EXHIBIT A

P15-0564
DISCUSSION POINTS
TLC at Spotorno Property

. Does the Planning Commission support the proposed land use and density changes
to the General Plan and HVSP?

. What additional tasks/research, if any, should the City undertake to ascertain the
precise location of the UGB line?

. Does the Planning Commission support the elimination of the Bypass Road and the
retention of Westbridge Lane as a permanent access road to Alisal Street?

. Does the Planning Commission support the overall site layout, including the
proposed development standards, building designs, entry locations, and streets and
trails? Are additional pedestrian amenities warranted?

. Are there any other topical areas that should be addressed in the Subsequent EIR?






























































































































EXHIBIT D
P15-0564

RESOLUTION NO. 07- 107

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PLEASANTON
DISBANDING THE HAPPY VALLEY BLUE RIBBON COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, the Happy Valley Blue Ribbon Committee was established on June 6, 2006,
to develop bypass road alignment options and, if possible, a recommendation for Council
consideration; and

WHEREAS, the Committee held six meetings to discuss various options and developed
a recommendation that a majority of Committee members supports; and

WHEREAS, the Committee’s work is complete with the presentation of its
recommendation to Council at the Council’s April 17, 2007 meeting.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
PLEASANTON DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE AND ORDER THE FOLLOWING:

Section 1: Thanks the 12 members of the Happy Valley Blue Ribbon Committee for their work,
accepts the Committee’s report, concludes that the Committee’s work is finished, and disbands
the Committee.

Section 2: This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its passage and adoption.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Pleasanton at
a regular meeting held on April 17, 2007.

I, Karen Diaz, City Clerk of the City of Pleasanton, California, certify that the foregoing
resolution was adopted by the City Council at a regular meeting held on the April 17, 2007 by
the following vote:

Ayes: Cook-Kallio, McGovern, Sullivan, Thorne, Mayor Hosterman
Noes: None
Absent: None
Abstain: None

kare Diaz, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

PN Cldel

Michael H. Roush, City Attorney
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THE CIiTY OF

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

PLEASANTON
April 17, 2007
City Manager's Office
TITLE: CONSIDER RECOMMENDATION OF THE HAPPY VALLEY BLUE

RIBBON COMMITTEE (HVBRC) FOR THE BYPASS ROAD
REALIGNMENT AND ADOPT A RESOLUTION THANKING THE
COMMITTEE FOR COMPLETING ITS PURPOSE

SUMMARY

The Happy Valley Blue Ribbon Committee was established by the City Council on June
6, 2006 and asked to provide a recommendation to the City Council related to the
Callippe Preserve Golf Course bypass road alignment. The Committee began meeting
later that month and concluded their activities in November 2006. As the Committee
has completed this task, therefore the City Council may disband it.

RECOMMENDATION

Accept the report on Happy Valley Blue Ribbon Committee’s work to develop a
recommended bypass road alignment and accept the Committee’s recommendation
regarding the preferred bypass alignment, and adopt the attached resolution
(Attachment 1) to thank the Committee for completing its purpose.

FINANCIAL STATEMENT
There are no fiscal impacts related to the acceptance of the HVBRC recommendations
or in the action to disband the committee.



BACKGROUND

On June 6, 2006, the City Council established The Happy Valley Blue Ribbon
Committee. The HVBRC was comprised of various stakeholders and included City staff,
an Alameda County representative, property owners, and interested developers. The
Committee was charged with the task to discuss the previous alternatives that had been
evaluated related to a bypass road alignment as described in the Happy Valley Specific
Plan (Attachment 2), review new information, and collaborate towards finding a preferred
alternative for a bypass road alignment that would connect the Callippe Preserve Golf
Course to Sycamore Creek thereby alleviating traffic movement through the Specific
Plan area. The attached report (Attachment 3) provides greater details of the
Committee’s activities. Lorie Tinfow, the City's former Administrative Services Director,
was the staff liaison leading this effort. Ms. Tinfow left the City of Pleasanton in October
2006 but agreed to 1) complete this phase of the project, and 2) present the Committee's
work and final results to the City Councit.

A maijority of the HVBRC (8 of the 11 members present) voted to recommend that the
City Council consider: 1) the bypass road alignment included in the Greenbriar Homes’
current proposal that runs along the western edge of the Spotorno property, connecting
with Sycamore Creek Way to the north and Westbridge on the south (Attachment 4),
and 2) that any development approved for Lot 98 (aka Spotorno Flat) include
consideration of design conditions as outlined in Ms Tinfow's report. No
recommendation was made by the HVBRC related to housing density.

NEXT STEPS

Should the City Council accept the recommendations from the HVBRC, it will mean that
the Council finds generally acceptable the realignment of the Bypass Road as depicted
on Attachment 4, subject to appropriate environmental review and an amendment to the
Happy Valley Specific Plan, both following public review and comment. The right of way,
design and construction costs for such realigned Bypass Road will be as provided in the
Happy Valley Specific Plan unless the Plan is amended otherwise.

“—

-~ A/
Submitted by: S N\ /’ > Approved %\
il a/ % a S Lol %”‘
~/Julie Yuah-Miu ~ Donna Decker s _
” Deputy City Manager Acting Planning Director Atc%\%nc%;cﬁgnager
Attachments:

1. Resolution to accept the HYBRC recommendation and disband the Committee

2. Happy Valley Specific Plan Proposed Circulation System Improvements Aerial
depicting recommended alignment, the Callippe Golf Course, a portion of Mariposa
Ranch, and the proposed Spotorno project

3. Happy Valley Blue Ribbon Committee’s Activities Related to a Bypass Road
Alignment Recommendation prepared by Lorie Tinfow

4. Map of Recommended Realignment for Bypass Road

Page 2 of 2



Attachment 1

RESOLUTION NO. 07-

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PLEASANTON
DISBANDING THE HAPPY VALLEY BLUE RIBBON COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, the Happy Valley Blue Ribbon Committee was established on June 6, 2006,
to develop bypass road alignment options and, if possible, a recommendation for Council
consideration; and

WHEREAS, the Committee has held six meetings to discussed various options and has
now developed a recommendation that a majority of Committee members supports; and

WHEREAS, the Committee’s work is complete with the presentation of the
recommendation to Council at the April 17" meeting;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
PLEASANTON DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE AND ORDER THE FOLLOWING:

Section_1: To thank the 12 members of the Happy Valley Blue Ribbon Committee for their
work, accept their report, conclude that the Committee’s work is finished, and disband the
Committee.

Section 2: This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its passage and adoption.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Pleasanton at
a regular meeting held on April 17, 2007.

I, Karen Diaz, City Clerk of the City of Pleasanton, California, certify that the foregoing
resolution was adopted by the City Council at a regular meeting held on the April 17, 2007 by
the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Karen Diaz, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Michael H. Roush, City Attorney






Attachment 3

Happy Valley Blue Ribbon Committee’s
Activities Related to a Bypass Road
Alignment Recommendation

Presented to the City of Pleasanton
April 17, 2007

Prepared by Lorie Tinfow





















THE CiTY OF

a‘ -~ L Happy Valley

PLE ‘A\QANTON Blue Rib:;:nzgmmittee

Faith Chapel, 6656 Alisal St., Pleasanton, CA
JUNE 8, 2006, 7:00 PM

A. Call to Order

B. Roll Call: Aura, Costanzo, Feilton, Freitas, Jordan, Kawaihau, Manning, Maund,
Richert, Schorno, Smith and Spotorno

C. Accept Agenda ltems and Order: No additional items may be added pursuant to
Government Code Section 54954 2.

D. Approval of Draft Minutes
a) None at this time.

E. Matters Initiated by Members of the Audience

Any member of the public may address the Committee about any matter not on the agenda
for this meeting for up to three minutes. Committee members may not comment on the
matter but may choose to place the topic on a future agenda.

. Matters Before the Committee

a) Committee Meeting Logistics
b) Review Staff Report dated June 6, 2006 (Attachment 1)
c) Review information requested at May 9, 2006, meeting
. history of the "old" alignment (Attachment 2. copy of report that outlined
alternate alignments considered previously)
. letters written in response to the Happy Valley Specific Plan EIR

(Attachment 3)

list of current owners of lots at the golf course (Attachment 4)

traffic counts — most recent and/or updated (Attachment 5)

"safe capacity” of Sycamore Rd., Alisal St., Sycamore Valley Way (verbal)

presentation of Greenbriar's current proposal (Attachment 6 plus verbal)

d) Determine additional information needed and begin discussion of by-pass road
alignment options.

G. Topics for Next Meeting

H. Adjournment












ATTACHMENT 2



THE CITY OF

; _y Happy Valley
i Blue Ribbon Committee

PLEASANTON raonds

Pleasanton Tennis Center, 5801 Valley Avenue, Pleasanton, CA
JULY 13, 2006, 7:00 PM

A. Call to Order

B. Roll Call: Aura, Costanzo, Felton, Freitas, Jordan, Kawaihau, Manning, Maund,
Richert, Schorno, Smith and Spotorno

C. Accept Agenda Items and Order: ltems may be deleted or rearranged in order; no
additional items may be added pursuant to Government Code Section 54954 2.

D. Approval of Draft Minutes
a) Minutes from meeting held on June 8. 2006 (Attachment 1)

E. Matters Initiated by Members of the Audience
Any member of the public may address the Committee about any matter not on the agenda
for this meeting for up to three minutes. Committee members may not comment on the

matter but may choose to place the topic on a future agenda.

F. Matters Before the Committee
1. Discussion of Alternate Road Alignments Previously Considered
2. Physical Requirements for any Bypass Road
3. Traffic Data
4. Discussion of Committee walking the path(s) of any proposed bypass road(s)

5.Discussion of Bypass Road Alignment Options

G. Topics for Next Meeting

H. Adjournment












ATTACHMENT 3



THE CITY OF

Happy Valley
Blue Ribbon Committee

...,?f-..‘

PLEASANTON o

Faith Chapel, 6656 Alisal St., Pleasanton, CA
AUGUST 10, 2006, 7:00 PM

A. Call to Order

B. Roll Call: Aura, Costanzo, Felton, Freitas, Jordan, Kawaihau, Manning, Maund,
Richert, Schorno, Smith and Spotorno

C. Accept Agenda Items and Order: No additional items may be added pursuant to
Government Code Section 54954 2.

D. Approval of Draft Minutes
a) Minutes from meeting held on July 13, 2006 (to be sent out separately by email

on Monday)

E. Matters Initiated by Members of the Audience

Any member of the public may address the Committee about any matter not on the agenda
for this meeting for up to three minutes. Committee members may not comment on the
matter but may choose to place the topic on a future agenda.

F. Matters Before the Committee
a) Review memo regarding Happy Valley Specific Plan
b) Discussion of Bypass Road alignment options

G. Topics for Next Meeting

H. Adjournment












say that Happy Valley is no longer rural. Al Schormo asked what was the cost of the
bypass road. Pat Costanzo answered approximatelyv $14-15 million. There was a
dialogue about the EIR being conducted and the Tiger Satamanders that will he
impacted. Pat stoted that there is information that is available from the first EIR
report. incJuding imformation about the salamanders. Vanessa said the EIR 1snt
ready 112 vears later and she wants (o see the feasibility before the committee
recommends anvthing. Gene Jordon added that he feels the reports are for someone
else to figure out. not the joh of the committee. Jim Freitas asked how long it would
take to build the bypass road. Pat answered about a vear.

Tom Smith asked when the committee witl be able o define what will be voted on.
Roger Manning suggested that the next meeung should limit the number of the routes
to three options and discuss the pros and cons of cach. Gene suggested Option B be
climmated. There was no objection from the committee and Option B was
eliminated. The committee’s issues for discussion are:

*«  Acsthetics

= Political'Condemnation

*  Traflic

* Density

5 Strategy o get support

= Bike Path'Sidewalk

* rees

s Lavironmental Impact

= Geotechnical

»  Jleight: One Story v Two Story houses

The committee requested a matrin be deycloped 1o help them rate cach option. Lorie
said she would create a matrix for the next meeting, Another mecting was scheduled
in case i's necessary. The next mectings are scheduled for September 14, 2006 and
September 28, 2000,
G. Topics for Next Meceting
Nothing additional

H. Adjournment — [oric Tinfow adjourned the mecting at 9:30 PM,

HVBRC Minutes 08-10-06 4
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THE CITY OF

Happy Valley
Blue Ribbon Committee

PLEASANTON

aidd

Faith Chapel, 6656 Alisal St., Pleasanton, CA
SEPTEMBER 14, 2006, 7:00 PM

A. Call to Order

B. Roll Call: Aura, Costanzo, Felton, Freitas, Jordan, Kawaihau, Manning, Maund,
Richert, Schorno, Smith and Spotorno

C. Accept Agenda Items and Order: No additional items may be added pursuant to
Government Code Section 54954 2.

D. Approval of Draft Minutes
a) Minutes from meeting held on August 10, 2006 (Attachment 1)

E. Matters Initiated by Members of the Audience

Any member of the public may address the Committee about any matter not on the agenda
for this meeting for up to three minutes. Committee members may not comment on the
matter but may choose to place the topic on a future agenda.

