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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO THE FEIR 

A. BACKGROUND 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses the Oak Grove Planned Unit 
Development (PUD).  In compliance with Chapter 18.68 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code, 
a PUD Development Plan for the project was submitted to the City of Pleasanton on 
November 20, 2003.  The PUD application envisioned a 98-lot custom home development 
proposed for a 562-acre site in southeastern Pleasanton that was annexed to the City on 
December 31, 1991. 
 
The Draft EIR (DEIR) addresses both the 98-unit PUD Development Plan (the “original 
project”) and multiple alternatives.  One of these, Alternative 4, is found in the DEIR (Chapter 
1. Summary) to be the environmentally superior alternative. 
 
This alternative, a site plan of 51 custom lots, has been selected in lieu of the original project 
as the basis for City project consideration and approval. 
 
 

B. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

1. The Site 

The site’s eastern and southern boundaries lie at the City limits.  Beyond the City limits on 
the east and south, the neighboring use is agriculture (grazing) on lands owned by the Foley 
family.  To the west and north within the City limits are existing developments called (clock-
wise from the west) Kottinger Ranch, Vintage Hills II, and Grey Eagle Estates. 
 
The Oak Grove site is owned by the Lin family.  The current application, “Oak Grove,” is 
their second Development Plan proposal.  The first proposed project, Kottinger Hills, 
included 122 housing units, a golf course, and about 237 acres of open space proposed to be 
dedicated to the City.  That project was approved by the Pleasanton City Council in November 
3, 1992, as PUD-91-13.  The approval, however, was rescinded in a referendum election on 
November 2, 1993.  The project proposed in the Development Plan submitted in 2003 differs 
from the earlier project both in concept and in detail. 
 
2. The 51-Unit Proposed Project 

As noted in A. Background, above, the Development Plan is for 51 units to be constructed 
on custom home sites, in lieu of the 98 units originally proposed.  The 51 parcels would 
have an average size of 1.13 acres (ranging from 30,290 to 90,834 square feet) compared 
with just under 0.6 acres for the original project.  The homesites would be located along an 
eastward extension of Hearst Drive with approximately 27 parcels having frontage on Hearst 
Drive and the balance on cul-de-sacs served from Hearst Drive (Courts 1, 2, 3, and 4) or, in a 
few cases, private drives off the cul-de-sacs. 

  1 
 



 
The 51-unit Oak Grove project includes: 

 51 lots, each with a custom residence to be designed for individual lot owners and 
constructed at some future time consistent with Design Guidelines for development.  
The mandatory components of the Design Guidelines are presented in the DEIR as 
Appendix G.  The full set of Design Guidelines1 has been provided to the City and is 
available for public review at the Pleasanton Planning Department. 

 Roads and utility uses ancillary to the development (including a new water tank).  

 Approximately 497 acres of open space.  The open space will not be owned by a 
homeowners association, but will be dedicated by the applicant to the City of 
Pleasanton.  On this public open space, the City will plan, provide, and maintain a 
trails network expected to consist of a Class A regional trail, trail facilities including 
an onsite staging area, and a network of Class C community trails. 

 Securing of open space in perpetuity.  The City and the applicant expect to enter into 
a Development Agreement that will stipulate that the dedication of open space (to 
take place with the first subdivision map) shall be in perpetuity; an open space ease-
ment to the Tri-Valley Conservancy or a similar entity is expected to accomplish this 
purpose.  In addition, the General Plan update now in process would revise the land 
use designations for the site to correspond to the open space plan. 

 
 

C. PUBLIC REVIEW OF AND COMMENTS ON THE DEIR 

The DEIR was distributed for public review on June 30, 2006, with a review period of June 30 
through August 14, subsequently extended to August 29.  The Planning Commission 
reviewed and commented on the DEIR under two publicly noticed work sessions held on 
July 12 and August 23, within the 60-day review period permitted by the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Communications relating to the DEIR include the minutes of the Planning Commission 
hearings and written communications submitted by public agencies and private organiza-
tions and individuals.  These thirty communications, identified as “Communication A” 
through “Communication DD,” are presented in Chapter 3 of this document, with individual 
comments relating to the DEIR numbered in the margins.  Comment summaries and 
responses are presented in Chapter 2 of this document. 
 
Review of comments on the DEIR disclosed the need for corrections and clarifications to the 
original environmental document.  These corrections and clarifications are provided in FEIR 
Appendix J. DEIR Errata.  Among the corrections is a revision of the transportation conclu-
sions for the scenario including existing conditions, approved projects, and Oak Grove.  The 
DEIR’s conclusion that one intersection would operate at post-mitigation unsatisfactory 
level of service (LOS) has been corrected:  all 10 intersections affected by the project would 

                                                   

1 Oak Grove Residence Lot Design Guidelines and Oak Grove Open Space & Common Areas Design Guidelines, 
prepared by Berger Detmer Ennis Architects and M D Fotheringham, Landscape Architects, Inc., January, 
2007. 
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operate at satisfactory levels of service with the mitigation measures set forth in this 
document. 
 
With the revision just described, the project concept presented as DEIR Alternative 4 would 
have no unmitigated project impacts.  Two cumulative impacts – on oak grove woodland 
and on traffic at one intersection where no feasible mitigation has been identified – would 
remain. 
 
 

D. THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
 AND PROJECT REVIEW 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) on the Oak Grove Project consists of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) together with this comments-and-responses 
document and accompanying appendices.  As noted above, Appendix J is an Errata for the 
DEIR.  Appendices K, L, and M provide additional information and responses relating to 
issues considered in the DEIR and in the Responses to Comments.  Appendix N is the 
distribution list for the DEIR. 
 
Pleasanton’s consideration of the Oak Grove project is expected to include the following: 

 Review of the environmental documents; 

 Consideration of a Development Agreement between the City of Pleasanton and the 
applicant, specifying a series of obligations and entitlements of both parties; 

 Consideration of a Planned Unit Development Plan (“PUD” Development Plan) for 
Oak Grove (the “project” addressed by this FEIR); and  

 Conditions of Approval, further specifying requirements of the applicant relating to 
the implementation of the project. 

 
The Development Agreement, the PUD Development Plan, and the Conditions of Project 
Approval are mutually consistent and consistent with this Environmental Impact Report. 
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E. FEIR PREPARERS 

The FEIR has been prepared under the direction of the City of Pleasanton by the team of 
consultants originally engaged by Pleasanton to conduct the Oak Grove environmental 
analysis.  Contributors are as follows: 
 
Lead Agency 

City of Pleasanton 

Planning and Community Development
200 Old Bernal Avenue, P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA  94566-0802
 Jerry Iserson, Director of Planning 
 Donna Decker, Principal Planner 
      for Current Planning 
 Marion Pavan, Project Manager 
 

EIR Consultants 

EIR Prime Consultant 

Mundie & Associates 
3452 Sacramento Street 
San Francisco, CA 94118 
 Roberta Mundie, Principal 
 Suzanne Lampert, Senior Associate 

EIR Technical Consultants 
 
Aesthetics/Visual Resources 
Environmental Vision 
2550 Ninth Street, Suite 205 
Berkeley, CA  94710 
 Marsha Gale, Project Manager 
 
 
Air Quality 
Donald M. Ballanti 
Certified Consulting Meteorologist 
1424 Scott Street 
El Cerrito, CA  94530 
 Don Ballanti, Project Manager 
 
Biological Resources 
WRA, Inc. 
2169-G East Francisco Blvd. 
San Rafael, CA  94901 
 Tom Fraser, Project Manager 

 
 
Geology and Soils, Hydrology, and 
 Public Health and Safety 
BASELINE Environmental Consulting 
101 H Street, Suite L 
Petaluma, CA  94952 
 Bruce Abelli-Amen, Project Manager 
 
Noise 
Illingworth & Rodkin 
505 Petaluma Blvd. South 
Petaluma, CA  94952 
 Michael Thill, Project Manager 
 
 
Transportation 
Dowling Associates, Inc. 
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 Bill Cisco, Project Manager 
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CHAPTER 2 
COMMENT SUMMARIES AND RESPONSES 

Pleasanton Planning Commission 
 

A. PLEASANTON PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 COMMENTS BY COMMISSIONERS, JULY 12, 2006 
A 1 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  Was the selection of view sites reviewed with City staff to make sure that those 

would be the appropriate locations?  Did you review what was requested at the 
February scoping session?  [Fox]  Was the Bernal property one of the Downtown sites? 

   
  Response: 
  Master Response 3 (Appendix K) discusses the selection of viewpoints for the visual 

simulations of the project.  A wide range of viewpoints was considered, including the 
viewpoints suggested at the public scoping session (see DEIR footnote 12, p. 21).   

The selection of the viewpoints drew on (1) the existing conditions photos prepared 
by the EIR team’s visual consultant, Environmental Vision, (2) the computerized 
terrain model Environmental Vision prepared incorporating the topography of 
Pleasanton and the pre- and post-grading terrain of the site, and (3) field work by 
staff viewing the site from a wide range of Pleasanton locations.  The four vantage 
points serving as the viewpoints for the preparation of the simulations were selected 
in consultation between staff and the consultants from among the candidate view 
studies and additional site photographs.  Simulation views were selected to include 
representative views of the project within its landscape setting and from varied 
perspectives available to the public.   

The Bernal property was one of the Downtown sites from which views are presented 
in the EIR to illustrate the visual context of the Oak Grove site.  Figure 9b (p. 36) 
shows view 21, which looks toward the site from the eastern edge of residential 
development on the Bernal property.  Other views from Downtown are also pre-
sented in Figure 9b:  view 18 looks toward the site from Main Street at Civic Park and 
view 19 looks toward the site from Main Street at Abbie Street.  The Oak Grove site is 
not visible from either of the latter viewpoints. 

   
A 2 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  How was the biological assessment done, and who conducted it? 
   
  Response:  
  The biological assessment was conducted by WRA, Inc., as a subcontractor to the 

City’s EIR consultant, Mundie & Associates.  WRA has worked previously on 
Pleasanton projects, including (with Mundie & Associates) the EIR on the Bernal 
Property Phase II Specific Plan and the Master Plan for Bernal Community Park, and 
also on the golf course project.  

   
A 3 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  How many field surveys were done, and when? 
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  Response:  
  Field surveys conducted for the Oak Grove EIR biological analysis included: 

 Biological assessment for potential special status species habitat and other 
sensitive biological habitats throughout the site – August, 2004; 

 California red-legged frog protocol surveys in and around Ponds 1 and 2 – 
September-October, 2004; 

 California tiger salamander protocol larval surveys in Pond 1, Pond 2, and 
offsite detention pond aquatic habitat – March, April, and May, 2005; 

 Rare plant surveys throughout site (observing CDFG and CNPS guidelines) – 
March-July 2005; 

 Mapping of Viola pedunculata patches throughout site – March, 2005 

 Single Callippe silverspot survey by Dr. Richard Arnold, Consulting Entomol-
ogist – July, 2005; 

 CTS trapline protocol surveys surrounding Ponds 1 and 2 and the offsite 
detention pond – October-December, 2006; and 

 Callippe silverspot surveys by Richard Arnold – May-July, 2006. 

All surveys observed established protocols where such protocols have been 
established for the resource being considered.  (See response A5.) 

   
A 4 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  The company who did the surveys:  how were they selected and who paid 

them? 
   
  Response:  
  Surveys were conducted by WRA, Inc., whose work was undertaken as subcontractor to 

Mundie & Associates for the City’s EIR team, and by specialists under contract to WRA. 
  . 
A 5 Comment Summary: 
  [Fox]  How many hours does it take to do a survey?  Does the survey cover the whole 

site or is it done on a sampling basis? 
   
  Response:  
  Surveys for biological resources are designed so as to provide the maximum opportu-

nity to detect the target species at the time(s) of year when it is most likely to be 
evident on the site.  Resources agencies, particularly the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, have provided “protocols” that set forth specifications for when and how 
surveys of species of concern are to be conducted.  The individual surveys cover that 
portion of the site that would be required to be surveyed under the specifications of 
the protocol.  The amount of time required to conduct a survey depends on the 
extent of survey area to which protocol specifications apply and the requirements of 
the protocol.  A survey may be discontinued once the species in question is found. 

   
A 6 Comment Summary: 
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  [Arkin]  Have there been any landslides on the site?  If so, do they know how deep the 
landslide is?  [O’Connor]  Does the analysis take into account the 700,000 yards of 
soil that are going to be moved?  [Arkin]  When soil is moved on the site to create 
building pads and infrastructure installations that will be stable, is that stability 100 
percent risk-free? 

   
  Response:  
  The site plan for the project is based in part on a substantial geological field investi-

gation of the site.  As noted in the DEIR (p. 146), the site geotechnical report identi-
fies three specific relatively large landslides and presents mitigation of each of these 
features.  These slide areas are listed and described (including length, width, and 
thickness) in the DEIR, p. 140.  The investigation of the site leading to the identifica-
tion of these landslides included excavation and logging of 201 test pits, 718 linear 
feet of trenches, and drilling and logging of 11 soil borings.  These investigations 
provide detailed information on the profile and character of the landslides. 

One of the purposes of the detailed geotechnical study is to evaluate existing condi-
tions that may need mitigation for purposes of site development (DEIR Mitigation 
Measures F1, F2, and F3, pp. 148-151). 

Another purpose of the detailed geotechnical study is to provide direction for site 
grading that would result in substantial levels of soil movement, such as the 700,000 
cubic yards of soil cited in the comment.  Impact F2 is a summary statement of the 
slope instability considerations identified in the course of the geotechnical evaluation 
(DEIR, pp. 146-147). 

As the EIR consultant noted at the July 12, 2006 public hearing, the mitigation 
measures proposed are designed to minimize the probability of future earth move-
ment that might put people, property, or infrastructure at risk. 

   
A 7 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  Are any of the three current landslides in areas where homes would be 

constructed? 
   
  Response:  
  The three slide areas described in the DEIR, p. 140, are located in that description in 

terms of their proximity to project lots identified by lot number in the 98-unit site plan 
presented in DEIR Chapter 2.  Landslide locations in relation to the 51-unit Alterna-
tive 4 lots are as follows: 

Landslide 1 is in the northwestern portion of the site in the vicinity of Alternative 4 
parcels 3, 4, and 5.  The closest homesite (Lot 4) would be over 150 feet 
away from Landslide 1. 

Landslide 2  is in the southwestern portion of the site.  No homesites would be 
located in this area under Alternative 4; Balance Fill Area 1 would be 
located there. 

Landslide 3  is in the southern portion of the site.   No homesites would be located in 
this area under Alternative 4; the landslide area would be at the northern 
edge of Balance Fill Area 2, and south of lot 51 by approximately 200 feet. 
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A 8 Comment Summary: 
  It appears from the DEIR that one of the geology reports was prepared by Berlogar 

Technical Consultants.  Is that the same Berlogar who owns the property to the north 
of the site?  If so, does this represent a conflict of interest? 

   
  Response:  
  Frank Berlogar, president of BGC Berlogar Geotechnical Consultants, is the owner of 

one of the properties to the north of the site (Parcel 22 in the Vineyard Avenue 
Corridor Specific Plan area).  As noted by staff at the Planning Commission meeting, 
there is no reason to think that there would be a conflict of interest between the 
private interests of the adjoining landowners. 

   
A 9 Comment Summary: 
  [Fox]  Who is the geotechnical consultant on the EIR?  [Arkin]  How much did they 

rely on the Berlogar report? 
   
  Response:  
  The geotechnical consultant for the Oak Grove DEIR is BASELINE Environmental 

Consulting, whose work was undertaken as subcontractor to Mundie & Associates 
for the City’s EIR team.  The Berlogar report was one of many background studies 
referred to by BASELINE in conducting their analysis (see DEIR footnotes 43 to 65).   

   
A 10 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  Are all the homes going to be on cut or some going to be on fill?  Can a map 

of these conditions be provided? 
   
  Response:  
  The applicant has provided to the Planning Commission an oversize map prepared 

by MacKay & Somps showing the rough grading cut/fill map.  According to this map, 
of the 51 lots in Alternative 4, approximately 37 are partly or entirely on cut areas, and 
12 are on lots that would include some cut and some fill areas.  No lots are proposed 
entirely on fill areas. 

While no lots are entirely on areas that would have neither cut nor fill, a good number 
of lots have substantial surface areas that would be neither cut nor fill.  The allowable 
footprints of houses as laid out in the project’s Design Guidelines may have less cut 
or fill than the lot as a whole. 

   
A 11 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  Are there to be retaining walls, and are they necessary for the stability of 

homes or are they architectural retaining walls for landscaping, etc.?  What is the 
height of the retaining walls? 

   
  Response:  
  There would be three classes of retaining walls: 

 To stabilize an existing soil stability condition (like a mapped landslide) or weak 
surficial soils as the interface of the graded area and existing slope. 

 To stabilize land in areas where Heritage trees are to be retained and protected. 
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 As part of land contouring within development parcels (lots). 

Type 1 retaining walls could occur on development parcels (lots) depending on how 
close the lot owner wants to build to the edge of the native down slope.  As defined in 
the Berlogar soils report and recommendations, these edge-condition walls would 
likely be buried walls installed to ensure pad stability at the top of slope, so most (or 
all) of these walls would not be visible. 

Type 2 walls would occur on Alternative 4 lots 7, 27, 34, and 47 where Heritage trees 
would be preserved. 

Types 3 walls are not known at present but would be part of the site and landscape 
plan on individual lots, when those plans are developed. 

See response A12 for height of retaining walls. 
   
A 12 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  It seems like the number of retaining walls should be determined before we 

approve the project and not determined as a house by house Design Guideline. 
   
  Response:  
  One of the purposes of the Oak Grove Design Guidelines is to avoid the problem that 

occurs in some projects, when the scale of retaining walls makes them prominent 
visual features that call attention to the extent of land contouring undertaken for 
development. 

The provisions of the Mandatory Design Guidelines establish limits on the height of 
retaining walls (30 inches is the preferred maximum, with no retaining wall taller than 
five feet above finished grade).  Where more than five feet is to be retained, that 
would be accomplished by a series of smaller retaining walls (no more than five feet 
in height) placed at least five feet apart, and the base, the top and the space between 
these walls are to be planted with sizable landscaping materials to screen the view of 
the wall.  No wall is to run in a straight line for more than 30 feet. 

Thus, the Design Guidelines operate as a limit on the grading plan because no very 
tall or very long straight retaining walls would be permitted.  Limiting the number of 
retaining walls would work against the strategy of breaking up retaining walls into 
smaller elements where areas of sizable soil retention needs would exist. 

Note that the PUD Grading Plan that has been submitted to the City of Pleasanton as 
part of the PUD application shows retaining walls. 

   
A 13 Comment Summary: 
  [O’Connor]  In the 51-unit plan, how many of the lots would have had a grade of 

more than 25 percent before the cut for the pad of the house?  Would it be necessary 
to grade away the 25 percent slope in order to place a house on the building pad? 

   
  Response:  
  The applicant has provided to the Planning Commission an oversize map prepared 

by MacKay & Somps showing the parcel map for the 51-lot Alternative 4, with slopes 
shown in two categories:  0 to 25 percent, and above 25 percent. 

A rough count indicates that on about 38 lots, at least 20 percent of the surface area 
has a slope of less than 25 percent, while on about 13 lots, 80 percent or more of the 
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surface area exceeds a slope of 25 percent.  The allowable footprints of houses as laid 
out in the project’s Design Guidelines may include some areas with existing slopes in 
excess of 25 percent. 

   
A 14 Comment Summary: 
  [Fox]  DEIR p. 140 says that the geotechnical analysis relied upon the report [seems to 

refer to the report by Berlogar Geotechnical Consultants cited in footnote 64] to 
determine stability.  In looking at seismic impacts was there another consultant 
involved, or did that analysis also rely on the Berlogar report? 

   
  Response:  
  See response A9.  Also, as noted in the DEIR (p. 149), Mitigation Measure F2a 

provides that: 
The City Engineering Department and an independent certified professional licensed by the 
State and retained by the City shall review the design-level geotechnical report and grading 
plan for completeness prior to approval of the final grading/improvements plan.  Imple-
mentation of the approved grading plan and recommendations shall be established as a 
condition of approval for the project. 

The City retained Cotton Shires for the peer review of the geotechnical report and 
grading plan. 

   
A 15 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  Do the site plan and Design Guidelines permit second units, a poolhouse, or 

things like that?  If so, has that been taken into account in the DEIR?  Are there any 
issues regarding having a pool on a fill site next to the edge of a hill? 

   
  Response:  
  The potential for accessory uses has been taking into consideration in the overall 

planning of the site.  Placement of accessory uses on the individual sites is expected 
to be governed by the project’s Conditions of Approval.  Accessory uses are not 
expected to contribute significantly to any of the population-related impacts that are 
addressed in the EIR. 

The project’s geotechnical consultant advises that a properly constructed and main-
tained pool on an engineered fill next to the edge of a hill would not pose any issues 
from a geotechnical perspective.  Because the water in a pool weighs only half as 
much as the soil that is excavated, a pool – properly  constructed and maintained – 
would lessen the load on the hillside, thus improving slope stability.  The consultant 
reports that he is not aware of any case in his 40+ years of practice in which stability 
problems occurred during seismic events with (properly designed and maintained) 
swimming pools at the top of slopes.  He does state, however, that it is not uncom-
mon for some of the water in pools to splash out during a seismic event. 

   
A 16 Comment Summary: 
  [Fox]  Did the applicant receive the letter the Commission received this afternoon about 

the EVA [emergency vehicle access] route and issues with granting EVA access? 
   
  Response:  
  Yes.  The referenced letter prepared by Miller Starr & Regalia is provided in the FEIR 

as Communication S. 
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A 17 Comment Summary: 
  [Arkin]  Would all the homes have sprinkler systems? 
   
  Response:  
  Yes.  As noted in the DEIR (p. 226/8), the Development Plan includes a provision to 

equip all homes with automatic fire sprinkler systems.  The requirement is also 
formalized in Mitigation Measure M2-2 (DEIR p. 230) stating that “All buildings shall 
be designed with fire safety provisions including sprinklers, fire-safe exterior building 
and room materials, and early warning fire detection systems.” 

   
A 18 Comment Summary: 
  [O’Connor]  Are there alternative EVA roads if the North EVA into Grey Eagle does 

not work out?  If the 51-unit Alternative 4 becomes the project, would the West EVA 
be built?  Is there an option for a third possible EVA route? 

   
  Response:  
  As noted by the environmental consultant at the Planning Commission meeting of 

July 12, if Alternative 4 becomes the project, the West EVA would not be built.  See 
responses F2 and DD6. 

 
The Planning Commission opened the hearing for comments by members of the public.  
These comments and responses are presented in Part D.  Following comments by the 
public, the Planning Commission meeting resumed with a discussion of issues with staff 
that focused on EIR process and requests for further information about the project. 
 
 

B. PLEASANTON PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 COMMENTS BY COMMISSIONERS, AUG. 23, 2006 

The Planning Commission discussion of Oak Grove began with a summary of the staff 
report.  Staff noted that the City’s consultant would not be present, but had provided a 
written overview of key remaining EIR topics from the previous hearing.  That written 
overview is presented as Appendix L. 
 

Questions were asked about the project and responses were provided by staff and by the 
applicant.   
 

Staff announced that the public review period for the DEIR would be extended to August 29. 
 

B 1 Comment Summary:   
  [Fox]  DEIR visual simulations were not clear and sharp. 
   
  Response:  
  The “Oak Grove DEIR Visual Re-Print Portfolio” (Jan., 2007) includes 11X17 inch 

sheets with existing visual character photo images presented in color at 7¼ x 4¼ 
inches.  A total of 25 photos are included (Figs. 7 through 9c).  Twenty sets of the 
portfolio have been provided to members of the Planning Commission and City 
Council or made available for public review at the Planning Department.  Thirty addi-
tional copies have also been made available for Planning Department distribution. 
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The Planning Commission opened the hearing for comments by members of the public.  
These comments and responses are presented in Part E.  Following comments by the 
public, the Planning Commission meeting resumed with questions of applicant and staff 
that focused on elements of the project. 
 
 

C. WRITTEN COMMENTS, 
 PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNE FOX 
 AUG. 29, 2006 

C 1 Comment Summary: 
  Regarding terrain:  There is text in the DEIR (p. 140) discussing slope stability; 

however, there are limited visual representations.  The Kottinger Hills EIR provided 
visuals relating to steepness of terrain and the limitation of building on 25 percent or 
greater slopes.  Using those maps, please prepare the following exhibits: 

(a) overlay the 98-unit and 51-unit site plans with Kottinger Hills EIR Figure 1-6. Slope 
Analysis (which shows areas of the property with 0-10% slope, 10-25% slope and 
greater than 25% slope), and 

(b) overlay the 98-unit and 51-unit site maps with Kottinger Hills EIR Figure 1-7. 
Selected Site Constraints showing areas with landslides, steep slopes and high 
visual sensitivity. 

   
  Response: 
  The Kottinger Hills EIR does not represent the project evaluated in the Oak Grove 

DEIR.  Exhibits prepared for the Kottinger Hills EIR are not relevant to this analysis 
and are not available to the City for use or modification.  However, in the interest of 
responding to the more general request regarding slopes and landslides, MacKay & 
Somps, engineers under contract to the applicant, have provided the following large-
scale exhibits, available for public review at the Planning Department: 

 Oak Grove Cut/Fill Map, 51-Lot Site Plan (showing red/green shading for cut/fill) 

 Oak Grove Cut/Fill Map, 51-Lot Site Plan (showing red/green depth of cut/fill) 

 Oak Grove 51-Lot Plan, Typical Grading Sections 

 Oak Grove Slope Classification Map (showing slopes of 0% to 25% and slopes of 
25% and above) 

In addition, MacKay & Somps have prepared the report-scale exhibit that is provided 
at the end of this chapter, p. 97, presented as EIR Figure 40.  This exhibit outlines the 
area proposed to be graded.  Superimposed on the grading plan are shown (a) (out-
lined in blue) landslides within the grading limits that are proposed to be removed or 
repaired and (b) (outlined in yellow) landslides within the area encompassed by the 
51-lot development but outside the area proposed for project grading. 

   
C 2 Comment Summary: 
  Regarding fill and grading in relation to existing topography:  Provide an overlay show-

ing planned grading and fill locations in relating to current slope and landslide areas. 
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  Response: 
  See response C1. 
   
C 3 Comment Summary: 
  The visual analysis is inadequate to convey both the proposed development and the 

existing appearance of the site.  Please revise and resubmit the Visual Analysis.  The 
commenter expresses the belief that the quality of the photographs included in the 
DEIR is not satisfactory. 

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR contains a systematic description of the project visual setting, as well as a 

thorough analysis of visual impacts, including a set of computer generated visual 
simulations, or “before” and “after” images which portray the project’s appearance 
as seen from five vantage points.  From each of the selected vantage points, three 
stages of landscape maturity are illustrated in order to portray the project immedi-
ately following construction as well as at 5 and 15 years.  The “Oak Grove DEIR 
Visual Re-Print Portfolio” (January 2007) presents a set of DEIR photographs and 
simulations, in high quality 11X17 inch format.  Copies of the portfolio have been 
provided to Planning Commission and City Council members.  Copies are also 
available for public review at the Pleasanton Planning Department.  See also 
responses C4 through C10.

   
C 4 Comment Summary: 
  Provide visual simulations under the following assumptions of house size: 

(a) a scenario in which each house would have floor space at 25 percent FAR [com-
menter refers to this scenario as the worst-case]; 

(b) a scenario in which half of the houses would be 10,000 sq. ft. and half less than 
6,000 sq. ft. [commenter refers to this scenario as 'medium visibility’], and 

(c) a scenario in which all of the houses are smaller than 6,000 sq. ft. 

For each scenario specified, provide visual simulations showing the maximum possi-
ble building envelope (height and mass) to represent the worst-case effects. 

   
  Response: 
  A set of visual simulations has been produced based upon project design data and a 

set of technical assumptions developed in consultation with City staff.  See Visual 
Master Response 2 which documents the technical assumptions regarding house 
size and other physical development parameters.  Note that the process of approval 
for individual custom homes will require that visual simulations of each individual 
planned project and adjoining streetscape be submitted for review.

   
C 5 Comment Summary: 
  Provide visual simulations that: 

(a) include the proposed water tank, and 

(b) illustrate project glare, etc. from lighting at nighttime. 
   
  Response: 
  (a) Three dimensional (3D) computer-assisted terrain modeling was employed to 

evaluate the potential visibility of the proposed water tank.  Based on site plan and 
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section drawings provided to Environmental Vision, a digital model of a 20-foot-
tall, 60-foot diameter tank was incorporated into the 3D terrain model.  This 
modeling was utilized during preparation of the DEIR visual simulations.  As such, 
the DEIR visual simulations from the five selected viewpoints do incorporate the 
new water tank proposed at the project tank site.

 Results of the computer modeling indicate that, in general, existing intervening 
vegetation and/or topography would screen views of the proposed water tank 
from areas located to the northwest.  Similarly, views of the tank from locations to 
the west would be screened by landforms situated directly to the west of the 
proposed tank. The new tank would likely be visible from the future trailhead/ 
staging area. In addition it would be seen from points along the future recreation 
trail.  It is also possible that some views of the tank would occur from limited 
areas within the southernmost portion of the Ruby Hill or along East Vallecitos 
Road, just south of Ruby Hill.  These locations are situated about three quarters of a 
mile or more from the proposed tank site. 

 The potential visibility of the proposed water tank with respect to the DEIR visual 
simulation viewing locations is described briefly below. 
Viewpoint 1 (Future Trail Located Onsite).  The tank would be located beyond the 
view captured in the simulation photo (about 14 degrees outside the horizontal 
field of view to the right). Based on computer modeling results it is expected that 
the tank would not be seen from this location due to intervening topography.  

Viewpoint 4 (Hearst Drive).  Dense vegetation and topography situated at the 
right side of the view would screen views of the tank. 
Viewpoint 8 (Grey Eagle Court).  The proposed tank would be located out of the 
view to the left. As seen from this location it is expected that existing topography, 
vegetation and future development, as well as the home seen on the left of the 
photo would screen the tank from view. 

Viewpoint 9 (Red Feather Court).  Topography seen on the left side of the photo 
would screen views of the tank from this location. 
Viewpoint 14 (Bernal Avenue).  The proposed tank would be hidden behind 
topography just to the right of the center of the view. 

(b) See response C6. 
   
C 6 Comment Summary: 
  Some existing homes on hilltops have glass which produces excess reflected glare at 

sunrise/sunset so that the homes produce a reflective glow at certain times of day.  
Provide visual simulations for worst case scenarios that would show reflections of 
glass from homes from distant viewpoints in morning and evening hours. 

