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 Planning Commission

Staff Report
 December 10, 2014
 Item 6.a. 
 
 
SUBJECT:  P14-0440 and P14-1309          
 
APPLICANT:   City of Pleasanton 
 
PURPOSE: Public hearing to consider recommending approval to the City 

Council of: (1) an Addendum to the Housing Element and Climate 
Action Plan Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR); (2) 
General Plan Amendment to adopt the 2015-2023 General Plan 
Housing Element; and (3) a zone change for 5758 and 5794 W. Las 
Positas Boulevard (CM Capital 2 site) to maintain a PUD-MU 
(Planned Unit Development - Mixed-Use) zoning designation while 
changing the density from a minimum of 30 residential units per 
acre to a maximum of 12.5 units per acre. 

   
EXHIBITS:  A. Final Draft Housing Element - Goals, Policies and Programs. 
  B. Final Draft Housing Element - Background Report. 
  C. Final Draft Appendix A (Review and Assessment of 2007 

Housing Element). 
  D. Final Draft Appendix B (Housing Sites Inventory). 
  E.  Senate Bill (SB) 244 Disadvantaged Communities Analysis. 
  F. Public Comments Received During HCD Review Period. 
  G.  Growth Management Report dated October 15, 2013. 
  H.  Revisions made in response to HCD comments. 
  I.   State Department of Housing and Community Development 

(HCD) letter dated November 20, 2014. 
  J.  Ordinance 2030 – Original CM Capital Zone Change 

Resolution. 
  K. Draft Addendum to the City of Pleasanton Housing Element 

Supplemental EIR. 
  L.  Recommended City Council Zone Change Ordinance and 

Zoning Unit Map. 
  M. Notification Map. 

   
   
 
 

   

ATTACHMENT 5 
Housing Element  
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BACKGROUND 
 
Over the past twelve months, the City of Pleasanton has been preparing an updated Housing 
Element of the General Plan. The Housing Element is part of the City’s General Plan and is a 
comprehensive statement by the community of its current and future housing needs and 
proposed actions to facilitate the provision of housing to meet those needs at all income levels. 
The policies contained in the Housing Element are an expression of the Statewide housing 
goal of "attaining decent housing and a suitable living environment for every California family," 
as well as a reflection of the unique concerns of the community. Periodic updates of the 
Housing Element, including certification by the State Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD), are  required  to  ensure  that  City  policies  continue  to  reflect  
changing community needs, challenges, and opportunities in compliance with State law.  
 
As part of the current Housing Element update, HCD continues to require each city to 
demonstrate capacity to meet its revised RHNA affordable housing obligations. Based on State 
law, the Housing Element is required to identify sites to accommodate the City’s assigned 
housing obligation for the review period. The City is only required to demonstrate that it 
maintains the capacity to accommodate the assigned housing obligations, and is not required 
to construct the projects. In order to demonstrate sufficient housing capacity, the updated 
Housing Element includes an updated site inventory of parcels within the City that could be 
developed with housing to meet the assigned Regional Housing Need Needs Allocation 
(RHNA) goals for 2014-2022. Based on the current  residential site inventory, the City does not 
have to rezone any properties to meet the City’s housing needs during the current Housing 
Element Update.  
 
CITY COUNCIL ACTION   
 
On September 2, 2014, staff presented the Draft Housing Element to the City Council 
requesting authorization to submit the draft to HCD for review. At the conclusion of the hearing, 
the City Council recommended that the draft Appendix B be amended to include the potential 
rezoning of the CM Capital 2 site to a maximum density of 12.5 units per acre and to establish 
a building height limitation of 40 feet for the site. In addition, the City Council recommended 
amendments to reflect the recommendations of the Economic Vitality Committee and directed 
staff to clarify language regarding the East Pleasanton Specific Plan (originally Program 46.5, 
currently Program 47.5). With the proposed changes, City Council authorized staff to submit 
the draft to HCD.     
 
On September 16, 2014, the City Council voted to accept payment of affordable housing in-lieu 
fees in exchange for 52 previously approved, rent-restricted units within the multi-family 
housing development (PUD-87) located at 3150 Bernal Avenue, formerly known as the Auf der 
Maur site. Staff made changes to the draft Housing Element to reflect the reduction in the 
City’s total affordable housing supply. 
 
Following comments received from interested parties, the Housing Commission, the Planning 
Commission and the City Council, a final draft Housing Element Update was prepared in 
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compliance with State law. On September 23, 2014, staff submitted the draft Housing Element 
to HCD.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Housing Element is a policy document that consists of goals, policies and programs to 
guide the City and private and non-profit developers in providing housing for existing and 
future residents, and to address the housing needs of all economic segments of the 
community.  The complete Housing Element document contains Goals, Policies and 
Programs, the Background Report, Review and Assessment of the 2007 Housing Element 
(Appendix A) and the Housing Sites Inventory (Appendix B). The proposed zone change for 
the CM Capital 2 site to change the density from a minimum of 30 units per acre to a maximum 
of 12.5 units per acre is being considered concurrently with adoption of the updated Housing 
Element.    
 
The previous Housing Element contained a comprehensive update that included reviewing all 
Goals, Policies and Programs which were proposed by the Housing Element Update 
Taskforce. With the comprehensive update completed in 2012, most of the programs included 
in the 2007-2014 Housing Element have been carried forward with minor adjustments and 
refinements where necessary.  The updated Background Report describes City goals, policies, 
and programs for the planning period of 2015-2023, emphasizing capacity for providing 
adequate housing for persons of all economic segments, as well as policies and programs to 
address the housing needs of existing and future residents. An analysis was also conducted to 
identify any current or new disadvantaged communities consistent with Senate Bill (SB) 244; 
no disadvantaged communities were identified in the City or the sphere of influence (analysis 
included within Exhibit E. Staff believes that the Background Report and comprehensive 
housing analysis continue to meet the objectives required for certification by HCD, with only 
updates to the housing and population data needed. The only recommended change to the 
Housing Sites Inventory is the rezoning of the CM Capital 2 site to a maximum density of 12.5 
units per acre and the establishment of a building height limitation of 40 feet for the site.  
 
