ATTACHMENT --2

PRELIMINARY DRAFT GENERAL PLAN UPDATE ISSUES REPORT

BACKGROUND

The City of Pleasanton recently initiated a comprehensive General Plan Update process.
The first phase of the process started with the identification of community issues to be
addressed. This is the first of a five-phase effort to update the 1996 Plan. The purpose of
the following report is to present a composite list of the issues that were identified during
Phase 1. This list will be the basis for proceeding with the resolution of issues and policy
development phases of the planning process.

The following report is divided into the four sections for the purpose of presenting the
issues identified during Phase I:

e Update Process

e Issues Identification Methodology

e Issues Questionnaire

e Update Issues List.

UPDATE PROCESS

On April 15, 2003, the City Council directed staff to undertake a comprehensive update
of the Pleasanton General Plan. The Council also adopted a Council/Planning
Commission-based process for undertaking this important effort. This process is
intended to bring both historical perspective and expertise to all aspects of the General
Plan. Existing City commissions and committees will be used to utilize the
community-based structure already in existence. The Council and Planning Commission
are charged with guiding the Update with collaborative input from the Economic Vitality
Committee, along with Parks and Recreation, Housing, Civic Arts, Human Services,
Library, and Youth Commissions in their respective areas of responsibility. In addition,
the recently formed Energy Committee will be developing a draft energy element for
future integration into the updated General Plan.

The Council/Planning Commission-based process allows Council and Commission
participation early in the review process. A series of joint workshops between the two at
key points are anticipated to provide a constructive feedback loop for narrowing
alternatives and facilitating consensus solutions.

To achieve the high level of community-wide participation that has been characteristic of
Pleasanton in the past, the Planning Commission will incorporate citywide town meetings
and neighborhood workshops as a way of reaching out to the public. These are intended
to focus on particular issue areas and to engage the full spectrum of participants.
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ISSUES IDENTIFICATION METHODOLOGY

The identification of issues was initiated by staff with the preparation of the attached
questionnaire to assist individual Councilmembers, commissioners, and committee members in
identifying the kinds of issues to preliminarily be addressed during the Update process. Since
most commissioners and committee members have been involved in community activities for a
number of years, comments were requested on all elements of the Plan, not only for elements
within the area of responsibility of the respective commission/committee members. The results
relating specifically to each of these groups were then compiled and presented to each group at
public meetings for discussion and additional input. The results of the Questionnaire,
commission/committee meetings, and staff input were then compiled into the following report
for final adoption by the Council.

ISSUES QUESTIONNAIRE

The Issues Questionnaire identified the eleven existing General Plan “elements” (Land Use,
Circulation, Housing, Public Safety, Public Facilities, Conservation and Open Space, Noise, Air
Quality, Community Character, Economic and Fiscal, and Subregional Planning) and the
proposed Energy Element, along with a brief summary of topics that are covered in each. The
objective of this format was to provide the participants with a comprehensive overview of the
General Plan to trigger their thoughts regarding potential issues that they may wish to raise for
consideration. Not every issue is expected to be determined during this first phase. As the
Update process moves forward, there will be additional opportunities for new issues to be
presented. The value of this first phase, however, is to focus on the future work and then, as the
process unfolds, to ensure that no issues are overlooked.

UPDATE ISSUES LIST

The following is the list of community issues to be addressed during the upcoming General Plan
Update. It represents a compilation of input received from the Issues Questionnaire,
commission/committee public meetings, staff, and Planning Commission and City Council
public meetings. Since input was received from a variety of sources, the various categories of
sources are identified within the list as follows:

e Issues identified through the Questionnaire process are shown in standard font.
e Issues identified at the commission/committee meetings are shown in bold
standard font with the name of the group that requested them shown in

parenthesis
e Issues identified by staff are shown in italicized font.
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ISSUES

Land Use Flement

1.  Re-evaluate the jobs/housing relationship in Pleasanton?

2. Re-evaluate the General Plan housing cap limit (now 29,000 dwellings)?

3. Increase residential build-out to the 1986 General Plan level?

4.  Pull the Urban Growth Boundary line in to protect all undeveloped land west of
Foothill Road and in southeast Pleasanton?

