean for finding locations for needed housing for the next two RHNA
cycles. Staff is now providing this information and invites Commissioners to offer additional
feedback and comments.

Table 1 provides an estimate of Pleasanton’s share of the regional housing needs for the
next two planning cycles (to 2030) and an estimate of the units and densities to be
accommodated. Table 2 shows the number of multifamily units that would be accommodated
in the East Pleasanton Specific Plan area if the Planning Commission’s recommendations
are followed. The two columns to the right show the percentage of all multifamily units
required to be accommodated by the estimated regional housing needs allocation, and the
number of multi-family units which will need to be accommodated elsewhere in the City.
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Table 1: Estimate of RHNA to Year 2030 and Acreage Needed to Accommodate

Housing Needs

2014-2022 Estimated | Additional | Estimate of | Estimate of | Additional
RHNA 2014 | units to be 2022-2030 | units to be Acreage
Inventory | planned for RHNA | planned for Needed
2014-2022 2014-2030
RHNA
Very Low
Income 1,102 991 111 1,102 1,213 40
Low Income
Moderate 405 0 405 405 810 35
Income
Above
Moderate 551 270 281 551 1,102 147
Income
Total 2,058 1,261 797 2,058 3,125 222

Table 2: Mix of Single Family and Multifamily Units and Comparison to RHNA

Total Number of | Number of | Number | Number | 25 % Number of
Units Single Multi- of of Multi- | Multifamily | multifamily
Family family Single | family as a units
Units in Units in Family | at 25% | Percent of | which
Alternative | Alternative | at 75% estimated | would
RHNA for | need to be
Very-low, | located
Low and elsewhere
Moderate | in City
Alternative 1 | 1,000 500 500 750 250 12% 1,773
Alternative 2 | 1,426 465 961 1,070 357 18% 1,666
Alternative 3 | 1,710 486 1,224 1,283 428 21% 1,595
Alternative 4 | 1,283 641 643 962 321 16% 1,702

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission provide additional feedback and comments
on the four land use and circulation alternatives for the East Pleasanton Specific Plan.

EXHIBITS

A. Planning Commission Work Session Staff Report from May 22, 2013
B. Draft Minutes from May 22, 2013 are included as ltem 2.a. in the June 12 packet.
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EXHIBIT A

THE CITY OF

Planning Commission
Work Session Staff Report

T — I May 22, 2013

PLEASANTO
©

SUBJECT: P13-1858

APPLICANT: City of Pleasanton

PROPERTY OWNERS: Zone 7 Water Agency, Lionstone Group, Kiewit Peter Sons Co.,
Legacy Partners, Pleasanton Garbage Service, City of Pleasanton

PURPOSE: Project update and discussion of four Working Draft Specific Plan
Alternatives
GENERAL PLAN: Water Management, Habitat and Recreation; Community Facilities;

High Density Residential; Retail/Highway/Service Commericial,
Business and Professional Offices; Business Park; Parks and Open
Space; General and Limited Industrial. Future East Pleasanton
Specific Plan.

ZONING: P (Public and Institutional), I-G-40 (General Industrial, 40,000 s.f.
minimum lot)

LOCATION: East of Martin Avenue and Valley Avenue, north of Stanley
Boulevard, and south of Arroyo Mocho

EXHIBITS: A. East Pleasanton Specific Plan: Working Draft Alternatives
B. Summary of Housing Commission comments
C. Summary of Parks and Recreation Commission comments
D. Location & Public Noticing Maps
E. E-mail from Rocky and Ellen Cummings, dated 5/14/13

I. BACKGROUND

Since August 2012, Planning Commissioner (now City Council member) Narum and Planning
Commissioner Pearce have been co-chairing the East Pleasanton Specific Plan Task Force.
The Task Force has met regularly to understand the physical area and policy background, to
discuss a vision for development and conservation of the area, and to develop draft land use
and circulation options. Four working draft alternative plans are the subject of discussion at
this time and are described in Exhibit A.