HCD REVIEW 
 
On September 23, 2014, staff submitted the draft Housing Element to HCD for the 60 day 
public review period. During this review period, HCD received two comment letters: one from 
Citizens for a Caring Community, and one from Christine T. Steiner (included within Exhibit F). 
The City received preliminary HCD comments on October 16th and November 13th, 2014. Staff 
worked with HCD to provide additional background information, analysis and suggested 
amendments to the Goals, Policies and Programs to address HCD comments and concerns. 
HCD requested the following additional information: 
  

 Responses to the comments from Citizens for a Caring Community and resident 
Christine Steiner.  

 Additional information documenting housing need for extremely low income 
households and associated cost burdens for housing.  

 Clarification of water and sewer capacity during the next planning period. 
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 Clarification of the timeline and progression of Program 6.3 relating to second unit 
incentives. 

 Description of the Growth Management process and additional analysis related to 
potential constraints and revisions made to Growth Management controls per 
Program 30.2. 

 
The most substantial change requested by HCD involved Program 30.2, regarding the City’s 
Growth Management Ordinance. Within Program 30.2, the City committed to revisiting the 
Growth Management Ordinance, as directed by Council in October 2013 (included within 
Exhibit G). HCD requested that the program be revised to be more specific and to include 
examples of potential revisions. Staff’s revisions include examples of allocation exemptions 
that other cities have utilized to ensure that their Growth Management Ordinances do not 
provide unreasonable constraints on the ability to meet RHNA requirements. The listed 
examples are not inclusive of all potential options and do not commit the City to a specific 
approach. Further options and analysis will be presented to the Council at a later date, prior to 
January 2016.      
 
The revisions resulting from HCD comments to the Background Report and the Goals, Policies 
and Programs are provided in Exhibit H.  Although HCD expressed concern with adequacy of 
the City’s 163 unit surplus in the Very Low- and Low-income categories, HCD did not 
specifically request an increase in the capacity of the City’s draft Housing Sites Inventory 
(Appendix B) which included the CM Capital 2 site with a tentative maximum density of 12.5 
units per acre. On November 20, 2014 the City received the attached letter from HCD 
indicating approval of the draft Housing Element with submitted revisions included as Exhibit I. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
RHNA Requirements 
 
When analyzing whether the City has demonstrated adequate capacity to meet its assigned 
affordable housing obligation, HCD analyzed each of the City’s RHNA income categories, with 
priority given to ensuring adequate inventory for housing for lower-income households. Per 
HCD guidelines, vacant/underutilized sites with a density of 30 units per acre or greater are 
considered inventory for the construction of very low- and low-income housing; permitted and 
approved sites with a density of 30 units per acre or greater are considered inventory for the 
construction of moderate-income housing; and lower density single-family residential sites are 
considered inventory for  the above moderate-income category.  
 
As recommended by Council, the Draft Housing Element submitted to HCD categorized the 
CM Capital 2 site within the inventory as comprising Above Moderate units with a maximum 
density of 12.5 units per acre. The estimated current site capacity reviewed by HCD and 
provided within the Final Draft is shown in Table 1.  
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Table 1: Estimated Current Capacity 

Income Levels 
Very 
Low 

Income 

Low 
Income

Moderate 
Income 

Above 
Moderate 
Income 

Total 

Estimated Capacity 

o Permitted and 
Approved Projects 

279 1,527 174 1,980 

o Vacant and 
Underutilized Land 

991 - 272 1,263 

          Total 1,270 1,527 446 3,243 

2014-2022 RHNA  1,107 407 553 2,067 

RHNA Surplus/Shortfall +163 +1,120 -107 +1,176 

 
 
The City of Pleasanton is required to show capacity to build 1,107 units affordable to very low- 
and low-income households. The site inventory currently shows a capacity of 1,270 units (279 
units approved through affordable housing agreements and 991 units on vacant/underutilized 
sites), 163 units above the required capacity. All remaining vacant or underutilized sites zoned 
for 30 units per acre or more are shown in Table 2. 
 

Table 2: RHNA Low- and Very Low- Income Capacity (i.e. 30+ units/acre) 

 
Low- and Very 
Low-Income 

Estimated Capacity 

Permitted and Approved Projects* 279* 

Sheraton Site 99 

Stoneridge Shopping Center Site 88 

Kaiser Site 183 

BART Site 249 

Hacienda 3 (Roche) Site 372 

Total 1,270 

2014-2022 RHNA 1,107 

RHNA Surplus +163 
* Restricted units through Affordable Housing Agreements 

 
HCD has formally reviewed Staff’s analysis of the estimated capacity and has found it to be in 
compliance with State law.  
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CM Capital Site  
 
The CM Capital properties consisting of two parcels (5.9 acres and 6.7 acres) were zoned 
PUD-MU (Planned Unit Development - Mixed-Use) in 2012 as part of the previous Housing 
Element Update (see Aerial 1). The 5.9 acre property at 5850 W. Las Positas (CM Capital 1) 
has received approvals for Summer Hill Apartments to construct a new 177-unit apartment 
development. The remaining 6.7-acre CM Capital 2 site located at 5758 W. Las Positas, 
currently occupied by a commercial building, maintains the capacity to accommodate 200 
residential units. The City Council directed that the draft Site Inventory (Appendix B) be 
amended to include the potential rezoning of the CM Capital 2 site to a maximum density of 
12.5 units per acre and to establish a building height limitation of 40 feet for the site. At the 
conclusion of HCD’s review, no specific comments or concerns were made regarding the 
proposed Draft Housing Site Inventory; therefore staff has included the reduction in density at 
the CM Capital 2 site within the proposed Final Housing Element Draft. In order to adopt the 
Final Housing Element Draft as written, a zone change to restrict the density to a maximum of 
12.5 units per acre must be approved. If the zone change is not approved, the Final Draft 
Housing Element Site Inventory must be revised to the original form.    
 
