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P13-1858, City of Pleasanton, East Pleasanton Specific Plan 
Project update and discussion of four working draft specific plan alternatives for 
an approximately 1,100 acre area east of Martin Avenue and Valley Avenue, north 
of Stanley Boulevard, and south of Arroyo Mocho.  Zoning for the approximately 
235 acres of this property that is within the City of Pleasanton is P (Public and 
Institutional) and I-G-40 (General Industrial, 40,000 square foot minimum lot size). 
 
Brian Dolan, Director of Community Development, presented the staff report and 
explained why this item is on the Agenda again.  He stated that at the last meeting, staff 
gave the Commission a status report on what the Task Force has being doing, the input 
staff has received from all the other Commissions and interested parties, and where the 
Task Force was headed as it geared up for a check-in with the City Council.  He 
indicated that staff listened to the Commission’s feedback, which included some great 
feedback and some actual substantive policy direction.  He noted that staff did not 
necessarily absorb this feedback or respond to it during the meeting, and at a later 
discussion on the Commission’s input, staff felt there were some things they wanted to 
circle back on with the Commission because they felt these were very important.  He 
stated that this primarily relates to the theme that has gotten a fair amount of play at the 
Task Force and was really picked up on and reinforced by the Planning Commission:  
the idea that future development in the East Pleasanton Specific Plan area should be 
reflective mathematically in terms of the mix of single-family versus multi-family, similar 
to the rest of town, which is currently 75-percent single-family detached and 25-percent 
multi-family.  He indicated that this is definitely possible and makes some sense, 
particularly in maintaining the character of the community, and is completely 
understandable that some would want to entertain this with respect to a whole new 
400 acres to develop. 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that there were a few things staff wanted to double-check on with the 
Commission.  He then displayed two tables on the screen: 
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Mr. Dolan explained that this first table is a review of the time frame in terms of housing 
that the Task Force is thinking about planning for.  He pointed out that it goes through 
the math of what is left over from the last round and what the City is faced with in the 
next round of RHNA, and what is being assumed for the round after that.  He noted that 
the City does not know what that assignment is going to be in the round following that, 
but staff is assuming that it is going to be pretty much the same as the first one because 
that is the only piece of data staff has to go on, although it could be higher or it could be 
lower. 
 

 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that his main point is made primarily by this second table which shows 
the four Alternatives that were presented to the Commission at the last meeting: 
 

 The first column shows a wide range of unit totals starting with 1,000; 1,426; 
1,710; and 1,283. 
 

 The second and third columns show the breakdown in terms of how many of 
those in the various Alternatives are single-family and how many are multi-family, 
which vary quite a bit. 
 

 The fourth column shows the percent of the multi-family units for low, very-low, 
and moderate income RHNA requirement and how much of the requirement 
would be addressed in each of those Alternatives. 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that this includes two RHNA cycles and shows how much of the 
RHNA requirement for low, very-low, and moderate multi-family units would be 
accommodated in the plan area if those Alternatives were adopted just how they 
were.  He pointed out that these Alternatives range from 25 percent up to 
61 percent.  He noted that there has been a fair amount of discussion about how 
this is a wide open area and there is no other comparable place in town, and 
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about what is the appropriate percentage of the City’s future RHNA to place in 
this quadrant.  He indicated that it is a legitimate question, and most people have 
been mindful of the Council’s previous policy discussion that the City will not put 
all these units there and would like to achieve some sort of a balance. 
 

The next two columns get to the direction that staff received from the Planning 
Commission that, based on a 75-percent single-family and 25-percent multi-family, 
Alternative 1 with 1,000 units would result in a split of 750/250; the breakdown for the 
other Alternatives are shown when applied to 1,426 units for Alternative 2; 1,710 units 
for Alternative 3; 1,283 units for Alternative 4. 
 