   
  Response: 
  The project proposes preserving the majority of the site (nearly 500 acres) as open 

space which would not include new sources of light or glare.  Potential glare could 
occur at the developed area of the site as a result of the sun’s reflection off of the 
exterior surfaces of buildings or other structures.  However, these potential glare 
effects would be minimized through the installation of proposed project landscaping 
as well as the implementation of several of the Mandatory Design Guidelines (DEIR 
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Appendix G) which call for the use of nonreflective exterior colors and materials that 
will blend with the natural environment and limit visual prominence of structures. 
For example, the use of bright plaster or bright colors such as white, pink, or yellow 
for walls is prohibited. 

To the extent windows of the new homes result in some degree of additional glare, 
the introduction of the 51 homes proposed under the Alternative 4 project would be a 
relatively minor increase in the context of current conditions in the existing surround-
ing residential areas located to the north and northwest.  Over time, as site landscap-
ing matures, additional screening provided by vegetation will reduce visible glare 
from the new house windows.  Overall, considering the types of materials specified 
for structures (Appendix G) and the extensive tree-planting proposed, the possibility 
of creation of substantial glare from development of the site is minimal. 

   
C 7 Comment Summary: 
  (a) Provide replacement visual representations taken with 50 mm lens and a table of 

viewpoints listing figure number, location, viewing distance, date/time taken). 

 Prepare these exhibits in at least 8½X11 inch format as approved originally by the 
City Council in the Mundie & Associates proposal: 

EIR Task 4 p. 3, Technical Specialists' Work Scope – Environmental Vision – "A set of 
twelve (12) draft and twelve (12) final simulation images will be submitted in 8½ by 11 
inch color format (one existing and one development footprint image per viewpoint)” 

(b) Do not use a 28 mm wide angle lens (as DEIR Appendix H indicates was used in 
the DEIR), as this distorts the position of foreground objects in relation to back-
ground objects to make background objects appear further away than how the eye 
would see them.  The 50 mm lens represents objects as the eye would see them.  
If the 50 mm lens will not show the entire project area site, take multiple pictures 
from a viewpoint location. 

   
  Response: 
  (a) The DEIR includes a set of color visual simulation images formatted for 

presentation at 8½X11 inches. This format is consistent with the Mundie & 
Associates proposal approved by the City Council. The “Oak Grove DEIR Visual 
Re-Print Portfolio” (January 2007) includes additional 11X17 inch sheets with 
larger images. Copies of the portfolio have been provided to the Planning 
Commission and City Council members.  Copies are also available for public 
review at the City of Pleasanton Planning Department 

 The following summarizes the requested information regarding figure number, 
location, viewing distance, date/time taken. 

1. Figure 11a-11d (Recreational Trail Onsite), located less than 1 mile away; taken 
on 10/18/05 at approximately noon. 

2. Figure 12a-12d (Hearst Drive), located less than 1 mile away; taken on 4/19/06 
at about 1 PM. 

3. Figure 13a-13d (Grey Eagle Court), located less than 1 mile away; taken on 
4/19/06 at about 2 PM. 

4. Figure 14a-14d (Red Feather Court), located less than 1 mile away; taken on 
4/19/06 at about 2 PM. 
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5. Figure 15a-15d (Bernal Avenue), located about 1 mile away; taken on 4/19/06 at 
about 12 noon. 

(b) Refer to Visual Master Response 1 which documents the suitability of wide angle 
photography for the purpose of EIR visual simulations. 

   
C 8 Comment Summary: 
  Photographic representations of 2X3½ inch dimensions are inadequate to assess the 

project site.  Please replace visual representations with clear images taken in 50 mm 
format and printed at least in 8½X11 inch format. 

[Commenter submitted an example photo taken from the Bernal Property, which she 
stated would be visible from at least one cul-de-sac on the Oak Grove site.] 

   
  Response: 
  The “Oak Grove DEIR Visual Re-Print Portfolio” (January 2007) includes 11X17 inch 

sheets with existing visual character photo images presented in color at 7¼X4¼ 
inches.  A total of 25 photos are included (Figures 7 through 9c).  Copies of the 
portfolio have been provided to Planning Commission and City Council members.  
Copies are also available for public review at the Pleasanton Planning Department. 

   
C 9 Comment Summary: 
  Replace visual representations taken from the Valley/Stanley/Bernal intersection with 

clear images taken in 50 mm format and printed at least in 8½X11 inch format. 

[Commenter submitted a photo taken from the Valley/Stanley/Bernal intersection, 
which she stated would be visible from almost all cul-de-sacs on the project site.] 

   
  Response: 
  See response C8. 
   
C 10 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR contains no visuals from locations at high elevations within Pleasanton.  

Add the following views to the portfolio of visuals to represent areas from which the 
site is visible: 

(a) a site from Foothill Road; for example, Raccoon Hollow and Adobe Alviso park 
area [commenter provided a photo], 

(b) the I-680 South flyover to I-580 East (the existing DEIR had a confusing statement 
that said "The site is barely visible from downtown Pleasanton and I-680"), 

(c) the Hacienda overpass of I-580, 

(d) near the W. Las Positas bridge over I-680, 

(e) McKinley Park, 
(f) the Iron Horse Trail, and  

(g the entrance gate to Augustin Bernal Park. 

(h) Also please retake the Chain of Lakes photograph to aim toward the project site. 
   
  Response: 
  Representative views of the project site from a number of publicly accessible areas 
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are presented in the DEIR.  CEQA does not require the visual analysis to document or 
evaluate a project proposal from every vantage point from which it would be seen.  
Visual Master Response 3 includes a detailed description of methods employed to 
systematically document existing views of the site, including the incorporation of 
input received from members of the public, the City of Pleasanton Planning 
Commission and City Council. 

The following additional information is provided regarding the project’s potential 
visibility in response to the commenter’s request: 

(a) Foothill Road in the vicinity of Raccoon Hollow Court and Alviso Adobe Commu-
nity Park is located approximately 3 miles west/northwest of the project site.  
Views of the Oak Grove Project from this area would be similar to, though slightly 
more distant than those from Interstate 680 at Bernal Avenue and Bernal 
Residential Development (see photos 20 and 21, Figure 9c of the DEIR).  Portions 
of the project could potentially be visible, but would not appear prominent when 
seen from this distance. 

(b) The Interstate 680 flyover to Interstate 580 is situated about 5 miles northwest.  
Due to the elevation of this structure, there may be views of the project site.  
Views of the project would be brief in duration and, given the viewing distance of 
more than 4.5 miles, details would not be discerned. 

(c) The view from Hacienda overpass of Interstate 580 would be similar to Photo 24 
on Figure 9c of the DEIR, taken from El Charro Road at Interstate 580.  Like the El 
Charro Road Interchange it is located along the Interstate 580 corridor, 
approximately 3 miles north of the Project site, and at this distance landscape 
details, including proposed project elements, would not be discerned. 

(d) The vicinity of W. Las Positas Boulevard at Interstate 680 lies almost 4 miles north-
west of the project site.  Potential views from this location may be similar to those 
from Interstate 680 at Bernal Avenue (Photo 20, Figure 9c).  Again when seen from 
this distance, landscape and project details at the site would not be discerned. 

(e) McKinley Park is situated approximately 1 mile northwest of the site on Kottinger 
Drive.  Located on a hill with a high point of approximately 460 feet in elevation it 
is likely that views of portions of the project site would be available from this 
vantage point; however, views would be partially obstructed by existing vegetation. 

(f)  The Pleasanton portion of the Iron Horse Trail is a 1 mile section linking Santa 
Rita Road with the intersection of Valley/Busch.  This section lies roughly between 
1.5 and 3 miles away from the project site along a northwest trajectory similar to 
that of DEIR Figure 9a, Photo 14 (Bernal Avenue at Utah Street).  Views from this 
trail would be very similar, but because of the increased viewing distance 
landscape details at the site would be more difficult to discern than those shown 
in Photo 14. 

(g) Augustin Bernal Park is located approximately 3 miles west of the project site.  The 
entrance is situated at an elevation approximately 400 feet higher than most of 
central Pleasanton.  Views from the entrance gate would likely be available and 
may be somewhat similar to others from southern Interstate 680, such as Photo 
20 (DEIR Figure 9c). 

(h) Photo 17 (DEIR Figure 9a) taken from the Chain of Lakes area does point toward 
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the site.  The site is not visible from this area because existing topography toward 
the right side of the photograph screens potential views. 

See also response A1. 
   
C 11 Comment Summary: 
  Please discuss vibration impacts of existing houses and construction traffic. 
   
  Response: 
  See response D33. 
   
C 12 Comment Summary: 
  Please discuss the impact of pedestrian safety related to the Open Space Design 

Guidelines description of no sidewalks. 
   
  Response: 
  The project site plan includes a sidewalk on one side of all public streets (DEIR p. 8, 

end of first paragraph under Access).  The Design Guidelines, which are also part of 
the project, provide additional detail regarding this sidewalk. 

   
C 13 Comment Summary: 
  Provide an analysis of the visual impacts while the grading is occurring. 
   
  Response: 
  See response D17. 
   
C 14 a.  Comment Summary: 
  Please discuss the lack of proposed neighborhood recreation facilities in Alternative 4 

in relation to meeting the recreational needs for small children and the social oppor-
tunities of small children.   

   
  Response: 
  The number of very young children in the 51-unit project is anticipated to be quite 

small, insufficient to generate a need for park facilities as part of the project. 
   
C 14 b.  Comment Summary: 
  Commenter questions aspects of the DEIR presentation relating to public parks: 

(a) The Kottinger Hills EIR (1992) discussed city guidelines that a neighborhood park 
be located so that each residence is within 1/2 mile of a neighborhood/commu-
nity park. 

(b) The current Oak Grove EIR stipulates that each residence in the proposed devel-
opment plan is within 1.2 miles of the existing city neighborhood park (Vintage 
Hills) and that Kottinger Community Park is less than 1 mile away.  Then in 
another section of the DEIR, it states that Vintage Hills Neighborhood Park is 1/2 
mile away from the project site. 

(c) Please discuss how the distance to access a nearby park is measured (by how a 
resident would walk via roads? or from an aerial straight line viewpoint?). 

(d) Please explain the discrepancies between these measurements in the versions of 
the EIR. 
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(e) Also please provide information on what the maximum distance would be for the 
farthest development in the property (lot furthest in the property) as well as the 
closest development in the property (lot near the existing Hearst Drive terminus) 
if this proposal has no neighborhood park. 

   
  Response: 
  Comments relating to Kottinger Hills EIR are noted.  The only environmental review 

document before the City is the Oak Grove EIR.  As such, the Kottinger Hills EIR is 
not relevant to consideration of the Oak Grove EIR. 

Distance from residences to the closest neighborhood park can be measured either 
in terms of a radius or in terms of access route.  The Pleasanton General Plan uses 
the radius measure in its recommendations; access distance, however, is also a use-
ful measure.  Both measures are referenced in the Oak Grove DEIR. 

(a) The Oak Grove DEIR states that Pleasanton’s neighborhood parks “are to be dis-
tributed throughout the City such that no residence is farther than half a mile from 
a neighborhood park” (p. 242).  The neighborhood park location standard referred 
to in the Oak Grove DEIR (p. 249) is cited specifically to Program 11.8 of 
Pleasanton’s 1996 General Plan; the distance criterion is stated in General Plan 
Table VII-3 as “1/2 mile radius.” 

 (Note that the proposed project includes a 6.5-acre neighborhood park adjacent to 
the Kottinger Ranch project, as shown in DEIR Figures 2 and 3.  This facility had not 
been included in an early (2004) draft development plan for the Oak Grove site, and 
footnote 131 (DEIR p. 249), in discussing the absence of a park and the possible 
compensating presence of substantial open space, relates to that earlier draft 
development plan rather than to the Oak Grove project addressed in the DEIR.)  

(b) If the Oak Grove DEIR states that each proposed residential parcel lies within 1.2 
miles walking distance of Vintage Hills Park, that is subject to correction (reference 
was not given in the comment).  Where the DEIR refers (p. 250) to the project as 
lying within one-half mile of Vintage Hills Park, that statement requires clarification.  
The clarification is provided in Appendix J, DEIR Errata.  The DEIR consultants 
estimate 1.2 miles as the approximate walking distance between the east end of 
Hearst Drive and Vintage Hills Park (for example, on DEIR p. 243). 

(d)  See (a) above.  Sometimes the radial measure is more relevant and some-
times the access distance via road or foot.  The community trails network 
planned for Oak Grove could conceivably provide a walking route separate 
from the road network that would connect with Vintage Hills Park at a shorter 
distance than the 1.2 miles mentioned in (b). 

(e) Under the 98-unit project, the parcel farthest from the eastern terminus of 
Hearst Drive would be parcel 93 off Court 5, at a distance of 6,700 feet via 
streets/sidewalks within the Oak Grove development. Court 5 would not be 
developed under the 51-unit project, so the distance from the most distant 
property would be less:  parcel 32 (off Court 3) would be farthest, at a road 
distance of 5,400 feet .  In the 51-unit project, parcel 1 (Lot 1) would be closest 
to the eastern terminus of Hearst Drive, at a road distance of about 550 feet. 

As noted in the DEIR (p. 376), the commitment of substantial lands to open 
space (497 acres under the Development Agreement) would remain.  This sub-
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stantial open space area, with a trails system, would compensate for the fact that 
the park standard in the General Plan would not be met (DEIR, p. 249). 

   
C 15 Comment Summary: 
  (a) The DEIR states "the absence of publicly accessible trails on the site would reduce 

the public benefit of site development (not a CEQA impact)."  Please discuss the 
public benefit which would be achieved or not achieved by having a large project 
where the open space has no trail access from trailheads/parking locations on 
site; and 

(b) If the open space is not open [commenter probably meant owned] and managed 
by the City, discuss whether the homeowners association plans to have a fire and 
security protection staff for essentially a 500-acre private park, or whether city 
resources will be used to maintain and manage a private homeowners association 
own private open space.  Please discuss this in relation to the General Plan and 
Parks and Recreation policies. 

   
  Response: 
  The open space land will be dedicated to and acquired by the City.  It would be 

devoted to (passive) open space rather than a park (a park is open space developed 
for active recreational use).  The land will include a regional trail available for public 
use along the eastern boundary of the site and a network of community trails (see 
Chapter 1 of this document, p. 2).  See response E1 with respect to the City’s intention 
to own the open space.  The City would provide fire and police services. 

   
C 16 Comment Summary: 
  (a) Provide figures other than “n.a.” to show Maximum Capacity and Over Capacity 

for schools in Table 23 regarding school overcrowding. 
(b) Show 2006 and 2007 data to include what school Ruby Hill residents are choosing 

(Valley View vs. Vintage Hills) by grade.  Replace “n.a.” in Table 27 as well with 
actual numbers. 

   
  Response: 
  The Pleasanton Unified School District engages an independent consultant, Enroll-

ment Projection Consultants (EPC), to prepare projections of enrollment.  The infor-
mation presented in the DEIR is based on reports prepared by that firm.  As noted in 
the DEIR (p. 234), the methodology of the preparation of enrollment projections 
takes into consideration existing enrollment throughout the district, expected new 
development, and the enrollment characteristics of development by type and value of 
housing units.  Larger and more expensive housing units have student generation 
rates (SGRs) of approximately 1.03 per housing unit (DEIR Table 24, p. 235), with 
enrollment “steeply slanted toward secondary grades” (DEIR, p. 236).  K-5 
enrollment from housing units of this type – which would be characteristic of Oak 
Grove – accounts for roughly 40 percent of the project’s projected total enrollment, 
while middle/high school students would account for roughly 60 percent. 

The Oak Grove site would be located in the attendance areas of Vintage Hills Elemen-
tary School, Pleasanton Middle School, and Foothill High School (DEIR, Table 27, p. 
238).  A 51-unit Oak Grove project would yield an estimated 53 students of whom 
roughly 21 would be at the K-5 level  (on the average, 3+ in each grade) and roughly 

20 Oak Grove FEIR 
 



32 at the middle and high school level (on the average, 4+ in each grade).  (These 
figures update the figures for a 98-unit project in DEIR Table 27.) 

(a) DEIR Table 23 (p. 234) summarizes data for K-12 schools but, as the commenter 
notes, the same data are not available (“n.a.”) for all levels.  EPC reports do not 
provide capacity information for the middle schools and high schools, because 
PUSD has not provided it to them (most likely because at those levels there is 
considerable flexibility in accommodating physically shifting enrollments).  There-
fore, there is no calculation of over capacity.  The first footnote to the table also 
notes that the elementary schools that show a maximum capacity as 600 are 
stated in the enrollment projections reports to have a “planned surplus” of 10 
percent (accommodated by portables). 

 PUSD staff1 note that school enrollment implicit in Pleasanton’s existing General 
Plan has been accounted for in facilities planning by the District.  Staff notes that 
PUSD is able to house and provide a proper program for every student.  The DEIR 
errs in indicating (p. 233) that either high school is over capacity.  The enrollment 
the District would anticipate from a project of the scale of the 51-unit Oak Grove 
project would be accommodated in existing facilities at all grade levels. 

(b) With regard to school choice by Ruby Hill residents, the EPC report notes that 
Pleasanton has a large amount of across-attendance-boundary enrollment and 
that Vintage Hills has always received a large number of students from the Valley 
View region, especially the Ruby Hill section.  This cross enrollment alleviates 
capacity constraints at Valley View, but EPC projects that Vintage Hills will con-
tinue to operate below its maximum capacity.  Keeping in mind that it would be at 
least four years before the first students from Oak Grove would begin to enroll in 
local schools, and that elementary school enrollment overall is projected to 
decline, PUSD’s elementary schools should have more than sufficient capacity to 
serve Oak Grove’s elementary school population. 

   
C 17 Comment Summary: 
  The Table 27 has a figure of only 6 students with project ("6 (22 over))" for Vintage 

Hills Elementary School [which] appears to be in error.  If the school has an enroll-
ment of 642 and 42 students are added, is this not 684 students or an overcapacity of 
84 students? Please correct this data or otherwise provide an explanation how each 
column is calculated, particularly "Student Enrollment with Project." Explain what 
"Student Enrollment with Project" means and explain how the number 6 is 
determined and how “22 over” is determined. 

   
  Response: 
  (a) DEIR Table 27 is hereby corrected and updated for Alternative 4 to show 21 

students at the K-5 level and 32 at the middle and high school levels.  At the 
elementary level, including the 10 percent planned surplus, the capacity would be 
660.  Actual attendance is reported by EPC (PUSD’s consultants) as 633, so an 
additional 21 students even in 2005 would have been within the school’s maxi-
mum capacity.  As discussed in response C16, elementary school enrollment is 

                                                   
1 Sandra Lepley, Assistant Superintendent/Business, Pleasanton Unified School District, personal commu-

nication to Mundie & Associates, January 29, 2007. 
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projected to decline over the next 5 and 10 years, meaning that Oak Grove’s K-5 
students are unlikely to face over-capacity schools. 

(b) The “bubble” in the attendance profile over the next five years is expected to be in 
the high school age group.  A 51-unit Oak Grove project at buildout (probably 10 
years away) would add 4+ students to each grade at Foothill. 

The DEIR concluded that housing provided by the project would contribute to 
facilities requirements of the Pleasanton Unified School District (Impact M3-1, DEIR 
p. 239).  Mitigation is provided (Measure M3-1) requiring the development to pay 
applicable fees to support provision of school facilities (DEIR p. 240). 

   
C 18 Comment Summary: 
  Regarding building heights:  The proposed Oak Grove Design Guidelines (Mandatory 

Sections) presented in DEIR Appendix G have provisions for steep slope lots on p. 7 
as follows: 

On lots where the slope of the building footprint from street side to rear is 30% or more, 
the building height at the down-slope portions of the structure may be raised to 36’.  This is 
not intended to raise the street side height, which is still to be compatible with the 30’ 
height maximum but the maximum building height may be measured along a line from 30’ 
at the street side to 36’ at the rear of the footprint.  The structures are encouraged to step 
down the slope. 

Explain how the building height at the downslope portions of the structure may be 36’ 
remains within the 30’ height maximum.  Please provide any reference to the munici-
pal code, etc. that indicates building heights are only measured at ‘street side height.’ 

   
  Response: 
  The Oak Grove Design Guidelines (DEIR Appendix G) quoted in Comment C18 

immediately above state that, in general, the maximum building height for any 
residence would be 30’. 

This provision is relaxed on some of the lots that the Design Guidelines define as 
Steep Slope Lots.  A maximum height of 36’ would be allowed for the lowest floor of 
the building (the down-slope floor) on a Steep Slope Lot if the (front-to-back) slope 
across the building footprint would exceed than 30%.  On the few lots where this 
situation exists, a greater height is allowed for the lowest floor – 36’ – to account for 
the cladding of the structure below the lowest floor level.  Thus, while there is no 30’ 
maximum height limit on Steep Slope Lots (since on qualifying lots the height may 
go up to 36’), not all Steep Slope Lots would qualify for the 36’ height. 

Regarding the direction that building height is to be measured ‘street side’: 

 The project is a planned development permit application and, as such, is 
required to set standards for the subject planned development. 

 The text of the Design Guidelines is clear that, even where a Steep Slope Lot 
qualifies for a 36’ maximum height at the rear elevation, the elevation toward the 
street may be no higher than 30’. 
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Comments Provided by Individuals at Public Hearings 
 
 

D. COMMENTS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC  
 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING, JULY 12, 2006 

D 1 Comment Summary: 
  [Allen Roberts]  I own a piece of property at 29 Grey Eagle Court, currently a vacant 

lot which is referenced in the EIR and one of the last lots to be developed in Grey 
Eagle.  The DEIR shows an EVA planned through my property.  Apparently, the plan 
was to use an existing easement that I have with the City of Pleasanton, and it is my 
opinion and the opinion of my Counsel that that does not allow for an EVA. 

   
  Response: 
  The proposed project and Alternative 4 both propose to make use of this easement 

to provide emergency vehicle access.  The City has determined that the project does 
have the right to utilize this easement for emergency vehicle access, as the ease-
ment was provided and dedicated to service this function.  The opinion of the 
commenter’s attorney is noted. 

   
D 2 Comment Summary: 
  [Allen Roberts]  The EIR calls for a maximum grade of 12 percent for an EVA or fire 

truck access, as I understand it, to keep things from falling off the back of the truck 
if it goes up too steep of a hill.  That hill [in the City of Pleasanton easement on 
commenter’s property] is 18 percent, which, I have been told by the Fire Depart-
ment, is too steep for a fire truck.   

   
  Response: 
  EVA access is to meet design and engineering standards of the Livermore Pleasan-

ton Fire Department (LFPD).  LPFD’s review of proposed EVAs take into consider-
ation location (which should be suitable both for LPFD access and for resident 
emergency egress) and design criteria that include width, weight-bearing capacity, 
radii of curves, and provision of turn-around areas, as well as grade.  The grade cri-
terion has some flexibility depending on other characteristics of proposed site devel-
opment and the components of the project’s Wildland/Urban Interface Manage-
ment Plan. 

The California Fire Code (Appendix 3-D, Section 6, 6.1 – Grades) specifies a maxi-
mum grade of 12 percent for EVAs, with the exception that the grade can be modi-
fied with approval of the Fire Chief.  Pleasanton’s practice generally is to meet the 
12 percent maximum wherever possible but to accept up to 15 percent where such 
an adjustment is warranted.  An existing grade in excess of 15 percent is not 
necessarily an impediment to the construction of an EVA meeting LPFD require-
ments because grading of the route can reduce the grade to an acceptable level. 

Oak Grove’s anticipated provision of a major new piece of fire-fighting equipment, a 
Type III engine (see description, DEIR p. 231), would improve LPFD’s response to 
fires at the edge of developed Pleasanton. 
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D 3 Comment Summary: 
  [Lee Fulton]  A 28 mm wide angle lens was used to take the pictures in the EIR with 

the exception of the picture taken from Bernal Avenue (which used a 55 mm lens).  
The image that is the product of a 28 mm lens does not truly represent what the eye 
actually sees.  

   
  Response: 
  Refer to Visual Master Response 1 which documents the suitability of wide angle 

photography for the purpose of EIR visual simulations. 
   
D 4 Comment Summary: 
  [Lee Fulton]  The plan is to put the road on top of the ridge, and the houses down 

[lower than the road] on either side.  But even if the houses are lower than the road 
elevation, what you will see from the rest of town, since you are looking up at a hill, 
your visual impact is going to be rooflines – it’s not going to be a natural ridgeline. 

   
  Response: 
  As stated in the DEIR (p. 39), placement of houses near the ridgelines would 

increase the potential for visibility from offsite locations.  As described in the DEIR 
(pp. 68-73) and illustrated in the visual simulations (DEIR Figures 11 through 15), 
portions of the project site would be visible from various locations in Pleasanton.  
As seen from various vantage points, the project’s appearance would depend on 
many factors, including the elevation and geographical location of the viewpoint, 
the difference between the elevation of the proposed road and the proposed resi-
dence, the profile and height of the proposed residence, and the presence of 
screening vegetation.  As noted in the DEIR (p. 29), from many viewpoints within 
the city much or all of the Oak Grove site is obscured by intervening topography. 

The conditions of approval for the 51-unit project would require that site-specific 
visual analyses be completed for each lot in conjunction with its design review 
application, providing the ability to analyze the site-specific design within the 
context of its site and surroundings.  At that time, the City will have the discretion to 
reduce the housing size and/or modify its footprint to mitigate its impacts. 

   
D 5 Comment Summary: 
  [Lee Fulton]  The DEIR does not show how the horizon of Mataro Court, Grey Eagle, 

Vintage Hills, and Vintage Hills II look from the Busch property.  From the City 
Corporation Yard [on Busch Road east of Valley Avenue], you can see Hearst Drive, 
and all the houses on the north side of Hearst Drive will block the view of the ridge.  
From McDonald’s [southwest corner of Bernal Ave. and Stanley Blvd.], Court 1 will 
be very prominent:  people will look up and instead of seeing hillsides, they’re going 
to see houses. 

   
  Response: 
  Visual Master Response 3 includes a detailed description of methods employed to 

systematically document existing views of the site, including the incorporation of 
input received from members of the public and the City. 

   
D 6 Comment Summary: 
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  [Lee Fulton]  The reason why development would be along the ridgeline, according to 
the applicant, is environmental, but I would guess that this development pattern is 
also cheaper because (1) you do not have to move as much dirt and (2) you can sell 
each lot for twice as much because you have a killer view, at least from the house.  
[But] from the rest of the town looking up at the houses, your view of the ridgelines is 
gone … I think we should be very careful with our only ridgelines. 

   
  Response: 
  A stated in the DEIR, p. 5:  “With lots laid out along the upper areas of ridges on 

both sides of the access roads, the amount of earth movement required to provide 
roads and building pads is less than what would be required for development either 
on hillsides or on the floors of scattered valleys.”  Minimization of earth movement 
allows grading to be balanced on the site.  These site planning strategies avoid 
environmental impacts that would be associated with transporting soils between 
the site and other locations, and reduce fill in sensitive valley areas on the site. 

With regard to the statement that “your view of the ridgelines is gone,” see res-
ponse D4.  Note also that the upper elevations of the Oak Grove site are lower than 
the ridgelines of the higher elevations in the Southeast Hills (see response I8), with 
the result that, from many points of view, it is the background ridges that are promi-
nent from distant views rather than elevated points on the Oak Grove site.  The 
same is true of Pleasanton Ridge. 

   
D 7 Comment Summary: 
  [Lee Fulton]  The area just west of Court 1 and north of Hearst Drive, that whole 

area that they were initially proposing for a park, that is daily hunted by hawk, kites, 
owls, vultures and fox at night, all the time.   

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted.  DEIR Impact D4 (p. 107) identifies possible impact on raptors 

due to potential disturbance of active raptor nests.  Also note that the environmen-
tally superior alternative, the 51-lot site plan selected as the project, would not place 
a park in this location. 

   
D 8 Comment Summary: 
  [Lee Fulton]  You are asking about landslides – that same area right below Court 1 

has had several landslides over the years.  It is really steep – so steep that kids used 
to go up there with their four-wheel drives and needed to be pulled out. 

   
  Response: 
  DEIR Figure 3 (p. 6) shows the proposed location of the park; topographic lines 

included in the graphic indicate the steepness of the slopes.  The layout of the park 
would focus the primary use area on the portion of the site that is relatively flat, as 
described in the DEIR (p. 247).  Further, under Alternative 4, the environmentally 
superior alternative, development in the area in question has been eliminated. 

   
D 9 Comment Summary: 
  [Russell Schmidt]  Re construction noise:  I did not find any reference to specific 

noise sources during construction, like backup beepers on heavy construction 
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equipment:  a very piercing sound that carries a long way.  I hear them often where I 
live down the hill from the Beratlis development [north of Crellin Road on the east 
side of Cresta Blanca Drive].  If construction is allowed on Saturday and Sunday, 
this noise source should be prohibited.  For construction at other times, if the 
beepers could be turned down or the frequency changed, that would be appreciated. 

   
  Response: 
  As stated in the DEIR (p. 203), the project would have a significant noise impact: 

If the project would cause prolonged interference (greater than one 
construction season) with normal outdoor activities in noise sensitive 
areas and exceed 60 dBA Leq and the ambient by 5 dBA Leq or more due 
to construction noise. 

A “construction season” is the period during each 12-month period during which 
weather conditions allow outdoor construction activities to take place.  In the Bay 
Area, that would normally be the 6-to-7-month period after the last major rainfall of 
the preceding rainy season(generally April) and before the first major rainfall of the 
following rainy season (generally November).  Some construction activities can take 
place during the rainy season if weather conditions permit. 

The DEIR (pp. 206-208) reviews in detail the sources and likely duration of construc-
tion noise associated with the project:  construction-related traffic noise, construc-
tion activities during site preparation, construction activities during construction of 
individual homes, and construction of offsite improvements.  Noise from these 
sources is considered in light of the significance criterion cited above.  The analysis 
concludes that is unlikely that these activities would generate excessive noise levels 
(greater than 60dBA Leq and 5 dBA Leq above the ambient) at existing residential 
uses in the project vicinity for a period more than one construction season, and no 
adverse noise impact is found. 

While noise criteria are not expected to be routinely exceeded, they may be periodi-
cally exceeded over the duration of construction.  Noise levels would be temporarily 
elevated and could be annoying at times.  The possibility of temporary elevations in 
the noise levels and the resulting annoyance is recognized by Impact J1 and 
mitigation, consisting of limitations on construction hours and application of best 
management practices to reduce noise levels, is set forth in Measure J1. 

Noise from backup alarms is frequently a cause of complaints.  Backup alarms are a 
safety feature of construction equipment:  they alert construction personnel to an 
on-coming vehicle via a distinct sound that is audible in noisy construction environ-
ments. Construction vehicles must either be equipped with a backup alarm or an 
observer must be in place to signal the driver that it is safe to proceed when a 
driver’s view to the rear is obstructed. 