5. Address the residential growth and traffic commute patterns resulting from the City’s
Urban Growth Boundary, housing cap limits, and zoning of low-density housing?

6.  Update Growth Management Program policy guidance?

7. Allow more annual housing in the Growth Management Program to meet the
requirements of the updated Housing Element?

8. Better protect ridgelands from housing development?

9.  Complete an East Side Land Use Study (e.g., Staples Ranch, Hanson property, possible
relocation of the Transfer Station, quarry site, Stoneridge Drive)?

10. Update policy guidance and land use designations for the Hacienda Business Park?

11. Add housing in Hacienda Business Park?

12.  Re-develop portions Hacienda Business Park with mixed-use, transit-oriented uses?

13. Permit residential uses at various industrial and commercial sites?

14. Convert old office buildings to loft-like apartments?

15. Encourage housing re-use opportunities?

16. Permit higher residential densities along Stanley Boulevard and Old Stanley
Boulevard?

17. Eliminate all future development west of Foothill Road/south of I-580?

18. Prohibit new land uses that would have adverse impacts on existing residential

neighborhoods?
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19. Implement public educational programs regarding “big picture” housing problems?
20. Locate housing near BART?

21. Provide greater protection against commercial and industrial encroachment into
residential neighborhoods (i.e., communication towers)?

22. Re-consider the appropriateness of the Lund Ranch residential designation?

23. Establish open space preservation ratios for future development around the perimeter of
the City?

24. Prohibit any expansion of existing land use intensities?

25. Reduce the parking number and size requirements for business parks?

26. Prohibit commercial development south of Bernal Avenue?

27. Update policy guidance for the West Pleasanton BART Station?

28. Expand upon the West Foothill Road Overlay District Design Guidelines?

29. Require that future General Plan updates, Specific Plans, and other major planning
efforts are conducted by citizens’ committees to ensure a “bottoms up” approach?

30. Blend all infill housing development with adjacent existing housing?
31. Regulate large house size more carefully?

32.  Review the land use designation of the land located between Pleasanton-Sunol Road
and 1-680 south of Happy Valley Road?

33.  Update the Vineyard Corridor area land use designations to match the Vineyard
Corridor Specific Plan Map?

34. Undertake a land use study for all of the quarry lands area for implementation
following the completion of quarry operations?

35.  Undertake a land use study for the Lund Ranch Il/Kottinger Hills area?

36.  Work with the School District to determine if a site needs to be designated on the
General Plan Map for a third high school?
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Circulation Element

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Involve more community input regarding traffic pattern changes?

Better define and mitigate cut-through traffic?

Better mitigate freeway traffic impacts?

Reduce First Street traffic congestion?

Minimize the speed of traffic going through the Downtown?

Allow lower level-of-service standards for specific locations at specific times?

Include San Joaquin County (including Mountain House) traffic counts in the City
Traffic Model?

Improve traffic safety around schools?

Delete the planned Stoneridge Drive extension?

Delete the planned West Las Positas/[-680 interchange?

Delete the planned El Charro Road extension to Stanley Boulevard?

Delete the planned Rose Avenue extension to Valley Avenue?

Expedite construction of the Happy Valley Bypass Road?

Connect Stoneridge Drive easterly and then southerly to Stanley Boulevard?
Place a higher priority on completing the planned arterial streets?
Encourage more freeway interchanges?

Better time the local traffic signals?

Increase green-light signal phases at traffic signals on streets leading to schools?
Increase traffic signal green-light phases in general?

Synchronize more traffic signals on arterial streets?

Better time traffic signals near schools during commute hours?

Re-evaluate the need for potential future traffic signal additions?
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23. Reduce the unintended negative consequences of traffic metering?

