Item 9A

City of Lafayette Staff Report

For: Planning Commission

By: Christine Sinnette, Senior Planner
Date Written: November 6, 2007

Meeting Date:  November 15, 2007

Subject: Preparation of conceptual design studies for two properties located at 3233 Deer
Hill Road (APN 323-150-028) and 1175 Pleasant Hill Road (APN 232-150-027)

Planning Division staff have been working on City-initiated General Plan and zoning amendments
for seven properties in the Eastern Deer Hill Road area. At their meeting of November 16, 2006, the
Planning Commission directed staff to prepare a scope of work for a contract consultant to prepare
conceptual bulk and mass design studies for the two properties that front on Pleasant Hill Road. (See
attachments 1 and 2 for staff report and minutes.) Staff has received a scope of work from Design,
Community & Environment (DC&E) to prepare the studies for a previously determined budget of
$25,000. Prior to entering into a contract with DC&E, it was suggested at a joint City
Council/Planning Commission/Design Review Commission meeting on September 24, 2007, that the
Planning Commission review the scope of work prior to moving forward with the design studies (see
attachments 3 and 4).

Given the limited budget and staff’s experience with DC&E, staff did not send out a request for
proposals for the design studies since DC&E had prepared similar studies for the City in the past (see
Attachment 5 for example). It should be noted that the design studies are not all-inclusive and will
not include a design for every possible development scenario. For example, a development scenario
for a specific parcel may not include one, two or three story buildings for each possible residential,
office, or institutional use as it is expected that building bulk and mass would be similar regardless of
the specific 1and use.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Commission direct staff to enter into a contract with Design, Community

& Environment to prepare conceptual design studies as described in the scope of work dated
November 1, 2007,

ATTACHMENTS

1 Eastern Deer Hill Road Parcels and Ownership

2. Staff Report and Minutes from the Planning Commission Meeting of November 16, 2006

3. Proposed Scope of Work for Conceptual Development Studies

4, Scope of Work from Design, Community & Environment, dated November 1, 2007

5. Examples from Downtown Conceptual Parking and Development Studies, prepared by

Design, Community & Environment, 2006



Naglicki (232-140-004)
Dettmer (232-140-010)
Caltrans (232-140-014)
Dettmer (232-140-016)
Holding (232-150-021)
Dettmer (232-150-027)
Dettmer (232-150-028)
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EASTERN DEER HILL ROAD

Parcels and Ownership

ATTACHMENT 1



City of Lafayette Staff Report

For: Planning Commission

By: Christine Sinnette, Senior Planner
Date Written:  November 7, 2006

Meeting Date:  November 16, 2006

Subject: GP03-04, CITY OF LAFAYETTE (APPLICANT): Amendment to General
Plan Map I-1 to reclassify three properties (APN 232-140-014, 232-150-027,
and 232-150-028) located on Deer Hill and Pleasant Hill roads from
Administrative/Professional/Office/Multifamily ~ Residential to  Rural
Residential Single Family and/or Low Density Single Family. The Planning
Commission may also consider an amendment to General Plan Map I-1 to
reclassify four properties (APN 232-140-004, 232-140-010, 232-140-016, and
232-150-021) located on Deer Hill and Pleasant Hill roads from Low Density
Single Family Residential to Rural Residential Single Family.

RZ02-04, CITY OF LAFAYETTE (APPLICANT): Change of zoning
designation for three properties (APN 232-140-014, 232-150-027, and 232-
150-028) located on Deer Hill and Pleasant Hill roads from APO to L-R-10
and/or R-20. The Planning Commission may also consider rezoning four
properties (APN 232-140-004, 232-140-010, 232-140-016, and 232-150-021)
located on Deer Hill and Pleasant Hill roads from R-20 to L-R-10.

