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PREFERRED PLAN 
The East Pleasanton Specifi c Plan Task Force’s Preferred Plan is presented below for consider-
ation and recommendations by the Planning Commission.  
The Preferred Plan provides a total of  1,759 housing units, including sixty-fi ve percent single-
family and thirty-fi ve percent multi-family units.  This concept is based primarily on the premise 
that multi-family housing should generally be disbursed throughout the Plan Area.  It is therefore 
separated into two different areas of  the project site.  Neighborhood retail shopping and a village 
green are located at the Busch Road/El Charro Road intersection.  They along with a community 
park located on the opposite side of  El Charro Road provide the central community focus area.  
Two areas of  “campus offi ce” are proposed.  The fi rst is in the northernmost area above Lake I, 
and the second is immediately south of  Lake I within the Airport Protection Area.  The northern-
most area above Lake I is also proposed to include a retail overlay component.  A destination use 
is planned for a three-acre site located at the convergence of  the three lakes. 
Industrial use is planned in the southeast portion of  the Plan Area to potentially include business 
parks, R&D, industrial/fl ex and distribution uses, as well as the possible future relocation of  the 
Transfer Station.  The OSC is planned to remain in its present location and is designated as Public 
and Institutional.   
Public parkland includes a 31-acre passive recreation community park east of  El Charro Road.  In 
addition, it is hoped that some of  the Zone 7 land east of  the community park can be used for 
further passive recreation use (i.e., trails and vistas).  A 12-acre active recreation park is planned 
along the south side of  Lake I, and a two-acre village green is located at the Busch Road/El 
Charro Road intersection.  An school/park use is also included as an overlay at the Lake I park 
site, thus potentially replacing this active recreational facility if  the school is eventually needed.
El Charro Road extends to Stanley Boulevard, connecting at the Shadow Cliffs Regional Park 
driveway entry.  Busch Road is designed as a two-lane roadway.  A Boulder Street connection is 
provided to relieve traffi c on Busch Road.  In the Preferred Plan, as well as all the alternatives pre-
sented below, potential trails, staging areas and vistas are shown but the locations are conceptual 
only.
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PREFERRED PLAN

Land Use Inventory

SF-R
4d/a

SF-R
8d/a

SF-R
11d/a

MF-R
23d/a

MF-R
30d/a

Total 
Housing

183 units 664 units 296 units 241 units 375 units 1,759 units

Retail Campus 
Offi ce

Industrial/
Flex

Destination 
Use

Public & 
Institutional

91,000 sq.ft. 442,000 sq.ft. 1,057,000 sq.ft. 3 acres 17 acres

Public Park Private Open 
Space

45 acres 35 acres
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ALTERNATIVE PLANS 

Five alternative plans were also prepared by the Task Force for consideration in the project En-
vironmental Impact Report. Each are presented below for review and recommendations by the 
Planning Commission.   

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 provides the least amount of  housing at 1,000 total units.  This includes fi fty percent 
single-family and fi fty percent multi-family units.  Multi-family housing is split into two areas, one 
situated at the Busch Road entry and the other just south of  the El Charro Road/Stanley Bou-
levard intersection.  The central focus of  the community is in the vicinity of  the eastern end of  
Busch Road.  This includes neighborhood retail shopping, village green, greenbelt, and a commu-
nity park.  A wide private greenbelt extends through the Plan Area along the north side of  Busch 
Road.  
Two areas of  “campus offi ce” are proposed.  The fi rst is in the northernmost portion of  the Plan 
Area above Lake I, and the second is immediately south of  Lake I within the Airport Protection 
Area.  The northernmost offi ce site is also proposed to include a retail overlay component to allow 
restaurants and other related retail lakefront uses.  A “destination use” (retreat, conference facility, 
restaurant, etc.) is planned for the three-acre site located at the convergence of  the three lakes. 
Industrial use is planned east of  El Charro Road to potentially include business parks, R&D, in-
dustrial/fl ex and distribution uses, as well as the possible future relocation of  the OSC and Trans-
fer Station.  
Public parkland includes a 31-acre passive recreation community park east of  El Charro Road, a 
12-acre active recreation park along the south side of  Lake I, and a 2-acre village green on Busch 
Road.  In addition, it is hoped that some of  the Zone 7 land east of  the community park can be 
used for further passive recreation use (i.e., trails and vistas) in all of  the alternatives.  A school/
park use is also included as an overlay at the Lake I park site, thus potentially replacing this active 
recreational facility if  the school is eventually needed. 
El Charro Road generally extends south in a straight-line to Stanley Boulevard.  This is a different 
alignment than used in the other alternatives in that it connects to Stanley Boulevard farther west.  
Busch Road is designed as a two-lane street connecting to El Charro Road.  Boulder Street is in-
tended to relieve traffi c on Busch Road.  Small local non-through streets are planned to minimize 
neighborhood through traffi c.
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ALTERNATIVE 1

Land Use Inventory

SF-R
4d/a

MF-R
23 d/a

MF-R
30d/a

Total 
Housing

500 units 195 units 305 units 1,000 units

Retail Campus 
Offi ce

Industrial/
Flex

Destination Use

91,000 sq.ft. 442,000 sq.ft. 1,442,000 sq.ft. 3 acres

Public Park Private Open 
Space

45 acres 34 acres
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ALTERNATIVE 4 

This alternative assumes that the OSC and Transfer Station do not relocate.  Due to the level of  
impacts created by the Transfer Station (noise, odor, truck traffi c, aesthetics, etc.), all land located 
“downwind” of  it to the south and east are designated for industrial use.   This alternative pro-
vides a total of  1,283 housing units, including fi fty percent single-family and fi fty percent multi-
family housing.  Multi-family housing is split into two different areas.  
Two areas of  “campus offi ce” use are proposed.  The fi rst is in the northernmost portion of  the 
Plan Area above Lake I, and the second is immediately south of  Lake I within the Airport Pro-
tection Area.  The northernmost site is also proposed to include a retail overlay component.  A 
destination use is planned for the three-acre site located at the convergence of  the three lakes.
Substantial industrial use is planned in the southern portion of  the Plan Area to potentially include 
business parks, R&D, industrial/fl ex and distribution uses.  
Public parkland includes a 32-acre passive recreation community park east of  El Charro Road, a 
12-acre active recreation park along the south side of  Lake I, and a 2-acre village green located 
just south of  the Busch Road/El Charro Road intersection.  A school/park use is also included 
as an overlay at the Lake I park site, thus potentially replacing this active recreational facility if  the 
school is eventually needed. 
El Charro Road extends to Stanley Boulevard, connecting at the Shadow Cliffs Regional Park 
driveway entry.  Busch Road is designed as a two-lane street.  A Boulder Street connection is pro-
vided to relieve traffi c on Busch Road.  
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ALTERNATIVE 4

Land Use Inventory

SF-R
8d/a

MF-R
23 d/a

MF-R
30d/a

Total 
Housing

641 units 250 units 392 units 1,283 units

Retail Campus 
Offi ce

Industrial/
Flex

Destination Use

91,000 sq.ft. 442,000 sq.ft. 2,169,000 sq.ft. 3 acres

Public Park Private Open 
Space

46 acres 40 acres
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ALTERNATIVE 5A 
Alternative 5A provides a total of  1,759 housing units, including fi fty-fi ve percent single-family 
and forty-fi ve percent multi-family units.  The primary difference between this and the other 
Alternative 5 variations is that it tends to centralize multi-family housing whereas the others 
tend to disburse it.  Multi-family housing is centrally located along both sides of  Busch Road.  
The central focus of  the community is at two north/south open space spines as they intersect 
Busch Road.  In addition, neighborhood retail and a village green are located at the Busch Road/
El Charro Road intersection, with a community park located on the opposite side of  El Charro 
Road.  
Two areas of  “campus offi ce” use are proposed.  The fi rst is in the northernmost portion of  the 
Plan Area above Lake I, and the second is immediately south of  Lake I within the Airport Pro-
tection Area.  The northernmost site is also proposed to include a retail overlay component.  A 
destination use is planned for the three-acre site located at the convergence of  the three lakes.
Industrial use is planned in the southeast portion of  the Plan Area to potentially include busi-
ness parks, R&D, industrial/fl ex and distribution uses, as well as the possible future relocation of  
the Transfer Station.  The OSC is planned to remain in its present location and is designated as 
Public and Institutional.   
Public parkland includes a 31-acre passive recreation community park east of  El Charro Road, a 
12-acre active recreation park along the south side of  Lake I, and a two-acre village green located 
at the Busch Road/El Charro Road intersection.  A school/park use is also included as an overlay 
at the Lake I park site, thus potentially replacing this active recreational facility if  the school is 
eventually needed. 
El Charro Road extends to Stanley Boulevard, connecting at the Shadow Cliffs Regional Park 
driveway entry.  Busch Road is designed as a two-lane roadway.  A Boulder Street connection is 
provided to relieve traffi c on Busch Road.  
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ALTERNATIVE 5A

Land Use Inventory

SF-R
4d/a

SF-R
8d/a

SF-R
11d/a

MF-R
23d/a

MF-R
30d/a

Total 
Housing

 237 units 560 units 176 units 276 units 510 units 1,759 units

Retail Campus 
Offi ce

Industrial/
Flex

Destination 
Use

Public & 
Institutional

91,000 sq.ft. 442,000 sq.ft. 1,057,000 sq.ft. 3 acres 17 acres

Public Park Private Open 
Space

45 acres 35 acres
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ALTERNATIVE 5B 

Alternative 5B provides a total of  1,759 housing units, including fi fty percent single-family and 
fi fty percent multi-family units.  This concept is based primarily on the premise that multi-family 
housing should generally be disbursed.  It is therefore separated into two different areas of  the 
project site.  Neighborhood retail shopping and a village green are located at the Busch Road/El 
Charro Road intersection.  They along with a community park located on the opposite side of  El 
Charro Road provide the central community focus area.  
Two areas of  “campus offi ce” are proposed within the Plan Area.  The fi rst is in the northernmost 
area above Lake I, and the second is immediately south of  Lake I within the Airport Protection 
Area.  The northernmost area above Lake I is also proposed to include a retail overlay component.  
A destination use is planned for the three-acre site located at the convergence of  the three lakes. 
Industrial use is planned in the southeast portion of  the Plan Area to potentially include business 
parks, R&D, industrial/fl ex and distribution uses, as well as the possible future relocation of  the 
Transfer Station.  The OSC is planned to remain in its present location and is designated as Public 
and Institutional.   
Public parkland includes a 31-acre passive recreation community park east of  El Charro Road, a 
12-acre active recreation park along the south side of  Lake I, and a two-acre village green located 
at the Busch Road/El Charro Road intersection.  A school/park use is also included as an over-
lay at the Lake I park site, thus potentially replacing this active recreational facility if  the school is 
eventually needed. 
El Charro Road extends to Stanley Boulevard, connecting at the Shadow Cliffs Regional Park 
driveway entry.  Busch Road is designed as a two-lane roadway.  A Boulder Street connection is 
provided to relieve traffi c on Busch Road.  



ALTERNATIVE 5B

0              500           1000                            2000
Stanley Blvd

Lake ‘I’

Iron Horse Trail

Lake ‘H’

Cope Lake

Valley Ave

Busch Rd

TS

El
 C

ha
rr

o 
Ro

ad

OSC

Residential 30 DU/AC

Industrial

Residential 11 DU/AC

Residential 23 DU/AC

Residential 4 DU/AC

Public Parks

Retail

Destination Use

Campus Office

Zone 7 Open Space

Private Open Space

Retail Overlay

Residential 8 DU/AC

Public & Institutional

Potential Public School   
/ Park Site

Vista Point

Staging Areas

Trail

Note: Trails, staging areas, and 
vista locations are conceptual only. 
Those on Zone 7 property will be 
subject to Zone 7 review.

s

s

s



CITY OF PLEASANTON16

EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

A
L

T
E

R
N

A
T

I
V

E
S

 
R

E
P

O
R

T

ALTERNATIVE 5B

Land Use Inventory

SF-R
4d/a

SF-R
8d/a

SF-R
11d/a

MF-R
23d/a

MF-R
30d/a

Total 
Housing

322 units 304 units 264 units 299 units 570 units 1,759 units

Retail Campus 
Offi ce

Industrial/
Flex

Destination 
Use

Public & 
Institutional

91,000 sq.ft. 442,000 sq.ft. 1,057,000 sq.ft. 3 acres 17 acres

Public Park Private Open 
Space

45 acres 35 acres



CITY OF PLEASANTON17

EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

A
L

T
E

R
N

A
T

I
V

E
S

 
R

E
P

O
R

T

ALTERNATIVE 6  

This alternative provides the greatest amount of  housing, a total of  2,279 units.  This includes fi fty-
eight percent single-family and forty-two percent multi-family units.  All multi-family housing is situ-
ated south of  Busch Road.  The central focus of  the community is at the north/south open space 
spine as it intersects Busch Road.  In addition, neighborhood retail and a town green are located at 
the Busch Road/El Charro Road intersection, with a community park located on the opposite side 
of  El Charro Road.
Two areas of  “campus offi ce” use are proposed.  The fi rst is in the northernmost portion of  the 
Plan Area above Lake I, and the second is immediately south of  Lake I within the Airport Protec-
tion Area.  The northernmost site is also proposed to include a retail overlay component.  A destina-
tion use is planned for the three-acre site located at the convergence of  the three lakes.
Industrial use is planned in the southeast portion of  the Plan Area to potentially include business 
parks, R&D, industrial/fl ex and distribution uses, as well as the possible future relocation of  the 
Transfer Center.  The OSC is planned to remain in its present location and is designated as Public 
and Institutional.   
Public parkland includes a 31-acre passive recreation community park east of  El Charro Road, a 12-
acre active recreation park along the south side of  Lake I, and a two-acre village green located at the 
Busch Road/El Charro Road intersection.  A school/park use is also included as an overlay at the 
Lake I park site, thus potentially replacing this active recreational facility if  the school is eventually 
needed. 
El Charro Road extends to Stanley Boulevard, connecting at the Shadow Cliffs Regional Park drive-
way entry.  Busch Road is designed as a two-lane street.  Boulder Street is aligned to relieve traffi c 
on Busch Road through its loop connection to signifi cant development areas on the south side of  
Busch Road.  



0              500           1000                            2000Stanley Blvd

Lake ‘I’

Iron Horse Trail

Lake ‘H’

Cope Lake

Valley Ave

Busch Rd

El
 C

ha
rr

o 
Ro

ad

OSC

TS

ALTERNATIVE 6

Residential 30 DU/AC

Industrial

Residential 11 DU/AC

Residential 23 DU/AC

Public Parks

Retail

Destination Use

Campus Office

Zone 7 Open Space

Private Open Space

Retail Overlay Public & Institutional

Potential Public School   
/ Park Site

Vista Point

Staging Areas

Trail

Residential 8 DU/AC

Residential 4 DU/AC

Note: Trails, staging areas, and 
vista locations are conceptual only. 
Those on Zone 7 property will be 
subject to Zone 7 review.

s

s

s



CITY OF PLEASANTON19

EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

A
L

T
E

R
N

A
T

I
V

E
S

 
R

E
P

O
R

T

ALTERNATIVE 6

Land Use Inventory

SF-R
4d/a

SF-R
8d/a

SF-R
11d/a

MF-R
23d/a

MF-R
30d/a

Total 
Housing

112 units 278 units 932 units 383 units 574 units 2,279 units

Retail Campus 
Offi ce

Industrial/
Flex

Destination 
Use

Public & 
Institutional

91,000 sq.ft. 442,000 sq.ft. 1,057,000 sq.ft. 3 acres 17 acres

Public Park Private Open 
Space

45 acres 35 acres
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COMPARATIVE LAND USE INVENTORY

Residential - Number of Units and % of S-F/M-F

SF-R
4d/a

SF-R
8d/a

SF-R
11d/a

MF-R
23d/a

MF-R
30d/a

Total 
Housing

% Single 
Family

% Multi-
Family

Option 1 500 -- -- 195 305 1,000 50% 50%
Option 4 -- 641 -- 250 393 1,283 50% 50%
Option 5A 237 560 176 276 510 1,759 55% 45%
Option 5B 322 304 264 299 570 1,759 50% 50%
Option 5C 183 664 296 241 375 1,759 65% 35%
Option 6 112 278 932 383 574 2,279 58% 42%

Non-Residential - Square Footage and Acreage

Retail
sq.ft.

Offi ce
sq.ft.

Industrial
sq.ft.

Destination 
Use 

acres

Public Park
acres

Private 
O.S. 

acres

Public & 
Institutional
acres

Option 1 91,000 442,000 1,442,000 3 45 34 --
Option 4 91,000 442,000 2,169,000 3 46 40 --
Option 5A 91,000 442,000 1,057,000 3 45 35 17
Option 5B 91,000 442,000 1,057,000 3 45 35 17
Option 5C 91,000 442,000 1,057,000 3 45 35 17
Option 6 91,000 442,000 1,057,000 3 45 35 17















































































































Wayne Rasmussen 
July 25, 2013 
Page 2 of 11 

TABLE 1 
LAND USE COMPARISON 

Land Use  Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

Single Family Households 
(in dwelling units)  500  641  715  1,352 

Multi-Family Households 

(in dwelling units) 500 642 715 802 

Retail (in square feet) 91,000  91,000 91,000 91,000 

Office (in square feet) 442,000 442,000 442,000 442,000 

Industrial (in square feet) 1,442,000 2,296,000 1,148,000  1,148,000  

Source:  Comparative Land Use Inventory and Roadway Layout, East Pleasanton Specific Plan, June 27, 2013 

TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON 

Traditional analysis methods commonly used by traffic engineers to quantify the vehicle trip 

making characteristics of development can overestimate vehicle trip generation of mixed-use 

development.  This is due to an inability of traditional tools to accurately reflect the amount of 

internal trip linking or the level of trips made by transit, biking, and/or walking within and to a 

mixed-use site.  This can result in increased development costs due to oversized infrastructure, 

and skewed public perception of the likely impacts of mixed-use development.  The most 

common method used is outlined in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 

Generation Manual (9th Edition).  This method contains data primarily collected at suburban, 

single-use, freestanding sites.  This limits their applicability to mixed-use development, such as 

that proposed in the Specific Plan.  This method does not adequately account for key variables 

that influence travel such as development density and scale, location efficiency, land use mix, 

urban design and transit orientation. 
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Two significant new research studies provide the opportunity to improve the state of practice.  

One study sponsored by the US EPA1 and another by the Transportation Research Board2 have 

developed means to improve trip generation estimation for mixed-use development (MXD).  The 

two studies examined over 260 mixed-use development sites throughout the U.S. and, using 

different approaches, developed new quantification methods.  Fehr & Peers has reviewed the two 

methods, including the basis, capabilities, and appropriate uses of each, to produce a new 

method (MXD+) that combines the strengths of the two individual methods.  MXD+ recognizes 

that traffic generation by mixed-use and other forms of sustainable development relate closely to 

the density, diversity, design, destination accessibility, transit proximity, and scale of development.  

MXD+ improves the accuracy of impact estimation and gives planners a tool to rationally balance 

land use mix and to incorporate urban design, context compatibility, and transit orientation to 

create lower-impact development. 

The MXD+ methodology starts with ITE trip generation estimates but then adjusts those 

estimates to account for the mixed-use and environment characteristics. 

Use of the MXD+ methodology requires more input data than a traditional trip generation 

application.  Data detailing the geographic layout of the site, land use in the surrounding area, 

and socioeconomic data of both the site and the surrounding area were collected to inform the 

MXD+ methodology.  Model inputs, in addition to land use information, include the number of 

jobs within a 30 minute transit ride of the EPSP area, the expected level of auto-ownership, and 

average household size.  Sources used to collect this data include the Contra Costa Transportation 

Authority (CCTA) travel demand model, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) travel 

demand model, Census and American Community Survey (ACS), the Bay Area Travel Survey 

(BATS), and the Specific Plan Options.   

Table 2 shows the trip generation potential of each option through several different 

transportation metrics.  External vehicle trips represent trips that would interact with roadway 

facilities outside the Project area and could potentially result in off-site traffic impacts.  Internal 

capture represents trips that have both an origin and destination within EPSP, including residents 

                                                      
1 Traffic Generated by Mixed-Use Developments—A Six-Region Study Using Consistent Built Environmental 
Measures (Ewing et al, ASCE UP0146, Sept 2011) 
2 National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 684 Enhancing Internal Trip Capture 
Estimation for Mixed-Use Developments (Bochner et al, March 2011) 



Wayne Rasmussen 
July 25, 2013 
Page 4 of 11 

that shop or work within the development, in addition to office or industrial workers that may 

come from outside the EPSP for one trip, but patronize local establishments, such as a restaurant 

during lunch hour.  External transit, walk, and bike trips represent those trips that visit or leave the 

site via modes other than automobile.  

Roadway segment vehicle volumes on Busch Road and El Charro Road were estimated using 

buildout volume estimates from the Pleasanton Housing Element (HE) Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR).  That document assumed a certain amount of development on the EPSP site and the 

Options below were compared relative to that estimate to generate a future total volume 

estimate, as shown in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 
TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON 

Transportation 
Metric  

Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

Daily  
External Vehicle Trips  

23,470 28,500 24,670 29,050 

AM Peak Hour  
External Vehicle Trips  

2,010 2,600 2,030 2,370 

PM Peak Hour  
External Vehicle Trips  

2,440 3,070 2,470 2,850 

Daily  
Internal Trips 

2,320  2,800 2,700 3,490 

Daily External 
Transit/Walk/Bike Trips 

970 1,220 1,120 1,510 

Daily (AM Peak) [PM Peak] Roadway Segment Vehicle Volumes  

El Charro Road  

19,200  

(1,350)  

[1,740] 

20,710  

(1,530)  

[1,930] 

19,560  

(1,360)  

[1,750] 

20,880  

(1,460)  

[1,860] 

Busch Road 

15,680  

(930)  

[1,030] 

16,440  

(1,020)  

[1,120] 

15,860 

 (930)  

[1,030] 

16,520  

(980)  

[1,090] 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, July 2013.   