The East Pleasanton Specific Plan Task Force is seeking input from several City commissions
and committees in order to refine the plan alternatives. The schedule for these meetings is as
follows:
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e May 2 — Housing Commission (a summary of Housing Commission comments is
included as Exhibit B)

e May 9 — Parks and Recreation Commission (a summary of Parks and Recreation
Commission comments is included as Exhibit C)

e May 16 — Economic Vitality Committee (a summary of EVC comments will be provided
at the Planning Commission meeting)

e May 20 — Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trail Committee (a summary of the BPTC comments
will be provided at the Planning Commission meeting)

Following the May 22 Planning Commission meeting, feedback from all of the meetings will be
summarized and any appropriate changes to the plan alternatives will be prepared and
provided to the East Pleasanton Task Force for its meeting on June 6, 2013.

Il. DISCUSSION

The four Working Draft Alternatives described in Exhibit A have evolved over several months.
At this point in the planning process they are considered to be just a few of a variety of
potential alternatives that could be developed consistent with the Task Force Vision Statement.
They accommodate between 1,000 to 1,710 housing units, with a range of housing densities,
and varying quantities of office and industrial development. All the alternatives include
approximately 90,000 s.f. of retail space. In addition to receiving information on the
alternatives and the planning process, the Planning Commission may also wish to comment on
some specific land use and planning issues, including:

e Does the Planning Commission support planning for future development beyond the
current Urban Growth Boundary?

e How much of the City’s future Regional Housing Needs Allocation should be
accommodated in the East Pleasanton Specific Plan area?

e What should be the mix of single family vs. multifamily housing?
Should multifamily housing sites be centrally located to help create a community focal
point or more disbursed?

e Comment on the use of land east of El Charro Road as a passive community park and
the use of land south of Lake | as an active recreational area.

e Comment on extending Boulder Street into or through the EPSP area to reduce traffic
on Busch Road.

e Comment on site planning priorities regarding Smart Growth, sustainability, and Climate
Action Plan objectives

e Comment on planning potential school sites in conjunction with City parks.

e Other?

lll. NEXT STEPS

At its June 6 meeting the Task Force will make refinements to the plans before forwarding
them to the City Council for consideration at its June 18 meeting. At that point the City Council
will authorize a more detailed analysis of traffic, economic and fiscal impacts, and
infrastructure impacts which will enable the Task Force to recommend a preferred plan. The
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preferred plan will be the subject of an Environmental Impact Report to be completed prior to
formal consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Discuss and provide feedback on land use and other planning issues on the four working draft
alternatives for the East Pleasanton Specific Plan.

Staff Planner: Janice Stern, Planning Manager 925.931.5606 / jstern@cityofpleasantonca.gov
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

The East Pleasanton Specific Plan (EPSP) Task Force was appointed by the City Council in July 2012 to
oversee the preparation of a specific plan for the East Pleasanton area. The nineteen member Task Force
consists of two Planning Commissioners, and representatives from the Housing Commission, Parks and
Recreation Commission, and Zone 7 Water Agency. It also includes representatives from the two major
Plan Area property owners, surrounding neighborhoods, and at-large community members.

The Task Force is assisted by City staff and technical consultants. Monthly meetings are conducted to
receave public input and evolve plans. Community workshops are also conducted at milestone points in the
planning process to further encourage public participation in the process.

During the past nine months, the Task Force has gathered substantial site background information, pre-
pared a vision statement for the Specific Plan, and developed four working draft alternatives for the Specific
Plan Area. Prior to further refinement of the alternatives, the Task Force is seeking input from vatious City
commissions and committees. It will then refine the alternatives accordingly and forward them to the City
Council for direction to proceed with an in-depth alternatives analysis and evolution of the “preferred plan”
alternative. The remaining alternatives will be utilized by staff and consultants as “project alternatives” for
inclusion in the environmental impact report. An outline of the EPSP planning process is presented below.