BACKGROUND

This public hearing was continued to this date without consideration from the Planning
Commission meeting of October 19, 2006. Although the Planning Commission reviewed the
Eastern Deer Hill Opportunities and Constraints Analysis at their meeting on September 7, the
Commission determined they still needed additional information on the possible development
potential for the study area. The purpose of the continuance was to allow staff to respond to
Planning Commission requests for more information. The following items were requested.

1. A legal opinion from the City Attorney on the affect split zoning has on the development
potential and allowed density of a parcel.

2. A scope of work and estimated cost for a consulting civil engineer to calculate the
average slope of specific properties in the study arca.

ATTACHMENT 2



3. Conceptual development studies for parcels 27 and 28, including bulk and mass studies
and circulation and traffic constraints.

STAFF COMMENTS

City Attorney Malathy Subramanian prepared the following response to the Commission’s
question about split zoning on a parcel.

To illustrate the result of split zoning, we will use the example of a nine acre
parcel in the City that is divided by zoning districts such that 3 acres are zoned R-
40 and 6 acres are zoned LR-10. If the owner pursues a subdivision of the 3 acres
zoned R-40 to be divided into three lots, the remaining 6 acre parcel zoned LR-10
cannot be developed with a dwelling unit or as a separate lot under a LR-10
zoning designation, as it does not meet the minimum lot area requirement of 10
acres. It should be noted that the minimum lot area of an existing 1.-R parcel that
is less than 10 acres on July 8, 2002 (the date when the new hillside regulations
and LR-10 rezonings were adopted) is the area of the parcel that existed on that
date. In this case, if the parcel existed as of July 8, 2002, a single family
residence could be permitted on the 9 acres. However, because the owner has
decided to subdivide the parcel, the remaining parcel will now become 6 acres
and will no longer be grandfathered in with the lower minimum lot area for LR-
10. Therefore, the owner can either subdivide the 3 acre lot, which will cause the
remaining 6 acres to further nonconform to the LLR-10 zoning or the owner can
develop one single family residence on the existing 9 acres under the LR-10
zoning.

Regarding the slope analysis, staff requested that Schell & Martin, Inc., a local civil engineering
firm familiar with Lafayette’s hillside regulations and average slope calculation formula, prepare
a proposal based on the following scope of work. Schell & Martin has estimated that the fee
would be between $2,000 and $3,500.

v" Calculate average slope for each of the seven parcels.

v Calculate average slope of the R-20 zoned area on parcels 232-140-010, 232-140-
016, and 232-150-021.

v Calculate square feet/acres of land with slope of 15 percent or less in R-20 zoned
area on parcels 232-140-010, 232-140-016, and 232-150-021 and on parcels 232-
150-027 and 232-150-028.

v Calculate square feet/acres of land with slope of 30 percent or less in R-20 zoned
area on parcels 232-140-010, 232-140-016, and 232-150-021 and on parcels 232-
150-027 and 232-150-028.

v" Calculate average slope on 232-150-027 for the area northeast of the drainage

channel.

v" Calculate average slope on 232-150-027 for the area southwest of the drainage
channel,

Planning Commission Staff Report November 16, 2006
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The Commission’s third request was for a program or scope of work to prepare a conceptual
development plan for parcels 27 and 28. In preparing the scope of work, staff specified that
the conceptual development studies should test different land use and density options for
multi-family residential and office uses. The scope of work is an outline only; a more formal
request for proposals will be prepared following the Commission’s review and direction to
staff. Once the conceptual development studies are completed, they will be analyzed by the
City’s traffic consultant.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission review the scopes of work for the slope analysis and
conceptual development studies and direct staff to proceed with requests for proposals. The
public hearing should be closed at this time. Future public hearings will be duly noticed as
required by law.