Wayne Rasmussen 
July 25, 2013 
Page 5 of 11 

Option 6 would generate the most daily external vehicle trips and would result in the most trips 

with origins and destinations in EPSP (internal trips).  This high number of internal trips and 

corresponding transit/walk/bike trips is due to the high number of dwelling units on site and 

adjacent office/industrial land use.  This option (and Option 4) would likely have the highest 

impact to off-site intersections and roadway segment operations.     

Option 4 would generate the most peak hour trips and has the most non-residential development 

of the four land use options.  With the large amount of industrial land area, truck traffic through 

the EPSP area could be the highest with Option 4 depending on the types of industrial land uses 

that are permitted. This option would likely have similar impacts to intersections and roadway 

segment operations external to the site as Option 6.    

Options 1 and 5 have similar trip generating characteristics, and would both generate fewer 

external trips than Options 4 and 6.  Option 5 would generate a higher percentage of internal 

trips than Option 1 due to its more balanced land use plan between residential and non-

residential uses. 

COMPARISON TO HOUSING ELEMENT ANALYSIS  

The level of development in the EPSP area contemplated in the HE EIR analysis included 

approximately 900 dwelling units, and over 3,500,000 square-feet of non-residential development, 

including research and development, retail and industrial park development.  Daily trip generation 

for the EPSP area under the HE analysis was approximately 35,000 daily trips, including 5,000 

morning peak hour trips and 4,900 PM peak hour trips.  This level of daily and peak hour trip 

generation is higher than the four EPSP alternatives currently under consideration, as shown on 

Table 2.   

The HE transportation analysis evaluated morning and evening peak hour operations at 33 

intersections in Pleasanton, including roadway connections from the EPSP area to the regional 

roadway system and numerous intersections on Santa Rita Road and Valley Avenue.  Results of 

that analysis indicate that with planned development and roadway improvements, intersections 
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included in the HE EIR analysis would operate a level of service (LOS) D3 or better with 

development in the EPSP area, when also considering the other proposed land use changes 

proposed as part of the Housing Element.  The LOS results from that analysis are provided as 

Attachment B.  Expected operations of key intersections in the vicinity of the EPSP area are 

discussed below.   

Santa Rita Road at Valley Avenue:  This intersection is projected to operate at LOS D or 

better during both peak hours considering build-out of the land uses identified in the 

General Plan and Housing Element.  Projected peak hour service levels are not expected 

to change with the EPSP Options under consideration.  

Busch Road at Valley Avenue:  This intersection is projected to operate at LOS D or 

better during both peak hours considering build-out of the land uses identified in the 

General Plan and Housing Element.  Projected peak hour service levels are not expected 

to change with the EPSP Options under consideration and may improve from the level 

shown in Attachment B with the connection of Boulder Street from Valley Avenue to the 

site.   

Stanley Boulevard at Bernal Avenue/Valley Avenue:  This intersection is projected to 

operate at LOS D or better during both peak hours considering build-out of the land uses 

identified in the General Plan and Housing Element.  Projected peak hour service levels 

are not expected to change with the EPSP Options under consideration.   

Stanley Boulevard at El Charro Road:  This intersection is projected to operate at LOS D 

or better during both peak hours considering build-out of the land uses identified in the 

General Plan and Housing element EIR.  Operations are expected to improve from LOS E 

to LOS D in the cumulative condition with the land-use development throughout the City 

consistent with the Housing Element land use designations.  This intersection is a 
                                                      
3 The operations of roadway facilities are described with the term “level of service” (LOS).  LOS is a qualitative 
description of traffic flow based on factors such as speed, travel time, delay, and freedom to maneuver.  Six 
levels of service are defined ranging from LOS A (i.e., best operating conditions) to LOS F (worst operating 
conditions).  LOS E corresponds to operations “at capacity.”  When volumes exceed capacity, stop-and-go 
conditions result and operations are designated as LOS F.  The City of Pleasanton strives to maintain LOS D 
or better for peak hour signalized intersection operations.  However, a number of intersections, referred to 
as Gateway and Exempted Downtown intersections, are exempt from the LOS D policy.  This is more fully 
explained in the Existing Transportation Conditions Assessment for East Pleasanton Specific Plan 
memorandum dated October 26, 2012.   
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designated Gateway Intersection. For Gateway intersections, additional vehicle capacity 

could encourage more vehicle traffic that should remain on the regional transportation 

system and could also degrade the pedestrian experience and visual character of the 

intersection.  The ultimate configuration of this intersection will be developed for the 

preferred land use and circulation Option and the EPSP Task Force will be consulted 

about the trade-offs between intersection capacity and level of service in the 

development of the final intersection configuration.   

Stoneridge Drive at El Charro Road:  This intersection is projected to operate at LOS D 

or better during both peak hours considering build-out of the land uses identified in the 

General Plan and Housing Element.  Projected peak hour service levels are not expected 

to change with the EPSP options under consideration.    

ROADWAY CAPACITY AND SIGNAL CONTROL  

The four Options would generate vehicle volumes on nearby roadways at levels less than what 

has been previously assumed for the EPSP in the HE EIR.  The HE EIR evaluated both El Charro 

Road and Busch Road as four-lane facilities.  Busch Road, based on the trip generating potential 

of the current Options, could be planned as a two-lane facility with consideration for additional 

capacity at intersections.  El Charro Road is planned as four lane facility.  Although not defined in 

any of the Options, all other roadways within the site should be two-lane roadways.   

New traffic signals would be needed at several locations throughout the site.  It is anticipated that 

approximately five internal intersections would be signalized for Options 1 and 4.  Option 5 would 

require approximately six signalized internal intersections, and Option 6 would require six or 

seven internal signalized intersections depending on how access to the industrial land use on the 

south-east area would be provided off of El Charro Road.  When the preferred Option is chosen 

and further refined, and information is developed about how individual neighborhoods and 

parcels would take access to the primary roadway network, needed traffic control and intersection 

configurations can be better identified.  All options would require approximately four existing 

signals to be modified.   
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QUALITATIVE ROADWAY EVALUATION  

Qualitative aspects were evaluated for each option such as roadway design and how that induces 

or limits cut-through traffic, as well as the benefits of providing access to the site through Busch 

Road and Boulder Street versus just Busch Road.   

All four alternatives provide access to the EPSP site from the Busch Road at Valley Avenue and 

Boulder Street at Valley Avenue intersections.  Due to the number of trips generated by the EPSP 

potential land uses, maintaining access from these two intersections is beneficial to disperse 

traffic loads and allow more compact intersection designs to operate acceptably.  Compact 

intersections have benefits for pedestrians and bicyclist as they reduce vehicle exposure and can 

create an environment conducive to non-motorized trips, potentially reducing the amount of 

vehicle traffic needed to be accommodated at the intersections.  Option 4 connects both Busch 

Road and Boulder Street to El Charro Road.  The remaining Options connect Boulder Street to 

Busch Road.  The three options without the two connections to El Charro Road will likely need a 

larger intersection at the Busch Road at El Charro Road intersection to accommodate peak hour 

turning movements.   

Under Option 4, the connection of Busch Road to El Charro Road would primarily serve an 

industrial zoned area and would need to be designed to accommodate the turning movements of 

large trucks.  As this option has industrial land uses to the west of El Charro Road, higher levels of 

truck traffic could occur on Busch Road than the other options where industrial traffic is focused 

on El Charro Road.   

Options 1 and 4 propose a curvilinear alignment of Busch Road.  Under Options 1 and 5, the 

Boulder Street alignment is also curvilinear.  There is a concern that direct roadway connections 

between Valley Avenue and El Charro Road would encourage cut-through traffic, defined as traffic 

that has neither an origin nor destination within the area of travel, on EPSP roadways not 

designed to accommodate regional travel.  While it is likely that a proportion of traffic on El 

Charro Road will be through traffic, significant levels of cut-through traffic are not expected on 

Busch Road or Boulder Street.  Traffic traveling southbound on Valley Avenue destined for 

eastbound Stanley Boulevard is unlikely to achieve significant travel time savings by traveling 

through the EPSP area.  Boulder Street and Busch Road would have less capacity and more 

locations where traffic is controlled, allowing for local access, than Valley Avenue and Stanley 
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Boulevard.  Traffic traveling on El Charro Road, destined for Stanley Boulevard would also increase 

their travel distance by traveling through the EPSP.  Option 4 would provide the most direct 

connection between El Charro Road and Valley Avenue, via both Busch Road and Boulder Street 

(requiring left and right turns depending on the direction of travel).  Option 1 provides the least 

direct connection between El Charro Road and Valley Avenue.   

The curvilinear network has disadvantages for pedestrian and bicycle travel through the EPSP by 

increasing the distance between uses, potentially discouraging non-automobile trips.  The 

curvilinear nature of the primary streets can also result in more cul-de-sac streets which 

potentially further increases walking/biking distances if they are not designed to provide a non-

motorized connection.  Curvilinear streets create angled intersections that can have sight distance 

and other operational issues and can also result in irregularly shaped parcels that can be difficult 

to fully utilize.   

Two Options (Option 1 and 4) include a crisscrossing of Busch Road Boulder Street, with Boulder 

Street becoming the more northerly roadway.  This creates a circuitous roadway network and 

could increase the level of traffic turning at each of the resulting intersections, potentially 

requiring additional capacity for vehicles.  Option 1 also includes a T-intersection of Boulder 

Street into Busch Road at a curve in the roadway.  A likely fourth leg of this intersection would 

serve a commercial parcel.  Right-turns on red lights may need to be prohibited at this 

intersection for some movements due to sight distance constraints, reducing its overall capacity.  

The intersection would be approximately 1/4–mile from the El Charro Road at Busch Road 

intersection.   

Options 5 and 6 include a curved Boulder Street that intersects with Busch Road.  It is anticipated 

the resulting intersection would need to be signalized under either option.  In Option 5, the 

potential connection is fairly close to a trail crossing that may also need to be signalized.  In 

Option 6, the Boulder Street connection at Busch Road is approximately 750 feet from the El 

Charro Road at Busch Road intersection.  The final roadway layout should consider how closely 

spaced intersections would operate as vehicle queue spillback from one intersection could affect 

the operations of the adjacent intersection.    

Modifying roadway network Option 6 to relocate the intersection of Boulder Street at Busch Road 

approximately equidistant between the trail crossing and El Charro Road would permit better 
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signal timing progression along the corridor, potentially moderating speeds.  Connecting Boulder 

Street to El Charro Road and providing an additional internal roadway connection could also be 

considered as this would disperse travel demand to El Charro Road resulting in two smaller 

intersections.  The Boulder Street intersection at El Charro Road could be designed as a right-

in/right-out intersection  

Boulder Street and Busch Road are designated collector roadways and are intended to collect 

traffic from neighborhoods and connect to higher level roadways.  Potential traffic calming 

elements on these roadways to discourage cut-through traffic need to consider the roadway 

function and land uses served.  Some elements to consider include moderating travel speeds on 

the roadway through signal timing and not providing excess roadway capacity.  Under scenarios 

where two connections to El Charro Road are proposed, one connection could be restricted to 

right-in/right-out operation to discourage through traffic. .   

FUTURE ANALYSIS  

For the preferred land use and circulation plan, Fehr & Peers will develop roadway cross section 

recommendations for the EPSP and also evaluate the following items:   

• Internal intersection design and operations 

• Emergency vehicle access and circulation 

• Vehicular circulation within and adjacent to the site  

• Parking policies 

• Pedestrian access and circulation within and adjacent to the site 

• Bicycle access and circulation within and adjacent to the site  

• Transit and shuttle vehicle circulation within and adjacent to site, including the 
potential to reroute existing transit routes or developing new routes  

• Pedestrian access to and from transit stops 

• Truck circulation and loading dock access for commercial parcels 

• Integration of Climate Action Plan goals  

• Complete Streets implementation  
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Following development of the final EPSP land use and circulation option, intersection operations 

will be evaluated for off-site locations.  Intersections to be included in the analysis will be 

identified through consultation with the Task Force, City Staff, also based on public comments 

received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).   

Attachments:  

Appendix A – Comparative Land Use Inventory and Roadway Layout, East Pleasanton Specific 

Plan, June 27, 2013 

Appendix B – Level of Service Summary from the Housing Element Analysis   
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COMPARATIVE LAND USE INVENTORY

• Residential – Number of Units and % of S-F / M-F

• Non-Residential – Square feet and acres

SF-R 
4d/a 

SF-R 
8d/a

SF-R 
11d/a 

MF-R 
23d/a 

MF-R 
30d/a 

Total 
Housing 

% Single 
Family

% Multi-
Family

Option 1 500 -- -- 195 305 1,000 50% 50%

Option 4 -- 641 -- 250 393 1,283 50% 50%

Option 5 355 -- 360 249 466 1,430 50% 50%

Option 6 100 504 748 322 480 2,154 63% 37%

Retail 
sq. ft. 

Office 
sq. ft.

Industrial 
sq. ft. 

Destination 
Use acres 

Public 
Park acres 

Private 
O.S. acres

Option1 91,000 442,000 1,442,000 3 45 34

Option 4 91,000 442,000 2,296,000 3 46 40

Option 5 91,000 442,000 1,148,000 3 45 35

Option 6 91,000 442,000 1,148,000 3 45 35



TABLE 3 
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing1 

(Scenario 1) 
Existing Plus 

Project 
(Scenario 2) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 
Projects 

(Scenario 3) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Project 

(Scenario 4a) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Project Plus El 
Charro Road 

Extension 
(Scenario 4b) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Pending Projects

(Scenario 5)  

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Pending Projects 

Plus Project 
(Scenario 6a) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Pending Projects 

Plus El Charro 
Road Extension 

(Scenario 6b) 

Cumulative 
Without Project 

(Scenario 7) 

Cumulative With 
Project  

(Scenario 8) 

Delay 
(sec.)  LOS Delay 

(sec.)  LOS Delay 
(sec.)  LOS Delay

(sec.)  LOS Delay
(sec.)  LOS Delay

(sec.)  LOS Delay
(sec.)  LOS Delay 

(sec.)  LOS Delay
(sec.)  LOS Delay

(sec.)  LOS 

1. Foothill Road / Dublin 
Canyon Road Signal AM 21 C 22 C 36 D 36 D 37 D 35 C 36 D 36 D 31 C 32 C 

PM 30 C 31 C 52 D 53 D 53 D 53 D 52 D 52 D 53 D 48 D 

2. Owens Drive / Willow Road / 
BART Signal AM 16 B 15 B 15 B 15 B 15 B 16 B 17 B 17 B 16 B 17 B 

PM 16 B 15 B 16 B 16 B 16 B 16 B 17 B 17 B 16 B 16 B 

3. Owens Drive / East BART 
Station Driveway Signal AM 6 A 6 A 6 A 6 A 6 A 7 A 7 A 7 A 7 A 7 A 

PM 9 A 9 A 9 A 9 A 9 A 10 A 10 A 10 A 9 A 10 A 

4. Hacienda Drive / Owens 
Drive Signal AM 16 B 17 B 16 B 17 B 16 B 20 B 20 B 20 B 21 C 23 C 

PM 29 C 30 C 33 C 34 C 34 C 37 D 38 D 38 D 31 C 31 C 

5. Santa Rita Road / Rosewood 
Drive Signal AM 9 A 9 A 9 A 9 A 10 A 8 A 8 A 9 A 8 A 8 A 

PM 17 B 17 B 19 B 20 B 21 C 22 C 22 C 23 C 26 C 27 C 

6. Santa Rita Road / Pimlico 
Drive Signal AM 21 C 24 C 21 C 22 C 22 C 21 C 21 C 22 C 21 C 21 C 

PM 26 C 26 C 20 B 19 B 20 B 19 B 19 B 19 B 22 C 22 C 

7. Foothill Road / Stoneridge 
Drive Signal AM 19 B 20 B 23 C 24 C 23 C 24 C 25 C 25 C 31 C 31 C 

PM 19 B 19 B 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 

8. Stoneridge Drive / 
Springdale Avenue Signal AM 17 B 18 B 18 B 18 B 18 B 18 B 19 B 19 B 22 C 22 C 

PM 25 C 25 C 37 D 38 D 39 D 38 D 38 D 38 D 27 C 27 C 

9. Stoneridge Drive / 
Stoneridge Mall Road Signal AM 7 A 7 A 15 B 16 B 17 B 15 B 16 B 16 B 11 B 11 B 

PM 27 C 25 C 35 C 36 D 36 D 35 C 35 C 36 D 22 C 22 C 

10. Stoneridge Drive / 
Johnson Drive Signal AM 11 B 11 B 10 A 11 B 11 B 11 B 10 A 11 B 11 B 11 B 

PM 16 B 16 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 

11. Stoneridge Drive / Hopyard 
Road Signal AM 25 C 25 C 31 C 31 C 26 C 31 C 31 C 26 C 28 C 28 C 

PM 36 D 35 C 34 C 34 C 32 C 34 C 35 C 32 C 29 C 30 C 

12. Stoneridge Drive / 
Hacienda Drive Signal AM 23 C 25 C 22 C 25 C 25 C 24 C 25 C 25 C 25 C 26 C 

PM 23 C 23 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 21 C 

13. Owens Drive / West Las 
Positas Boulevard Signal AM 10 A 10 A 10 A 10 A 10 A 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 12 B 

PM 13 B 13 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 16 B 16 B 15 B 15 B 16 B 

14. West Las Positas 
Boulevard / Santa Rita Road Signal AM 24 C 27 C 25 C 26 C 27 C 30 C 31 C 33 C 28 C 31 C 

PM 23 C 23 C 25 C 25 C 25 C 31 C 30 C 28 C 24 C 24 C 

15. Foothill Road / West Las 
Positas Boulevard Signal AM 14 B 14 B 17 B 18 B 18 B 18 B 18 B 18 B 32 C 33 C 

PM 11 B 11 B 13 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 14 B 13 B 

16. West Las Positas 
Boulevard / Hopyard Road Signal AM 24 C 24 C 27 C 27 C 24 C 27 C 27 C 24 C 30 C 29 C 

PM 37 D 41 D 32 C 32 C 27 C 33 C 33 C 29 C 28 C 28 C 

17. West Las Positas 
Boulevard / Hacienda Drive Signal AM 15 B 19 B 16 B 19 B 19 B 17 B 18 B 18 B 20 B 20 B 

PM 14 B 15 B 16 B 17 B 16 B 16 B 17 B 16 B 18 B 18 B 

18. Stoneridge Drive / West Las 
Positas Boulevard Signal AM 21 C 21 C 26 C 28 C 29 C 28 C 28 C 28 C 36 D 40 D 

PM 24 C 26 C 37 D 37 D 36 D 37 D 37 D 36 D 33 C 34 C 



TABLE 3 
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing1 

(Scenario 1) 
Existing Plus 

Project 
(Scenario 2) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 
Projects 

(Scenario 3) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Project 

(Scenario 4a) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Project Plus El 
Charro Road 

Extension 
(Scenario 4b) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Pending Projects

(Scenario 5)  

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Pending Projects 

Plus Project 
(Scenario 6a) 

Existing Plus 
Approved 

Projects Plus 
Pending Projects 

Plus El Charro 
Road Extension 

(Scenario 6b) 

Cumulative 
Without Project 

(Scenario 7) 

Cumulative With 
Project  

(Scenario 8) 

Delay 
(sec.)  LOS Delay 

(sec.)  LOS Delay 
(sec.)  LOS Delay

(sec.)  LOS Delay
(sec.)  LOS Delay

(sec.)  LOS Delay
(sec.)  LOS Delay 

(sec.)  LOS Delay
(sec.)  LOS Delay

(sec.)  LOS 

19. Stoneridge Drive / Santa 
Rita Road Signal AM 29 C 31 C 36 D 36 D 36 D 37 D 38 D 38 D 44 D 48 D 

PM 28 C 29 C 30 C 29 C 26 C 32 C 30 C 26 C 33 C 32 C 

20. Santa Rita Road / Mohr 
Avenue Signal AM 16 B 18 B 16 B 17 B 17 B 16 B 18 B 17 B 16 B 17 B 

PM 15 B 16 B 15 B 17 B 15 B 16 B 17 B 16 B 15 B 16 B 

21. Santa Rita Road / Valley 
Avenue Signal AM 35 C 36 D 36 D 37 D 35 C 36 D 37 D 35 C 41 D 41 D 

PM 44 D 45 D 39 D 40 D 39 D 38 D 40 D 38 D 42 D 43 D 

22. Valley Avenue / Busch 
Road Signal AM 11 B 13 B 9 A 11 B 11 B 9 A 11 B 11 B 17 B 18 B 

PM 7 A 12 B 7 A 12 B 27 C 7 A 12 B 25 C 41 D 53 D 

23. Bernal Avenue / I-680 NB 
Ramps Signal AM 21 C 28 C 24 C 24 C 24 C 23 C 24 C 24 C 21 C 22 C 

PM 12 B 12 B 12 B 11 B 12 B 12 B 11 B 11 B 10 A 10 A 

24. Koll Center Drive / Bernal 
Avenue Signal AM 6 A 6 A 16 B 17 B 17 B 16 B 17 B 17 B 22 C 23 C 

PM 3 A 3 A 30 C 24 C 31 C 30 C 24 C 24 C 36 D 31 C 

25. Bernal Avenue / Valley 
Avenue Signal AM 29 C 32 C 57 E 37 D 36 D 56 E 36 D 35 C 56 E 52 D 

PM 22 C 23 C 49 D 36 D 36 D 48 D 36 D 36 D 45 D 39 D 

26. Stanley Boulevard / Santa 
Rita Road Signal AM 16 B 17 B 19 B 19 B 21 C 19 B 18 B 21 C 25 C 23 C 

PM 22 C 23 C 16 B 17 B 15 B 16 B 17 B 16 B 16 B 16 B 

27. Stanley Boulevard / First 
Street Signal AM 16 B 18 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 12 B 

PM 13 B 14 B 12 B 12 B 13 B 12 B 12 B 13 B 17 B 18 B 

28. Stanley Boulevard at Bernal 
Avenue / Valley Avenue Signal AM 48 D 42 D 53 D 46 D 50 D 55 D 49 D 49 D 41 D 46 D 

PM 46 D 43 D 34 C 36 D 41 D 35 C 34 C 41 D 43 D 41 D 

29. Bernal Avenue / Vineyard 
Drive (N) Signal AM 15 B 15 B 18 B 18 B 17 B 18 B 18 B 18 B 24 C 24 C 

PM 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 12 B 12 B 

30. Bernal Avenue / Vineyard 
Drive (S) Signal AM 16 B 16 B 21 C 23 C 23 C 21 C 23 C 24 C 40 D 36 D 

PM 9 A 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 11 B 12 B 12 B 

31. Junipero Street / Sunol 
Boulevard Signal AM 29 C 31 C 40 D 39 D 41 D 40 D 39 D 40 D 56 E 50 D 

PM 21 C 21 C 22 C 22 C 22 C 23 C 23 C 22 C 27 C 24 C 

32. Stoneridge Drive / El 
Charro Road Signal AM Intersection Does 

Not Exist 
Intersection Does 

Not Exist 
19 
23 

B 
C 

21 
23 

C 
C 

27 C 21 
23 

C 
C 

21 
23 

C 
C 

27 C 39 D 40 D 
PM 27 C 28 C 32 C 32 C 

33. Stanley Boulevard / El 
Charro Road Signal AM Intersection Does 

Not Exist 
Intersection Does 

Not Exist 
Intersection Does 

Not Exist 
Intersection Does 

Not Exist 
28 C Intersection Does 

Not Exist 
Intersection Does 

Not Exist 
32 C 64 E 54 D 

PM 21 C 21 C 36 D 32 C 

Notes:  1. Based on intersection turning movement volumes and intersection geometries provided to Fehr & Peers by City of Pleasanton.   
Bold indicates gateway intersection, potentially exempt from the LOS D standard.  Bold Italics indicates potentially significant impact.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers and City of Pleasanton, 2011. 
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This system of roadways will provide efficient movement of traffic within the Specific Plan Area.  The 

complete street network will eventually be comprised of both Master Plan roadways as indicated and 

Specific Plan Area minor roadways designed by each major developer.  The street network is designed 

and intended to minimize Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and to meet the Level of Service 

requirements as recommended to provide a Sustainable approach for transporta on planning.  The 

number, type, loca on and design of local roadways, including intersec on spacing, geometrics and 

other design elements described in this Specific Plan are conceptual. Any varia ons from figures must 

be consistent with the other applicable provisions of the Specific Plan and other applicable City 

standards and policies, including required level‐of‐service standards.  The City may require addi onal 

design improvements and requirements, such as addi onal right‐turn lanes, accelera on and 

decelera on lanes, and extended le ‐turn pockets, among other things.  See Exhibits RD‐01, RD‐04, 

RD‐05 and RD‐06 for schema c layout of master plan roadways. 