F. Matters Before the Committee
a) Discussion of Bypass Road alignment options
1. Review suggested process for discussing alignment options and review
matrix (Attachment 2)
2. Determine process to be used
3. Discuss options and determine next steps

G. Topics for Next Meeting on September 28, 2006

H. Adjournment












Option D was defined as follows: 03 housing units as described above: structure height
was changed to be consistent with the Happy Valley Specific Plan: a 4-foot crushed
aranite tratl along the by pass road was specitied: safety Hehtng only o be installed:
trees to be placed ulong the bypass road where houses are located but omitted elsewhere:
berms installed along the roadway at a height ol 3 feet: and tratfic calming measures
implemented as appropriate.

The Commitiee was then asked to vote by raising thetr hand if they supported this new
option. Onc committee member had feft: of the ten members remaining. six voted in
favor of Option D. Jim Freitas said that the City's recommendation prior was a1 acre
lots and suggested a number smaller than 63 be considered. No majority support was
rcached for any other number of housing units, Pat Costanzo agreed to study Option D
and come back to the Committee with information at the September 28 meeting.

G. Topics for Next Meeting

Nothing additional.

H. Adjournment - Lorie Tinfow adjourmned the meeting at 9:38 M,

HVBRC Minutes 09-14-006 4
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THE CITY OF

Happy Valley

PLEASAYNTON Blue Rib:;;\n%ca)mmittee

Faith Chapel, 6656 Alisal St., Pleasanton, CA
SEPTEMBER 28, 2006, 7:00 PM

A. Call to Order

B. Roll Call: Aura, Costanzo, Felton, Freitas, Jordan, Kawaihau, Manning, Maund,
Richert, Schorno, Smith and Spotorno

C. Accept Agenda ltems and Order: No additional items may be added pursuant to
Government Code Section 54954.2.

D. Approval of Draft Minutes
a) Minutes from meeting held on September 14, 2006 (Attachment 1)

E. Matters Initiated by Members of the Audience

Any member of the public may address the Committee about any matter not on the agenda
for this meeting for up to three minutes. Committee members may not comment on the
matter but may choose fo place the topic on a future agenda.

F. Matters Before the Committee

Review activities at September 14 meeting

Clarify Committee vote on Option D taken at September 14 meeting

Presentation by Greenbriar Homes of revised development proposal

Questions and comments by Committee members

Questions and comments by audience members

Discuss any further modification of Option D

) Discuss level of support for final Option D

) Determine next steps for developing and/or making recommendation to City Council

DO 22000 T o

G. Topics for Next Meeting

H. Adjournment






F. Matters Before the Committee

a. Review activitics at September 14 mecting

Because a large number of meeting attendees were new to the process. Lorie Tinfow
summarized activities that occurred at the September 14 mecting. She discussed the
elements that were summarized on a spreadsheet with the different alignment options.

b. Clarify Committee vote on Option I) taken at September 14 meeting

At the mecting six of the ten committee members presented voted for Option D (the road
alignment associated with the Greenbriar Homes project). At the time. Lorie stated that
the vote did not represent a majority because the entire committee is comprised of 12
members so six ts only half. However. the total voting was ten (which constituted a
quorumy) so six votes did reflect a majority opimon.  Tom Smith stated he didn’t feel that
the vote should count because it was late and there were just no real arguments. Kellen
Aura agreed with Tom's statement. Wes Ielton disagreed and said a quorum is a quorum
and it should count. Lorie stated that there was a vote and a presentation requested from
Pat Costanzo and instructed the committee that they can revisit the item after the
presentation.

¢. Presentation by Greenbriar Homes of revised development proposal

Pat Costanzo presented the proposal for 63 lots, The lot sizes are 13.200 sq ft 10 21.000 sq
fl. Ed from Greenbriar described the plans and elevations. The one-story homes are up to
25 ft and the two story homes are up to 30 ftin height. The single story home plans are
calculated at .40 FAR. the two-story plans are calculated at .30 FAR and the 50.000 sq ft
lots are caleulated at .25 FAR. Half of the development 1s planned to be single story
homes. There are four different plans proposed with three different elevations per plan.
There 1s no park planned. Pat also introduced a development with 70 homes with similar
parameters.

d. Questions and comments by Committee members

Several questions were asked about the dollars necessary for the bypass road and questions
about profit margin. Pat declined to comment. Roger Manning and Al Schorno asked for
confirmation from Pat that the bypass road would be built first. and then the development.
at indicated that he had said they would be built concurrently. Pete Richert asked how
high the dirt would be built up on the flat from constructing the bypass road. Pat said the
elevations would be varied up to four feet. Roger asked how many lots are on Westbridge
on the proposal with 70 homes. Pat answered there would be eight homes on Westbridge.

¢. Questions and comments by audience members

Audience Member: Would Westbridge be closed?

Pat Costanzo: Yes

Audience Member: Would traffic studies be done on Alisal or Sxcamore Creck Way?
Pat Costanzo: Sycamore Creek was built to accommodate the traffic from this
development and more.

Audience Member: Why are vou talking as if vou're going down from 102 homes. but
I'm looking at it as going up?

Lorie Tinfow: The total number of units has evolved as a negotiations to be able to get the
property for the road.

Audicnce Member: Greenbriar made the development across the road. how big is that
one?

HVBRC Minutes 09-28-00
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Bill Lincoln: Asked residents of Sveamore Heirghts and Bridle Creek to please stand. Our
community is new. The latest member just closed escrow. The notice we received never
mentioned our area. I don’t feel that we have adequate representation. only one vote. Last
time. the only vote for status quo was [rom our arca. Our resounding vote 1s for Option A.
All of the community is impacted und should share the burden by providing multiple
routes. No roads should be closed. There should be a reduction considered in the
development and more traffic studies should be done. [ am submitting a petition of 48
signatures o further discuss. Vanessa Kawathau asked if Bridle Creek was part of
Svcamore Helghts homeowners association. Bill responded that they are not.

James Frost: Tam currently in titigation with Greenbriar. It doesn™t matter what they say.
it matters what is written down. I recommend vou have an independent attorney go
through evervthing. Don't relay on the City or City Attorney. It they fail to deliver what
ts vour recourse”  Ihe documents don’t reflect what's being said.

Kelly Patterson: [ live in Sycamore Heights and would like to submit two proposals for a
stop sign with solar power and speed bumps.

Bob Guttelli: To Summerhill. from my standpoint. 50 houses have already impacted us.
When Bridle Creek was built. the City required the front to be landscaped. but not in
Summerhill. T shutter 1o think when 1.000 cars come down. 1 feel ike at imes Greenbriar
1s deceptive. T am for status quo.

Kellen Aura clarified that status quo means Happy Valley Road will be closed.
f. Discuss any further modification of Option D
g. Discuss Jevel of support for final Option D

h. Determine next steps for developing and/or making recommendation to City
Council

Loric 'imfow asked what would the committee like for next steps? Pete Richert asked
what is the financial burden on the City from this proposal? Lorie responded that there
was talk about dividing up the cost depending on the use. Vanessa Kawathau stated that
the original road called for the City to pay 173, Pat Costanzo shared that the cost would be
45-47% Greenbriar it it is caleulated on use. Torie stated that the formula to share cost is
unclear at this point. Bob Maund stated that the current estimate for the road is 12-13
million dolfars. [f the City"s planning on paving 8§ million dollars. they only have one
million dollars saved.

Jim Freitas said there are several issues to consider: the road needs to be built before the
homes. the water from fertilizer will need to be dealt with, someoene will need to check the
Alisal lots to sec 11 they “re really one acre. the height of dirt excavated should be lowered.
may be consider 59 homes and a two acre park. sound barrier. Al Spotorno to give up
property for green space ‘trails‘open space. and connect the horse trail [rom Alisal.
Vanessa Kawaihau shared that the FIR savs a park isn't needed because of the large lots,
maybe not a full park is needed but perhaps a tot lot,

Tom Smith asked if the votes from last ttme counted. Lorte Tinfow confirmed that theyv
did count. but it was to bring this proposal back to discuss. It wasnta vote as a

HVBRC NMinutes 09-28-06 |
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PLE ASANTON Blue Rib:ggnzgmmittee

THE CITY OF

Happy Valley

E.

Faith Chapel, 6656 Alisal St., Pleasanton, CA
NOVEMBER 9, 2006, 7:00 PM

Call to Order

Roll Call: Aura, Costanzo, Felton, Freitas, Jordan, Kawaihau, Manning, Maund,
Richert, Schorno, Smith and Spoterno

Accept Agenda ltems and Order: No additional items may be added pursuant to
Government Code Section 54854 .2.

. Approval of Draft Minutes

a) Minutes from meeting held on September 28, 2006 (Attachment 1)

Matters Initiated by Members of the Audience

Any member of the public may address the Committee about any matter not on the agenda
for this meeting for up to three minutes. Committee members may not comment on the
matter but may choose to place the topic on a future agenda.

F.

Matters Before the Committee

1.Memo: Questions related to Bridle Creek/Sycamore Heights, and Access to Alisal for
Residents of Homes constructed on Lot 98 (aka Spotorno Flat) (Attachment 2)

2.Memo: Summary Report and Recommendation Options (Attachment 3)

3. Questions and comments by Committee members

4. Questions and comments by audience members

5.Measure Committee member support for Recommendation Options (Attachment 4)

6. Finalize recommendation for City Council

. Adjournment



DRAFT

HAPPY VALLEY BLUE RIBBON COMMITTEE
SUMMARY MINUTES
NOVEMBER 9, 2006

(Note: These mmutes are in draft form because. given that this was the last Committee meeting.
there was no apportunity to take them back to the Committee for approval.)

A. Call to Order
City of Pleasanton’s stall member Lorie Tinfow convened the mecting at 7:06 pan. at
FFaith Chapel.

B. Roll Call

Committee Members:
Present:
Ketlen Aura
Patrick Costanzo
Wes Felton
Jim Freitas
Gene Jordan
Vanessa Kawuathau
Bob Maund
Peter Richert
Tom Smith
Al Schorno
Al Spotarno
Absent:
Roger Manning

Staff Representatives:
Lorte Tinfow. City of Pleasanton
Mike Tassano. City of Pleasanton
Debra Farmer. City of Pleasanton
Art Carrera. County of Alameda
C. Accept Agenda Items and Order
No changes made.
D. Approval of Draft Minutes

a. Pat Costanzo asked to amend the September 28 mecting minutes with
additional detail about the revised development proposal presented at that meeting
which he read aloud and submitted in writing for the record - see attached. Peter
Richert made a motion to approve the minutes as amended. Pat Costanzo
scconded the motion. Minutes were approved as amended.

E. Matters Initiated by Members of the Audicnce

No new matters initiated by the public.

HVBRC Minutes 11-09-06 ]
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Spotorno Property

PUD Project Description
3/15/2006

Page 2

All homes in this new community, with the exception of the three homes that will front onto
Alisal Street, will take access off of the Bypase Road. Additionally, alt traffic for the newly
opened golf course, which currentlv takes access off of Alizal Street and Happy Valley Road,
will also take access off of the Repass Road, ensuring a significant reduction in existing traffic

impacts along those roads.

Project amenities include pedestrian connections between the residential units and the
surrounding pathwavs and trails. The proposed architectural styling is country casual, with
traditional detailing; with onc and tivo-story homes ranging in size from about 2,900s.f. up to
6,535s.f. The larger lots along Alisal Street have been specifically located there to provide a
transition from the existing neichborhood to the new community. Additionally, one-story
homes are proposed along the casiern edge of the property to provide a transition from the
adjacent propertics to the new community. The primary project entry will be from the
proposed Bypass Road. This primary entry area will be heavily, vet informally landscaped with
monumentation in order to create a pleasant sense of arrival for this new residential
community. Westbridge Lane, which is the access road leading to the newly opened Callippe

Preserve Golt Course, will provide a secondary access into this new community.