 The last two columns show that if the range of numbers of units are somewhere 
in the vicinity of 1,000 units up to 1,700 units – and the Task Force, at its last 
meeting, actually added a couple of alternatives that creep up a little bit above 
those numbers but not too much – then the City is only going to accommodate 
somewhere in the range of 12 percent to 21 percent of the multi-family 
requirements over the next two RHNA periods in the East Pleasanton Specific 
Plan area, thus leaving a demand of anywhere between approximately 
1,600 units to almost 1,800 units for which other sites would have to be 
designated elsewhere in the City. 

 
Mr. Dolan recalled for those among the Commissioners who went through the last 
Housing Element process that this was not an easy task.  He noted that there were a 
few sites that scored really well in the ratings process that did not get selected, with two 
of the best ones actually being in the East side. He indicated that there was a lot of 
discussion about the Kiewit property and the Legacy property at that time, but these did 
not make the list and were going to be saved for the next time around.  He added that 
there was also the Irby property, which scored really well but did not make the final cut.   
 
Mr. Dolan continued that after these sites, the City will be looking at new sites that have 
not really been talked about before.  He indicated that this can be done but noted that 
staff did not really take the next step and explore the implications of the Planning 
Commission’s direction, and would like to circle back to the Commission, before it 
checks-in with the City Council next week, and see if the Commission had any 
additional comments based on this information. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor asked Mr. Dolan how many acres were rezoned last time to 
meet the RHNA numbers. 
 
Mr. Dolan replied that there were 70 acres. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor commented that with these numbers, the City would be 
looking at about 60 acres, in the 1,800-unit range at 30 units to the acre, which is pretty 
close to the same amount as last time. 
 
Mr. Dolan noted that was correct.  
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Commissioner O’Connor stated that what he finds interesting about this calculation is 
that even with the highest development, Alternative 3, which got most of the criticism at 
the last meeting, it would be off only by about less than 200 units, which is really not a 
lot of difference.  He noted that all four Alternatives are pretty close in terms of what 
would need to be found in the rest of the City. 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that he understood Commissioner O’Connor’s point.  He explained that 
the average is approximately 250 per project, and in chunks of 250, the average would 
be somewhere around eight acres.  He noted that these should be thought of in terms of 
how many of these projects are really going to be available.  He questioned if, for 
example, one apartment is built on 400 acres of developable land, if it would be 
necessary to have that few to reflect the character of the rest of the town.  He displayed 
the graphic that staff had prepared for the Housing Element Update that shows where 
multi-family is concentrated within the City, and replicating that character is not 
necessarily a mathematical equation.  He noted that one can drive up the west side of 
the City for miles and not see any multi-family development; then driving up into 
Hacienda and around there, there is a little more, and there are some in the Downtown.  
He added that the experience varies quite a bit, depending on where one is in town to 
derive the character based on the type of housing. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor noted that it is interesting that although there is nothing in the 
East area, it is still being studied.  He further noted that there is not a lot that have been 
rezoned before that is even close to that area. 
 
Mr. Dolan noted that was correct.  He indicated that there has been a fair amount of 
comment, and if the quadrant defined as East/West is split by Santa Rita Road and 
North/South is split by Stanley Boulevard, there is not a lot in there. He stated that it has 
been pointed out by Task Force members and even by a previous Councilmember that 
the Auf der Maur site, which will be coming before the Commission in the near future, is 
pretty close; and then the Irby property will come forward in the next round and rates 
very highly for consideration, which is not too far away either. 
 
Mr. Dolan emphasized that his point remains that the East Pleasanton Specific Plan 
area is the only wide-open space that the City has left.  He indicated that Commissioner 
O’Connor’s point that the differences are not that much is a good one; however, it is 
something that the City needs to be sensitive to when considering how many apartment 
projects of this size can be put out there and still maintain the character so it still feels 
like the rest of Pleasanton.  He reiterated that he just wants the Commission to have 
another chance to absorb that information and see if there was anything else it wanted 
to share with the Council.  
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that something that came up quite a bit at the last 
meeting was that the Commission realized that it will be necessary to come back to the 
entire City, but it does not want to necessarily have to come back to the East side after 
it has been planned.  He added that the Commission was thinking that when all the rest 



EXCERPT:  PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES, June 12, 2013 Page 5 of 13 

of the numbers come up around the rest of the City, the 25-percent/75-percent mix may 
have to change, and there was pretty much consensus among the Commissioners that 
going up to about 35 percent was an acceptable number. 
 
