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TO:        James L. App, City Manager 
 
FROM:     Ronald Whisenand, Community Development Director 
 
SUBJECT:    Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan Revisions 
 
DATE:       August 31, 2010   
 
 
 
Needs:  To consider a revised development concept and provide processing direction regarding the 

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

years.  The most recent Council direction on the plan followed a peer review from 
October 2007 (report attached). 

 
2. The property owners for CRASP met and discussed peer review revisions and their 

interests in moving the plan forward.  The Wurth Family, who own a majority of the 
land within CRASP (Areas 1-10 and 20) along with Wilcox, owner of Area 11 have 
agreed to finance the preparation of a revised Specific Plan.  Owners of the remaining 
areas either want to be excluded from the plan or are not interested in funding 
development concepts for their properties at this time. 

 
3. A new plan, titled “Chandler Ranch 2010 Concept Plan” has been submitted and 

reviewed by staff and Council’s Ad Hoc Committee of Strong and Picanco.  Pursuant to 
Council policy of May 2009, applicant driven specific plans can not move forward until 
they have been reviewed by the public and accepted for processing by the City Council.  
This special joint meeting of the Planning Commission and City Council is intended to 
meet this requirement. 

 
4. The purposes of the workshop are to hear a presentation on the latest concept plan 

(attached), receive input from the public, and provide direction to staff and the property 
owners on future Chandler Ranch specific plan efforts. 

 
Analysis & 
Conclusion: Property owners for a majority of the CRASP would like to move forward with a revised 

specific plan.  It is their believe that this latest plan addresses housing and land use goals of the 
General Plan as well as improvements recommended by the peer review report.  In offering 
feedback, the Commission and Council should answer the following questions: 

 
1. What areas should be included in CRASP? 
 
As the revised concept plan shows, Sub-Areas 18 and 19 are no longer within the specific 
planning boundary.  These areas lie between Union Road and Highway 46E and were planned 
for commercial uses in the original specific plan.  It made sense that these properties were 
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included in the original plan since Airport Road was intended to continue north through these 
parcels and tie into Highway 46 with an interchange.  The Caltrans’ Highway 46E Corridor 
Plan and the City’s draft Circulation Element now show that interchange moved west to Union 
Road. 
 
Sub-Areas 12-17 are included in the specific planning boundary but are shown without land 
uses or any specific neighborhood design features.  Unlike Sub-Areas 18 and 19, these 
southerly holdings are critical to the success of the CRASP.  Major backbone infrastructure, 
including roads, water, sewer, and other utilities need to be planned through these properties. 
 
Property owners of areas 12-17 are not willing to support financing of the specific plan at this 
time.  In order to not hold up those property owners wishing to move forward now, staff 
proposes the concept of “white holes” for non-participating properties.  General Plan densities 
would be reserved but not authorized until property owners process a Specific Plan 
Amendment and their own environmental document.  However, the location of backbone 
infrastructure would be set and in some cases these property owners would need to agree to 
improvements going through their property in advance of their own development plans.   
 

 Does the Council agree with removal of Sub-Areas 18 and 19 from the plan?  Doing 
so would require an amendment of the General Plan and should not occur until the 
Circulation Element is amended. 

 Does the Council support the concept of “white holes” thereby allowing planning of 
the remaining areas to move forward? 

 
2. Does the latest plan address earlier peer review comments? 
 
The property owner’s February 17, 2010 correspondence (attached) outlines how the latest 
concept plan addresses earlier peer review feedback.  In general, staff agrees that the latest plan 
is responsive to earlier feedback and has vastly improved from the 2005 version.  Circulation 
changes provide better neighborhood connectivity and achieve a greater degree of traffic 
calming.  Land uses remain pretty much as they had before, but with a wider variety of housing 
types.  Finally a number of “problem areas” where site topography presents design challenges 
(Areas 5-9), have been improved. 
 

 Have peer review comments been adequately addressed? 

 Are there any additional changes the Council would like to see? 
 

3. How do we illustrate grading? 
 
Grading has been perhaps the single largest design issue this plan has faced since its 
inception.  The most recent Council direction was for the property owners to prepare a 
physical model showing before and after grading.  The property owners will make a 
presentation on grading at the joint meeting and sample models will be available to view. 
 

 Does the Council still want to the property owners to prepare a physical model?  
Are there other options that would be preferred? 

 Are there particular areas where modeling efforts would be beneficial?  Previous 
areas of concern (steeper slopes) included Areas 2, 3B, 6, 7 and 8. 
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5. Where to from here? 

 
Current Council policy dictates that the Chandler Ranch and Olsen Ranch/Beechwood Area 
Specific Plans can not begin EIR processing until the City’s Circulation Element Update is 
completed.  The reason being these projects would require funding and construction of 
unnecessary and unwanted road infrastructure in order to comply with the 2003 Circulation 
Element.  The updated element will result in a more balanced transportation network that is 
more in keeping with Paso Robles’ small town character. 
 
In the meantime, should Council determine the 2010 Chandler Ranch Concept Plan merits 
consideration, the applicants could start work refining the plan and drafting a specific plan 
regulatory document that would be the subject of EIR processing.  Again, the EIR process 
can not begin until the Circulation Element update process is completed. 
 

 Does the Council wish to authorize further work on the CRASP?  Please note that 
while authorizing work to proceed in no way guarantees approval, the applicant will need to expend 
substantial money to move the plan forward. Council should therefore carefully consider if the 
CRASP is fulfilling the current General Plan vision for the area.  Also consistent with past 
direction, the costs for plan preparation and processing will be borne by the property owners. 

 Are there any changes the Commission or Council wish to have incorporated into 
the project? 

 
Policy 
Reference: Council Policy and Procedures, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.3, 2003 General Plan, Council’s 

Specific Plan processing direction of May, 2009 
 
Options: a. Provide explicit direction to City staff and property owners regarding whether and how the 

Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan is processed from this point.  
 
 b. Amend, modify or reject the foregoing option.  
 
 
Attached: 
 

1. Chandler Ranch 2010 Concept Plan (colored large sized copies are available for public review at City 
Hall and on the City’s website) 

2. February 17, 2010 and July 12, 2010 applicant correspondence  
3. Chandler Ranch Specific Plan Peer Review Report 

 














































































































