
 
 
 
TO:        James L. App, City Manager 
 
FROM:     Ronald Whisenand, Community Development Director 
 
SUBJECT:    Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan Up-Date and Options 
 
DATE:       November 27, 2007   
 
 
 
Needs:  To consider an up-date and provide policy direction regarding the Chandler Ranch 

Area Specific Plan. 
 
Facts: 1. The Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan (CRASP) has been in development for 

many years.  While progress has been made, there remain a number of critical 
steps before the project is ready for a Council decision. 

 
2. During the time that the Specific Plan has been in process, a number of things 

have changed that have the potential to alter the direction of the Plan.  Important 
among those include changes in traffic, water supply options, community needs, 
and the current & near-term state of the residential real estate market. 

 
3. A joint Planning Commission-City Council workshop with the property owners 

is convened to facilitate an exchange of information and expectations and to 
fulfill a June 13th request by the Chandler Ranch Property Owners to “meet with 
the City Council members to discuss the CRASP” (letter attached). 

 
4. The purpose of the workshop is summarized in the attached September 11, 2007 

invitation letter to the property owners.  The main goals are to receive a status 
report on the Specific Plan, hear a presentation of the Property Owners 
regarding their issues (outlined in their June 13th letter), and to provide staff with 
direction on future Chandler Ranch specific plan efforts. 

 
5. Three CRASP related studies have recently been completed which could have an 

impact on the direction that the Specific Plan is taking: 
 

a. The “Peer Review” by an independent land use planning professional, 
providing a critique of the development plans proposed by the property 
owners. A copy of this peer review is attached and was provided to the 
property owner representatives on November 1, 2007; 
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b. The first portion of a supplemental traffic analysis, based on the latest 
“phasing plan” submitted by the property owners. Attached is a letter from 
traffic consultant Omni-Means, describing a significant updated conclusion 
The balance of the traffic analysis is anticipated to be completed following 
future Council direction on the form of the Specific Plan; 

 
c. The economic analysis of residential development costs typical for our local 

market area in response to property owner assertion that the CRASP is not 
economically feasible.  The attached report prepared for the City by Vale 
Associates; also includes an assessment of how the use of community 
financing (CFDs) can benefit projects of this nature. 

 
Analysis & 
Conclusion: Based on the latest input from property owners, it appears that the City funded specific 

planning process has come to a critical junction.  The property owners have questioned 
whether the project can be built with the needed environmental mitigation and 
community benefit items that such a large project require.  The City has fronted over a 
million dollars towards preparation of the Specific Plan.  Many of the studies that went 
into the preparation of the Specific Plan are dated thereby requiring new assumptions 
and direction for the plan. This workshop is therefore timely. 

 
 The Workshop has been publicly noticed as a joint meeting of the Planning 

Commission and City Council.  No actions are intended to be taken that are subject to 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), nor will the City consider any 
General Plan, Zoning, or Specific Plan entitlements related to the CRASP.  Again, the 
goal is to get clear direction from the Council on how to proceed with the specific 
planning process. 

 
 The “agenda” for the workshop is intended to cover the following subjects: 
 

1. CRASP Status
 
As the attached outline entitled “Status of Information / Input Needed to Prepare 
Draft Final CRASP” indicates, there are still significant work elements to be 
undertaken prior to preparing a final Environmental Impact Report and Specific 
Plan. The current process of preparing the CRASP has been underway since 2001. 
As stated in the attached letter to the property owners, it is proposed that certain 
conditions would apply for the City to continue on the current path toward 
conclusion of the CRASP, including but not limited to: 
 
• performance of specified tasks by the property owners; and 
 
• the property owners providing funding advances for the costs to complete the 

CRASP. 
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 Also, in the context of current status, it is important to note that the following topics / 
issues need to be addressed by the property owners before the CRASP can be finalized 
and/or implemented: 

 
• the property owners need to conclude negotiations with the State Department of 

Fish and Game / U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service before grading and development 
may proceed; 

 
• the City expects completion of 3-dimensional terrain modeling (at a scale and 

design subject to City approval) to be completed before public hearings on the 
draft Final Specific Plan so that the Commission, Council and public have a clear 
illustration of the nature and extent of proposed landform changes; and 

 
• evidence of an agreement between the property owners and the Paso Robles 

School Districts regarding mitigation of project impacts on school facilities is a 
prerequisite to the City considering the option of providing public financing of 
project infrastructure. 