Commissioner Olson agreed. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that she did some math on the 35 percent because she 
was thinking about how it helps considerably in terms of the number of multi-family 
units.  She noted that for Alternative 1, that would be 350 units; Alternative 2 would be 
499 units; Alternative 3 would be 599 units; and Alternative 4 would be 449 units.  She 
pointed out that it seems like that is still within the realm of the policy direction that the 
Commission had recommended but gets more units. 
 
Chair Blank added that it is also reasonably consistent with what the rest of Pleasanton 
looks like. 
 
Commissioner Pearce agreed totally. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor inquired if that was from a low number to a high number. 
 
Commissioner Pearce replied that it is from Alternative 1 to Alternative 4.  She added 
that she is only talking about the number of multi-family units and not about 
single-family units. 
 
Commissioner Olson stated that he totally agrees that the Commission’s consensus at 
the last meeting was that it was comfortable with 35 percent.  He then pointed out that 
the two or three projects that Mr. Dolan indicated scored quite high at the last round but 
were not included ought to be considered at this point as the City goes forward.  He 
stated that the numbers should be adjusted to include those projects if it is pretty certain 
that they are going to go forward, rather than looking at where the City is right now and 
saying that there is a crisis. 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that there is really only one project that is not acknowledged, and that 
is the Irby site. 
 
Commissioner Olson noted that then there are two others. 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that there were two sites that were kind of generically identified as 
Kiewit, a portion of the Kiewit site and not the entire 50-plus acres; and a very small 
percentage of the Legacy property.  He noted that those sites were not picked because 
the East Pleasanton Specific Plan had not yet been done.  He added that it was unclear 
whether those locations made any sense, and there were some good reasons not to 
include them. 
 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED. 
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Ganping Ju stated that he was a member of the Ironwood community and wanted to 
point out that this community has been supporting some of the City’s projects such as 
those for senior citizens as well as the active Downtown community.  He asked the 
Commission to take that into consideration.  He noted that in Alternative 1, the 
multi-family units are located next to Busch Road and closest to the senior apartments.  
He asked that these multi-family units be moved farther away from the senior citizens 
because Seniors are very sensitive to noise.  He also requested that Busch Road not be 
used as a collector road because traffic will become a nightmare.  He pointed out that 
children should also be taken into consideration in relation to the quality of the schools 
in the area.  He added that there should not be more than 1,000 homes in the East 
Pleasanton area and that there should not be too many single-family units as this will 
greatly negatively affect the property values of the Ironwood community. 
 
Colleen Winey stated that she was a member of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan Task 
Force representing the Zone 7 Water Agency, a property owner in the area. She read 
for the record, the following letter that was sent out earlier today on behalf of the Zone 7 
General Manager regarding his comments on the proposed Land Use Alternatives for 
the East Pleasanton Specific Plan: 
 

“Zone 7 Water Agency (Zone 7) has reviewed the referenced proposed Land use 
Alternatives for the East Pleasanton Specific Plan (EPSP) and we wanted to 
provide some background and comments consistent with those we have 
provided to the EPSP Task Force.  Zone 7 is interested in the EPSP are because 
the study area includes three of the future Chain of Lakes that will be owned and 
operated by Zone 7, Lakes H, I, and Cope.  The Chain of Lakes is a series of 
former quarry pits that are being turned over to Zone 7 by the quarry owners as 
mining is completed to be used for water management purposes. 
 