Sounds from backup alarms are audible at considerable distances, especially in 
quiet noise environments.  Typically the sounds of backup alarms are limited in 
duration as compared to the overall sound resulting from the entire construction 
operation and these individual noise sources are not significant in the calculation of 
an hourly average noise level.  Noise generated by such alarms ware factored into 
the noise level calculations at offsite receivers.   
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D 10 Comment Summary: 
  [Russell Schmidt]  Attention needs to be paid to the wind.  Typically during the 

summer, we get a prevailing wind from south-southwest – it is usually in excess of 
10 miles an hour, sometimes it can be 20 miles an hour.  We have had episodes of 
lawn equipment being blown away and umbrellas being blown off their stands.  I do 
not know if the air quality standards that are being suggested as abatement address 
the wind conditions out there, and moving 700,000 cubic yards of soil is going to be 
a lot of dust in the air. 

   
  Response: 
  The generation of dust and particulate matter during construction is a health con-

cern for nearby receptors that is addressed in the DEIR in Impact C-1.  The DEIR 
imposes Mitigation Measures C1 in response to this impact.  Measure C 1 (DEIR 
pp. 88-89) includes all appropriate dust control measures identified by the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District for a project of this size and nature that may be 
constructed in areas subject to windy conditions.  With the implementation of these 
measures, construction-related dust and PM10 effects would be less than significant. 

   
D 11 Comment Summary: 
  [Russell Schmidt]  The DEIR (p. 74) presents “proposed mandatory design guide-

lines” to address the potential for adverse light and/or glare effects.  The provisions, 
such as not permitting floodlights, would help avoid what otherwise would be a 
huge impact.  It would be nice if they were not “proposed” mandatory, but they 
were mandatory, and it is not obvious whether the City enforces that through the 
Planning Commission or whether the developers themselves do.   

   
  Response: 
  DEIR pages 74 and 75 address the project’s potential nighttime lighting effects. The 

majority of the site (approximately 482 acres) would remain in open space, and 
would not constitute a new source of light or glare. 

The Oak Grove Design Guidelines that are presented in DEIR Appendix G would 
become mandatory if the project is approved and the Design Guidelines are 
approved as part of the project.  Part J of the Design Guidelines addresses lighting, 
including lighting styles that would be encouraged and those that would be prohib-
ited in order to avoid excessive light effects and glare.  The provisions of the Guide-
lines are intended to ensure that lighting on residential lots would be “low and unob-
trusive.”  Specific lighting provisions include a requirement that lighting attached to 
structures be shielded down-lights, low wattage step lights, or lighting located in the 
roof soffit, and that there be no lighting of sport courts or sport facilities.   

These provisions address potential light sources that might otherwise create sub-
stantial, obtrusive light effects.  In streets and public areas, lighting would be by 
pedestrian-scaled, pole-mounted lights, with fixtures to have bulb shields to direct 
the glow downward and to minimize glare.  The street lighting plan is presented in 
the Design Guidelines. 

Taking the placement and design of the lighting into account, and the extent of tree 
planting along the street frontages of lots, it is anticipated that street lighting, seen 
from off the site, would not be intrusive.  For CEQA visual impact analysis 
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purposes, nighttime visual simulations of the project are not warranted given these 
less than substantial potential visual effects. 

   
D 12 Comment Summary: 
  [Russell Schmidt]  Commenter is concerned that establishment of the North EVA 

would attract pedestrian hikers and bikers to access the Oak Grove site (including 
its recreational trails) on that route, adding to a persistent trespassing problem.  
Signage to discourage this trespassing activity has been ripped down. 

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
   
D 13 Comment Summary: 
  [Russell Schmidt]  My reading of the traffic impact was that most of the intersec-

tions that are going to be impacted are already very bad, so there is really no impact.  
I disagree with that strongly.  I think that we still need to look at the impacts there. 

   
  Response: 
  The traffic analysis observes that many of the intersections affected by the project 

are projected to operate at congested levels whether or not the project is approved 
(DEIR, p. 260), but the DEIR does not conclude that there are no impacts.  A 
detailed impact analysis was conducted by Dowling Associates, reported in DEIR 
Appendix F and summarized in the DEIR text as follows: 

 Table 32 (DEIR p. 259) identifies 10 intersections that are projected to operate 
at unsatisfactory levels of service under “with project” conditions and five addi-
tional intersections with similar unsatisfactory results but that are exempt from 
Pleasanton LOS standards under the provisions of the Downtown Specific Plan. 

 Table 50 (DEIR p. 393) provides comparable information under the “cumula-
tive” conditions.   

 Mitigation measures are proposed for all of these impacts:  see Measure O1, 
DEIR pp. 262-264 for the “project” phase and Cumulative Measure 1a, DEIR 
pp. 394-395 for the “cumulative” phase. 

The impacts about which the commenter expresses concern have been considered. 
   
D 14 Comment Summary: 
  [Russell Schmidt]  There is wildlife, including great horned owls and foxes, that did 

not show up in the survey. 
   
  Response: 
  The species mentioned in this comment are common wildlife species that may be 

found on the site.  No significant impacts are expected to these species from 
project construction.  Potential impacts to nesting owls are addressed in Mitigation 
Measure X10. 

   
D 15 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  It really annoyed me that the scoping did not take place in front of 

this body, and I did not have a chance to do any scoping.   

28 Oak Grove FEIR 
 



   

  Response: 
  A description of the public involvement process relating to the Oak Grove EIR is 

presented in the DEIR, Chapter 3.  This process included Pleasanton’s preparation of 
an Initial Study, distribution of the Initial Study with a Notice of Preparation announ-
cing that an EIR would be prepared, and a public scoping session before a joint 
meeting of the City Council and the Planning Commission on February 8, 2005.  
Scoping comments were received by staff during the period between the preparation 
of the Initial Study (December 4, 2003) and the holding of the public scoping session 
in 2005; communications received by staff prior to preparation of the Initial Study 
were also made available to the EIR consultants. 

   
D 16 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  I thank all of those who worked on Alternative 4, and I know that 

was partially the neighbors and the developer, and I consider it an environmentally 
better solution.  I would not say it was superior to all, but it is better. 

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
   
D 17 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  About ridgeline development:  like Kottinger Ranch, this is all on the 

ridges.  I have an old photograph where you can just see those scars – fingers – 
going up the hills, and they were there for a long time. 

   
  Response: 
  Most likely the “scars” to which the commenter refers are areas that were in the 

process of being graded during site development.  The approval of the project and 
tentative map conditions will mandate that measures be put in place to stabilize all 
graded areas for erosion control.  These requirements will be part of the stormwater 
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) that the project must prepare under Mitigation 
Measure H2a (DEIR, p. 179).  The SWPPP will include “best management practices” 
(BMPs) to control erosion, one of which is to stabilize soil through hydroseeding 
(DEIR, p. 180).  Hydroseeded areas will be green and look like grass; the seed mix 
can be made to blend with existing grasses on the site.  The grass will be green 
when first established, because initially it will be irrigated.  At the coming of the dry 
season, the grass will not be irrigated and it will brown like existing grasses.  These 
treatments will result in earth “scars” of a minimum time duration. 

   
D 18 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  Nothing in the EIR discusses ridgeline or why it is a superior or a 

better environmental solution for this.  If you were to take the houses and put them 
down lower, cut into the hill maybe so that there is a backdrop, this ridgeline is sky – 
sky behind all of these houses.  And that is something that we have not done in this 
city, or we try not to do.  There may be a good reason for doing it, a good environ-
mental reason, but it is not discussed.   

   
  Response: 
  Environmental reasons for orienting development on upland sites are presented in 

the DEIR project description (DEIR, pp. 3 and 5).  See also response D6. 
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D 19 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  I did like the tree replacement discussion that they had, and it is 

superior to our ordinance, which is one per six.  It is much better than that.  I did 
not understand acorn buckets.  And they have to be able to protect new trees, miti-
gated trees or the deer will eat them.  It is not just cattle that are grazing, but deer 
will eat any little new oak tree coming up, and if it does get up a little bit higher, then 
they rub their antlers on them, circle the whole thing, and they are dead.  So you 
need some protection. 

   
  Response: 
  Commenter evidently refers to Measure D7 (addressing loss of blue oak woodland) 

and Measure D10 (addressing Pleasanton’s Tree Preservation Ordinance).  In res-
ponse to the commenter’s questions: 

 A gallon container of acorns is considered equivalent to one replacement tree.  
Table 10 indicates the number of gallon containers of acorns required to mitigate 
impact on oak trees of various sizes; the larger the tree, the more gallons of 
acorns would be required to offset the loss.  (DEIR p. 118) 

 Recognizing the potential that not all mitigation replacement trees will survive, 
the mitigation area is to be monitored by a qualified biologist twice annually for a 
minimum of seven years.  (DEIR p. 118) 

   
D 20 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  Regarding the design guidelines for the project: 

(a) There should be a public hearing process relating to the design guidelines; 

(b) An argument can be made for not using FARs because some of these lots are 
two acres.  Using an FAR would mean you build put a 20,000 square foot house 
up there, and the visual impacts would be rather amazing, as well as hardscape 
on the property. 

   
  Response: 
  Comments noted.  The applicant proposes that the Design Guidelines prepared for 

the project be approved as part of the project approval process.  Therefore, the 
public hearing process for the project would include the Design Guidelines. 

   
D 21 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  They did mention that they were not going to allow any irrigation on 

slopes, which is a very good idea.  But their landscaping on big lots like this tend to 
be fully landscaped and use a lot of water.  And as we found in the Vineyard 
Corridor, the water tank was not sized correctly and had to be bigger because 
someone did not realize how much water Ruby Hill used. 

   
  Response: 
  Comments noted. 
   
D 22 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  Alternative 3 would provide a new road going through the Berlogar 

property.  This was proposed previously in 1991 or 1992; since that time, Berlogar 
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has had new structures built, some of which this Commission has approved.  Pro-
viding a road along the Berlogar ridge would require amending the Vineyard 
Corridor Specific Plan. 

   
  Response: 
  Comments noted. 
   
D 23 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  Alternative 3 would place a road on a ridge.  One thing that is not 

addressed in this whole EIR is noise – noise in canyons, noise that bounces off the 
hills.  I am quite familiar with this.  So, if you do a decibel study of a car going by, it 
has no relation to what kind of noise bounces back and forth in those hills. 

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR addresses noise associated with the proposed project on pp. 198 to 210.  

With regard to the effects of topography on noise transmission or intensification, 
see response I17 and Construction Noise Master Response in Appendix K. 

   
D 24 Comment Summary: 
  [Mike Regan]  In summary the primary issue is the traffic, and my concern that I 

have stated over the years is potential breakthrough to properties beyond Oak 
Grove.  If in fact the project is approved, there should be a mitigation (easements, 
legal restrictions) that would make it impossible to develop lands beyond Oak 
Grove in the area served by Hearst Drive. 

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR (pp. 407-408) addresses potential growth-inducing impacts of the project.  

Citing the Initial Study, the DEIR points out that “the existence of the Urban Growth 
Boundary [UGB], which can only be amended by vote of the people, would preclude 
growth-inducting impacts.”  The DEIR (p. 189) describes the UGB as forming “the 
edge of land planned for urban development” as distinguished “from areas gener-
ally suitable for the long-term protection of natural resources . . .”.  The UGB is 
shown on the General Plan Map and also, in the DEIR, on the project maps (Figures 
2 and 3, pp. 4 and 6).  Figure 25 (DEIR p. 188) shows that the Oak Grove site has 
two General Plan classifications, and the area on the east side, generally the area 
outside the UGB, has the General Plan classification Public Health & Safety which in 
general bars development (see detail in DEIR Table 14, p. 189). 

Areas west and north of the Oak Grove site are already developed, while areas 
immediately to the east and south would not be developable because they are 
beyond the UGB and in a General Plan designation that bars almost all develop-
ment.  Figure 25 shows only one adjacent area, a narrow triangle to the southwest, 
that has a General Plan designation that would allow development. 

In addition to General Plan limitations, the infrastructure plan for Oak Grove would 
not support new development beyond the project site (DEIR p. 408). 

The Development Agreement calls for 497 acres of land in open space to be owned 
by the City.  An open space easement to the Tri-Valley Conservancy or a similar 
entity is expected to secure this area as open space in perpetuity.  In addition, the 
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General Plan update now in process would revise the land use designations for the 
site to correspond to the open space plan. 

   
D 25 Comment Summary: 
  [Mike Regan]  I think what we need to look more at is the open space, the kind of 

specificity of what open space is, and how that remains open space.   
   
  Response: 
  The DEIR (p. 9) discusses project proposed open space and the potential future 

transfer of that space to the City of Pleasanton; see also response E1.  The proposed 
Development Agreement between the City and the applicant calls for City ownership 
of open space on the Oak Grove site. 

   
D 26 Comment Summary: 
  [Mike Regan]  I do not see the sight lines on some of the views that were in the 

actual proposed project in the DEIR discussion of Alternative 4, which seems to be 
the option that is being considered most heavily right now.  I think that is some-
thing we need to follow up on to help understand what that project looks like. 

   
  Response: 
  Visual simulations of Alternative 4 were prepared (DEIR Figures 38 and 39) for two 

of the five vantage points used for the proposed project (DEIR Figures 11 through 
15).  These viewpoints, (VP 8 from Grey Eagle Court and VP9 from Red Feather 
Court) were selected because they are both public vantage points which encompass 
a large enough portion of the project site to portray the difference between the proj-
ect and Alternative 4 yet close enough to the site to discern where these differences 
are discernable.  Refer to DEIR (p. 348) for an explanation of why the other three 
viewpoints were not selected.  Appendix J, DEIR Errata, also corrects three erroneous 
viewpoint numbers on p. 348; the correct viewpoint numbers are 1, 4, and 14. 

The DEIR (p. 347), in reviewing the visual characteristics of Alternative 4, identifies 
some ways in which this alternative might have fewer or less visible effects than the 
project described in DEIR Chapter 2:  it provides fewer home sites (51 as opposed 
to 98); it has a larger average lot size, meaning that there would be more space 
between buildings; and it eliminates all the lots in the southernmost cluster 
proposed in the Chapter 2 project. 

The more limited set of simulations did not impair the ability to consider impacts.  
Visual modeling from other viewpoints would not disclose any new impact. 

   
D 27 Comment Summary: 
  [Mike Regan]  It is important to resolve the EVA issue. 
   
  Response: 
  See response D1. 
   
D 28 Comment Summary: 
  [Phil Blank]  Vehicles travel on upper Hearst Drive at excessive speeds. 
   
  Response: 
  Excessive speed of existing traffic on Hearst Drive is an existing condition, rather 

than a project impact.  The applicant has offered to work with the City and the Kot-

32 Oak Grove FEIR 
 



tinger Ranch Homeowners Association to identify solutions to this and other traffic 
problems on Hearst Drive.  The DEIR (p. 9) states that the applicant “also offers to 
commit funds for traffic calming improvements on Hearst Drive along the principal 
access route to Oak Grove.” 

   
D 29 Comment Summary: 
  [Phil Blank]  I would encourage members of the Planning Commission to walk the 

project site, as has been done by the Commission in other locations with environ-
mental sensitivities. 

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
   
D 30 Comment Summary: 
  [Phil Blank]  We absolutely have to have better quality visual simulations.  I think the 

picture quality in the EIR is extremely poor.  I would like to see those supplied elec-
tronically and digitally. 

   
  Response: 
  The “Oak Grove DEIR Visual Re-Print Portfolio” (January 2007) is a reproduction of 

the visual figures from the DEIR on 11X17 inch sheets with large, high quality 
images.  Copies are available for public review at the Pleasanton Planning Depart-
ment. 

   
D 31 Comment Summary: 
  [Phil Blank]  A 28 mm lens is good for scuba diving, but it is terrible for pictures out in 

the open.  It really does not do a good job of rendering accurately what you’re seeing. 
   
  Response: 
  Refer to Visual Master Response 1 which documents the suitability of wide angle 

photography for the purpose of EIR visual simulations. 
   
D 32 Comment Summary: 
  [Phil Blank]  I would encourage you to consider extending the comment period. 
   
  Response: 
  The public review period was extended from August 15 to August 29. 
   
D 33 Comment Summary: 
  [Phil Blank]  The issue of vibration has not been addressed in the DEIR.  There have 

been foundation problems in the fill in Kottinger Ranch and on the ridgeline in 
Kottinger Ranch.  So, the EIR should assess the impact of construction trucks going 
up and down Hearst Drive for a lengthy period of time.  This could certainly be 
mitigated by reducing the size of the construction trucks. 

   
  Response: 
  As noted in response F1, the applicant has indicated that major equipment required 

for site preparation and infrastructure installation would be brought to the site and 
remain there throughout the construction period, without otherwise contributing to 
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daily traffic.  Therefore, the majority of construction-related daily traffic would be 
construction workers and delivery vehicles, with about 10 percent of the traffic 
consisting of trucks. 

Illingworth & Rodkin, noise and vibration specialists on the EIR team, have 
evaluated vibration effects of construction related traffic.  They estimate that peak 
particle velocity (PPV)2 levels from rubber tire construction trucks will be less than 
0.08 in./sec. at a distance of 25 feet3.  Research4 indicates that a safe level of 
ground vibration is 0.75 in./sec. to avoid damage in a modern home.  Bases on 
these estimates, they conclude that ground vibration levels from construction trucks 
would be orders of magnitude below safe vibration limits. 

   
D 34 Comment Summary: 
  [Phil Blank]  The DEIR does not discuss noise relating to the Livermore Airport, a 

facility that has a mixture of business jet and small aircraft operations that operates 
24 hours a day, 365 days a year.  Expansion of that airport has been proposed that 
would involve new hangars, an airport extension, and a runway extension.  This expan-
sion could affect the project site, which is closer than Kottinger Ranch is to the airport. 

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR did not consider noise relating to aircraft operations because the site is 

not located within an airport land use plan area or within the vicinity of a private 
airport (DEIR p. 203).  The project site is located over two miles from the Livermore 
Airport.  Aircraft noise would be intermittent and would not generate noise levels 
that would be incompatible with the proposed residential uses.   

 
 

E. COMMENTS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING, AUG. 23, 2006 
 
E 1 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  Question regarding how the open space acreage would be transferred 

from a homeowners association to the City. 
   
  Response:  
  With the selection of Alternative 4 as the project, the arrangement for open space on 

the site as described in DEIR Chapter 2 have been clarified as follows: 

The applicant would dedicate the open space to the City of Pleasanton by an 
irrevocable offer of dedication (IOD).  Such an offer would be made as part of 
a Development Agreement for this project and could be incorporated as a 
condition on the Tentative Subdivision Map.  The homeowner’s association 
will not own the open space; it will be entirely owned by the City. 

                                                   
2 Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) – The maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration signal.  

PPV is often used in the evaluation of potential building damage. 
3 National Cooperative Highway Research Program Synthesis 218, Mitigation of Nighttime Construction Noise 

Vibrations, and Other Nuisances, 1999. 
4 United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines Report of Investigations/1980, Structure 

Response and Damage Produced by Ground Vibration From Surface Mine Blasting. 
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E 2 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  Commenter expressed concerns about homeowner association 

ownership of the site’s open space.   
   
  Response:  
  See response C15. 
   

E 3 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  A staging area at the proposed park in the Vineyard Corridor would 

encounter a methane problem relating to its history of ownership by the Pleasanton 
Garbage Service. 

   

  Response:  
  The community park site in the Vineyard Avenue Corridor was formerly owned by the 

Pleasanton Garbage Service, Inc., which operated a landfill on the site until 1976.  
The Vineyard Avenue Corridor Specific Plan (June, 1999, p. 13) recognizes that the 
site “presents potentially major constraints to development relative to land settling 
and the removal of methane gas.”  The possibility of developing a trail staging area 
on that site would be evaluated when the specific siting and development of that site 
is considered.  The topic of methane problems would be evaluated at that time. 

A staging area on the Oak Grove site is proposed as part of the 51-unit plan that is 
the currently-proposed project for the site. 

   

E 4 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  Concern was expressed about the considerable length of time that it 

would take for the trails to be developed. 
   

  Response:  
  The timing of development of the trail system for the Oak Grove site will depend on 

project approval, implementation of the proposed development agreement transfer-
ring ownership of the open space to the City (see response E1), completion of a trail 
plan for the site that takes into account the protection of the site’s biological 
resources, and construction of the trail network. 

   

E 5 Comment Summary: 
  [Mary Roberts]  Considerations were raised about the potential staging area.  Because 

the regional trail is proposed to run through the Berlogar property and the staging 
area is relative flat, the hiking ability may be limited.  The comment suggests as an 
alternative that the staging area function be split between two locations, off of Hearst 
Drive and another off Vineyard Avenue:  splitting the staging area would break it up 
enough to avoid traffic impacts in one place. 

   
   
  Response:  
  The first part of Comment E5 reflects a concern that hiking on the regional trail may 

be limited because of the difficult terrain between the Vineyard Avenue Corridor and 
Oak Grove.  The steepness of this link of the regional trail may limit usage if there is 
no staging area at Oak Grove, since hiking up to the site from Vineyard Avenue and 
then back again would be beyond some potential users’ capabilities or time availabil-
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ity.  A staging area at Oak Grove would, therefore, make the regional trail more 
accessible to a broader number of users. 

Comment E5 also points to the benefit of having two staging areas, in that traffic and 
parking effects would be split between two areas instead of concentrated on one.  
The DEIR’s estimate of trip generation relating to an onsite staging area at Oak 
Grove was about 60 daily trips with only a very few such trips (fewer than 5) taking 
place during the typical AM and PM peak periods (DEIR p. 255).  This estimate was 
based on facilities proposed for a staging area at the Oak Grove site, and did not take 
into account the possibility of a staging area off Vineyard Avenue. 

   
E 6 Comment Summary: 
  [Lee Fulton]  Commenter reiterated his previous comments made at the July 12, 

2006, Planning Commission hearing about (a) the quality of the DEIR visuals and (b) 
the need for additional visuals. 

   
  Response:  
  (a) The “Oak Grove DEIR Visual Re-Print Portfolio” (January 2007) is a reproduction 

of the visual figures from the DEIR on 11X17 inch sheets with large, high quality 
images.  Copies are available for public review at the Pleasanton Planning Depart-
ment.  See also Visual Master Response 3 which includes a detailed description of 
methods employed to systematically document existing views of the site, includ-
ing the incorporation of input received from members of the public and the City.

  (b) Additional visuals have been prepared by the applicant for consideration at the 
project review stage.  These additional visuals include views from 14 viewpoints that 
include existing and post-construction conditions (Year 15).  The points of view are: 

1.  El Charro at I-580 8.  Pleas. Middle School (Bernal Ave.) 
2.  Hopyard at I-580 9.  Grey Eagle Court 
3.  Las Positas at I-680 10. Red Feather Court 
4.  Bernal at I-680 11. Existing Terminus of Hearst Drive 
5.  Sunol at I-680 12. Onsite, View A 
6.  Augustin Bernal Park 13. Onsite, View B 
7.  Stanley at Bernal 14. Onsite, View C 

These simulations, prepared for the applicant by Dahlin Imaging Studio, will be 
made available to the Planning Commission. 

   
E 7 Comment Summary: 
  [Lee Fulton]  Commenter expressed concern that the parklands proposed would not 

be accessible to the public in the absence of a staging area at the Hearst Drive 
entrance to the site, noting that it would be a long hike from the other side. 

   
  Response: 
  The project proposes passive open space (not “parklands”), provision of a regional 

trail link, a staging area for the regional trail, and conceptual easements for commu-
nity trails. 

Alternative 4 proposes passive open space and a conceptual easement for the 
regional trail, but no staging area.  A network of community trails would be provided 
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at a later time under City ownership of the open space as is proposed in the 
Development Agreement (see response E1). 

   
E 8 Comment Summary: 
  [Lee Fulton]  Commenter noted that residents [presumably of Oak Grove] might not 

like people parking in front of their homes in order to hike the trail. 
   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
   
E 9 Comment Summary: 
  [Glen Fiderko]  Commenter expressed concern about the visual impacts of the devel-

opment on his views [presumably from his home on Crespi Court, a cul-de-sac 
extending north from Hearst Drive west of the proposed site]. 

   
  Response: 
  Visual Master Response 3 includes a detailed description of methods employed to 

systematically document existing, publicly accessible, views of the project site.  The 
DEIR (p. 33) concludes that the site is not generally seen from the existing residential 
area to the north/northwest.  As stated in the DEIR (p. 71), visual change associated 
with the proposed project could be evident from some nearby private residential 
properties.  Similar to views from much of Hearst Drive, the publicly-accessible areas 
of Crespi Court are lower in elevation than surrounding residential development; 
therefore, public views of the site are largely obstructed by intervening topography, 
vegetation, and/or residential development. 

   
E 10 Comment Summary: 
  [Glen Fiderko]  Commenter does not want dirt to be dumped in the canyon as 

occurred during the building of the Kottinger Ranch project, which led to an erosion 
problem. 

   
  Response: 
  Under Alternative 4, the environmentally superior alternative, 145 linear feet of the 

major drainage way would subject to fill, as compared with 2,905 linear feet under the 
project described in DEIR Chapter 2.  This reduction in the amount of fill would have 
the effect of reducing the potential for erosion of fill materials. 

   
E 11 Comment Summary: 
  [Glen Fiderko]  Commenter noted that the canyon acts as an acoustic funnel, and 

expressed concern about abatement of construction noise. 
   
  Response: 
  See response I17 and also the Master Response Relating to Construction Noise. 

Chapter 2. Comment Summaries and Responses 37 
 



Comments by Members of the Public  
Provided via Letter or E-mail to the Planning Department 
 
 

F. ALBIN, GREG 
 LETTER OF JULY 26, 2006 

F 1 Comment Summary: 
  If Oak Grove is approved, strict adherence to time limits on all construction activities 

should be enforced, including: 

 Limits on the time construction equipment may travel up and down Hearst 
Drive (including no construction traffic before 8:00 AM); 

 No work on Saturdays;  

 Large financial penalties for any infractions; and  

 Provision that penalties for infractions be payable to Hearst Drive residents 
(rather that subject to award by civil court). 

   
  Response: 
  The noise impact analysis presented in the DEIR was prepared by Illingworth & 

Rodkin (I&R), acoustical consultants on Pleasanton’s EIR team.  Information about 
the construction period is presented in the DEIR pp. 206-208 and also in the Con-
struction Noise Master Response in Appendix K. 

The comment raises issues relating to construction noise impacts and mitigation. 

The DEIR indicates that construction period noise would not routinely exceed impact 
criteria; however, those criteria may occasionally be exceeded and temporary eleva-
tions in noise levels could be annoying (DEIR p. 208).  Therefore the EIR includes 
Impact J1 relating to constructions noise and addresses that impact with Mitigation 
Measure J2: 

Incorporate noise reduction requirements, including limit on the hours of con-
struction activity and best management practices for construction noise, into 
the PUD Development Plan conditions. 

In discussing the specific elements of noise mitigation, the DEIR (p. 209) observes 
that, for a PUD development, noise-generating construction activity on the site would 
normally be limited to the hours between 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM (DEIR Errata, Appendix 
J clarifies that this applies to work days during the week, with no construction on 
weekends or holidays).  The DEIR notes that the Planning Director may authorize 
exceptions to these limits upon reasonable request(s) by the applicant. 

The commenter has asked for a ban on construction traffic before 8:00 AM.  Such a 
ban would not be necessary from the perspective of noise impacts, considering that: 

 Heavy equipment used during site preparation would in general remain on the 
site rather than being transported back and forth from some other location; 

 The bulk of construction period traffic (estimated at 50 to 100 trips/day) will be 
construction workers reporting to work at the site; and 
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 Roughly 10 percent of the traffic will be trucks (the balance will be cars).   

Once the project is completed, the 51 homes would generate on average 10 trips 
per day, or 500 trips.  Thus, construction period traffic would be less that opera-
tions period traffic, for which the DEIR does not find an adverse noise impact. 

The commenter’s suggestion not to permit traffic before 8:00 AM would raise diffi-
culties for the project since construction workers would generally be scheduled to 
arrive at the site between 6 and 7 AM.  Movement of major pieces of construction 
equipment could, however, be made subject to such a condition.  Sanctions to be 
imposed in the event such a condition were to be violated would be at the option of 
the City in imposing conditions of project approval. 

Other best management practices to reduce noise under Mitigation Measure J1 are 
listed in the DEIR p. 209. 

   
F 2 Comment Summary: 
  The previous history of fires in the neighborhood raises concerns about accessibility.  

Accessibility could be improved by provision of a second emergency vehicle access 
(EVA) road, such as from the end of Benedict Court. 

   
  Response: 
  The applicant’s 98-unit plan as presented in DEIR Chapter 2 included two EVAs, 

which are shows in DEIR Figure 3, p. 6, as the West EVA/Benedict Court and the 
North EVA/Grey Eagle Court). 

For the 51-unit Alternative 4, a single EVA is proposed, which would be the North 
EVA, exiting Oak Grove to Grey Eagle Court (DEIR pp. 346 and 375).  For the 51-unit 
Alternative 4 project, the North EVA is superior to the West EVA because (1) the 
average distance to the offsite public street would be less than would be the case with 
the West EVA, and (2) the West EVA via Benedict Court provides a connection that 
loops back to Hearst Drive in Kottinger Ranch, whereas the North EVA would provide 
emergency egress along a different road network. 

   
F 3 Comment Summary: 
  Two EVA roads, developed as normal streets, would alleviate traffic issues on Hearst 

Drive. 
   
  Response: 
  DEIR Alternative 3 analyzes the development of an alternative public road access to 

Oak Grove.  The analysis concludes that the second-road-access alternative would 
not be successful in diverting enough projected traffic from Bernal Avenue to have a 
substantial effect in reducing future congestion on the part of Pleasanton’s road 
network served by Bernal Avenue, as compared to the proposed single-public-access-
road arrangement:  diversion would not be sufficient to result in acceptable level of 
service at the key intersection of Bernal and Hearst Drive.  The findings of the 
analysis of Alternative 3 are likely to apply to any alternative public access road to the 
site, given the distance of the development from major arterials other than Bernal 
Avenue. 
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G. BAPTISTE, JOHN AND PATRICIA 
 LETTER OF JULY 26, 2006 

G 1 Comment Summary: 
  The applicant, who attempted to develop this land previously, should have been 

aware of the zoning on the site.  If they are allowed to develop this land, why can’t I 
tear my house down and put up 10 condo units? 

   
  Response: 
  The proposed project is consistent with Pleasanton’s existing General Plan and 

zoning designations: 

 As described in the DEIR (pp. 186-190), the Pleasanton General Plan, 1996, 
designates 489 acres of the site (the portion of the site not designated Open 
Space – Public health and Safety) for Residential – Rural Density.  Under this 
designation, the allowable density is one unit per five gross acres, to be 
developed predominantly as detached single-family homes.  Clustering of 
home sites on lots of one acre or larger is encouraged (General Plan p. II-5).   

 The Pleasanton Zoning Ordinance designates the Oak Grove site as Planned 
Development – Rural Density Residential/Open Space. 

