CITY OF LARKSPUR

Staff Report
DATE: July 18, 2001
TO: City Coundil
FROM: Raobert J. Pendoley, Consulting Planner
SUBJECT: Draft Centrd Larkspur Specific Plan

ACTION REQUESTED

Forward draft Specific Plan to Planning Commission for preparation of EIR and public
hearings

REFERENCE
Specific Plan Work Program
FISCAL IMPACT

The edimated cost of completing the Environmenta Impact Report is $70,000. The
2000-01 budget provides a $25,000 appropriation for this part of the project. If needed,
the additional estimated $45,000 can be appropriated at the mid-year budget review.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS
An Environmenta Impact Report isrequired

BACKGROUND

In July, 1999, the City Council appointed a 19-member advisory committee to oversee
preparation of the Centra Larkspur Specific Plan, or CLASP. The CLASP Committee
met 24 times over the next 22 months. On June 5, 2001 the Committee completed its
work by voting to endorse the plan and recommend that the City Council forward it to the
Panning Commission for an EIR and public hearings.

Committee members worked tirdlessdy throughout the process. There were rardly more
than one or two voting members absent. Meetings frequently went late into the evening
and sometimes involved severa sessons in a month. The Committee was “hands-on” and
proactive; members did more than just react to saff and consultant recommendations. For
example, the members expanded the dternative concept plans initialy proposed by the
consultants to include two others generated by the Committee. The Committeg's
dternatives spanned the range of views that were heard throughout the process. One
concept was for very low-densty development on the Niven property — 40 homes and
four acres of play fields. The other Committee-initiated dternative was for 105 homes.



The find vote on the draft plan (with thirteen members digible to vote) was ten in favor
and three opposed. Two members — Maryjane Dungtan and Judy Saffran -- voted againgt
the plan because they fet the single-family homes would be too large and that the plan
would not adequately assure that the affordable units will be built. Ms. Saffran and Ms.
Dungtan dso dated that the plan does not go far enough to integrate the affordable units
into the rest of the project. Debora Busse voted againgt endorsing the plan because she
fdt it would permit too much development, especidly in terms of traffic impacts.

The Centrd Larkspur Specific Plan sets guiddines for development thet reflect dements
of Larkspur's traditiond neighborhoods such as Bdtimore Park and Downtown. For
example, this new neighborhood would have a variety of housng types and Szes. The
draft plan cdls for predominantly low-density development, but includes pockets of
medium and high dendty. A traditiond neighborhood park is included. As in the older
neighborhoods, resdents would be able to wak to schools, shopping and public
trangportation. Green space would define the public pathways, and the creek would be
protected and integrated into the neighborhood. Development would be required to
provide a variety of public amenities.

The draft plan is comprehensve, covering land use, transportation, utilities, desgn and
implementation, as wedl as the City Council’s goads and principles developed by the
Committee. This gaff report focuses primarily on the land use recommendetions as an
introduction to the plan.

Figure 1. Parcel Identification

Parcel Current Use Areainacres
1 Nazari — commercial 1.44
2 City-Larkspur Plaza entrance 0.05
drive
3 City parking lot 0.45
4 Larkspur Plaza Shopping Center 2.21

5 Gas station 0.57



Parcel 1 — The Nazari property is planned for mixed-use development with retal on the
ground floor on Magnolia Avenue, and a combination of commercid office and/or
housing on the remainder of the property. The preferred use is a smdl hotel or a B and B.
A “boutique’ hote would be ided for this property because it would be a low traffic
generator, it would support Downtown businesses and there is a need for upscae visitor
accommodations in the area A smdl hoted or B and B would dso make a modest
contribution to the City’ s Trangent Occupancy Tax.

The plan recommends that ralroad buildings be restored, and that they should be
avalable for reuse in the full range of busnesses dlowed by the zoning ordinance. By
regtricting the dlowed lot coverage to 40%, a privately owned, publicly accessble plaza
could be built around the ralroad buildings. The Nazari property would retain the .8 FAR
dlowed by the Generd Plan with a potentid of approximately 50,000 square feet of
mixed-use development.

Parcel 2 — This smdl (2,220 square feet) City-owned property includes an easement for
the Albertson's driveway. The driveway should be redigned to a more efficient
configuration. This would free up a portion of the property that could be sold or traded to
the Nazari property.

Parcel 3 — The Committee identified three options for the City-owned parking lot at the
corner of Ward Street and Magnolia Avenue. The preferred option is to retain the parking
lot and reconfigure it for more spaces. The parking lot could aso be landscaped o that it
can be used occasiondly as a plaza for community events. A second option (in order of
preference) b to trade or sdl the property for a portion of Parcel 1 that would be used for
a new library. A third option would be to sdl the property and use the proceeds to build a
larger public parking lot in a nearby location.

Parcel 4 — The draft plan does not anticipate Sgnificant changes in the current uses of the
Albertson’s property. The Generd Plan would alow the grocery store to expand by 4,500
square feet. The gpecific plan includes design guiddines to assure that expanson would
not conflict with other properties in the area and that good pedestrian linkages could be
provided.