“In 1981, the Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (LAVQAR) 
Specific Plan was adopted, which established the Chain of Lakes area as 
mitigation for impacts from the gravel extraction that removed aquifer material 
and increased salt loading through evaporation of the exposed groundwater.  
LAVQAR included an associated Environmental Impact Report that provided an 
analysis of certain water management uses for the lakes. 
 
“In addition to LAVQAR, Zone 7’s Board adopted the Stream Management 
Master Plan and associated Master Environmental Impact Report in 2006 that 
discusses the use of the Chain of Lakes for multiple uses, including flood 
protection.  Some of the other planning documents and agreements that relate to 
the facilities to be constructed and the uses in and around the Chain of Lakes 
area include contracts with each of the quarry operators/owners, Zone 7’s Well 
Master Memorandum of Understanding with Dublin San Ramon Services District 
regarding the storage of recycled water, and the existing agreement for public 
access along the Lake I Buffer Strip with the City of Pleasanton.  Any plans for 
the Chain of Lakes (and Lakes H, I, and Cope, specifically) must be consistent 
with all Zone 7’s existing Master Plans and agreements. 
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“Because the Chain of Lakes plays such a critical role in Zone 7’s continuing 
mission to provide a reliable, high quality water supply and effective regional 
flood protection for Eastern Alameda County’s residents and businesses and 
because the City of Pleasanton is moving forward to develop the EPSP, staff 
have created a methodology to systematically evaluate and plan for various 
opportunities and applications for each lake and the Chain of Lakes as a whole 
(such as groundwater recharge, peak storm water storage for regional flood 
protection, seasonal recycled water storage, habitat corridors, education, passive 
and active recreation, etc.).  Zone 7 will accelerate the evaluation of Lakes H, I, 
and Cope to better coordinate with current City planning efforts such as the 
EPSP.  A preliminary evaluation and status report will be presented to the Zone 7 
Board of Directors on Wednesday, June 19, 2013, at the Board’s Regular 
Monthly Meeting which begins at 7 p.m. at the address listed above.  The staff 
report related to that effort should be posted on Zone 7’s website by close of 
business this Friday. 
 
“Zone 7 will continue to collaborate with staff from the City of Pleasanton and 
advise the City as planning efforts for the lakes within the EPSP area are 
developed.  Please feel free to contact either me (925 454-5000, email 
jduerig@zone7water.com) or Colleen Winey (925 4544-5063, email at 
cwiney@zone7water.com), if you have any questions or need additional 
information. 
 
“Sincerely, 
 
“G.F. Duerig, General Manager” 

 
Sean Sowell stated that one of the things that came up at the last EPSP meeting was 
information that the large swath of the land in the southeast corner of this Specific Plan 
area, which was in all four Alternatives, was contemplated to be industrial zoning.  He 
indicated that it may perhaps not even be necessary or desirable to have that land 
zoned as industrial or for commercial use, given the effect that that will have on the 
housing and jobs balance, the traffic issues, etc.  He noted that this did get some 
attention and discussion at the Specific Plan meeting, and he would like to bring that to 
the Commission’s attention as well because he thought it may not be advisable to zone 
that for industrial purposes.  He indicated that he recognized that Vulcan Materials 
Company is right next to it, farther east, but given the fact that the City is having 
challenges with regard to housing issues, continuing to skew the jobs and housing 
balance further by not easing up on the commercial and industrial uses of the land 
would, in a sense, be digging a hole a little bit further.  He stated that he does not know 
if the Planning Commission can or should take a position on that but that this was 
something Becky Dennis and Citizens for a Caring Community brought to the Task 
Force’s attention.  He noted that he had not seen the numbers before, and if they are 
right, that this might be worth some consideration. 
 