The roadway system for the Specific Plan Area has been designed to enable safe, a rac ve and 

convenient access and use by a variety of users including pedestrians, bicycles, vehicles, trucks and 

public transporta on.  Pedestrian improvements include sidewalks on both sides of all streets, easily 

accessible walking trails within the park and open space areas, and accessible pedestrian signals. 

Bicycle Paths have been included within the Specific Plan Area to encourage and allow for alterna ves 

to motor vehicles and to connect with the City’s exis ng bicycle path network.  The roadway system 

will also facilitate use of public transporta on facili es by providing bus pull‐outs and shelters for 

shade and protec on during winter weather. Exact loca on of these facili es is to be implemented 

through the development process along with coordina on with LAVTA (Livermore Amador Transit 

Authority). 

Water Supply 

Drinking water supplies for the EPSP area are limited.  To help meet the Plan Area water demands, 

need for potable water supplies is to be reduced by using recycled water to meet most of its irriga on 

demands.   Only the low density residen al land uses will use potable water for outside irriga on 

needs.  The potable water demands for the Plan Area are being met through a recycled water potable 

water exchange program.  The Plan Area will extend the City’s exis ng recycled water distribu on 

system to provide irriga on water to parts of the City that currently use potable water for irriga on.  

As the recycled water system is extended, the potable water that was being used for irriga on is 

freed up to meet the Plan Area potable water needs.   See the separate WSA (Water Supply 

Assessment) for the East Pleasanton Specific Plan Area for details on the water supply analysis. 

Potable Water Infrastructure 

The potable water infrastructure needed to serve the Plan Area has three components:  1) the on‐site 

facili es (within the Specific Plan area), 2) off‐site facili es needed to extend services to the Specific 

Plan Area, and 3) the expansion of the recycled water system to exchange recycled water for  potable 

water supplies for each phase of development.   



   CITY OF PLEASANTON  
   DRAFT ENGINEERING SUMMARY 

OF ROADS AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

 

 

 
 

P a g e  | 3

 

The City’s hydraulic models for the potable and non‐potable water system will be used to size the 

pipelines needed on‐site for both distribu on systems.  The size of the pipelines for the major streets 

is expected to be a maximum of 12” W. The models will also iden fy the necessary improvements 

needed off‐site to ensure the City’s service criteria for the development area are met.  The water pipe 

system will connect to the new transmission lines constructed within El Charro Road east of Staples 

Ranch and to the exis ng waterline system within Ironwood Drive and Valley Avenue. 

It is an cipated there will be minimal effects to the potable water system because the exchange 

program will result in no net change for annual potable water demands.  As development proceeds 

within the Specific Plan area, the City will help iden fy the necessary expansion of the recycled water 

system to ensure water supplies for the proposed development.  

All potable water and recycled water distribu on system facili es will be located within street rights 

of way.   See Exhibits W‐01, W‐04, W‐05 and W‐06 for schema c layout of potable water facili es for 

each op on..   

Recycled Water Infrastructure 

As men oned above, the City has a hydraulic model of the exis ng and assumed recycled water 

distribu on system.  The distribu on system is ul mately an cipated to be fed from the City’s 

wastewater facility.  There is an agreement with the City of Livermore for services to the east side of 

the City, un l the distribu on system can be expanded from the west to the Specific Plan Area.   

The hydraulic modeling efforts are an cipated to show that on‐site irriga on demands will be ini ally 

served from recycled water from the City of Livermore’s distribu on system. 

Off‐site facili es will be iden fied with the modeling efforts and are an cipated to be limited to the 

extension of pipeline facili es to the Specific Plan Area from El Charro Road directly west of Staples 

Ranch and north of the Plan Area. The City of Pleasanton has turnouts from the City of Livermore and 

DSRSD that can be used to provide recycled water.  Expansion of the Pleasanton recycled water 

system will occur as part of the water exchange program described above and described in more 

detail in the WSA. See Exhibits RW‐01, RW‐04, RW‐05 and RW‐06 for schema c layout of recycled 

water facili es for each op on. 

Storm Drain 

The developable area that comprises the East Pleasanton Specific Plan Area totals approximately 406‐

acres.  The Chain of Lakes is not included in this calcula on.  The Western Watershed #1 is approximately 

92‐acres and contains the Kiewit Property, Pleasanton Garbage Service facility and the Opera ons Service 

Center.  This area is planned to drain through the exis ng underground system in Ironwood Drive.  The 

remaining eastern watershed is 314‐acres that will drain through new underground infrastructure into 

Cope Lake (the lake situated on the south easterly edge of the site).  Eighty acres of this is open space and 

parks.  
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An cipated flows for the two watersheds are approximated at 110 cubic feet per second (cfs) and 230 cfs, 

respec vely.  Watershed #1 will u lize exis ng 24” and 36” storm drain systems.  Watershed #2 will 

employ storm drain pipes from the 12‐18” size up to 48”. See Exhibits SD‐01, SD‐04, SD‐05 and SD‐06 

for schema c layout of recycled water facili es for each op on. 

All pipe systems will be designed per the design standards of the City of Pleasanton.  Pipe sizes, manhole 

spacing, inlet loca ons, etc. will meet or exceed these standards. 

Sanitary Sewer 

The East Pleasanton Specific Plan will have its sanitary sewer needs met by the installa on of 8” to 

12” sewer lines that will accommodate the different proposed land uses throughout.  The Specific 

Plan Area will have a network of underground mains that will convey most of the effluent from the 

Plan Area to a new sanitary sewer li  sta on, the approximate loca on is as delineated on Exhibits 

SS‐01, SS‐04, SS‐05 and SS‐06 for each op on.. The exact loca on of the sewer pump sta on will be 

finalized a er final op on is chosen.  

This li  sta on will provide pumping capacity up to 1.39 million gallons per day (mgd).  It is 

an cipated that this sta on will pump the collected effluent through a 6”‐8” force main that will be 

constructed from the pump sta on to El Charro Road.  This force main will connect to a gravity 

system in El Charro Road and extend northerly along El Charro Road. The pipe system will extend to 

the west and connect to an exis ng 27” trunk line sized specifically to handle the flows from the 

project and flow west to the the Pleasanton Waste Water Treatment Plant. See Exhibits for schema c 

layout of sanitary facili es.   

The updated Sanitary Sewer Master Plan by Carollo Engineers specifically provides details for the 

trunk line that serves the Plan Area.  All pipe systems will be designed within the design standards of 

the City of Pleasanton.  Pipe sizes, manhole spacing, etc. will meet or exceed these standards. 

 



Updated 7/14/2013

Overall Major Infrastructure

El Charro/Stanley Blvd. Undercrossing 18,023,500.00$               

Boulder Road Improvements 1,684,894.67$                 

Busch Road Improvements 2,871,430.21$                 

Traffic Signals(Assumes 6 new and 3 modified) 2,375,000.00$                 

Arroyo Mocho Bridges 3,726,000.00$                 

El Charro Road Improvements 7,109,948.34$                 

Gateways 300,000.00$                    

Sewer Improvements 5,317,000.00$                 

Recycled Water Lines 1,139,051.00$                 

Water Improvements 1,621,261.00$                 

Joint Trench Improvements 1,365,890.50$                 
Total 45,533,975.72$               

15% Contingency 6,830,096.36$                 
20% Softcosts 9,106,795.14$                 

61,470,867.23$               

* Theses estimates exclude paying into recycled water exchange program to obtain required water supply.(4-6 mil)

ENGINEERING ESTIMATE
SUMMARY FOR  EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

Option 1

EXHIBIT "A"

Kier Wright Civil Engineers Surveyors
1233 Quarry Lane, Suite 145 • Pleasanton, California 94566-8475 • (925) 249-6555 • FAX (925) 249-6563



Updated 7/14/2013

Overall Major Infrastructure

El Charro/Stanley Blvd. Undercrossing 18,023,500.00$                       

Boulder Road Improvements 1,902,813.65$                         

Busch Road Improvements 3,110,954.31$                         

Traffic Signals(assumes 6 new and and 3 modified) 2,250,000.00$                         

Arroyo Mocho Bridges 3,726,000.00$                         

El Charro Road Improvements 7,577,777.49$                         

Gateways 300,000.00$                            

Sewer Improvements 5,564,500.00$                         

Recycled Water Lines 1,225,874.80$                         

Water Improvements 1,745,164.00$                         

Joint Trench Improvements 1,471,208.05$                         
Total 46,897,792.29$                       

15% Contingency 7,034,668.84$                         
20% Softcosts 9,379,558.46$                         

63,312,019.60$                       

* Theses estimates exclude paying into recycled water exchange program to obtain required water supply.(4-6 mil)

ENGINEERING ESTIMATE
SUMMARY FOR  EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

Option 4

EXHIBIT "B"

Kier Wright Civil Engineers Surveyors
1233 Quarry Lane, Suite 145 • Pleasanton, California 94566-8475 • (925) 249-6555 • FAX (925) 249-6563



Updated 7/14/2013

Description Estimate
Overall Major Infrastructure

El Charro/Stanley Blvd. Undercrossing 18,023,500.00$               

Boulder Road Improvements 1,483,396.12$                 

Busch Road Improvements 2,404,514.62$                 

Traffic Signals( assumes 7 new and 3 modified) 2,625,000.00$                 

Arroyo Mocho Bridges 3,726,000.00$                 

El Charro Road Improvements 7,577,777.49$                 

Gateways 300,000.00$                    

Sewer Improvements 5,252,500.00$                 

Recycled Water Lines 1,075,801.80$                 

Water Improvements 1,530,774.00$                 

Joint Trench Improvements 1,288,078.10$                 
Total 45,287,342.13$               

15% Contingency 6,793,101.32$                 
20% Softcosts 9,057,468.43$                 

61,137,911.87$               

* Theses estimates exclude paying into recycled water exchange program to obtain required water supply.(4-6 mil)

Option 5

ENGINEERING ESTIMATE
SUMMARY FOR  EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

EXHIBIT "C"

Kier Wright Civil Engineers Surveyors
1233 Quarry Lane, Suite 145 • Pleasanton, California 94566-8475 • (925) 249-6555 • FAX (925) 249-6563



Updated 7/14/2013

Description Estimate

Overall Major Infrastructure

El Charro Road /Stanley Boulevard Undercrossing 18,023,500.00$               

Boulder Street Improvements 1,958,708.04$                 

Busch Road Improvements 2,343,047.32$                 

Traffic Signals(Assumes 8 new and 3 modified) 2,625,000.00$                 

Arroyo Mocho Bridges 3,726,000.00$                 

El Charro Road Improvements 7,536,923.99$                 

Gateways 300,000.00$                    

Sewer Improvements 5,356,000.00$                 

Recycled Water Lines 1,225,874.80$                 

Water Improvements 1,530,774.00$                 

Joint Trench Improvements 1,364,403.85$                 
Total 45,990,232.00$               

15% Contingency 6,898,534.80$                 
20% Softcosts 9,198,046.40$                 

62,086,813.20$               

* Theses estimates exclude paying into recycled water exchange program to obtain required water supply.(4-6 mil)

ENGINEERING ESTIMATE
SUMMARY FOR  EAST PLEASANTON SPECIFIC PLAN

Option 6

EXHIBIT "D"

Kier Wright Civil Engineers Surveyors
1233 Quarry Lane, Suite 145 • Pleasanton, California 94566-8475 • (925) 249-6555 • FAX (925) 249-6563
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Abbreviations and Acronyms 

	
	
	 AF	or	af	 Acre	Feet	
	 AFY	or	afy	 Acre	Feet	per	Year	
	 BOR	 US	Bureau	of	Reclamation	
	 CA	 California	Aqueduct	
	 CEQA	 California	Environmental	Quality	Act	
	 COP	 City	of	Pleasanton	
	 CUWCC	 California	Urban	Water	Conservation	Council	
	 CVP	 Central	Valley	Project	
	 DHS	 State	of	California,	Department	of	Health	Services	
	 DMC	 Delta	Mendota	Canal	
	 DMM	 Demand	Measurement	Measures	
	 DWR	 State	of	California,	Department	of	Water	Resources	
	 ETo	 Evapotranspiration	
	 GMP	 Groundwater	Management	Plan	
	 gpcd	 gallons	per	capita	per	day	
	 GPM	or	gpm	 Gallons	per	Minute	
	 gpm/ft	 gallons	per	minute	per	foot	(units	of	transmissivity)	
	 MG	 Million	Gallons	
	 MGD	 Million	Gallons	per	Day	
	 M&I	 Municipal	and	Industrial	
	 mg/l	 Milligrams	per	liter	
	 NWS	 National	Weather	Service	
	 ppb	 Parts	per	billion	(identical	to	ug/l)	
	 ppm	 Parts	per	million	(identical	to	mg/l)	
	 RWQCB	 Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	
	 SWP	 State	Water	Project	
	 SWRCB	 State	Water	Resources	Control	Board	
	 TDS	 Total	Dissolved	Solids	
	 ug/l	 Micrograms	per	liter	
	 USBR	 United	States	Bureau	of	Reclamation	
	 USEPA	 United	States	Environmental	Protection	Agency	
	 UWMP	 Urban	Water	Management	Plan	
	 WPS	 City	of	Patterson	2006	Water	Planning	Study	
	 WTP	 Water	Treatment	Plant	
	 WTSF	 Water	Treatment	and	Storage	Facility
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Section 1.  Introduction 
 
The	East	Pleasanton	Specific	Plan	(EPSP)	area	includes	Lakes	I	and	H	and	Cope	Lake	

and	the	areas	between	these	lakes.				The	Project	consists	of	approximately	1,110	

acres,	of	which	up	to	406	acres	are	potentially	developable.			The	Project	is	being	

completed	by	the	City	of	Pleasanton	and	is	one	of	the	specific	plan	areas	called	for	by	

the	City’s	2009	General	Plan.		

 
According	to	California	Water	Code	Section	10910(b),	any	city	or	county	that	

determines	a	new	development	project	is	subject	to	the	California	Environmental	

Quality	Act	(CEQA)	must	prepare	a	water	supply	assessment	(WSA)	if	the	

development	qualifies	as	a	“project”	pursuant	to	Water	Code	Section	10912.		The	

City	has	determined	that	CEQA	applies	to	the	Project,	and	has	commenced	

preparation	of	an	environmental	impact	report.		The	City	has	determined	the	

Project’s	planned	non‐residential	building	square	footage	of	at	least	1,500,000	

square	feet	and	1,000	units	requires	a	water	supply	assessment	be	prepared.1						

	

If	there	is	a	“public	water	system”	for	the	Project,	the	water	supplier	shall	prepare	

the	water	supply	assessment.2		A	public	water	system	is	defined	as	a	system	that	has	

3,000	or	more	service	connections	and	provides	piped	water	to	the	public	for	public	

consumption.3	Under	this	definition,	the	City	is	a	“public	water	system”	as	it	

provides	piped	water	to	the	public	for	consumption	and	has	more	than	21,000	

service	connections.				The	City’s	water	supply	consists	of	3,500	ac‐ft	of	groundwater	

and	wholesale	treated	water	deliveries	from	Zone	7	Water	Agency	(roughly	80%	of	

City	annual	deliveries).		Because	the	City	will	provide	the	water	supply	for	the	

Project,	the	City	is	responsible	for	preparing	the	WSA	for	the	EPSP	Project.	

																																																								
1 See Water Code Section 10912(a)(2).  The Project is a proposed business establishment having more 
than 500,000 square feet and has more than 500 residential units. 
2 Water Code Section 10910(b), (g)(1). 
3 Water Code Section 10912(c). 
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As	a	threshold	matter,	if	a	proposed	project	has	been	the	subject	of	a	WSA	that	

complies	with	Water	Code	Section	10910	et	seq.,	no	additional	WSA	is	necessary.4		

The	City’s	2010	Urban	Water	Management	Plan	(UWMP)	evaluated	the	City’s	2009	

General	Plan	(GP).		The	project	area	is	identified	within	the	GP	as	a	specific	plan	

area,	so	the	adequacy	of	this	Project’s	water	supplies	has	been	addressed.		Thus,	in	

this	document,	there	will	be	a	consistent	reference	to	the	2010	UWMP	and	the	

analysis	and	findings	within	that	document.									

	

The	City	receives	the	majority	of	its	water	supplies	from	Zone	7	Water	Agency.		Both	

the	City	of	Pleasanton	and	the	Zone	7	2010	UWMPs	state	that	current	supplies	

cannot	support	increases	in	system	demands	beyond	the	year	2015.		The	City’s	2010	

UWMP	contemplates	potable	water	service	to	its	new	and	redevelopment	areas	with	

the	implementation	of	conservation	programs	and	use	of	recycled	water	to	meet	

some	of	the	existing	potable	water	irrigation	demands.	This	EPSP	WSA	assumes	the	

Project	will	fully	mitigate	its	water	supplies	through	the	implementation	of	

programs	defined	in	the	2010	UWMP.		

																																																								
4 Water Code Section 10910(h). 
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Section 2.  Project Description 

2.A.  East Pleasanton Specific Plan – Project Description 

The	Project	consists	of	development	of	between	1,000	to	almost	2,154	residential	

units	(includes	single	family	residential	to	high	density	multi‐family),	and	1.7	to	2.8	

million	square	feet	of	light	industrial,	retail,	and	office	building	space—see	Table	1.		

Four	land	use	options	for	the	Project	were	evaluated.		The	land	use	option	that	

creates	the	largest	demand	on	either	the	potable	(Option	6)	or	recycled	water	

(Option	4)	distribution	systems	was	chosen	for	this	evaluation.							

2.B.  Project Location 

The	Project	is	located	adjacent	to	the	eastern‐most	urbanized	portion	of	Pleasanton	

(see	Figures	1	&	3	in	Appendix	B).		It	is	situated	partially	within	the	Pleasanton	city	

limits	and	partially	within	the	unincorporated	jurisdiction	of	Alameda	County.		All	of	

the	EPSP	area	is	situated	within	Pleasanton’s	Sphere	of	Influence	and	the	GP	

Planning	Area.		Additionally,	the	planning	area	was	included	in	the	service	area	

boundary	considered	in	the	2010	City	of	Pleasanton	UWMP.	
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Section 3.  Water Supplies  
	
The	City	of	Pleasanton	purchases	approximately	80	percent	of	its	water	from	Zone	

7.		The	remaining	20	percent	is	produced	from	three	groundwater	wells	that	are	

owned	and	operated	by	the	City.		The	groundwater	basin	is	managed	by	the	local	

agencies	and	has	limitations	on	annual	pumping.			

 

Zone	7’s	water	supply	reliability	has	decreased	in	recent	years	with	the	biological	

opinions	on	how	the	state	and	federal	water	projects	can	operate	their	pumps	in	the	

San	Joaquin	Delta—the	major	source	of	water	for	Zone	7.		The	change	in	operations	

has	lowered	the	state’s	ability	to	meet	its	contractual	demands	and,	thus,	limited	

Zone	7’s	ability	to	serve	increased	water	demands.		Both	Zone	7	and	the	City	assume	

little	to	no	growth	in	potable	water	demands	from	the	City	of	Pleasanton	over	the	

next	20	years.			

 

3.A.  Water Supplies Available to the EPSP  ‐ Recycled Water 

The	City	has	implemented	Best	Management	Practices	to	help	find	water	supplies	

for	its	various	development	areas.		The	WSA	(2012)	for	the	City’s	Housing	Element	

will	help	fund	the	State’s	required	plumbing	fixtures	retrofit	program.	