 
 

H. CLOSE, KEVIN 
 LETTER OF AUG. 29, 2006 

H 1 Comment Summary: 
  My concern regarding this item is the number of average daily trips (ADT) used by 

this EIR, which is cited to the ITE (Institute of Traffic Engineers) Trip Generation 
Manual.  In previous studies Pleasanton has used a higher ADT number for estate 
lots; for example, the Pleasanton Golf Course and Housing Development used an 
ADT of 12.8.  This (higher) rate accounts for trips by service providers like land-
scapers, pool service, housekeepers, building contractors, etc. 

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted.  The trip generation rates used were deemed appropriate based on 

the nature of the development proposed in the project application. 

The average daily trips associated with the proposed project were calculated as about 
938, representing 98 units with just under 9.6 trips a day per unit. 

Commenter’s view is that a higher trip generation rate might be appropriate for 
housing units that are larger and/or located on larger lots to account for a possible 
higher volume of service trips. 

If the 12.8 trip rate cited by the commenter were applied to Alternative 4, which 
would have an average lot size over an acre, the total daily trips for the 51 lots would 
be about 653:  less that the ADT estimated for the proposed project. 
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I. FULTON, LEE 
 COMMENTS RECEIVED BY PLEASANTON AUG. 23, 2006 

I 1 Comment Summary: 
  Some visual-resources-related concerns of nearby residents and other members of 

the community are identified.   
   
  Response: 
  These concerns are cited in the DEIR, p. 21.  These concerns are not the same as 

CEQA criteria for significant visual impacts, which are based on California’s Guide-
lines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA], as 
cited in the DEIR, p. 45. 

   
I 2 Comment Summary: 
  The consultant used a 28mm wide angle lens to take the “representative” pictures.  

This approach makes things look more than twice as far away as they actually are. 
   
  Response: 
  Refer to Visual Master Response 1 which documents the suitability of wide angle 

photography for the purpose of EIR visual simulations. 
   
I 3 Comment Summary: 
  In the presentation of images (site photos and project simulations) in the DEIR: 

(a) Commenter maintains that the visual simulation photos are not sized 
adequately for a person of average eyesight to see the photos when held at the 
distance from the eye as suggested in Appendix H to gain an optimal 
impression of the project scale, and 

(b) The images are printed at dimensions smaller than those specified in DEIR 
Appendix H. Visual Simulation Methods. 

   
  Response: 
  (a) See Visual Master Response 1. 
  (b) The “Oak Grove DEIR Visual Re-Print Portfolio” (January 2007) is a reproduction 

of the visual figures from the DEIR on 11X17 inch sheets with large, high quality 
images.  Copies are available for public review at the Pleasanton Planning 
Department 

   
I 4 Comment Summary: 
  Commenter questions the selection of Red Feather Court and Grey Eagle Court as 

viewpoint locations in view of the facts that: 
(a) proposed houses on Court 1 would be much closer to existing homes on Hearst 

Drive, Mataro Court, Chianti Court, and Brandy Court than to homes on Red 
Feather Court and Grey Eagle Court;  

(b) Court 1, Court 2, and Street A will be prominent as viewed from various more 
distant sites, and 
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(c) the DEIR’s statement (p. 33) that, with the exception of the views from Red 
Feather Court and Grey Eagle Court, the project is not generally seen from the 
existing residential area to the north/northwest, is not accurate. 

   
  Response: 
  (a) Some homes in the Vintage Hills area (including Mataro, Navalle, Chianti and 

Ruby Courts) lie in closer proximity to the site (though roughly the same dis-
tance to the proposed project and to Alternative 4 lot sites) than those in the 
Grey Eagle Estates.  Site visits were conducted to find views from this area; how-
ever, publicly accessible vantage points with views of the project are generally 
not available and, therefore, these locations were eliminated as candidates for 
simulation.  See also response to I4(b) below. 

(b) Court 1, Court 2, and the northern section of Street A comprise lots 1 through 27 
of the proposed project and lots 1 though 12 of Alternative 4.  These lots may be 
visible from limited, more distant, locations such as “the Busch Property, Valley 
between Busch and Stanley, Bernal between Stanley and Nevada, and Stanley 
Boulevard” [quoted from commenter’s letter].  However, given the distances of 
these vantage points (most are a mile or more from the site), proposed residen-
tial development will not appear prominently.  Refer to DEIR Figures 15a 
through 15c for representative simulations from Bernal Avenue which lies about 
a mile from the project.  In most cases landscape details will not be highly dis-
cernable.  This fact is illustrated by the existing homes seen in Photo 15 (DEIR 
Figure 9a) taken from Stanley Boulevard.  With respect to the project’s potential 
visibility, it should be noted that, as proposed project landscaping matures, 
additional visual screening will be provided.

(c) The DEIR correctly states that “the site is not generally seen from the existing 
residential area to the north/northwest”.  Two locations were chosen for visual 
simulation, one from Grey Eagle Court and the other from Red Feather Court, 
because they represent the primary public views available from the north/ 
northwest.  In the vicinity of Vintage Hills Park and Arbor Drive, intervening hills 
adjacent to the site screen the project from all but a handful of locations, and the 
presence of existing homes and vegetation further screens views from this area. 

 North of the Grey Eagle estates, the landform slopes downward toward the 
Chain of Lakes area and views of the site are obstructed until one reaches the 
area near Stanley Boulevard, which lies approximately one mile away. 

   
I 5 Comment Summary: 
  It should have been very evident to staff what areas would have been affected if they 

had gone up to the project.  Every street, park, yard, or window that they could see 
would see the project, but with greater impact because of the sizes of the houses 
and their proximity to ridgeline and horizon. 

   
  Response: 
  As part of the DEIR visual impact assessment a systematic evaluation of the site’s 

potential visibility was conducted.  Initial computer-assisted modeling helped 
define areas of potential visibility, after which a series of field visits were conducted, 
both to the site and to surrounding areas.  Field observation and photography 
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focused on, but was not restricted to, areas described as having the most potential 
visibility.  Photos taken from the site of the surrounding areas were employed as a 
method of identifying potentially affected areas.  Further computer analysis and 
documentation was conducted to choose the most representative public views for 
visual simulation.  The CEQA analysis is focused on views from publicly-accessible 
places such as streets and parks, rather than from private property. 

The commenter’s statement assumes no mitigation; e.g., intervening landscaping. 
   
I 6 Comment Summary: 
  The simulations do not represent the maximum permitted house size for each lot. 
   
  Response: 
  A set of visual simulations has been produced based upon project design data and 

a set of technical assumptions developed in consultation with City staff.  See Visual 
Master Response 2 which documents the technical assumptions regarding house 
size and other physical development parameters. 

   
I 7 Comment Summary: 
  [This comment takes the form of a portfolio of images prepared by the commenter, 

presented in Part 3 of the Responses to Comments, Texts of Communications, as 
Figures A through H.]  

   
  Response: 
  The commenter’s images do not represent valid comparisons with the DEIR 

simulations for the following reasons: 

The images are not produced using a replicable technical method such as that 
described in Appendix H of the DEIR.  It is apparent based on the commenter’s 
own explanation that no topographic data or computer modeling was used to 
produce the images.  Instead, a set of two-dimensional house images was “scaled” 
in size based on a cow and fencepost, and then inserted into the photographs.  The 
commenter’s images do not take into account site grading and finished lot eleva-
tions, nor do they adequately reflect controls on building placement based on the 
project Mandatory Design Guidelines summarized on DEIR pp. 42 and 43 and 
included as Appendix G of the DEIR.   

Houses shown in the commenter’s images are exaggerated in size and scale.  
According to commenter, the original rear-elevation house drawings were scaled up 
by more than 50 percent to represent a height of 60 feet.  However, the maximum 
allowable rear-exposure height is 36 feet (see response C18); at most, where 
viewing distance allows, heights of 45 feet (considering upper portions of 
residences set back from the facades) could be seen.  Therefore, the commenter 
has portrayed the size of the houses as larger than would ever be approved or built 
on the site.  In addition, by simply scaling the rear façade of the house drawings to 
represent larger houses with greater floor areas, the images distort the houses, 
making them appear as if they were much closer to the viewer than the proposed 
project actually would be situated.  

Although photographic camera or lens information was not provided with the com-
ments, the photographs appear to have been taken with a telephoto lens.  As out-
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lined in the Visual Master Response 1, photographs taken with a telephoto lens 
narrow the field of view and omit the surrounding context.  (Note that one of the 
reasons for using a 28 mm lens is to establish the foreground context of the project 
site.)  The view from a telephoto lens appears to be magnified when compared to a 
normal lens; therefore, the houses appear magnified when compared to the actual 
viewing conditions at these viewpoints. 

   
I 8 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR denies that the Oak Grove site is in the Southeast Hills. 
   
  Response: 
  The Pleasanton General Plan map that labels the Southeast Hills (General Plan 

Figure 1-2. Existing Features, p. I-11) places that label well to the south of the area 
proposed for development in the Oak Grove development plan.  The Southeast 
Hills represent a topographic formation extending from approximately Vineyard 
Avenue southward.  Considerable development exists in this area now, including all 
of the developed lands on which viewpoints 4 through 13 are located (see DEIR 
Figure 6a, p. 26), which include Kottinger Ranch, Vintage Hills II, and Grey Eagle 
developments, adjacent to the Oak Grove site). 

The DEIR identifies the Southeast Hills as one of three key topographic features in 
Pleasanton’s visual setting (the other two are Pleasanton Ridge and Main Ridge, 
which is part of the northwest-trending ridge that, farther south, is identified as 
Pleasanton Ridge).  All three of these features are labeled in General Plan Figure 1-2 
as cited in the DEIR (p. 46). 

The DEIR text (p. 69) states that “The Oak Grove site is on the margin of the 
Southeast Hills.”  More precisely, Oak Grove is an upland site lying below the high-
est elevations in this topographical area.  The vast majority of the Oak Grove site is 
below the 1,000-foot elevation contour.  The highest point on the site is a little over 
1,080 feet both at the southernmost point and at the border with the Foley south 
property in the regional trail corridor.  (This elevation information corrects the 
DEIR, p. 133, which states that the high point is 1,020 feet).   

The General Plan does not bar development of areas within the topographic unit 
described, as evidenced by the fact that most of the Oak Grove site carries a 
General Plan designation of Rural Density Residential. 

South of the Oak Grove site, elevations in excess of 1,000 feet are much more 
common.  The elevation of the ridgeline of the Southeast Hills exceeds 1,200 feet in 
spots, with the maximum approximately 1,264 feet.  Beyond that ridge, elevations 
drop toward Vallecitos Valley/SR 84 farther south. 

   
I 9 Comment Summary: 
  Commenter cites DEIR as stating (p. 69) that “No scenic vistas of public 

importance have been identified with respect to views into the Oak Grove site.”  
Commenter asks what about the EIR’s citation of the General Plan with respect to 
“Scenic vistas identified as of particular community importance” which include the 
Southeast Hills. 
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  Response: 
  The DEIR text cited relates specifically to views into the Oak Grove site, which 

would be close range views such as those from nearby streets.  Views of that kind 
are not called out as “vistas” in the General Plan. 

   
I 10 Comment Summary: 
  Comment cites DEIR as stating (p. 69) that, after development, “extensive tree 

planting program transforms an open, savannah-like landscape to a wooded land-
scape.  This change is not considered an adverse impact.”  Commenter expresses 
the view that the landscape would be transformed into a residential landscape with 
massive houses interspersed with trees.  “Most people can tell the difference.  
Whether they consider it an adverse impact is a matter of personal taste.” 

   
  Response: 
  The language in the CEQA Guideline on scenic vistas is “substantial adverse impact 

on a scenic vista.”  (DEIR p. 45)  The DEIR analysis shows a change in the appear-
ance of the site that would differ from one viewpoint to another, but does not 
support a finding of “substantial adverse impact on a scenic vista.”  Change in site 
appearance does not in and of itself call for the finding of an adverse visual impact. 

The substitution of Alternative 4 for the project would result in fewer homes (51 as 
opposed to 98) on larger lots that provide for more separation between buildings, 
and the applicant commits to the same level of mitigation tree planting as originally 
proposed (DEIR p. 347).  The potential for substantial screening vegetation is, 
therefore, improved under Alternative 4.  As with the project, substantial adverse 
impact on a scenic vista is not found. 

   
I 11 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR discussion of the CEQA Guideline Potential to degrade the existing visual 

character of the surroundings (DEIR p. 71) refers to the project as having visual 
elements in common with existing, adjacent development; specifically, comparable 
development type (single family residential) similar plan layout.  Commenter dis-
putes the DEIR’s characterization of comparability, stating that residences would be 
“three to five times the size” [of neighboring residences?] and the site plan would 
not avoid “building homes on ridge crests.” 

   
  Response: 
  Residences at Oak Grove may be larger than residences in existing nearby develop-

ments:  single family homes generally have been increasing in average size over the 
last decade. 

The Design Guidelines for the project provide a building envelope schedule (see 
Oak Grove Residence Lot Design Guidelines5) outlining the area within which the 
footprint of a building could be established.  These footprints delineate the maxi-
mum ground level extent of a building within its applicable setbacks, but they do 
not imply that any residence proposed would occupy the entire footprint.  Limita-

                                                   
5 Oak Grove Residence Lot Design Guidelines, Berger Detmer Ennis, Architects, and M.D. Fotheringham, Inc. 

Landscape Architects, December 2006, p. 2. 
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tions on building size would also be effected via height limits, a limit to the number 
of stories, observations of the landform, restrictions on grading, and design strate-
gies to reduce building mass and bulk (guidelines, pp. 4-5).  Further limiting restric-
tions result from architectural design guidelines applicable by type of lot (see Resi-
dence Lot Design Guidelines, pp. 9-14).  Review by the Oak Grove Design Review 
Board and the Planning Commission would presumably reference all these guide-
lines, and potentially add further limitations, to avoid structures of excessive size. 

The DEIR (p. 5) observes that Oak Grove, like Grey Eagle Estates and the custom 
home portion of Kottinger Ranch, would avoid “table top grading” and pull most 
homes away from the crests of ridges.  The DEIR project description (p. 4) notes 
that residential sites would be primarily in the relatively level areas near the ridge-
lines, offering the advantages of reduced disturbance of the site for development, 
offset by the disadvantage of increased visibility.  The “high visibility” lots identified 
in the Residence Lot Design Guidelines are subject to special requirements 
(Residence Lot Design Guidelines, p. 10). 

   
I 12 Comment Summary: 
  The vast majority of houses in this project are sited in “too-prominent locations” 

and will be inadequately screened.  Commenter notes the EIR recognizes the poten-
tial for an impact relating to structures on some lots being “undesirably prominent” 
(Impact A2, DEIR p. 71). 

   
  Response: 
  CEQA criteria for finding adverse visual impacts are cited in the DEIR, p. 45.  In the 

discussion of potential visual impacts, the DEIR (pp. 70-73) considers whether the 
project would “substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings” (one of the four visual significance criteria). 

The DEIR discussion considers the degree to which the development would be 
visible from public viewing areas close by and at a distance.  Among the considera-
tions taken into account is the general similarity of the project to other develop-
ments that are visible from similar distant viewpoints and the substantial level of 
screening landscaping that is proposed for the project, including 400 “mitigation” 
trees.  The DEIR observes (p. 73) that, “over time, as the trees mature, new devel-
opment would appear more integrated into the surrounding setting and less distin-
guishable from both the landscape and the residential areas that adjoin it.” 

Nevertheless, the DEIR finds a possibility that some Oak Grove residences may 
appear undesirably prominent, and that care in siting buildings on the more visible 
lots would be important in diminishing their visibility.  While the Residence Lot 
Design Guidelines identify some parcels as of high visibility and, through the man-
datory components of the Design Guidelines, impose additional requirements on 
development of those parcels to minimize the appearance of bulk and height at 
those sites, the DEIR recommended the addition of two more parcels to the   appli-
cant’s list of “high visibility” lots.  Under the 51-unit Alternative 4, the additional 
parcels identified for classification as “high visibility” and therefore subject to 
special controls under the Mandatory Design Guidelines are parcels 33 and 34.  
Mitigation Measure A2 for Alternative 4 (DEIR p. 356) provides this mitigation. 
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I 13 Comment Summary: 
  Mitigation Measure A2 (DEIR p. 75), which addresses the potential for some 

buildings to be undesirably prominent by increasing the number of lots classified as 
“High Visibility Lots,” would be less than effective because 

(a) The Mandatory Design Guidelines in DEIR Appendix G (p. G5 for the 98-unit 
project; p. G17 for the 51 unit project) provide that “When a lot is given more 
than one site-specific classification, the building envelope for that lot has been 
generally defined as the least restrictive guideline.” 

(b) “Screening Planting” is the only mitigation for high visibility lots.  This mitiga-
tion will not be effective because: 

(b1) The height of a tree required to screen a three-story house with a 60-foot 
rear vertical exposure, planted at the edge of a sloped lot (where the 
property line is substantially lower than the foundation of the house) is 
taller than these trees will ever be capable of growing to.  (Most of the very 
old oaks on the property are in the 30-35 feet tall range.) 

(b2) The number of trees required to screen a house of the proportions 
proposed (8,000 to 22,708 sq. ft.) is not realistic. 

(b3) These hills are not conducive to growing trees (so mitigation tree planting 
will not work, particularly if the trees are oaks). 

(b4) Future residence owners have a negative incentive with respect to the screen-
ing effects of vegetation, because they want to preserve their views.  There is 
no mechanism to insure that the trees remain alive, let alone that they 
achieve the predicted size, shape, or height, unless no construction is allowed 
until after the trees have reached their screening size and a tree replacement 
ordinance is in effect. 

(b5) A mitigation measure that will not be in effect for (optimistically) 15 years is 
not a full mitigation, since it does not compensate for loss of a valued 
natural landscape feature subject to protection in the General Plan. 

   
  Response: 
  (a) The Design Guidelines state that, in the case of two site specific site classifica-

tions, the guidelines generally would allow the “least restrictive" guideline to be 
used.  The use of the more generous standard might result in project residences 
that would have greater visual prominence than those evaluated in the EIR 
analysis (i.e., size of building dimensions might be larger than evaluated).  In 
that event, during site design review, the City can require additional visual 
environmental analysis to determine whether new impacts would occur. 

(b) Screening planting is not the only mitigation proposed for high visibility lots.  
The Design Guidelines (DEIR Appendix G) build in mitigations for those lots, 
which include (DEIR pp. G17-G18) more restrictive building setbacks (rear yard 
setbacks and rear yard alignment) and (DEIR p. G25) specific landscape 
requirements.  The DEIR (p. 356) identifies Impact A2 for the 51-unit Alternative 
4, which calls for adding two lots (lots 33 and 34) to the set of lots identified in 
the Design Guidelines as potentially “high visibility.”  It further calls for all lots in 
the matrix of high visibility lots to be subject to the more restrictive building 
setbacks and landscape requirements contained in the Mandatory Site Specific 
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Guidelines.  The High Visibility Lots design criteria are to be implemented in 
conjunction with lot-specific design application. 

 As stated in the DEIR (p. 42 and in the Mandatory Design Guidelines, Appendix 
G), construction height is limited to 30 feet.  Rear vertical exposure cannot be 60 
feet as stated but would be limited to 36 feet.  The visibility of this 36-foot 
maximum exposure would generally be minimized as seen from most vantage 
points because the Guidelines call for stepped back design in which the higher 
portion of the building massing is farther away from the viewer, thus diminish-
ing the structure’s apparent size.  (See also response I7.) 

(b1) As stated in the DEIR (p. G11), trees suggested for mitigation include Coast 
Live Oak, Valley Oak, and Blue Oak which can grow to maximum heights of 
between 50 and 65 feet.  It should be noted that the purpose of tree planting 
and landscaping as mitigation measures is not to completely “conceal” the 
project (in commenter’s terms), but to provide a measure of screening 
which will reduce its overall visibility. 

 Tree heights of approximately 21 to 43 feet were used in the visual simula-
tions to depict 15 year landscape maturity.  The tree height estimates were 
based upon a set of technical assumptions regarding initial tree height at 
installation, assumed yearly growth rate and maximum growth appropriate 
for the species.  Tree height estimates are derived, in part, from data pro-
vided by "SelecTree: A Tree Selection Guide.", Reimer, Jeffrey L. and W. Mark 
(http://selectree.calpoly.edu). 

(b2) The average building envelope of those lots specified as “High Visibility” is 
approximately 11,000 square feet (sf).  However, as explained in Visual 
Master Response 2, this would not result in a 11,000 sf buildable area or a 
22,000 sf house because the lot specific development elements of the Man-
datory Guidelines would restrict the actual buildable area.  For example, Lot 
20, the largest of the “High Visibility” lots with a 20,000 sf envelope, has a 
Heritage tree that would significantly reduce the buildable area. Also, it 
should be noted again that the purpose of tree planting and landscaping as 
a mitigation measure is not to completely conceal the project, but rather to 
provide a level of screening that will reduce its visibility. 

(b3) The mitigation tree plan is subject to monitoring (DEIR, p. 118). 

(b4) The mitigation tree plan applies to common areas; Heritage trees on indi-
vidual parcels are required to be maintained by the purchaser of the parcel. 

(b5) Mitigation trees and other common area landscaping would be put in place 
prior to the development of individual parcels.  Since the buildout of the 
residential units is expected to take at least four years, and possibly up to 
eight, substantial tree growth will occur prior to construction of many of the 
homes.  There will be a period during which trees will not have reached their 
mature height but, as the commenter observes, it will be temporary. 

  With respect to the effectiveness of screening planting, the comments represent the 
opinion of the commenter based on his choice of viewpoints and his opinion 
regarding the effectiveness of plants in minimizing visual impacts.  These com-
ments are apparently based on specifically selected views and further seem to sug-
gest that only a solid wall of plant material can mitigate views of homes to a less 
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than significant level.  In fact, from viewpoints below the homes, small or slow 
growing plant material can provide an effective screening of large homes.  Plant 
material used to break up the view of the mass of the homes will be effective in 
reducing these impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Lastly, regarding views of 
homes from within the boundary of the project, the Oak Grove Design Review 
Board and the City Planning Department will have the opportunity to prescribe 
plant materials effective in screening homes from neighbors. 

   
I 14 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR does not consider any alternatives to the project that would lessen the 

visual impact that “some lots may be undesirably prominent.”  The alternative of 
putting some or all of the most visible or prominent houses on less visible or 
prominent parts of the property should be given consideration.   

   
  Response: 
  The comment arises from the DEIR’s concern that “some lots may be undesirably 

prominent” in suggesting that the EIR consider an alternative in which less 
potentially prominent sites be substituted. 

First, CEQA Guidelines for visual analysis do not call for finding an adverse visual 
impact merely because a building is visible or located in a visually prominent 
location. 

Second, the fact that a lot may be located in a place of potential prominence does 
not necessarily mean that a building on that lot would be visually prominent.  The 
implementation of Design Guidelines would affect the placement, dimensions, and 
size of any building, and landscaping both of the lot and the common area would 
have mitigating effects. 

Third, the DEIR does consider an alternative under which the visibility of buildings 
on the project’s 98 parcels would be diminished.  Considering areas identified as of 
potentially high visibility in the 98-unt project as compared with the 51-unit 
Alternative 4: 

 In the area of the Court 1 cluster, the 51-unit alternative would have fewer 
parcels (and buildings) than the 98-unit project:  the number of high visibility 
parcels in this area as identified either in the Design Guidelines or in the DEIR 
would drop from 20 to 7; and 

 The 51-unit alternative would have larger parcels, providing greater flexibility 
for placing the footprint of development on the site or changing the dimen-
sions of a potential unit so as to reflect visual concerns.  

   
I 15 Comment Summary: 
  Short term measurements should have been taken from back yards to accurately 

reflect the impacts of construction noise. 
   
  Response: 
  The short term noise monitoring locations, selected in consultation with City staff, 

were the end of Navalle Court (ST-1) and the end of Smallwood Court (ST-4) (see 
DEIR Figure 27, p. 199).  Noise measurements at these locations were predomi-
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nately the result of distant traffic and occasional aircraft overflights.  They were 
unaffected by vehicular traffic or other activities occurring at the front of homes in 
the vicinity and are, therefore, representative of the ambient noise environment in 
the rear yards of adjacent residences. 

The speech interference significance threshold of 60 dBA Leq used in the con-
struction noise analysis would apply whatever the ambient noise environment at 
monitoring locations. 

   
I 16 Comment Summary: 
  The noise environment in the project vicinity is quieter than reported in the DEIR. 
   
  Response: 
  Information presented in the DEIR (p. 200) states that noise levels at the site “result 

primarily from local events in the neighborhood and are generally low.”  The EIR 
noise consultants Illingworth & Rodkin collected long-term noise data during the City 
of Pleasanton 2002 City-Wide Monitoring Program showing that typical weekday 
noise levels are approximately 52 dBA Ldn in the rear yard of the residential property 
located at 3407 Brandy Court.  The low ambient noise environment has no bearing on 
the speech interference significance threshold of 60 dBA Leq.  The low ambient noise 
environment allows residents to hear sounds that would not normally be heard in a 
louder noise environment (e.g., adjacent to Interstate 580). 

   
I 17 Comment Summary: 
  The terrain in the project vicinity (hills and valleys in relation to the nearest residen-

tial receptors) will create an “amphitheater or band shell effect” with respect to 
construction noise, magnifying sound because it is a combination of direct and 
reflected sound. 

   
  Response: 
  The “amphitheater effect” often cited by the public as intensifying noise effects in 

areas of varied topography is usually the result of hillside locations which afford an 
unobstructed view of the noise source.  The noise analysis for the DEIR took 
topographical effects into consideration and, therefore, no adjustments were 
required to account for an “amphitheater effect.”  See also Construction Noise 
Master Response (FEIR Appendix K). 

   
I 18 Comment Summary: 
  DEIR (p. 208) states that construction activities would not yield noise levels greater 

than 60 dbA Leq or more for a period exceeding a year at the closest receivers to the 
west and north.  Commenter believes this conclusion is incorrect.  Commenter also 
notes that the DEIR finds a significant construction noise impact even though the 
DEIR analysis concludes that construction noise would not have a significant 
impact. 

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR (p. 203) establishes criteria for the evaluation of the significance of noise 

impacts.  The state CEQA Guidelines are specifically cited; the project would be 
found to have a significant noise impact: 
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(1) [If it would result in] a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise in the project vicinity above the levels existing without 
the project. 

For projects involving temporary noise impacts resulting from construction, 
criterion 3 is applied by the EIR consultants as follows: 

If the project would cause prolonged interference (greater than one 
construction season) with normal outdoor activities in noise sensitive 
areas and exceed 60 dBA Leq and the ambient by 5 dBA Leq or more due 
to construction noise. 

The construction noise analysis found that site preparation activities would not 
generate noise levels exceeding 60 dBA Leq when activities occurred at distances 
greater than 1,000 feet.  The noise analysis also found that there are no locations 
where construction of multiple homes would occur within 350 feet of existing resi-
dences bordering the site to the north or west.  The construction of several homes 
simultaneously could conceivably generate noise levels in excess of 60 dBA within 
approximately 350 feet of the construction site.  Given that approximately 70 
percent of the proposed lots are located at distances greater than 1,000 feet from 
existing residential receivers, grading activities within 1,000 feet of any existing 
residence are expected to last less than one construction season.  Noise from home 
construction would not exceed 60 dBA Leq.  Therefore, the total cumulative duration 
of construction noise levels exceeding 60 dBA Leq at any particular residence would 
be less than one construction season. 

The project is not expected to generate construction noise levels in excess of the 
significance criterion; however, due to the temporary elevation of noise levels 
resulting from construction and the annoyance such noise may cause, a significant 
impact was found, facilitating the City’s imposing mitigation measures on the 
project relating to construction noise (see DEIR, pp. 208-209). 

Finally, this impact is found to be less than significant following mitigation.  The 
Errata to the DEIR corrects a typographical error found on page S9 where this 
impact is characterized as significant following mitigation when, in fact, the text of 
the DEIR noise section (pp. 205 to 209) states that the post-mitigation impact is 
less than significant. 

   
I 19 Comment Summary: 
  Construction noise mitigation proposed includes “best management practices for 

construction noise” which (as it relates to the biggest noise-generating equipment) 
includes “equip all internal-combustion-engine-driven equipment with appropriate 
mufflers.”  The consultant’s assumptions about the equipment that would make 
the significant noise impact already assumed they would have appropriate mufflers.  
How can requiring them to have what you already assumed they had make them 
any quieter? 

   
  Response: 
  The commenter correctly observes that the applicant has already committed to use 

of appropriate mufflers.  The full set of best management practices is cited for the 
purpose of identifying a complete construction noise mitigation package.   
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I 20 Comment Summary: 
  Commenter believes that the proposed mitigation will have minimal effect on the 

noise impact for the closest receptors and that construction activities would yield 
noise levels exceeding ambient noise conditions by 5 dbA Leq or more for a period 
far exceeding one cumulative year. 

   
  Response: 
  See response I18. 
   
I 21 Comment Summary: 
  Commenter suggests revising the (Alternative 4) site plan to eliminate housing 

units on lots 1 through 11 and relocating those units farther back in the develop-
ment because these lots are the source of the majority of the construction noise 
impact other than traffic on Hearst Drive. 

   
  Response: 
   In the professional opinion of the DEIR noise consultants, Illingworth & 

Rodkin, the impact from construction activities is not significant given total 
cumulative duration of construction noise levels exceeding the noise level 
parameter of 60 dBA Leq.  See response I18. 

 However, construction sounds would be audible and could be annoying to 
some individuals.  For this reason, time limits and best management practices 
were recommended as mitigation to reduce construction noise levels as low as 
reasonably possible.  See response I19.   

 For reasons explained in responses I19 and I20, no mitigation is necessary and 
the relocation of the units identified is not required to meet the cited noise 
standards.   

   
I 22 Comment Summary: 
  Comment expresses belief that conclusions dealing with Aesthetics and Visual 

Resources should be declared inadequate because: 

 Visual simulations were improperly done, 

 Areas that might be visually affected were not adequately researched,  

 Project was not considered part of the Southeast Hills that Pleasanton has 
expressed a desire to protect views of, and, therefore,  

 Alternatives to address visual impacts were not considered. 
   
  Response: 
  As the responses in this Responses to Comments indicate, visual simulations were 

properly done, consistent with CEQA standards, including simulation of project 
topography and simulation of project buildings consistent with mandatory Design 
Guidelines: 

 Areas of visibility were determined based on detailed analysis of topography and, 
while not every visible location was simulated from every conceivable public 
viewing location, viewpoints selected offer representative views of post-project 
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conditions.  See responses I2 and I3 and Visual Master Responses 1 and 2 
which document the technical assumptions and accuracy of the visual sim-
ulation methodology.  See, also, responses I4 through I6 and Visual Master 
Response 3 regarding research of visually affected areas. 

 The DEIR describes the project site as on the margin of the Southeast Hills, a 
location that includes neighboring areas as well (for example Kottinger Ranch); 
development in this area is not barred by the General Plan. 