* Background information gathering

* Opportunities and constraints analysis

* Vision and goals

* Preparation of land use/circulation plan alternatives

* Analysis of plan alternatives

* Selection of preferred plan alternative

* Preparation of draft Specific Plan and EIR documents
* Formal public review process and City Council action
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

BACKGROUND

The approximately 1,110-acre EPSP Area (Figure 1) is part of a considerably larger area of land commonly
known as the Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Lands (Figure 2). The Quarry Lands contain the largest
single concentration of sand and gravel deposits in the Bay Area. This area has long been of special impot-
tance because of the value of its mineral deposits to the region’s economy, the environmental impacts created
by extracting and transporting sand and gravel, and the manner in which excavated land is reclaimed for
future use. Most of the Quarry Lands have either beea or are in the process of being mined. Mining opera-
tions are expected to continue through approximately the years 2030 to 2040.

With the recent completion of mining in the EPSP portion of the Quarry Lands, this area has become the
subject of planning interest by the property owners and the City of Pleasanton for future reuse and conserva-
tion. Since much of the EPSP area is located within the unincorporated jurisdiction of Alameda County at
this time, it will eventually need to be annexed to the City prior to development.
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN
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Figure 2 - Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Lands

PLANNING AREA DESCRIPTION

The EPSP Area includes three lakes (sand and gravel pits) and sutrounding lands totaling approximately 704
acres. Two of the lakes (Cope Lake and Lake I) are owned by the Zone 7 Water Agency, and the third lake
(Lake H) is currently owned by the Pleasanton Gravel Company but is scheduled to be dedicated to Zone 7
in 2014. The remaining 406-acte area is comprised of some wetlands (not officially designated as of yet), but
mostly flat, reclaimed land owned by the Lionstone Group (314 acres), Legacy Partners (17 actes), the Kiewit
Infrastructure Company (50 actes), Pleasanton Garbage Service (7.5 actes, plus 3 acres leased from the
Kiewit Infrastructure Company), and the City of Pleasanton’s Operation’s Service Center (17 acres).

Two of the EPSP lakes (Lakes H and I are part of a series of the Chain of Lakes. They provide a number

of valuable water-related functions, including storm water management, seasonal water storage, groundwater
recharge, and wildlife habitat. Cope Lake is not considered to be part of the Chain of Lakes.

CITY OF PLEASANTON 3



EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

Since nearly all of the Plan Area has been mined, the original topographic and habitat characteristics have
been completely altered. In general, the area now consists of the three lakes with steep banks, wetlands
around Cope Lake, and mostly reclaimed flat land covered with brush and non-native grasses and a limited
amount of development. Some scattered mature trees remain, mostly in the southern portion of the Plan
Area.

A conceptual site opportunities and constraints map (Figure 3) is presented below to further identify impor-
tant site conditions.
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

The Pleasanton General Plan establishes the framework for the preparation and implementation of “specific
plans” Specific plans are intended to provide a bridge between the broad goals and policies of the General
Plan and future development proposals by establishing site specific land use development standards and
design criteria.

The General Plan further specifies that the City will prepare a specific plan for the East Pleasanton area.
The Specific Plan should include a mix of land uses, circulation system (including the extensions of El Char-
1o Road and Busch Road), utilities, and the creation of a funding mechanism for the infrastructure required
to support development. This should be a coordinated effort between property owners, major stakeholders,
and the Pleasanton community, including residents of East Pleasanton.

The General Plan Land Use Map identifies a seties of seven land uses that may be considered for the EPSP
area. These include: Public and Institutional; High Density Residential; Business Park; Retail/Highway/Ser-
vice Commercial, Business and Professional Offices; Parks and Recreation; General and Limited Industrial;
and Water Management, Habitat and Recreation. With the exception of the Water Management, Habitat and
Recreation area (existing lake areas) the General Plan Map does not detail the actual location of the potential
future land uses, but instead leaves this for the Specific Plan process to determine.