	

The	City	recently	completed	a	recycled	water	feasibility	study.		The	study	identified	

areas	within	the	City	that	are	viable	for	use	of	recycled	water.		Consistent	with	the	

City’s	2010	UWMP,	more	than	4,000	ac‐ft	of	irrigation	demand	was	identified	by	the	

recycled	water	feasibility	study.		Of	this,	nearly	2,400	ac‐ft	per	year	of	irrigation	was	

identified	as	potential	areas	for	recycled	water.		See	the	Figure	6.7	from	the	

feasibility	study	done	by	the	City	of	Pleasanton.		The	feasibility	study	figure	shows	

the	areas	identified	as	potential	customers	for	recycled	water.			As	the	recycled	

water	system	is	expanded,	there	is	an	equivalent	demand	reduction	on	the	potable	

water	system.		This	reduction	in	potable	water	demand	is	a	source	of	supply	for	the	



	

	 EPSP	 DRAFT	WSA	July	2013

	 	
	

5

City	to	use	in	support	of	its	growth	efforts,	such	as	development	within	the	EPSP	

area.	

	

Phase	1A	of	the	recycled	water	study’s	implementation	plan	will	free	up	more	than	

1,400	ac‐ft	of	annual	potable	water	demand.		The	greatest	potable	demand	

associated	with	the	Project	is	Land	Use	Option	6	at	881	ac‐ft	per	year.		According	to	

the	feasibility	study,	converting	the	Hacienda	Business	Park	irrigation	demand	to	

recycled	water	would	free	up	enough	potable	water	to	meet	any	of	the	proposed	

EPSP	land	use	options.		Hacienda	Business	Park	is	one	of	the	six	properties	

contemplated	in	Phase	1A	of	the	recycled	water	program.		

 

3.B.  Sources for Recycled Water 

The	City	has	two	sources	for	recycled	water.		The	first	is	the	Dublin‐San	Ramon	

Services	District	(DSRSD)	Recycled	Water	Treatment	Facility	(RWTF)	which	

currently	treats	the	City’s	wastewater	flows.		This	plant	will	provide	the	majority	of	

the	City’s	recycled	water.		The	City’s	planned	upgrades	to	the	WWTP	will	increase	

the	amount	of	recycled	water	it	can	produce.		The	$1.4	million	Phase	1	modification	

added	a	filter	and	allows	the	plant	to	produce	1	million	gallons	a	day	(mgd)	of	

recycled	water.		The	$4	million	Phase	2	modifications	will	add	an	additional	2.0	mgd	

of	recycled	water	production.			

	

The	second	source	of	recycled	water	is	the	City	of	Livermore.		The	two	cities	have	an	

agreement	(see	Appendix	A)	for	Livermore	to	provide	recycled	water	supplies	to	

help	meet	the	recycled	water	demands	on	the	east	side	of	Pleasanton.		The	

Livermore	deliveries	will	cease	when	the	City	of	Pleasanton	expands	its	recycled	

water	distribution	system	out	to	the	east	and	meets	the	demands	that	Livermore	

has	been	serving.		The	EPSP	area	will	initially	utilize	the	recycled	water	from	the	

City	of	Livermore	to	meet	its	on‐site	irrigation demands.  The City of Pleasanton will 

take over the deliveries when the infrastructure is in place. 
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Section 4.  Water Demands 
	

Section	4	analyzes	the	anticipated	water	demands	from	the	EPSP	area.				To	

minimize	the	Project’s	potable	water	demands,	recycled	water	is	assumed	to	be	

used	throughout	the	Specific	Plan	Area	for	all	irrigation	needs,	except	in	the	medium	

and	low	density	residential	land	use	areas.					

	

Water	demand	factors	used	in	this	report	to	help	calculate	the	EPSP	demands	are	

summarized	below.	

	

Land	Use	 Potable	Water	Demand	 Recycled	Water	Demand

Residential	
Gallons	per	Person	per	

Day	

Percent	of	Gross	Acres	

Irrigated	(Application	

rate	=	3	ac‐ft/yr)	

		VHDR	(30	du/acre)	 100	 20%	

		HDR	(23	Du/acre)	 100	 20%	

		MDR	(11	DU/acre)	 125	 0%	

		LDR	(8	DU/ac)	 125	 0%	

		LDR	(4	DU/ac)	 125	 0%	

	 	 	

Non‐	Residential	 Ac‐ft/Yr	

Percent	of	Gross	Acres	

Irrigated	(Application	

rate	=	3	ac‐ft/yr)	

		Parks	 0	 100%	

		Open	Space	 0	 0%	

		Campus	Office	 1.5	 15%	

Land	Use	 Potable	Water	Demand	 Recycled	Water	Demand

Continued…	 	 	

Non‐	Residential	 Ac‐ft/Yr	 Percent	of	Gross	acres	
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irrigated	(Application	

rate	=	3	ft	per	irrigated	

acre	per	year)	

		Industrial	 2.0	 15%	

		Retail	 1.5	 15%	

		Campus	Office	Retail	 1.5	 15%	

		Destination	Use	(Lake)	 0	 0%	

		Major	Roads	 0	 20%	

	

4.A.  Potable Residential Demands 

The	water	use	factors	shown	in	the	table	above	were	used	to	project	conservatively	

high	water	demands	for	the	various	land	use	options.	

	

The	American	Water	Works	Association	states	the	average	water	use	per	person	is	

about	70	gpd.		The	CDM	water	master	plan	from	2004	completed	for	the	City	of	

Pleasanton	suggests	that	this	number	may	be	closer	to	125	gpm	per	person	for	this	

distribution	system.			125	gallons	per	person	per	day	includes	outside	irrigation	

demands.				A	value	of	100	gpm	was	used	in	the	high	density	housing	land	uses	to	

reflect	the	recycled	water	use	for	irrigation	in	these	areas.		Both	numbers	are	

conservative	compared	to	national	averages.	

	

	

4.B.  Recycled Water Residential Demands  

Recycled	water	will	be	used	by	the	high	density	land	uses	for	on‐site	irrigation.		For	

these	land	uses,	20	percent	of	each	acre	was	assumed	to	be	irrigated.		The	recycled	

water	application	rate	for	all	irrigated	areas	was	assumed	to	be	3	ac‐ft/yr.	
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4.C.  Non‐Residential Water Demands  

A	water	use	of	1.5	acre	feet	per	acre	per	year	(ac‐ft/yr)	was	assumed	for	potable	

demand	at	retail	and	office	land	uses	and	2.0	ac‐ft/yr	for	industrial.		This	water	

demand	is	applied	to	the	developed	acres	only	(gross	acres	minus	irrigation	‐	see	

discussion	on	non‐residential	recycled	water	use	below).		No	potable	use	was	

assumed	at	parks,	open	space	areas,	the	lakes,	or	along	major	roadways.	

	

4.D.  Recycled Water Non‐Residential Demands  

One	hundred	percent	of	all	park	land	was	assumed	to	be	irrigated	with	recycled	

water.		In	addition,	15	percent	of	retail	and	office	land	uses	as	well	as	20%	of	

industrial	and	major	roadway	acreage	is	also	irrigated.		No	open	space	or	areas	

associated	with	the	lakes	were	assumed	to	have	irrigation	demands.	

	

4.E.  EPSP Water Demands 

Four	different	land	use	options	have	been	prepared.		The	options	by	land	use	are	

shown	in	Table	1.		Table	2	summarizes	each	option’s	water	demands.		Tables	3	

through	6	present	the	water	demand	calculations	for	each	option.		Option	6	(Table	

6)	has	the	highest	overall	water	demand	at	1,109	ac‐ft	per	year,	and	the	highest	

potable	water	demand	of	any	option	at	881	ac‐ft	annually.		Option	4	(Table	4)	

produces	the	largest	irrigation	(recycled	water)	demand	of	any	option	at	266	ac‐

ft/yr.	 	
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Section 5.  Adequacy of Water Supply  
	
Table	5‐8	from	the	City’s	2010	UWMP	provides	a	supply	and	demand	comparison	

for	the	City	for	normal	water	years;	Table	5‐9	shows	a	single	dry	year;	Tables	10a‐d	

show	multiple	dry	years.			Each	of	the	tables	shows	that	the	City	can	meet	100%	of	

existing	and	planned	supplies	in	all	water	year	types.			

	

As	discussed	above,	the	recycled	water	feasibility	study	shows	that	Phase	1A	of	the	

recycled	water	system	will	save	the	City	more	than	1,700	ac‐ft	of	potable	water	a	

year.		The	highest	water	using	land	use	option	for	the	EPSP	area	only	uses	1,109	af‐

yr.				When	the	recycled	system	is	extended	to	the	Hacienda	Business	Park	the	

potable	water	saved	would	be	greater	than	the	entire	demand	from	the	ESPS	area	

under	any	land	use	option.	

	
Based	on	this	analysis,	there	should	be	a	sufficient	water	supply	for	the	Project	and	

the	City’s	planned	demands	during	normal,	single	dry,	and	multiple	dry	water	years.			

	
	
	
	
	

	



Land Use Units

 Non‐ 

Residential 

Building Sq Ft  Acres Units

 Non‐ 

Residential 

Building Sq Ft  Acres Units Sq Ft Acres Units

 Non‐ 

Residential 

Building Sq Ft  Acres

HDR (30 du/acre) 305           ‐                    10.2         392         ‐                  13.1        466          ‐                   15.5        480         ‐                  16.0       

HDR (23 Du/acre) 195           ‐                    8.5           250         ‐                  10.9        249          ‐                   10.8        322         ‐                  14.0       

MDR (11 DU/acre) ‐            ‐                    ‐            ‐            ‐                    ‐            360           ‐                    32.7          748           ‐                    68.0         

LDR (8 DU/ac) ‐            ‐                    ‐           641         ‐                  77.1        ‐           ‐                   ‐          504         ‐                  63.0       

LDR (4 DU/ac) 500           ‐                    129.1       ‐          ‐                  ‐          355          ‐                   104.4      100         ‐                  28.3       

Parks ‐            ‐                    45.0         ‐          ‐                  46.0        ‐           ‐                   49.0        ‐          ‐                  45.0       

Open Space ‐            ‐                    34.0         ‐          ‐                  40.0        ‐           ‐                   35.0        ‐          ‐                  26.0       

Campus Office ‐            442,000           29.0         ‐          442,000         29.0        ‐           442,000          29.0        ‐          442,000         29.0       

Industrial ‐            1,442,000        106.8       ‐          2,296,000      146.4      ‐           1,148,000       85.0        ‐          1,148,000      73.2       

Retail ‐            91,000             7.0           ‐          91,000           7.0          ‐           91,000            7.0          ‐          91,000           7.0         

Campus OffIce 

Retail ‐            ‐                    ‐            ‐            ‐                    ‐            ‐            ‐                    ‐            ‐            ‐                    ‐           

Dest. Use (Lake) ‐            ‐                    3.0           ‐          ‐                  3.0          ‐           ‐                   3.0          ‐          ‐                  3.0         

Roads ‐            ‐                    33.5         ‐          ‐                  33.5        ‐           ‐                   34.5        ‐          ‐                  33.5       

‐            ‐                    ‐           ‐          ‐                  ‐          ‐           ‐                   ‐          ‐          ‐                  ‐         

 Totals  1,000        1,975,000        406.0      1,283      2,829,000      406.0     1,430      1,681,000       406.0     2,154      1,681,000      406.0    

Table 1 ‐ East Pleasanton Specific Plan Area Land Use Table 

6541

Land Use Option



Average 

Potable 

Demands

Average 

non‐

Potable 

Demands

Total 

Water 

Demand

 Average 

Potable 

Demands 

 Average 

non‐

Potable 

Demands 

 Total 

Water 

Demand 

 Average 

Potable 

Demands 

 Average 

non‐

Potable 

Demands 

 Total 

Water 

Demand 

Average 

Potable 

Demands

Average 

non‐

Potable 

Demands

Total 

Water 

Demand

Land Use Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr

HDR (30 du/acre) 74             6                80           95           8              103         113          9              123         117         10           126        

HDR (23 Du/acre) 47             5                52           61           7              67           61            6              67           78           8              87          

MDR (11 DU/acre) ‐            ‐            ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐          123          ‐          123         256         ‐          256        

LDR (8 DU/ac) ‐            ‐            ‐          251         ‐          251         ‐           ‐          ‐          198         ‐          198        

LDR (4 DU/ac) 221           ‐            221         ‐          ‐          ‐          157          ‐          157         44           ‐          44          

Parks ‐            135           135         ‐          138         138         ‐           147         147         ‐          135         135        

Open Space ‐            ‐            ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐           ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐         

Campus Office 37             13             50           37           13           50           37            13           50           37           13           50          

Industrial 182           48             230         249         66           315         145          38           183         124         33           157        

Retail 9                3                12           9              3              12           9               3              12           9              3              12          

Campus OffIce Retail ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐            ‐           

Dest. Use (Lake) ‐            ‐            ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐           ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐         

Roads ‐            20             20           ‐          20           20           ‐           21           21           ‐          20           20          

‐            ‐            ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐           ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐          ‐         

Totals 570           231           801         702         255         957         644          238         882         863         222         1,085     

Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

Table 2 ‐ Summary of Water Demands for Each EPSP Land Use Option



Land Use Units Acres FAR Building ft^2 Population GPD/per Ac‐ft/ac‐yr Ac‐ft/ac‐yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr

HDR (30 du/acre) 305 10.2 2.17 661.85 100 0.60                             74.14                   6.10                         80.24               

HDR (23 Du/acre) 195 8.5 2.17 423.15                     100                               0.60  47.40                                            5.09                  52.49 

MDR (11 DU/acre) 0 0.0 2.44 0                     125                                    ‐    ‐                                                      ‐                          ‐   

LDR (8 DU/ac) 2.8 0                     125                                    ‐    ‐                                                      ‐                          ‐   

LDR (4 DU/ac) 500 129.1 3.16 1580                     125                                    ‐    221.24                                               ‐                  221.24 

Parks 45.0 0                              3.00                           ‐                        135.00               135.00 

Open Space 34.0                        ‐                                      ‐                              ‐                                  ‐                          ‐   

Campus Office 29.0 0.35              442,000                    1.28                               0.45                    36.96                        13.05                 50.01 

Industrial 106.8 0.31          1,442,000                    1.70                               0.45                  181.54                        48.05               229.59 

Retail 7.0 0.3                91,000                    1.28                               0.45                       8.88                          3.13                 12.01 

Campus OffIce 

Retail 0.0 0.35                           ‐                       1.28                               0.45                            ‐                                  ‐                          ‐   

Dest. Use (Lake) 3.0                        ‐                                      ‐                              ‐                                  ‐                          ‐   

Roads 33.5 0                              0.60                           ‐                          20.11                 20.11 

Totals 1000                        406.0           1,975,000                 2,665                        570                           231                     801 

Peaking factor (d) 2.2 2 2.2

Max‐day water use 1,254.37            461.07                   1,761.54        

(a)

(c) Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census of Population and Housing and 2008‐2010 American Community Survey 3‐Year Estimates.

Potable Demand Factor (b)

Average Potable 

Demands

(b)

(d)

American Water Works Association states that the average water use per person is about 70 gpd.  The CDM water master plan from 2004 suggests that this number may be closer to 125 gpm per person, however 

this number includes outside irrigation demands.    A value of 100 gpm was used high density housing.  The value was increased to 125 for medium and low density housing.  Both numbers are conservative 

compared to national averages.

CDM 2004 City of Pleasanton Master Plan assumes 3 ac‐ft/ac for irrigation areas.   HDR, Industrial, and Major Road land uses assume 20% of each acre is irrigated.  15% of Retail and Campus Office acreage is 

assumed to be irrigated.  

Person Per DU 

(c)

Average non‐

Potable Demands

Total Water 

Demand

Non‐Potable 

Demand Factor (a)

Table 3 ‐ Water Demands for EPSP Land Use Option 1 

Peaking factor of 2.0 for recycled water based on communication with Randy Werner, City of Livermore.   Peaking factor of 2.2 for potable water from City of Pleasanton water master plan, CDM 2004.

Option 1



Land Use

HDR (30 du/acre)

HDR (23 Du/acre)

MDR (11 DU/acre)

LDR (8 DU/ac)

LDR (4 DU/ac)

Parks

Open Space

Campus Office

Industrial

Retail

Campus OffIce 

Retail

Dest. Use (Lake)

Roads

Totals

(a)

(c)

(b)

(d)

Units Acres FAR Building ft^2 Population GPD/per Ac‐ft/ac‐yr Ac‐ft/ac‐yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr

392 13.1 2.17 850.64 100 0.60                                95.29         7.84          103.13      

250 10.9 2.17 542.5                100                                 0.60  60.77                  6.52           67.29 

0 0.0 2.44 0                125                                     ‐    ‐                             ‐                   ‐   

641 77.1 2.8 1794.8                125  251.32                     ‐           251.32 

0 0.0 3.16 0                125                                     ‐    ‐                             ‐                   ‐   

46.0 0                               3.00                 ‐        138.00        138.00 

40.0                         ‐                                       ‐                    ‐                  ‐                   ‐   

29.0 0.35          442,000                     1.28                                0.45          36.96        13.05          50.01 

146.4 0.36       2,296,000                     1.70                                0.45        248.90        65.89        314.79 

7.0 0.3            91,000                     1.28                                0.45            8.88          3.13          12.01 

0.0 0.35                      ‐                       1.28                                 0.45                  ‐                  ‐                   ‐   

3.0                         ‐                                       ‐                    ‐                  ‐                   ‐   

33.5 0                               0.60                 ‐          20.11          20.11 

1283 406.0                   2,829,000             3,188             702           255             957 

(0.04)              Peaking factor (d) 2.2 2 2.2

77.18             Max‐day water use 1,544.68  509.08   2,104.67 

Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census of Population and Housing and 2008‐2010 American Community Survey 3‐Year Estimates.

Table 4 ‐ Water Demands for EPSP Land Use Option 4 

CDM 2004 City of Pleasanton Master Plan assumes 3 ac‐ft/ac for irrigation areas.   HDR, Industrial, and Major Road land uses assume 20% of each acre is irrigated.  15% 

of Retail and Campus Office acreage is assumed to be irrigated.  
American Water Works Association states that the average water use per person is about 70 gpd.  The CDM water master plan from 2004 suggests that this number may 

be closer to 125 gpm per person, however this number includes outside irrigation demands.    A value of 100 gpm was used high density housing.  The value was 

increased to 125 for medium and low density housing.  Both numbers are conservative compared to national averages.

Peaking factor of 2.0 for recycled water based on communication with Randy Werner, City of Livermore.   Peaking factor of 2.2 for potable water from City of Pleasanton 

water master plan, CDM 2004.

Option 4 Non‐Potable Demand 

Factor (a)

Average 

Potable 

Average 

non‐

Total 

Water Person 

Per DU (c)

Potable Demand Factor (b)



Land Use

HDR (30 du/acre)

HDR (23 Du/acre)

MDR (11 DU/acre)

LDR (8 DU/ac)

LDR (4 DU/ac)

Parks

Open Space

Campus Office

Industrial

Retail

Campus OffIce 

Retail

Dest. Use (Lake)

Roads

Totals

(a)

(c)

(b)

(d)

Units Acres FAR Building ft^2 Population GPD/per Ac‐ft/ac‐yr Ac‐ft/ac‐yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr

466 15.5 2.17 1011.22 100 0.60                            113.28             9.32                 122.60            

249 10.8 2.17 540.33                   100                              0.60  60.53                                6.50                 67.02 

360 32.7 2.44 878.4                   125                                  ‐    123.00                                  ‐                 123.00 

0 0.0 2.8 0                   125                                  ‐    ‐                                        ‐                        ‐   

355 104.41 3.16 1121.8                   125                                  ‐    157.08                                  ‐                 157.08 

49.0 0                            3.00                      ‐                147.00              147.00 

35.0                      ‐                                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        ‐   

29.0 0.35           442,000                  1.28                             0.45                36.96                13.05                50.01 

85.0 0.31        1,148,000                  1.70                             0.45              144.52                38.26              182.78 

7.0 0.3              91,000                  1.28                             0.45                  8.88                  3.13                12.01 

0.0 0.35                      ‐                     1.28                              0.45                       ‐                         ‐                        ‐   

3.0                      ‐                                    ‐                         ‐                         ‐                        ‐   

34.5 0                            0.60                      ‐                  20.70                20.70 

1430        406.0         1,681,000                3,552                   644                   238                   882 

Peaking factor (d) 2.2 2 2.2

Max‐day water use 1,417.37        475.90           1,940.86       

Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census of Population and Housing and 2008‐2010 American Community Survey 3‐Year Estimates.

Person Per DU 

(c)

Average non‐

Potable 

Total Water 

DemandPotable Demand Factor (b)

Non‐Potable 

Demand Factor (a)

Average 

Potable 

Peaking factor of 2.0 for recycled water based on communication with Randy Werner, City of Livermore.   Peaking factor of 2.2 for potable water from City of Pleasanton water 

master plan, CDM 2004.

Table 5 ‐ Water Demands for EPSP Land Use Option 5 

Option 5

CDM 2004 City of Pleasanton Master Plan assumes 3 ac‐ft/ac for irrigation areas.   HDR, Industrial, and Major Road land uses assume 20% of each acre is irrigated.  15% of Retail and 

Campus Office acreage is assumed to be irrigated.  
American Water Works Association states that the average water use per person is about 70 gpd.  The CDM water master plan from 2004 suggests that this number may be closer to 

125 gpm per person, however this number includes outside irrigation demands.    A value of 100 gpm was used high density housing.  The value was increased to 125 for medium 

and low density housing.  Both numbers are conservative compared to national averages.