As noted above, the CM Capital 2 site currently maintains a zoning designation of PUD- MU. 
Specific densities within the PUD Mixed-Use zone are specified through individual Ordinances 
recorded on each property. The CM Capital 2 property was approved through Ordinance No. 
2030, attached within Exhibit J, which permits multifamily residential development with a 
minimum density of 30 units per acre. Staff is recommending that the property continue to 
maintain a zoning designation of Mixed-Use but is requesting approval of a new ordinance 
which limits the maximum density of the site to 12.5 units per acre and establishes a building 
height limitation of 40 feet for the site. All other design and development standards will 
continue to be directed by the City’s Housing Site Development Standards and Design 
Guidelines and the Hacienda Design Guidelines. Any future development on the property 
would be required to go through the Planned Unit Development process to obtain Planning 
Commission and City Council approvals.    
 
The majority of adjacent residents across Arroyo Mocho within the Parkside Neighborhood, the 
property owner, and the Hacienda Business Park have stated their support for down-zoning 
the property.    
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Aerial 1 – CM Capital 2 Site 

 
 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
Notice of this item was published in The Valley Times.  In addition the City sent notification to 
owners and tenants within 1,000 feet of the CM Capital 2 Site, as well as all interested parties 
who have provided contact information during the Housing Element Update process. Staff has 
provided the location and noticing maps as Exhibit M for the Commission’s reference.   At the 
time this report was prepared, staff has not received any comments or concerns.     
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
  
On January 4, 2012, the City Council certified a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIR) and adopted the CEQA Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 
2007-2014 Housing Element and Climate Action Plan General Plan Amendment and 
Rezonings, which included the CM Capital 2 site.  This SEIR was a supplement to the EIR 
prepared for the Pleasanton 2005-2025 General Plan, which was certified in July 2009.   
 
Under CEQA, once an EIR has been prepared for a project, the lead agency (in this case, the 
City) may consider three potential options for meeting CEQA requirements: 1) prepare a 
Subsequent or Supplemental EIR; 2) prepare an Addendum; or 3) conclude that the current 

2 
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application fits within the parameters of the “project” analyzed in the Housing Element Update 
and Climate Action Plan Amendment and Rezonings SEIR. 
 
In the case of the zone change, P14-1309, for the CM Capital 2 site, staff believes that the 
current application fits within the project parameters established in the previous SEIR, 
generating fewer vehicle trips and corresponding air pollutant and greenhouse gas emission 
reductions, and reduced noise levels; thus no further documentation is required. 
 
For the Housing Element, P14-0440, CEQA states that a lead agency shall prepare an 
addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary, but no 
new or substantially greater impacts would result beyond those identified in the previous EIR. 
Because the Housing Element does not include additional residential zoning beyond that 
established in the previous Housing Element, it would not result in new impacts. Therefore, an 
addendum to the SEIR was prepared for the Housing Element portion of this project.    

 
The previously prepared SEIR and Addendum to the SEIR (Exhibit K), taken together, are 
determined to be adequate to serve as the environmental documentation for this project and 
satisfy all the requirements of CEQA.    
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the following actions: 
 

1. Find that the previously prepared SEIR, including the adopted CEQA Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Addendum to the SEIR are adequate 
to serve as the environmental documentation for this project and satisfy all the 
requirements of CEQA in Exhibit K;  

2. Recommend approval to the City Council of the Draft Housing Element, as shown in 
Exhibits A, B, C and D.   

3. Recommend approval to the City Council of the zone change shown in Exhibit L 
 

 
 
Staff Planner: Jennifer Wallis, (925) 931-5607, jwallis@ci.pleasanton.ca.us 
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MEMO 
To: Jennifer Wallis, Associate Planner 

City of Pleasanton 

From: Courtney Wood and Jennifer Gastelum, PMC 

Cc: Adam Weinstein  

Date: August 28, 2014 

Re: Sentate Bill (SB) 244 Disadvantaged Communities Analysis 

Dear Ms. Wallis, 

PMC has completed the following analysis to satisfy the City of Pleasanton’s SB 244 analysis to identify 
disadvantaged communities.  

INTRODUCTION 

SB 244 (Wolk) was approved by Governor Brown in October 2011 and requires cities and counties to 
address the infrastructure needs of disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) in city and 
county general plans and Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) Municipal Service Reviews 
(MSRs) and annexation decisions.  

For cities and counties, Government Code Section 65302.10(a) requires that before the due date for 
adoption of the next housing element after January 1, 2012, the general plan land use element must be 
updated to identify and describe each DUC (Fringe Community and/or Island Community) that exists 
within the city’s sphere of influence (SOI); analyze for each identified community the water, wastewater, 
stormwater drainage, and structural fire protection needs; and identify financial funding alternatives for 
the extension of services to identified communities. SB 244 defines a DUC as a place that meets the 
following criteria: 

Contains 10 or more dwelling units adjacent or in close proximity to one another where 12 or 
more registered voters reside (for the purpose of this analysis, close proximity is defined as a 
density greater than 1 unit per acre); 

Is either within a city SOI (also known as a Fringe Community), is an island within a city 
boundary (also known as an Island Community), or is geographically isolated and has existed for 
at least 50 years (also known as a Legacy Community) (Figure 1 graphically depicts these types 
of communities); and 

Has a median household income that is less than $49,120, which is 80 percent or less than the 
statewide median household income (according to the 2008–2012 American Community Survey, 
the median household income for California in 2014 [latest figures available] was $61,400).  

HOUSING ELEMENT 
EXHIBIT E 

jwallis
5
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Based on communication with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) (Christopher 
Calfee, OPR Senior Counsel, 11/20/12), if a local jurisdiction completes the SB 244 analysis and does not 
identify any unincorporated disadvantaged communities, it can prepare a memo documenting these 
findings and present the findings in a public hearing before decision-makers so that the information is 
included in the public record. This process would result in the local jurisdiction meeting the intent of 
SB 244 and therefore not require an update to their general plan land use element. 