24. Use off-freeway traffic metering to reduce cut-through traffic?

25. Encourage the expanded use of BART?

26. Encourage more parking at the BART station?

27. Expand the Transportation Systems Management Program?

28. Add more Wheels bus routes to schools?

29. Provide more youth education regarding the use of mass transit?

30. Re-evaluate the need for a Park-and-Ride lot at the Bernal Property?

31. Evaluate the potential for light rail and other transit along the Iron Horse Trail?

32. Explore the potential for a transit concept for the East Side area in conjunction with
ACE and for light rail transit on the Iron Horse Trail?

33. Make early completion of the Iron Horse Trail a higher priority?
34. Add more pedestrian and bike trails leading to schools?

35. Encourage Zone 7 to pave its trails?

36. Improve bikeway and pedestrian safety?

37. Encourage more school carpooling?

38. Encourage bike-commuting opportunities and provide additional facilities to BART,
business parks, Stoneridge Mall, Downtown, etc.?

39. Prohibit automobile sales on public streets?
40. Increase Downtown parking?

41. Place a high priority on widening Highway 84 as soon as possible? (Economic
Vitality Committee)

42.  Modify on- and off-ramp configurations at the I-680/Bernal Avenue interchange?

42.  Review the standards for acceptable traffic volumes on various classes of City
streets?

Preliminary Draft General Plan Update Issues Report, July, 2003 Page 6 of 20



Housing Element

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Do not update the Housing Element again at this time? (Housing Commission)

Update other elements of the General Plan consistent with the recently updated
Housing Element? (Housing Commission)

Create more special-needs housing (including the developmentally and physically
disabled)?

Minimize affordable housing?

Identify the range of affordable housing in other cities for comparison purposes?

Is smaller “start-up” housing needed?

Provide more small-lot/small-home development?

Promote “second units” by relaxing City design standards?

Spread affordable housing throughout the City?

Add more low-income senior housing?

Base future housing types on an income-to-affordability basis, with the remainder of
housing units within the cap to consist of multi-family units and small-family homes on
small lots ?

Is there adequate availability of land for housing needs at all income levels?

Provide more housing in various price ranges?

Provide more housing for young families and essential public service employees?
Ensure 15-percent low- and very-low-income housing at General Plan build-out?
Match housing affordability with income distribution in the City?

Provide more multi-family housing?

Rezone to create more housing opportunities?

Target the remaining housing development specifically to meet the community needs,
not the developer needs?
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Include City-sponsored affordable housing in market-rate senior-housing
developments?

Encourage affordable housing design techniques?

Encourage a wider variety of housing types?

Re-study the remaining infill housing sites?

Re-develop older homes in the City?

Work with the City of Dublin to plan affordable housing around the BART station?

Create more special-needs housing (including the developmentally and physically
disabled)?

Is there adequate availability of land for housing needs at all income levels?
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Public Safety Element

1.

2.

10.

Provide more information about where hazardous materials are located?
Provide more direction about where to dispose of hazardous materials?

Update the General Plan hazardous materials storage policy guidance in regard to the
current disaster-preparedness plan?

Provide greater public safety information outreach to the community?
Better clarify the five-minute emergency response time expectations?

Re-evaluate the potential for future housing development within the vicinity of
earthquake fault lines and landslide areas?

Clarify Pleasanton’s relationship to Homeland Security?
Further study and resolve flood control issues?
Police high school parking lots?

Codify standards/assumptions for geotechnical studies?
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Public Facilities Element

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Determine if the types and locations of parks and recreation facilities are adequately
identified?

Determine if any parks will no longer needed now that the City owns the Bernal
Property?

Expand the shared use of park and recreation facilities with the School District?
More carefully plan long-range funding options for park and recreation facilities?
Address long-range maintenance needs associated with open space conservation areas?

Update the Community Facilities Program in conjunction with the General Plan
Update?

Integrate golf course policy guidance into the General Plan?
Determine if more multi-purpose parks are actually needed?

Develop a teen center as a highest priority?

Develop a second dog park? (Parks and Recreation Commission)
Develop lacrosse fields beyond those currently planned?

Develop a BMX park?

Develop new in-line skate parks beyond those currently planned?

Develop a paint ball field? (The Parks and Recreation Commission recommends
the deletion of this item.)