Land Use

HDR (30 du/acre)

HDR (23 Du/acre)

MDR (11 DU/acre)

LDR (8 DU/ac)

LDR (4 DU/ac)

Parks

Open Space

Campus Office

Industrial

Retail

Campus OffIce 

Retail

Dest. Use (Lake)

Roads

Totals

(a)

(c)

(b)

(d)

Units Acres FAR Building ft^2 Population GPD/per Ac‐ft/ac‐yr Ac‐ft/ac‐yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr Ac‐ft/yr

480 16 2.17 1041.6 100 0.60                           116.68                         9.60                           126.28           

322 14 2.17 698.74                 100                             0.60  78.27                                                      8.40                86.67 

748 68 2.44 1825.12                 125                                 ‐    255.57                                                        ‐               255.57 

504 63 2.8 1411.2                 125                                 ‐    197.61                                                        ‐               197.61 

100 28.3 3.16 316                 125                                 ‐    44.25                                                          ‐                  44.25 

45 0                            3.00                                   ‐                         135.00            135.00 

26                     ‐                                   ‐                                      ‐                                   ‐                       ‐   

29.0 0.35           442,000                 1.28                             0.45                            36.96                         13.05               50.01 

73.2 0.36        1,148,000                 1.70                             0.45                          124.45                         32.94            157.39 

7.0 0.3              91,000                 1.28                             0.45                              8.88                            3.13               12.01 

0 0.35                       ‐                    1.28                             0.45                                    ‐                                   ‐                       ‐   

3                     ‐                                   ‐                                      ‐                                   ‐                       ‐   

33.5 0                            0.60                                   ‐                           20.11               20.11 

2154 406.0               1,681,000           5,293                               863                             222               1,085 

Peaking factor (d) 2.2 2 2.2

Max‐day water use 1,897.88                   444.47                    2,386.80     

Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census of Population and Housing and 2008‐2010 American Community Survey 3‐Year Estimates.

Total Water 

DemandPotable Demand Factor (b)Person Per DU 

(c)

Table 6 ‐ Water Demands for EPSP Land Use Option 6 

CDM 2004 City of Pleasanton Master Plan assumes 3 ac‐ft/ac for irrigation areas.   HDR, Industrial, and Major Road land uses assume 20% of each acre is irrigated.  15% of Retail and 

Campus Office acreage is assumed to be irrigated.  
American Water Works Association states that the average water use per person is about 70 gpd.  The CDM water master plan from 2004 suggests that this number may be closer to 

125 gpm per person, however this number includes outside irrigation demands.    A value of 100 gpm was used high density housing.  The value was increased to 125 for medium and 

low density housing.  Both numbers are conservative compared to national averages.

Peaking factor of 2.0 for recycled water based on communication with Randy Werner, City of Livermore.   Peaking factor of 2.2 for potable water from City of Pleasanton water 

master plan, CDM 2004.

Option 6 Non‐Potable 

Demand Factor (a)

Average Potable 

Demands

Average non‐

Potable Demands
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This infrastructure feasibility analysis provides a more in-depth look at specific product types and 
development options.  The analysis evaluates financial feasibility of each land use and building 
prototype (i.e. density) and compares major infrastructure improvements with resulting residual 
land values.  Although not the final answer on feasibility, since actual outcomes will depend on a 
variety of unresolved factors, including development costs (both infrastructure and buildings), 
pricing, absorption, and regulatory issues, the analysis does provide an additional level of 
confidence on the relative economic performance of the various alternatives under consideration.  

EPS also retained its previously used feasibility threshold measures, updated to reflect small 
changes the type and amount of development in each option, estimated market values, 
infrastructure cost estimates, and development impact fees.  In EPS’s experience, an 
infrastructure program cost burden of about 15 percent of the finished value of the real estate 
program is supportable.  EPS also employs another infrastructure feasibility test that considers 
the potential annual cost burden, assuming that a Community Facility District is used to finance 
EPSP infrastructure, to determine whether total tax burden (property tax and CFD together) 
might exceed a 2.0 percent threshold.   

Key  F ind ings  

The key findings from this financial feasibility analysis are described below and summarized in 
Table 1. 

• Given current market prices, market rate residential and retail uses are estimated to result in 
positive residual land values, while  inclusionary housing, office and industrial uses with a 
0.36 FAR are estimated to result in negative residual land values.  While the 8 dwelling units 
per acre density is estimated to generate the highest values on a per acre basis, for-sale 
residential uses result in land values ranging between $1.2 and $2.3 million per acre, as 
shown in Table 1.  While high density rental development appears as the weakest residential 
prospect given today’s prices, small real appreciation in multi-family rents would improve this 
result. Likewise for office and industrial uses, higher FARs and gradual market improvements 
would also make this product type more appealing to a vertical builder.  

• While the residual land value provides an indication of relative feasibility among land uses, it 
has limitations when applied to overall feasibility of the EPSP.  Most notably, overall EPSP 
market and financial performance will require product diversity to facilitate absorption and 
creation of a unique place.  In addition, initial conclusions about relative feasibility among 
land uses are highly sensitive to the inclusionary housing policy that has not been specified 
for the Project.  Inclusionary housing requirements have substantial impacts on land values 
and have historically varied for developments in the City.  While this analysis assumes that 
the Project will meet its inclusionary requirement of 20 percent of for-sale units and 15 
percent of rental units, all inclusionary uses are assumed to be accommodated in the high 
density product type.  To the extent that lower density product types would be responsible 
for their respective share of inclusionary housing, development feasibility of the Project 
would be weakened.   

• Another key factor affecting development will be the timing for development and absorption, 
which will be driven by both market and regulatory factors. Full development and absorption 
of the EPSP is likely to occur over a relatively long time frame (e.g. 7 – 12 years or longer) 



Draft Memorandum July 25, 2013 
EPSP Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis Page 3 

 
 

P:\121000\121090EastPleasanton\Report\Infrastructure Burden Memorandum\121090_Infra_mm3_072413.docx 

given the size of the EPSP and growth management requirements imposed by the City. The 
relative market and financial performance of various product types can change substantially 
during this time.  Nevertheless, land uses with negative or zero land values are unlikely to be 
able to contribute to backbone infrastructure through a CFD special tax or other mechanisms. 

• As noted, the implications of land value on development feasibility of the EPSP are complex 
and will depend on a range of variables, including inclusionary housing requirements, 
absorption, infrastructure financing, and cost allocation mechanisms.  However, given current 
market conditions, development options 6 and 7 appear to be the most feasible, while 
options 4, and 5 appears to be marginally feasible from the perspective of a real estate 
developer(s), while option 1 appears to be the least feasible.  These findings are based on 
the relationship between potential finished building values, the resulting residual land values, 
and the required infrastructure investments and other costs necessary to create this value.  
It should be noted that this assessment assumes that land uses with negative land values 
result in zero impact on project-wide feasibility (i.e. they do not contribute to the financing of 
project-wide infrastructure).2 This feasibility ranking is comparable to the previous EPS 
findings that relied on a more generic infrastructure cost to value tests. 

• The evaluated options do not differ significantly in terms of infrastructure costs.  As in the 
prior EPS analysis, estimates of applicable development fees and connection charges have 
been included.  These fees and charges are significant, especially for sewer and water 
services, and combined represent between 60 and 70 percent of the total backbone 
infrastructure burden.  Development impact fees and in-tract costs are assumed to be paid 
for by vertical developers (e.g., home builders) and thus are accounted for in the residual 
land value estimates.   

                                            

2 Affordable housing is excluded from this assumption; negative land values resulting from affordable 
housing development are deducted from the positive values of other development prototypes. 
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Table 1 – Residual Land Value Summary 

 

Res idua l  La nd  Va lue  Ana lys i s  

For a large-scale development project, the infrastructure cost burden must bear a reasonable 
relationship to the value of the development being created and must not onerously impact the 
developer and/or the eventual property owners.  To conduct this financial feasibility analysis, EPS 
developed a set of vertical pro forma models for each land use and estimated a residual land 
value based on previously determined finished market values. The pro forma models are 
structured to solve for the difference between finished product revenues and vertical 
development costs (including impact fees), which reflect residual land value for each option.  The 
summary of residual land values by land use is provided in Table 1 with detailed calculations 
included in Appendix C.   

Table 2 compares the difference between improved land values for each EPSP option to 
development cost along with the required developer return to estimate raw unimproved land 
value. This raw land value is what a developer would be willing to pay prior to any infrastructure 
improvement work.  Feasibility of each development option is tested by determining whether the 
raw land value falls above the minimum threshold that would justify private investment. The 
calculation represents a snapshot in time, assuming full build-out. While this test may either 
overstate or understate the true financial performance of each option, it provides a relative 
performance comparison between development options. 

 

 

 

 

Item
per unit or 

sq.ft. Per Acre Notes

Residential (market rate)
4 du/acre $1,400,000 $320,000 $1,281,000
8 du/acre $975,000 $300,000 $2,397,000
11 du/acre $800,000 $203,000 $2,233,000
23 du/acre $450,000 $93,000 $2,137,000
30 du/acre $372,000 $18,167 $545,000 surface
30 du/acre $372,000 ($57,000) ($1,699,000) podium

Commercial
Retail $73 $958,000 0.3 FAR
Office ($109) ($1,658,000) class B/surface
Office ($183) ($2,786,000) class A/podium
Industrial ($23) ($354,641) 0.36 FAR

Assumed Price 
per unit

Resulting Land Value
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Table 2 - Land Value Test Feasibility Summary 

 

As shown in Table 2, resulting raw land value ranges between $155,000 and $535,000 per acre.  
Land values are highly variable and subject to a number of site-specific and market factors. 
Based on EPS research and input from developer and real estate professionals active in the Tri-
Valley, a raw unimproved but entitled land is likely to range between $100,000 and $300,000 
per acre, as shown in Appendix A.  As a result, this feasibility test suggests that development 
option 6 and 7 could justify a development investment, while options 4 and 5 are marginally 
feasible3.  Development option 1 appears to be the least feasible.   

In addition, EPS has assessed project-wide feasibility based on the more general infrastructure 
cost-to-value test utilized in previous analysis, as summarized in Table 3.  This analysis 
generally supports the relative feasibility ranking described above with option 6 resulting in the 
strongest feasibility prospects, while other options fall within the marginal feasibility range (these 
infrastructure feasibility tests have not yet been conducted on option 7).   

 

 

 

 

 

                                            

3 An analysis for Option 7 is included in Appendix B. 

Item 1 4 5 6

Infrastructure Costs (rounded)

Backbone Infrastructure $61,471,000 $63,312,000 $62,087,000 $62,087,000

Off‐Site Improvements1 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000

Potential Relocation of OSC and TS2 $10,000,000 $0 $10,000,000 $10,000,000

Predevelopment/Developer Return3 $19,117,750 $17,078,000 $19,271,750 $19,271,750

Total Infrastructure Cost Burden $95,588,750 $85,390,000 $96,358,750 $96,358,750

Improved Residual Land Value $160,077,772 $190,424,938 $181,386,172 $312,751,138

Raw Land Value $64,489,022 $105,034,938 $85,027,422 $216,392,388

Land Value (per acre) $158,840 $258,707 $209,427 $532,986

1
 Reflects a conservative "place‐holder" assumption of $4 million to cover any upgrades to recycled water exchange program to attain required 

   water supply and $1 million to cover Stanley Boulevard frontage cost to County and any additional off‐site improvements that may be necessary.
2
  This assumption will be refined once the actual relocation cost is determined; does not include land value.
3
  Assumed at 25 percent of the backbone infrastructure and off‐site utility improvement costs; excludes land acquisition costs. This return 

   reflects various development risks, including City growth management, unforeseen infrastructure expenses, and changes in

   land values, among others.

Source:  Kier & Wright Civil Engineers Surveyors and EPS.

Option
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Table 3 – Cost/Value Ratio and Tax Burden Feasibility Summary  

 

Given that some product values may not be realized due to the negative residual land values, 
EPS also conducted a sensitivity test with these uses excluded.  These results are shown in 
Table 4.  While this feasibility sensitivity supports option 6 as the most feasible, it highlights the 
broader feasibility challenge to the extent that development would not fully materialize.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item 1 4 5 6

Cost/Value Ratio Test

Infrastructure Costs (rounded)

Backbone Infrastructure $61,471,000 $63,312,000 $61,138,000 $62,087,000

Off‐Site Utility Improvements1 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000

Potential Relocation of OSC and TS $10,000,000 $0 $10,000,000 $10,000,000

Fees and Connection Charges2 $115,587,450 $143,241,954 $134,887,864 $186,124,558

Total Infrastructure Cost Burden $192,058,450 $211,553,954 $211,025,864 $263,211,558

 Development Value $1,111,711,000 $1,159,306,000 $1,215,029,000 $1,646,179,000

Infrastructure Cost/Value Ratio 17.3% 18.2% 17.4% 16.0%

Tax Burden Threshold Test

CFD Bond Proceeds and Issuance Cost3 $69,794,550 $71,727,600 $69,444,900 $70,441,350

Proceeds Required for Annual Debt Service4 $6,334,302 $6,509,738 $6,302,569 $6,393,003

Debt Coverage Factor 120% 120% 120% 120%

Special Tax Revenue Required (Annual) $7,601,162 $7,811,686 $7,563,083 $7,671,604

Potential Special Tax (% of Development Value) 0.68% 0.67% 0.62% 0.47%

1
 Reflects a conservative "place‐holder" assumption of $4 million to cover any upgrades to recycled water exchange program to attain required 

   water supply and $1 million to cover Stanley Boulevard frontage cost to County and any additional off‐site improvements that may be necessary.
2
  Include water, wastewater, impervious surface, public facilities, traffic development, Tri‐Valley Transportation Committee,  school, park dedication, 

   and GIS fees based on the City's January 2013 fee schedule.
3
 Assumes a Community Facilities District bond (CFD) is used to cover backbone and off‐site infrastructure, but not fees (bond issuance costs 

   assumed at 5 percent of bond value).
4
  Assumes an Interest rate 6.5% for a 20‐year term.

Source:  Kier & Wright Civil Engineers Surveyors and EPS.

Option
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Table 4 – Cost/Value Ratio and Tax Burden Feasibility Summary (adjusted building 
values) 

 

Feas ib i l i t y  C ons ide ra t ions  

While this analysis provides a number of feasibility measures for the EPSP development options, 
there are still unresolved factors that will affect development feasibility of new growth.  These 
key factors are described below. 

Inclusionary Housing Requirements 

This analysis assumes that the Project will meet its inclusionary requirement of 20 percent of for-
sale units and 15 percent of rental units based on the City’s existing affordable housing policy.  
All inclusionary units are assumed to be accommodated in the high density product type.  
Inclusionary housing requirements have substantial impacts on land values and have historically 
varied for developments in the City.  To the extent that lower density product types would be 
responsible for their respective share of inclusionary housing, development feasibility of the 
Project would be weakened.   

For illustrative purposes of bracketing a range of potential outcomes, EPS evaluated residential 
land values for each residential product type under the existing inclusionary housing fee as well 

Item 1 4 5 6

Cost/Value Ratio Test

Infrastructure Costs (rounded)

Backbone Infrastructure $61,471,000 $63,312,000 $61,138,000 $62,087,000

Off‐Site Utility Improvements1 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000

Potential Relocation of OSC and TS $10,000,000 $0 $10,000,000 $10,000,000

Fees and Connection Charges2 $115,587,450 $143,241,954 $134,887,864 $186,124,558

Total Infrastructure Cost Burden $192,058,450 $211,553,954 $211,025,864 $263,211,558

 Development Value $878,807,000 $845,272,000 $1,010,055,000 $1,441,205,000

Infrastructure Cost/Value Ratio 21.9% 25.0% 20.9% 18.3%

Tax Burden Threshold Test

CFD Bond Proceeds and Issuance Cost3 $69,794,550 $71,727,600 $69,444,900 $70,441,350

Proceeds Required for Annual Debt Service4 $6,334,302 $6,509,738 $6,302,569 $6,393,003

Debt Coverage Factor 120% 120% 120% 120%

Special Tax Revenue Required (Annual) $7,601,162 $7,811,686 $7,563,083 $7,671,604

Potential Special Tax (% of Development Value) 0.86% 0.92% 0.75% 0.53%

1
 Reflects a conservative "place‐holder" assumption of $4 million to cover any upgrades to recycled water exchange program to attain required 

   water supply and $1 million to cover Stanley Boulevard frontage cost to County and any additional off‐site improvements that may be necessary.
2
  Include water, wastewater, impervious surface, public facilities, traffic development, Tri‐Valley Transportation Committee,  school, park dedication, 

   and GIS fees based on the City's January 2013 fee schedule.
3
 Assumes a Community Facilities District bond (CFD) is used to cover backbone and off‐site infrastructure, but not fees (bond issuance costs 

   assumed at 5 percent of bond value).
4
  Assumes an Interest rate 6.5% for a 20‐year term.

Source:  Kier & Wright Civil Engineers Surveyors and EPS.

Option
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as with the inclusionary housing requirement4.  As shown in Table 5, these policies have 
substantial implications for the land values in the Project ranging as much as $1 million per acre.  
Particularly notable is the impact on the lower density housing that has higher development cost 
and is more costly to accommodate inclusionary requirements in.  However, some of the land 
value reductions could be remedied with tax credits and other tools.   

Table 5 – Comparison of Land Values Under Various Inclusionary Housing 
Requirements  

 

Cost Allocation and Fee Credits 

As described above, there are significant differences in the financial performance of various land 
use types, with lower to medium density single family units performing the best and industrial 
uses performing the worst. This suggests, among other things, that an effective development 
program will require a strategic allocation of project-wide costs across land uses.  In addition, 
cost sharing tools would need to be developed to ensure that revenue and cost allocation 
between property owners is equitable. 

Another key cost allocation issue has to do with the availability of outside funding.  As noted, the 
current analysis assumes that all EPSP developers and/or builders pay applicable development 
impact fees and connection charges. These fees are designed to cover a variety of off-site and 
on-site infrastructure costs.  To the extent that credits or contributions towards transportation or 
other infrastructure improvements in EPSP would be provided to the Project, such as traffic fee 
credits, overall feasibility would improve.  The fees allocated to regional serving transportation 

                                            

4 The current affordable housing fee is currently being updated. 

Item
per unit or 

sq.ft. Per Acre Notes

Residential (with inclusionary fees)
4 du/acre $1,400,000 $308,000 $1,232,000
8 du/acre $975,000 $287,000 $2,298,000
11 du/acre $800,000 $191,000 $2,097,000
23 du/acre $450,000 $100,000 $2,290,000
30 du/acre $372,000 $15,000 $450,000 surface

Residential (blended)
Inclusionary 
Requirement

4 du/acre 20% $1,177,639 $102,200 $409,400
8 du/acre 20% $837,639 $165,200 $1,320,000
11 du/acre 20% $697,639 $102,600 $1,129,600
23 du/acre 20% $417,639 $63,200 $1,452,600
30 du/acre 15% $346,050 ($7,808) ($233,350) surface

Resulting Land Value
Assumed Price 

per unit
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infrastructure range from $14 million to $19 million are not currently allocated to on-site EPSP 
improvements.  Conversely, it should be noted, that the fees do not cover the entire cost 
associated with building the park and recreation-related improvements envisioned for the plan.   

Phasing 

Specific phasing of the EPSP could have substantial implications on its feasibility.  There are two 
phasing considerations that include absorption and geographic positioning of subareas within the 
plan.  Given the level of uncertainty about future development timing and conditions, phasing is 
not considered in this analysis.  

The EPSP will take a number of years to build out.  Given the amount of development, the plan 
will be subject to various changes in economic and real estate conditions over multiple economic 
cycles that will impact absorption of new space.  The relationship between market absorption and 
the phasing of infrastructure costs will determine the creation of real estate value over time.  To 
the extent that absorption is strong and real estate values are high, the overall feasibility of the 
plan would improve.  It is worth noting that growth area and growth management allocations 
create absorption challenges due to a residential development cap, which would adversely impact 
development feasibility of the EPSP. 

The geographic phasing of subareas could also have an important implication on performance.  
Large-scale development projects often require “over-sizing” of backbone infrastructure in early 
phases.  To the extent that large infrastructure items, such as the El Charro Road/Stanley 
Boulevard undercrossing and El Charro Road Improvements could be deferred, the overall 
feasibility of the EPSP would improve.  The gap between infrastructure costs and subsequent 
land or building sales in each phase should be minimized to reduce the cost burden for the 
Project.  A detailed phasing strategy should be developed in the subsequent planning efforts.  

Financing 

The development community is likely to pursue a variety of financing mechanisms to cover the 
infrastructure costs, including conventional debt, private equity, CFD proceeds, and others.  A 
more strategic approach to financing, for example, one that combines both CFD proceeds with 
developer equity and conventional debt, could increase the financial feasibility of the program 
options.  

Methodo logy  and  Assumpt ions  

This section describes the key methodology and assumptions.  Appendix A presents detailed 
data and calculations, including the program options use mix, development values (also 
discussed below), impact fee calculations, and residual land value estimates by land use. 

Development Value 

The Cost Burden Review analysis considers the potential market value of various development 
types envisioned by the EPSP, including residential, retail, office, and industrial/flex uses (see 
Appendix A for detailed market value assumptions).  EPS assumes real estate values that are 
typical of the Pleasanton real estate market.  This analysis relies on value assumptions that are 
representative of new development projects.  These values are generally conservative, with the 
analysis seeking to avoid overestimation of building values and supportable infrastructure cost.  
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Additional valuation considerations were applied in the analysis of higher-density housing, 
affordable housing and industrial/flex uses, as discussed below. 

EPS relies on a variety of sources to estimate real estate values, including current market data 
concerning residential and commercial transactions occurring in the City and surrounding areas.  
In particular, EPS reviewed residential sales data from The Gregory Group and commercial sales 
data from CoStar Group.  EPS also considered real estate values developed as part of continuing 
work on the Fiscal Impact Analysis of the City of Pleasanton General Plan, to ensure basic 
consistency. 

Based on guidance from the EPSP team, EPS assumes that the 30 dwelling units per acre product 
will be rental and affordable housing is provided within this category.  The analysis assumes that 
the affordable units will represent 20 percent of the for-sale and 15 percent of the rental 
residential program.  For the residual land value feasibility test, negative land values resulting 
from affordable housing development are deducted from the positive values of other 
development prototypes.  For the purposes of the cost to value ratio infrastructure cost burden 
screen, EPS assumes that the affordable housing included in the EPSP options will not contribute 
to funding of the infrastructure costs.  That is, affordable housing is valued at zero.  