 The DEIR, in Alternative 4, considers a site plan that would diminish the visibility 
of residences on the project site by (1) reducing residential development overall 
from 98 to 51 units; (2) increasing parcel size, allowing greater flexibility in the 
location of building footprints and in adjusting building dimensions to respond 
to visibility concerns at the project review stage; and (3) reducing the number of 
residences on parcels characterized as “high visibility” from about 25 parcels to 
about 11 (counting in both cases both the Design Guidelines classification of 
sites and the DEIR’s recommendation of additional parcels). 

   
I 23 Comment Summary: 
  Commissioners should visit the entire site and seek ways of balancing provision of 

residences on the site with reducing development on hilltops and ridgelines, even if 
such an approach might require additional grading and loss of existing additional 
trees. 

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
   
I 24 Comment Summary: 
  Approval of this project could “grandfather” a development plan that may prove to 

be in conflict with the General Plan update now in process. 
   
  Response: 
  The approval of the project requires a finding of consistency with the Pleasanton 

General Plan. 
   
I 25 Comment Summary: 
  The “Southeast Hills” needs a more specific definition. 
   
  Response: 
  See response I8. 
 
From page 15 of Communication I to the conclusion of that communication, the materials 
presented are not comments on the DEIR and, therefore, no responses have been provided. 
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J. HOWE, BOB 
 LETTER OF JULY 12, 2006 

J 1 Comment Summary: 
  The project should be provided with a second public access road (in addition to 

Hearst Drive).  This second access road should not be Red Feather Drive; it should 
be a route that would serve as a major alternative to Hearst Drive for traveling to and 
from the Oak Grove site. 

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR’s investigation of such a route is represented by Alternative 3, as discussed 

in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Alternative 3 is the Berlogar Ridge route.  This route has the 
advantage of a point of origin within the project that is theoretically far enough east to 
be able to attract north- and east bound project trips in preference to Hearst Drive.  
The DEIR analysis indicated, however, that this route would not be effective in divert-
ing sufficient traffic to warrant the effort (in terms of cost, dislocation, other environ-
mental consequences, etc.).  The commenter’s suggested “higher speed route” might 
be effective in diverting more project traffic from Hearst Drive, but a broader justifica-
tion for the provision of such a road would have to be demonstrated, particularly in 
view of the fact that the level of adverse impacts associated with either the 98-unit 
project or the smaller 51-unit Alternative 4 is small relative to background traffic levels. 

   
J 2 Comment Summary: 
  Pleasanton already has a need for additional roadways to support the traffic that we 

have today, [particularly] “beltway” thoroughfares that would enable traffic to get 
from one side of town to the other, or to access the I-680 and I-580 freeways, without 
going through downtown.  With the possible exceptions of parts of Bernal Avenue, 
Stoneridge Drive, and Owens Drive, Pleasanton’s major boulevards do not serve this 
function, but operate as spokes going to the central hub of the city. 

An example of a new roadway that would serve this function [in the judgment of the 
commenter] would be a major new boulevard between the east side of Pleasanton 
and Sunol Blvd.  Each new development should mitigate its impact on Pleasanton’s 
existing infrastructure by making a contribution to such “beltway” thoroughfares. 

   
  Response: 
  The commenter’s suggestion for a new “beltway” system of thoroughfares in 

Pleasanton goes beyond the specific traffic issues that relating to the Oak Grove 
project, which are focused on Hearst Drive at Bernal Avenue and intersections 
closest to that location.  Commenter’s views are noted for the record. 

   
J 3 Comment Summary: 
  Purchasing traffic lights as suggested in the EIR will only serve to worsen the existing 

traffic problem.   
   
  Response: 
  The DEIR (p. 259) notes that the operation of the Hearst Drive intersection with 

Bernal Avenue under the EXISTING+APPROVED PROJECTS with Oak Grove is unsatisfac-
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tory at level of service [LOS] F in the evening peak period, with delay estimated at 27.4 
seconds without the project and 55.7 seconds with the project (DEIR p. 259).  The 
installation of traffic signals would improve the operation of that intersection to LOS 
B during the peak period, with delay reduced to 10.4 seconds (DEIR p. 263). 

 
 

J. HOWE, DENISE 
 LETTER OF JULY 26, 2006 

K 1 Comment Summary: 
  I am satisfied with the 51-home development (Alternative 4), a deduction from the 

98-home development (the proposed project):  I think it is a good compromise for 
everyone involved.  I was happy to see that Alternative 4 would have a sidewalk on 
one side of the public streets (the proposed project does not).  I am also very pleased 
with the open space and the option the City has to make it a public area with trails. 

   
  Response: 
  Both the proposed project and Alternative 4 would have a sidewalk along one side of 

every public street. 
 
 

L. JACOBY, STEVEN AND CARROLL 
 LETTER OF JULY 23, 2006 

L 1 Comment Summary: 
  The proposed project could have a significantly undesirable visual effect from my 

house. 
   
  Response: 
  Comment noted.  Visual Master Response 3 includes a detailed description of 

methods employed to systematically document existing, publicly accessible, views of 
the project site.  As stated in the DEIR (p. 71), visual change associated with the 
proposed project could be evident from some nearby private residential properties. 

   
L 2 Comment Summary: 
  The views from Red Feather Court presented in the DEIR are distorted as they appear 

to have been taken using a wide angle lens which makes everything look smaller and 
further away. 

   
  Response: 
  Refer to Visual Master Response 1 which documents the suitability of wide angle 

photography for the purpose of EIR visual simulations. 
   
L 3 Comment Summary: 
  We don’t believe overly huge/high houses along the ridge line can be adequately 

masked with landscaping.  We hope the Planning Commission will consider size and 
height limitations consistent with the square footage of the houses. 
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  Response: 
  Comment noted.  The project’s Mandatory Design Guidelines (summarized in the 

DEIR pp. 42-43 and included as Appendix G) include setback requirements, a 30 foot 
maximum building height limit, and requirements for tree preservation that will 
restrict the overall building size.  As stated in the DEIR (p. 43), prior to actual site 
development or home construction on individual lots, both Oak Grove Design 
Review Board (OGDRB) and City of Pleasanton Planning approvals including the City 
Design Review Board approval are required.  Landscaping, while not meant to 
“mask” the project, will provide a level of screening which will reduce the overall 
visibility of residential development. 

 
 

M. JENNINGS, JULIE AND DOUG 
 LETTER OF JULY 3, 2006 

 
M 1 Comment: 

  The development would greatly increase residential and construction traffic on Hearst 
and Bernal. 

   
  Response: 
  Residential Traffic.  The DEIR traffic analysis of the project’s operations period 

includes both an intersection analysis and a residential street analysis.  For the 
intersection analysis relating to Hearst and Bernal, see response J3. 

The residential street analysis, as discussed in the DEIR (p. 261), concluded that 
Hearst Drive would operate acceptably with the addition of project traffic. 

Construction Traffic.  The construction traffic associated with the project would gen-
erate fewer trips than the completed project, and the majority of these trips would be 
outside of the AM and PM peak hours.  See DEIR discussion, p. 261. 

   
M 2 Comment: 

  Whether or not the proposed project is approved, the City should consider ways to 
alleviate the problems at the intersection of Hearst and Bernal.  There is a non-stop 
flow of traffic on Bernal during business and school days between 6:00 and 9:00 AM 
and between 4:00 and 7:00 PM.  The majority of those vehicles belong to residents 
who do not live in this area.  This high volume of traffic creates a very dangerous 
situation for drivers trying to make left turns, either from Bernal onto Hearst or from 
Hearst onto Bernal. 

   
  Response: 
  See response J3 for a discussion of the project’s proposed mitigation measure of 

installing a traffic signal at Bernal Avenue and Hearst Drive.  The installation of a sig-
nal would alleviate the existing levels of congestion at that intersection.  Under signal-
ized conditions, the left turning movements from Bernal onto Hearst would be pro-
tected such that all other conflicting traffic at the intersection would be stopped while 
these lefts would go.  Additionally, the left turning traffic from Hearst onto Bernal would 
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occur during a phase where the traffic on Bernal would be stopped.  In both cases, the 
left turns would not have to rely on gaps in the uncontrolled Bernal through traffic 
before making their left turns.  Traffic would move both more quickly and more safely. 

   
M 3 Comment: 

  Not only are there lots of cars, but those cars travel way too fast coming down the hill 
on [Hearst Drive in the direction of] Bernal.  Adding more vehicles will only 
exacerbate this problem. 

   
  Response: 
  See response D28. 
   

M 4 Comment: 
  Hearst Drive would suffer damage due to heavy equipment and truck traffic.  Who 

would bear the cost of repairing the street? 
   
  Response: 
  The transportation analysis conducted for the DEIR (DEIR p. 261) anticipates that 

major equipment required for site preparation and infrastructure installation would 
be brought to the site and remain there throughout the construction period.  While 
construction is taking place, traffic generation would be about 50 to 100 trips per day, 
of which about 10 percent would be trucks.  The types and volumes of construction 
period vehicles would not support a conclusion that construction related traffic 
would damage Hearst Drive.  In any event, the City’s encroachment permit process 
would calls for the costs of any required project-related street repairs by the City 
Engineer to be borne by the project developer. 

 
 

N. LIN FAMILY 
 LETTER OF AUG. 29, 2006 [PREPARED BY WILLIAM CLARKE FOR 
    MARTIN W. INDERBITZEN ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANTS] 

N 1 Comment Summary: 
  No Alameda whipsnake impacts would result from the project. 
   
  Response: 
  While no direct impacts to Alameda whipsnake are expected during project construc-

tion, the potential exists for this species to be present on site, and precautionary 
measures are necessary.  According to the USFWS critical habitat designation for this 
species, Alameda whipsnake can move and forage in grassland, oak woodland, and 
riparian areas up to one mile from their core habitat.  Core habitat is defined as home 
range areas where individuals find shelter, breed, hibernate, and spend the majority 
of their time foraging.  Core habitat for this species is scrub and chaparral habitat 
plus a perimeter zone of all adjacent grassland, oak savannah, and oak woodland 
within 500 feet of this core habitat (USFWS 2000).  The entire project area lies within 
this potential movement zone. 

   
N 2 Comment Summary: 
  Mitigation measures for Alameda whipsnake protection are not clear. 
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  Response: 
  Alameda whipsnake can move up to one mile from its core habitat as outlined in 

response N1.  Installation of silt fencing as described in Measure D6 is intended to 
limit movement of this species from its potential core habitat at the south end of the 
Oak Grove site into the construction portion of the site.  Recent USFWS fencing 
requirements for other projects adjacent to potential Alameda whipsnake habitat 
have placed the silt fencing closer to the project grading limit rather than 
immediately adjacent to the suitable core habitat.  The USFWS is very likely to include 
fencing requirements for this species in their permit for this project, and they may 
require fencing that partly or completely encircles the entire southern edge of the 
project grading area.  If this requirement is imposed by the USFWS, then the silt 
fencing described in Measure D6 would no longer be required. 

   
N 3 Comment Summary: 
  An accurate boundary for the Viola pedunculata has not been determined; such a 

boundary should be determined. 
   
  Response: 
  This comment is appropriate.  The 2005 Viola pedunculata mapping (DEIR Figure 18, 

p. 106) was never intended to be more than a general mapping of locations where 
this species is found on the Oak Grove site.  A more precise mapping of this species’ 
distribution on all portions of the site that lie within 1,000 feet of proposed project 
impact areas would be useful for accurately determining (1) potential habitat of the 
Callippe silverspot butterfly, as well as (2) potential project impacts to this butterfly 
species. 

The revised language for Measure D3 includes the following: 

A biologist experienced in the biology of the Callippe silverspot butterfly shall 
accurately map the distribution of the species’ host plant (Viola pedunculata) 
on focused portions of the project site, including all areas to be impacted by 
proposed project activities and onsite areas that lie within 1,000 feet of the 
proposed impacts. 

Revised Mitigation Measure D3 is presented in its entirety with response CC2. 
   
N 4 Comment Summary: 
  Mitigation measures for Callippe silverspot butterfly should require either setback 

buffers or silt fencing but not both. 
   
  Response: 
  The 250-foot setback buffers proposed in the DEIR version of Measure D3 are 

imposed during the period when butterfly larvae or adults are active.  At other times 
of the year, project grading may occur immediately adjacent to preserved butterfly 
habitat.  It is during these periods that the need for some type of silt fencing exists.  
Typical construction fencing would not be adequate to prevent accidental soil spills 
or soil wash-outs into adjacent preserved habitat.  If the preserved habitat lies at a 
higher elevation than the active grading areas, then a 24-inch high silt fence would be 
adequate.  However, on this site most immediately adjacent preserved habitat lies at 
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lower elevations than adjacent graded areas, and a 48-inch high silt fence should be 
used in those areas.  This silt fencing would appropriately be located where preserved 
butterfly habitat lies immediately adjacent to the project grading footprint.  Such 
fencing could end up serving a dual purpose for other fencing requirements that may 
be imposed by the USFWS for species protection for Alameda whipsnake or 
California red-legged frog. 

In Revised Mitigation Measure D3 (see response CC2), silt fencing is not specifically 
mandated, but it may be among the package of species protection measures required. 

   
N 5 Comment Summary: 
  The property to be surveyed for the presence of burrowing owls is overly inclusive. 
   
  Response: 
  The first sentence of the second paragraph of Measure D5 should read: 

If construction is scheduled during the nesting season (February 1-August 31), 
pre-construction surveys shall be conducted on focused portions of the project 
site, including all areas to be impacted by proposed project activities and 
onsite areas that lie within 500 feet of the proposed impacts. 

   
N 6 Comment Summary: 
  Reference should be made to existing emergency vehicle access easement from the 

Oak Grove property to Grey Eagle Court.  The paragraphs headed “Access Roads” in 
the DEIR (pp. 226 and 228) should be revised appropriately. 

   
  Response: 
  Three access roads would be provided.  All three of these routes are proposed to be 

designed and constructed to LFPD standards. 

“Street A,” a public street that would be the continuation of Hearst Drive, would be 
the only public street access.  Two emergency vehicle access (EVA) routes would be 
provided as shown in Figure 2 (p. 4). 

A provision for the North EVA was made previously, since the need for an Oak Grove 
emergency access route was anticipated at the time of the Grey Eagle development, 
and an easement was approved with the Grey Eagle project.  Specifically: 

 The North EVA would connect to Grey Eagle Court from the end of cul-de-sac 
Court 3. 

 The potential need for this EVA was anticipated at the time the Grey Eagle 
development was approved. 

 An easement has been established effectuating this EVA access across the 
adjacent property to Grey Eagle court. 

See also Response D1. 
   
N 7 Comment Summary: 
  Referencing 12 percent as the LPFD’s standard for the maximum EVA road grade is 

incorrect.  
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  Response: 
  See response D2. 

The DEIR on p. 228 has been corrected in Appendix J to delete the reference to a 
maximum grade of 12 percent. 

   
N 8 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR statement (p. 293) that Alternative 4 is the Environmentally Preferred 

Alternative is incomplete.  The following are additional reasons supporting the 
designation of Alternative 4 as environmentally-preferred: 

 The developed land area in Alternative 4 is only 66 acres which is approximately 
12 percent of the site and 18 percent less than for the project. 

 The removal of the valley fill construction areas will reduce biological resource 
impacts substantially and eliminate the need for sediment basins. 

 The reduction in home sites from 98 in the project to 51 in Alternative 4 results 
in over a 45 percent decrease in peak hour traffic on Bernal Avenue near Hearst 
Drive. 

 Construction of only 51 lots will decrease the construction noise and traffic 
impacts from those of the project or Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 The reduction to 51 lots and the location of the removed lots will reduce visual 
impacts of the project – particularly to neighborhoods near the site. 

We believe the FEIR would be improved by listing these, and potentially other, 
reasons for naming Alternative 4 the environmentally superior alternative. 

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR discusses the environmentally superior alternative in Chapter I, pp. S14-

S16, which provides a summary topical review of the DEIR’s conclusions with regard 
to the effect of substituting Alternative 4 for the project.  Among the points of envi-
ronmental superiority of the 51-unit project as compared with the 98-unit project is a 
45 percent reduction in project trip generation.  In general, Alternative 4 is found to 
have an improved environmental outcome in comparison to the original project. 

The commenter is correct that impacts to biological resources such as ephemeral 
streams will be reduced under Alternative 4; however, there is the potential for 
increased impacts to Callippe silverspot habitat.  Soil stockpiles proposed under this 
Alternative would be placed on areas containing Viola pedunculata that potentially 
support the Callippe silverspot butterfly. 

   
N 9 Comment Summary: 
  The aesthetic impact of infrastructure construction under Alternative 4 will be 

reduced as compared with the project, and Impact A1 that applied to the project 
should not be applicable to Alternative 4. 

   
  Response: 
  While fewer homes are proposed under Alternative 4 that under the originally 

proposed project – 51 as opposed to 98 – the infrastructure requirements will be 
similar to those of the original project, since most of the same road and 
infrastructure network would be required.  Impact A1 would still apply. 
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N 10 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR does not credit the fact that LOS standards are improved at two impacted 

intersections.  We note the Alternative 4 transportation impacts and mitigation text 
(DEIR pp. 377-378) indicates that there will be approximately 48 percent fewer PM 
peak hour trips with the 51-unit project than with the original 98-unit project. 

   
  Response: 
  Under Alternative 4 the project would consist of 51 units, instead of the 98 units of the 

original project definition.  Due to the lower number of units under Alternative 4 (51 
units), the trip generation would be less than that for the full project (98 units), as 
presented in Table 44 (DEIR p. 377) and discussed on DEIR pp. 377 and 378.  Also, as 
discussed on DEIR p. 378, no separate traffic model had been run for this alternative. 

In order to respond specifically to this comment, Dowling Associates, Pleasanton’s 
transportation consultants, analyzed the intersections of Bernal @ Angela and Bernal 
@ Hearst) under Alternative 4 PM peak hour conditions.  The results of this analysis 
found the following: 

 Alternative 4 PM Peak Hour
Intersection Delay (seconds/vehicle) LOS
(1) Bernal/Angela 33.7 D 
(5) Bernal/Hearst 40.1 E 

Therefore, the intersection of Bernal @ Angela would operate at an acceptable LOS 
under EXISTING+APPROVED + Alternative 4 conditions.  The impact at Bernal @ Hearst 
would be reduced to LOS E under EXISTING+APPROVED + Alternative 4 conditions 
(would be LOS F under EXISTING+APPROVED + PROJECT (98 units) conditions). 

Note also that the DEIR erred in finding an adverse impact for the EXISTING+ 

APPROVED PROJECT with Oak Grove scenario (DEIR p. 263) for intersection (6) Bernal 
@ I-680 southbound onramp.  The DEIR inaccurately reported mitigated AM LOS as 
E (72 seconds of delay) and mitigated PM LOS as D (36.5 seconds of delay) – a 
conclusion that results in a significant unavoidable impact, as indicated by SU in the 
last column.  The corrected information, as presented in Appendix J, is mitigated AM 
LOS of C (32.5 seconds of delay) and mitigated PM LOS of D (43.2 seconds of delay).  
Both of these mitigated LOS levels meet City operating criteria and, therefore, the 
post-mitigation impact is less than significant. 

   
N 11 Comment Summary: 
  The cumulative analysis of three southeast Pleasanton projects – Oak Grove, Lund II, 

and Spotorno/Greenbriar – should be more clearly and accurately described. 
   
  Response: 
  During the public scoping period for the Oak Grove DEIR, it was noted that two other 

projects for lands in southeast Pleasanton were then in the planning stage:  Lund II 
and Greenbriar/Spotorno (in the Happy Valley area).  The DEIR team was asked to 
consider the joint cumulative impacts of the three projects.  This analysis, as 
described in the DEIR (p. 385), is not required by CEQA but was expected to 
contribute to an informed discussion of subarea impacts in southeast Pleasanton to 
which the three projects might contribute.  The analysis was therefore initiated, and 
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has been taken as far as information resources permitted, to respond to the 
expression of public interest. 

The Oak Grove DEIR (pp. 399-405) contains a preliminary report on the work 
undertaken in response to the public’s information request.  The results as of the 
time the Oak Grove DEIR was published were fragmentary and do not represent a full 
joint consideration of the three projects. 

At the time the environmental analysis of Oak Grove began, it was anticipated that, 
before the Oak Grove DEIR was published, the other two projects would have 
reached a state of review sufficient to allow the three-project analysis to produce 
meaningful results for the range of issues intended to be addressed.  The progress 
on the other two projects, however, proceeded more slowly than Oak Grove.  As of 
the preparation of the FEIR for Oak Grove, neither of the other two projects has 
completed a DEIR, and one of them (Greenbriar/Spotorno) lacks a full project 
description, since it requires amendment of the Happy Valley Specific Plan which has 
not yet been prepared (resolution of issues relating to the Bypass Road has not yet 
been accomplished).  Therefore, the information presented in the Oak Grove DEIR 
for Lund II and for Greenbriar/Spotorno must be considered premature.  At the 
present time, the level of detail and certainty about potential impacts of the other two 
projects makes it infeasible to evaluate the joint cumulative impacts of the three 
projects taken together. 

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA (§15130(a)(1)), the Oak Grove DEIR 
addresses the cumulative impacts of Oak Grove in the broader context of its setting  
in Chapter 7, Part C1, beginning on DEIR p. 386.  It is an analysis based primarily on 
land use and development as anticipated and described in the City of Pleasanton 
General Plan.  Consideration of cumulative impacts of the 51-unit project currently 
proposed is addressed in response N12. 

   
N 12 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR should include a cumulative analysis of the alternatives. 
   
  Response: 
  The CEQA Guidelines do not require a cumulative impact analysis of alternatives 

and, therefore, no such analysis appears in the DEIR. 

With the decision to proceed with the 51-unit Alternative 4 in lieu of the original 98-
unit project, however, consideration of potential cumulative impacts of Alternative 4 
is necessary to complete the CEQA analysis. 

Because the larger and smaller projects are similar in development type and because 
Alternative 4 would occupy much of the same portion of the Oak Grove site as the 
original project, the types of project impacts are similar, and the potential for 
cumulative impacts is also similar, although the magnitude of some impacts is 
reduced for the smaller project. 

The following discussions address Alternative 4’s potential contributions to 
cumulative impacts on those environmental topics which the DEIR considered 
potentially relevant to the original project. 

  Aesthetics The issue addressed for the 98-unit project in the DEIR (p. 387) is 
whether Oak Grove, if aesthetic impacts are mitigated as 
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recommended, might nevertheless, in combination with other 
similar proposed projects, combine to result in an overall cumulative 
aesthetic impact.  The DEIR found this possibility unlikely because of 
the isolated site, the distance from typical public viewpoints, and the 
fact that other projects, like Oak Grove, would be scrutinized (and 
potentially revised) to avoid adverse aesthetic effects.  The same 
considerations would apply to Alternative 4, and no adverse 
cumulative impact is found. 

Air Quality The CEQA guideline for cumulative impacts on air quality is cited in 
the DEIR (p. 388); the analysis of the 98-unit project (DEIR p. 85) 
states that 80 pounds per day of criteria pollutants is the threshold 
for determination of cumulative regional impacts on air quality.  
Impacts of the 98-unit project would not rise to that threshold, and 
impacts of the 51-unit project would be well below the threshold.  No 
adverse cumulative impact is found. 

Biology The DEIR (p. 388) observes that the cumulative context for Oak Grove 
is the context established by the Pleasanton General Plan, under 
which the Oak Grove site has been designated for residential develop-
ment for many years.  Buildout of the General Plan would be expected 
to cause biological impact through the reduction in habitat for a 
variety of species.  The DEIR analyzes a series of development scen-
arios for the Oak Grove property, identifying potential impacts on 
biological resources and providing mitigation for potential impacts 
that would reduce project impacts to the less-than-significant level.  
The project was found to contribute to one cumulative biological 
impact: loss of blue oak woodland.  Although the Alternative 4 project 
has roughly half the number of housing units as the project originally 
proposed, this cumulative impact would remain, in view of the fact 
that the site plan would involve creation of development parcels in a 
similar pattern to the 98-unit project (the removal of the southern-
most parcels is the principal difference).  A cumulative biology impact 
would, therefore, result from Alternative 4 in the loss of blue oak 
woodland. 

Hydrology/ The issue addressed in the cumulative analysis of water quality is salt 
Water Quality loading of regional groundwater resulting primarily from use of irri-

gation water for landscaping.  The DEIR (pp. 388-390) discusses this 
issue and finds that implementation of efforts already under way by 
Zone 7 and other cooperating agencies, funded by connection fees 
and user charges, are expected to provide regional mitigation of 
basin-wide cumulative water quality impact.  No additional mitiga-
tion for new development projects is necessary and, therefore, the 
potential cumulative impact of the 51-unit Oak Grove project on 
water quality is less than significant. 

Noise The DEIR (p. 390) states that, with the buildout of the Pleasanton 
General Plan, cumulative traffic noise levels are anticipated to 
increase substantially on some roadway segments identified in the 
project traffic impact analysis.  However, the 51-unit project would 
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not measurably add to any substantial cumulative noise level 
increases identified in the plan area:  anticipated increases in the 
cumulative noise level would result primarily from other projects 
expected in the buildout of the Pleasanton General Plan.  The 
project’s contribution to cumulative noise would be less than 
cumulatively considerable, and no cumulative noise impact is found. 

Transportation The cumulative analysis of Oak Grove’s impacts on traffic is based on 
buildout of the Pleasanton General Plan in the context of growth in 
the region. The DEIR (p. 391) notes that, under future cumulative traf-
fic conditions, 10 intersections outside the downtown are projected to 
operate at unsatisfactory levels (DEIR Table 50, p. 393).  The impact 
of the 51-unit Oak Grove project on delay at these intersections would 
be slight to negligible except at Bernal @ Hearst Drive. 

 The traffic model was not run for Alternative 4, the 51-unit Oak Grove 
project.  Under Pleasanton’s Level of Service Policy, however, the 51-
unit project would be found to contribute to cumulative traffic 
impacts at this intersection, notwithstanding the fact that its traffic 
generation would be lower than that of the original (98-unit) project.  
As with the 98-unit project, signalizing this intersection (the recom-
mended mitigation) would reduce delay to under 20 seconds and 
enable the intersection to operate at a satisfactory LOS: 

   Although the cumulative condition at Bernal @ Hearst can be mitiga-
ted as indicated, the DEIR (p. 397) finds that some cumulative traffic 
impacts are not mitigatable:  Bernal Avenue at the I-680 southbound 
onramp and Santa Rita Road @ Valley Avenue.  These unmitigated 
impacts would remain, irrespective of Oak Grove development. 
These impacts are found to be significant and unavoidable. 

 
 

O. MURALI, MARY 
 LETTER OF JULY 20, 2006 

O 1 Comment Summary: 
  The comment expresses concern over the impacts to the view from the commenter’s 

home on Mataro Court. 
   
  Response: 
  Visual Master Response 3 includes a detailed description of methods employed to 

systematically document existing, publicly accessible, views of the project site.  The 
DEIR (p. 33) concludes that the site is not generally seen from the existing residential 
area to the north/northwest.  The publicly accessible areas of Arbor Drive, Bordeaux 
Street, and Hearst Drive, which lie in relatively close proximity to the site, including 
cul-de-sac and adjacent sidewalk areas, are lower in elevation than surrounding resi-
dential development; therefore, public views of the site are largely obstructed by inter-
vening topography, vegetation and/or residential development.  As stated in the 
DEIR (p. 71), visual change associated with the proposed project could be evident 
from some nearby private residential properties. 
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With respect to views from Mataro Court, Photo 13 (DEIR Figure 8c) illustrates 
existing visual conditions including intervening terrain as well as existing residences. 

   
O 2 Comment Summary: 
  I worry about how the project will affect the value of my property. 
   
  Response: 
  The economic impacts of a project are not themselves physical impacts on the 

environment and, unless they result in indirect physical impacts on the environment, 
CEQA does not require that they be considered. 

   
O 3 Comment Summary: 
  The project raises concerns of increased traffic . . . 
   
  Response: 
  The DEIR traffic analysis is presented in considerable detail in DEIR Appendix F and 

in summary form in DEIR Chapter 4, Part O (pp. 258-262).  The analysis found that 
the project would cause an increase in traffic that would contribute to unsatisfactory 
levels of service at 10 intersections, considering traffic from existing development, 
projects already approved, and Oak Grove.  The DEIR reported that impacts at nine 
of those 10 intersections would be mitigated to satisfactory levels by Mitigation 
Measure O1 (pp. 262-264).  This FEIR corrects the DEIR, finding that Mitigation 
Measure O1 would mitigate project impacts at all 10 of the intersections (see 
Appendix J, DEIR Errata, reference to DEIR p. 263). 

   
O 4 Comment Summary: 
  The project raises concerns of increased population and how that will impact the 

neighborhood and schools. 
   
  Response: 
  DEIR Chapter 4, Part M3, presents information on the schools operated by the 

Pleasanton Unified School District (PUSD), including a list of existing PUSD schools 
(Table 26, p. 236). 

The DEIR notes (Table 24, p. 235) that the student generation rate for Pleasanton 
schools is approximately 1.03 for each medium- or large-single family house.  The 
DEIR also notes (p. 236) that enrollment from these larger homes is generally 
concentrated in the secondary school grades.  The proposed 51-unit project (DEIR 
Alternative 4) would have a total student yield of approximately 53 students of whom 
perhaps 15 to 20 would be at the high school level. 

The DEIR found that Oak Grove’s would have an impact on schools:  Impact M3-1 
states that housing provided by the project would contribute to facilities 
requirements of the Pleasanton Unified School District.  (DEIR p. 239)  This impact 
would be mitigated by Measure M3-1:  Development shall pay applicable fees to 
support provision of school facilities. 

Fees from development provide an important source of funding for new facilities, 
when needed.  School expansions were in progress in 2006 at Amador Valley and 
Foothill High School.  As the DEIR points out, PUSD also uses other strategies to 
address enrollment increases, including adjustment of attendance boundaries for 
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schools and utilization of modular classrooms to bridge periods when enrollment 
exceeds constructed capacity.  Given the smaller number of students associated with 
the 51-unit project as compared with the 98-unit project that was the focus of the 
DEIR, impacts of the Oak Grove project would be reduced. 

   
O 5 Comment Summary: 
  Noise is another concern because of the bowl effect that results when big slopes 

form a valley.  The construction noise would be very intense. 
   
  Response: 
  See Master Response Relating to Construction Noise.  See also response I17. 
   
O 6 Comment Summary: 
  There would be a huge amount of settling of construction dust and dirt which is a 

health hazard. 
   
  Response: 
  See response D10. 
 
 

P. NEWTON, CAROLYN  
 LETTER OF AUG. 30, 2006 

P 1 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR (pp. 206-208) states that “no adverse noise impact was found”; it also 

states that the noise will continue for 6 to 8 years and “could be annoying at times.”  
The DEIR also states that most of the noise will be in limited areas, with a limited 
area of impact.  However, sound really carries from the tops of these hills.  (Even 
when someone is talking normally, in the hills a couple of streets over, the sound 
carries so well that I can hear what they are saying.)  So the distance from the con-
struction area won’t diminish the level of noise to the surrounding area.  Having con-
struction noise for 6-8 years will definitely affect the quality of life for those in the area 
(including wildlife).  The mitigations won’t make this impact “less than significant.” 