ANALYSIS OF CITY OF PLEASANTON DISADVANTAGED 
UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES 

An analysis to identify DUCs within the City of Pleasanton (City) SOI was conducted in order to 
address the requirements of SB 244. The city is located in Alameda County, one of the nine Bay Area 
counties bordering the San Francisco Bay. In conducting the analysis, resources utilized included the SB 
244 Technical Advisory (OPR, 2/15/2013), the City of Pleasanton’s General Plan (adopted July 2009), 
and documentation from local jurisdictions, agencies, and special districts. Based on available resources, 
no areas in the immediate vicinity of the city were identified as earning 80 percent or less of the 
statewide median household income. Figure 2 depicts a map of the city and areas adjacent to the current 
city limits and SOI by median income.  

DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES (DUCS) 

The City of Pleasanton was incorporated in 1894. As depicted on the City’s General Plan Land Use 
Diagram, the city boundaries and SOI cover a 64.6-square mile area. The city boundaries cover a 22.4-
square mile area over which Pleasanton exercises zoning control and police powers. The SOI consists of 
a 42.2-square mile area of unincorporated Alameda County and a small portion of Hayward. The city is 
bordered by Dublin in the north and Livermore on the east. To the south is the unincorporated 
community of Sunol and to the west lay the Main and Pleasanton Ridges.  

The Alameda County East County Area Plan Land Use Map indicates that land uses along the western 
and southern boundaries of the city are designated with a mixture of Rural Density Residential, Medium 
Density Residential, Parklands, Water Management, and Major Commercial uses. Review of aerial 
photography indicates that residences exist outside of the city boundaries in the SOI. The majority of 
these residential units are large single-family units located in the hills above the City of Pleasanton. As 
shown in Figure 2, median incomes in areas within the city limits and SOI are well above the 80 percent 
of the statewide median income threshold. 
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FIGURE 1 

 

Source: California Office of Planning and Research, 2013 
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Based on review of the City and County General Plan Land Use Maps, aerial photography, and 
associated median household income levels, no DUCs exist within the City of Pleasanton’s boundaries 
and SOI. 

Future Annexations Considered 

The City of Pleasanton Planning Department was consulted to determine whether or not the City or 
any local development companies were considering annexing territory within the city’s SOI into the city 
limits. Based on discussions with City staff in August 2014, no future annexations have been analyzed. 

Conclusion 

Based on information contained in this analysis, extension of services is not required because no DUCs 
were identified. No additional analysis infrastructure or financing alternatives are necessary at this time. 

LIST OF SOURCES  
 
Alameda County. 2000. Alameda County East County Area Plan. 
 
ESRI. 2014. Aerial photography. 

Calfee, Christopher.  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Senior Counsel. 
Correspondence dated 11/20/12. 

City of Pleasanton. 2009. General Plan. 

———. 2014. Correspondence with Planning Department. 

OPR (California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research). 2013. Technical Advisory. 

US Census Bureau. 2006–2010 American Community Survey. 
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 Opposition to additional zoning for higher-density residential uses;  

 Ensuring the Housing Element, including the wording of goals, policies, and programs, reflects 
community values and maintains community character;   

 The desire for new development to pay for infrastructure, schools, and traffic mitigation;  

 The ability of the City’s limited water supply to accommodate new growth; 

 Concerns about existing overcrowded schools and the ability of the City’s school infrastructure to 
accommodate new growth;  

 Support for incentivizing affordable housing, including the construction of second units, and 
clarifying the requirements/fees for the construction of such housing;  

The importance of workforce housing and the need to encourage partnerships with nonprofit 
developers to build such housing.

Public Comments Received during HCD Review Period 

During the HCD public review period, staff received two comment letters: one dated October 8, 2014 from 
Becky Dennis, on behalf of Citizens for a Caring Community (CCC) and one dated November 17, 2014 
from Christine T. Steiner. CCC’s comments focused on the City’s Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance (IZO), 
the City’s Housing In-Lieu fees, the availability of underutilized sites, available incentives for nonprofit 
development, and future land acquisition within the City. Ms. Steiner’s comments focused on the 
likelihood thatHousing Element policies wil result in the construction of new affordable housing, and the 
sufficiency of the Housing Sites Inventory.  

CCC has concerns with the City’s current use of the IZO to expand the City’s supply of affordable units in 
light of recent court cases. Staff has acknowledged that changes to the IZO are needed and has 
incorporated Program 17.1, which states: 

Program 17.1:  Review the City’s Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and amend:  

- for consistency with the Housing Element and other City affordable housing 
programs; 

- to identify incentives for non-profit housing developers and other housing developers 
to construct projects including three bedroom units for large households; 

- to determine if it is appropriate to increase the percentage of affordability to support 
housing affordable to low- and very low-income households; 

- to be consistent with recent court decisions regarding rental housing and State law; 

Responsible Agency:  Housing Division, Housing Commission, City Council 
Time Period:  January 2016, then annually.   
Funding Source:  Housing Division Budget 

Staff feels that the IZO has been successful in increasing the City’s supply of  affordable units in the past. 
With the incorporation of Program 17.1 as well as Program 17.2, which require annual monitoring of the 
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IZO, the IZO will continue to be a successful tool for providing future affordable units. The current IZO 
also has the flexibility to allow for developers to pay an in-lieu fee into the Low-income Housing Fund. The 
current lower income housing fee was reviewed by the City Council in 2013, which determined that based 
on economic conditions, no changes to the fee should be made at that time. 