The Task Force prepared a vision statement for the Specific Plan during the Fall of 2012. This statement is
considered to be evolutionary in nature and subject to potential further refinement as the planning process
unfolds. The statement reads as follows:

“East Pleasanton should be a unique and distinct part of the City while blending in seamlessly with
the characteristics of the surrounding areas. This area is differentiated by its lakes, wildlife habitat,
and open land suitable for development. Future uses should entice residents of Pleasanton to want
to visit and stay to enjoy its beauty and uniqueness. The vision for this area is as follows:

CHARACTER

* Character should evolve from the existing open space setting (lakes, natural habitat, and outlying
rural lands and hillsides).

* Scenic views should be protected and lake areas should serve as a visual separator between Pleasan-
ton and Livermore. Development should otient toward and take advantage of the lake environment

CITY OF PLEASANTON 5

3
O
=
~
Z
(R
O
o
>
m
_|
>
—
_|
m
)
Z
>
_|
<
m
%)
P
m
=
O
=
_|




EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

LAND USE

* Land uses should benefit the entire community, integrate with surrounding neighborhoods, bal-
ance development with infrastructure costs, and be flexible in order to allow for the changing
community needs.

* Plan area development should generally be a low intensity mix of uses (such as open space, patk,
recreation, trails, a vatiety of housing types and densities, public and/or private schools, limited
local serving and specialty retail, office and light industrial), arranged around a central commu-
nity focus area.

* Development should be part of a balanced, city-wide approach to meeting General Plan policy
guidance and housing goals.

* Land use should take into account school needs, airport noise and flood hazard potential.

* The relocation of the PGS transfer station and/or the City’s Operation Setvices Center should be
considered, if cost effective.

OPEN SPACE/SUSTAINABILITY

* Open space should serve two primary functions: it should be protected for its habitat and scenic
values; and it should help to meet the recreational needs of the community, including active and
passive recreation and inter-connected trails within a safe environment.

* The use of open space should also be coordinated with East Bay Regional Park District to opti-
mize park functions.

63
(@)
b}
=
Z
[}
W)
o)
>
|
.._|
ps
—
_i
m
o)
Z
>
_|
<
m
v
0
m
el
@)
ol
_{

* A major focus of development should be on sustainability in terms of environmental resources,
energy, and economic and fiscal balance.

CIRCULATION

* The circulation system should minimize or reduce traffic congestion and noise on the outlying
City streets and neighborhoods.

* Sub-neighborhoods should be interconnected with tree-lined streets, bike paths and pedestrian
trails, with trail linkages to the out-lying lakes, parks, neighborhoods, schools and the regional
trail system.

* The El Charro Road design should allow for the uninterrupted planning of land uses and neigh-
borhoods within the Plan area.

City staff and consultants evolved a series of land development images (photos) for use at recent Task Force
meetings. These illustrate some of the potential land uses, intensities and densities that may be appropriate
for the EPSP. They are presented on the following pages to give a sense as to how the ultimate character of
the EPSP Area could appear.
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

OFFICE | CAMPUS

63
(@)
]
<
Z
[}
W)
)
>
=
_|
>
f—
_|
m
ol
Z
>
_..{
<3
m
w
=
m
el
O
=
_|

DISTRIBUTION

ACTIVE PARKS

8 CITY OF PLEASANTON



EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

PASSIVE PARKS
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

CIRCULATION

WORKING DRAFT ALTERNATIVES REPORT
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

Each of the four alternative land use plans (Figures 4-7) now under consideration by the Task force are
presented below. At this point in the planning process, they are considered to be just a few of a variety of
potential alternatives that could be developed consistent with the Task Force Vision Statement. They are
intended to represent a range of development and conservation scenarios from less intensive (low density) to
more intensive (high density). The ultimate “preferred plan” and EIR alternatives may be significantly dif-
ferent from the current draft alternatives.

As a side note, the Task Force has discussed the potential for Pleasanton’s Operations Service Center (OSC)
and the Pleasanton Garbage Service’s Transfer Station to relocate to the southeastern portion of the EPSP
area. One possible way of achieving this might be through a land swap/relocation funding plan between the

property owners.
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

ALTERNATIVE |

Alternative 1 provides a total of 1,000 housing units (35 percent RHNA), including fifty percent single-fami-
ly units. Multi-family housing 1s split into two areas, one situated at the Busch Road entry and the other just
south of the El Charro Road/Stanley Boulevard intersection. The central focus of the community is in the
vicinity of the eastern end of Busch Road. This includes neighborhood retail shopping, village green, green-
belt, and the community park. A wide private greenbelt extends through the Plan Atea along the north side
of Busch Road.