A great deal of care has been taken to assure that the proposed project blends well with the
existing single-family Happyv Valley neighborhoods that border the project avea on its northern
and western edges. These surrounding neighborhoods otfer a traditional and eclectic mix of
architectural styvles on a spectrum of lot sizes, with dense intormal clusters of various trees
intermittently located around the area. Surrounding streets are of substandard widths which
add to the general rural character in the Happy Vallev area. The overall planning and design
concepts for this now residential community, give it a cohesive and vibrant character within the

context of the surrounding neighborhoods,
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Aiternate 1 - Upper Road Alignment

Alternate 2 - Connection to highway 84

Alternate 3 — Extend Alisal to Sycamore Creek — new road through Spotorno Flats
Alternate 4 — Lower Road Alignment

Alternate 5 - Use Existing Temp. Alignment as Permanent (keep access as is)
Alternate 6 — Cul-de-sac Alisal — golif traffic to use Happy Valley Road

Altemnate 7 - Connect to Pleasanton/Sunol Road South of Happy Valley Road 2,000 1.000 0 2,000 4,000

Alternate 8 - Remote Parking lot and Shuttle (ot location never identified) m Feet
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Matrix Completed at Sept. 14 Meeting
Trees
Bike Path/ Environmental Height (one story Political/ Strategy to get sprinkled  Berm
Aesthetics Sidewalk Impact Geotech vs. two story) Housing Density Condemnation support Traftic Trees Lighting on hillside Height
Option A: Status Quo - no road
Happy Valley Rd If tike
may be closed palhisidewalk
Lack of either and traffic added Aftects Alisa)
Noise ang unless provided  rerouted st condemnation may and Sycamore
visitility of cars pv the Cily size  sidewatk adided be neoded Rd  speed
on Alisal and of nght of way front yards may depending on neighborhnod vs  number of
Sycamore Rd  would need be impacted and ROW. woutd neighborhood cars safety
traffic catmmg  clarfication as trees might be consistent with status que be would need Absal  concecnsitnay
devices that wouid need for  losl. salamader Hapoy Valiey consistent with constslent with and Sycamore Rd  need calmmg  possible lass of
may be nesded condermnation iSEues Nane Speciic Flan HYSP court ebhgation?  support devicks streef frees No change N/A NiA
Option B: Original alignment, '
modified to work with geology Affects
Sycamare
Creek, spead
9 shallow nuniter of
landshdes (10'- cais, satety
201 2 deep shdes concarns/may
(on= is 150" other need calmng
1s 50, water level if Spotoimo devices more
mpacted. steép. agread unlikely hames
would require 2 1 City would impacted
cut ratio and approve this creates
Major landshdes. substantal oroject If Spotorno neghborhood vs posilive inpact
fauna loss retaining walis. ad net agree. City neghiborhood wilh on Happy possible ioss of
Visility of cars mcluded a watlands offhaul mavement of consistent with would bave 1o nagative effects on Vatley, Ahsal  trees al creek Light:ng
and road tor the tvke/pedestnan  dt upland about 1 milion Happy Valley 102 unts + 5 as force via Sycamore Creek  and Sycaniore  ¢rossmg, inara consistent
reqion trall habitat, buds vards of dirt Soecthic Pian descnbed in HVSP  condemnation Way neighborhood Rd oaks unpacted with HYSP NeA ?
Option C: Bypass road associated
with current Greenbriar project, as 0'S® 210
proposed visibilily of cars
on Sycamore 4 landsides o the mix of t & 2 story
Creek Way 15°-20 range and 3% fram With approvai
traffic calnung the S-10 range  foundation (o0 top HVSP ang Determme density Same 25 B
devices that neludes a fraif en small wettanags iess sleep with cut of 3" pad of added General Pian thatl can be fewer hames
may be nesded one side satamanders ralio of 21 dirty TG units would be updated supported rmpacted free opliunai Cplional ocuonal 2 fost
Option D Bypass road associated
with current Greenbriar project B3 units. three 5o
with modifications acre lots along T-ees alonu rpad
consistent with Alsal remaiing where houses Sataly
Happy Vailev 30 acres Incaled notrees lLghtng
4inot crushed  detenmined by Specific Plan and developed n 152 traffic catoing — along rest of consistent
aranite EIR via report golf course homes acre lots 110 impacts may be needed sireet with HYSP 300
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{J You forwarded this message on 11/19/2006 10:52 AM. I

Lorie Tinfow
. - |

From: Roger Manning [roger@homes-lots.com] Sent: Thu 11/2/2006 12:13 PM
To: Lorie Tinfow

Cc:

Subject: Blue Ribbon

Attachments:

Lorie;

As you may remember. | will nat be at the 11/9 meeting due to a vacation trip

My vote for submittal to the City Council would be option # 1 which would establish a by-pass route with no
recommendation on the number of homes | have never felt comfortable in establishing a number for the
homes, feeling that that is a negotiation item between the City Council, staff and Greenbrier The road, which
has to be built, ({the status quo not being an option) has a cost which only can be covered at a cost of “x"
number of homes | don’t believe our committee can recommend much less negotiate this without looking at all
of the other amenities attached to a typical PUD. The staff and City Council can best negotiate a "total
package” that would be acceptable to the residents of Pleasnaton

The design and or other suggestions you noted can be submitted for staff consideration

If the committee feels a need to submit a house number along with a road recommendation my vote would be
option #4 in that | don't believe Greenbrier {or even the Spotorno’s) would go at ail with options 2 or 3

if | need to clarify this one way or the other please e-mail me back as | will be here until Monday am

Roger Manning

Ps' Sorry to be losing you You have done an excellent job with our committee and | wish you the best in
Walnut Creek. Congratulations

https:/Awebmail.ci.pleasanton.ca.us/exchange/ltinfow /Inbox/Bluc®s20Ribbon EML?Cmd ... 1/24/2007






with respect to some of the safety issues that the residents have identified. He added the
agreement has been extended to the end of July. If they are not able to reach an
agreement that the residents and the Council can support, then the ordinance will go into
effect in August.

Mayor Hosterman expressed a desire to schedule opportunities for Councilmembers to
visit the Park.

In response to question by Counciimember Thorne, the City Attorney noted the
maintenance issues are under the control of the State Department of Housing and
Community Development and the City's ability to regulate them is more difficult than
throughout the City. On the other hand, there are general maintenance responsibilities
under the agreement and that is the leverage that the City has tried to use to get the
owner to do something out there in the interim. It has been difficult to get voluntary
cooperation.

It was noted that letters to the State Department of Housing and Community Development
would be helpful as well.

Joseph Partansky addressed the Council regarding public participation and referenced the
wording on the Agenda Coversheet which reads “.....the Mayor will generally allow public
input on any item listed on the agenda....” He indicated the law states you must allow
comments. He asked if you keep the language as stated, perhaps there should be a
statement where comments are not allowed so as to be more informational. In addition,
referring to Council Reports, he noted it would be nice to have reports out by Boards and
Commissions — perhaps quarterly or once a year.

PUBLIC HEARINGS AND OTHER MATTERS

18.

19.

Pulled from the agenda — Public Hearing: Status report regarding community needs for
medical marijuana, Alameda County's ldentification Card Program, dispensaries within the
County, and effects of dispensaries operating in other jurisdictions, and consider
introduction of an Ordinance to add a new Chapter 6.18 to the Municipal Code to prohibit
the operation of medical marijuana dispensaries

Consider recommendation of the Happy Valley Blue Ribbon Committee (HVBRC) for the
Bypass Road realignment and adopt a resolution thanking the committee for completing its
purpose.

Julie Yuan-Miu, Deputy City Manager, gave the staff report and noted the Happy Valley Blue
Ribbon Committee was established by the Council in June 2006 and was asked to provide a
recommendation to the Council related to the Callippe Preserve Golf Course bypass road
alignment. The Committee began meeting later that month and concluded their activities in
November 2006. As the Committee has completed the task, its recommended that the
Council disband the committee. She noted Lorie Tinfow handled this project and would be
making the presentation.

Lorie Tinfow gave a presentation and noted that the committee was charged with the task to
discuss the previous alternatives that had been evaluated related to a bypass road
alignment as described in the Happy Valley Specific Plan, review new information, and
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Kellen Aura addressed the Council in support of the recommendation of the HVBRC. He
noted Happy Valley Loop was never designed to carry the traffic that has been generated by
the City’s golf course. He noted visibility issues, lighting issues and general traffic concerns
in the area. He urged the Council to accept the recommendations by the HVBRC.

Daryl Horan addressed the Council in opposition to the proposed bypass alternative. She
noted concerns with noise and exhaust pollution. She commented on the Salamandar
endangered species and noted concern with if that had been considered. She urged the
Council to reject the proposal for an aiternative bypass road.

Sheri Howard addressed the Council in opposition to the recommendation. She noted
concerns with traffic, safety, traffic circles, and berm curbs. She also noted with safety due
to impaired drivers who may have been drinking after playing golff.

Debi Frost addressed the Council who read sales information that was given to all
prospective Briddile Creek buyers by Greenbriar Homes which focused on quality living. She
noted concerns with traffic congestion on Sycamore Creek and indicated the bypass road
has been a source of contention ever since the Briddle Creek homeowners realized they
were duped by Greenbriar Homes. She indicated she feels that Greenbriar was intentionally
deceptive in order to command top dollar for the Briddle Creek Homes.

Jim Frost addressed the Council indicating there has not been appropriate disclosures made
from the developer. He noted concerns with adequate representation on the HVBRC. He
commented on the funding issues as they relate to the development of the bypass road. He
concluded by stating if the Council wants to build a community of character, he suggests
that they don't do it with Greenbriar as they don't represent the same values as the City
does.

Greg O’Connor addressed the Council expressing issues with the process and the resulting
recommendations. He noted residents of Happy Valley are currently complaining about the
traffic from the golf course. He noted the proposed recommendation would add to the traffic
congestion and urged the Council to oppose it. He noted the committees vote on densities
should have been reflected in the recommendation.

Kevin Close addressed the Council urging them to accept the recommendation. He added
this is an alignment of a quarter of the bypass road and that the first three sections of the
bypass road have already been buiit.

Patrick Costanzo addressed the Council in support of the recommendation. He noted that
there will be an EIR to study the salamandar and all other issues and those will be
addressed appropriately. As to whether the bypass can be removed from the Specific Plan
and have it be okay, he highly doubts it. He also commented that they have provided to the
City all the disclosures that were distributed when the homes were sold and noted they
legally disclosed the right and proper things. The committee did orginally talk about
densities, but then it was determined that it really didn’t make sense to try to plan a project
around the table with twelve people and it should be left to the appropriate process. He
noted there was a vote at one time to support 63 homes. He concluded by asking for the
Council’s support tonight so that they may continue the process and work with the City to
get something that works.
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Tom Smith addressed the Council as part of the HVBRC and noted he lives on Happy
Valley Road. He indicated he supports the Committee’s decision, adding he would like to
see one acre parcels and would like to see the people along the road get easements to their
property on the backside if they are going to sacrifice getting a road in their backyards. He
added he hopes that the road is built first. He urged the Councit to support the committee’s
decision and fulfill the promise that was made a long time ago about getting the quality of life
back on Happy Valley Road.

Gene Jordan addressed the Council as part of the HVYBRC and noted five or six years ago
when the bypass road was being discussed, it was truly a bypass road. 1t would truly allow
people to get to the golf course with minimal intervention to homeowners in the
neighborhood. When he became involved on the HVBRC, he found it interesting that option
was no longer on the table. He noted as they went through the Blue Ribbon Committee, it
became clear that the likelihood of any bypass road to be built would be based on densities
of homes that would be built by the Greenbriar development.

Hearing no further requests to speak, the Mayor closed public comment.

Counciimember Cook-Kallio questioned the composition of the Committee and if the
meetings were public. Staff responded meetings were available to the public. In terms of
the selection of committee members, the Council considered a staff report that designated
various stakeholders for the Blue Ribbon Committee. Discussion was held at great length
as to who those stakeholders should include. The stakeholder group was identified and
staff had initial meetings with the community that was open to the public and ultimately
invited representation from the neighborhood to fill those stakeholder groups. She clarified
that what was before the Council was the alignment not density. She also clarified that the
building of the road would be dependent on an EIR. She also commented on the emotional
nature of this issue and indicated she has followed the issue and believes it was a promise
of the Council to fund some sort of bypass road and believes the Council is obligated to do
that. She clarified any road closures would be part of an on-going negotiation.

City Manager Fialho clarified the Specific Plan for the area contemplates Westbridge being
converted to a cul-de-sac once the bypass road is constructed. He noted that is what the
General Plan calls for today and should the Council decide to change the policy it could be
changed. He stated there is a public review process associated with that, as well as various
stakeholders that the City would have to meet with to get that done and that it is basically at
the Council's discretion as to when Council would proceed with discussions on
development. Staff added that Westbridge will have emergency vehicle access even if it is
closed.

Councilmember Cook-Kallio recognized this issue is a difficult balancing act. She does feel
the Council is obligated to move forward with a bypass road.

Councilmember McGovern clarified that city staff has not determined the housing density for
Spotorno flat at this point. She also clarified that the City is not looking at having the
housing pay for the entire road. The City has an obligation to fund as weli due to the golf
course. She questioned if she were to approve the alignment tonight, Council would still
have to be negotiating what type of housing density would be on that property. If the
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Council did not come up with the housing density that the landowner wanted, she
questioned if they could back out of the alignment that was approved tonight.

City Manager Fialho noted the way the staff recommendation is structured is that by
supporting the Blue Ribbon Committee’s recommendation the Council is generally accepting
that the alignment is in that general vicinity. But, the Council has not amended the Specific
Plan, the General Plan and hasn't proceeded with an EIR process or a deveiopment
application on the part of Greenbriar. All of this must come together before the road ever
gets constructed.