Both CCC and Ms. Steiner raised concerns regarding the availability of underutilized and other sites 
within the Housing Sites Inventory. All high density sites within the Site Inventory were reviewed and 
analyzed in 2012 and were evaluated based on the criteria developed by the Housing Element Update 
Task Force, with guidance and feedback from the community at community workshops, housing experts, 
and decision-makers. Staff has reviewed the previous analysis and has concluded that all of the City’s 
high density sites (including the vacant and underutilized sites) continue to maintain the development 
potential as addressed and shown in Section III (B) of the Background report. The City believes that, 
taking into account site constraints, these sites could reasonably be developed with housing to meet its 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) requirements. Although the City continues to pursue a 
balanced approach to economic development, including the attraction and retention of new retail uses, it 
remains committed to facilitating the development of affordable housing, including workforce housing. 
While the City acknowledges that some of the high density sites may not be imminently planned for 
housing development, the Site Inventory fulfills the obligation to identify land that can reasonably be 
developed with housing in the near term.   

CCC and Ms. Steiner also expressed concerns about the efficacy of the City’s housing incentives and 
policies, including those for nonprofit developers. The City has reviewed and analyzed all of the programs 
and incentives within Appendix A, Review and Assessment of 2007 Housing Element, in the context of 
issued entitlements for housing projects. This analysis indicates that the City has been successful in 
using programs and incentives to develop market-rate housing projects with substantial affordable 
components, particularly at the high density sites. The City has processed  entitlements of five large-scale 
apartment and mixed-use developments totaling 1,302 units (and one of these five entitled projects has 
begun construction). Many of these projects have utilized City incentives such as reduced fees in 
exchange for the provision of affordable units.  

Furthermore, since the adoption of the previous Housing Element in 2012, the City has approved  279 
affordable residential units. The City has also contributed additional funds to the City’s Low Income 
Housing Fund which will help develop future low income housing.  

The City believes that the currently proposed housing programs, many of which are carried over from the 
previous Housing Element, are effective at increasing the City’s supply of affordable housing, and will 
continue to implement these programs to facilitate the development of housing for all income levels. The 
City also believes that, in the long-term, these programs will help nonprofit developers successfully build 
affordable housing because they address the basic economic impediments to housing construction that 
are faced by both for-profit and nonprofit developers.    

Lastly, CCC has recommended that the City focus future land acquisition plans throughout the City rather 
than focusing on the East Pleasanton Specific Plan (EPSP) area to achieve RHNA requirements. The 
City has not included any properties within the EPSP as part of the current Site Inventory and is not 
dependent on any of the sites in the EPSP area to meet RHNA goals. The City believes that CCC’s 
concerns are addressed through Program 40.1, which indicates that the City should acquire and/or assist 
in the development of one or more sites for housing affordable to low- and very low-income households. 
This program would apply to all properties throughout the City and not just the EPSP. 
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household earns less than $46,750 per year, while a low-income four-person household earns less than 
$67,600 per year.  

Table 15 shows the distribution of extremely low-income households by tenure, and overpayment for 
housing, and overcrowding in Pleasanton according to the 2006–2010 CHAS database (based on ACS 
data). As shown, approximately 8,632 8,617 households (36% of occupied housing units) in the City of 
Pleasanton experienced household cost burden, paying 30 percent or more of income for housing. Nearly 
40 percent of households paying 30 percent or more for housing consisted of extremely low-, very low- 
and low-income households (3, 400385 households). Of the City’s total occupied housing units, 3,929 
owner-occupied units experienced 30 percent to 50 percent cost burden for housing (17% of total 
occupied housing units), while approximately 2, 284279 renter-occupied units experienced 30 percent to 
50 percent cost burden (10% of total occupied housing units). Although ABAG data does not analyze cost 
burden for extremely low-income households, approximately 1,485 very low-income households 
experienced greater than 50 percent cost burden for housing (680 owner-occupied units, and 805 renter-
occupied units). Very Extremeley low-income households paying greater than 50 percent of their income 
for housing constituted 6 4 percent of the City’s total occupied housing units.  

Table 15: Households Overpaying for Housing  

Household Income 
Category 

30% to 50% Cost Burden 50%+ Cost Burden 
30%+ Cost Burden 
(Total Overpaying) 

Units
Percentage
of Occupied 

Units
Units

Percentage
of Occupied 

Units
Units

Percentage
of Occupied 

Units

Total Owner Occupied 
3,929 17% 2,279284 10% 

6,20821
3

26% 

Extremeley Low Income 
( 30% of AMI) 

40 0% 320 2% 405 2% 

Very Low Income  ( 30%–
50% of AMI) 

160120 1% 680320 13% 840440 42%

 Income (50–80%) 235 1% 425 2% 660 3% 

Moderate (80–120%) 444 2% 580 2% 1024 4% 

Above Moderate (120%+) 3,090 13% 594 3% 3684 16% 

Total Renter Occupied 
1,369364 6% 1,045050 4% 

24092,4
19

10% 

Extremeley Low Income 
( 30% of AMI) 

75 0% 495 2% 570 2% 

Very Low Income  (30% –
50% of AMI) 

320250 1% 805315 13%
112556

5 
25%

Low Income (50– 80%) 520 2% 240 1% 760 3% 

Moderate (80–120%) 450 2% 0 0% 450 2% 

Above Moderate (120%+) 74 0% 0 0% 74 0% 

Total Overpaying 
Occupied Units 

5,298293 22% 3,324 14% 
8,61763

2
36% 

Total Occupied Units 23,715720

Source: CHAS, based on 2006-2010 ACS 5-year estimates (ABAG Housing Element Data Profiles) 

Note: ABAG Data Profiles for Housing Elements does not include extremely low income as a category for this topic.
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 Residential projects with development entitlements with building occupancy to be issued post 
December 31, 2013, within the 2014-2022 RHNA planning period.  

 Vacant or underutilized land designated for residential development with no entitlements, including 
four of the original nine sites identified  to accommodate the 2007–2014 RHNA needs. 