Two limited areas of “campus office” use are proposed in the northernmost portion of the Plan Area above
Lake I, and immediately south of Lake I within the Airport Protection Area. The northernmost office site
is also proposed to include a retail overlay component to allow restaurants and other related retail lake front
uses. A “destination use” (retreat, conference facility, restaurant, etc.) is planned for the three-acre site lo-
cated at the convergence of the three lakes.

Industrial use is planned east of El Charro Road to potentially include business parks, R&D, industrial/flex
and distribution uses, as well as the possible future frelocation of the OSC and/ot Transfer Station. This is
the only alternative that does not propose any industrial land west of El Charro Road.

Public parkland includes a 34-acre passive recreation community park east of El Charro Road, a 9-acre ac-
tive recreation park along the south side of Lake I, and a 2-acre village green on Busch Road. In addition, it
is hoped that some of the Zone 7 land east of the community park can be used for further passive recreation
use (ie., trails and vistas) in all of the alternatives.

El Charro Road generally extends southerly in a straight-line to Stanley Boulevard. This is a diffetent align-
ment than is used in the other alternatives in that it connects to Stanley Boulevard farther west. Busch Road
is designed as a two-lane street connecting to El Charro Road. Boulder Street is designed to relieve traffic
on Busch Road. Small local non-through streets are planned to minimize neighborhood through traffic.

ALTERNATIVE | LAND USE INVENTORY

SF-R | SF-R MF-R |MF-R | Total Retail | Office |Indust. Dest. | Public |Ptivate
4d/a |11d/a |23d/a |30d/a |Housing |sq.ft. |sq ft. |sq. ft Use ac. | Parkac. | O.S ac.

500 0 195 305 1,000 91,000 | 442,000 | 1,422,000 3 45 34

Table | - Alternative | Land Use Inventory
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

Zone 7 Open Space
Private Open Space
Public Parks
Campus Office
Destination Use

Retail

Figure 5 - Alternative 2
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

ALTERNATIVE 2

This alternative provides a total of 1,426 housing units (50 percent RHNA). Multi-family housing is central-
ly located along both sides of Busch Road. The central focus of the community is at the north/south open
space spine as it intersects Busch Road. In addition, neighborhood retail and a village green are located at

the Busch Road/El Chatto Road intersection, with a community patk located on the opposite side of El
Charro Road.

Three areas of “campus office” are proposed within the Plan Area: (1) in the northernmost area above Lake
I; (2) immediately south of Lake I within the Airport Protection Atea; and (3) just south of the Busch Road/
El Charro Road intersection. The northernmost area above Lake I is also proposed to include a fetail oves-

lay component. A destination use is planned for the three-acre site located at the convetgence of the thtee
lakes.

Industrial use is planned in the southeast portion of the Plan Area to potentially include business parks,
R&D, industrial/flex and distribution uses, as well as the possible future relocation of the OSC and/or
Transfer Station.

Public parkland includes a 33-acte passive recreation community park east of El Charro Road, a 14-acre ac-
tive recreation park along the south side of Lake I, and a two-acre village green located at the Busch Road/
El Charro Road intetsection.

El Charro Road extends to Stanley Boulevard, connecting at the Shadow Cliffs Regional Park driveway
entry. Busch Road is designed as a two-lane street with two connecting routes to El Charto Road. Boulder
Street extends from Valley Avenue to El Charro Road.

ALTERNATIVE 2 LAND USE INVENTORY

SF-R | SE-R MF-R |MF-R | Total Retail | Office |Indust. Dest. Public | Private
3d/a |11d/a |23d/a ]30d/a |Housing |sq. ft. |sq.ft. |sq ft. Use ac. | Park ac. | O.S ac.