Planning Commission Staff Report November 16, 2006
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8. GP03-04, CITY OF LAFAYETTE (APPLICANT). Amendment to General Plan Map -1 to
reclassify three properlies (APN 232-140-014, 232-150-027, and 232-150-028) located on Deer
Hill and Pleasant Hili roads from Administrative/Professional/Office/Multifamily Residential to
Rural Residential Single Family and/or Low Density Single Family. The Planning Commission
may also consider an amendment to General Plan Map -1 to reclassify four properties {APN 232-
140-004, 232-140-010, 232-140-016, and 232-150-021) located on Deer Hill and Pleasant Hill
roads from Low Density Single Family Residential to Rural Residential Single Family.

RZ02-04. CITY OF LAFAYETTE (APPLICANT): Change of zoning designation for three
properties (APN 232-140-014, 232-150-027, and 232-150-028) located on Deer Hill and Pleasant
Hill roads from APO to L-R-10 and/or R-20. The Planning Commission may also consider
rezoning four properties (APN 232-140-004, 232-140-010, 232-140-016, and 232-150-021)
tocated on Deer Hill and Pleasant Hill roads from R-20 to L-R-10.

Recommendation: Siaff recommends that the Commission review the scopes of work for the
slope analysis and conceptual development studies and direct staff to proceed with requests for
proposals.

Project Planner: Christine Sinnette, Tel (925) 289-3241, csinnetie @ lovelafaystie.org

{Estimated time: 30 min*)

Senior Planner Christine Sinnette said the public hearing on the General Plan amendment and rezoning
proposal was continued 1o this date without consideration from the Planning Commission meeting of
September 7, 2006. Although the Commission reviewed the Eastern Deer Hill Opportunities and Constraints
Analysis at a previous meeting, the Commission determined that they still needed additional information on
the possible developmental potential for the study area. The purpose of the continuance was to allow staff to
respond to the Planning Commission's request for more information.

The first tem requested was a legal opinion from the City Attorney on the effect split-zoning has on the
development potential and allowed density of a parcel. The second item was a scope of work and estimated
cost for a consulting civil engineer to calculate the average slope of specific properties in the study area.
Schell & Martin, a local engineering firm, has estimated that their fee would be between $2,000 and $3,500.
The last item was for staff to prepare a program or scope of work for conceptual development plans for
parcels 27 and 28. in preparing the scope of work, staff specified that the conceptuat development studies
should test different land use and density options for multi-family residential and office uses and inciudes 12
separate development scenarios.

Staff recommends the Commission review the scope of work for the slope analysis and conceptual
development studies and direct staff fo proceed with requests for proposals.

Chair Ateljevich asked if staff is recommending the Commission go through 12 different scenarios with the
consultant.

Ms. Sinnette said after the last meeting where the Commission expressed an interest in this, she sat down
with Ms. Srivaisa and came up with twelve potential scenarios. She admitted that it was probably more than
what is needed but she wanted the Commission to make that determination.

Commissioner Chastain replied that it is not so much a problem of visualization as # is testing the capacity of
the site. He didn’t know if it would be necessary to have it visualized and modeled in terms of realization.
What is needed is some understanding of what the potential capacity of that site is.

Chair Ateljevich pointed out that this was the reason why they asked for the slope calculation.

Ms. Srivatsa said staff took this approach because the Commission at their last meeting indicated it was both
an issue of land use and visibility,

Chair Ateljevich said if they had the slope calculations and could get some idea of capacity of the site, they
couid then move to visualization. In terms of land use, the Planning Commission in 2001 agreed on a 4-{0-2
vote to forward a recommendation for rural residential to the City Council,
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Ms. Srivatsa said during the general plan process, the Pianning Commission in a majority vote recommended
rural residential, It went to the City Council before the General Plan was adopted and it was decided the
change would not be made; the zoning and land use designations were to remain the same and staff would

do a special study of the area. When the cost to do the study was determined to be too expensive, the
Council at that time directed the reclassification of the properties to rural residential. When it came
back to the Planning Commission, the Commussion determined that that was not the appropriate
zoning or land use classification and again requested a study be done of the area.