The Specific Plan options call for between 1.1 million and 2.3 million square feet of industrial/flex 
space.  The relative magnitude of this particular use within the overall program makes it critical 
to the infrastructure feasibility evaluation.  To address this notion, the EPS analysis 
conservatively assumes that infrastructure/flex value is at the lower end of the value spectrum, 
$95 per square foot (the observed range of value is roughly $95 to $500 per square foot).  The 
assumption of low-value industrial/flex reflects an $8 million soil mitigation cost required to 
support new industrial/flex development5.  This value also reflects uncertainty associated with 
the specific nature of the industrial/flex space development as well as the probability that such a 
large amount of industrial/flex space could be developed over a longer-term time horizon.  To 
the extent that certain real estate product types do not generate sufficient economic value to 
allow for a “fair share” contribution to project-wide infrastructure costs, the overall Project 
feasibility will be more challenging. 

Improved Land Value 

As described above, EPS developed a set of vertical pro formas for each land use and estimated 
a residual land value based on the difference between finished market values and vertical 
development costs.  Improved land values are commonly used feasibility indicators and typically 
range between 15 and 25 percent of total building value.  If the land value does not achieve this 
range, the project is not likely to be feasible as values do not support land costs.   

Improved land for each development option is shown in Table 1.  For land uses with negative 
land value (with the exception of inclusionary residential units), EPS assumes the value of zero.  
Land values are highly variable and subject to a number of site-specific and market factors.  It is 

                                            

5 Given that the soil mitigation cost applies predominantly to industrial uses, it is netted out of 
finished industrial value for the purpose of this analysis, which translates into a lower industrial land 
value. 
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worth noting that developers’ estimates of residential land values at EPSP range between $1.0 
and $1.5 million per acre, below the EPS estimates. 

Development Cost 

EPS relies on planning-level development cost estimates provided by Kier & Wright Civil 
Engineers Surveyors.  These data are provided as part of the Appendix A to this memorandum.  
Kier & Wright has estimated costs for the on-site planning area, including major roadway 
improvements, sewer improvements, water line improvements, and soil mitigation (for 
compacted soils, as needed).  Additionally, Kier & Wright estimated development fees and 
connection charges for the development options. Development is assumed to pay applicable 
school and park fees and/or dedicate land for these purposes.  Any additional park improvement 
or school costs would need to come from other sources. 

A critical point regarding the infrastructure cost estimates is that all options include costs 
associated with the future connection of El Charro Road to Stanley Boulevard.  No fee credit to 
the traffic fees, regional or local, is assumed for traffic improvements.  To the extent that any fee 
credit is granted by the City, the feasibility of the EPSP will improve. 

The analysis also considers the cost burden associated with development impact fees and other 
off-site fees.  Off-site costs are assumed to be incurred by a master developer, while 
development impact fees are assumed to be paid by vertical builders in the residual land value 
analysis and their impact is reflected in the value estimates.  Given the substantial size of the 
fees, the cost is also considered as a horizontal cost for the purpose of the cost/value ratio test 
and tax burden threshold tests.  Fees include charges on development from water, wastewater, 
impervious surface, public facilities, traffic development, Tri-Valley Transportation Committee, 
school, park dedication, and GIS fees, as estimated by Kier & Wright.  Due to inclusion of park 
dedication fees, park development costs are excluded from this analysis.  Affordable housing 
requirements are assumed to be met onsite. 

EPS also assumes that the destination uses do not contribute to program value.  That is, these 
uses are not valued as part of the infrastructure feasibility tests.  The analysis also assumes that 
the Operations Service Center (OSC) and Transfer Station are relocated except for development 
option 4, opening up additional capacity for new development7.  While the relocation cost is 
unknown, this analysis assumes a cost of $10 million as a “place holder” and does not reflect any 
land value that may be internal to the deal.  If these uses are not relocated, either total 
development would be reduced or density would need to increase.   

 
 
 
 
 

                                            

7 Option 4 assumes that the Operations Service Center and Transfer Station remain on their existing 
sites. 
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Table A-1 Program Options Summary 

 

  

Use 1 4 5 6

Residential (Dwelling Units)

Attached1

30 du/ac (MR) 130 167 214 89

30 du/ac (BMR) 175 225 252 391

23 du/ac 195 250 249 322

Detached

11 du/ac 0 0 360 748

8 du/ac 0 641 0 504

4 du/ac 500 0 355 100

Residential Total 1,000 1,283 1,430 2,154

Retail (Square Feet)

0.3 FAR 91,000                             91,000                                91,000 91,000                              

Office Campus (Square Feet)

0.35 FAR 442,000                           442,000                              442,000 442,000                            

Industrial/Flex (Square Feet)

0.36 FAR 1,442,000                        2,296,000 1,148,000 1,148,000                        

Destination Use2 Yes Yes Yes Yes

1
  Includes a mix of Market Rate (MR) and Below Market Rate (BMR) units. BMRs comprise 20% of for sale units and 15% of rentals and are provided in 

   high‐density residential projects.
2
  EPS conservatively assumes that Operations Service Center (OSC) and Transfer Station (TS) do not contribute to infrastructure feasibility. However, the 

   land for the OSC and TS is assumed to be developed with value‐generating uses.

Source:  Gates + Associates and EPS

EPSP Option Program



 

P:\121000\121090EastPleasanton\Report\Infrastructure Burden Memorandum\121090_Infra_mm3_072413.docx 

Table A-2 Program Options Improved Land Value 

 

  

Land Value

Use Unit/SF 1 4 5 6

Residential

Attached

30 du/ac (MR) $18,167 $2,361,666.67 $3,033,833 $3,887,667 $1,616,833

30 du/ac (BMR) ($154,800) ($27,090,000) ($34,830,000) ($39,009,600) ($60,526,800)

23 du/ac $93,000 $18,135,000 $23,250,000 $23,157,000 $29,946,000

Detached

11 du/ac $203,000 $0 $0 $73,080,000 $151,844,000

8 du/ac $300,000 $0 $192,300,000 $0 $151,200,000

4 du/ac $320,000 $160,000,000 $0 $113,600,000 $32,000,000

Residential Total $153,406,667 $183,753,833 $174,715,067 $306,080,033

Retail

0.3 FAR $73 $6,671,105 $6,671,105 $6,671,105 $6,671,105

Office Campus

0.35 FAR $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Industrial/Flex

0.36 FAR $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Destination Use  ‐   ‐   ‐   ‐   ‐ 

Total Value $160,077,772 $190,424,938 $181,386,172 $312,751,138

EPSP Option Value
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Table A-3 Program Options Building Value 

 

Value

Use Unit/SF 1 4 5 6

Residential

Attached1

30 du/ac (MR) $372,000 $57,660,000 $74,400,000 $79,608,000 $33,108,000

30 du/ac (BMR) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

23 du/ac $450,000 $87,750,000 $112,500,000 $112,050,000 $144,900,000

Detached

11 du/ac $800,000 $0 $0 $288,000,000 $598,400,000

8 du/ac $975,000 $0 $624,975,000 $0 $491,400,000

4 du/ac $1,400,000 $700,000,000 $0 $497,000,000 $140,000,000

Residential Total $845,410,000 $811,875,000 $976,658,000 $1,407,808,000

Retail

0.3 FAR $367 $33,397,000 $33,397,000 $33,397,000 $33,397,000

Office Campus

0.35 FAR $217 $95,914,000 $95,914,000 $95,914,000 $95,914,000

Industrial/Flex

0.36 FAR $95 $136,990,000 $218,120,000 $109,060,000 $109,060,000

Destination Use2  ‐   ‐   ‐   ‐   ‐ 

Total Value $1,111,711,000 $1,159,306,000 $1,215,029,000 $1,646,179,000

1  Attached housing program includes a mix of Market Rate (MR) and Below Market Rate (BMR) units.  BMRs comprise 20% of for sale 

   and 15% of rental units and are provided in high‐density residential projects.

2  EPS conservatively assumes that Operations Service Center (OSC) and Transfer Station (TS) do not contribute to infrastructure feasibilit

   However, the land for the OSC and TS is assumed to be developed with value‐generating uses.

EPSP Option Value
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Table A-4 Program Options Development Impact Fees 

 

  

  

Land Use Water

Waste

Water

Public 

Facilities

Traffic 

Development

Tri‐Valley 

Transportation 

Committee Fee 

Impervious 

Surface

In‐lieu Park 

Dedication Fee GIS Fee 

School 

Impact Fee

Option 1 $31,363,219 $18,951,900 $4,749,232 $14,218,746 $7,609,937 $9,190,609 $8,838,000 $23,547 $20,642,260

Option 4 $42,701,739 $25,396,835 $6,216,151 $19,190,101 $10,549,416 $10,081,807 $11,338,285 $24,954 $17,742,666

Option 5 $37,296,847 $23,916,676 $5,840,856 $15,296,893 $8,147,263 $9,265,749 $12,638,340 $23,334 $22,461,907

Option 6 $53,785,220 $34,249,082 $8,496,339 $18,412,973 $9,725,136 $10,606,860 $19,515,002 $26,659 $31,307,287

$134,887,864

$186,124,558

$143,241,954

TOTAL

$115,587,450
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Table A-5 Infrastructure Cost Estimates 

 

 

 

  

Infrastructure Costs Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

TRANSPORTATION

El Charro Rd/Stanley Blvd Undercrossing $18,023,500 $18,023,500 $18,023,500 $18,023,500

Boulder Street Improvements $1,684,895 $1,902,814 $1,483,396 $1,958,708

Busch Road Improvements $2,871,430 $3,110,954 $2,404,515 $2,343,047

Traffic Signals $2,375,000 $2,250,000 $2,625,000 $2,625,000

Arroyo Mocho Bridges $3,726,000 $3,726,000 $3,726,000 $3,726,000

El Charro Road Improvements $7,109,948 $7,577,777 $7,577,777 $7,536,924

Gateways $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000

SEWER 

Sewer Improvements $5,317,000 $5,564,500 $5,252,500 $5,356,000

RECYCLED WATER

Recycled Water Lines $1,139,051 $1,225,875 $1,075,802 $1,225,875

WATER

Water improvements $1,621,261 $1,745,164 $1,530,774 $1,530,774

Joint Trench Improvements $1,365,891 $1,471,208 $1,288,078 $1,364,404

Subtotal $45,533,976 $46,897,792 $45,287,342 $45,990,232

15% Contingency $6,830,096 $7,034,669 $6,793,101 $6,898,535

20% Soft costs $9,106,795 $9,379,558 $9,057,468 $9,198,046

TOTAL $61,470,867 $63,312,019 $61,137,912 $62,086,813

Parks $35,283,600 $35,283,600 $35,283,600 $35,283,600
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Table A-6 Raw Land Value Comparable Sales in the Tri-Valley 

 

Address City Sale Date Price Acres Price/AC

Greenville Rd Livermore 8/2/2012 $5,290,000 16.50 $320,606
Collier Canyon Rd Livermore 1/6/2011 $1,919,864 8.81 $217,919

0 Las Positas Rd Livermore 12/26/2012 $275,000 1.40 $196,429

752 Kalthoff Common, Livermore, CA 94550 Livermore 11/29/2011 $1,800,000 18.04 $99,780

Average $208,683
Weighted Average $207,484

Sources: Loopnet; CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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APPENDIX B - OPTION 7 
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This Appendix includes the analysis of Option 7.  This is an additional development alternative 
prepared based on discussion with City staff and the developers based on the previously 
prepared Option 5.  It reflects the residential product types discussed at the June 19th Taskforce 
Meeting. 

Table B-1 Option 7 Land Value Feasibility Test  

 

  

Item

Infrastructure Costs (rounded)

Backbone Infrastructure $61,138,000

Off‐Site Improvements $5,000,000

Potential Relocation of OSC and TS $10,000,000

Predevelopment/Developer Return $19,034,500

Total Infrastructure Cost Burden $95,172,500

Improved Residual Land Value $244,270,372

Raw Land Value $149,097,872

Land Value (per acre) $367,236

EPSP Option 7
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Table B-2 Program Option 7 Summary 

  

Use

Residential (Dwelling Units)

Attached

30 du/ac (MR) 352

30 du/ac (BMR) 308

23 du/ac 221

Detached

11 du/ac 110

8 du/ac 488

4 du/ac 280

Residential Total 1,759

Retail (Square Feet)

0.3 FAR 91,000                            

Office Campus (Square Feet)

0.35 FAR 442,000                          

Industrial/Flex (Square Feet)

0.36 FAR 1,148,000

Destination Use Yes

EPSP Option 7
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Table B-3 Program Option 7 Improved Land Value 

  

 

Use

Land Value 

per Unit/SF

Residential

Attached

30 du/ac (MR) $18,167 $6,394,667

30 du/ac (BMR) ($154,800) ($47,678,400)

23 du/ac $93,000 $20,553,000

Detached

11 du/ac $203,000 $22,330,000

8 du/ac $300,000 $146,400,000

4 du/ac $320,000 $89,600,000

Residential Total $237,599,267

Retail

0.3 FAR $73 $6,671,105

Office Campus

0.35 FAR $0 $0

Industrial/Flex

0.36 FAR $0 $0

Destination Use  ‐   ‐ 

Total Value $244,270,372

EPSP Option 7
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Table C-1
Custom Lot New Single Family Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Unit

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Units 4
Gross Area 5,000 sq.ft. per unit 20,000 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 100%
Net Area 20,000 sq.ft.
Parking Ratio (spaces per unit) 2.0

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Sale Price $1,400,000 per unit $1,400,000 $5,600,000
Options (net above costs) 1.0% $14,000 $56,000
(less) Cost of Sale 3.0% ($42,000) ($168,000)

Total Revenue $1,372,000 $5,488,000

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost (1) $115 /GLA sq. ft. $575,000 $2,300,000
Site Improvement Cost $7.00 /land sq. ft. $76,230 $304,920
Parking Construction Cost $0 per space $0 $0
  Total Direct Costs $651,230 $2,604,920

Indirect Costs 
Impact Fees

Water $25,120 per unit $25,120 $100,480
Wastewater $14,881 per unit $14,881 $59,524
Public Facilities $4,487 per unit $4,487 $17,948
Traffic Development $4,465 per unit $4,465 $17,860
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $2,279 per unit $2,279 $9,116
Impervious Surface $7,623 per unit $7,623 $30,492
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $9,707 per unit $9,707 $38,828
GIS Fee $22 per unit $22 $87
School Impact Fee $33,700 per unit $33,700 $134,800

Other Indirect Costs (2) 20.0% of direct costs $130,246 $520,984
Total Indirect Costs 35.7% of direct costs $232,530 $930,119

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $883,760 $3,535,039

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $44,188 $176,752

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 14.0% of direct and indirect costs $123,726 $494,905

Total Costs $1,051,674 $4,206,697

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE $320,000 $1,281,000

(1) Includes building permits.
(2) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption Total (per acre)

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   7/25/2013   P:\121000\121090EastPleasanton\Data\Infrastructure Feasibility\Feasibility Calcs 7.22.13



Table C-2
New Single Family Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Unit

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Units 8
Gross Area 3,000 sq.ft. per unit 24,000 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 100%
Net Area 24,000 sq.ft.
Parking Ratio (spaces per unit) 2.0

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Sale Price $975,000 per unit $975,000 $7,800,000
Options (net above costs) 1.0% $9,750 $78,000
(less) Cost of Sale 3.0% ($29,250) ($234,000)

Total Revenue $955,500 $7,644,000

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost (1) $105 /GLA sq. ft. $315,000 $2,520,000
Site Improvement Cost $13.50 /land sq. ft. $73,508 $588,060
Parking Construction Cost $0 per space $0 $0
  Total Direct Costs $388,508 $3,108,060

Indirect Costs 
Impact Fees

Water $25,120 per unit $25,120 $200,960.00
Wastewater $14,881 per unit $14,881 $119,048
Public Facilities $4,487 per unit $4,487 $35,896
Traffic Development $4,465 per unit $4,465 $35,720
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $2,279 per unit $2,279 $18,232
Impervious Surface $3,812 per unit $3,812 $30,492
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $9,707 per unit $9,707 $77,656
GIS Fee $11 per unit $11 $87
School Impact Fee $20,220 per unit $20,220 $161,760

Other Indirect Costs (2) 20.0% of direct costs $77,702 $621,612
Total Indirect Costs 41.9% of direct costs $162,683 $1,301,463

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $551,190 $4,409,523

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $27,560 $220,476.16

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 14.0% of direct and indirect costs $77,167 $617,333.24

Total Costs $655,917 $5,247,333

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE $300,000 $2,397,000

(1) Includes building permits.
(2) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption Total (per acre)

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   7/25/2013   P:\121000\121090EastPleasanton\Data\Infrastructure Feasibility\Feasibility Calcs 7.22.13.xlsx



Table C-3
Duplexes Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Unit

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Units 11
Gross Area 2,500 sq.ft. per unit 27,500 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 100%
Net Area 27,500 sq.ft.
Parking Ratio (spaces per unit) 2.0

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Sale Price $800,000 per unit $800,000 $8,800,000
Options (net above costs) 1.0% $8,000 $88,000
(less) Cost of Sale 3.0% ($24,000) ($264,000)

Total Revenue $784,000 $8,624,000

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost (1) $110 /GLA sq. ft. $275,000 $3,025,000
Site Improvement Cost $16.50 /land sq. ft. $65,340 $718,740
Parking Construction Cost $0 per space $0 $0
  Total Direct Costs $340,340 $3,743,740

Indirect Costs 
Impact Fees

Water $25,120 per unit $25,120 $276,320
Wastewater $14,881 per unit $14,881 $163,691
Public Facilities $3,351 per unit $3,351 $36,861
Traffic Development $4,465 per unit $4,465 $49,115
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $2,279 per unit $2,279 $25,069
Impervious Surface $3,168 per unit $3,168 $34,848
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $9,707 per unit $9,707 $106,777
GIS Fee $8 per unit $8 $87
School Impact Fee $16,850 per unit $16,850 $185,350

Other Indirect Costs (2) 20.0% of direct costs $68,068 $748,748
Total Indirect Costs 43.5% of direct costs $147,897 $1,626,866

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $488,237 $5,370,606

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $24,412 $268,530

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 14.0% of direct and indirect costs $68,353 $751,885

Total Costs $581,002 $6,391,021

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE $203,000 $2,233,000

(1) Includes building permits.
(2) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Total (per acre)Assumption
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Table C-4
Surface Parking Condo Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Unit

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Units 23
Gross Area 1,200 sq.ft. per unit 27,600 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 85%
Net Area 23,460 sq.ft.
Parking Ratio (spaces per unit) 2.0

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Sale Price $440,000 per unit $440,000 $10,120,000
Options (net above costs) 1.0% $4,400 $101,200
(less) Cost of Sale 3.0% ($13,200) ($303,600)

Total Revenue $431,200 $9,917,600

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost (1) $140 /GLA sq. ft. $168,000 $3,864,000
Site Improvement Cost $15.0 /land sq. ft. $28,409 $653,400
Parking Construction Cost $3,500 per space $7,000 $161,000
  Total Direct Costs $203,409 $4,678,400

Indirect Costs 
Impact Fees

Water $5,401 per unit $5,401 $124,223
Wastewater $9,807 per unit $9,807 $225,561
Public Facilities $2,736 per unit $2,736 $62,928
Traffic Development $3,125 per unit $3,125 $71,875
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $1,450 per unit $1,450 $33,350
Impervious Surface $1,610 per unit $1,610 $37,026
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $7,969 per unit $7,969 $183,287
GIS Fee $4 per unit $4 $87
School Impact Fee $8,088 per unit $8,088 $186,024

Other Indirect Costs (2) 20.0% of direct costs $40,682 $935,680
Total Indirect Costs 39.8% of direct costs $80,871 $1,860,041

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $284,280 $6,538,441

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $14,214 $326,922

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 14.0% of direct and indirect costs $39,799 $915,382

Total Costs $338,293 $7,780,745

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE $93,000 $2,137,000

(1) Includes building permits.
(2) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Total (per acre)Assumption
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Table C-5
Garden Apartments Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Unit

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Units 30
Net Area 1,000 sq.ft. per unit 30,000 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 85%
Gross Area 35,294 sq.ft.

Parking Ratio (spaces per unit) 2.0

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Revenue $28 /net sq. ft./year $28,000 $840,000
(less) Operating Expenses 30% ($8,400) ($252,000)
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% ($1,400) ($42,000)

Subtotal, Annual Net Operating Income $18,200 $546,000

Capitalized Value 4.8% cap rate $383,158 $11,494,737
(less) Cost of Sale 3.0% ($11,495) ($344,842)

Total Revenue $371,663 $11,149,895

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost (1) $175 /GLA sq. ft. $205,882 $6,176,471
Site Improvement Cost $5.0 /land sq. ft. $7,260 $217,800
Parking Construction Cost $3,000 per space $6,000 $180,000
  Total Direct Costs $219,142 $6,574,271

Indirect Costs 
Impact Fees

Water $6,617 per unit $6,617 $198,510
Wastewater $9,807 per unit $9,807 $294,210
Public Facilities $2,736 per unit $2,736 $82,080
Traffic Development $3,125 per unit $3,125 $93,750
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $1,450 per unit $1,450 $43,500
Impervious Surface $1,234 per unit $1,234 $37,026
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $7,969 per unit $7,969 $239,070
GIS Fee $3 per unit $3 $87
School Impact Fee $3,040 per unit $3,040 $91,200

Other Indirect Costs (2) 18.0% of direct costs $39,446 $1,183,369
Total Indirect Costs 34.4% of direct costs $75,427 $2,262,802

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $294,569 $8,837,072

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $14,728 $441,854

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 15.0% of direct and indirect costs $37.56 $1,325,561

Total Costs $353,483 $10,604,487

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE $18,167 $545,000

(1) Includes building permits.
(2) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption Total (per acre)
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Table C-6
Podium Parking Mid-Rise Apartments Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Unit

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Units 30
Net Area 1,000 sq.ft. per unit 30,000 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 85%
Gross Area 35,294 sq.ft.