Councilmember McGovern stated she honestly believes the City has its integrity and her
integrity is on the line. She noted previous Councils, when the golf course was agreed
upon, it was also agreed to make permanent to remove traffic away from the rural roads that
were in the Happy Valley area as a way of maintaining the rural nature of that portion of the
Valley, but also to try to have the least impact on those properties as possible. She is
looking for a final solution and is ready to move on and do something here that the City has
promised for years. She clarified that the people in Sycamore Heights and Briddle Creek
were noticed about the meeting to establish our attempt to find volunteers. The meetings
were noticed that staff was planning meetings throughout the summer and the notices
included the dates, times and locations of the meetings.

Councilmember McGovern clarified with staff that the Briddle Creek CC&Rs did lead
someone to believe that Sycamore would be connected possibly to a bypass road. She aiso
clarified there is one sign at the dead-end of Sycamore Creek that refers to a “future
extension.”

Councilmember Thorne indicated for him this boils down to some straight-forward facts. The
first is that when the City built the golf course, a bypass road was promised. The bypass
road originally looked at would have gone over the hill and that was geotechnically
impossible and is no longer an option.  Given that, he made a motion to accept the
recommendation of the HVYBRC. The motion was seconded by Councitmember McGovern.

Councilmember Sullivan stated this is one of the most difficult questions the Council is going
to have to deal with, along with the density issue coming forward in a couple of weeks. He
added it has been the promise from the City to build a bypass road to the golf course around
the Happy Valley area. He noted Sycamore Creek Way has always been designated as the
bypass road to the golf course. He sympathizes with the confusion of the neighbors. He
noted the Blue Ribbon Committee was created to attempt a compromise and noted there is
a significant group of stakeholders that were not adequately represented throughout the
process. He further noted he has a problem with saying he accepts the report and accepts
the recommendation, because he's not real happy with that part of the process. He added
this is not the final decision as the Council does need to consider the environmental
impacts. He stressed he has no comment as it relates to density associated with the
alignment and that will be discussed at a later date through a series of public hearings. He
indicated he will be supporting the motion and as the Council goes through the process, he
would like to see the Council look at the existing Sycamore Creek Way to see if there’s any
kind of reconfiguration that can be done there to add additional safety measures to the
houses that front Sycamore Creek Way. He would also like to see the City work proactively
with the neighbors on issues with that road and traffic calming in other areas along there to
keep speeds down and make that as safe as possible.
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20.

Councilmember McGovern thanked the Blue Ribbon Committee for their time and efforts in
this matter.

The Mayor thanked the members of the Blue Ribbon Committee for their efforts and added
they were given the task to grabble with the issue of this roadway.

Motion: It was m/s by Thorne/McGovern, to accept the recommendation of the Happy
Valley Blue Ribbon Committee (HVBRC) for the Bypass Road realignment and adopted
Resolution No. 07-107 thanking the committee for completing its purpose. Motion passed
by the following vote:

Ayes: Cook-Kallio, McGovern, Sullivan, Thorne, Mayor Hosterman
Noes: None
Absent: None

Consider funding for the City Down Payment Assistance Program.

Assistant City Manager Steve Bocian presented the staff report and noted Pleasanton has
maintained a Down Payment Assistance Program to assist first time buyers with obtaining
home ownership since 2003. Recently, the City lost its program funding from the California
Housing Finance Agency (CalHFA) and this requires a reevaluation of the Down Payment
Assistance program. The City has reapplied to CalHFA for a new grant and a decision on
its application will not be made until June or July of this year.

The Housing Commission (HC) met on March 15 to consider the program and
recommended that it be funded entirely with $200,000 from the City’s Lower Income
Housing fund as an interim measure to fund loan applications that may be approved over
the next few months. Final decision on program amendments and funding will be
determined following a decision by CalHFA regarding the new grant application.

Approval of the recommendation requires an allocation of $95,000 from the City's Lower
Income Housing Fund (LIHF) to supplement the $105,000 currently available for the
program. The LIHF currently has a balance of approximately $11 million that will adequately
fund the additional allocation. The Council reviewed potential uses for the LIHF last April
and determined that mortgage buy downs/low interest loans were an appropriate program
use.

Staff recommends approving the Housing Commissions recommendation and directed staff
and the HC to reevaluate the DPA program concurrent with a decision from CalHFA
regarding the City’s grant application.

Councilmember McGovern indicated she feels the $200,000 will sit there if the City does not
make some overall changes in parameters for these loans. She stated she would like to see
the Housing Commission take a close look at the loan program and to make some strong
recommendations to the Council as to if the loans should be increased and what that
amount would be. She would like to know what it is that would make the City's loan
program a viable program for the community.

Councilmember Cook-Kallio stressed the need for outreach and the importance of getting
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EXHIBIT E
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.. CITY OF

PLEASANTON.

City Council
Staff Report

June 16, 1998
Planning Department
SUBJECT: GPA-97-01, SP-97-01, RZ-97-01

APPLICANT: City of Pleasanton
PROPERTY OWNER: Approximately 120 different landholdings in the Happy Valley Area

PURPOSE: Application for a General Plan amendment, specific plan, and
PUD pre-zoning for the 860-acre Happy Valley Area. The project
proposes development of an 18-hole municipal golf course, up to
179 new homes, extension of a collector road to serve the southern
portion of the Plan Area, and extension of City water and sanitary
sewer facilities.

GENERAL PLAN: Medium Density Residential, Low Density Residential, Parks and
Recreation, and Public Health and Safety/Wildlands Overlay.

ZONING: There is currently no City zoning for this unincorporated area.
Following proposed annexation to the City, zoning would include
Planned Unit Development (PUD) - Medium Density
Residential (MDR) , PUD - Low Density Residential (LDR), PUD -
Semi-Rural Density Residential (SRDR), PUD - Golf Course (GC),
and PUD - Open Space (OS).

LOCATION: Immediately south of the existing city limits at Sycamore Road and
immediately east of 1-680.
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the City Council had the opportunity to review the Plan and its companion Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), consider the recommendations of staff and the Planning Commission, and
receive public input through the public hearing process.

Five land use/density alternatives were evaluated in the Draft EIR which demonstrate a wide
range of density scenarios from which to consider. These include the following:

1. The "no project” which assumes no additional homes, no golf course, and no
annexation.
2. The current General Plan concept for the Plan Area which includes an 18-hole golf

course, two-acre housing density throughout the Greater Happy Valley area, and
80 homes in the Upper Spotorno Valley Area (138 total new homes).

3. One-acre density inside the Happy Valley Loop, two-acre density outside the
Loop, an 18-hole golf course, 34 new Golf Course homes, and 80 homes in the
Upper Spotorno Valley Area (211 total homes).

4. One-acre density throughout the Greater Happy Valley Area, an 18-hole golf
course, 34 new Golf Course homes, and 80 homes in the Upper Spotorno Valley
Area (224 total homes).

5. Build-out of the Plan Area under the current County General Plan with no
annexation and no golf course (890 total homes).

Members of the Happy Valley Neighborhood remain split in their feelings regarding density. A
sizeable number of neighbors support one-acre throughout Greater Happy Valley, while
numerous others favor two-acre density. Staff supports a two-acre density (with a limited
density bonus) in order to preserve the "semi-rural" character of the Neighborhood which is a
primary goal of the General Plan. The Planning Commission also supports two-acre density
with a limited density bonus.

Spotorno Flat Area Density Bonus

The General Plan contains provisions for the grant of a density bonus as an incentive for housing
developers to propose public amenities beyond those normally provided. Examples of amenities
which could qualify a project for a density bonus include affordable housing, preservation of
substantial common open space, public dedication of open space land or easements, and public

trails.

An increased density is proposed for the Spotorno Flat Area (Lot 98) by the Draft Specific Plan
similar to the density bonus concept. This would permit up to one home per one-and-one-half
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of urban public facilities and services will be adequately provided in an efficient and timely
manner.

With the exception of a generalized alignment of the UGB in the South Pleasanton Area (Happy
Valley, Lund Ranch II, and Kottinger Hills), the UGB location is precisely aligned on the
General Plan Map as it extends around the remainder of the City. The northern boundary line is
located along I-580; the western line is mostly contiguous with the eastern border of the
Measure F Ridgelands Preservation Area; and the eastern line extends on a straight line
projection of El Charro Road from I-580 to Stanley Boulevard, and then around the Shadow
Cliffs Regional Recreational Area, the Vineyard Corridor Specific Plan Area, and the Ruby Hill
development.

In the Happy Valley Area, the UGB line extends several hundred feet south of Happy Valley
Road and then through the proposed Golf Course. It then extends northerly along the foot of the
Manning and Spotorno Hills and ends up along the southern border of the Upper Spotorno
Valley Medium Density Residential (MDR) Area. The basic concept developed during the
General Plan Update for the UGB in Happy Valley was to: (1) permit limited additional housing
along the south side of Happy Valley Road; (2) generally surround the proposed Golf Course
(although the Course is considered to be a "parks and recreation" use which is permitted beyond
the UGB); (3) permit limited additional development in eastern Happy Valley up to the foot of
Spotorno Hill; and (4) permit residential development of the 15-acre Spotorno MDR Area
behind (east of) the Spotorno Hill ridgeline.

Staff feels that from a planning standpoint, the precise location of the UGB in Happy Valley
needs to be clarified through the Specific Plan process. It is at this level of planning that
adequate topographical mapping, wetland delineations, geological mapping, etc. become
available to establish the level of alignment precision necessary for meaningful use. The
Specific Plan therefore proposes that the UGB in Happy Valley be clarified as follows:

1. The line in the front of Lots 115 and 117-124 extends along the alignment shown on
Attachment 3. This is based upon the physical characteristics of the area as well as the
avoidance of existing buildings and does not result in additional housing.

2. The line in the front of Lot 110 (TTK Partnership - formerly Christesen) is configured
to include the buildable area in the north/central portion of the lot. The same amount
of land designated by the current General Plan for residential and open space acreage
is maintained.

3. The line at the foot of Spotorno Hill at Lot 98 (Spotorno Flat Area) and Manning Hill
at Lot 101 (Golf Course Property) aligns generally where the 15-percent grade level of
each hill starts to be exceeded. This allows for housing development in the valley
areas while preserving the sloping hillsides and ridgelines.
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Lots South of Happy Valley Road

At the April 29, 1998 Planning Commission meeting, the owners of Lots 115, 116, 119, 120,
121, and 124 made several requests (letter dated April 27, 1998, Attachment 11) to the
Commission for modifying the Specific Plan. The Commission supported several of the requests
as reflected in Numbers 26, 28, 29, and 30 of the recommended modifications to the Draft
Specific Plan (Attachment 9). Staff feels that modifications No. 28, 29, and 30 present issues
which either required additional follow-up or justify further consideration and are therefore
discussed below.

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Clarification at Lots 115, 116, 119, 120, 121, and 124

(Modification 28) - The Commission recommended that the following UGB location
study be undertaken by staff for review by the Council:

"Staff should work with the owners of Lots 115, 116, 119, 120, 121,
and 124 to clarify the precise location of the Urban Growth Boundary line
as it passes through this area prior to final City Council action on the
Specific Plan. The line shall be sensitive to the site topography, current
building locations, and other relevant environmental conditions. The line
shall not be located in such a way as to allow for additional housing yield."

Staff has since had the opportunity to meet with representatives of several of the above
lots to discuss their desires. As a result, staff is recommending that the UGB be clarified
as to location in the Specific Plan as illustrated in Attachment 3. In recommending this
clarification, staff has maintained the development potential projected by the General
Plan for these lots, simplified the UGB where possible by following property lines, kept
the UGB below the top of the ridge, and kept the UGB close enough to Happy Valley
Road to allow reasonable access for utilities and fire personnel. The steep slopes,
distance to the ridge top, and high visibility of the ridge preclude any further southerly
extension in staff's view. While there are potential home sites beyond the ridge which are
not visible, these are clearly beyond the intent of the UGB to keep new development out
of the area south of the Happy Valley Road ridge.

The above clarification does not include any change to the UGB on Lots 115 or 116.
Staff feels that the slope, elevation, and visibility of these lots from outlying areas
preclude them from the clarification proposed by the owners because they would not meet
the Specific Plan goals of protecting the open space which surrounds Happy Valley. In
addition, Lot 116 is designated exclusively as Open Space on the General Plan Map and
includes an existing home. No further housing development is therefore permitted here
by the General Plan.
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would be for farm vehicles accessing the Spotorno agricultural area to the south,
and as an easement containing sewer lines.

4. It could be fenced off from the Spotorno agricultural operation so as to preclude
potential conflicts between the two.

5. It would extend along the creek through a very beautiful area, thus offering a
unique and valuable recreational experience for all users.

For the above reasons, staff supports retaining Trail 7 in the Specific Plan.