Add more restrooms in City parks?
Better accommodate youth recreational needs?
Place greater emphasis on implementing the Youth Master Plan?

Determine if sufficient arts facilities (performing arts, studies, galleries) exist in
Pleasanton? (Civic Arts Commission)

Determine if sufficient arts programs (instructional, performing) exist in
Pleasanton? (Civic Arts Commission)

Preliminary Draft General Plan Update Issues Report, July, 2003 Page 10 of 20



20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

More clearly identify the types and locations of arts facilities?
Determine if sufficient art works exist in the Downtown? (Civic Arts Commission)

Determine if the City can expand the sharing of art facilities more with the School
District?

More carefully plan long-range funding options for civic arts?

Raise money for funding arts facilities and programs through donations received
for naming facilities in honor of the donor? (Civic Arts Commission)

Update the Arts Facilities Study at this time? (Civic Arts Commission)
Bring all age groups together through art? (Civic Arts Commission)
Improve Library services for teens? (Library Commission)

Improve Library-related foreign language services for the community? (Library
Commission)

Place greater emphasis on implementing the Youth Master Plan?
Determine if Pleasanton actually needs a “landmark” civic center?

Identify locations and support land use developments for human services
resources? (Human Services Commission)

Place greater emphasis on meeting the needs identified in the City’s Human Needs
Assessment?

Develop long-range funding options and service alternatives to address human service
needs?

Eliminate barriers to encourage human services providers and special needs
services? (Human Services Commission)

Expand library facilities to meet the growing needs of the community?
More fully develop long-range Library funding options?
Expand alternatives for Library services? (Library Commission)

Expand the Library to facilitate more support for and to be better utilized by the
School District? (Library Commission)
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39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Physically expand the Library in terms of floor area to accommodate improved
community services? (Library Commission)

Improve public information communications with regard to the Library and other
City services? (Library Commission)

Determine if reverse-osmosis water for irrigation can be efficiently used?
Determine if the statewide water shortage affects Pleasanton?

Conserve more water in street medians?

Use recycled water for agricultural use?

Prohibit recycled water injection?

Improve the taste of Pleasanton water?

Improve Pleasanton water quality?

Work closely with Zone 7 to ensure that year-round water is kept flowing in the Arroyo
del Valle?

Improve planning for long-term school facility needs?
Tie school capital needs more closely to development?
Make the maximum school size and phasing objectives more stringent?

Size future public infrastructure to be as large as feasible?
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Conservation and Open Space Element

1. Ensure that future parks have a more natural character?

2. Develop more nature trails?

3. Develop a “river walk” trail from Main Street to Valley Avenue?

4.  Add the Bernal Property open space concept to the General Plan?

5. Place greater emphasis on preserving the natural character of open space?
6.  Preserve substantial acreage of non-park open space?

7.  Preserve all ridgeline areas that surround Pleasanton?

8. Place greater emphasis on restoring and enhancing creeks?

9.  Place greater emphasis on enhancing the Arroyo del Valle area north of the
Fairgrounds?

10. Update the Sand and Gravel Harvesting provisions of the General Plan?
11. Place greater emphasis on historic preservation?

12. Place greater emphasis on adopting the historic preservation ordinance?
13.  Encourage the reclamation of historically significant agricultural land?

14. Prohibit large areas of lawn in street medians, and commercial and residential
developments?
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Noise Element

1. Support the development of sound barriers around the BART platform in order to
reduce the impact of freeway noise on passengers?

2. Limit cumulative noise levels in all residential neighborhoods to 60 dBa Ldn?
3.  Aggressively enforce noise emission standards for all vehicles?
4.  Require rubberized asphalt street surfaces in all noise-impacted neighborhoods?

5. Undertake a comprehensive re-evaluation and update of General Plan noise policy
guidance and implementation standards?

6.  Develop a mechanical drive engine ordinance to establish noise limitations?
7. Support greater Livermore Airport noise mitigation?