   
  Response: 
  See Construction Noise Master Response in Appendix K. 
   
P 2 Comment Summary: 
  Pleasanton’s growth has made the remaining open space more precious:  it is an 

irreplaceable natural resources that, once developed, is gone forever. 
   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
   
P 3 Comment Summary: 
  The mitigation measures set forth in the DEIR (and summarized on pp. S2-S11) may 

have some beneficial impacts but not enough to compensate for the numerous and 
varied ways the project will adversely affect the environment.  Because there are so 
many variables involved in predicting the future, how can one be certain that impacts 
evaluated as less-than-significant-after-mitigation will in fact be less than significant? 
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  Response: 
  The environmental consultants undertake their work in accordance with established 

professional standards.  They pursue their work consistent with the provisions of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State guidelines for implementing 
CEQA, and with the objective of providing the public with sound information for 
decisionmaking. 

The mitigation of impacts described in the DEIR depends on the implementation of 
the mitigation measures.  A mitigation monitoring and reporting plan is prepared 
upon completion of the EIR, indicating when and by whom each mitigation measure 
is to be implemented.  The MMRP is the primary vehicle for assuring that mitigation 
is completed as anticipated in the environmental analysis. 

   
P 4 Comment Summary: 
  City decisionmakers, as stewards for this land, are encouraged to: 

(1) reduce the number of residences and maximize the amount of open space, and 
(2) place houses in the least obtrusive locations and keep those located on the higher, 

more visible sites to a single story. 
   
  Response: 
  Comments noted. 
 
 

Q. NEWTON, JEFF NEWTON 
 LETTER OF AUG. 30, 2006 

Q  This communication is identical to Communication P.  No additional responses are 
needed. 

 
 

R. RAYMER, LAURA AND MARSHALL 
 LETTER OF JULY 26, 2006 

R 1 Comment Summary: 
  The City should not rush to accept the proposed alternative for this project [DEIR 

Alternative 4], in view of the a neighbor’s statement that houses can be up to 25 
percent of the lot size.  If the lot is 2 acres as in some cases, that is a huge home on 
the ridgeline. 

   
  Response: 
  The scale of residences is limited by the requirements of the mandatory Design 

Guidelines and may be further limited by the City of Pleasanton during the project 
review process.  See response I11. 

   
R 2 Comment Summary: 
  The photographs taken by the developer representing the view from Grey Eagle 

Estate should not be accepted by the City, which should supply its own photographs 
to make sure that homeowners’ views from Grey Eagle are truly accurate. 
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  Response: 
  The EIR consulting team was selected by the City of Pleasanton for the Oak Grove 

EIR, and the visuals presented in the DEIR are the work product of the DEIR team.  
Graphics in the EIR that are the developer’s work product are identified as such.  
None of the EIR photographs or visual simulations were prepared by the developer. 

 
 

S. ROBERTS, ALLEN 
 LETTER OF JULY 11, 2006 [PREPARED BY MILLER STARR & REGALIA] 

S 1 Comment Summary: 
  The EVA to the north is to be located to access Grey Eagle Court via the extension of 

cul-de-sac Court 3 (DEIR, p. 8).  This North EVA would cut across property owned by 
Mr. Roberts.  Mr. Roberts has not given his consent, nor does he intend to give his 
consent in the future, to the applicant’s locating an EVA on his property.  Therefore, 
either the EIR must identify an alternative route for analysis under CEQA, or the City 
will have to initiate an eminent domain action against Mr. Roberts to obtain access 
through his land; the City also needs access over Grey Eagle Court, which is a private 
street. 

   
  Response: 
  See responses D1 and D2. 
   
S 2 Comment Summary: 
  The proposed EVA to the north is proposed to be designed and constructed to LFPD 

standards, which include a maximum grade of 12 percent.  The portion of Mr. Rob-
erts’ property for which he has granted an EVA to the City is steeper than 15 percent. 

   
  Response: 
  See response D2. 
   
S 3 Comment Summary: 
  Mr. Roberts is not otherwise opposed to the proposed Oak Grove PUD. 
   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
 
 

T. SCOTT, BRYAN 
 LETTER OF JULY 3, 2006 LETTER OF JULY 14, 2006 

T 1 Comment Summary: 
  The correct name for one of the developments adjacent to the proposed project on 

the north is “Vintage Hills II,” not “Vintage Heights I,” as it was incorrectly referred 
to in the Notice of Public Hearing for the July 12 Planning Commission meeting.  
Vintage Heights I is north of the Lin site, but it does not abut the Oak Grove property. 
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  Response: 
  Comment noted.  The DEIR (pp. S1 and 5) indicates that properties neighboring the 

Oak Grove site include Kottinger Ranch, Vintage Hills II, and Grey Eagle Estates. 
   
T 2 Comment Summary: 
  At the Planning Commission meeting of July 12, Allen Roberts said he owns property 

essential to implementing the North EVA.  He said he did not want to sell the land or 
allow the EVA.  He also said the grade was 18 percent, and the maximum standard for 
such roads is 12 percent, so the route is unsuitable for its purpose.  Is this a problem? 

   
  Response: 
  See responses D1 and D2. 
   
T 3 Comment Summary: 
  How difficult would it be to keep the 6.5-acre neighborhood park? 
   
  Response: 
  This comment relates to project planning; it does not raise a CEQA issue. 
 
 

U. SMITH, KEN 
 LETTER 1 OF JULY 25, 2006 LETTER 2 OF JULY 25, 2006 

U 1 Comment Summary: 
  [Commenter reports that several of the Oak Grove homes would be in direct view 

from his home at 3441 Brandy Court in the Vintage Hills development.] 

Every one of the proposed Oak Grove homes will be located on the ridge tops of that 
parcel, meaning that one of the most dominant features of this valley will be lost. 

   
  Response: 
  Most of the parcels proposed for development are located wholly or in part in the rela-

tively level areas near the ridge tops.  For reasons discussed in DEIR Chapter 2 (pp. 3 
and 5), some of the homes are likely to be located on the crest of a ridge.  Whether 
that location is actually seen as a ridgetop depends on the location of the viewpoint 
from which the parcel is viewed.  Ridges of higher elevations form the background for 
many views of the Oak Grove site, which means that from many or most viewpoints, 
buildings in the Oak Grove uplands would not be “profiled” against the sky.  See also 
responses D4 and I8. 

   
U 2 Comment Summary: 
  The Oak Grove development, as it is proposed with the building of homes on ridge-

lines, will degrade the views of many more residents than the EIR says will be affected. 
   
  Response: 
  The DEIR does not estimate the number of residents who will find their views 

affected as a result of the Oak Grove project.  Many existing homes in Pleasanton 
appear along a “ridgeline” as seen from other locations. 
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U 3 Comment Summary: 
  There are very few places in Pleasanton or the entire valley that can NOT see the 

ridgelines involved in this project. 
   
  Response: 
  Visibility of the site varies considerably from different Pleasanton locations due to 

intervening buildings, landscaping and other vegetation, and topography.  The fact 
that the site is visible does not necessarily mean that the visibility of buildings on the 
site is an adverse impact under CEQA.  Impacts are evaluated according to criteria 
based on CEQA guidelines.  See DEIR p. 45 for significance criteria applicable to 
aesthetic impacts. 

   
U 4 Comment Summary: 
  I hope that the members of the Planning Commission will consider the current plan 

to be detrimental to the natural beauty of this area. 
   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
   
U 5 Comment Summary: 
  If each of the new homes were to be below the natural ridgelines of the hills, few 

residents would have any objections to this project. 
   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
 
 

V. SYMONS, LISA AND KEITH 
 LETTER OF AUG. 29, 2006 

V 1 Comment Summary: 
  We have been following the progress of the Oak Grove Development as it goes 

through the approval process.  Commenters [who live in Kottinger Ranch] state that 
they are strongly in favor of the plan and think that the Oak Grove development will 
be a great asset to Pleasanton. 

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
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Comments Provided by Other Public Agencies 
 

W. ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT, ZONE 7 WATER AGENCY 

 LETTER OF AUG. 14, 2006 

W 1 Comment Summary: 
  The Zone 7 Water Agency requests that the “Local and State agencies and potential 

interests” discussion in the DEIR, p. 16, be revised to include the interest of the 
Zone 7 Water Agency in the proposed detention basin operation and the collection 
of drainage fees for new impervious areas created by site development. 

   
  Response: 

  The first bullet item on page 16 of the DEIR shall be revised to read as follows: 

 The Zone 7 Water Agency (“Zone 7”) would be the water supplier for the 
project, and the project will be liable to Zone 7 for payment of water connec-
tion fees.  These fees are used, in part, to help pay for programs to reduce salt 
loading in groundwater.  Zone 7 also has interests in (1) the use and operation 
of onsite detention basins and potential downstream impacts associated with 
operation of the basins; and (2) the collection of drainage fees for new 
impervious areas created by development of the site.  These issues are 
discussed further in this DEIR. 

   
W 2 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter requests that the entity that operates the existing detention basins 

on St. Mary’s Creek be identified. 
   
  Response: 
  The Kottinger Ranch HOA maintains and operates the existing detention basins on 

St Mary’s Creek in the vicinity of the project site.  This HOA has provided the 
funding and oversight to dredge the basins, frequently on a yearly basis. 

   
W 3 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter indicates that the preferred name for Zone 7 is the “Zone 7 Water 

Agency.” 
   
  Response: 
  The comment is noted for the record. 
   
W 4 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR indicates that the onsite basins to serve the Oak Grove project have been 

conceptually designed to detain 100-year runoff events.  The comment indicates 
that the Zone 7 Water Agency discourages the construction of drainage and flood 
mitigation facilities designed to detain the 100-year flood event at the project level.  
Zone 7 prefers regional flood control solutions.   

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR addresses the potential for downstream impacts to flooding conditions.  

The commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure H1a (DEIR p. 177).  The mitiga-
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tion measures in the DEIR for detention of runoff (up to the 100-year event) have 
been provided in anticipation of Alameda County’s adoption of NPDES permit cri-
teria regulating project impacts associated with hydromodification (RWQCB “C.3” 
requirements). 

   
W 5 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter indicates that if the detention basins are designed to retain up to 

the 100-year storm event, then they should be drained within 24-hours (rather than 
within 72 hours as stated in the DEIR) to allow capacity for back-to-back storms. 

   
  Response: 
  Please refer to response W4.  As noted in that response, the mitigation measures 

in the DEIR for detention of runoff (up to the 100-year event) have been provided in 
anticipation of Alameda County’s adoption of NPDES permit criteria regulating 
project impacts associated with hydromodification (RWQCB “C.3” requirements). 

   
W 6 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter requests a modification in the DEIR text (p.173): 

 Require new development to pay its fair share of the flood control improve-
ment costs included in Zone 7’s Master Plan (Program 6.1). 

The Zone 7 Water Agency’s proposed language: 

 Require new development to pay its fair share of the flood control improve-
ment costs through the assessment of Zone 7’s current Special Drainage Area 
(SDA) 7-1) Drainage Fees and/or any future Zone 7 Stream Management 
Master Plan associated fees (Program 6.1). 

   
  Response: 
  This bullet item is drawn directly from the Pleasanton General Plan and the EIR 

cannot amend it.  Zone 7’s clarification is noted for the record.  Zone 7’s 
proposed language should be followed by language indicating timing: 

. . . associated fees (Program 6.1), should the Program 6.1 fees be adopted 
by Zone 7 prior to approval of a Vesting Tentative Map or a Final 
Subdivision Map. 

   
W 7 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter requests that language regarding the design of detention basins be 

modified. 
   
  Response: 
  The language cited in the comment [with Zone 7’s proposed amendment in 

brackets] reads as follows: 

 [With consultation from Zone 7, design flood water detention basins and arroyos] 
. . .  

 DEIR text:  Ensure that detention basins are designed . . .  
 to allow for public amenities, recreation, natural habitat, and agriculture, where 

feasible.  

This language, like the rest of the bullet points on p. 173, is taken from the Pleasan-
ton General Plan, 1996, Program 6.2, and it is not amendable by a project EIR. 
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W 8 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter requests additional details regarding the operation of the pro-

posed detention basins and expresses concern that a private entity may not be able 
to adequately maintain the basins 

   
  Response: 
  Specific detention basin operation guidelines have not yet been developed. These 

will be included, however, with the final hydraulic design plans for the basins and 
approved by the City.  The success of the Kottinger Ranch HOA in maintaining the 
existing basins indicates that HOAs can effectively maintain these basins.  

   
W 9 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter states that the current regional drainage fee for new impervious 

area – $0.685 per square foot.   
   
  Response: 
  The DEIR text on pp. S8, 178, and 182 is hereby updated accordingly.  The text on 

all three pages notes that the fee is subject to annual adjustment by Zone 7. 
   

W 10 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR (p. 267 states that “Zone 7 treats SWP [State Water Project] imported 

water at one of two surface water treatment plants.”  This sentence should be 
revised to read:  “Zone 7 treats SWP imported water at their two surface water 
treatment plants.” 

   
  Response: 
  The text is hereby revised as indicated. 
   
W 11 Comment Summary: 
  Commenter clarifies the current status of Zone 7’s ability to meet future water demand. 
   
  Response: 
  The first sentence under (1) Long Term Supply and Demand on DEIR p. 268 is 

hereby modified as follows: 

Zone 7 has established that sufficient water supply is available to meet the 
needs of existing users ands projected future development based on adopted 
plans for the service area. 

   
W 12 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter requests clarification regarding the design of the proposed drain-

age facilities (i.e., would they be designed to meet Provision C.3 requirements?) 
   
  Response: 
  The drainage system has been designed, at a preliminary level, to meet C.3 require-

ments (i.e., provide for water quality treatment and mitigate potential hydromodifi-
cation impacts).  Implementation of Mitigation Measures H1 and H2 would ensure 
compliance with C.3 provisions.   

   
W 13 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter clarifies Zone 7’s characterization of the goals for the Chain of 

Lakes project, to include augmentation of the water supply (last bullet item on 
DEIR p. 286). 
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  Response: 
  The last bullet point on DEIR p. 286 was erroneous (see Appendix J, DEIR Errata) 

and has been deleted from the DEIR.  Zone 7’s statement that it considers one of 
the main functions of the Chain of Lakes to be the augmentation of the water 
supply is, however, hereby noted for the record.   

   
W 14 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter requests that the project sponsor and/or developer consult with 

Zone 7 prior to development of final drainage and detention basin facilities so that 
potential effects on the regional flood control system can be evaluated.  

   
  Response: 
  The City has the responsibility for implementing Zone 7’s regional rules and 

requirements and will ensure that there are no flooding or hydromodification 
impacts when the City Engineer reviews the detailed hydraulic analysis prepared as 
part of the final grading and drainage plans for the project. 

 
 

X. STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
 DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
 LETTER OF JULY 26, 2006 

X 1 Comment Summary: 
  Impact D1 acknowledges reduction in dispersal capability and degradation of 

water quality and aquatic habitat, but these impacts are not accounted for in the 
impacted acreage estimate of one acre for the entire project site.  Only impacts to 
potential upland habitat for CRLF within 300 feet of aquatic breeding habitat and 
0.5 acres of dispersal habitat have been accounted for.  DFG recommends that 
measures be implemented to avoid impacts to additional CRLF habitat within the 
project area. 

   
  Response: 
  Upland habitat for the CRLF in this EIR was defined as areas within 300 feet of 

aquatic habitat.  This number came from the original critical habitat designation, 
which has since been remanded. The most recent critical habitat designation quali-
fies the area within 200 feet of aquatic habitat as potential upland habitat.  The 
impact calculations to potential upland habitat are deemed adequate when refer-
ring to the most recent potential upland habitat buffer designation.  Additional 
habitat within the project area would qualify as dispersal rather than upland habitat.  
In addition, there is no set standard mitigation for impacts to dispersal habitat.  The 
main obstacle to dispersal to ponds east of the site would be the extension of 
Hearst Avenue, and appropriate design modifications were recommended.  Culverts 
have been added beneath the road to allow CRLF and other terrestrial species to 
disperse.  The distance from Ponds 1 and 2 to ponds to the east, and the series of 
steep ridges separating these offsite ponds from the onsite aquatic habitat, greatly 
lowers the likelihood that much, if any, CRLF dispersal occurs to the east.  Dispersal 
corridors to closer ponds lying to the west will remain unimpeded by this project. 
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X 2 Comment Summary: 
  It is well understood that long-term sustainability of populations relies on a range 

of available and accessible aquatic features scattered throughout the upland areas.  
Permanent preservation of upland buffer habitat suitable for foraging and dispersal 
corridors should be required to reduce impacts to CRLF.  Open space areas should 
be planned not only to preserve large tracts of land but to provide adequate 
dispersal corridors and estivation habitat for CRLF. 

   
  Response: 

  Existing CRLF aquatic breeding habitat is limited to Ponds 1 and 2 onsite, and the 
offsite detention basin.  The proposed project and Alternative 4 will avoid these 
features by at least 300 feet.  Both project alternatives would result in the preserva-
tion of over 400 acres of upland and dispersal habitat under a conservation ease-
ment.  This permanent preservation of onsite upland habitat will provide suitable 
foraging habitat and dispersal corridors to ponds and seasonal pools located west, 
southwest, south, and southeast of the property.  The nearest such feature to Pond 
2 is 800 feet west.  The nearest pond/seasonal pool to the east is approximately 
4,000 feet east of Pond 1.  Development to the north and northwest represent 
existing barriers to dispersal in that direction.  The proposed project and Alterna-
tive 4 incorporate an approximately 400-foot-wide corridor along the ridgetop east 
of Pond 1, and further to the east, two corridors between parcels that are each 
approximately 200 feet wide.  Assuming that CRLF may make straight-line move-
ments, it is likely that some will utilize the corridors provided in the project design. 

   
X 3 Comment Summary: 
  Four offsite ponds were discussed in the document.  One pond is located 1.1 miles 

west of the site and connectivity is not compromised by the project.  The 3 ponds 
located between 0.7 and 1.3 miles east of the site will be functionally isolated by 
current design of the development. 

   
  Response: 
  The proposed project and Alternative 4 incorporate an approximately 400-foot-wide 

corridor along the ridgetop east of Pond 1, and further to the east, two corridors 
between parcels that are each approximately 200 feet wide.  The proposed project 
and Alternative 4 will result in limited dispersal corridors between Pond 1 and two 
ponds located 0.75 and 1.3 miles to the east.  Alternative 4 will maintain a direct 
CRLF dispersal corridor between Ponds 1 and 2 and another pond located 1.0 mile 
to the southeast.  An additional 15-20 ponds and seasonal pools are located within 
1.25 miles west of Pond 1 and 2.  No dispersal barriers will arise between these 
ponds from this project. 

   
X 4 Comment Summary: 
  It is estimated that 2,905 linear feet of ephemeral drainage will be directly impacted 

by the project.  Although CRLF are known to travel overland in straight-line move-
ments, they are also known to frequently use these types of drainages for dispersal 
and foraging opportunities.  The impacts to areas of these drainages which will 
remain intact but be functionally isolated by filling and culverting have not been 
accounted for.  The linear design of the project, and the attempt to balance cut and 
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fill on the site have increased the extent of these impacts.  Impacts to onsite 
drainages should be reduced by elimination of lots and elevation of roads. 

   
  Response: 
  The commenter correctly observes that the proposed project would lead to 2,905 

linear feet of creek headwater filling at the southern end of the development site.  
The commenter should note that Alternative 4 was selected as the environmentally 
superior alternative in the DEIR.  Alternative 4 substantially reduces the linear feet 
of creek fill from 2,905 to 145 linear feet, thereby preserving potential dispersal 
habitat.  Elimination of all filling and culverting impacts to Drainage B have been 
implemented in Alternative 4, which will enable continued unimpeded movement 
from Pond 1 in a southeasterly direction. 

   
X 5 Comment Summary: 
  California Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense) is known to occur in and 

around the project area.  There is documentation that CTS move long distances 
between breeding habitats and estivation sites.  Effects of development should be 
considered from the perspective of fragmentation of habitat and blocking of 
movement corridors. 

   
  Response: 
  Potential estivation habitat (rodent burrows) on the site is concentrated along 

drainages, around Ponds 1 and 2, and near the offsite detention basin.  Burrows 
are scarce away from these areas.  Although CTS have been known to use uplands 
within 2,200 feet of breeding habitat, the distance between the upland and breed-
ing sites depends on local topography and vegetation, and the distribution of 
rodent burrows.  High densities of burrows are present within a few hundred feet 
of the two onsite breeding ponds, so a conservative distance of 1,000 feet from 
aquatic habitat was used for this site.  CTS are likely to use suitable nearby under-
ground refugia before they disperse up and over the steep slopes that separate the 
drainages.  The DEIR addressed potential restrictions to existing movement corri-
dors to the east by including culverts under the Hearst Avenue extension to facili-
tate movement of terrestrial species, such as CTS.  Also see responses to 
Comments X2, X3, and X4 above. 

   
X 6 Comment Summary: 
  The project has been designed to avoid direct impacts to the footprint of the suit-

able breeding habitat onsite.  Impacts to dispersal and estivation habitat have been 
underestimated.  The EIR acknowledged the loss of only 23 acres of potential 
upland CTS habitat within 1,000 feet of aquatic breeding habitat and 0.5 acres of 
potential dispersal habitat. 

   
  Response: 
  The 1,000-foot distance from breeding sites was based on the density of burrows 

immediately adjacent to the breeding ponds, and the scarcity of burrows on the 
surrounding steep slopes as discussed in the response to Comment X5.  The 0.5 
acres of potential impacts to dispersal habitat was based on a straight-line move-
ment corridor from Pond 1 toward two ponds that are 0.75 and 1.3 miles east of 
Pond 1.  This impact will be mitigated by construction of several culverts under a 
key portion of Hearst Avenue that will allow terrestrial wildlife movement. 

76 Oak Grove FEIR 
 



   
X 7 Comment Summary: 
  The proposed mitigation for impacts to estivation habitat is preservation and 

management of 47 acres of suitable onsite upland habitat, all presumably within 
1,000 feet of aquatic habitat since that criterion was used to define estivation 
habitat in the impact area.  The proposed mitigation for impacts for loss of 
dispersal area to the 3 ponds to the east of the site is preservation of an approxi-
mately 200-foot [wide] corridor between lots 27 and 28 and installation of 3 wildlife 
culverts under the road which further constrains the already narrow area. 

   
  Response: 
  The impact to CTS estivation habitat was calculated as those areas where grading 

will occur within 1,000 feet of Pond 1, Pond 2, and the offsite detention pond.  The 
selection of 1,000 feet is described in the response to Comment X5.  The impacts 
totaled 23.5 acres, and 47 acres of necessary estivation habitat mitigation (2:1 
ratio) were identified using current USFWS practices as a guideline.  Both the pro-
posed project and Alternative 4 (preferred alternative) would result in the preserva-
tion of more than 400 acres of upland and dispersal habitat under a conservation 
easement.  This preserved land greatly exceeds the identified mitigation require-
ment.  In addition to preserving land surrounding the three project area breeding 
ponds, this preserved land includes upland habitat that lies within 2,200 feet of ten 
offsite ponds west of the site and three ponds east of the site.  In contrast to the 
proposed project, Alternative 4 (preferred project) preserves a direct dispersal 
connection to one of the three ponds east-southeast of the site. 

   
X 8 Comment Summary: 
  DFG does not agree that the proposed mitigation will reduce the CTS impacts to a 

less-than-significant level.  Based on established data, CDFG considers the size 
and configuration of the designated open space areas in the project area inade-
quate to minimize and mitigate impacts to local CTS populations.  Open space 
areas should be planned not only to preserve large tracts of land but to provide 
adequate dispersal corridors and estivation habitat for CTS. 

   
  Response: 
  Alternative 4 would result in the preservation of nearly 500 acres of upland and 

dispersal habitat under a conservation easement.   
   
X 9 Comment Summary: 
  In addition to bird surveys during the breeding season, surveys for nests should be 

conducted in suitable habitat at all times of the year.  If a nest is identified for a 
species known to have high site fidelity, and if there will be direct take of the nest, 
DFG should be contacted and mitigation measures agreed upon before any action 
is taken.  If disturbance occurs outside of the breeding season and there is not 
direct take of the nest site, no further action is required. 

   
  Response: 
  The grading window for this project is expected to be 4/15-10/15, which is concur-

rent with the breeding period of most local avian species.  Pre-construction surveys 
within 30 days of the start of construction are recommended to avoid impacts to 
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all nesting bird species.  The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act protects both of 
these high site fidelity species and their nests.  There are no known occurrences of 
nests for either species in the project vicinity.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure D4 would be sufficient to detect nests for either of these species as well 
as other nesting bird species, and the appropriate avoidance measures would then 
be taken in consultation with DFG. 

   
X 10 Comment Summary: 
  Suitable habitat for western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) occurs in the 

project area and on adjacent parcels.  The DEIR recommends pre-construction 
surveys for burrowing owls, but does not clearly define the level of effort required.  
DFG would like to provide clarification that pre-construction surveys are meant to 
supplement and not replace protocol level surveys on the project site.  In order to 
determine whether or not owls breed on or near a site, a burrowing owl survey 
should be conducted between April 15 and July 15, according to the guidelines 
described in the Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines, and a 
search of the CNDDB and other local sources should be done. 

   
  Response: 
  The pre-construction surveys will be conducted in accordance with the CDFG 

protocol-level survey guidelines.  If there are construction activities proposed 
during the breeding season, and if Western Burrowing Owl is observed on or 
within 250 feet of the project site during the pre-construction surveys, DFG and the 
City shall be notified and a protective buffer must be established with the place-
ment of a barrier fence which shall remain in place for the duration of the breeding 
season.  A protective buffer of 250 feet is generally recommended.  DFG will rely on 
site-specific factors to determine an acceptable buffer distance after survey results 
have been submitted. 

   
X 11 Comment Summary: 
  Because burrowing owls have previously been documented adjacent to the site, 

and the site is suitable and is in a location likely to support burrowing owls, the 
extent of burrowing owl habitat on the site should be delineated by a qualified orni-
thologist.  If any part of the site has been altered to make it temporarily unsuitable 
for burrowing owls prior to the completion of a biological assessment, for example 
as a result of disking or clearing, the entire site acreage will be presumed to be 
suitable burrowing habitat. 

   
  Response: 
  Pre-construction protocol-level surveys following Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and 

Mitigation Guidelines (CDFG 1995) shall be adequate to assess the site for owl 
habitat in addition to detecting owls or owl signs.  If surveys confirm that the site is 
active nesting or foraging habitat, mitigation measures to minimize impacts to 
Western Burrowing Owl shall be incorporated. 

   
X 12 Comment Summary: 
  A mitigation plan [burrowing owl] should be prepared and will be subject to the 

review and approval of DFG.  An agreement that will bind the applicant to the 
conditions should be required.  No evictions or destruction of habitat should be 
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allowed until the mitigation plan has been finalized and a binding agreement 
executed.  The plan should identify the mitigation site and any activities necessary 
to enhance the site and to attract owls there. 

   
  Response: 
  Mitigation Measure D5 states that a Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan shall be 

prepared if avoidance of occupied habitat is not feasible.  Specific mitigation 
measures should follow the Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guide-
lines (CDFG 1995) and may include the project sponsor providing funding for the 
long-term management and monitoring of protected lands.  No evictions or 
destruction of habitat shall occur until (1) DFG approves the Mitigation Plan and 
(2) DFG authorizes the eviction or destruction of occupied habitat on this site. 

   
X 13 Comment Summary: 
  Mitigation (avoidance) for direct “take” of burrowing owls is required and can be 

accomplished by conducting pre-construction surveys for the species no more 
than 30 days prior to construction.  Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls 
should be done in conjunction with protocol level surveys during the wintering and 
breeding seasons.  Pre-construction surveys alone are inadequate to determine 
impacts to western burrowing owl and their habitat.  Project sites found to have 
burrowing owls present onsite during the pre-construction survey must have a 
biological monitor present during site disturbance.  Pre-construction surveys 
results should be submitted to DFG for review and approval. 

   
  Response: 
  Protocol-level pre-construction surveys will be conducted no more than 30 days 

prior to construction to determine the status of burrowing owls in the project area 
as stated in the first paragraph of Measure D5.  This measure also describes the 
requirement for a biological monitor to be on site if burrowing owls are present in 
the construction area. 

   
X 14 Comment Summary: 
  DFG is opposed to the removal of trees in the project area which provide poten-

tially suitable nesting sites for loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), white-tailed 
kite (Elanus caeruleus), and other tree-nesting raptors which are protected under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act which have been observed on the project site.  
Golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) are also known to breed locally.  Due to the scarcity 
of nesting sites in the area, removal of such trees will result in a significant temporal 
loss of potential nesting habitat and permanent loss if mitigation is not provided. 

   
  Response: 
  According to the tree report prepared for the Oak Grove site by Ralph Osterling 

Consultants, there are over 12,000 trees on the 562-acres site.  The proposed 
project would remove approximately 135 trees and it was determined that this was 
a less than significant loss of potential nesting habitat. 

   
X 15 Comment Summary: 
  Waters of the State differ from Waters of the Unites States.  Any unavoidable 

impacts to Waters of the State should be measured by linear feet and acreage.  
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Unique and sensitive habitats typically require a minimum replacement ratio of 3:1 
for direct impacts.  Additional mitigation must be provided for unavoidable 
impacts to water quality and loss of connectivity. 

   
  Response: 
  The commenter is correct that waters of the state differ from waters of the U.S.  On 

the Oak Grove site, all ephemeral and intermittent drainages are jurisdictional under 
both levels of government.  There are several “isolated” wetlands that are only 
jurisdictional waters of the state and not waters of the U.S.  These are summarized 
in Table 9 on page 108, and the need for mitigation for these isolated wetlands is 
included in Measure D8 on page 119.  The typical onsite mitigation ratio for creek 
replacement is 1:1, but higher ratios are needed if mitigation takes place offsite. 

   
X 16 Comment Summary: 
  Any unavoidable loss of areas known to currently or historically support listed plant 

species should require preservation, restoration, and salvage of seeds with replanting 
or seed banking as appropriate and with written approval by the resource agencies. 

   
  Response: 
  The commenter is correct on the appropriate mitigation for listed plant species.  

Protocol-level rare plant surveys conducted on the Oak Grove site in 2005 did not 
locate any listed or other special status plant species on the site, and there are no 
records of historic occurrences of such species either.  Therefore no rare plant 
mitigation measure is needed in the DEIR for this project. 

   
X 17 Comment Summary: 
  The project will likely impact waters in DFG’s jurisdiction.  A Streambed Alteration 

Agreement (SAA) must be obtained from DFG prior to any work in a lake or stream 
corridor.  Since the issuance of such an SAA is subject to CEQA review, disclosure 
and incorporation of mitigation measures requested by DFG is needed to meet the 
requirements of CEQA. 