Spoterno Agricultural Compound

During the recent Planning Commission hearings, the Spotorno family requested that the
Specific Plan be modified to allow for an agricultural "compound” (ranch house and agricultural
building) on the north face of Spotorno Hill. The Commission responded to this request by
suggesting that a concept description and site location plan be submitted to staff and the City
Council for possible integration into the Specific Plan, and that views of the buildings from
outlying areas generally be precluded by their location on the site.

Concept plans have since been submitted (Attachment 4) which consist of a new home, barn,
and driveway. The primary issues raised by the proposal include the potential view of the
buildings and driveway from outlying areas and the location of the home beyond the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB). The hill on which the buildings are proposed is highly visible from a
substantial portion of Pleasanton to the north and west, including I-680. The hill is the same one
on which the controversial Balch home (east end of Sycamore Road) is now being constructed.

Although proposed to be located somewhat below the actual ridgetop and sited to be partially
screened by trees, staff feels that the home, barn, and driveway would still be highly visible from
Greater Pleasanton. For comparative purposes, the barn is proposed to be located at

elevation 635 and the home at elevation 605, as compared to the Balch home which is at
elevation 575.

Policy No. 12 of the General Plan Land Use Element provides guidance regarding
hillside/ridgeline locations for development and reads as follows: "Preserve scenic hillsides and
ridge views of the Pleasanton, Main, and Southeast Hills." The "Southeast Hills" includes the
Spotorno Hill and the other hills which surround the Happy Valley Area.
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generation. [t requires that the Spotorno developer fund the cost of extending the Bypass Road
from the east end of the East/West Collector Road (North Sycamore Specific Plan Area) to the
15-acre Spotorno MDR Area. The Golf Course, Golf Course housing, and Spotorno Flat Area
developments would then share in the cost of constructing the road south from the Spotorno
MDR Area to the south end of the Bypass Road based upon the proportion of traffic that each

development generates.

This formula reflects standard City policy in that it requires the developer to pay for the
non-oversized road on the developer's own property (from the NSSP area to the Spotorno MDR
Area) from which point on it is required to serve solely off-site development to the south. No
oversizing of the section north of the Spotorno MDR Area would be necessary to concurrently
serve future downstream development.

Cost-savings to the Spotorno developer would result from the participation of downstream
development (Golf Course) in the funding of the Bypass Road. In order to provide two points of
access for emergency vehicles to the Spotorno MDR Area, a road similar to the Bypass Road
(although narrower in width) would otherwise have to be constructed solely by the Spotorno
development in the Bypass Road location. This access road would probably also require the
acquisition of an off-site easement for the road in order to avoid significant impacts to the
environment caused by grading.

The total cost of constructing the Bypass Road is estimated to be $3,800,000. The City's share
would be $1,000,000, and the Spotorno share would be $2,800,000 under the Draft Specific
Plan. A cost-sharing formula as proposed by the Planning Commission would split the

$3.8 million cost as follows: City share - $1,910,000 (Golf Course plus 34 homes); Spotorno
share - $1,890,000 (102 homes), pro-rated along the full length of the Road. This does not
include water, sewer, and other utility lines required for sole use by Upper Spotorno Valley
development.

Water and Sewer Cost-Sharing

The extension of public water and sewer service to Happy Valley is a major component of the
Specific Plan. Many residents desire these services due to current public health problems
relating to underground water quality, failure of some septic systems, and inadequate water
supply for fire protection. The costs of extending water and sewer to existing homes, however,
is substantial. The ultimate phasing and cost-sharing of these facilities is therefore a major issue.
Four cost-sharing alternatives (including the Draft Specific Plan formula) and other financing
options are outlined below to provide background on the various approaches to solving this issue
that have been studied thus far.
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The water and sewer systems required for the Golf Course would serve only a limited number of
existing homes. Additional extensions would be required to serve the remaining Happy Valley
Area. Construction costs for these would be an additional $2,000,000. Under the Alternative
Cost-Sharing Program, the developers of approximately 99 new homes in the Greater Happy
Valley Area and the Golf Course Clubhouse would have to fund these extensions. This program
would require the City to finance the design and construction of these systems up front and be
paid back over time, as development occurs.

In response to this method of financing, the City Attorney has indicated that:

"There is no statutory authority allowing the City to form an assessment district
and charge only new development 100 percent of infrastructure costs, when
existing development also receives a benefit. Furthermore, we have not been
able to identify any other funding mechanism which would permit charging new
development 100 percent of the infrastructure costs."

Staff is concerned that City funding of the Specific Plan infrastructure beyond that required for
the Golf Course as recommended by the Planning Commission would be problematic in that it
would: (1) set a precedent which is inconsistent with past City policy; (2) commit potentially
substantial public funds to improvements which will not benefit the general community but only
a limited number of individuals; (3) not directly benefit the Golf Course project; (4) add to the
Golf Course project costs which already significantly exceed the current budget; and (5) raise
potential legal concerns as outlined above by the City Attorney.

Equal Cost-Sharing (Alternative 3) - Under this alternative, participating existing homeowners
and new development would pay the same pro-rata cost-share for water and sewer systems, no
matter what subarea they are located in. Each homeowner's cost-share would be the total cost of
the water and sewer systems divided by the number of existing homes, developer homes, Golf
Course homes, and Golf Course Clubhouse share. Each home would also pay for connection
fees and hook-up costs. Total water and sewer costs (including connection fees and hook-up
costs) would be about $41,600 per home. With the exception of the proposed equal cost-sharing
component (instead of spreading costs by subarea), this alternative is the same as the Draft
Specific Plan formula.

City Pays Cost of Public Facilities for Existing Homes (Alternative 4) - This alternative was

developed by staff in an attempt to accomplish what the neighbors and Planning Commission
were suggesting in Alternative 2 in a way that would not raise the legal issues of concern to the
City Attorney. Under this alternative, new homes would pay the same pro-rata cost share no
matter what subarea they are located in. Each new home would share in the total cost of water
and sewer systems divided by the number of existing homes, developer homes, Golf Course
homes, and the Golf Course Clubhouse share. Each new home would also pay for connection
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DETAILED COST SHARING COMPARISONS BETWEEN ALTERNATIVE WATER AND SEWER

SYSTEMS
Table - 1
Alternative-1 Alternative-2 Alternative-3 Alternative-4
Water/Sewer Draft Specific Plan Draft Specific Plan “Alternative cost Clty Pays cost of
improvements Formula (per Formuia using Sharing Formula” (Pl. public facilities for
D.U.E.) average cost share Com. Rec.) using existing homes
(per D.U.E.) average cost share (per using aveage cost
D.U.E.) share (per D.U.E.)
City Costs to pay for
Existing Homes in
Alternative - 4 only
infrastructure
Water 0 0 0 1,174,000
Senser 0 0 0 740,000
$0 $0 $0 $1.914,000
Golf Course & Clubhouse
Infrastructure
Domestic Water Service 194,000 204,000 488,000 204,000
Imigation Water Service 507,000 507,000 507.000 507,000
Sewer Service 324,000 _218,000 640,000 218,000
$1,023,000 $920,000 $1,633,000 $020,000
10 Golif Course Lots (City)
infrastructure
Water 8,700 10,200 24,300 10,200
Sewer 18,200 10,900 32,000 10,800
$23,900 $21,100 $56,300 $21,100
24 Golf Course Lots (core
owners)
Infrastructure .
Water 9,700 10,200 24,300 10.200
Sewzer 16,200 10,900 32,000 10,800
$23,900 $21,100 $36,300 $21,100
Other New Home
Development
infrastructure
Water 6,200 to 14,100 10,200 24,300 10,200
Sewer 4,700 to 15,500 10,800 32,000 10,900
14,500 to 27,100* $21,100 $58,300 $21,100
Existing Homes
Infrastruchre
Water 6,200 to 14,100 10,200 0 (1]
Sewsr 4,700 to 15,500 10,800 0 0
14,500 to 27,100 $21,100 $0 $0

Note: All houses, existing and new, would pay connection fees, meter charges, and private line connections from the
street edge to the residence. These costs are estimated to be $9.800 for water and $10.700 for sewer or $20,500 total.
The Golf Course /Clubhouse connection fees are estimated to be $100,000.

* The lowest max and min sewer and water costs to do not apply to the same subarea.
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FUNDING IMPLICATIONS TO THE CITY FOR WATER AND SEWER SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

Table - 2
Total Cost to City Total Up-Front Cost to City
DUR's Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
Clubhouse & Facliities” 20 1,077,000 1,020,000 1,733,000 1,028,000 1,077,000 1,028,000 1,733,000 1,029,000
10 Golf Course Lots (City)
Water & Sewer Costs o 10 259000 211,000 563,000 211,000 | | 255,000 211,000 563,000 211,000
Clty Share of 24 GC Lots . .
_Water & Sewer Costs 24 0 0 0 0 622,000 506,400 460,000 595,000
Existing homes served by core
system
Water & SeverCosts 34 0 0 231,000 717,400 179,000 270,000 652,000 842,000
Future homes served by core
system
Water & Sewer Costs 45 0 0 0 0 236,000 357,000 862,000 1,115,000
Existing homes not served by
jcore system
_Water & Sewer Costs 65 0 0 441,000 1,372,000 0 0 1,246,000 1,611,000
Future homes not served by
core system
Water & Sewer Costs 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 383,000 496,000

Total 188 1,336,000 1,240,000 2,568,000 3,328,000 2,373,000 2,373,000 5,899,000 5,898,000

“Note: Connection fees are included only for the Clubhouse. Connection fees for homeowners/developers will be paid by
each homeowner/developer using any of these alternatives.

Up front costs to City for Alternative 1 and 2 assume that an assessment district is formed to serve the core system home sites and
City costs would be 30% for existing and future residents.

DUE's are Dwelling Unit Equivalents.

Alt. 1 - Draft Specific Plan Formula (per D.U.E.)

Alt. 2 - Draft Specific Plan Formula using average cost share (per D.U.E.)

Alt. 3 - "Alternafive cost Sharing Fermula” (Pl. Com. Rec.) using average cost share (per D.UE.)

Alt. 4 - City Pays cost of public facilities for existing homes using average cost share (per D.U.E.)
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the Council take the following actions:

1.
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Take public testimony on the General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan, and PUD
pre-zoning, and adequacy of the Draft Final EIR.

Certify the Final EIR by adopting the attached draft resolution (Attachment 6).

Determine the Council's position on issues which have not been fully resolved (the
summary matrix at the beginning of this staff report may be used as a checklist).

Approve the Mitigation Monitoring Plan by adopting the attached draft resolution
(Attachment 7).

Find that the draft General Plan Amendment is internally consistent with the
General Plan and adopt it by resolution (Attachment 8).

Find that the Draft Specific Plan is consistent with the General Plan and adopt it by
resolution (Attachment 9), subject to the following changes:

a. Amend Modification 28 to read as follows:

segneh2drdhichsre-desionatodas R LD A S maes boconcideorad
for—annexation—Jater—upon—Pursue the joint acceptance of an
agricultural operations document (guidance regarding animal shelter

c ion 1




SR:98:135
Page 31

ggg;rgh gtc.) between &iﬂ%@féﬁed—owners of thesedets-Lots 119
and 124 and the City prior to annexation. The document shall

include agricultural operations provisions similar to existing State
and County standards and promote agricultural business in the Happy

Valley Area."

Amend Modification 30 by changing Subsection c.1) on page 29 of
the Draft Specific Plan, to read as follows:

Happy—lolanl-lfey—l%ead—Maxmum dens1ty one home per two acres.

(Exceptiong: one additional parcel beyond this density limit [four
total] shall be permitted at the 6.4-acre PUD-SRDR portion of
Lot 110*, and—up to six additional parcels [22 total] shall be
permltted at the 33-acre PUD-SRDR portion of Lot 98*, up {0 one
a 1l be i at t 4 S-acre

11 1O19 - C
!;Qt 124* in retum for a _g_l_g&dedlcatlon of open space land or
M&open space easements-and-trails-easements to the City at
the time of final subdivision map approval.)

*Current Lot Owners:
Lot 98 - Spotorno
Lot 110 - TTK Partnership ("Christesen")
Lot 119 - Schaffer

Lot 124 - Grotenhuis (Chapman)




d. Eliminate Modification 31 which reads:"

Elismi Trail-7 (Minnie—Road)—f he-Specific—Plen" (This
would have the effect of keeping Trail 7 in the Specific Plan.)

e. Amend Modification 32 to read as follows:
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f. Amend Modification 33 to read as follows;

g
h.
I Add a "park" as a conditional use within the SRDR subarea
(Section V.B.4.b.2).
7. Find that the draft PUD pre-zoning is consistent with the General Plan and the

purposes and objectives of the PUD Ordinance and introduce the draft ordinance
Attachment 10).
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ATTACHMENT 1
DRAFT SPECIFIC PLAN

(Previously distributed to Council)




ATTACHMENT 2
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

(Previously distributed to Council)

Also, please refer to "Response to Comments" Document
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ARN_ DATA:

Approximate pad

elevation + 635 ft

open pole barn

* painted metal
structure & roof

* hip & shed roof
non-reflective
color to blend

* existing oaks

to remain

Q elev +
e Approximate pad elevation at + 605 ft * earth \
\or plaster walls ¢ wrap around balconies \ \

painted metal hip & shed roof, non-reflective \ '
mcolor to blend. » existing oaks to remain. h\ j ,
S S T U U U N NN —— —— V1

Residence Compound Site Plan Study, Alameda County CA. 5-13-98
Prepared by, John Spotorno Architect-CA17025

Spotorno  Property Remainder Parcel. 2
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EXHIBIT F
THE CITY OF

PLE; ASANTON.