mailto:jduerig@zone7water.com
mailto:cwiney@zone7water.com
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Mr. Sowell stated that another thing that came up that he had not heard before was a 
presentation by the gentleman that was the owner or spokesperson for Kiewit who 
brought some figures regarding densities that were not reflected in any of the four 
existing Alternatives, and which he is calling Alternative 5, although it is not anything 
official.  He recalled that the speaker brought up the possibility of densities in the order 
of 6 to 12 units along with the 23 and 30 units mix instead of the 3, 4, and 11 mixes that 
were part of Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4.  He asked the Commission to look at that as well 
and factor that into its thought process.  He noted that if there are 5, 6, 8, 10 or 12 units 
per acre rather than just 3 units, there would be a sea of 3 units per acre and then 
towers of 23 and 30 units.  He indicated that it does not need to be like that, and maybe 
that kind of variability would be in order.  He stated that maybe an Alternative 5 or 6 
would make a little more sense, or tweak 1 and 2 to change the 4’s and 3’s to 6’s and 
8’s and the 8’s to 10’s or 12’s.  He noted that Commissioner Pearce ran some numbers, 
and pointed out that this has the effect of giving everybody a little more wiggle room, not 
only in this particular part of town but in the rest of town.  
 
Mr. Sowell stated that a third thing he wanted to bring up, which he mentioned at the 
Task Force meeting, is that at the very beginning of the Task Force process, the City 
Council did an end-run around the Task Force by ruling out in the top corner, which is 
just inside the Airport Protection Area, the existence of any housing and instead putting 
campus office in there.  He noted that this goes back to the industrial/commercial use in 
the southeast corner and that it may not make sense to have that zoned that way as 
well. 
 
Mary Switzer stated that she has lived in town for 41 years and has watched it grow.  
She indicated that her biggest concern with respect to East Pleasanton is the traffic.  
She questioned what the City is going to do about the traffic going down Stanley 
Boulevard and if Busch Road and Boulder Street will be extended.  She noted that right 
now, when the freeway gets balled up, the people do an end-run around Stanley 
Boulevard, down First Street or Isabel Avenue and cuts through to I-84.  She expressed 
concern that there is the freeway in and out traffic, and the City is talking about some 
pretty high densities.  She added that putting in apartments means a lot of cars in a 
small area, and all those cars have to get to the grocery store, to school, and to the 
Downtown.  She stated that she also heard that there is going to be a couple of hundred 
apartment units on the corner where Bernal Avenue cuts across Stanley Boulevard, and 
if that is true, the resulting traffic should be considered. 
 
John Jay stated that he lives in southeast Pleasanton and moved here for the character 
of the City.  He indicated that he loved the City back then and was concerned about the 
direction that it is headed toward today.  He stated that the biggest concern that he has 
is the possibility of crime. He noted that he has been a prosecutor for 35 years, tried 
murder cases for 15 years and has run offices for about 11 years.  He added that he 
sees patterns, and, unfortunately, one of those patterns is the relationship between 
low-income housing and crime.  He inquired if, at this point, it is beyond requesting 
some sort of Environmental Impact Report or Economic Impact Report when 
low-income housing is interjected in other areas.  He stated that he heard the 
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Commission’s ratio is 75 to 25 and that it is being increased to 35 and 65.  He asked the 
Commission to be cautious of the impact that is going to occur with the interjection of 
low-income homes.  
 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED. 
 
Chair Blank noted that the Commission is not being asked to take any specific action 
other than to provide additional feedback and comments, and commented that usually 
that is “staff speak” for “We are not really sure you guys knew what you were doing the 
first time around and want to give you a chance to think about it and make sure.” 
 
Mr. Dolan replied that hearing the Commission reiterated that it would go up to 
35 percent is actually something that maybe he did not hear clear enough the last time.  
He stated that he was just looking at the Minutes and noted that it was said a few times, 
but it did not seem like the theme.  He added that a reassurance that the Commission 
would go that far is something that is useful to staff.  
 
Chair Blank asked staff if they have what they need. 
 
Mr. Dolan said yes, unless the Commission would consider going beyond that. 
 
Commissioner Posson asked staff, if the City goes with 35 percent of multi-family in the 
East Pleasanton Specific Plan area and then accommodate the remaining 2030 RHNA 
needs across the City, where that would bring the mix of single-family and multi-family 
across the City, if it would be 32 percent or 28 percent or 26 percent. 
 