Table 29 summarizes the residential unit potential from the above methods and provides a comparison 
with Pleasanton’s 2014-2022 RHNA. The City is able to exceed RHNA needs for the 2014-2022 planning 
period with all permits finalized and units approved during the 2014-2022 planning period, as well as 
vacant or underutilized land already designated for residential development. The City’s land inventory 
identifies a capacity for 1,176 new units, including a capacity for 279 deed-restricted units for low and 
very low income categories. 

Table 29: City’s Housing Need and Capacity to Meet 2014-2022 RHNA  

 Total Extremely Low, Very 
Low, and Low Income 

Moderate 
Income

Above 
Moderate 
Income

2014-2022 RHNA 2,067 1,107 407 553 

Permitted and Approved Projects 1,980 279 1,527 174 

Vacant and underutilized land  1,263 991 - 272 

Total Capacity  3,243 1,270 1,527 446 

Capacity Over and Above Housing 
Need 

1,176 163 1,120 (-107) 

Sites from the City’s land inventory are shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8. These sites provide capacity to 
meet the 2014-2022 RHNA. Approved residential projects with development entitlements issued post 
2013 are shown in Figure 7, while Figure 8 illustrates the location of vacant and underutilized land. 
Appendix B includes a detailed summary of these sites. Sites identified for rezones in programs from the 
previous Housing Element have been rezoned to allow residential development and are included in this 
land inventory. The land inventory is also described in greater detail in the following section. 
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were rezoned for high-density-residential use to accommodate RHNA as described in the “Meeting 
Projected Housing Needs” section below.  In the 2007 Wastewater Master Plan, these sites were 
anticipated to be developed for office-commercial use, with a correspondingly lower wastewater flow than 
now anticipated (with high-density-residential use).  The rezoned sites located east of Hopyard Road and 
north of Stanley Boulevard (BART, Nearon, California Center, and CM Capital Properties) require the 
construction of a new sewer pump station and pipelines.  The pump station and appurtenant pipelines are 
not needed immediately, but will likely be necessary after the first major high-density-residential 
development in this area is occupied.  The pump station is currently in the preliminary design phase, and 
anticipated to be operational by late 2015.  Several other sites (Sheraton, Stoneridge Shopping Center, 
Kaiser, Auf der Maur/Rickenbach) will require new sewer pipelines as well as limited upsizing of some 
existing pipelines to accommodate new residential growth.  The sewer pump station project is estimated 
to cost over $3 million dollars.  The local sewer pipe upgrades are anticipated to cost between a few 
hundred thousand to several hundred thousand dollars.  Replacement and improvement funds in the 
City’s CIP are funding the first phases of the pump station project, and the City’s CIP and/or new 
development, will fund the later phases.  The cost to fund the new sewer facilities will be funded on a pro 
rata basis between existing users and future development.   

Dublin-San Ramon Services District (DSRSD) provides Pleasanton’s sewage treatment services.  Under 
a contract with DSRSD, Pleasanton has treatment capacity entitlement to 8.5 million gallons daily (mgd) 
of average dry weather flow (ADWF).  DSRSD owns the treatment plant’s remaining treatment capacity of 
8.5 mgd (for a total treatment capacity of 17 mgd). 

As part of the 2007 Wastewater Master Plan, the City of Pleasanton performed a sewer flow monitoring 
capacity study.  Results showed that in 2004 the ADWF from Pleasanton to DSRSD’s regional sewage 
treatment plant was approximately 5.47 mgd.  With the future growth projected in the 2009 General Plan, 
Pleasanton’s flow is anticipated to increase to approximately 7.7 mgd.  At the time the 2009 General Plan 
was adopted, Pleasanton’s capacity entitlement at the treatment plant was deemed sufficient to 
accommodate growth; however, total flows at the treatment plant were expected to reach 17 mgd around 
2015 due to growth in both Pleasanton’s and DSRSD’s sewer service area, and as a result, an expansion 
of the treatment plant was deemed warranted.  DSRSD has not designed this expansion; but, it is 
anticipated that the final expansion will accommodate a total of 20.7 mgd.   After the expansion is 
complete, Pleasanton’s capacity entitlement at the plant will increase to 10.3 mgd.   Pleasanton’s existing 
and future capacity entitlements are anticipated to adequately accommodate increased flows as a result 
of the high-density-residential rezonings during the 2007–2014 Housing Element planning period.  The 
total cost of the plant expansion is anticipated to be approximately $18 million dollars (in 2007 dollars).  
DSRSD’s fees for new sewage connections are anticipated to increase in the future to pay for this 
expansion.  

Disposal of treated effluent from DSRSD’s plant to the San Francisco Bay is provided by means of 
disposal lines managed by LAVWMA (Livermore Amador Valley Water Management Agency), a Joint 
Powers Authority (JPA) between the City of Pleasanton, the City of Livermore, and DSRSD.   LAVWMA’s 
disposal capacity is 41.2 mgd peak wet weather flow (PWWF), of which Pleasanton has capacity 
entitlement to 14.4 mgd.  The cost of the upgrade has not been estimated, but it is anticipated that it could 
be extremely expensive. 

After the adoption of the 2007–2014 Housing Element, the City updated its 2007 Wastewater Master Plan 
to assess the full extent of the needed upgrades/expansions to accommodate (to the extent possible) 
future RHNA cycles. The 2014-2022 Housing Element does not require the City to rezone any additional 
residential sites beyond what was already plan for in the 2007-2014 Housing Element and thereforeWith 
no additional housing sites required for the 2014-2022 planning period, the 2007 Wasterwater Master 
Plan will continue to cover all housing capacity inthe this RHNA  period. This assessment is consistent 
with programs 15.5 and 15.6 of the 2015–2023 Housing Element which state:  
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Program 15.5: Assess the level of effort to overcome infrastructure constraints to housing affordable 
to low- and very-low-income households on a periodic basis. 

Responsible Agency:  Housing Division 

Time Period:  As Needed or in Conjunction with the Housing Element 
Update 

Funding Source:   Housing Division Budget 

Program 15.6: Assess future sewer infrastructure needs, including sewer infrastructure upgrades 
and facilities to accommodate future RHNA cycles in the region. 