   
  Response: 
  Any stream impacts planned for the Oak Grove project site will require a CDFG 

Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement as described in Measure D8. 
   
X 18 Comment Summary: 
  DFG generally recommends a minimum 100-foot buffer be established to protect 

waters.  Larger buffers are required for waters which support sensitive species, 
such as those on this site.  The buffer should be measured outward from the edge 
of any wetland, bank or riparian area.  A re-created or preserved channel or waters 
surrounded by development are not expected to fully compensate for the functions 
and values of an impacted wetland feature occurring in open grassland. 

   
  Response: 
  Neither the proposed project nor Alternative 4 includes proposed grading closer 

than 100 feet to any preserved creek section.  Ponds that support sensitive species 
are buffered by a minimum 275 feet setback as shown in Figure 17 (DEIR p. 97).  
There is no intention to use re-created or preserved channels as compensatory 
mitigation for impacts to 0.046 acres of project site wetlands. 
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X 19 Comment Summary: 
  The city should require pre-project efforts to reduce impacts to species in the plan 

area through more effective avoidance, preservation, and salvage programs. 
   
  Response: 
  All aquatic breeding habitat for CRLF and CTS on the Oak Grove site is avoided by 

the proposed project and Alternative 4.  Mitigation Measures D1 and D2 require 
the preparation and approval of mitigation and monitoring plans for CRLF and 
CTS.  These plans typically require the presence of a biological monitor during con-
struction activities to further protect these species.  If, during Section 7 consulta-
tion, the USFWS determines that salvage trapping is warranted, it will likely be 
required in the USFWS Biological Opinion. 

 
 

Y. STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 LETTER OF AUGUST 1, 2006 

Y 1 Comment: 
  The impact on state facilities should be discussed in greater detail. The traffic 

operations impact of the Interstate 680 (I-680) mainline and ramps should be 
identified. 

   
  Response: 
  The addition of project trips to the I-680 mainline and ramps would be extremely 

small.  During peak periods, the project would add at most 9 trips in the AM and 12 
trips in the PM to I-680 mainline and/or ramps.  Even using existing volumes (2005 
volumes, Caltrans website) these added trips would represent only roughly 0.1 
percent of the total volume on I-680; compared to future freeway volumes, project 
trips would represent an even smaller percentage.  Therefore, the addition of project 
trips would not significantly change the operations of I-680. 

   
Y 2 Comment: 
  The following additional intersections should be studied based on potential impacts: 

 Bernal Avenue @ I-680 northbound, and 

 Stoneridge Drive @ I-680 southbound. 
   
  Response: 
  These two intersections were not analyzed in this study for specific reasons: 

 Bernal Avenue @ I-680 northbound: 
 The intersection of Bernal Avenue @ I-680 northbound would operate at LOS C 

(25.3 seconds of delay in the AM; 20.5 seconds of delay in the PM) under the 
Cumulative No Project scenarios.  The number of project trips added to this 
intersection would be small, and it was determined (by City staff) that the 
addition of project trips at this intersection would not cause delays to increase 
significantly. 
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 Stoneridge Drive @ I-680 southbound: 
 The project would not add any traffic to any of the controlled movements at the 

intersection of Stoneridge Drive @ I-680 southbound (it would add 1 vehicle to 
the WB right turn onto the SB loop ramp onto I-680 in the PM peak hour, which 
is not controlled by the signal).  This intersection would operate at LOS B (20.0 
seconds of delay) and C (20.4 seconds of delay) in the AM and PM peak hours, 
respectively, under the Cumulative No Project scenarios. 

   
Y 3 Comment: 
  Please indicate the level of “Significance After Mitigation” for intersection number 21 

under section 5 in the table on page 55 of the Appendix F. 
   
  Response: 
  The significance after mitigation is “LS” (less than significant). 
   
Y 4 Comment: 
  The traffic volumes shown on many figures in the Appendices such as Figures 10, 12, 

13, 15, 16, 18, and 20 do not balance.  Please correct. 
   
  Response: 
  These traffic volumes do not balance because (a) access/egress points exist between 

these study intersections and/or (b) the base year traffic counts did not balance due 
to various reasons (access/egress at mid-block locations, u-turns, etc.). 

 
 

Z. CALIFORNIA, STATE OF, REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD 

 LETTER OF AUG. 18, 2006 

Z 1 Comment Summary: 
  Water Board Staff recommend revising the title of subpart “d” (Regulatory 

Requirements for Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.) to clarify that the discussion on 
pages 100-102 applies to waters of the U.S. and waters of the State.  In addition, the 
term, “jurisdictional” is used inconsistently in the DEIR.  In some cases the DEIR 
clarifies that some features are not “Corps jurisdictional,” while in other places 
features are described as not being “jurisdictional waters.”  Since these “non jurisdic-
tional” waters appear to be jurisdictional waters of the State, the text should be 
revised to clarify that “non jurisdictional” waters are “non Corps jurisdictional 
waters,” but are jurisdictional under State law and regulation.  Most of the features 
that are described as “non jurisdictional” on DEIR p. 101 (e.g., some of the drainages 
on the site, the two stock ponds, and the six isolated seep wetlands) appear to be 
waters of the State. 

   
  Response: 
  The commenter correctly notes that the title of subpart d. on page 100 should more 

accurately read “Regulatory Requirements for Waters of the U.S. and Waters of the 
State”.  Additional statements should be added to clarify that the two stock ponds 
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and six “isolated” seep wetlands that are exempt from Corps jurisdiction are subject 
to regulation by the RWQCB as waters of the State. 

   
Z 2 Comment Summary: 
  The current description of project impacts and mitigation on page 102 lacks the 

detail required in a DEIR.  Proposed mitigation measures should be presented in 
sufficient detail for readers of the CEQA document to evaluate the likelihood that the 
proposed remedy will actually reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  CEQA 
requires that mitigation measures for each significant environmental effect be ade-
quate, timely, and resolved by the lead agency.   Mitigation measures to be identified 
at some future time are not acceptable.  Based on the information provided in the 
DEIR, it is not possible to evaluate the extent of potential impacts to waters of the 
State, or the adequacy of mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the project to 
a less than significant level. 

   
  Response: 
  The description on DEIR p. 102 is an introductory summary of onsite Corps and 

RWQCB jurisdiction, proposed impacts, and possible mitigation scenarios appropri-
ate for the Setting section of a DEIR.  A more detailed description of project impacts 
to wetlands and waters on the site is found on DEIR pp. 109-110, and specific mitiga-
tion measures are outlined on pp. 119-120.  As described on p. 119, final precise 
project impacts would be calculated once more detailed project plans are prepared. 

   
Z 3 Comment Summary: 
  The significance criteria cited in the DEIR (p. 103) include impacts to federally 

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  As was 
discussed in Comment 1, the project site also contains wetlands and waters that are 
not federally protected, but are regulated as waters of the State.  The significance 
criteria on page 103 should be revised to include impacts to all waters of the State. 

   
  Response: 
  The commenter correctly notes that Significance Criteria (3) on page 103 should 

more accurately read “…Section 404 and Section 401 of the Clean Water Act…” rather 
than just Section 404 alone. 

   
Z 4 Comment Summary: 
  The text addressing impacts in the DEIR pp. 108-110 discusses only impacts to 

federally protected waters and wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act.  As was discussed in Comment 1, the project site also contains wetlands and 
waters that are not federally protected, but are regulated as waters of the State.  The 
discussion of impacts should be revised to include impacts to all waters of the State. 

   
  Response: 
  The discussion of wetlands and waters impacts on pages 108-110 includes a precise 

discussion of impacts to isolated wetlands on the site along with the discussion of 
Section 404 wetlands.  As stated on page 110, “Impacts on waters of the U.S. and 
isolated wetlands also must be approved by the RWQCB through a Section 401 water 
quality permit.” 
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Z 5 Comment Summary: 
  The discussion of impacts and mitigation on pages 119-120 should be revised to 

include impacts to all waters of the State.  Discussion of proposed mitigation lacks 
detail required for adequate CEQA document.  The designs and locations of proposed 
mitigation ponds, wetlands, and stream channels should be presented in sufficient 
detail so that their probability of success can be evaluated by the resource agencies 
and other interested members of the public.  Although the proposed mitigation ratios 
for wetlands account for temporal losses of habitat, they do not account for the uncer-
tainty of mitigation project success.  The proposed ratio for replacement of linear feet 
of channels does not account for either temporal losses or the uncertainty of mitiga-
tion project success.  Proposed mitigation ratios should be increased to consistently 
reflect both temporal losses of habitat and mitigation project uncertainty. 

   
  Response: 
  The loss of 0.046 acres of wetlands discussed on DEIR p. 119 includes the 0.033 

acres of isolated wetlands (waters of the State) proposed for filling.  A specific set of 
elements makes up the wetlands and waters mitigation measure described on pp. 
119-120.  Final, precise impact numbers and mitigation location and design cannot 
be determined until a more detailed project design is prepared.  Further specific cri-
tique of mitigation design and compensatory ratios is expected during the applica-
tion review process for RWQCB, Corps, and CDFG permits. 

   
Z 6 Comment Summary: 
  The discussion of impacts and mitigation on p 177-178 notes that post-project runoff 

will match pre-project runoff and that creek crossings shall be designed and con-
structed to minimize the potential for erosion.  Based on the information provided in 
the DEIR, Water Board staff is not able to evaluate the extent to which the project can 
attain these goals.  In the commenter’s view, the DEIR does not provide sufficient 
detailed information regarding how the project would mitigate potential hydromodifi-
cation impacts.   

   
  Response: 
  The preliminary engineering has been completed to evaluate and design conceptual 

mitigations for potential hydromodification impacts.  However, during the prepara-
tion of the DEIR, the project layout was modified several times to address significant 
issues as they were identified.  The preliminary water quality and runoff calculations 
analyzing potential hydromodification impacts were also revised several times during 
the environmental review process.  At the time of DEIR publication, the preliminary 
storm water quality and storm runoff management report had not been updated and 
submitted to the City (these data and calculations were still in draft form).  A techni-
cal memorandum that includes these data and results has been prepared since that 
time and submitted to the City.  This Technical Memorandum by MacKay & Somps, 
dated October 20, 2006, is on file with the City and may be reviewed at the office of 
the Pleasanton Planning Department. 
As noted in the DEIR (p. 169), the project would be subject to a NPDES C.3 permit, 
and a hydromodification plan would be completed with the Final Plan for RWQCB 
review and permitting. 

   
Z 7 Comment Summary: 
  The commenter indicates that the DEIR does not provide sufficient detailed informa-
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tion regarding how the project would mitigate potential stormwater quality impacts 
and comply with NPDES C.3 provisions.  Specifically, the commenter requests addi-
tional information to determine whether adequate land area has been set aside to 
accommodate the correctly sized detention basins and other BMPs. 

   
  Response: 
  With regard to the provision of more details regarding basin sizing calculations, BMP 

selection and sizing, and compliance with C.3 requirements, see response Z6. 

It should be noted that since the proposed detention basins would be located in 
undeveloped valleys, there are virtually no topographic constraints as to how large 
they could be.  If final design indicates that the basins need to be larger than the pre-
liminary calculations indicate, an increase in size could be accommodated at the site.  

 
 

AA. DUBLIN SAN RAMON SERVICES DISTRICT 
 LETTER OF AUG. 26, 2006 

AA 1 Comment Summary: 
  The Dublin San Ramon Services District (DSRSD) agrees with the determination 

under Section P2 (DEIR pp. 275-281) regarding the adequacy of wastewater treat-
ment capacity, contingent upon the proposed development’s not exceeding the 
projected planned treatment requirements.  DSRSD finds no other impact related to 
the project or the ability to accommodate existing commitments at this time. 

   
  Response: 

  Comment noted. 
 
 

BB. EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT 
 LETTER OF AUG. 28, 2006 

BB 1 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR should identify a potentially significant recreation impact and require, as 

mitigation, that a funding mechanism be established to ensure the long-term 
management and maintenance of the area in a manner that will not detract from 
the stewardship of other lands. 

   
  Response: 

  Significance criteria for determining the significance of potential impacts on 
recreation are presented in the DEIR, pp. 248-249.  Since the site is currently in 
private ownership and does not contain any public recreational use, its develop-
ment would not adversely affect such a use.  The future population of the 51-unit 
project would not be large enough to constitute the potential for an adverse 
physical impact on existing offsite public recreation facilities. 

The project as proposed under Alternative 4 would include a regional trail link.  In 
the future, it may also include a network of community trails.  As noted in response 
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C15, the open space land on the site would be dedicated to and acquired by the 
City.  It would be devoted to passive open space rather than a park.   

An easement for a regional trail is included as part of the Alternative 4 site plan.  In 
addition, following the City’s acceptance of dedication of open space on the site, the 
City may construct the community trails network.  Trail easements and lands 
accommodating trails that are acquired by the City would be managed and 
maintained by the City.  There would be no need for a further provision of funding 
or management mechanisms. 

CEQA review of construction of the community trails would take place at a 
subsequent time when a trail plan for the site is prepared. 

   
BB 2 Comment Summary: 
  The DEIR should not only identify relevant General Plan policies, but also discuss 

the project’s consistency with the goals, policies, and programs included in the 
City’s General Plan, including, but not limited to, the following: 

 Land Use Element, Policy 12:  Preserve scenic hillside and ridges views of the 
Pleasanton, Main, and Southeast Hills ridges.  (General Plan, p. II-17) 

 Conservation and Open Space Element, Policy 4:  Protect all large continuous 
areas of open space, as designated on the General Plan map, from intrusion by 
urban development.  (General Plan, p. VII-11) 

 Conservation and Open Space Element, Policy 5:  Preserve as permanent Open 
Space all areas of outstanding scenic qualities or areas which provide extraordinary 
views of natural and man-made objects.  (General Plan, p. VII-12) 

 Conservation and Open Space Element, Program 4.4:  Preserve large blocks of 
open space land by encouraging the clustering of development. (General Plan, 
p. VII-11) 

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR summarizes Pleasanton General Plan policies and programs in the 74-

page Appendix I and discusses them, as applicable, in topical sections of Chapter 4. 

With respect to the particular policies referenced in the comment: 

 Land Use Element, Policy 12:  Preserve scenic hillside and ridges views of the 
Pleasanton, Main, and Southeast Hills ridges.  (General Plan, p. II-17) 

This policy (cited in the DEIR, p. 46, in the section on Aesthetic and Visual 
Resources) has an associated program, Program 12.2:  Study the feasibility of 
preserving large open space acreage in the Southeast Hills by a combination of 
private open space and a public park system. 

The proposed project responds to this policy, offering a large area (400+ acres) of 
potential open space, much of which would be located in the site’s southern 
triangle where no development is proposed. 

 Conservation and Open Space Element, Policy 4:  Protect all large continuous 
areas of open space, as designated on the General Plan map, from intrusion by 
urban development.  (General Plan, p. VII-11) 

This policy addresses “areas of open space as designated on the General Plan 
map.” 
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  The General Plan map designates substantial areas west and south of developed 
Pleasanton in one of four open space land use categories:  Parks and Recreation, 
Agriculture and Grazing, Public Health and Safety, and a Wildlands Overlay.  Only a 
small portion of the Oak Grove site carries one of these designations:  Public Health 
and Safety, as shown in DEIR Figure 25 (p. 188).  The majority of the Oak Grove site 
is designated Rural-Density Residential, and the cited policy does not apply. 

 Conservation and Open Space Element, Policy 5:  Preserve as permanent Open 
Space all areas of outstanding scenic qualities or areas which provide extraordinary 
views of natural and man-made objects.  (General Plan, p. VII-12) 

This policy (cited in the DEIR, p. 46, in the section on Aesthetic and Visual 
Resources), has three programs associated with it for City implementation, of which 
two are potentially relevant to the Oak Grove project: 

 Program 5.1.  Develop a ridgeline preservation ordinance and scenic hillside 
design guidelines to improve safety and reduce the potential negative visual 
impacts of development in hilly areas. 

As noted in the DEIR (p. 47), the ordinance called for in the 1996 General 
Plan has not been developed; therefore, the DEIR approach is to (1) identify 
visual resources of public concern and (2) to evaluate impacts under CEQA 
criteria. 

 Program 5.3.  Encourage developers to dedicate scenic/conservation ease-
ments for private open space areas possessing exceptional natural, scenic, 
and/or vegetation or wildlife habitat qualities. 

The developer of the Oak Grove site has offered to make an irrevocable offer 
of dedication, as described in the DEIR (p. 9; also, see Applicant’s Written 
Narrative, Appendix B).  Acceptance of that offer is indicated in the Develop-
ment Agreement between the applicant and the City. 

 Conservation and Open Space Element, Program 4.4:  Preserve large blocks of 
open space land by encouraging the clustering of development. (General Plan, p. 
VII-11) 

This program is discussed in several EIR sections (Parts A, K, and I1), where it is 
pointed out that the Oak Grove development concept concentrates development 
along roadways, leaving substantial areas in open space. 

The EIR does not find a conflict between the proposed Oak Grove project and the 
General Plan with respect to the examples raised by the commenter. 

The DEIR points out that “open space” is not an identified topic of CEQA concern.  
Impacts on lands that happen to be open space are addressed where they are antici-
pated to occur; for example, impacts on habitats, wetlands and Heritage Trees are 
discussed in the biology portion of DEIR Chapter 4, and impacts on scenic resources 
in the aesthetic and visual resources portion of Chapter 4. 

   
BB 3 Comment Summary: 
  The proposed project would result in significant disturbance of ridgelines, extending 

access roads and placing home sites in a manner that that would significantly frag-
ment the existing open space; in a number of instances, open space is fragmented 
and ridgelines compromised to accommodate the site and access road for a single 
home. 
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  Response: 
  The CEQA issue here relates to the way the site plan, with development proposed in 

a linear pattern along roadways, interrupts otherwise continuous open space areas, 
potentially resulting in habitat areas that are not of optimal minimum size. 

The extension of Hearst Drive will provide a barrier to some wildlife movement, as 
will some of the longer proposed driveways.  Species that may be affected include 
the federal-listed California red-legged frog and California tiger salamander.  Mitiga-
tion Measure D1 serves to reduce impacts to wildlife dispersal by providing an 
unimpeded movement corridor under Hearst Drive for these species as well as 
other more common small wildlife species.  The protection of large portions of the 
site as open space, including the entire southern end of the site, also provides a 
sizeable area for wildlife movement to continue on and adjacent to the site.   

   
BB 4 Comment Summary: 
  The plan includes a number of home sites that are located on the far fringes of the 

proposed development area in a manner that needlessly fragments the open space 
and would result in much greater wildland fire, geologic, aesthetic, and biologic 
impacts.  The City should require that lots that would require substantial grading on 
steep slopes and prominent ridgelines for access roads and building pads located 
on the outer fringes of the development be removed or clustered in a manner that 
would decrease the amount of grading necessary, the fragmentation of open space, 
demands on public safety providers, and impacts to visually prominent ridgelines. 

   
  Response: 
  Three of the points raised in the comment have been reviewed in the DEIR and 

found either not to have significant effects or to have effects that can be mitigated: 

 [Excessive] grading requirements attributed by the commenter to “fringe lots” 
and “substantial grading on steep slopes and prominent ridgelines for access 
roads and building pads.” 

 The grading requirements associated with the Oak Grove site plan – estimated 
as 0.7 million cu. yds. – are considerably less than the 3.0 million cu. yds. 
estimated for the 1992 Kottinger Hills project on the same site, for which a 
cluster development with a golf course was proposed.  As noted in the DEIR (pp. 
3-4), Oak Grove would locate residential parcels primarily in the relatively level 
areas near the ridgelines, where flatter areas are larger than in valley bottoms, 
where geological conditions are most stable, and where the potential for 
landslides is generally less than on hillsides. 

 Demands on public safety providers. 

 Pleasanton’s public safety providers were consulted in the preparation of the 
document and either found no significant adverse impacts or are satisfied that 
potential impacts are amenable  to mitigation. 

 Ridgeline development. 

 The applicant’s project concept places development along roads, calling for 
“only enough grading to accommodate the roads and narrow areas adjacent 
thereto for building pads.”  While there would be development clusters concen-
trated around the cul-de-sacs provisionally called “Court 1, Court 2,” etc., the 
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primary pattern would be linear, offering the advantage that the area subject to 
disturbance by residential development and roads would be reduced.  The 
applicant recognizes that, as the DEIR states “There is a corresponding 
disadvantage, however, in the increased visibility of development from offsite 
locations.”  The extent to which this visibility would be an adverse impact under 
CEQA is discussed in the Chapter 4, Part A. 

  Finally, the commenter expresses concern, as noted above, that the site plan 
“needlessly fragments the open space” which could conceivably have biologic 
impacts.  Examples of “fringe lots” cited by the commenter are 23, 24, 44, 65, and 
90 through 98. 

Some of the commenter’s concerns are addressed in response BB3.  Of the 13 lots 
that the commenter cites as examples of fringe lots, nine will be eliminated under 
the Alternative 4 preferred alternative.  In addition, lots 72-89 represent an addi-
tional 19 potentially fragmenting lots that will be eliminated under the preferred 
alternative.  In addition to retaining potential wildlife movement corridors, these 
changes will have the secondary effect of increasing the amount of open space 
available for preservation in the south and southwest portions of the site.  Overall, 
minimizing habitat fragmentation and maintaining important biological movement 
corridors such as Drainage B were a very important consideration in the selection of 
Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative. 

 
 

Comments Provided by Private Organizations 
 

CC. CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 
 LETTER OF AUG. 29, 2006 

CC 1 Comment Summary: 
  Development and filling of protected wetlands and important headwaters in the 

southern portion (southernmost 27 lots) of the Oak Grove project is environmen-
tally insensitive and potentially will not be approved by regulatory agencies.  Filling 
these wetlands will result in the loss of habitat for two federally protected species, 
the California Tiger Salamander and the California Red Legged Frog, which may also 
jeopardize agency approval of this project, even if the City approves it. 

   
  Response: 

  The commenter correctly observes that the 98-unit project addressed in the DEIR 
would lead to a substantial amount of creek headwater filling at the southern end of 
the development site.  The commenter should note that Alternative 4 was selected 
as the environmentally superior alternative in the DEIR and is the project currently 
being considered by the applicant and the City.  Alternative 4 substantially reduces 
the linear feet of creek fill from 2,905 to 145 linear feet, thereby preserving additional 
onsite aquatic habitat. 

   
CC 2 Comment Summary: 
  [The DEIR contains an] inadequate environmental assessment of the impact of 

habitat fragmentation and direct mortality from new car traffic in the Oak Grove 
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development as it would affect the federally endangered Callippe silverspot butterfly 
(Speyeria callippe callippe) and the potential new subspecies that has been found on 
the site. 

   
  Response: 
  Direct impacts to the Callippe silverspot butterfly would be most likely to occur 

during site grading and construction.  The mitigation of potential impacts to 
Speyeria callippe callippe (the species subject to protection under the Endangered 
Species Act) would be accomplished by Mitigation Measure D3. 

This mitigation measure has been revised from the DEIR (pp. 114-115) to reflect the 
site plan for the 51-unit project and also to take into account uncertainties about 
species identification on the site.  The identification of the species in question 
presents challenges to entomologists, and sometimes there is disagreement among 
experts in the field as to whether the particular individuals sighted at a project site 
have been accurately identified as the species categorized as special status (endan-
gered or threatened).  Although the DEIR’s consultant made such an identification, 
it has been questioned by a second entomologist, engaged by the applicant to 
consider butterfly issues.  Reports by the DEIR consultant, Dr. Richard Arnold, and 
by the consultant engaged by the applicant, Dr. Dennis Murphy, are presented in 
Appendix M. 

Given the difficulty of identifying this species in the field, and uncertainties raised 
about the identification, additional analysis is warranted to confirm the identifica-
tion of the silverspot butterfly species found on the Oak Grove site.  This may 
include another year of intensive field surveys.  Final resolution of this issue is likely 
to require input from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service during the permitting phase 
of the project.  If the species on this site is confirmed to be a population of the 
listed Callippe silverspot butterfly, Mitigation Measure D3 as revised below would 
reduce potential impacts to this species to the less-than-significant level. 

With respect to the issue of habitat fragmentation, note that the habitat of Viola 
pedunculata, host plant for the Callippe silverspot and other subspecies of Speyeria 
callippe in its larval stage, is discontinuous in the wild because the plant establishes 
itself selectively with respect to soils types and other growing conditions.  DEIR 
Figure 18 (p. 106) shows that habitat areas on the Oak Grove site tend to be sepa-
rate and detached from one another.  If onsite mitigation succeeds in re-
establishing displaced habitat as planned, then habitat fragmentation would be 
mitigated.  However, if onsite mitigation proves not to be feasible, offsite mitigation 
is proposed to address impacts to this species and its habitat. 

   
  Measure D3.  Formulate a Callippe Mitigation Plan. 

Based on the surveys conducted to date, it has been determined that the project site 
supports Viola pedunculata, the larval host plant for the Callippe silverspot butterfly 
(Speyeria callippe callippe) and other subspecies of the species Speyeria callippe, and 
that butterflies which need this plant for part of their life cycles may occur on 
various portions of the project site.  Based on these initial observations, it may be 
that Speyeria callippe callippe occurs on the site but, due to the similarities between 
Speyeria callippe callippe and other subspecies or hybrids, a positive identification 
has not yet been made. 
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 Measure D3, continued. 
Accordingly, the following plan is proposed to address any potential impacts to 
Callippe silverspot butterflies (Speyeria callippe callippe) should they be determined 
to exist at the project site: 

The mitigation plan would be completed prior to the recordation of the Final Map 
and approved by the City prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  

 A biologist experienced in the biology of Callippe silverspot butterfly shall 
accurately map the distribution of the species’ host plant (Viola pedunculata) 
on focused portions of the project site, including all areas to be impacted by 
proposed project activities and onsite areas that lie within 1,000 feet of the 
proposed impacts. 

 At the appropriate time of year, an entomologist experienced in the biology of 
the Callippe silverspot butterfly shall revisit the project site to allow for a posi-
tive identification of the type(s) of Speyeria callippe subspecies present onsite. 

 If it is definitively determined that the endangered Speyeria callippe callippe but-
terfly is present on the project site the following steps shall be taken: 

 The footprint of the impact shall be defined in consultation with an experi-
enced entomologist;  

 Appropriate onsite/offsite mitigation shall be implemented to protect existing 
Callippe silverspot butterfly habitat and to ensure the creation of Callippe 
silverspot butterfly habitat in amounts sufficient to replace the amount of 
habitat lost.  These mitigation efforts, which shall be coordinated with 
USFWS, shall include: 

• Avoiding onsite habitat outside of the grading footprint 

• Managing construction activity to minimize impact (butterflies and their 
larvae are susceptible to injury from airborne contaminants such as dust 
that may be produced by site excavation grading, and vehicle movement.)  
The following management measures shall be implemented to negate or 
minimize the threat of construction operations on silverspot resources: 
o Limitation of grading activity to areas at least 250 feet outside identified 

butterfly habitat while Callippe silverspot adults and larvae are active 
o Application of appropriate best management practices (BMPs) and 

other provisions of the project Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) by grading contractors for the purpose of limiting dust 
generation and airborne movement 

o Retention of a qualified biologist and/or resource monitor to 
coordinate and monitor compliance with and effectiveness of the 
construction activity management measures.  Monitoring shall take 
place daily throughout the period of excavation and grading operations 
with respect to buffer areas and weekly with respect to BMPs. 

• Provision of onsite and/or offsite mitigation by establishing replacement 
habitat for habitat eliminated as a result of site development.  Such 
mitigation may take the form of: 
o Replacement of lost habitat onsite where impacted in the course of site 

development 
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  Measure D3, continued. 
  o Expanding existing habitat areas onsite by enhancing marginal habitat 

and, where possible, establishing new habitat areas 

o If onsite mitigation does not replace all habitat lost through site 
development, acquisition of replacement habitat offsite in amounts 
sufficient to replace remaining lost habitat.  Offsite habitat shall be 
protected in perpetuity under a conservation easement. 

   
CC 3 Comment Summary: 
  The project involves removal of about 100 percent more Heritage trees and blue oak 

woodland than needed if proper avoidance measures concerning removal of Heri-
tage trees were adhered to by the developer.  These policies are clearly promulgated 
in the City of Pleasanton’s General Plan.  Again, the grading and construction asso-
ciated with the southern 27 lots causes the greatest impact on the landscape. 

   
  Response: 
  The commenter correctly observes that the project as described in Chapter 2 of the 

DEIR would lead to removal of 14.9 acres of blue oak woodland (Impact D7, DEIR 
p. 108) and 90 Heritage trees (Impact D10, DEIR p. 111).  The commenter should 
note that Alternative 4 – which would not include the southernmost cluster of lots, 
around Court 5 – was selected as the environmentally superior alternative in the 
DEIR, and is the project currently under consideration.  Alternative 4 reduces the 
loss of blue oak woodland and would reduce the number of Heritage trees removed 
from 90 to 32 (DEIR p. 360). 

   
CC 4 Comment Summary: 
  From a biological and regulatory perspective, EBCNPS recommends that the City 

approve Project Alternative 2 or 4 of the Oak Grove project, which does not develop 
lots on the biologically important and geologically unstable southernmost 27 lots. 

   
  Response: 
  Alternative 4 is presented in the DEIR summary (Chapter 1) as the environmentally 

superior alternative.  It would result in reduced biological impacts, including less fill 
of drainages, and it would avoid landslide area 3 as described in response A7. 

 
 

DD. KOTTINGER RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
 LETTER OF AUG. 29, 2006 

DD 1 Comment Summary: 
  We support the plan represented by Alternative 4, the environmentally superior 

alternative, which removes 8 lots from Court 1 and all but 1 lot beyond Court 4, which 
would result in more considerate sight lining from Kottinger Ranch. 

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
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DD 2 Comment Summary: 
  We request that the Proposed Open Space offering allow for the agriculture use of 

grazing on the Open Space.  This would mitigate a potential fire hazard. 
   
  Response: 
  Grazing could conceivably be a component of the Wildland/Urban Interface Manage-

ment Plan that is required for the project. 
   
DD 3 Comment Summary: 
  To reduce noise and inconvenience to the neighborhood:  (a) construction hours 

should be limited to the hours of 8AM and 5PM Monday through Friday, and (b) 
conditions of approval should mandate mitigation of construction dirt, dust, and 
debris and provide for a developer funded clean-up of Hearst Drive with reasonable 
frequency. 

   
  Response: 
  (a) See response F1, which provides for construction hours limited as indicated unless 

a special exception is issued. 

(b) This comment relates to a proposed project condition rather than to the DEIR. 
   
DD 4 Comment Summary: 
  We request that the City take title to the offered dedication of open space, that the 

dedicated acreage should be held in perpetuity, and that a third party (Tri-Valley 
Conservancy or similarly competent authority) be given a conservation easement 
encumbering the Open Space land.  

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted.  See Chapter 1 of this Responses to Comment document, p. 2. 
   