Parking Ratio (spaces per unit) 2.0

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Revenue $28 /net sq. ft./year $28,000 $840,000
(less) Operating Expenses 30% ($8,400) ($252,000)
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% ($1,400) ($42,000)

Subtotal, Annual Net Operating Income $18,200 $546,000

Capitalized Value 4.8% cap rate $383,158 $11,494,737
(less) Cost of Sale 3.0% ($11,495) ($344,842)

Total Revenue $371,663 $11,149,895

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost (1) $225 /GLA sq. ft. $264,706 $7,941,176
Site Improvement Cost $5.0 /land sq. ft. $7,260 $217,800
Parking Construction Cost $0 per space $0 $0
  Total Direct Costs $271,966 $8,158,976

Indirect Costs 
Impact Fees

Water $6,617 per unit $6,617 $198,510
Wastewater $9,807 per unit $9,807 $294,210
Public Facilities $2,736 per unit $2,736 $82,080
Traffic Development $3,125 per unit $3,125 $93,750
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $1,450 per unit $1,450 $43,500
Impervious Surface $1,234 per unit $1,234 $37,026
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $7,969 per unit $7,969 $239,070
GIS Fee $3 per unit $3 $87
School Impact Fee $3,040 per unit $3,040 $91,200

Other Indirect Costs (2) 18.0% of direct costs $48,954 $1,468,616
Total Indirect Costs 31.2% of direct costs $84,935 $2,548,049

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $356,901 $10,707,025

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $17,845 $535,351.27

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 15.0% of direct and indirect costs $45.50 $1,606,054

Total Costs $428,281 $12,848,430

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE ($56,633) ($1,699,000)

(1) Includes building permits.
(2) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption Total (per acre)
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Table C-7
Inclusionary Garden Apartments Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Unit

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Units 30
Net Area 1,000 sq.ft. per unit 30,000 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 85%
Gross Area 35,294 sq.ft.

Parking Ratio (spaces per unit) 2.0

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Revenue (1) $14.96 /net sq. ft./year $14,963 $448,875
(less) Operating Expenses 30% ($4,489) ($134,663)
(less) Vacancy Rate 5.0% ($748) ($22,444)

Subtotal, Annual Net Operating Income $9,726 $291,769

Capitalized Value 4.8% cap rate $204,750 $6,142,500
(less) Cost of Sale 3.0% ($6,143) ($184,275)

Total Revenue $198,608 $5,958,225

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost (2) $175 /GLA sq. ft. $205,882 $6,176,471
Site Improvement Cost $5.0 /land sq. ft. $7,260 $217,800
Parking Construction Cost $3,000 per space $6,000 $180,000
  Total Direct Costs $219,142 $6,574,271

Indirect Costs 
Impact Fees

Water $6,617 per unit $6,617 $198,510
Wastewater $9,807 per unit $9,807 $294,210
Public Facilities $2,736 per unit $2,736 $82,080
Traffic Development $3,125 per unit $3,125 $93,750
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $1,450 per unit $1,450 $43,500
Impervious Surface $1,234 per unit $1,234 $37,026
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $7,969 per unit $7,969 $239,070
GIS Fee $3 per unit $3 $87
School Impact Fee $2,970 per unit $2,970 $89,100

Other Indirect Costs (3) 18.0% of direct costs $39,446 $1,183,369
Total Indirect Costs 34.4% of direct costs $75,357 $2,260,702

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $294,499 $8,834,972

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $14,725 $441,748.62

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 15.0% of direct and indirect costs $37.55 $1,325,246

Total Costs $353,399 $10,601,967

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE ($154,800) ($4,644,000)

(1) Based on the even mix of low and moderate income thresholds as specified by HCD 2013 income limits for Alameda County.
(2) Includes building permits.
(3) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption Total (per acre)
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Table C-8
Retail Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Bldg. Sq.Ft. Total

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Gross Leasable Area (sq.ft.) 13,068 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 95%
Net Leasable Area (sq.ft.) 12,415 sq.ft.
Parking Ratio (spaces per 1,000 sq.ft.) 4.0
Total Spaces 52

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Revenue (NNN) $28.00 /NLA sq. ft. $28.00 $347,609
(less) Commissions 3.0% ($0.84) ($10,428)
(less) Vacancy Rate 4.0% ($1.12) ($13,904)

Subtotal, Annual Net Operating Income $26.04 $323,276
Capitalized Value 6.6% cap rate $374.82 $4,898,124
(less) Cost of Sale 2.0% ($7.50) ($97,962)

Total Revenue $367 $4,800,162

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $120 /GLA sq. ft. $120.00 $1,568,160
Site Improvement Cost $10.0 /land sq. ft. $33.33 $435,600
Parking Construction Cost (1) $0 /space $0 $0
  Total Direct Costs $153 $2,003,760

Indirect Costs 
Tenant Improvements $40 /GLA sq. ft. $40.00 $522,720
Impact Fees

Water $124,230 /acre $9.51 $124,230
Wastewater $44,170 /acre $3.38 $44,170
Public Facilities $7,318 /acre $0.56 $7,318
Traffic Development $163,219 /acre $12.49 $163,219
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $19,863 /acre $1.52 $19,863
Impervious Surface $37,026 /acre $2.83 $37,026
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $0 /acre $0.00 $0
GIS Fee $87 /acre $0.01 $87
School Impact Fee $6,142 /acre $0.47 $6,142

Other Indirect Costs (2) 15.0% of direct costs $23 $300,564
Total Indirect Costs 61.2% of direct costs $94 $1,225,340

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $247.10 $3,229,100

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $12 $161,455

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 14.0% of direct and indirect costs $35 $452,074

Total Costs $294.05 $3,842,629

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE $73.31 $958,000

(1) Covered under site improvements.
(2) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption
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Table C-9
Class B Stand Alone Office Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Bldg. Sq.Ft. Per Acre

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Gross Leasable Area (sq.ft.) 15,246 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 90%
Net Leasable Area (sq.ft.) 13,721 sq.ft.
Parking Ratio (spaces per 1,000 sq.ft.) 4.0
Total Spaces

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Office Revenue (FS) $24.00 /NLA 21.60 329,314
(less) Operating Expenses 30% (6.48) (98,794)
(less) Commissions 3.0% (0.65) (9,879)
(less) Vacancy Rate 10.0% (2.16) (32,931)

Annual Net Operating Income 12.31 187,709

Capitalized Value 6.5% cap rate $189.42 $2,887,827
(less) Cost of Sale 2.0% ($3.79) ($57,757)

Total Revenue $186 $2,830,070

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $150 /GLA sq. ft. $150.00 $2,286,900
Site Improvement Cost $5.0 /GLA sq. ft. $5.00 $76,230
Parking Construction Cost $3,000 /per space $12.00 $182,952
  Total Direct Costs $167.00 $2,546,082

Indirect Costs 
Tenant Improvements $30.00 /GLA sq. ft. $30.00 $457,380
Impact Fees

Water $124,230 /acre $8.15 $124,230
Wastewater $51,531 /acre $3.38 $51,531
Public Facilities $12,959 /acre $0.85 $12,959
Traffic Development $90,561 /acre $5.94 $90,561
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $62,356 /acre $4.09 $62,356
Impervious Surface $37,026 /acre $2.43 $37,026
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $0 /acre $0.00 $0
GIS Fee $87 /acre $0.01 $87
School Impact Fee $7,166 /acre $0.47 $7,166

Other Indirect Costs (1) 15.0% of direct costs $25.05 $381,912
Total Indirect Costs 48.1% of direct costs $80.36 $1,225,209

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $247 $3,771,291

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $12.37 $188,565

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 14.0% of direct and indirect costs $34.63 $527,981

Total Costs $294 $4,487,836

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE ($109) ($1,658,000)

(1) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption
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Table C-10
Class A Mid-Rise Office Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Bldg. Sq.Ft. Total

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Gross Leasable Area (sq.ft.) 15,246 sq.ft.
Efficiency Ratio 90%
Net Leasable Area (sq.ft.) 13,721 sq.ft.
Parking Ratio (spaces per 1,000 sq.ft.) 4.0
Total Spaces

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Office Revenue (FS) $28.00 /NLA 25.20 384,199
(less) Operating Expenses 30% (7.56) (115,260)
(less) Commissions 3.0% (0.76) (11,526)
(less) Vacancy Rate 10.0% (2.52) (38,420)

Annual Net Operating Income 14.36 218,994

Capitalized Value 6.5% cap rate $220.98 $3,369,131
(less) Cost of Sale 2.0% ($4.42) ($67,383)

Total Revenue $217 $3,301,749

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $150 /GLA sq. ft. $150.00 $2,286,900
Site Improvement Cost $5.0 /GLA sq. ft. $5.00 $76,230
Parking Construction Cost $20,000 /per space $80.00 $1,219,680
  Total Direct Costs $235.00 $3,582,810

Indirect Costs 
Tenant Improvements $40.00 /GLA sq. ft. $40.00 $609,840
Impact Fees

Water $124,230 /acre $8.15 $124,230
Wastewater $51,531 /acre $3.38 $51,531
Public Facilities $12,959 /acre $0.85 $12,959
Traffic Development $90,561 /acre $5.94 $90,561
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $62,356 /acre $4.09 $62,356
Impervious Surface $37,026 /acre $2.43 $37,026
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $0 /acre $0.00 $0
GIS Fee $87 /acre $0.01 $87
School Impact Fee $7,166 /acre $0.47 $7,166

Other Indirect Costs (1) 15.0% of direct costs $35.25 $537,422
Total Indirect Costs 42.8% of direct costs $100.56 $1,533,178

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $336 $5,115,988

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5.0% of direct and indirect costs $16.78 $255,799

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 14.0% of direct and indirect costs $46.98 $716,238

Total Costs $399 $6,088,026

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE ($183) ($2,786,000)

(1) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption
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Table C-11
Warehouse/Distribution Residual Land Value
East Pleasanton Specific Plan Infrastructure Feasibility Analysis; EPS #121090

Item Per Bldg. Sq.Ft. Total

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Building Area (sq.ft.) 15,682
Efficiency Ratio 80%
Net Building Area (sq.ft.) 12,545
Parking Ratio (spaces per 1,000 sq.ft.) 3.3
Total Spaces 41

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Revenue (NNN) $13.00 /NLA $10.40 $163,089
(less) Operating Expenses 0% $0.00 $0
(less) Commissions 3% ($0.31) ($4,893)
(less) Vacancy Rate 3% ($0.31) ($4,893)

Subtotal $9.78 $153,303

Capitalized Value 7.0% cap rate $139.66 $2,190,047
(less) Cost of Sale 2.0% ($2.79) ($43,801)

Total Revenue $137 $2,146,247

COST ASSUMPTIONS
Direct Costs
Building Construction Cost $85 /GLA sq. ft. $85.00 $1,332,936
Site Improvement Cost $5.0 /land sq. ft. $13.89 $217,800
Parking Construction Cost $0 /per space $0.00 $0

Total Direct Costs $98.89 $1,550,736

Indirect Costs
Tenant Improvements $1.00 /GLA sq. ft. $1.00 $15,682
Impact Fees

Water $124,230 /acre $7.92 $124,230
Wastewater $45,642 /acre $2.91 $45,642
Public Facilities $6,887 /acre $0.44 $6,887
Traffic Development $60,226 /acre $3.84 $60,226
Tri-Valley Transportation Committee Fee $37,270 /acre $2.38 $37,270
Impervious Surface $37,026 /acre $2.36 $37,026
In-lieu Park Dedication Fee $0 /acre $0.00 $0
GIS Fee $87 /acre $0.01 $87
School Impact Fee $6,347 /acre $0.40 $6,347

Other Indirect Costs (1) 15% of direct costs $12.75 $199,940
Total Indirect Costs 34% of direct costs $34.01 $533,337

Subtotal, Direct and Indirect Costs $133 $2,084,073

Contingency (% of direct and indirect costs) 5% $6.64 $104,203.64

Developer Return (% of direct and indirect costs) 15% $19.93 $312,611

Total Costs $159 $2,500,887

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE ($23) ($354,641)

(1) Include architecture & engineering, financing, and G & A costs.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   7/25/2013   P:\121000\121090EastPleasanton\Data\Infrastructure Feasibility\Feasibility Calcs 7.22.13.xlsx





Draft Memorandum July 25, 2013 
EPSP Fiscal Impact Analysis Page 2 

 
 

P:\121000\121090EastPleasanton\Report\Fiscal\121090fiscal_mm1.docx 

Key  F ind ings  

The key findings from this fiscal impact analysis are described below and summarized in Table 
S-1. 

1. Development of EPSP is likely to have no adverse fiscal impact on the City’s General 
Fund at buildout.  This analysis estimates that new growth will result in benefit on the City 
with net new annual revenue ranging between $387,000 and $1.4 million (see Table S-1).  
Property tax will comprise the largest revenue to the City, while public safety will result in the 
most significant cost to the General Fund. 

2. Fiscal impact ranges between options based on their size and development 
composition.  Option 6 results in the highest fiscal benefit to the City, while option 2 results 
in the lowest fiscal impact.  While Option 6 appears to be the most feasible due to the larger 
number of residential uses and high development value, Option 1 has the lowest 
development value.  The larger differences between the options are likely to depend on the 
relative fiscal performance of specific product types, ability to leverage existing services, and 
special tax capacity that could shift the cost burden from the City’s General Fund.  
Development program for each option is shown in Table 1. 

3. Fiscal results (annual surpluses or deficits) are simply indicators of fiscal 
performance; they do not mean that the City will accordingly have surplus revenues 
or deficits because it must have a balanced budget each year.  While the results of the 
fiscal impact analysis are preliminary, persistent shortfalls shown in a fiscal impact analysis 
may indicate the need to reduce service levels or obtain additional revenues; persistent 
surpluses will provide the City with resources to improve overall service levels or reduce 
liabilities, or to address deferred maintenance.   

Table S-1 – Annual General Fund Impact Summary 

 

M et ho do lo g ica l  Over v iew 

EPS developed a fiscal impact model designed to test how EPSP affects General Fund costs and 
revenues at buildout.  While State and Federal funding sources are considered indirectly, the 
analysis is focused primarily on the City’s General Fund expenditure and revenue items that (1) 
represent a substantive component of the overall budget and (2) are likely to be affected by the 
General Plan policies and growth trends.  Thus, General Fund costs and revenues that are 
relatively small or are operated on a cost-recovery basis are excluded from the analysis.   

Item Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

Revenues $3,756,844 $3,986,327 $4,088,725 $5,488,346

Expenditures $2,832,722 $3,599,265 $3,137,148 $4,085,968

Net Fiscal Impact $924,122 $387,062 $951,577 $1,402,378

Sources: City of Pleasanton and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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This analysis is based on the mid-term FY2012-13 budget, the most recent budget adopted by 
the City and assumed as the existing service level “baseline” for the purpose of projecting 
General Fund revenues and costs.  However, it is recognized that recent budget cuts have, in 
many cases, reduced City service levels below historic and/or optimal service levels.  While 
economic conditions have gradually started to improve after the end of the Great Recession, 
long-term structural outcomes are uncertain.     

This memorandum documents actual cost for each department reflected in the most recent 
budget.  In some cases, a current service is below the preferred standard; given the current 
fiscal situation, it is recognized that the City’s current service provision may not be optimal.  To 
the extent that service standards improve above those estimated in this analysis, the City’s 
General Fund expenditures will increase. 

This analysis utilizes several forecasting approaches to evaluate the General Fund costs and 
revenues associated with new growth.  The primary methodology and factors for each General 
Fund item are summarized in Table 2 and highlighted below. 

• Service population.  The service population for any given budget item is defined as the 
universe of individuals that generate impacts and is based on a review of the various 
population groups—including residents and employees—relative to each of the City’s service 
providers.  For each department, the relative impacts of employment and population are 
compared and used to estimate a total service population.  For instance, for general 
government, an employee is estimated to have a service demand profile equal to about half 
the service demanded by a typical resident.  Other types of City services, such as parks and 
library, are provided to the extent that they are accessed by the population.  For these 
departments, an employee is only likely to access services during non-work hours and 
therefore has a significantly lower impact than the residential population.   

• Case study.  A case study approach was used to calculate fiscal impacts for budget items 
that may not vary directly with service population or for which detailed data is available to 
make a more precise estimate.  For example, the case study approach is used to estimate 
property and sales tax revenues. 

• Not estimated.  Some budget items were not estimated because certain City revenues and 
expenditures are either not directly related to growth and development and/or generated on 
a cost-recovery basis.   

While EPS had previously conducted interviews and developed a more detailed approach for 
forecasting costs, these costs are currently being revised by the City.  As a result, the average 
cost approach is generally used in this analysis as a proxy for the actual expenditures that would 
be triggered by EPSP.  These costs may vary based on existing service capacity, negotiated cost 
increases, and many other department-specific factors.  Once the City completes its ongoing 
interviews with key service providers, the cost estimates in this analysis will be revised. 
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Key  Ma r ket  a nd  Demo gra ph ic  A ssum pt io ns  

As described above, population and employment are key factors that are expected to drive 
changes in the City’s General Fund costs and revenues.  As shown in Table 3, Pleasanton has a 
population of 73,000 residents and roughly 53,000 jobs with a service population of 106,000.  
Pleasanton has 26,200 housing units with an average household size of 2.8. 

Market assumptions in this analysis are based on Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis for East 
Pleasanton Specific Plan prepared by EPS in November 2012 as well as other supplemental 
research presented in the Appendix.  Key market assumptions are summarized in Table 4 and 
demographic assumptions are summarized in Table 5 and are described below:  

Development Value 

The fiscal impact analysis considers the potential market value of various development types 
envisioned by the EPSP, including residential, retail, office, and industrial/flex uses.  EPS 
assumes real estate values that are typical of the Pleasanton real estate market.  This analysis 
relies on value assumptions that are representative of new development projects, seeking to 
avoid overestimation of building values.  Additional valuation considerations were applied in the 
analysis of higher-density housing and industrial/flex uses, as discussed below. 

EPS relies on variety of sources to estimate real estate values, including current market data 
concerning residential and commercial transactions occurring in the City and surrounding areas.  
In particular, EPS reviewed residential sales data from The Gregory Group and commercial sales 
data from CoStar Group.  EPS also considered real estate values developed as part of continuing 
work on the Fiscal Impact Analysis of the City of Pleasanton General Plan as well as the EPSP 
infrastructure feasibility analysis, to ensure basic consistency. 

Based on guidance from the EPSP team, EPS assumes that the 30 dwelling units per acre product 
will be rental.  The analysis assumes that the affordable units will represent 20 percent of the 
for-sale units and 15 percent of the rentals with all inclusionary housing accommodated in the 30 
dwelling units per acre category.   

The Specific Plan options call for between 1.1 million and 2.3 million square feet of industrial/flex 
space.  The relative magnitude of this particular use within the overall program makes it critical 
to the infrastructure feasibility evaluation.  To address this notion, the EPS analysis 
conservatively assumes that infrastructure/flex value is at the lower end of the value spectrum, 
$95 per square foot (the observed range of value is roughly $95 to $500 per square foot).  The 
assumption of low-value industrial/flex reflects an $8 million soil mitigation cost required to 
support new industrial/flex development1.  This value also reflects uncertainty associated with 
the specific nature of the industrial/flex space development as well as the probability that such a 
large amount of industrial/flex space could be developed over a longer-term time horizon.  To 
the extent that certain real estate product types do not generate sufficient economic value to 

                                            

1 Given that the soil mitigation cost applies predominantly to industrial uses, it is netted out of 
finished industrial value for the purpose of this analysis, which translates into a lower industrial land 
value. 
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allow for a “fair share” contribution to project-wide infrastructure costs, the overall Project 
feasibility will be more challenging.   

Property Turnover 

Property turnover rates are assumed to range between 5 and 15 percent a year.  Residential for 
sale detached turnover rates are assumed to be 7 percent per annum and for-sale attached rates 
are assumed to be 15 percent per annum, as higher density residential property typically turns 
over more frequently.  Residential rental and commercial uses turnover is assumed at 5 percent 
per annum as investment product typically turns over less frequently. Additionally, industrial 
uses are not assumed to turn over in this analysis and therefore, do not generate any document 
transfer tax to the City.    

Population, Employment, and Service Population Estimates 

Pleasanton currently has an average household size of 2.8.  Based on the 2010 Census, this 
analysis assumes that new housing units will accommodate a range of household sizes ranging 
from 2.2 in multifamily rental units to 3.2 in single-family detached units.  Employment 
estimates are based on average employee densities of 440 square feet for retail, 260 square feet 
for office, and 590 square feet for industrial uses based on the City’s 1998 Development Impact 
Fee Report.  These densities will range in specific orientation and location of commercial space.   

Service population is a measure commonly used to incorporate job as well as resident growth 
into allocations of service demand and associated costs.  Service population for the City of 
Pleasanton was derived based on a weighting of residents relative to nonresident employees.  
These calculations compare Pleasanton’s residents and employees based on commute patterns 
and the estimated proportion of time spent at work, as shown in the Appendix.  For example, 
residents who work outside the City are estimated to spend an average of about 50 percent of 
their time in the City relative to those who don’t work or who both live and work in the City.  
After accounting for regional commute patterns, the typical worker is estimated to have a service 
burden of about 68 percent of the typical resident.  
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Table 1
Development Program by Option
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Use Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

Residential (Dwelling Units)
Attached1

30 du/ac (MR) 130 167 214 89
30 du/ac (BMR) 175 225 252 391
23 du/ac 195 250 249 322

Detached
11 du/ac 0 0 360 748
8 du/ac 0 641 0 504
4 du/ac 500 0 355 100

Residential Total 1,000 1,283 1,430 2,154

Retail (Square Feet)
0.3 FAR 91,000                 91,000                  91,000 91,000                

Office Campus (Square Feet)
0.35 FAR 442,000               442,000           442,000 442,000              

Industrial/Flex (Square Feet)
0.36 FAR 1,442,000            2,296,000 1,148,000 1,148,000          

Destination Use2
Yes Yes Yes Yes

OSC & TS2 Yes Yes Yes Yes

1  Includes a mix of Market Rate (MR) and Below Market Rate (BMR) units. BMRs comprise 15% of total and are provided in 

   high-density residential projects.
2  EPS conservatively assumes that Operations Service Center (OSC) and Transfer Station (TS) do not contribute to infrastructure 

   feasibility. However, the land for the OSC and TS is assumed to be developed with value-generating uses.