Commissioner Holt asked if the Commission had approved the study.

Chair Atelievich said what the Council did was 1o say they were initiating a general plan amendment; they
didn’t mention what classification because they weren't in agreement. They asked staff what density they
would propose and staff said residential.

Commissioner Holt asked Ms. Sinnette i that was her understanding.

Ms. Sinnette said the Council was not specific as to the actual residential designation; they just said some
form of residential.

Chair Ateljevich said one thing that could start the decision path is to agree on which one of the
scenarios they would study. She would also like to see any scenario based on slope calculations be
put on more up-to-date topography, and a determination of where the ridgeline ends.

Vice Chair Mitchell agreed the updated topographical information should be used. He thought it was GPAC
who decided the ridgeline crossed the street.

Chair Ateljevich said it didn't. The ridgeline GPAC used was the old topography which was based on airplane
flyovers done in the 1960s. It didn’t have the grading on it that was done to put Deer Hill through, When they
looked at that topography, it made sense to cross the road. But when you look at the topography now, with
Deer Hill in place and the road graded back, the ridgeline does not cross the road. The ordinance demands
that the more recent field drawing topography be used.

Secondly, Chair Ateljevich said they have to remember that there were certain conditions placed in the
general plan which list four criteria. She felt any scenario that they develop should meet the same criteria
which is to protect and enhance the rural character of the area; preserve prominent views; include

development standards that maintain the semi-rural character of the area and community; and utilize the
property south of Deer Hill Road to heip communicate the image of Lafayette as a semi-rurai community.
Chair Atefievich doesn't believe they should spend city money for developing too many scenarios. She thinks
it ought to be toned down o one or two.

Commissioner Holt asked if some of the tasks can be combined.

Commissioner Harris agreed that ten different paths on parcel 27 seem like an awful lot,
Chair Atelievich said she would rather focus on one or two of them.

Commissioner Marris thought it was important that they get some sense visually of that site.
Chair Atelievich said they would also have to evaluate the impression it would give,

Vice Chair Mitchell said because the City Council and the owner of properties 27 and 28 wanted a rural
designation, he would propose eliminating Task K and L which recommends studying an office option.

Ms. Srivatsa asked Vice Chair Mitchell if he was talking about 27 & 28.
Vice Chair Mitchell said he was talking about 28.

Ms. Srivatsa said she didn't think they were in agreement that it should only be residential.
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Vice Chair Mitchell suggested staff check the minutes because he remembers specifically asking the
representative if they were looking for an office zoning. They said no, they wanted residential. They further
clarified it by saying they would prefer multi-residential and that they were not looking for office use.

Chair Ateljevich said one scenario they should look at is multi-residential.

Commissioner Chastain said thal's not exactly the way he remembered it and he’s not quite sure what to do
with Vice Chair Mitchell's statement.

Commissioner Holt agreed that he would also like to revisit that and thinks it's appropriate to at least look at
office use, and not just residential.

Chair Ateljevich read into the record the action that the City Council took. “It was motioned by Mr. Tatzin
and seconded by Mr. Horn to direct staff to initiate a general plan amendment for the seven parcels as
outlined in the eastern Deer Hill Road area and that parcels with APO zoning (27 & 28) be changed to
residential zoning.

Ms, Srivatsa apologized and indicated she misunderstood Vice Chair Mitchell. She thought he said that the
property owner wanted residential, not the City Council.

Vice Chair Mitchell indicated his recollection was the property owner did not request an office zoning.
Ms. Srivatsa indicated staff can go back and check the minutes.

Vice Chair Mitchell stated he could be wrong, but he asked the owner specifically about that so it should show
up in the minutes.

Chair Ateljevich pointed out the Council's motion was for residential.

Ms. Srivatsa said although the list of tasks seems very lengthy, it's for a specific area in 27 & 28. Essentially
lots 27 & 28 have three distinct zones — the flat area on top of the hill; the Christmas tree lot; and the former
gas station. To answer Commissioner Holt's question, one could combine these to create schematics for the
three portions.