Responsible Agency:   Operation Services Department, Housing Division, City 
Council 

Time Period:   2014-2015 

Funding Source:   Sewer Enterprise Fund 

The City also reviewed infrastructure conditions and the Growth Management 
Program between 2011 and 2014. In 2012 and 2013 the City revised the Growth 
Management Program, as directed by Program 9.1 and 29.2 of the 2007–2014 
Housing Element. These recent revisions ensure that the program does not prevent 
the City from meeting its share of the regional housing need.  

To reduce the use of potable water and impacts to sewer facilities, the JPA members 
of LAVWMA have agreed to use recycled wastewater for landscaping irrigation when 
feasible, and Program 6.1 of Pleasanton’s General Plan Water Element states: 

Program 6.1:  Utilize wastewater reuse/reclamation methods to the fullest extent financially and 
environmentally feasible. 

Water Supply  and Infrastructure  

Water supply is an issue at the forefront of long-term planning efforts in the City. The City of Pleasanton’s 
water is supplied by Zone 7.  Based on the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, Zone 7 has sufficient 
water to accommodate planned growth through 2030, as accounted for in the General Plans of its 
member agencies. The existing Urban Water Management Plan thus is designed to provide an adequate 
water supply to the City during the 2014-2022 RHNA planning period.  Zone 7 has concluded that a 
combination of water conservation and the development of new supplies and storage facilities will allow 
the agency to supply water to all planned growth within its service area, including housing-related growth 
in Pleasanton, even during multiple dry years (as is currently the case). The Urban Water Management 
Plan will be updated in 2015, and is expected to include a similar approach to accommodating growth as 
the 2010 plan, even in the midst of a severe drought.   

However, continued drought conditions will require the City to adopt new methods to stretch its limited 
supply of water. In May 2014, the City declared a Local Drought Emergency and instituted a Stage 3 
drought declaration intended to reduce water consumption by 25%. Between March and June 2014, the 
City Council approved amendments to Chapter 9.30 (Water Conservation Plan) of the Pleasanton 
Municipal Code, outlining further water reduction measures, including restrictions on outdoor irrigation 
and decorative water features to be implemented during droughts. In addition, after approval of the 
Recycled Water Feasibility Study in November 2013, the City is moving forward with implementation of a 
recycled water program. This recycled water program will reduce the demand for potable water within 
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Feasibility of Identified Mixed Use Development Sites  

The availability of developable sites does not assure development; market conditions will in most cases 
dictate when any particular development will commence. An issue specific to the availability of mixed use 
sites for housing purposes is the question “what is it,” i.e., precisely what mix of uses is likely to occur.  
Many mixed use zoning districts are permissive in this regard, as is the case in the City of Pleasanton.  A 
mixed use site could be all retail mixed with office or housing or any combination of these uses consistent 
with other aspects of the zoning district.  

While this opportunity leads to some uncertainty regarding housing production on these sites, from a 
market feasibility standpoint, and in practice, housing is increasingly part of mixed use development in 
California suburban settings such as Pleasanton.  The reason is that housing has tended to generate 
considerably higher value per square foot of developed building than office or retail uses. Given the 
relatively high cost of land and construction of mixed use buildings, the housing component is often 
essential to achieve a financially feasible development.  Even when not absolutely necessary, rent-
seeking investors will tend to maximize value and a housing component can help achieve this objective.  

Experience with financial analysis of mixed use buildings has repeatedly demonstrated this point.  A 
simple reference to the marketplace also underscores this point – a common prototypical vertical mixed 
use building, with hundreds of examples having been built recently in California, involves a retail/office 
ground-floor “podium” with two or more floors of residential flats located above. Alternative “side-by-side” 
projects also exist. Of course there will always be circumstances that lead site owners to variations in the 
mixed use prototype including single-use buildings and those involving no residential development, 
changing market dynamics, cost/risk factors, and business objectives.  Prior to the adoption of the 2015-
2023 Housing Element, the Pleasanton City Council rezoned nine sites (BART, Sheraton, Stoneridge 
Shopping Center, Kaiser, Pleasanton Gateway, Auf der Maur/Rickenbach, Nearon, CarrAmerica, and CM 
Capital Properties) to accommodate the City’s RHNA allocation,  Of these nine sites, five (BART, 
Sheraton, Stoneridge Shopping Center, Kaiser, and Carr America) allow for mixed use development.  In 
large part, these sites were selected for mixed use because of their potential for housing development in 
the context of prior infill planning and City policies. Accordingly it is very likely that these mixed use 
rezonings will incorporate a high density housing component, 

Meeting Projected Housing Needs

Prior to the adoption of the 2015-2023 Housing Element, the City completed the rezoning and General 
Plan Amendments necessary to accommodate the City’s RHNA. The City has experienced tremendous 
development interest for these sites, as evidenced by entitlements on five sites for large-scale apartment 
and mixed-use developments, which are described in more detail in Appendix B).  Table 30 summarizes 
all high density residential sites within the City that maintain density to accommodate development ofr 30 
units/acre or greater. The pages immediately following the summary table include background information 
and development considerations for the five sites that remain vacant or underutilized. The five sites listed 
can accommodate a minimum capacity of approximately 991 units. The environmental impacts that could 
result from development of these sites at the identified densities were analyzed in the certified 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)  for the previous Housing Element update. The sites 
and densities were determined by taking into account a variety of factors including: zoning, environmental 
constraints, Smart Growth principles, feasibility of development and criteria important for California Tax 
Credit Allocations for affordable housing funding, ensuring that existing infrastructure could accommodate 
new growth, protecting existing neighborhoods, and enhancing the City’s quality of life. These sites are 
also included in the Housing Sites Inventory (Appendix B) and described in further detail below. The 
following figures are numbered to correspond with their housing site number, as shown in Appendix B.
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SITE #26

Kaiser

Location: Southeast of Laurel Creek Way 

General Plan Designation:  Mixed Use 

Site Zoning Accommodating High Density 
Residential Units: PUD-MU (High Density 
Residential 30+ du/ac—6.1 ac max.)

Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units per 
General Plan Designation and Zoning: 183+ 

Acreage for High-Density Residential 
Development: 6.1 acres 

Background Description: 

 Vacant site adjacent to an existing medical office 
complex. 

 Within ½ mile of freeway on ramps and BART station. 

 Tall, large buildings in area. 

 Site is more than 5 acres in size allowing for design flexibility. 

Key Considerations for Site Development: 

 None 

Feasibility for Site Development: 

The 6.1 acre  Kaiser site is currently vacant and avaible for development.

Kaiser
Permanente

Stoneridge
Professional
Pharmacy

680

Kaiser
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development.  This concept acknowledges that development will occur both under and over the mid-point, 
while in general averaging towards the mid-point at build-out. 

The Medium Density and Low Density Residential General Plan designations are discrete density ranges, 
and the mid-point, in addition to being used for holding capacity, indicates a density above which project 
amenities are provided to compensate for the added density of housing built.  However, in the High 
Density Residential designation (8 or more units per acre), there is no upper density limit and there is no 
amenity requirement.  Thus, the mid-point of the High Density Residential density range does not limit 
project density, nor does it constrain higher density, affordable-housing development.   

Growth Management  

The City adopted its first growth management ordinance in 1978, designed to regulate the location and 
rate of new residential growth in a period of sewage treatment constraints and air quality concerns. The 
following categories of residential units are exempt from the Growth Management ordinance: 

 Second units approved in accordance with Ccity zoning regulations. 
 Mobilehomes and/or living quarters located on school sites, public and institutional 

properties, and commercial/industrial properties used for security purposes or other 
purposes ancillary to the primary use, the use of which has been approved in accordance 
with Ccity zoning regulations, when such residential units do not exceed one dwelling per 
site. 

 A condominium conversion or replacement unit of an existing unit demolished and/or 
destroyed. (Ord. 2054 § 2, 2012) 

   

In 2010, the City amended its Growth Management ordinance to ensure that it did not prevent the City 
from approving residential development assigned to the City through the RHNA process. The City 
completed further revisions to the Growth Management Program in 2012 and 2013 to streamline the 
growth management process and ensure the RHNA goals are met. These revisions included the 
elimination of suballocation categories and the addition of a requirement that the City Manager provide a 
report to the City Council detailing annual unit allocations for each RHNA planning period within 90 days 
of the RHNA’s adoption by ABAG. Based on this report, the City Council would adopt a new unit 
allocation for that planning period. A Growth Management Report was presented to the City Council on 
October 15, 2013, determining that the annual unit allocation commencing July 1, 2014, through June 30, 
2022 would be 235 units, consistent with RHNA allocation requirements. 

To streamline the process, allocations are granted on a “first come” basis, with provisions that the City 
Council can “borrow” from future years to accommodate all levels of the RHNA. The program includes 
provisions for carrying over growth management allocations to subsequent years, borrowing allocations 
from succeeding years, and for use of unused allocations in each year. The City Council has the 
discretion to borrow growth allocations from future years  as part of a development agreement, growth 
management agreement, or other legislative act. This discretionary process would ensure that 
applications to build affordable housing units would not be rejected simply because the growth 
management allocations for a particular year have been exhausted. In recent years, the Growth 
Management Ordinance has had minimal impact on housing production or cost, as the number of issued 
residential building permits has been, on a yearly basis, lower than the annual Growth Management 
ordinance unit allocation. The City Council also considered refining the allocation process in the event 
that growth management applications exceed the number of annual growth management unit allocations 
available. At thate time City Council decided to defer refining the allocation process until the Housing 
Element update process is complete in order to ensure the allocation process reflects the City’s final, 
adopted strategy for the provision of housing, Program 30.2 would require the City to review and amend, 
if necessary, the Growth Management Program to reflect current housing and infrastructure conditions 
and current housing needs, and to ensure that the Growth Management Ordinance does not include 
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constraints that would prevent the City from meeting its share of the regional housing need. Potential 
revisions include establishing a regional housing need allocation exemption for all lower income housing, 
incorporating all lower income regional housing need allocation requirements into the growth 
management allocation, and mandating the ability to “borrow” allocation units for lower income housing 
from future years to accommodate all levels of regional housing need allocation through the developer’s 
development agreement, growth management agreement or other legislative act. The time frame for 
completing this review is January 2016.

The impact of growth management on the cost of housing in Pleasanton over the life of the program is not 
clear.  It is acknowledged that growth management may add a layer of processing to development review 
if the number of development applications requires decisions related to borrowing, reallocation and other 
growth management approval options.  The added time to process a development adds cost to a project.  
However, the cost to complete a project is not likely to affect the price of homes, as the price of housing is 
based on what the market is willing to bear, and the added costs are more likely to reduce the profit for 
the land owner rather than increase the price of a housing unit on the market.  

As shown in the graph below, the annual difference in the cost of housing in Pleasanton compared to the 
cost of housing in Alameda County has varied over the period of time the Growth Management Ordinance 
has been in effect.  The difference in the cost of housing in Pleasanton and the County was greater in 
2011 than when growth management was implemented in 1996.  The gap widened notably during the 
boom years around 2005 and again around 2009 when values in Pleasanton did not drop as dramatically 
as the remainder of the County.  It is not possible to say whether growth management was the cause of 
this difference in housing costs.  Scarcity of developable land in the City, high scoring schools, abundant 
services and recreational opportunities, attractive appearance, easy accessibility to major employment 
centers, and desirable location have likely been the primary factors driving housing prices in Pleasanton.  
Ultimately, the cost of housing depends on what people are willing to pay for those attributes relative to 
the cost in other communities.  
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