355 110 335 626 1,426 91,000 | 640,000 | 1,283,000 3 49 35

Table 2 - Alternative 2 Land Use Inventory
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

Zone 7 Open Space
Private Open Space
Public Parks
Campus Office
Destination Use

Retail

Figure 6 - Alternative 3
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 provides a total of 1,710 housing units (60 percent RHNA). All multi-family housing is situ-
ated south of Busch Road. The central focus of the community is at the north/south open space spine as
it intersects Busch Road. In addition, neighborhood retail is located at the Busch Road/El Charro Road
intersection, with a community park located on the opposite side of El Charro Road.

Two limited areas of “campus office” use are proposed: (1) in the northernmost portion of the Plan Area
above Lake I; and (2) immediately south of Lake I within the Airport Protection Area. The northernmost
site is also proposed to include a tetail overlay component. A destination use is planned for the three-acre
site located at the convergence of the three lakes.

Industrial use is planned in the southeast portion of the Plan Area to potentially include business parks,
R&D, industrial/flex and distribution uses, as well as the possible future relocation of the OSC and /ot
Transfer Center.

Public parkland includes a 34-acre passive recreation community park east of El Charro Road, an 11-acre
active recreation park along the south side of Lake I, and a 5-acre neighborhood park located in the south-
central portion of the Plan Area.

El Charro Road extends to Stanley Boulevard, connecting at the Shadow Cliffs Regional Park driveway en-
try. Busch Road is designed as a two-lane street. Boulder Street is aligned to relieve traffic on Busch Road
through its loop connection to significant development areas on the south side of Busch Road.
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ALTERNATIVE 3 LAND USE INVENTORY

SF-R |SE-R |MFR |MF-R |Total Retail |Office |Indust. |Dest. |Public {Private

3d/a |1id/a |23d/a |30d/a |Housing |sq.ft. |sq. ft. |sq. ft. Use ac. | Park ac. | O.S ac.
376 110 474 750 1,710 91,000 | 442,000 | 1,396,000 3 50 26

Table 3 - Alternative 3 Land Use Inventory

CITY OF PLEASANTON 17



EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN
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Figure 7 - Alternative 4
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EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

ALTERNATIVE 4

This alternative assumes that the OSC and Transfer Station do not relocate. Due to the level of impacts
created by the Transfer Station (noise, odor, truck traffic), all land located “downwind” of it to the south and
east are designated for industrial use. This alternative provides a total of 1,2,83 housing units (45 percent
RHNA), including fifty percent single-family housing. Multi-family housing is split into two different areas.

Two limited areas of “campus office” use are proposed: (1) in the northernmost portion of the Plan Area
above Lake I; and (2) immediately south of Lake I within the Airport Protection Area. The northernmost
site is also proposed to include a retail overlay component. A destination use is planned for the three-acre
site located at the convergence of the three lakes.

Substantial industrial use is planned in the southern portion of the Plan Area to potentially include business
parks, R&D, industrial/flex and distribution uses.

Public parkland includes a 34-acre passive recreation community park east of El Charro Road, a 10-acre ac-
tive recreation park along the south side of Lake I, and a 2-acre village green located just south of the Busch
Road/El Charro Road intersection.

El Charro Road extends to Stanley Boulevard, connecting at the Shadow Cliffs Regional Park driveway en-

try. Busch Road is designed as a two-lane street with two connections to El Charro Road. A Boulder Street
connection is provided to relieve traffic on Busch.

ALTERNATIVE 4 LAND USE INVENTORY

SF-R |SE-R MF-R |MF-R |Total Retail | Office |Indust. Dest. Public | Private
8d/a |11d/a |23d/a |30d/a Housins sq. ft. |sq. ft. |sq. ft. Use ac. | Park ac. | O.S ac.

641 0 250 393 1,283 91,000 |442,000 | 2,296,000 3 46 40

Table 4 - Alternative 4 Land Use Inventory

CITY OF PLEASANTON 19
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EXHIBIT B

EPSP LAND USE ALTERNATIVES
HOUSING COMMISSION COMMENTS
May 2, 2013

The Pleasanton Housing Commission reviewed the four working land use alternatives (dated
May 2013) and provided the following general comments:

Alternative 2 is generally favored because of its community centered site planning focus
and housing mix.