Chair Ateljevich said the slope in the back of Lot 28 is about 70% slope, which is steep. In the
constraints analysis, it doesn’t point out any soils problems there but it is a landslide in the making.
Because it is all crumbly and it looks like half the property is going to come down any day now, it simply

isn’'t a very buildable site. In order to put it to use, regardiess of what use, the slope will have to be repaired
and a very high retaining wall will have fo put in.

Commissioner Harris said that coupled with the gas station and high school across the street — he couldn’t
see putting houses in that area.

Chair Atelievich said she can't either. Regardless of what it's zoned for — she believes the density will be
controlied by the Hillside Ordinance. She does not see how anything can be built on Lot 28.

Commissioner Holt disagreed with the Chair and felt residential was totally inappropriate.
Chair Ateljevich didn't think it should get built at ali.

Commissioner Hoit pointed out it's a legal Iot of record so you can’t just say that. If he could persuade his
fellow Commissioners to agree with him on Lot 28, they can at least make a recommendation tonight.

Commissioner Chastain asked what are they trying to decide tonight is to what extent it will be studied. He
does not want to just have it truncated because of people’s opinion of what should happen there. He
remembers the discussion and recalls the Commission was unsure as to exactly what to do. Otherwise, they
would have voted along with the City Council and moved forward with this. But he remembers the discussion
that more information was needed. The guestion now is how much more information is needed. He would
feel more comfortable about making a decision if he had more information about what the capacity is for some
of the lots,
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Commissioner Lovitt said he does not see any special problem with making the zoning fairly restrictive and
making it a residential zoning. I someone comes along with a better idea, they can always submit an
application for Commission consideration.

Chair Atelievich asked how many acres are on lot 27, the largest parcel.
Ms. Sinnetie indicated Lot 27 has 22 acres.

Chair Ateljevich said they should study single and multiple-residential. Regardless of what is decided, it's
going to depend on how well it can be done and how well it can meet the criteria of the general plan.

Commissioner Humann said he does not understand why they are spending a lot of time discussing this. He
would like to direct staff 1o look at the slope densily to determine the residential capacity and to send out the

RFPs.
Commissioner Chastain agreed it is a good idea because it doesn’t cost anything to send out RFP.
Chair Ateljevich asked if the slope density can be done right away.

Ms. Sinnette said that even though sending out an RFP doesn’t cost anything, staff time is involved as well as
the time it would take a consultant to prepare the proposal. She suggested they move forward with the slope
analysis o determine what the density will be so discussion can continue as to whether or not office space is
even viable and hone in betier on exactly what kind of development will be the bast fit.

Ms. Srivatsa said she is going to disagree with Ms. Sinnette. She indicated staff will condense the list of
scenarios which involved very low density residential as determined by the Council; a single family model; a
muiti-family model; and one that involved some low density offices and send it out. By the time the
Commission gets the slope density calculations, staff will know at that point how much that will cost.

Chair Ateljevich closed the public pertion of the hearing.

Commissioner Holt moved and Commissioner Harris seconded to direct siaff to proceed with Ms,
Srivatsa’s suggestion.

AYES: Ateljevich, Chastain, Harris, Holt, Humann, Loviti, and Mitchell
NOQOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS (Estimated start time: 10:00 pm™)

A, L02-06 & HDP46-06 JIM LOUIE FCR T-MOBILE (APPLICANT), TEMPLE ISAIAH
(OWNER), R-40 ZONING: Request for; (1 ) Land Use permit pursuant to Section 6-7103(i) of
the Lafayette Munampai Code (LMC) (2) Hillside Devetopment Permit pursuant to Section &-
2015 LMC, and (3} Be: : - MG™ to increase the
height of an existing wireless teiephone antenna ‘tree pole from 35-ft to 50-ft. and instal six
new antennas and a 368 sq.ft. equipment shed, located within the Hillside Overlay District at
Temple Isaiah, 3800 Mt. Diablo Boulevard. APN 241-010-0486.