8. Support greater freeway noise mitigation?

9.  Support greater arterial street noise mitigation?

10. Reduce noise standards to permit more outdoor community and youth events?

11. Ensure that existing noise levels do not get any higher?
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Air Quality

1.

2.

Undertake a reduced pollen-producing plant species informational outreach program?
Strive to meet the most restrictive State and Federal air quality standards?

Better integrate the policy guidance of General Plan Land Use, Circulation, and Energy
Elements with the Air Quality Element?

Develop local climate change strategies and programs?

Attempt to ensure that existing air quality conditions do not deteriorate below the
current levels?
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Community Character Element

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Develop a public thoroughfare landscape hierarchy concept?

Expand the City’s efforts to replace street trees as they decline with age?
Expand City street tree programs?

Add a landscaped street tree median on St. Mary Street?

Add significant architectural features and landscaping to the Downtown street entries
and entries to the City as a near-term priority?

Encourage street trees and other landscaping only to the extent that water and energy
are available to serve them?

Place a greater emphasis on encouraging the use of native plant species?
Develop a program that addresses long-term character maintenance needs?

Add the community character policy provisions of the Bernal Property to the General
Plan?

Temporarily landscape the Bernal Property?
Make greater efforts to retain the small-town historical character of Pleasanton?
Prohibit future land uses that are not consistent with the character of Pleasanton?

Strive to maintain a youth-friendly community through decisions relating to physical
character?

Prohibit tall multi-story buildings in the future?
Develop a program for restoring and decorating bus stops?
Reduce the strict nature of the Heritage Tree Ordinance?

Expand Community Character Element Program 15.2 to recognize and preserve special
design character neighborhoods?
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Economic and Fiscal Element

1. Encourage more businesses to come to Pleasanton and expand local employment and
increase the tax base?

2. Promote local-serving employment, especially for the youth?

3.  Establish a program of becoming fiscally self-reliant?

4.  Re-evaluate the current status and effectiveness of development impact fees?
5. Limit the City debt ratio to five percent?

6.  Develop a long-range plan to size City government to match the community needs at
City build-out?

7. Specify a maximum percentage of the overall City budget to be allowed for City
retirement plans?

8.  Increase funding for youth projects?

9. Ensure that the Economic Strategic Plan is consistent with the General Plan?
(Economic Vitality Committee)
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Subregional Planning Element

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Expand the preservation of open space?
Expand the protection of scenic views?

Improve access to the north and south ends of the Pleasanton Ridgelands Regional
Park?

Stress the importance of developing trails as a transportation alternative?
Place more effort on reducing regional traffic congestion?

Pursue more regional traffic and transportation solutions?

Discontinue Congestion Management?

Request Pleasanton representation on the Livermore Airport Board?
Pursue better subregional public transportation systems?

Expand subregional efforts to ensure the provision of long-term water, sewer, and other
infrastructure?

Place greater emphasis on developing regional affordable housing?
Increase City involvement in regional planning matters?
Address the service gaps and shortcomings of the human services delivery system

as identified in the Tri-Valley Human Services Needs Assessment? (Human
Services Commission)
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Energy Element

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Emphasize the conservation of electrical energy?
Emphasize renewable energy use by public and private entities?
Emphasize energy self-reliance?

Ensure that energy conservation is market-driven?
Limit energy conservation to site-specific regulations?
Better promote the “Green Building” program?

Proide energy conservation education?

Encourage the reduction of energy demand?

Develop citywide energy conservation policy guidance?
Utilize energy program funding options?

Create subregional energy conservation alliances?

Treat the conservation of all energy sources equally?

Ensure that citizens have the option of changing energy providers at their own
discretion?

Develop the new Energy Element based upon the best practices and examples from
other cities?

Incorporate generator-siting policy guidance into the new Energy Element?
Adopt LEED guidelines for residential development?

Establish a program of purchasing solar panels in bulk and passing the reduced costs on
to the citizens?
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Other
1. Develop new General Plan water and sustainability elements?
2. Better implement the “Patriot Act?”

3. Undertake the General Plan Update under the framework of environmental, economic,
and social sustainability?
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