October 23, 2015

Michael O'Hara

Tim Lewis Communities

12667 Alcosta Boulevard, Ste. 170
San Ramon, CA 94583

Re: P15-0564/Application for Preliminary Review of a 39 single-family home
development on the Spotorno property located at 1000 Minnie Street

Dear Mr. O'Hara,

Thank you for your application for the above referenced project. Staff has reviewed the
proposed 39-lot single-family residential development that is proposed on an approximately
112-acre site, known as Lot 98 in the Happy Valley Specific Plan. Below are staff’s preliminary
comments on the proposed development. Please note that because this project.involves
changes or interpretations to major City land use policies/documents (General Plan, Measure
PP, Happy Valley Specific Plan, Urban Growth Boundary, etc.), our comments below may be
refined as we learn more about the project and discuss the proposal with interested
individuals.

1. Urban Growth Boundary. The 2005-2025 General Plan designates an Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) line around the edge of land planned for urban development at General
Plan buildout. Areas outside the UGB line are generally suitable for the long-term
protection of natural resources, large-lot agriculture and grazing, parks and recreation, etc.
Per the 2005-2025 General Plan Land Use Map. the UGB line runs through the easten
portion of the proposed development.

The 2005-2025 General Plan Land Use Element Policy 22 does not allow urban
development beyond the UGB boundary. The following General Plan programs allow
urban services in the areas within the UGB and adjustments to the UGB if certain criteria
are met:

Program 22.1: Permit only non-urban uses beyond the Urban Growth Boundary.

Program 22.3: Because the Urban Growth Boundary is considered to be permanent,
future adjustments to the boundary line location are discouraged,
provided, however, minor adjustments may be granted that meet all of the
following criteria: (1) are -otherwise consistent with the goals and policies
of the General Plan; (2) would not have a significant adverse impact on
agriculture, wildland areas, or scenic ridgeline views; (3) are contiguous
with existing urban development or with property for which all discretionary
approvals for urban development have been granted; (4) would not induce

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT P. O. BOX 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566-0802
Planning Building & Safety Engineering Traffic Inspection

200 Old Bernal Ave. 200 Old Bernal Ave. 200 Old Bernal Ave. 200 Old Bemal Ave. 157 Main Street
(925) 931-5600 (925} 931-5300 (925) 931-5650 {925) 931-5650 {925} 931-5680

Fax: 931-5483 Fax: 931-5478 Fax: 931-5479 Fax: 931-5479 Fax: 931-5484

_________ Pi5-05Ul
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further adjustments to the boundary; and (5) demonstrate that the full
range of urban public facilities and services will be adequately provided in
an efficient and timely manner.
To determine if the adjustment to the UGB boundary is minor, input from the Planning
Commission and/or City Council in the form of a workshop may be required. If the
adjustment to the UGB boundary is not considered minor, then per Program 22.5 below,
the adjustment would require a citizen vote.

Program 22.5: The foregoing Policy 22 and Programs 22.1 through 22.4, this Program
22.5, and the Urban Growth Boundary designated on the City of
. Pleasanton General Plan Map as adopted by the Pleasanton Urban
"Growth Boundary Initiative in November 1996, shall be amended only by a
vote of the people.

Staff recommends that the proposal be modified so that no portion of the project would be
located outside the Urban Growth Boundary line.

2. General Plan Land Use Designration. The project site has three General Plan land use
‘designations: Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and Open Space -
Public Health and Safety. The General Plan allows the following development within each
land use area:

Low Density Residential: A maximum of two dwelling units per gross
developable acre. In the Happy Valley area the
density allowed is one dwelling unit per two
gross acres with one unit per one-and-one-half
gross acres when developed in conjunction
with major open-space land or
agricultural/open space easement dedication.

Medium Density Residential: a density range of 2-8 dwelling units per acre

Open Space- Public Health  one single-family home on each existing lot of

and Safety: record as of September 16, 1986, which meets
City requirements for access, public safety,
building site, and architectural design, etc.

The proposed development would not conform to the General Plan density requirement
as there would be too many residential units proposed within the portion of the lot that
has a Low Density Residential land use designation. We recommend that you revise
the plan so that it conforms to the General Plan.
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3. Measures PP and QQ. Pleasanton voters adopted two hillside development initiatives in
November 2008, known as Measures PP and QQ.

Measure PP (PP) included specific hillside development restrictions, as follows:

Policy 12.3: Ridgelines and hilisides shall be protected.
Housing units and structures shall not be placed on
slopes of 25 percent or greater, or within 100 vertical
feet of a ridgeline. No grading to construct residential
or commercial structures shall occur on hillside slopes
25% or greater, or within 100 vertical feet of a ridge-
line. Exempt from this policy are housing develop-
ments of 10 or fewer housing units on a single property
that was, as of January 1, 2007, “legal parcel” pursuant
to the California Subdivision Map law. Splitting, divid-
ing, or sub-dividing a “legal parcel™ of January 1, 2007
to approve more than 10 housing units is not allowed.

Measure QQ (QQ) readopted and reaffirmed the existing policies and a program from the
1996 General Plan to generally:

(a) Preserve hillside and ridge views and the Pleasanton, Main, and Southeast Hills;
(b) Study the feasibility of preserving large open-space areas in the Southeast Hills; and
(c) Protect large contiguous areas of open space.

PP does not contain definitions of several key terms. As a result, it left various items open
to interpretation, including the definition of a “structure,” calculation of a slope, ridgeline
identification, and application of the 100-foot setback from the ridgeline. As you know, the
City is formally reviewing the Lund Ranch [l Project, which would include the development
of 50 residential units near the terminus of Lund Ranch Road. That project will require the
City Council to make interpretations regarding the application of PP. Until such time as the
City Council determines how to interpret PP, staff cannot meaningfully comment on
whether the proposal complies with PP. However, staff has enclosed excerpts from the
Lund Ranch Il EIR and Planning Commission staff report related to PP for your
review. Please refer to these two documents for staff's analysis of and guidance in
measuring slope, identifying ridgelines, evaluating ridgeline setback, and the treatment of
artificial slopes in the context of uncertainty regarding the ultimate interpretation of PP. A
key outstanding issue that may affect the Spotorno project is whether a road is considered
a structure. If a road is considered a structure, development of the bypass road may conflict
with Measure PP. We urge you to proceed slowly with your application until the outstanding
Measure PP issues are resolved by City Council as part of its review of the Lund Project.
But please also note that PP-related interpretations made as part of the City Council's
deliberations on Lund Ranch |l may apply only to that project.



P15-0564 October 23, 2015
Spotorno Site e , Page 4

4.

Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance (IZO). As stated in the Pleasanton Municipal Code, the
City's Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance is intended to ensure that housing development helps
achieve the City's affordable housing goals by increasing the supply of residential units
affordable to households with very low, low, and moderate incomes. The 1ZO requires all
new single-family residential projects of 15 units or more to ensure that at least 20 percent
of dwelling units are affordable to very low, low, and/or moderate income households. The
proposed development of 39 homes would be subject to 1ZO requirements. The 120 also
provide alternatives to constructing 1ZO units on site. Options include land dedication,
payment of a lower income housing in-lieu fee, etc. Please refer to Chapter 17.44
(Inclusionary Zoning) and indicate how you propose to comply with the 1ZO.

Happy Valley Specific Plan (HVSP). The HVSP was approved by the City Council in
June 1998 and establishes regulations for land use development and capital improvements
within the plan area. The project site is identified as Lot 98 by HVSP; thus, the proposed
development would be subject to the following:

n Bypass Road. HVSP requires the construction of a Bypass Road that will extend from
the east of an "East-West Collector” road in the North Sycamore SPeciﬁc Pian, around
Spotorno Hill, and terminate at the Golf Course/Spotorno Flat Area'. In April 2007, the
City Council received a report discussing realignment of the Bypass Road from
Sycamore Creek Road (the “East-West Collector” road of the North Sycamore Specific
Plan) to the Spotorno Flat Area. The purpose of the Bypass Road was to divert traffic
away from the rural roads in the Happy Valley area as a way to maintain the rural
character of the Happy Valley area. The City believes the Bypass Road is desired by
many residents in the Happy Valley area, who are concerned about traffic levels along
Happy Valley Road and Alisal Street. These residents are likely to be concerned about
a project that would preclude the construction of the Bypass Road. Additionally, the
Bypass Road was identified as a required roadway improvement in the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the HVSP. The deletion of the Bypass Road
requires an amendment to HVSP and associated environmental review. While staff
believes the Bypass Road would result in undesirable impacts to existing hillsides and
other natural resources in the Southeast Hills area, we also recognize that there is a
strong community desire to build the Bypass Road. Resolution of this issue will require
input from the Planning Commission and/or City Council, likely in the form of a
workshop on the project.

o Trails. HVSP requires a trail to be constructed along the full length of the Bypass Road
and the granting of a public access easement. The trail should be for pedestrian,
equestrians, and bicycles. The trail should be six feet wide, including a four-foot paved
segment and a two-foot unpaved segment. The trail surface should be asphalt/graded
and compacted earth. If your proposal eliminates the Bypass Road, please clarify if the
trail would also be removed. Please consider retaining the trail and funding its
construction, as a community amenity.

" The Spotorne Flat Area is defined by the HVSP as the 33-acre portion of Lot 98 next to Alisal Street.
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In addition to the Bypass Road Trail, the HVSP requires a Spotorno Flat Area Trail and
a Spotorno MDR/Foley Ranch Trail Connection. Please ensure the proposal addresses
these two trails.

n Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA). The HVSP requires an EVA within the Spotorno Flat
Area connecting to Alisal Street. This EVA needs to be designed to accommodate
pedestrian, equestrian, and bicycle uses. Vehicular use is limited to emergency
vehicles. The proposed Site Development Plan shows one point of access to and from
“the project site via Westbridge Lane with no connection to Alisal Street. An EVA needs
to be proposed within the development. Please revise the plan to conformto this
requirement. v

a View Corridor. HVSP requires the siting and height of structures and landscaping
located on the project site be established based upon providing maximum view potential
of the Golf Course from the vicinity of southern Alisal Street. The proposed
development does not satisfy this requirement.

n Wildlife. Wildlife Species of Specific Concern, such as California tiger salamanders and
California red-legged frogs, were found within the HVSP area. The HVSP requires that
a California tiger salamander Mitigation and Monitoring Plan be prepared and submitted
to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife for review and approval, and that a
mitigation plan for California red-legged frog be prepared in consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. The HVSP also requires that a pre-construction survey be
conducted to verify the presence or absence of active raptor nests.

The HVSP also identifies a pond that is located on the hill southeast of the Spotorno
Flat area. Please show the pond on the site plan. If the construction of the proposed
development would affect the pond, a pre-construction survey of the pond should be
conducted to verify the presence or absence of active tri-colored blackbird nests. A
qualified biologist should determine if any active nests are present at the pond. The
required biological resources studies should be submitted with the formal application
submittal.

o Heritage Tree Preservation. The HVSP requires that a Master Landscape and Tree
Preservation Plan be prepared for the Spotorno site to protect heritage trees. An

- arborist report prepared by a certified arborist acceptable to the City (please see the
attached list) will be required if there will be any proposed improvements (e.g.,
construction, grading, paving, trenching) located below the dripline of an existing tree
with a diameter of six inches or greater or if any trees with a diameter of six inches or
greater are proposed to be removed. The report must specify the precise location, size,
and species of the existing tress on the site, including any trees off the property with -
driplines that overhang into the proposed construction area. The report must determine
the health and value of the existing trees, the effects of the proposed development on
the trees, and recommendations for any special precautions necessary for their
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preservation. Any trees that are proposed to be removed or pruned must be clearly
indicated in the report and on the plans.

6. Zoning and Rezoning. The project site has three zoning designations: Planned Unit

Development — Semi Rural Residential Density (PUD-SRDRY), Planned Unit Development —
Medium Residential Density (PUD-MDR), and Planned Unit Development -
Agriculture/Open Space (PUD-AG/OS). The formal application submittal should include an
overlay of the current zoning designations over the project site (i.e., Lot 98).

The HVSP allows Lot 98 to have a maximum density of one home per 1.5 acres, with a
maximum of 22 lots permitted within the 33-acre PUD-SRDR portion of the site if the
proposal includes a major dedication of open space land or agriculture/open space
easements to the City at the time of final subdivision map approval. The HVSP does not
allow density transfer-on Lot 98, i.e., to transfer units allowed in the PUD-MDR portion of
the site to the PUD-SRDR portion of the site. The proposed 39-lot development exceeds
the maximum number of lots allowed by the HVSP. Please revise the proposal so that it
conforms to HVSP, in order to avoid rezoning the site.