{(*applicable only to residential deveiopment)

V07-06 JIM LOUIE FOR T-MOBILE (APPLICANT), TEMPLE ISAIAH {(OWNER), R-40
ZONING: Request for: (1) Variance from Section 6-7107(a) of the Lafayette Municipal Code to

increase the height of an existing wireless telephone antenna ‘tree pole’ from 35-ft. to 50-ft,
where the maximum permitted structure height is 35-ft., located at Tempile Isaiah, 3800 Mt
Diablo Boulevard. APN 241-010-046.

Recommendation: Consider the application and continue to a date certain to allow the
applicant to revise the project plans based on staff and Commission comments.
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Conceptual Development Studies for Eastern Deer Hill Area

Scope of Work

Purpose: Prepare conceptual studies showing the potential development capacity for two properties
in the Eastern Deer Hill Area. The properties are APN 232-150-027 (parcel 27) and APN 232-150-
028 (parcel 29). Parcel 27 is 22.26 acres and parcel 28 is 1.91 acres. Both parcels are zoned APO -
Administrative/Professional Office District.

Policy Considerations: The conceptual development studies shall be based on the following intent,
goal, and policies of the General Plan as they relate to the Deer Hill Road corridor and entryway to
Lafayette (ignore references to a specific plan).

Deer Hill Road, a major arterial in Lafayette, runs parallel to Hwy 24 from Pleasant
Hill Road to Happy Valley Road. As stated in the Circulation Element, the primary
traffic generator along this arterial is the BART station and its attendant parking lots.
Both the freeway and Deer Hill Road serve as dividing lines between the Downtown
to the south and the semi rural single-family residential neighborhoods to the north.
The development allowed under current zoning along the Deer Hill Road corridor
must be consistent with Lafayette’s semi rural community identity.

Eastern Deer Hill Road (from Elizabeth Street east to Plegsant Hill Road). This
area, particularly the triangular shaped parcel south of Deer Hill Road, is the most
significant undeveloped property in the community because of its high visibility, its
location as an entryway to the community, and its proximity fo major thoroughfares
as well as regional open space. For these reasons, any development that occurs
should be consistent with the semi-rural character of the community. This area
deserves a careful and detailed analysis of all the opportunities and constraints that
will form the basis of future land use decisions.

Goal LU-13: Ensure that the Eastern Deer Hill Road area near the intersection
of Pleasant Hill Road is developed, where development is appropriate, in a
manner consistent with Lafayette’s community identity.

Policy LU-13.1 Preserve and enhance the semi rural single-family residential
character north of Deer Hill Road where not adjacent to
Pleasant Hill Road.

Policy LLU-13.2 Consider options for development south of Deer Hill Road

and north of Deer Hill Road where adjacent to Pleasant Hill
Road.

ATTACHMENT 3



Program LU-13.2.2:  Prepare through a community planning process an Eastern
Deer Hill Road Specific Plan that includes the following
requirements:

a) Protect and enhance the rural character of the area north
of Deer Hill Road where not adjacent to Pleasant Hill
Road.

b)  Preserve prominent views.

c) Include development standards that maintain the semi-
rural character of the area and the community,

d) Unlize the property south of Deer Hill Road to help
communicate the image of Lafayette as a semi-rural

community,
Policy LU-5.1 Residential Entryways: Residential entryways to the City
should be distinctive and attractive features of the City’s
Iandscape.

Program LU-5.1.2: Prepare a specific plan for the following
entryways and establish appropriate design guidelines:
Acalanes Road, ...Consider preserving the northwest corner
of Pleasant Hill Road and Highway 24 in as natural a state as
possible. These plans should seek to:

I} Incorporate design features that create a semi-rural
atmosphere,

2) preserve prominent views by Hmiting the height of
development, where necessary,

3) provide distinctive native landscaping, and

4) increase setbacks from the street.

