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REASON FOR SUPPLEMENT

This memorandum responds to questions raised ar the Rules Committee on May 25, 20085,
Although the items on the Council agenda pertain to the funding and contract administration of
the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP), a couple of Committee members had questions
regarding development phasing issues, While this memorandum seeks to address these
questions, the financing and phasing topics are not on the agenda for Council’s consideration.

BACKGROUND

In August 2002, the Council voted unanimously to initiate a specific plan for the Covote Valley.
At that time, the Council appointed & twenty-member task foree and agreed to 16 vision and
outcome statements. Mayer Ron Gonzales and Councilmember Forrest Williams co-chair the
task force. Several of the outcome statements rafar o “triggers” and phasing issues.

- In September 2004, the Council accepted the first progress report on the CVSP and reaffirmed
the vision and oufcome statements, At that time, the Council reinforced the importance of a
financially feasible plan for private development, recognizing that the City expected the property -
owners/developers to pay the upfront infrastructure costs. ' _

In January 2005, the Council accepted the second progress report and expressed interest in (he
specific financing and phasing approach to implement the Plan. In particular, Vice Mayor
Chavez looked forward to creative approaches that had not yet been pursued with the City’s
other adopted specific plans. Staff responded that this analysis would begin this year,

At the Rules Committee on May 25, 2005, Vice Mayor Chavez reiterated her interest in a
response to the financing and phasing question, In addition, Counciimember Chirco requested
clarification between “at will build" versus triggers.
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ANALYSIS
The Task Force, staff, and the consulting team are continuing to work on the phasing and
financing issues. Given their complexity and the keen interests of many stakeholders, these

issues are not expected to be resolved quickly. This memorandum provides a status of this work.

Wha.t are “Trigpers”?

The San Jose 2020 General Plan contains development “triggers” which must be satisfied before
any specific plan and residential zoning for Coyote Valley can be approved. These triggers
require 5,000 jobs, 1993 service levels, and fiscal stability with the State. In other words, the
triggers seek lo ensure job creation and fiscal stability before opening a new growth area at the
southern end of San Jose. The triggers demonstrate the City’s commitment to responsible
growth, ensuring high quality services to existing neighborhoods as well as the new Coyole area.

Triggers for job growth, revenue creation, and fiscal stability also indicate the need for Coyote
Valley to be fiscally self-sustaining.

What is “At Will Build™?

~ In contrast, “at will build” would allow developers to build according to the specific plan
dépending upon their own business interests without triggers (i.e., policy limitations) set by the
City Council. The “at will build” approach has warked well for infill locations where new
investment catalyzed revitalization. ;

This approach may not work well in Coyote Valley given the City’s track record in aftracting
housing development before job growth.

What is “Phasing of the Willing™?

The infrastructure costs for the new Coyote Valley community are substantial and require
thoughtful financing plan. Pursuant to the San Jose 2020 General Plan and Council direction,
these costs are to be borme by privaie property OWners or developers, not the City. Infrasiructure
investment should oceur in 2 logical sequence fo allow orderly growth of Coyote Valley. The
“phasing of the willing” acknowledges ‘he nesd for a financing program that is flexible to allow
property owners that are ready 1o build to pay their fair share of financing assessments and.
proceed to construction. Not all 260 property owners in the planned urban portion of Coyole
Valley may be ready to develop their properties for some time. This is because some of them are
residents and/or long time owners. Instead of “phasing of the willing,” this concept could be
called “financing of the willing.” '
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What is the Task Force Discussing about the Triecers?

Ttem Number 12 of the Council's CVSP Vision and Outcome Statements says that the “plan
must develop trigger mechanisms to ensure that increments of housing may not mave forward
until the appropriate number of jobs are constructed in a parallel timeline to maintain a
jobs/housing balance in Coyote Valley.”. This statement suggests that the General Plan triggers
may be modified as part of the CVSP process. It also indicates that the current 5,000-job trigger
could unleash all of the 25,000 housing units which may not result in a fiscally stable community
over the build out of the Specific Plan.

As aresull, on April 28, 2003, the co-chairs of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan Task Force
issued a memorandum elaborating on the vision and outcome statements particularly as they
related to phasing (see Attachment 1). When introducing this memorandum at the May 9" Task
Force meeting, Mayor Gonzales carefully explained that the ideas are starting points for
discussion and could be changed substantially based on Task Force discussion. The Mayor also
emphasized that the points intended to reinforce and/or strengthen the City’s key goals far '
Coyote Valley in terms of job creation, greenbelt preservation, affordable housing production,
ete.

The Mayor then facilitated an mgagh‘x%discussion amongst Task Force members on the first few
points. At its next meeting on June 20%, the Task Force is expected to continue its discussion of
the memorandum, In August, the Task Force is scheduled o begin refining these points. After
the Task Force has completed its work on these points, the Council is likely to consider them as
part of a future progress report on the Specific Plan, -

COORDINATION

The preparation of this supplemental memorandum was completed in coordination with the City
Attorney’s Office. ' '

STEPHEN M., HAASE, DIRECTOR.
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

Attachment:
1. Memorandum from Mayor Ron Gonzales and Councilmember Forrest Williams dated April 28,
2005 regarding CVSP Timing and Logistical Requirements Discussion.
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 When !hz:, City Cuurmll initiated the Coyote Valley Specific Plan process in 2003, it also approved 16
statements about vision and expected outcomes to serve as guidchncs for the Task Force. Among these was
the direction to address the issue of General Plan “triggers” related to the timing and phasing of future
development. Historically, these triggers would allow development to occur in specific increments cm]j,f after
specific prerequisites were achieved.

We believe we must include updated practical guidelines for the timing of potential development in our
recommendations to the City Council, With that in mind, we have prepared a very rough draft of “timing
and lopistical requirements” regarding the Coyote Valley phasing plan as 2 beginning point for Task Force
discussion. These are reflected in our notes to the vision and outcome statements (AttachmentI) and
SPLElflC discussion points (Attachment IT)

1. Development requirements: Phasing has been broadly defined in the Council’s 16 outcome statements
regarding Coyote Valley, but these leave room for a more detailed phasing plan specific to the CVSP.
Altachment T includes highlighted text accompanying the oulcome statements that suggests how each

tatz:me:ut could lead toward more specific requirements for dm elopment. g 2

% Phasing nflnfrastrucfum industrial development, hausmg, and services: The-Task Force has
discussed the concapt of “phasing by the willing” with planning staff, and they are’prepared to Jet the
market dictate who and what will go first. Attzchment II is our first attempt to develop a set of specific
‘triggers or requirements based on the Council’s vision and oufcome statements. We aimed at providing
maximum flexibility to allow market forces to drive actual implementation of the plan within the policy
goals and requnernmts originally established by the City Council.

3. Stakeholder and public involvement in a Development Requirement Plan: We must continue our .
strong commitment to work with the community in this matter. Steps should include a community
workshop similar to what we held at the earlier planning stages of the CVSP. By bringingthis to the
" community now, we can identify and address questions and concerns sooner so that development
requirements will have public support and be effective to achieve our long-term goals for Coyote Valley.