Parcel 5 — The plan recognizes that the gas dation is an important neighborhood service
and recommends that it be kept.

Parcel 6 — No changes are proposed for the American Legion property. In the event the
Legion should decide to sdl the property in the future, it could be redeveloped with a
commercid use or up to five resdentid units.

Parcel 7 — Up to 85 homes would be permitted on the Niven property. The recommended
housng mix is
?? 23 to 33 cottage homes, ranging from 1,000 to 1,700 square feet a a density of
8.5 units per acre. The majority of these homes would be less than 1,500 square
feet.
?? 25 to 35 dngle family homes. At least 25% of these homes would be less than
3,000 square feet.



7? 27 dfordable multifamily units. The plan proposes that 1.2 to 1.5 acres be made
available for purchase by a nonprofit housng sponsor or developer for a
minimum of 16 months following approvd of the tentative mep (the present
option holder on the Niven property suggested this policy). If the purchase is not
exercised, the developer would have the right to construct an additiona 12 cottage
units and would be required to provide 10% of the tota number of units in the
project as affordables.

If the 27 affordables are built, the tota number of market rate homes would be 58 or less.
If the large affordable project is not built, the maximum number of homes that could be
on the property would be 70, of which 63 would be market rate.

The plan would adso permit up to 4000 square feet of retal on Parcd 7, a smadl
neighborhood park and a public parking lot.

ANALYSIS

The Committee recognized it would be necessary to make tradeoffs to arive a a plan
that balances the gods sat by the City Council and that responds to the divergent
concerns raised by the community. Important issues and trade-offs in the plan ae
discussed below.

Housing density

The specific plan would dlow the Niven property to develop a an aggregate dendty of 5
units per acre. Within this overdl range the Committee has recommended a mix of
dengties in order to promote a pededtrian friendly neighborhood, to reflect the mix of
housng in downtown and other nearby neighborhoods, and to maximize the opportunities
for afordable housng. A compact development pattern would help to make space
avalable for parkland, creek buffers and other important amenities. Mixing dendty is a
tradeoff that helps to balance goas for the project.

Traffic

The proposed plan would increase overdl treffic volumes in the area, but, with one
exception, dl of the affected intersections would perform better than the standard set by
the Generd Plan (the intersection of King and Magnalia dready fals the City's standard,
and would continue to do so. This could be mitigated with a traffic sgnd). This would be
largely due to the overdl mix and dendty of uses recommended by the Committee and
intersection improvements that are dready included in the City’s cgpitd improvement

plan.

Committee members did consder a more intense dternative. This concept could have
provided more housing, and traffic would have been greater, dthough ill within the
Gengrd Plan gtandard. Committee members, including the staunchest housing advocates,
decided againg this aternative on the grounds that there needed to be a tradeoff between
housng and the totd volume of treffic in order to mantan quaity of life and to win
support for the plan.



Design character

CLASP would continue the Generd Plan and Downtown Specific Plan policies that alow
properties on Magnolia Avenue to develop at a .8 Floor Area Ratio. As a trade-off for this
relatively intense development potentid, the CLASP Committee would require dgrict
design controls to assure that Magnolia Avenue remains a place where people want to
wak. For example, while buildings on the Nazari property could be permitted to go to
three stories, most of the third story would have to be setback at least 15 feet from the
front of the building. This would dlow a new building to use the FAR given by the
Generd Plan, but keep the visud scde compaible with other buildings on Magnolia
Avenue.

One effect of a compact development paitern on the Niven property is that single-family
lots and homes could be rddively large. As a trade-off, the draft specific plan
recommends a series of desgn standards that will vary lot Szes and dtreet-frontage
widths to provide a greater range of home sizes and a more diverse gppearance. Proposed
design techniques include detached garages a the side or rear of the home, front porches,
and shared driveways to break up the lot pattern.

Connections

The draft specific plan favors pedestrians over cars. The proposed road pattern
discourages through traffic on both exiding neighborhood streets and on the planned
resdentia dreets indde the project area. The plan outlines a sysem of pedestrian paths
and bikeways in the project area that link to Downtown, Larkspur Plaza, schools, parks,
public trangt stops and the nearby neighborhoods. Through traffic for walkers and
bicycles will be convenient and attractive.

Environmental protection

The firg phase of the planning process was an assessment of environmentad issues. The
most sengitive natura resource in the project area is the creek at the eastern and southern
boundaries of specific plan. The Cdifornia Depatment of Fish and Game sometimes
accepts a 25-foot setback from the top of creek banks as an adequate protection measure.
The EIR biologist for the specific plan and the planning consultant recommended a 50-
foot setback to maintain the habitat and protect anima species in the sream and
associated wetland. The Friends of Corte Madera Creek urged the Committee to hold
development on the Niven property 100 feet from the top of bank.