 
2. Property Owner Concerns and Issues 
 
In the most recent correspondence (dated June 13, 2007, attached), the property 
owners express concern over the financial burden of building CRASP.  While the 
property owners still desire the benefits of community financing, they no longer wish 
to fully participate in the Development Agreement negotiations that the Council has 
previously indicated are linked to any request for CFD financing.  In addition, the 
property owners have indicated that there is no capacity in the project to pay for public 
benefit items including off-site traffic improvements, school facilities, and water 
storage.  The owners request completion of the specific plan process without these 
community improvements and an audience with the City Council to discuss their 
development limitations. 
 
3. Peer Review  
 
It has been previously determined that an outside peer review of the proposed Specific 
Plan and development layout is necessary.  The process has resulted in several positive 
suggestions for plan improvements in the areas of neighborhood connections, traffic 
flow/safety, relationship/compatibility between developed and open space 
components of the plan, and grading/landform sensitivity.  Should the property 
owners wish to proceed with completion of the CRASP with the land uses and 
densities that they have been proposing, the City would expect the property owners to 
refine their development plans in response to input provided by the peer review before 
the City revises the Draft Specific Plan. 
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4. Traffic Analysis 
 
 The attached traffic analysis contains a conclusion that is very significant to both the 
City and the property owners: Based on traffic projected to be generated by other 
already approved development projects, in the absence of any other traffic 
improvement measures, it is necessary for the Airport Road connection to the 
south side of Highway 46 East to occur before development of any phase of 
the CRASP. Since it will be some years before any connection can be made between 
Airport Road and Highway 46 East, this has substantial ramifications for the timing 
of any development within the CRASP.  There is a possibility that options for added 
traffic capacity along Golden Hill and Highway 46 East may be discovered during 
the upcoming parallel route study.  Regardless, it appears that an important but 
expensive project link to Highway 46 will be required much earlier than originally 
envisioned (1050th dwelling unit or commercial unit equivalent). 
 
5. Project Costs / Financing 
 
With regard to a discussion of project costs and community financing, realistic 
construction cost projections and a refined projection of economic / market 
conditions appear to be necessary before the City and property owners can reach 
conclusions regarding potential financing options. In light of the traffic capacity 
constraints on the project, and current market conditions, cost and financing analysis at 
a later date may be a better option. 
 
6. Options for Discussion and Consideration 
 
The attached letter from the City to the property owners outlined two options for 
discussion and consideration.  
 
Option No. 1 calls for the property owners to provide substantive input and financial 
support for the CRASP process to continue along the current course. Property owner 
agreement with this option would allow consideration of a Final Environmental Impact 
Report and a range of options for a CRASP. The options would extend from adoption 
of CRASP based on current General Plan and Zoning designations up to and including 
consideration of the land uses and densities being sought by the respective property 
owners. Pursuing conclusion of the CRASP under Option No. 1 would call for both 
renewed and new commitments by the property owners.  In addition, all additional 
studies and completion of the environmental review and specific plan preparation 
process would need to be funded up front by the property owners. 
 
Option No. 2: If property owners cannot agree or fulfill the terms of Option # 1, 
including completion of work within specified time frames, the City may consider 
adoption of a Final EIR and Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan based on the Land 
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Use designations contained in the current adopted General Plan. Under this option, 
Community Facilities District financing would not be available for infrastructure. 
 
Option No. 2 would allow a form of closure on the CRASP process as soon as the 
related documents can be revised. Option No. 2 has certain advantages to both the City 
and the property owners, including: 
 
• adoption of a Final EIR would establish a policy and information foundation from 
which future environmental analysis could be built. For example, if the property 
owners wish, at a later date, to propose an amendment to the adopted Specific Plan, 
they would only need to deal with new environmental issued and/or circumstances 
(e.g. an update traffic analysis and incremental impacts related to differentials in 
development plans / intensities); 
 
• approval of a CRASP based on the current General Plan land use designations 
would provide policy parameters that could be considered for amendment when 
market conditions are appropriate, and when both the property owners and the City 
see value in pursuing a revised CRASP. Specific plan fees that are established with the 
current specific plan could be revised when and if an amended specific plan is adopted. 

 
 
Policy 
Reference: Council Policy and Procedures, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.3 
 
Options: a. Provide explicit direction to City staff and property owners regarding Option No. 1 

or Option No. 2 for concluding the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan process.  
 
 b. Amend, modify or reject the foregoing option.  
 
 
Attached: 
 

1. June 13, 2007 Letter from CRASP Property Owners 
2. September 11, 2007 Letter to CRASP Property Owners 
3. Chandler Ranch Specific Plan Peer Review Report 
4. Omni Means Traffic Analysis 
5. Vale Consulting Economic Analysis 
6. CRASP Status Report and March 27, 2007 Letter to Property Owners 
7. CRASP Concept Plan 2007 (Copies for public review are available at City Hall and the City 

Library) 
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