The PUD-AG/OS allows one single family home on an existing lot of record as of
September 16, 1986. '

. Site Development Standards. The PUD-SRDR district requires the following development
standards: , '

___HVSP Requirements , Proposed
Lot Size _ One Acre (43,560 sq. ft.) min. | 21,000 to 35,700 sq. ft.
Lot Dimension:
Lot Width: 175 feet min. 140 feet min.
Lot Depth: , {175 feet min. 140 feet min.
Setbacks For Main House:
Front Yard: 35 feet min. 35 feet
- Side Yard: 25 feet min. 25 feet
Rear Yard. 7 35 feet min, 35 feet
Height for Main House' 30 feet max. 30 feet
(as measured from the highest to |
) the lowest elevation of the building)
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 25% max. (for two-story |25% for two-story
building) building
40% max. (for one-siory |40% for one-story
- building) building
Parking Two garage-parking spaces | --
with four total on-site spaces
min.

_1 HVSP requires a minimum of six homes in the Spotorno Flat Area to be limited to one-story in height.
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The HVSP allows for flexible site development standards to account for unusual site
conditions as long as any new standards are consistent with the intent of the Specific
Plan. Please state the unusual site conditions on the project site which trigger justifying
the proposed site development standards. If no unusual conditions exist on the pro;ect
site, please revise the proposal to conform to the HVSP.

8. Environmental Review. An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) or
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be required to address environmental impacts of
the -proposed development. An EIR would be required if the project would result in
significant unavoidable impacts, and background technical studies would likely be required
to ascertain the likelihood of such impacts. Areas of impacts that should be explored
include floraffauna, habitat areas, tree removal; circulation/traffic (including changes in
traffic patterns resulting from removal of the Bypass Road); noise; grading, drainage, and
stormwater runoff/quality; visual impacts of the homes and the modification of natural
terrain due to grading; archaeological sites; geotechnical/geologic issues; public facilities,
including parks and schools; public safety, including Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) and
wildland fire hazards to the proposed homes; loss of productive grazing land (if any);
hazardous materials (if any); air quallty, land use compatibility and land use pohc:es and
growth inducing impacts. Public scoping session(s) will be held if a new EIR is required
prior to Planning Commission and City Council review of the PUD appllcatlon After
preparation of the appropriate background studies, we would appremate an opinion from
your legal counsel regarding the appropriate environmental review document for this
project. We would share this opinion with our City Attorney for review and final opinion.

9. Proposed Plan. Following is a list of staff's comments and questions concerning the Site
Development Plan and the front elevations of the proposed homes. We request that the
Site Development Plan be revised to conform to the General Plan, Happy Valley Specific,
and existing zoning regulations. If that is not possible, we will want to revisit the site plan to
achieve the design/planning objectives established in the HVSP, particularly those that
relate to retaining the rural character of the area. In that case, such design approaches may
include clustering, providing additional open space buffers along Alisal Street, etc.

Community Development Department - Planning Division
1) Please overlay the proposed development onto the 2005-2025 General Plan Land
Use Map to determine the location of UBG line.

2) The Site Development Plan shows an existing private road to be quitclaimed. Please
provide a title for the private road, including owner and use of this road.

3) Alisal Street is located in unincorporated Alameda County. Please make sure you
have permission from the County to allow two of the proposed homes to directly
access Alisal Street.
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4) The HVSP states that vehicular access from Alisal Street shou[d be considered during
the PUD development plan review process.

5) Please specify the use and ownership of Parcel A.

6) The Site Development Plan includes an eight-foot wide trail. It is unclear if the
proposed trail is the existing unpaved area on the west side of Westbridge Lane or it
indicates a proposed trail along the roadside. Please clarify.

7) The HVSP provides design objectives for homes to be located in the PUD-SRDR
district: 1) maintain the area's semi-rural character, 2) maintain the open-space
feeling, 3) minimize the visual prominence of homes, and 4) encourage diversity in
landscaping design.  The guidelines encourage a diversity of architectural styles
suitable for the area and informal landscaping plantlngs It discourages iwo-story
structures unless building mass can be broken up with attached one-story elements,
such as porches or entry roofs. Please make sure the design of the proposed homes
reflect what is specified in HVSP.

8) Staff strongly prefers side-entry or stand-alone backyard garages.

9) The project site is approximately two miles from the nearest neighborhood park
(Mission Hills Park) or community park. Staff recommends that a neighborhood park
with play equipment be provided within the development. In addition, please provide a
trail plan showing how the proposed open space would be integrated into the
proposed development.

10) All homes will need to meet the City's Green Building Ordinance and the State of
California Green Building Standard Code, “CALGreen.”

11)The proposed landscape plan needs: a) to minimize or avoid turf areas, b) utilize
drought-tolerant landscaping in compliance with State of California’s Model Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance and Bay Friendly Basics Landscape Checklist, and c)
emphasis on native species, as appropriate for a site in close proximity to major open
space resource.

12)Please indicate the use(s) for the remaining portions of the site.

13)Please give some thought to an enhanced open space buffer, with berms, along Alisal
Street to preserve the rural look/feel of the area.

14)The HVSP provides detailed requirements regarding water, sewer and stormwater
connections. Please contact the Engineering Department or Operation Service Center
for additional detail.
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Community Development Department - Traffic Division

1) Traffic Division staff believes that a Bypass Road should be included the proposal in
order to be consistent with HVSP. Please see previous comments regarding the need
for a Planning Commission/City Council workshop to receive feedback on the future
viability/desirability of the Bypass Road.

2) The proposal should include pedestrian access to Alisal Street within the project.

3) All residential driveways should be a minimum of 22 feet long (back edge of sidewalk
to garage).

Should you have any questions regarding Traffic Division comments, please contact

Matthew Nelson (925) 931-5671/manelson@cityofpleasantonca.gov.

Engineering Department

1) A geotechnical report and a slope stability analysis should be provided with the formal
application submittal.

2) The formal application submittal needs to show a concrete valley gutter and a bench
with an adequate width for maintenance vehicles behind Lots 19-24.

3) Any existing on-site septic tank should be abandoned in accordance with Alameda
County Department of Environmental Health requirements.

4) If there is any’on-site well to be retéined, a backflow protectidn device needs to be
installed at the water meter. The use of well water would be limited to irrigation
purposes only.

5) Each building will be required to have an independent connection to a public water
main and public sanitary sewer main.

6) The developer will need to grant to the City all required rights-of-way and easements
necessary for the installation of streets, utilities and public facilities.

7) As part of formal application, the developer will need to submit:

a. Stormwater Requirement Checklist (see link below) with an exhibit showing
existing impervious area, impervious area to be removed and replaced, and new
impervious area to be created:
hitp://www cityofpleasantonca.gov/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=23767
Water demand calculations
Sanitary sewer load calculations
Hydrologic and hydraulic calculations

aoo
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Should you have any questions regarding the Engineering comments provided above,
please contact Daniel Sequeira at (925) 931-5656 / dsequeira@cityofpleasantonca.gov.

Operation Services Center - Public Utilities

1) A sanitary sewer capacity study needs to be prepared and submitted as part of the
formal application submittal.

2) Stormwater runoff from the proposed development needs to be retained and treated
on-site.

3) The project's water distribution system and sanitary sewer should be constructed per
City of Pleasanton Standard- Specifications.

Should you have any questions regarding the public utilities comments provided above,
please contact Scott Walker at (925) 931-5527 / swalker@cityofpleasantonca.gov.

Livermore-Pleasanton Fire Department
1) A second access route onto Alisal Street is required.
2) Provide a conceptual civil drawing with proposed hydrants and a water supply
engineered to deliver 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) of fire flow and 1,000 gpm for

domestic demand, for a total of 2,500 gpm.

3) Provide a LPFD truck turning exhibit which shows all proposed street parking. Provide
26 feet of unobstructed road width for 20 feet on both sides of all proposed hydrants.

4) Please provide a civil drawing with conceptual hydrant spacing of 400 feet.

5) Please verify that water pressure can be provided for firefighting from the most remote
proposed hydrant.

APPLICATION PROCESS
Development of the property will require the following steps:

1. UBG Line. Please revise the proposal so that it conforms to the UBG line.
2. General Plan Amendment.

3. Specific Plan Amendments if the proposal does not conform to HVSP.
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4. PUD Rezoning and Development Plan. The PUD rezoning and development plan
submittal should include the following:

Whitten narrative detailing the proposed development.

Site plan of the proposed development, including a table listing land area, the
proposed building square footage for each plan/model, landscaped areas, etc.
Elevations of the proposed buildings, including building heights, design details
such as window trim material, roof material, and a materials/color board.

Floor plans. _

Landscape plan showing the plant species, sizes, and quantities. Drought-
tolerant species and water-conserving drip systems should be used.

Grading and drainage plan.

Utility plan. '

Off-site improvement plans.

Green Building Checklist.

Climate Action Plan Checklist.

Please refer to the attached PUD development plan brochure for additional submittal
requirements.

5. Hif the PUD is approved, you would then need to file a subdivision application. Please
review the attached handout describing the subdivision process.

6. Prior to the Planning Commission hearing, the proposed trail(s) would be presented to the
Bicycle, Pedestrian & Trails Committee and Park and Recreation Commission for review.

Staff looks forward to working with you to address the above questions/comments. If you have

any questions, please call me at (925) 931-5615, or email at: jsoo@cityofpleasantonca.gov As
our review proceeds, there may be additional requests for information and comments.

Sincerely,

AN S

Jenny Soo

Associate Planner
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MEASURE FF: Shall the Pleasanton Urban Growth Boundary
Initiative be adopted to recﬁnrc vater agpmval of all but minor changes
to the City’s Urban Growth Boundary?

G MEASURE GG: Shall the Pleasanton Residential Buildout Initiative

oo ARV IR

GENERAL ELECTION
Tuesday, November §, 1996

CITY

CITY OF PLEASANTON MEASURES

E MEasune rE: Shall an ordinance be adopted to limit a coun-

MEASURE DD, ADVISORY MEASURE: Shall the Pacific Loco-

motive Association’s excursion train, currently operating between

Niles and Sunol on the first and third Sundays of the month, be per-
mitted to extend its operations to Downtown Pleasanton with the Pleasanton
Railroad Association and the Pacific Locomotive Association_ being solely
responsible for the funding, construction and completing this project at no cost
to the City of Pleasanton?

YES

NO

159 »

160 »

cilmember to two consecutive terms of four years each and to limit a
mayor to four consecutive terms of two years each?

YES

NO

162 »

163 »

YES

NO

164 »

165 »

be adopted which provides that the maximum number of residential
units at buildout shall not exceed 29,000 units and cannot be changed
except by a vote of the people?

YES

NO

166 »

167 »

DISTRICT

EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT MEASURE KK

MEASURE KK: Shall a resolution be adopted which approves and
contipues the existing East Bay Regional Park District assessment
(A/CC-1) 10 fund mantenance and park ranger patrols for over 1,000
miles of regional irails in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties at no increase in

the current rate (in the maximum amount of $5.44 per parcel, $2.72 per apant-
ment, per year)?

YES

NO

170 »

171 »

END OF BALLOY

N 07-008 T-33-34, 86, 111, 113, 119

EXHIBIT G
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THIS SPECIFIC INITIATIVE. LET’S GET IT RIGHT OR WE CHANGE
5 NOTHING!

s/KARIN MOHR

s/JACK HOVINGH

s/KEITH WARDIN

s/DAGMAR O. FULTON

s’THARVEY KAMENY

NO REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE EE WAS SUB-
MITTED. \

CITY OF PLEASANTON MEASURE FF
F F MEASURE FF: Shall the Pleasanton Urban Growth YES

Boundary Initiative be adopted to require voter
approval of all but minor changes to the City’s Urban
Growth Boundary?

NO

FULL TEXT OF MEASURE FF
THE PLEASANTON URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY INITIATIVE
The People of the City of Pleasanton do hereby ordain as follows:

Section 1. Declaration of Purpose
The purpose of this measure is to:

A. Achieve and maintain a complete, we]l rounded community of
desirable neighborhoods, a strong employment base and a variety of
community facilities.

B. Preserve open space areas for the protection of public health and
safety, recreational opportunities, use for agriculture and grazing,
the production of natural resources, the preservation of wildlands,
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and the physical separation of Pleasanton from neighboring com-
munities.

C. Reaffirm and readopt General Plan programs and policies establish-
ing Pleasanton’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

D. Provide a method for residents to participate in the review and amend-
ments to the City’s General Plan by requiring, with certain excep-
tions, any change in the UGB to be approved by a vote of the people.