Development Criteria: The conceptual development studies shall use the existing topographical
base map prepared by HIW and the Eastern Deer Hill Opportunities and Constraints Analysis.
Development shall conform to the standards listed below.! Development shall assume that site
grading will be kept to a minimum or would primarily constitute grading within building foundation
walls. Below ground parking can be considered. Each development concept (task) shall include the
assumed number of dwelling units, square footage of office/institutional space, and number of
parking spaces. The studies should also incorporate points of ingress and egress to the sites and how
they relate to existing constraints such as roadway grades, medians, and signalized intersections.

The deliverables for each task shall include a site plan, appropriate number of cross-sectional
drawings to illustrate potential cut and fill and building elevations and cross-sectional drawing(s) of
the mass and scale of development as seen from adjacent public rights-of-way including State
Highway 24 and Pleasant Hill Road. A 15-degree declination study shall be included for any
development within the ridgeline setback area pursuant to Chapter 6-20, sections 6-2023(c) and 6-
2029.

! Excluding parking, site development standards are based on the standards of the APQ district.
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Height
(a) Buildings shall not exceed the height limitations indicated in Figure 6-1006 (see copy of

APO zoning description).
(b) If any portion of a building or structure lies across the boundary line of a height limitation
area, the minimum height requirement of the most restrictive area will apply.

Side yards
Side yards shall be at least 50 feet wide.

Rear yards
Rear yards shall be at least 25 feet wide.

Setback from public right-of-way
One-story structures shall be at least 25 feet from the right-of-way of any public street and
multiple-story structures shall be at least 50 feet from the right-of-way of any public street.
No parking shall be allowed in the area separating a structure from a public right-of-way and
the area shall be landscaped.

Landscaping
Twenty percent of the property shall be landscaped.

Parkin
Residential: 1.5 parking spaces per unit; 1 guest parking space for each 5 units
Offices: 1 space per 250 square feet of gross floor area.

Tasks: Each task will study a development concept as outlined below.
Task 1 — Area of parcel 27 located northeast of the drainage channel (approximately 1.76 ac.)

LA Single-story office uses

1.B  Low-density single-family residential (2 dwelling units/acre)

1.C  Two-story low-density multifamily residential (maximum 17 dwelling units/acre)
1.D  Three-story low density multifamily residential (maximum 17 dwelling units/acre)

Task 2 — Area of parcel 27 located southwest of the drainage channel (approximately 20.49 ac.)

2.A  Two-story office/institutional uses

2.B  Clustered low-density single-family residential (17 dwelling units/acre)
2.C  Two-story low density multifamily residential (17 dwelling units/acre)
2.D  Three-story low density multifamily residential (17 dwelling units/acre)

Task 3 - Parcel 28 (approximately 1.91 ac)
3.A  Single-story office use

3B  Two-story office use
3.C  Two-story low density multifamily residential (17 dwelling units/acre)



DESIGN, COMMUNITY & ENVYIRONMENT

1625 SHATTUGK AVENUE Novernber |, 2007

SUITE 300 Ms. Christine Sinnette
BERKELEY, CA 94709 Cityofl.&fayeﬁe
TEL: 510 848 38153 3675 Mt Diablo Boulevard
FAX: 510 848 4315 Lafayette, CA 94549

Re: Deer Hill Road Design Studies

Dear Christine:

Thank you for requesting a proposal from DC&E to conduct the design studlies for the two
parcels strategically located along Deer Hill Road. We understand the significant role these
parcels play in conveying the City's unique rural character. DC&E looks forward to
developing the design studies for these parcels that build upon the Lastern Deer Hill
Onportunities and Constraints Analysis in coordination with existing goals and policies.