The Committee chose an overdl average setback of 75 feet with a minimum setback of
50 feet. The Committee wanted to assure that wetland resources would be protected, but
adso recognized the need to leave room to achieve ther housing objectives. The
Committee recognized that they could trade higher dendty for an increased creek setback
and 4ill accomplish their housing gods.



Community amenities

The Committee conddered a range of community amenities for incusion in the specific
plan:

?? Neighborhood park — the Committee included five possble locations for a park,
dthough none is shown on the Generd Plan. The Committee fet that a park
would enhance the qudity of this new neighborhood and, depending on the
location, could serve as a bridge to other neighborhoods.

?? Community center and play fidds —the Committee sudied a five-acre playfied
and community center in its dterndives andyds, but ultimady decided agangt
the idea The CLASP Committee acknowledged that the 2050 Committee had
found that additiond community recregtion faciliies are not judified in light of
the joint City/School didrict facility a Hal Middle School. The Committee dso
felt that the trade- off in terms of lost housing would not be acceptable.

?? Police station — the Committee examined possible stes for a new police gation,
based on the 2050 Committee's finding that a new headquarters building is
needed. The CLASP Committee did not find a suitable location in the project
area

?? Additional Downtown parking — The CLASP Committee incorporated the
Downtown Parking Plan recommendation for a 50- to 100-space public parking
lot on the Niven propety. The Committee felt that the trade-off of housng
opportunity for public parking would hep to support Downtown's economic
vitdity.

?? Railroad plaza — the Committee baanced the need to preserve the historic
rallroad dation buildings and the city’s limited financid resources. The draft plan
recommends a privately owned, publicly accessble plaza, around the ralroad
buildings. Requiring that the buildings not be moved, dlowing a subgtantid Hoor
Area Rdio (condgtent with the Generd Plan and today’s zoning) and limiting lot
coverage will make a modest plazafeasible.

?? Library options — The Committee’s preferences for the Nazari property and the
city parking lot are for a mixed-use project on Nazari featuring a smal hotd, and
to refurbish the parking lot to get more spaces. However, the Committee was
willing to condder trade-offs to accommodate the 2050 Committee's
recommendation that the library be moved. The draft specific plans includes a
concept that would trade the parking lot for the north end of the Nazari property.
A second trade-off would dlow the library to be built on the parking lot property.
In either case the public parking would have to be replaced.

Historic preservation

The plan would protect the higtoric ralroad buildings. Policies in the plan require that it
be restored and preserved in its origind design, and that the buildings be kept in their
higtoric location. It is dso dgnificant that the plan would adopt the U.S. Secretary of
Interior's guidelines for new condruction in historic aress. This would assure that the
higtoric context of Magnolia Avenue is preserved and enhanced.



NEXT STEPS

The adoption process for specific plans is the same as the process used to adopt the
Genegrd Plan: public hearings a the Planning Commission, followed by public hearings
a the City Council. The plan may be approved as recommended by the advisory
committeg; the Commission and/or City Council may modify the proposed plan; or the
plan can be rgjected.

CLASP is a “project” as defined by the Cdifornia Environmenta Qudity Act (CEQA)
and must go through the environmental review process before the proposed or modified
gpecific plan can be adopted. In this case, the City Council decided at the beginning of
the process that an Environmenta Impact Report would be prepared.

The firg step in the CEQA process is for the Planning Commisson to conduct a public
hearing to “scope’ the EIR. Although the City Council has dready determined that a full
EIR will be prepared, a scoping hearing is dill required to identify points for emphass.
The scoping hearing can dso be used to determine the dternaives that should be
analyzed in the EIR. CEQA requires that the EIR assess the impact of dternatives to the
project (including a “no project” dterndtive). Typicdly, EIRs assess a& least one larger
and one smdler dternative. In this case it will dso be important to assess alternatives
with different mixes of land uses.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commisson hold a workshop before the scoping
hearing to dudy the draft specific plan. This will hep the Commisson a the scoping
hearing, especidly as they develop dterndives for the EIR. The atached timeline would
schedule a workshop in Augudt. If this schedule were followed, the Commisson could
conduct its scoping hearing in September, and public hearings on the EIR could begin in
February. This schedule would avoid hearings during the summer vacation and winter
holiday periods. Staff requests Council comment on the draft timeline.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council forward the draft Central Larkspur Specific Plan
dong with your comments to the Planning Commisson. Staff dso asks the Council
provide direction on the recommended timdine, including the suggesion for a Planning
Commission workshop in August.



Attachment 1

Central Larkspur Specific Plan

Suggested Timeline
EIR and Plan Adoption

Event Month
Planning Commission workshop August
Planning Commission scoping hearing September
Draft EIR prepared September to December
Draft EIR circulated December to January

(45 days)
Planning Commission public hearing, draft EIR February’
Draft Final EIR prepared February
Planning Commission public hearing, draft final EIR March
Planning Commission public hearing, Specific Plan March
City Council hearings begin on draft Final EIR and CLASP May

" More than one meeti ng may be needed to finish thiswork. Additional meetings will affect the schedule.