Mr. Dolan replied that staff has not taken the time to run the answer.  He noted that it is 
a simple calculation but that he could not tell what it would be. 
 
Commissioner Posson stated that the reason he is asking that question is because the 
Commission has heard a lot tonight and at the last public hearing about making sure 
there is an equitable distribution of these requirements across the City.  He noted that 
the Commission came up with 35 percent, which he felt was reasonable because a new 
area is being planned, and the RHNA numbers are coming.  He stated that in his view, 
the City should have some additional accommodation for additional multi-family housing 
in this area, and if this is going to be equitable, then it might make sense to at least run 
that calculation, and if it comes out to be 28 percent or 40 percent – his guess is it is 
probably somewhere between 25 percent and 35 percent – or what that new number 
might be, taking into consideration the 2030 RHNA needs, then that should be the 
allocation for the East Pleasanton Specific Plan area. 
 
Chair Blank stated that his understanding was basically, staff stated the last time that 
the Pleasanton current ratio is 75 percent to 25 percent, and the Commission is willing 
to go up to 35 percent/65 percent if it made sense.  He indicated that he was trying to 
understand what numbers Commissioner Posson wanted to run and asked if it was with 
the general mix if the City did 35 percent in the East Pleasanton Specific Plan. 
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Commissioner Posson replied that what he is suggesting is considering the estimated 
2030 RHNA numbers and based on the housing across the City, including the East 
Pleasanton Specific Plan, whatever that percentage is should be the percentage of 
RHNA allocation, accommodated by the East Pleasanton Specific Plan.  He indicated 
that the reason he was asking is if it is 35 percent in the East Pleasanton Specific Plan, 
and then the rest was distributed across the City, and then, the City’s allocation of 
multi-family to single-family is 28 percent, then the mix should be 28 percent/72 percent. 
 
Chair Blank noted that it would certainly be the number staff should run before it goes 
up to the City Council. 
 
Commissioner Posson noted that it would then be an equitable distribution across the 
community. 
 
Chair Blank and Commissioner Olson agreed. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that he might be fine with that, depending on what 
those numbers looked like, and he might even be fine with going up.  He added that if 
they were close, he would not have a problem with the East side having one or two 
extra percentage points because that it is a new area, so people moving into that area 
are going to know what that has been zoned.  He continued that on the other hand, 
going back and rezoning older, developed part of the City and adding lots of apartment 
buildings next to existing residential communities that have been there for 20 or 
30 years, would impact the people in these neighborhoods who do not have much 
choice as they are already there.  He then asked if the School Board has ever looked at 
this 30-to-the-acre type of development and figured out how many students are 
expected to come out of that.  He noted that there are not that many three-bedroom 
homes so not a lot of families will be moving in, maybe single parents with one child or 
two children. 
 
Mr. Dolan replied that the School District has a number that it has been using which is 
created by its consulting demographer. He noted that because the City does not have 
any of these new apartments built at this density that the School District could sample, 
the District is using data from existing apartments and comparing them to what the yield 
is in Dublin and places close by.  He stated that there is no perfect match and noted that 
the yield is not high but there is a fair amount of units.  He added that the District did its 
study a few years ago, right before the City knew for sure that it was going to be losing 
the housing cap.  
 
Commissioner O’Connor recalled that the District came up with a number that was 
somewhat less than one child per unit, on average, like a .8 or .7. 
 
Mr. Dolan replied that he does not remember what the number is but it was pretty small, 
definitely less than one child per unit. 
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Commissioner O’Connor noted that if there were 300 units total in one area, at .7 or 
.8 child per unit, that would be 250 children or so. 
 