After reviewing the scope of work prepared by the City and the Eastemn Deer Hill
Opportunities and Constraints Andlysis we have prepared the scope of work, schedule and
cost proposal, as detailed below.

1 SCOPE OF WORK

We propose a series of tasks that will provide the City with a better understanding of the
development potential of Parcels 27 and 28. In Tasks A B, and C, DC&E will study
development prototypes for specific sites on these parcels. Fach of the studies outlined in
these tasks will include the number of assumed dweliing units, the square footage of
officefinstitutional space, the number of parking spaces, and points of ingress and egress in
relation to site constraints. Deliverables for each task will include a site plan, building
elevations, massing diagrams and the appropriate number of cross-sectional drawings 1o
flustrate potential cut and fill required of specific development concepts. DCE&E will also
prepare | 5-degree declination studies for development concepts on any parcels or areas of
parcels within the CRy's Ridgeline Setback.

The design studies will use the existing topographical base map and Eastern Deer Hill

Opportunities and Constrainis Analysis.  DC&E assumes that the City will provide digital
copies of these files,

ATTACHMENT 4



Ms. Christine Sinnette
Novemnber |, 2007
page 2

Task A. Northeast Parcel 27 Design Studies

Neortheast Farcel 27 is a |.76-acre site located northeast of the drainage channel in parcel
27, DCAE will study the following development prototypes for this site:

+ Single-story office uses

+ Low-density single-family residential (2 dwelling units/acre)

+ Two-story low density mubti-family residential (maximum |7 dwelling units/acre)
¢ Three-story low density multi-family residential (maximum {7 dwelling units/acre)

Task B. Southwest Parcel 27 Design Studies

Southwest Parcel 27 is an approximately 20.49-acre site located southwest of the drainage
channel in Parcel 27. As a portion of this site is within & Class | Ridgeline Setback, i5-
degree declination studies will be included as appropriate. The development prototypes for
this site include:

+ Two-story office/institutional uses

¢ Clustered low density single-family residential (17 dwelling units/acres)
+ Two-story fow density multi-family residential (17 dwelling units/acre)
+ Three-story low density muttifamily residential (17 dwelling units/acre)

Task C. Parcel 28 Design Studies

Farcel 28 is an approximately | .91-acre site. As the entire site falls within Class | Ridgeline
Setback area, this task will include |5-degree declination studies. Due to its parcel size and
topography, the site is constrained. Therefore, variances 10 existing setback ordinances may
need to be studied with appropriate mitigations. The development prototypes for this site
include:

+ Single-story office use
+ Two-story office use
+ Two-stary low density multifamily residential (17 dwelling units/acre)

Task D. Planning Commission Hearing (optional task}

I desired by the City, DC&E will attend one Planning Commission hearing 1o present an
overview of the Design Studies and answer questions.
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SCHEDULE

[C&E is able to commence work on any of the tasks fisted above as soon as we receive
the City's authorization to proceed, and obtain a digtal copy of the topographic base
drawing for the sites. The design studies will be submitted to City staff In advance of the
Planning Commission hearing scheduled for February, 2008,

COST

DC&E has developed the series of tasks detailed in Section | based on the City's RFP. The
costs for each of the tasks are shown below.

Task A Northeast Parcel 27 Design Studies $7,500
Task B Southwest Parcel 27 Design Studies $8,500
Task C  Parcel 28 Design Studies $8,500
Task D Planning Commission Hearing {Optional Task) $300

DC&E will complete the tasks in this scope of work for fixed fees not to exceed these
amounts, DC&E guarantees that it will complete a contracted scope of work for the
contracted cost. Any in-contract ovenruns are absorbed by the firm and are not passed on
1o the client.

If vou shouid desire, we can refine or adjust the scope of work detailed in Section |,

Please do not hesitate to contact me i you need more information. DC&E looks forward
to working with you on these exciting and strategic studies for Lafayette.

Sincerely,
Tom Ford, AiCP
Principal
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