Section 2. Findings

A. The General Plan Map designates an Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) line around the edge of land planned for urban development
at General Plan buildout. The line distinguishes areas generally suit-
able for urban development and the provision of urban public facil-
ities and services from areas generally suitable for the long-term
protection of natural resources, large lot agriculture and grazing,
parks and recreation, public health and safety, subregionally signif-
icant wildlands, buffers between communities, and scenic ridgeline
views. The UGB is intended to be permanent and define the line
beyond which urban development will not occur.

B. The UGB line was established in recognition of the location of open
space lands protected by a voter approved initiative, jurisdictional
boundaries, and physical terrain constraints. The western UGB line
is coterminous with the eastern border of the Pleasanton Ridgelands
open space area. This 13,000-acre area is protected for parks and
recreation, and large-lot agricultural uses, as a result of a voter
approved initiative adopted in 1993, and through parallel policies
adopted by Alameda County and the City of Hayward. The north-
ernmost UGB is coterminous with the Pleasanton/Dublin city limit
line. The eastern UGB extends through the Pleasanton quarry lands.
Since the future use of land in this area will not be determined until
after mining activities are completed, the Pleasanton General Plan
stipulates that the line be re-evaluated at such time as comprehen-
sive land use changes are considered for the reclaimed lands. The
eastern UGB south of the quarry lands is coterminous with the
Pleasanton/ Livermore city limit line as it extends through the Ruby
Hill development. The UGH to the south is based upon physical ter-
rain as it extends along the base of the steep hills that enclose the
Happy Valley area. It is also situated in nearby hilly locations to
accommodate future development which has been permitted by the
General Plan for many years.

C. Lower densities should be encouraged along the inside edge of the
UGB to provide a transition/buffer for preventing potential conflicts
with uses immediately beyond the boundary such as agriculture and
wildlands.

D. In order to implement the UGB, the Land Use Element of the
General Plan adopted August 6, 1996 provides Policy 11 and its
related programs as follows:
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necessary to avoid the unconstitutional taking of the land-
owner’s property.
Section 5. Exemptions for Certain Projects
This Initiative shall not apply to any development project that has obtained as
of the effective date of the Initiative a vested right pursuant to state law.
Section 6. Severability
If any portion of this Initiative is hereafter declared invalid by a court of com-
petent jurisdiction, all remaining portions are to be considered valid and shall
remain in full force and effect.

Section 7. Amendment or Repeal

This Initiative may be amended or repealed only by the voters of the City of
Pleasanton at a City election.

Exhibit A

City of Pleasanton Land Use Designations Map (Reduced Copy)
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CITY ATTORNEY’S IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS OF MEASURE FF

Background

A city’s General Plan is a comprehensive, long-term plan for the city’s devel-
opment. The General Plan is the pre-eminent land use regulation of the city;
zoning and other land-use decisions must conform to the General Plan.

In August 1996, the Pleasanton City Council substantially updated and
revised the Pleasanton General Plan. This revision included designating on the
General Plan Map an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The UGB defines the
line beyond which urban development will not occur. The UGB is intended to
be permanent.

Purpose and Location of the Urban Growth Boundar

The land within the UGB is planned for urban development at General Plan
buildout (assumed to be 2010 or later). The UGB line distinguishes areas gen-
erally suitable for urban development from areas generally suitable for the long-
term protection of agriculture, parks and recreation, wildlands, buffers between -
communities, and ridgelines. -

The western UGB line is coterminous with the eastern border of the
Pleasanton Ridgelands open space area. The northernmost UGB is coterminous
with the Pleasanton/Dublin city limit line. The eastern UGB extends through
the Pleasanton quarry lands. The eastern UGB south of the quarry lands is coter-
minous with the Pleasanton/Livermore city limit line as it extends through the
Ruby Hill development. The UGB to the south is based upon physical terrain as
it extends along the base of the steep hills that enclose the Happy Valley area.
Some land within the UGB is currently outside the existing City limits.

Adjustments to the Boundary

Because the UGB is considered permanent, future adjustments are discour-
aged. The City Council may, however, grant minor adjustments to the UGB
when certain specific criteria are met, including that the adjustment would not
have a significant adverse impact on agriculture, wildland areas, or scenic ridge-
line views, and is contiguous with existing urban development. Because of
these criteria, it may be difficult for the City to change the UGB so as to annex
a residential or other urban project which develops outside the UGH.
The Initiative

Typically a planning document like the General Plan can be amended by the
City Council when the Council determines the circumstances warrant a change.
The Pleasanton City Council has placed before the voters this initiative measure
which will reaffirm and readopt the Urban Growth Boundary itself, will reaf-
firm and readopt the General Plan Policy and Programs associated with the
UGB, and provides that the UGB and its related General Plan provisions can be
amended only by a vote of the people. Thus, if the voters pass this initiative,
neither the UGB itself (other than for minor adjustments as described above)
nor the UGB Policy/Programs could be amended by the City Council; it would
require a further, affirmative vote of the electorate.

If the voters do not pass this initiative, the UGB will remain on the Land Use
Map and the UGB Policy/Programs will remain in the General Plan. In the
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future, a City Council could change the UGB or its related General Plan provi-
sions without a vote of the people.

s/MICHAEL H. ROUSH
City Attorney, City of Pleasanton

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE FF

Pleasanton is a beautiful city in a beautiful setting. The ridgelands, hills and
rural area around us are key features that make it so beautiful. These features
provide visual, natural and agricultural resources that make Pleasanton truly
unique. They also provide a natural geographic limit that defines where we can
economically provide services. The long term economic vitality of a region
requires the preservation of open space. This maintains a region’s quality of life
and retains its attractiveness as a center for commerce. Yet, three times in recent
years, voters have had to resort to initiatives and referendums to keep develop-
ment from destroying these features. Without the passage of this measure, the
pressure for development will continue. Measure FF will establish an Utban
Growth Boundary that protects these areas from development without voter
approval. Instead of spending time defending what we love about Pleasanton,
we can concentrate on doing positive things for our City.

An Urban Growth Boundary will encourage efficient and logical develop-
ment patterns, reduce environmental impacts, lower services costs, and preserve
the character of our community. It represents a commitment to focus growth
within the City and to prevent urban sprawl. It provides voters with a historic
opportunity to permanently protect the ridgelands, woodlands, vineyards,
arroyos and agricultural lands.

Pleasanton’s voters have a tradition of being well-informed and caring about
the future of the city. In turn, we have had a long history of involving our resi-
dents in participating in land-use planning and decision making. This measure
is consistent with that tradition and was developed by volunteers working on
our General Plan Update. Only voters will be able to allow development out-
side the boundary.

Vote YES on Measure FF to determine the shape of Pleasanton and insist
changes to the Pleasanton Urban Growth Boundary are approved by its
residents.
s/BEN TARVER

Mayor, City of Pleasanton
s/IOCELYN COMBS
Director, East Bay Regional Park District
s/CHRIS BOURG
Vice-Chair, Pleasanton General Plan Review Steering Committee
s/BECKY DENNIS
Councilmember, City of Pleasanton
s’fHARRY LUTZ
Chair, Pleasanton Planning Commission
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REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE FF

The pro-argument misleads you again, indicating you can “determine the
shape of Pleasanton”. The “shape” has already been adopted. The City Council
made that decision.

The City Council could have allowed you to vote on the actual boundary.
That didn’t happen.

Re-adoption and re-affirmation by the voters of the Urban Growth Boundary
is not required. As verified by the City Attorney, the UGB will remain in effect
regardless of your vote.

City councils have the right to place initiatives on ballots — typically, at the
request of organized citizen action, or to resolve great controversy. There was
no group request for ballot placement. There was no controversy here — it was
unanimously adopted.

The General Plan committee members signing the pro-argument, did so as
private citizens. Neither the Steering Committee nor the Planning Commission
requested the council place anything on this ballot.

The gathering of signatures for an initiative protects us voters from being
bombarded with ill-conceived ballot measures. No signatures were gathered in
conjunction with this initiative.

As noted, Pleasanton residents have historically placed items on the ballot
WHEN NEEDED. ’

Measure FF is an unsolicited initiative that doesn’t let us vote on the actual
boundary, it didn’t come from the people — and the UGB has already been unan-
imously adopted!

This council sponsored initiative, which prevents future local elected repre-
sentatives from doing their jobs, is a misuse of the system.

Your NO vote preserves the general plan process that has served us so well,
bringing us the UGB in the first place.
ss/DEBORAH KLEFFMAN

Non Profit Director
s/LARRY LEVIN

Affordable Housing Commissioner
s/DOROTHY N. SCRIBNER

Past Council Member
s/ROBERT A. WRIGHT

Planning Commissioner
s'/ROBERT J. LANE

Retired Teacher

ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE FF

The general plan provisions you are being asked to vote upon have already
been legally adopted by the city council.

If you vote no on this initiative it will mean:
* These limits are still part of the legally adopted general plan.
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Voter approval of development is far more difficult to attain.

* All development is permanent. It cannot be undone. Natural and agricul-
tural resources, once built upon, are lost forever. A City Council’s rejection of a
particular development today can always be revisited by a different City
Council in the future.

ONLY YOU, THE VOTER, CAN PROVIDE LASTING PROTECTION
FOR PLEASANTON’S OPEN SPACE RESOURCES.

Vote YES to guarantee the community will be consulted, and must vote its
permission before our agricultural and natural resources are sacrificed to devel-
opment.

Vote YES to preserve Pleasanton’s beauty, character, and open space.

Vote YES on Measure FF.
s/BECKY DENNIS

Pleasanton Councilmember

s/TOM PICO
Pleasanton Councilmember

S/BEN TARVER
Mayor, Pleasanton

s/JOCELYN COMBS
Director, East Bay Regional Park District

s/DEBRA BIEBER BARKER
Chairperson, Pleasanton Planning Commission
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_P15-0564

Jenny Soo

Subject: FW: P15-0564 Tim Lewis communities

From: Daniel Marks
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2017 9:23 AM
To: Jenny Soo

Subject: P15-0564 Tim Lewis communities

Good morning Ms. Sao,

| received the notice for the P15-0564, public hearing and | do have some comments

1* do I need to be present at the meeting to get a response to my questions? And will these questions be asked at the
hearing?

If 1 do not need to be there | am fine with that but If | do in order to have my questions appropriately answered then,

If so how do | go about speaking at the meeting? Only if | have to

Questions to be considered and for the purpose directing those towards the comments noted on the notice as It is
stated;

that an application will be for “General Plan Amendment” a “Happy Valley Specific Plan Amendment” and a “PUD
rezoning”

1. Is this amendment proposal for the entire Happy Valley area Specific Boundary?

2. Will Alisal Street need to be widened for any cause or reason whatsoever? Now or in the future for this proposed
change and development?

3. What is the smallest and the largest square foot lot size associated with the 39 single family for sale units?

4. What is the smallest and largest square footage of the homes proposed to be built amongst the 39 single family units?
| look forward to your response.

Thank you

Daniel L. Marks

Click here to report this email as spam.



Jenny Soo

Subject: FW: P15-0564 Application - Tim Lewis Communities, 1000 Minnie Street & AKA
Spotorno Project, Happy Valley Bypass Road.

From: Benjamin Maughan Sent: Monday, February 27, 2017 8:58 PM

To: Jenny Soo

Cc:

Subject: P15-0564 Application - Tim Lewis Communities, 1000 Minnie Street & AKA Spotorno Project, Happy Valley
Bypass Road.

Hi Jenny - I hope all is well. I live at @l Westbridge Lane in Pleasanton, CA. My neighbor Justin Cheng
alerted me to this application. Please note, I did not receive a notice in the mail and I watch for these yellow
pieces of paper "like a hawk". I also requested previously to be notified of all changes and activity about this
specific project as I am concerned that pre-approved community plans may be amended, which would change
the feel of the community, impact my home's value, and most importantly put my young children at risk.

I have major concerns with previous versions of this application that I have seen.
#1 - The most recent plans that I saw did not include the bypass road that was planned/promised.

#2 - The number of homes proposed is materially more than the existing surrounding communities and contrary
to current zoning.

#3 - Traffic will be substantially increased on both Happy Valley and Alisal.

#4 - (Personally) My lot was purchased under the assumption of an eventual cul-de-sac according to the
applicable plans. I have 3 children under 8 and I wanted them to be 'safe’ to ride their bicycles in a cul-de-sac,
not on a substantial thoroughfare.

I have BCCed a number of home owners that will be impacted by this proposal.

I have also CCed Eileen Ng from Alameda County District 4 as a change to our city's plan would materially
impact the No Left Turn' decision re-affirmed ~two years ago, warranting it to be readdressed.

Could you please share the latest proposal from Tim Lewis Communities, city planning's current sentiment on
the proposal, rationale for any deviation from the community plan, and the appropriate actions we can all take to
prevent any changes to that plan?

[ believe that Tim Lewis Communities should conform to the existing planning rules and zoning requirements,
just like we all did when we built our homes.

[ appreciate your care in responding to this matter.
Thanks,

Benjamin Maughan
@) Westbridge Lane
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