Source:  Gates + Associates and EPS
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Table 2
Budget Summary and Estimating Factors
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

FY2012-13 % Variable
Item Mid-Total (1) # Units

General Revenues
Property Tax $43,910,000 24.6% of 1% of new assessed value
Property Tax In Lieu of VLF $4,771,990 6.51% of citywide AV growth
Documentary Transfer Tax $608,864 $0.55 per $1,000 in sold value
Sales and Use Tax $19,446,679 0.95% of estimated taxable sales 
Business Licenses $2,900,000 $23.28 per non-retail employee (3)
Hotel and Motel Tax $3,450,000 - not estimated
Licenses and Permits $58,429 $0.54 per service pop
Fines and Forfeits $488,426 $4.52 per service pop
Franchise Fees $2,058,666 $19.05 per service pop
Miscellaneous Revenue $1,989,616 $18.41 per service pop
Recreation Revenues $3,237,957 - not estimated (4)
Public Safety Sales Tax $347,218 - not estimated
Building Permits $1,611,990 - not estimated (4)
Interest Income and Rents $313,850 - not estimated
Planning and Zoning Fees $94,535 - not estimated (4)
Plan Check Fees $1,071,147 - not estimated (4)
Public Works Fees $109,019 - not estimated (4)
Library Fee Revenue $85,855 - not estimated (4)
Vehicle License Fee $0 - not estimated
Intergovernmental $530,500 not estimated
Interfund Charges $2,609,163 - not estimated

Total Revenues $89,693,904

General Fund Expenditures
General Government (2) $12,113,226 10% $11.21 per service pop
Community Development 

Administration $632,563 10% - not estimated
Traffic Engineering $1,767,166 50% $8.18 per service pop
Engineering Services $3,226,944 50% $14.93 per service pop
Building & Safety $2,401,481 50% $11.11 per service pop
Planning $2,185,359 50% $10.11 per service pop

Housing $319,876 $4.38 per capita
Economic Development $1,031,496 20% $1.91 per service pop
Police $24,328,013 90% $202.61 per service pop
Fire $14,217,879 90% $118.41 per service pop
Operations Services

Administration $685,483 10% - not estimated
Streets $3,043,381 90%
Support Services $3,944,122 10% $3.65 per service pop
Parks $6,435,915
Landscape Architecture $129,779 50% $0.60 per service pop

Community Services $6,716,140
Library Services $4,114,723 $56.39 per capita
Senior Housing Water and Sewer Subsidy $330,000 $4.52 per capita
Net Transfers and Improvements (5) $2,070,358 - not estimated

Total Expenditures $89,693,904

Note: excludes operating and capital transfers.
(1) Percentage of costs that are population-dependent, as opposed to fixed costs.
(2) Includes City Council, City Manager, Law, Finance, Administrative Services, and General Government.
(3) Nets out a portion of revenue paid by retail uses based on gross receipts. Actual business license in the City is based on gross receipts 
   with the per employee approach used as a proxy.
(4) Considered as part of the cost net out.
(5) Include capital and operating improvements, including debt service for capital improvements (golf course and fire station), stormdrain (levy 
   shortfall), paratransit subsidy, and cemetary fund subsidy.

Sources: City of Pleasanton and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Allocation Factor

case study

case study

case study
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Table 3
Citywide General Assumptions and Data (FY2012-13)
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item Total

Population 72,972
Population (net of mobile homes) (1) 71,911
Housing Units 26,183
Persons/Household 2.80
Employment (1) 53,454
Service Population (2) 108,065

(1) Calendar year.
(2) Estimated by adding total residential population and 64% of total employment. It represents a 
   measure of public service demand in which employees are given a share of resident weight
   because of more limited service requirements. See Table A-1 for additional detail.

Sources: City of Pleasanton, and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table 4
Property Value Estimates
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Use Value Unit/SF Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

Residential
Attached1

30 du/ac (MR) $372,000 $48,360,000 $62,124,000 $79,608,000 $33,108,000
30 du/ac (BMR)2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
23 du/ac $450,000 $87,750,000 $112,500,000 $112,050,000 $144,900,000

Detached
11 du/ac $800,000 $0 $0 $288,000,000 $598,400,000
8 du/ac $975,000 $0 $624,975,000 $0 $491,400,000
4 du/ac $1,400,000 $700,000,000 $0 $497,000,000 $140,000,000

Residential Total $836,110,000 $799,599,000 $976,658,000 $1,407,808,000

Retail
0.3 FAR $367 $33,397,000 $33,397,000 $33,397,000 $33,397,000

Office Campus
0.35 FAR $217 $95,914,000 $95,914,000 $95,914,000 $95,914,000

Industrial/Flex
0.36 FAR $95 $136,990,000 $218,120,000 $109,060,000 $109,060,000

Total Value $1,102,411,000 $1,147,030,000 $1,215,029,000 $1,646,179,000

1  Attached housing program includes a mix of Market Rate (MR) and Below Market Rate (BMR) units.  BMRs comprise 15% 

   of total units and are provided in high-density residential projects.
2 While the City has a 15% inclusionary requirement for rentals, the policy is currently inconsistent with the Palmer case that 

   states that affordable requirement may not be enforced on rental projects. While future legislation may change these findings, 
   this analysis assumes that affordable housing will be not-for profit and exempt from the tax roll.

Source: EPS.
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Table 5
New Population and Employment Growth Projections
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Net Population/Empl. New New Service
Land Use Units Increase Assumptions New Population Employment Population (1)

SCENARIO 1
Residential Average HH Size
30 du/ac dwelling units 305 2.2 662 0 662
23 du/ac dwelling units 195 2.2 423 0 423
11 du/ac dwelling units 0 2.4 0 0 0
8 du/ac dwelling units 0 3.2 0 0 0
4 du/ac dwelling units 500 3.2 1,580 0 1,580

Subtotal 1,000 2,666 0 2,665

Commercial Average Empl. Density
Retail 1,000 sq. ft. 91 440 0 207 140
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 442 260 0 1,700 1,150
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. 1,442 590 0 2,444 1,653

Subtotal 1,975 0 4,351 2,943

Total 2,666 4,351 5,608

SCENARIO 4
Residential Average HH Size
30 du/ac dwelling units 392 2.2 851 0 851
23 du/ac dwelling units 250 2.2 543 0 543
11 du/ac dwelling units 0 2.4 0 0 0
8 du/ac dwelling units 641 3.2 2,026 0 2,026
4 du/ac dwelling units 0 3.2 0 0 0

Subtotal 1,283 3,420 0 3,420

Commercial Average Empl. Density
Retail 1,000 sq. ft. 91 440 0 207 140
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 442 260 0 1,700 1,150
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. 2,296 590 0 3,892 2,632

Subtotal 2,829 0 5,798 3,922

Total 3,420 5,798 7,342

SCENARIO 5
Residential Average HH Size
30 du/ac dwelling units 466 2.2 1,011 0 1,011
23 du/ac dwelling units 249 2.2 540 0 540
11 du/ac dwelling units 360 2.4 878 0 878
8 du/ac dwelling units 0 3.2 0 0 0
4 du/ac dwelling units 355 3.2 1,122 0 1,122

Subtotal 1,430 3,553 0 3,551

Commercial Average Empl. Density
Retail 1,000 sq. ft. 91 440 0 207 140
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 442 260 0 1,700 1,150
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. 1,148 590 0 1,946 1,316

Subtotal 1,681 0 3,853 2,606

Total 3,553 3,853 6,157

SCENARIO 6
Residential Average HH Size
30 du/ac dwelling units 480 2.2 1,042 0 1,042
23 du/ac dwelling units 322 2.2 699 0 699
11 du/ac dwelling units 748 2.4 1,825 0 1,825
8 du/ac dwelling units 504 3.2 1,593 0 1,593
4 du/ac dwelling units 100 3.2 316 0 316

Subtotal 2,154 5,475 0 5,475

Commercial Average Empl. Density
Retail 1,000 sq. ft. 91 440 0 207 140
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 442 260 0 1,700 1,150
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. 1,148 590 0 1,946 1,316

Subtotal 1,681 0 3,853 2,606

Total 5,475 3,853 8,081

(1) Estimated by adding total residential population and 68% of total employment. It represents a measure of public service demand in which employees
   are given a share of resident weight because of more limited service requirements. See Table A-4 for additional detail.
(2) Estimated by adding total residential population and 68% of total employment.

Sources: City of Pleasanton and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



 

P:\121000\121090EastPleasanton\Report\Fiscal\121090fiscal_mm1.docx 

APPENDIX 



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.   7/26/2013 P:\121000\121090EastPleasanton\Model\Fiscal\121090_Fiscal1.xls

Table A-1
Annual General Fund Revenues at EPSP Buildout
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

Property Tax $2,716,341 $2,826,282 $2,993,831 $4,056,185
Property Tax In Lieu of VLF $310,868 $323,450 $342,625 $464,205
Documentary Transfer Tax $39,075 $38,607 $49,964 $73,642
Sales and Use Tax $345,800 $345,800 $345,800 $452,953
Business Licenses $106,297 $139,992 $94,697 $97,742
Licenses and Permits $3,032 $3,970 $3,329 $4,369
Fines and Forfeits $25,347 $33,184 $27,828 $36,524
Franchise Fees $106,834 $139,867 $117,292 $153,945
Miscellaneous Revenue $103,250 $135,175 $113,358 $148,781

Total Revenues $3,756,844 $3,986,327 $4,088,725 $5,488,346

Sources: City of Pleasanton and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table A-2
Property Tax and Property Tax In Lieu of VLF Estimate
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

Property Tax

Net Increase in Assessed Value (1) $1,102,411,000 $1,147,030,000 $1,215,029,000 $1,646,179,000

Property Tax 1.00% of net value increase $11,024,110 $11,470,300 $12,150,290 $16,461,790

Property Tax to Pleasanton 24.6% of the tax increment $2,716,341 $2,826,282 $2,993,831 $4,056,185

Property Tax In Lieu of VLF

Existing Property Tax in Lieu of VLF

Citywide Assessed Value (2)

Project Net Assessed Value Increase $1,102,411,000 $1,147,030,000 $1,215,029,000 $1,646,179,000

% Increase in Assessed Value 6.5% 6.8% 7.2% 9.7%

Net New Property Tax In Lieu of VLF $310,868 $323,450 $342,625 $464,205

(1) Existing uses in EPSP are assumed to have minimal value and are excluded from this analysis.
(2) Net assessed value projection for FY 2012-2013 based on the City's General Fund budget. 

Sources: City of Pleasanton and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Assumption / Factor

$4,771,990

$16,922,583,182
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Table A-3
Documentary Transfer Tax Estimate
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

New Assessed Annual Annual Documentary General Fund Share
Item Value Turnover Rate (1) Transfer Value ($0.55 per $1,000 in AV)

Option 1
Residential Uses
30 du/ac (MR) $48,360,000 5% $2,418,000 $1,330
23 du/ac $87,750,000 15% $13,162,500 $7,239
11 du/ac $0 10% $0 $0
8 du/ac $0 7% $0 $0
4 du/ac $700,000,000 7% $49,000,000 $26,950
   Subtotal $836,110,000 $64,580,500 $35,519

Commercial Uses
Retail $33,397,000 5% $1,669,850 $918
Office $95,914,000 5% $4,795,700 $2,638
Industrial $136,990,000 0% $0 $0
   Subtotal $266,301,000 $6,465,550 $3,556

Total $1,102,411,000 $71,046,050 $39,075

Option 4
Residential Uses
30 du/ac (MR) $62,124,000 5% $3,106,200 $1,708
23 du/ac $112,500,000 15% $16,875,000 $9,281
11 du/ac $0 10% $0 $0
8 du/ac $624,975,000 7% $43,748,250 $24,062
4 du/ac $0 7% $0 $0
   Subtotal $799,599,000 $63,729,450 $35,051

Commercial Uses
Retail $33,397,000 5% $1,669,850 $918
Office $95,914,000 5% $4,795,700 $2,638
Industrial $218,120,000 0% $0 $0
   Subtotal $347,431,000 $6,465,550 $3,556

Total $1,147,030,000 $70,195,000 $38,607

Option 5
Residential Uses
30 du/ac (MR) $79,608,000 5% $3,980,400 $2,189
23 du/ac $112,050,000 15% $16,807,500 $9,244
11 du/ac $288,000,000 10% $28,800,000 $15,840
8 du/ac $0 7% $0 $0
4 du/ac $497,000,000 7% $34,790,000 $19,135
   Subtotal $976,658,000 $84,377,900 $46,408

Commercial Uses
Retail $33,397,000 5% $1,669,850 $918
Office $95,914,000 5% $4,795,700 $2,638
Industrial $109,060,000 0% $0 $0
   Subtotal $238,371,000 $6,465,550 $3,556

Total $1,215,029,000 $90,843,450 $49,964

Option 6
Residential Uses
30 du/ac (MR) $33,108,000 5% $1,655,400 $910
23 du/ac $144,900,000 15% $21,735,000 $11,954
11 du/ac $598,400,000 10% $59,840,000 $32,912
8 du/ac $491,400,000 7% $34,398,000 $18,919
4 du/ac $140,000,000 7% $9,800,000 $5,390
   Subtotal $1,407,808,000 $127,428,400 $70,086

Commercial Uses
Retail $33,397,000 5% $1,669,850 $918
Office $95,914,000 5% $4,795,700 $2,638
Industrial $109,060,000 0% $0 $0
   Subtotal $238,371,000 $6,465,550 $3,556

Total $1,646,179,000 $133,893,950 $73,642

(1) EPS assumption; reflects a turnover range between 5% and 15% with a higher rate for residential uses and a lower rate for commercial uses.
   Industrial uses are assumed to not turn over for the purpose of this analysis, which is a conservative assumption.

Sources: City of Pleasanton and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table A-4
Local Household Sales Estimate
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item 4 du/ac 8 du/ac 11 du/ac 23 du/ac 30 du/ac Total

Blended Average (market-rate and inclusionary units)
Value $1,400,000 $975,000 $800,000 $450,000 $372,000
Annual Mortgage/Rent Payment (1) $85,767 $59,730 $49,010 $27,568 $24,100

Average Household Income (2) $285,889 $199,101 $163,365 $91,893 $80,333

Annual Retail Spending
Taxable Spending Share (3) 17% 17% 20% 31% 33%
Taxable Spending $47,172 $33,847 $32,673 $28,487 $26,510.00
Spending Share Captured in Pleasanton 70% 70% 70% 70% 70%

Net New Taxable Sales in Pleasanton (per unit) $33,020 $23,693 $22,871 $19,941 $18,557
Net New Taxable Sales in Pleasanton (total)

Option 1 $16,510,097 $0 $0 $3,888,449 $5,659,885 $26,058,431
Option 4 $0 $15,187,252 $0 $4,985,191 $7,274,344 $27,446,787
Option 5 $11,722,169 $0 $8,233,607 $4,965,251 $8,647,562 $33,568,588
Option 6 $3,302,019 $11,941,303 $17,107,605 $6,420,927 $8,907,360 $47,679,213

(1) For single family detached and condo/townhome owners, an average mortgage payment is assumed on 80% of the value with a 30-year fixed loan and a 6.5% annual 
   interest. Multifamily payment is based on the historic 10-year average increased by 10 percent to reflect the new space premium. 
(3) Based on the BLS FY2011-12 Consumer Expenditure Survey for each respective income group with EPS assumptions for the 11du/acre cohort.

Sources: City of Pleasanton, ACS, BLS, and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table A-5
Sales Tax Estimate
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Taxable Sales
Item Per Sq.Ft. New Sales

New Retail
Neighborhood/Lake Front Retail 91,000 sq.ft. $400 $36,400,000

Total New Resident Spending (1)
Option 1 $26,058,431
Option 4 $27,446,787
Option 5 $33,568,588
Option 6 $47,679,213

Net New Sales from EPSP
Option 1 $36,400,000
Option 4 $36,400,000
Option 5 $36,400,000
Option 6 $47,679,213

Net New Sales Tax (0.95% of Taxable Sales)
Option 1 $345,800
Option 4 $345,800
Option 5 $345,800
Option 6 $452,953

(1) From Table 9.

Sources: City of Pleasanton, and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

New Development
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Table A-6
Business License Tax Estimate
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

Retail
Net New Sales $36,400,000 $36,400,000 $36,400,000 $47,679,213

90% $32,760,000 $32,760,000 $32,760,000 $42,911,292

Business License Tax 
Total Business License Tax From Retail $0.30 per $1,000 in sales $9,828 $9,828 $9,828 $12,873

Non-Retail Workspace
Non-Retail Employees (1) 4,144 5,592 3,646 3,646

Total Business License Tax $23.28 per employee $96,469 $130,164 $84,869 $84,869

Net New Business License Tax $106,297 $139,992 $94,697 $97,742

(1) Tax "per employee" is calculated after deducting tax and employment attributed to retail uses.

Sources: City of Pleasanton, and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Estimating
 Factor

Net New Sales From Businesses With $250,000+ 
in Annual Gross Receipts



Table A-7
Other Revenue Estimates
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

New Service Population Growth 5,608 7,342 6,157 8,081

Licenses and Permits $0.54 per service pop $3,032 $3,970 $3,329 $4,369
Fines and Forfeits $4.52 per service pop $25,347 $33,184 $27,828 $36,524
Franchise Fees $19.05 per service pop $106,834 $139,867 $117,292 $153,945
Miscellaneous Revenue $18.41 per service pop $103,250 $135,175 $113,358 $148,781

Existing Revenue
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Table A-8
Increase in Annual General Fund Expenditures at EPSP Buildout
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

General Government $62,861 $82,298 $69,015 $90,581
Community Development $248,600 $325,467 $272,936 $358,226
Housing $11,687 $14,990 $15,574 $24,000
Economic Development $10,706 $14,016 $11,754 $15,427
Police $1,136,242 $1,487,569 $1,247,476 $1,637,299
Fire $664,047 $869,372 $729,055 $956,877
Operations Services

Streets $60,520 $64,660 $57,000 $60,500
Parks $348,600 $369,600 $348,600 $348,600

Community Services $127,074 $162,999 $169,340 $260,969
Library Services $150,330 $192,829 $200,331 $308,728
Senior Housing Water and Sewer Subsidy $12,056 $15,465 $16,067 $24,760

Total Cost $2,832,722 $3,599,265 $3,137,148 $4,085,968

Sources: City of Pleasanton and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table A-9
Community Services Cost Estimate
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item Assumption Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

Total Cost $6,716,140
Offsetting Revenue $3,237,957

% Recovery 48%

Net Cost $3,478,183
Average Per Capita $48

Projected Population at Buildout 2,666 3,420 3,553 5,475

Net Increase in General Fund Cost $127,074 $162,999 $169,340 $260,969

Sources: City of Pleasanton Community Services Department and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table A-10
Street Maintenance Division Cost Estimate*
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item Assumption Option 1 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

Net Increase In Mileage
Arterials/Collectors (1) 3.03 3.23 2.85 3.03

Average Road Maintenance Cost (2) $20,000

Total Cost 
Increase $60,520 $64,660 $57,000 $60,500

*Note: reflects the operations services cost share reflective of routine preventative maintenance.
(1) Covers Busch and El Charro Roads and Boulder Street as estimated by Kier & Wright; smaller residential 
  and intract roads are assumed to be maintained through private sources.
(2) Based on the MTP2035 Road Maintenance Report for Sacramento Area Council of Governments; reflects 
   routine preventive maintenance (pothole repair, sidewalks).

Sources: MTP 2035 Issue Papers: Road Maintenance Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Kier & Wright, and Economic & Plan   
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Table A-11
Parks and Open Space Cost Estimate 
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Item
Net Increase 
in Acreage

Average Maintenance 
Cost Per Acre (1)

Total Cost 
Increase

Option 1
Public Parks 11 $21,000 (2) $231,000
Public Open Space and Trails 42 $2,800 (3) $117,600

Total 53 $348,600

Option 4
Community Park 12 $21,000 (2) $252,000
Public Open Space and Trails 42 $2,800 (3) $117,600

Total 54 $369,600

Option 5
Community Park 11 $21,000 (2) $231,000
Public Open Space and Trails 42 $2,800 (3) $117,600

Total 53 $348,600

Option 6
Community Park 11 $21,000 (2) $231,000
Public Open Space and Trails 42 $2,800 (3) $117,600

Total 53 $348,600

(1) Based on the existing cost for landscaping maintenance, facility maintenance, and water usage; rounded. 
   Net of user fees.
(2) Community parks range vary in amenities with the maintenance cost ranging between $14,000 and $28,000 
   per acre based on specific improvements and facilities. Given uncertainty about specific level and type of 
   amenities in planned parks, this analysis reflects the midpoint of the existing cost range.
(3) Includes 8 acres of trails; the cost is based on the Financing Plan cost estimate for Bernal open space inflated
   to FY2012-13 dollars.

Sources: City of Pleasanton Operations Service Department and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.  7/26/2013 P:\121000\121090EastPleasanton\Model\Fiscal\121090_Fiscal1.xls

Table A-12
Pleasanton Service Population Factors Based on Resident to Employee Equivalences
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan; EPS #121090

Service Population Category # Distribution Weight (2) Weighted Avg. Normalized to 100%

Pleasanton Residents
Not in Labor Force 40,103 57% 100% 57%
Employed in the City 4,645 7% 100% 7%
Employed Outside of the City 25,963 37% 50% 18%

Total Residents 70,711 100% 82% 100%

Pleasanton Jobs
Live in the City 4,645 10% 100% 10%
Live Outside the City 39,852 90% 50% 45%

Total Jobs 44,497 100% 55% 68%

(1) Based on data from Census 2010; employment estimate varies from the City's estimate.
(2) Based on the assumed 50/50 split between residents and employees.

Commute Patterns (1) Resident to Employee Equivalencies
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