Developer land dedication for affordable housing should be considered in-lieu of
payment of City Affordable Housing Fees

Land owners should partner with non-profit housing developers to provide affordable
housing.

The City should consider the use of its Affordable Housing Fees to assist in developing
affordable housing within the EPSP area.

Relocate the OSC and Transfer Station, if feasible.

Potential housing near the UPRR tracks should be adequately buffered from train noise
and vibration.

Office and industrial acreage should be minimized and developed with housing where
possible.

School sites should not be located east of EI Charo Road due to traffic safety issues.



EXHIBIT C

EPSP LAND USE ALTERNATIVES
PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION COMMENTS
May 9, 2013

The Pleasanton Parks and Recreation Commission reviewed the four working land use
alternatives (dated May 2013) and provided the following general comments:

The proposed sizes and locations of the public parks and the private north/south open
space spine are good.

The community park site is appropriate for primarily leisure recreational use and the
Lake I park site for active use.

Some appropriate uses for the community park include trails, boardwalk and observation
tower.

Some appropriate uses for the Lake | park site include a 3-4 acre dog park, tennis courts
and swimming pool.

Lighted synthetic ball fields are not necessary within the Plan Area.

An interconnected system of trails is of high importance. Trails should extend around all
three lakes and through the private north/south open space spine.

Relocate the OSC and Transfer Station, if feasible. The public should not be responsible
for any relocation costs.

The potential public school should be combined with a public park for shared use.

The conceptual locations of private recreation areas for individual residential
developments should be indicated on plans.

Potential future use of the lake areas for recreational purposes should be pursued with
Zone 7.

Support was expressed for Alternative 3.
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EXHIBIT E
Janice Stern -

From: Ellen Cummings

Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 20613 10:03 AM
To: Janice Stern

Cc: Rocky Cummings

Subject: P13-1858

Dear Ms. Stern,

We recently received a notice in the mail that there are plans to develop the site across the
street from our house. We would like to raise our concerns about developing that site. We
purchased a home on Martin Avenue last year with the understanding that the reservoir and
bordering trees were a protected space. It's the view from the front of our house and it
also borders Mohr Elementary school on the north. There are old trees that are habitat for
many birds and animals and there are fish in the lake that the birds feed on. Our
daughters's teacher frequently gets out the binoculars to show students the birds at the
reservoir during the day. Increased buildings, people and traffic will raise more safety
concerns for the school as well since the development will border it. The school is already
trying to work through the safety issues raised by the development of Stoneridge. Do our
kids really need to see more development over there?

In addition to our concerns about the environment, development of that site will lower our
property value and ruin the feeling of this neighborhood and the walking path the borders
Martin Avenue. There are always people out walking on the path and it has a park-like feel
because it's quiet and there are big trees and lots of green space. That was one of the
primary reasons we purchased a home in this area. It has the feeling of being in the country
while still being close to the city. We would not have purchased a home here had we known
that the land around us was going to be developed.

There is so much existing empty space available around Pleasanton. Perhaps the Planning
Commission should focus on maximizing the space that already exists and improving the
downtown to bring Pleasanton on par with other cities around us. Destroying wildlife
habitat, green space and the property values of people who support Pleasanton through
property and sales tax to build institutional and industrial space (i.e. more big boxes)
seems very short sighted and not in keeping with the character of Pleasanton as a family
friendly, small town, safe place to live.

We will try to attend the meeting next week and we would like to go on record as being
opposed to development of that site.

Respectfully,
Rocky & Ellen Cummings

Pleasanton

Sent from my iPad

Click

https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/Ix2DiNpqE7rGX2POPOmvUtm7gk7iudVis6fN96x1tMCsBEoBUYfbBexRIyXz5n
h5gK!BWEkarfohR!AbTPK7tQ== to report this email as spam.