Commissioner Posson indicated that he did not make the comment on the 6th paragraph 
on page 2 regarding missing the treats and requested that it be corrected. 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that all of this would be spelled out in the Environmental Impact 
Report, and it would include traffic and all those things that were mentioned.  In 
response to Chair Blank’s question, he said that staff has what they need. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that she thinks what the Commission is saying is that it is 
flexible, that it does not want to be dramatically different from the rest of the town but 
recognizes the need for units there. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor inquired how many total acres the City has right now and how 
many units it has, not counting East Pleasanton. 
 
Mr. Dolan replied that there are somewhere between 26,000 and 27,000 units in the 
City. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor inquired how many acres there are in the City when 
considering adding density to this 400-acre area. 
 
Ms. Stern replied that one would have to really look at it as what is the area that is 
designated residential.  She asked Commissioner O’Connor if he is asking about vacant 
areas in the City. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that the City is planning more than just residential in the 
East side; it is also looking at some industrial and some retail.  He indicated that talking 
about these numbers, he is hearing people say how they do not want that much density.  
He asked what the density per acre is in the whole City; how many acres were 
developed and how many homes there are. 
 
Chair Blank noted that at that large a scale, it is almost averaging an average because 
there are such varying densities.  He further noted that he is not sure how meaningful it 
would be to get the average density in the City of Pleasanton. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor noted that it means that if an area as big as 400 acres or 
500 acres is being developed, then it would show know what the rest of the City has in 
terms of how many housing units there are in that area.  He added that he thinks it 
would tell him if 1,000 units really was the max the City wants to go, or if it is really more 
like the 1,700.  He stated that he thinks he knows what he would like to see, but he 
does not know what the whole City build-out today really is. 
 
Chair Blank stated that some questions need to be considered, such as if people who 
have entitlement rights to build but have not built yet are counted, or there are some 
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high density housing that are already approved but has not yet built.  He noted that it 
might be worth looking at. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that it is “built plus approved” because what the 
build-out is going to be here is already known.  He added that this is planning for a new 
area so it should consider “built plus zoned,” what the actual build-out would be.  
 
Mr. Dolan stated that he thinks staff could come up with some metrics to make a 
comparison to the rest of the City; however, the average density would be a bit 
problematic as there are certain considerations, for example, the lakes throw everything 
off. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that lakes are not a developable area; what is being 
considered here is the 400 acres. 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that if Commissioner O’Connor is referring to growth for the City, then 
that is a different number. 
 
Chair Blank stated that a way to do a weighted average needs to be figured out 
because there are going to be other areas where there is developable and 
non-developable acreage.  
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that she thinks there are a lot of ways to show whether or 
not this is compatible with the rest of the City. 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that staff will be keeping that in mind to provide different measure 
points in addition to just the percentage of multi-family versus single-family. 
 
Commissioner Pearce noted that that would be helpful. 
 
Chair Blank stated that he does not mean to summarize the Commission, but he thinks 
that Commission has a strong sense that it wants East Pleasanton to be compatible 
with the rest of the community and not be different or an outlier. 
 
Commissioner Olson asked Mr. Dolan, given that RHNA allocations are not established 
to begin with, why the City would not include preliminary numbers from the Kiewit 
project and factor those into staff’s analysis. 
 
Mr. Dolan replied that Kiewit is included in the analysis because they will be numbers 
that are included in the East Side Specific Plan.  He indicated that Kiewit will be 
developed if Alternative 1 is picked; some percentage of that 1,000 units will be on 
Kiewit property. 
 
Commissioner Posson noted that there were a couple questions from the speakers. 
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Chair Blank stated that one of the speakers was looking for an Environmental Impact 
Report, and staff has indicated that one will be done.  He noted that when that occurs, 
the public will get a chance to weigh in on what should or should not be included in the 
Report. 
 
Ms. Harryman noted that there was a question about the Auf der Maur property on 
Stanley Boulevard and Bernal Avenue. 
 
Commissioner Posson stated that to find out about what is going on at Stanley 
Boulevard and Bernal Avenue, contact staff. 
 
Mr. Dolan indicated that that project will be on the Agenda for the July 10, 2013 meeting. 
 