DD 5 Comment Summary: 
  We ask that, as part of the General Plan update process, Hearst Drive and its feeder 

streets be removed from consideration for any future extension, tie-in, or use other 
than that of current use and that by the proposed 51-unit project. 

   
  Response: 
  See response DD8. 
   
DD 6 Comment Summary: 
  There should be an Emergency Vehicle Access road (EVA) that connects the develop-

ment site to Grey Eagle providing ingress and egress to the benefit of both the 
development site and Kottinger Ranch to prevent additional congestion on Hearst in 
the event of an emergency. 

   
  Response: 
  This comment expands on the benefits of the North EVA, which is part of the project 

and part of Alternative 4 as presented in the DEIR.  Emergency access provision via 
this route would serve Kottinger Ranch as well as the Oak Grove development.  (That 
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is not true of the West EVA, because that route accesses Oak Grove via Kottinger 
Ranch, forming a loop.) 

   
DD 7 Comment Summary: 
  A single trail easement for the regional trail from Shadow Cliffs to the Callippe Preserve 

should be executed to minimize the impact to adjacent neighborhoods.  These two 
areas are currently publicly owned spaces which are designed to handle the flow of 
public traffic.  There should be no trail staging areas in Oak Grove or Kottinger Ranch. 

   
  Response: 
  The comment makes two points: (1) Oak Grove should have only a single trail 

easement for the regional trail, and no network of community trails; and (2) there 
should be no staging areas on the Oak Grove site. 

With respect to the network of community trails, the network is shown conceptually in 
the DEIR in Figure 29, p. 245.  All or portions of five community trails would be 
included in addition to the regional trail.  This network corresponds closely to that 
envisioned in Pleasanton’s Community Trails Master Plan (see discussion and 
citations in the DEIR, p. 244).  The preference of the commenter not to implement the 
Community Trails Master Plan on the Oak Grove site is noted. 

The question of the need for a regional trail staging area on the Oak Grove site is 
addressed in response E5. 

   
DD 8 Comment Summary: 

  We are concerned about the significant impact that would be a consequence of an 
increase in traffic resultant from the combination of the development of the 
proposed Alternative 4 project and further use of Hearst Drive to service potential 
projects beyond the propose the site.  To prohibit the use of Hearst Drive or its 
feeder streets from being used to provide service or access to potential projects 
beyond the proposed 51-unit project, we request that the City take title to the offered 
dedication of 500+ acres of open space.  This offer should hold the land as open 
space in perpetuity.  We also request that a third party intermediary (Tri-Valley 
Conservancy or similarly competent authority) be given a conservation easement 
encumbering the Open Space land. 

   
  Response: 
  If the project is approved, Hearst Drive will not be able to be extended beyond Oak 

Grove as all open space lands on the property will be placed in permanent open 
space and owned by the City or a conservation district.  See Response C15 and also 
the discussion of open space dedication in Chapter 1 of this Comments and 
Responses document, p. 2. 

   
DD 9 Comment Summary: 

  We ask for payment by the developer of $1,000,000 in traffic mitigation fees to be used 
for a traffic signal at Bernal Avenue and Kottinger Avenue with the balance of the funds 
to be applied to traffic calming improvements on Hearst Drive as determined by the 
City in conjunction with the Kottinger Ranch Homeowners Association.  These 
recommendations would mitigate potential pedestrian safety issues and the added 
noise due to the increased traffic associated with development under Alternative 4. 
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  Response: 
  The installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of Bernal Avenue and Kottinger 

Drive has been identified as a mitigation measure in the DEIR.  As noted in the 
discussion of that mitigation on DEIR p. 264, the developer would be required to 
commit to funding of such mitigating improvements in the  amount of $1,000,000. 

   
DD 10 Comment Summary: 
  To provide for safety of school children during construction, a crossing guard should 

be placed at the intersection of Concord Street and Hearst Drive during each school 
day from 7:30 - 8:30 in the morning and 2:30 - 3:30 in the afternoon. 

   
  Response: 
  The DEIR recognizes a change in the volume and character of traffic on Hearst Drive 

during the construction period.  Project conditions of approval will require that a 
school crossing guard be provided at applicant’s expense to assure the safety of school 
children crossing Hearst Drive during the hours indicated. 

   
DD 11 Comment Summary: 

  To prevent the significant burden of traffic associated with the use of a possible trail 
head there should be no staging area for trail access.  Access to trails should be at 
Shadow Cliffs and at the Callippe Preserve. 

   
  Response: 
  Under the proposed 98-unit project, the trails and staging area are expected to 

generate about 60 daily trips, with fewer than 5 during the AM and PM peak hours, as 
described in the DEIR (p.255).  Under the 51-unit site plan brought forward as the 
project for City consideration, a staging area for the regional trail would be included, 
and recreational trips associated with the trail regional trail would be anticipated as 
discussed in the DEIR. 

   
DD 12 Comment Summary: 
  We support the Alternative 4 project of 51 lots, which eliminates 47 lots resulting in a 

substantial reduction in project generated traffic from the “Proposed Project” and 
preservation of the most sensitive areas. 

   
  Response: 
  Comment noted. 
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Figure 40

Oak Grove Grading Map Showing Landslide Limits
Oak Grove EIR

Source: MacKay & Somps, based on landslide map prepared by Berlogar Geotechnical Consultants CD 1·22·07

Notes: Slopes shown are 3:1 max. constructed per soils
 engineer’s recommendations

 Proposed contours shown represent rough grading
 for street subgrade and proposed lots

 Building pad elevations have not been shown as the
 proposed lots will be custom home sites, and therefore
 home site grading has been kept at minimum

 Finish floor elevations have not been shown as the
 lots will be custon home sites

Landslide deposit with
basal slide plane

Surficial landslide

Deep-seated bedrock landslide

Landslide withing grading limits
to be removed/repaired with grading

Landslide within 51 lot limit but outside
of project grading (may be removed/repaired
with custom home construction)
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CHAPTER 3 
TEXTS OF COMMUNICATIONS 

The full texts of thirty communications received by the City of Pleasanton providing 
comments on the Oak Grove Draft Environmental Impact Report are presented on the 
pages that follow.   
 
The communications are identified as “Communication A” through “Communication DD.” 
 
Individual comments relating to the DEIR are numbered in the margins.  Comment 
summaries and responses are presented in Chapter 2 of this document. 
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APPENDIX J 
DEIR ERRATA 

This FEIR includes corrections to the DEIR.  In the following list, deletion of text is indicated 
by a strikeout (deleted text) and insertion of text is indicated by underlining (inserted text). 
 

Page location  
S9 right column Under J. Noise, Significance After Mitigation:   S   LS
  
S10 Row O1, column 
 under Mitigation Measures, 
 paragraph 1 

Text as printed in the DEIR: 
At 9 of the 10 intersections to which Pleas-
anton’s LOS standard is applicable, imple-
menting intersection improvements des-
cribed under Measure O1 would maintain 
LOS D or better conditions under the 
EXISTING+APPROVED PROJECTS with Oak 
Grove project scenario. 

Corrected text: 
At all 10 of the intersections to which 
Pleasanton’s LOS standard is applicable, 
implementing intersection improvements 
described under Measure O1 would main-
tain LOS D or better conditions under the 
EXISTING+APPROVED PROJECTS with Oak 
Grove project scenario. 

  

S11 Add the following rows at end of Summary Table : 
Cumulative Impacts  
 Biology The project  would contribute to one cumulative biological impact: 

 loss of blue oak woodland. 

 For additional detail, see p. 108. 
  
 Transportation The project would contribute to one cumulative transportation impact: 

 At two intersections, Bernal Avenue @ I-680 southbound onramps and 
Santa Rita Road @ Valley Avenue, project traffic together with other 
future traffic would result in unsatisfactory operating conditions for 
which no feasible mitigation has been identified. 

 For additional detail, see p. 397 as corrected in Appendix J. DEIR Errata. 
  

16 1st bullet The first bullet item on page 16 of the DEIR shall be revised to read as 
follows: 
 Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Zone 7 

(Zone 7) would be the water supplier for the project, and the project will 
be liable to Zone 7 for payment of water connection fees.  These fees are 
used, in part, to help pay for programs to reduce salt loading in 
groundwater.  Zone 7 also has interests in (1) the use and operation of 
onsite detention basins and potential downstream impacts associated 
with operation of the basins; and (2) the collection of drainage fees for 
new impervious areas created by development of the site.  These issues 
are discussed further in this DEIR.  

  
33 paragraph 5 Most PUSD schools have student enrollments that are below maximum 

capacity.  In 2005, five of the 16 schools were reported to have enrollments 
above their maximum capacities:  two elementary schools, one middle 
school, and two high schools.  Capacity exceedances at the middle and ele-
mentary schools were minor (less than five percent), and PUSD staff report 
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that proposed development projects anticipated in the existing Pleasanton 
General Plan are provided for in District facilities planning.  Both high 
schools have sufficient rooms, including portables, to house and provide a 
proper program for every student.  Oak Grove, at a total student generation 
of 50-53, would not have an adverse impact on the schools but Amador 
Valley and Foothill High Schools were reported to be operating beyond 
maximum capacity by 20 and 56 percent, respectively. 

  
38 paragraph 2 Photo 22 is a view looking west toward the project site from Vineyard Avenue 

near Isabel Avenue.  Portions of the site are may be visible below along the 
ridgeline in the distance toward the right side of the photo within the center 
third of the photo.   

  
38 paragraph 3 Photo 23 is taken from Stanley Boulevard at Isabel Avenue, a distance of 

about 2 miles away.  From this location, the site is visible, appearings as part 
of the hillside below the distant ridgeline near the center of photo. 

  
45 paragraph 1 The EIR visual simulations portray two-story houses (maximum 30 feet tall), 

which are average approximately 7,500 to 10,000 6,700 square feet in size 
and which generally conform to the mandatory design guidelines 
summarized in Table 2. 

  
68 Table 3 Row for Onsite views is amended as follows: 
  

Viewpoint Locationa Visible Development by Lot Numberb EIR Figure 
Onsite   
Future Recreation Trail 
 Viewpoint 1 

38, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 83, 
84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, (92) 

11a-d 

 19, 20, 27, 30, 31, 38, 44, 54-57, 62, 63, 
65, 66, 67, 68, 69-76, 81, 82, 83-89, 
(36, 37, 52, 58-61, 68, 92) 

 

  
  
72 paragraph 3 The proposed project would affect views from a limited segment of Grey 

Eagle Court, near the end of the cul-de-sac, as shown in Figure 13 (pp. 56-
59).  From this viewpoint, portions of 13 homes on lots 10-14, 16-19, 22, 
and 22-24, 24, and 25 would be visible.   

  
72 paragraph 4 The new development would not obstruct views currently available views of 

Pleasanton Ridge 
  
116  2nd paragraph The first sentence of the second paragraph of Measure D5 should read: 

If construction is scheduled during the nesting season (February 1-
August 31), pre-construction surveys shall be conducted on the entire 
project area and within 500 feet of the grading footprint prior to any 
ground disturbance. 

  
133 first line “. . . highest elevations (up to about 1,020 1,080) above mean sea level (msl))” 

  
173 bullet list The 5th and 6th bullet points are incompletely cited.  They should be cited as 

Program 6.1 and Program 6.2. 
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209 paragraph 1 For a PUD, the period of noise generating construction activity on the site 

would normally be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm daily on work days during 
the week, with no construction on weekends or holidays.

  
226/228 bullet The text on p. 228 at the top of the page states that the maximum grade for 

an EVA is 12 percent.  This is inaccurate.  As noted in the Response to 
Comments, response D2, the maximum grade is determined according to 
specific conditions of the site and the development.  The DEIR text on p. 228 
is amended as follows: 

The minimum vertical clearance is 13.5 feet and maximum grade is 12 
percent. 

  
249 footnote 131 The 1994 development plan for Oak Grove (then called Kottinger Hills) did 

not propose a public park.  In discussing the absence of a park and the 
possible compensating presence of substantial open space, this footnote 
relates to that earlier draft project rather than to the Oak Grove project 
addressed in the DEIR.  The footnote observation would, however, apply to 
Alternative 4 if it does not contain a public park. 

  
250 paragraph 4 [Last sentence]  Courts 1, 2, 3 and 4 1 through 5 are also planned to be 

public streets with a sidewalk on one side. 
  
250 paragraph 4 The proposed project area lies within one-half mile of the nearest 

neighborhood park, Vintage Hills Park, further meeting Pleasanton’s 
objective of having a neighborhood park within one-half mile of all 
residences.

  
259 Table 32 Amend title: 

Intersections Projected to Operate at Unsatisfactory Levels of Service (LOS) 
under EXISTING+APPROVED PROJECTS Scenario With Oak Grove Development 

  
 location  

263  
 

The text on p. 263 describes Measure O1:  the improvements required to maintain 
LOS D or better conditions under the EXISTING+APPROVED WITH PROJECT.  In the 
column on the post-mitigation condition, the initial and corrected texts for intersec-
tion (6) Bernal @ I-680 southbound onramp are as follows: 

 column on post- 
 mitigation condition, 
 intersection (6) 

 

Text as printed in the DEIR: 
LOS E (72.0 seconds of delay) and 
LOS D (36.5 seconds of delay) 
for the AM and PM peak hours. SU 

Corrected text: 
LOS C (32.5 seconds of delay) and  
LOS D (43.2 seconds of delay) 
for the AM and PM peak hours. LS 

 The impact on this intersection was found in the DEIR to be significant and unavoidable.  
The correction alters this conclusion:  for the EXISTING+APPROVED with Oak Grove 
scenario, the impact at this intersection would be mitigated by Measure O1. 

  

264 3rd ¶ from 
 bottom of page 
 

Significance after mitigation:  For all 10 of the 8 intersections above to which 
Measure O1 applies, the mitigation would reduce the forecast impact to the 
less-than-significant level. 
 

At one remaining intersection, mitigation measures available would not be 
adequate to meet Pleasanton’s LOS standard: 
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(6)  Bernal @ I-680 SB on-ramp.  Traffic improvements identified 
for this intersection under the EXISTING + APPROVED PROJECTS 
scenario with the Oak Grove project would not be sufficient to 
mitigate this intersection to a level that would meet Pleasanton’s 
LOS standard:  The AM LOS would be D for all movements except 
for the off-ramp right turn movement.  Capacity for that 
movement would act as a constrained gateway.  (Note:  This 
condition also exists in the EXISTING + APPROVED PROJECTS scenario 
without the Oak Grove project.) 

 

Significance after mitigation:  Significant and unavoidable. less than 
significant. 

  

265 
 
 Summary table 

e.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 

Column 2 of this table is hereby corrected to read as follows: 
 

O1. At all 10 of the intersections to which Pleasanton’s LOS standard is applicable, 
implementing intersection improvements described under Measure O1 would 
maintain LOS D or better conditions under the EXISTING + APPROVED WITH 

PROJECT scenario. 
  
265 summary box The summary provided for Mitigation Measure O1 is corrected as follows: 
 

O.  Transportation and Traffic 
O1. The project will cause an 

increase in traffic which 
would contribute to unsatis-
factory levels of service at 10 
intersections under the 
EXISTING + APPROVED PROJECTS 

scenario with Oak Grove 
development. 

O1. At 9 of the all 10 of the intersections to 
which Pleasanton’s LOS standard is appli-
cable, implementing intersection improve-
ments described under Measure O1 would 
maintain LOS D or better conditions under 
the EXISTING + APPROVED PROJECTS scenario 
with Oak Grove development. 

  

LS 

 
 

286 paragraph 5 The text in the paragraph beginning “Public Facilities Element . . .” states 
erroneously that the 1996 Pleasanton General Plan text has been super-
seded.  While the preparation a General Plan update is under way, the exist-
ing policy framework remains in effect.  Therefore, the 6th paragraph of DEIR 
p. 286 should read:   “The General Plan identified the following programs for 
implementing Pleasanton’s stormwater and flood control policies:” 

In the bullet list that follows, most of the language presented in the bullet list 
on DEIR p. 286 relating to programs remains accurate, since these policies 
are part of the existing Pleasanton General Plan;  only the program numbers 
require revision, and they are revised in the list below.  The single exception 
(the final bullet point) is noted: 

 Require new development to pay its fair share of the storm drainage 
system improvement costs (Program 10.1  5.1). 

 Design local storm drainage improvements to carry appropriate design 
year flows resulting from buildout of the General Plan (Program 10.2  
5.2). 
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 Work with Zone 7 to complete planned, regional storm drainage 
improvements (Program 10.3  5.3). 

 As determined by the City Engineer, require new development to 
improve local storm drainage systems to accept appropriate design 
year flows resulting from new development (Program 10.4  5.4).   

 Require new development to pay its fair share of the flood control 
improvement costs included in Zone 7’s Master Plan (Program 11.1  
6.1). 

 Design flood water detention basins and arroyos to allow for public 
amenities, recreation, natural habitat, and agriculture, where feasible 
(Program 11.2  6.2). 

The following policy was not part of the 1996 General Plan and is hereby 
deleted from the DEIR text: 

 Support Zone 7’s plan to establish the Chain of Lakes for flood control, 
sediment diversion, and recreation.  Include a public awareness program 
about the need for the Chain-of-Lakes resource (Program 11.3). 

  
295 paragraph 2 The principal impact on the transportation system resulting from the project 

is on traffic congestion at intersections: 
  
348 viewpoints The text and the viewpoint numbers associated with the explanation of the 

viewpoints not selected for visual simulations of Alternative 4 is amended to 
read as follows: 

  

Of the five viewpoints based on which visual simulations of the 98-unit project were 
prepared (and are presented in Chapter 4), three were not selected for visual simulations 
of Alternative 4 for the following reasons: 

Viewpoint 1 (the community trail) was not chosen because it is an onsite loca-
tion, and there was greater concern to evaluate visual impacts 
from offsite viewpoints; 

Viewpoint 4 (Hearst Drive entrance to the site) was not chosen, because the 
view from this location covers a more limited area of the site than 
the views from viewpoints 8 and 9. 

Viewpoint 14 (Bernal Avenue near Utah Street) was not chosen because, as 
illustrated in the Chapter 4 simulations (Figures 15 a-15d), at pub-
lic locations at a significant distance, details of buildings and land-
scape are difficult to discern once landscaping has matured. 

  
349 Table 43 Row for Grey Eagle Court views is amended as follows: 
  

Alternative 4   
Grey Eagle Court Viewpoint 8 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, (2, 3, 4, 12, 14-16, 21, 32,) 38a-c  
 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 (2, 3, 4, 8, 12, 14-16, 21, 32)  
  
349 paragraph 3 Pleasanton Ridge.  The view toward the southern reach of Pleasanton Ridge 

from viewpoint 8 (Grey Eagle Court) shows fewer residences than under the 
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project (the elimination of development in the Court 5 1cluster (this cluster 
of buildings would be seen at the right hand side of Figures 13b through 13d 
and comprise lots numbers 7 through 11 in Alternative 4) removes some 
buildings that would otherwise be visible from this viewpoint). 

  
378 paragraph 1  . . .be about 44 48 percent lower. 
  
378 paragraph 5 . . . the project transportation analysis identified additional topics for 

consideration of potential impacts: 
  
 location  

393 Table 50 In the second column, CUMULATIVE WITHOUT PROJECT, intersection (6) should 
be revised as follows: 

 Text as printed in the DEIR: 
LOS F in AM. 

Corrected text: 
LOS E in AM. 

  
 Under Cumulative Impact 1, the text on p. 397 identifies two intersections as not 

mitigatable, intersections (6) and (19). 
Page location  

397  Intersection (6) Bernal @ I-680 SB Onramp. 

 For the scenario without Stoneridge extension:
 column under 
 (6) Cumulative Impacts 
Found Not to be Mitigatable 

Text as printed in the DEIR: 
LOS D (69.5 seconds of delay) and 
LOS E (41.3 seconds of delay) 
for the AM and PM peak hours. 

Corrected text: 
LOS E (69.5 seconds of delay) and 
LOS D (41.3 seconds of delay) 
for the AM and PM peak hours. 

 The impact on this intersection was found in the DEIR to be significant and unavoidable, 
and this conclusion is not affected by the correction. 

  
 For the scenario with Stoneridge extension:

 Text as printed in the DEIR: 
LOS E (85.5 seconds of delay) and 
LOS D (50.4 seconds of delay) 
for the AM and PM peak hours. 

Corrected text: 
LOS F (85.5 seconds of delay) and 
LOS D (50.4 seconds of delay) 
for the AM and PM peak hours. 

 The impact on this intersection was found in the DEIR to be significant and unavoidable, 
and this conclusion is not affected by the correction. 

  

 Intersection (19) Santa Rita Road @ Valley Ave. 

 For the scenario with Stoneridge extension:
 column under 
 (6) Cumulative Impacts 
Found Not to be Mitigatable

Text as printed in the DEIR: 
LOS E (44.2 seconds of delay) and 
LOS D (63.8 seconds of delay) 
for the AM and PM peak hours. 

Corrected text: 
LOS D (44.2 seconds of delay) and 
LOS E (63.8 seconds of delay)  
for the AM and PM peak hours. 

 The impact on this intersection was found in the DEIR to be significant and unavoidable, 
and this conclusion is not affected by the correction. 

  
  
398 paragraph 1 The An assessment of cumulative impacts of Oak Grove will be is addressed 

in depth in conjunction with the environmental impacts of two other 
proposed residential projects in southeast Pleasanton:  Lund II and 
Greenbriar/Spotorno.  The assessment of cumulative impacts of these three 
projects will be available in a separate document.  A review of the cumulative 
impacts of those projects collectively has been undertaken by the EIR 
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consultant.  The project EIRs for each of the three projects will present a 
discussion of the findings.  A summary of the cumulative impacts of the 
three proposed projects is which are presented below. 

  
p. 408 Part B The text is hereby amended as follows: 

This section of the DEIR identifies significant environmental effects resulting 
from the development of the proposed project in Chapter 4.  The following 
significant environmental effects are unavoidable. 

 Transportation and Traffic.   
 At two intersections, under some scenarios, no feasible mitigation 

measures are identified that can fully reduce the impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  At these intersections, the project would contribute to 
unmitigatable impacts. 

See p. 397 for a detailed review of intersections 6 and 19 (respectively, 
Bernal Avenue @ I-680 southbound onramp and Santa Rita Road @ 
Valley Avenue).  Unsatisfactory conditions at these intersections can be 
mitigated only partially; therefore, adverse impacts cannot be avoided. 
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APPENDIX K 
MASTER RESPONSES RELATING TO DEIR TOPICS 

This appendix contains “master responses” relating to several DEIR issues.  A master 
response serves the purpose of presenting a single, thorough response to related questions 
raised by multiple commenters. 
 

A. VISUAL MASTER RESPONSE 1: 
 PHOTOGRAPHIC METHODS FOR VISUAL SIMULATION 

Background 

Comments on the visual analysis presented in the Oak Grove DEIR included several 
questioning the use of a 28mm lens camera for the purpose of producing the visual 
simulations: 

Comment C7b disputes the use of a 28mm camera lens for visual representations, main-
taining that it distorts the position of foreground objects in relation to back-
ground objects.  Commenter requests the use of only 50mm camera lenses. 

Comment D3 contests the use of a 28mm lens, asserting that it “does not truly represent 
what the eye actually sees.” 

Comment D31 challenges the utilization of a 28mm lens, claiming it really does not do a 
good job of “rendering accurately what you’re seeing.” 

Comment I2 challenges the usefulness of 28mm wide angle lens to take the “representa-
tive” pictures, stating that this approach “makes things look more than 
twice as far away as they actually are.” 

Comment I7 This comment takes the form of a portfolio of images prepared by the 
commenter. 

Comment L2 states that views from Red Feather Court appear to be distorted and that 
using a wide angle lens “makes everything look smaller and further away.” 

 
These comments state, or imply, that DEIR visual simulations would more appropriately 
have been prepared with a different lens. 
 
This Master Response cites precedent for the use of 28mm camera lenses in simulation 
photography, outlines the appropriate technical parameters for the use, and documents that 
Environmental Vision correctly applied appropriate technical methods and procedures with 
respect to the use of 28mm lens photography for the Oak Grove DEIR visual simulations. 
 
 
Camera Lenses for Simulation Photography 

The practice of using wide angle photographs for visual simulation purposes is not 
uncommon and clearly falls within accepted professional visual simulation practice tech-
niques and methods.  As described below, the visual simulations contained in the DEIR 
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which incorporate photographs taken with the equivalent1 of a 28 millimeter (mm) or wide-
angle lens are appropriate and have been produced using technically sound methods.  The 
images provide an accurate and reasonable portrayal of “before” and “after” visual 
conditions.  
 
There is a precedent for the effective use of wide angle lens photographs for EIR visual sim-
ulation purposes.2  As with simulation photographs taken with a 50mm lens, correct techni-
cal methods and procedures must be employed throughout the simulation process in order 
to ensure that the visual simulation images are technically sound.  The requisite procedures 
include (a) systematic documentation of camera lens and photo viewpoints, (b) accurate 
computer modeling and rendering based on verifiable data, and (c) appropriate format for 
presentation of simulation images.  DEIR Appendix H documents the process by which 
Environmental Vision systematically and correctly applied these methods to produce the set 
of DEIR visual simulations showing the proposed Oak Grove project. 
 
It should be noted that the horizontal view angle captured by a 50 mm or “normal” lens is 
approximately 40 degrees. This “normal” cone of vision is what a person sees using both 
eyes when maintaining in a stationary position with no movement of the head or the eyes.  
In addition, a 50mm lens equivalent represents a person’s “normal” vertical cone of vision. 
For visual simulation purposes, therefore, a 50mm photograph generally provides an 
appropriate view representation.  By contrast, a photo taken with a lens greater than 50mm 
(a “telephoto lens”) is generally not a good representation because it narrows the normal 
horizontal field-of-view and omits the surrounding context.  Thus, the view appears to be 
“magnified” or enlarged in comparison to a “normal” lens view when both images are 
reproduced at the same size.  
 
For simulation purposes, the use of a 28mm, wide-angle lens can be appropriate for several 
reasons.  By turning one’s head or moving one’s eyes to either side, the horizontal cone of 
vision becomes wider than 40 degrees.  The perception of a wider-than-40-degree cone of 
vision occurs routinely in landscape observation.  For example, in foreground views (i.e., 
views seen from about a quarter mile or closer) a wide angle view can be appropriate to 
portray an object or a project within a meaningful visual context; that is to say, a context that 
conveys the object’s scale and appearance relative to existing landscape features.  This is the 
case with the DEIR simulation views of the Oak Grove project from Hearst Drive, Red 
Feather Court and Grey Eagle Estates.  
 
 

                                                   
1 The term “equivalent” refers to the focal length of a lens mounted on a 35mm film, single lens reflex (SLR) 

camera.  For example, an equivalent of a 50mm lens captures a picture that is essentially equivalent to the 
image area of a photo which was shot with a 50mm lens mounted on a 35mm SLR film camera.  Given the 
advent of digital cameras and wide spread “zoom” lens use, this equivalency provides a useful metric for 
identifying the focal length of a camera lens. 

 
2 Examples of certified EIR documents which contain visual simulations based on photographs taken with the 

equivalent of a 28mm or wide-angle lens include the Arana Gulch Master Plan EIR in the City of Santa Cruz, 
the Old Mill Village EIR in San Ramon, the Fallon Village EIR in Dublin, and the Oak to Ninth EIR in Oakland. 
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Oak Grove DEIR Visual Simulation Photographs 

The Oak Grove DEIR includes five visual simulations taken from representative vantage 
points.  All of the simulation photographs were shot with a Canon EOS digital Single Lens 
Reflex (SLR) camera.  Four of the photos were taken using the equivalent of a 28 mm lens 
whereas the equivalent of a 50mm lens was employed for one of the photos.  These lenses 
have a horizontal field-of-view of approximately 64 degrees and 40 degrees respectively. 
 
The Oak Grove DEIR visual simulations are intended to convey a reasonable impression of 
the “before” and “after” visual conditions at the project site for purposes of supporting the 
CEQA visual impact assessment.  Because the Oak Grove project occupies more than 500 
acres of undulating terrain, it represents a relatively large scale landscape.  One’s visual 
impression of a large scale landscape setting such as the Oak Grove site is often gained 
through perception of panoramic landscape views.  The perception of such landscapes 
typically requires a horizontal view angle that is greater than 40 degrees at closer range 
distances of less than one quarter mile.  In the case of the Oak Grove project, a wider hori-
zontal view cone is useful to convey a visual impression of the project as it would appear 
within its landscape context, particularly as seen from nearby community vantage points.  
The methods for photographing and simulating these views are outlined below. 

 Location data for each Oak Grove DEIR simulation photograph was collected using 
global positioning system (GPS) equipment, base map annotation, and photo log 
sheet recording. 

 The digital location data for photo viewpoints was incorporated into a three–
dimensional (3D) digital model. 

 Existing GIS topographic and site data and digital aerial photographs supplied by the 
project engineers (MacKay & Somps) provided the basis for developing an initial 
digital model. 

 A 3D model of the proposed grading, building prototypes, and landscape improve-
ments was also developed using design data supplied by the design team (Berger 
Detmer Ennis Architects; MD Fotheringham, Landscape Architects and MacKay & 
Somps, Engineers). 

 The 3D computer model of the proposed project elements was combined with the 
digital site model to produce a complete computer model of the proposed project. 

 For each of the simulation viewpoints, GPS viewer location data was added to the 3D 
digital model using 5 feet as the assumed eye level. 

 Computer "wireframe" perspective plots were overlaid on photographs to verify scale 
and viewpoint location. 

 Digital visual simulation images were then produced based on computer renderings 
of the 3-D model combined with digital versions of the selected site photographs.  

 
The Oak Grove DEIR visual simulations are presented in a manner that clearly and 
reasonably depicts the location, scale, and general appearance of the project as seen within 
its landscape context.  With respect to DEIR Figures 11a through 14d (existing conditions 
and visual simulations at three time intervals), the image height to width ratio, known as the 
aspect ratio, is appropriately formatted for the corresponding camera lens used to shoot the 
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simulation photograph.  With respect to DEIR Figures 15a through 15d, the aspect ratio of 
the 50mm photo is 2 to 3 which corresponds to the proportion of a 35mm film negative.  In 
comparison, the Figure 11 through 14 visual simulation images which incorporate photos 
shot with the equivalent of a 28mm lens, are presented with approximately a 1 to 3 aspect 
ratio.  The 28mm photos are therefore presented in a format that corresponds correctly to 
the wider horizontal view angle.  In addition, the vertical view angle included in these 
photographs is approximately equivalent to a 50mm lens:  a comparable result would be 
obtained by combining multiple 50mm photos into a wide-angle view. 
 
 

B. VISUAL MASTER RESPONSE 2: 
 USE OF MANDATORY DESIGN GUIDELINES IN 
 PREPARATION OF VISUAL SIMULATIONS 

Background 

Comments on the visual analysis presented in the Oak Grove DEIR included several 
regarding house size and development assumptions used for preparing the visual 
simulations: 

Comment C4 suggests that visual simulations be provided for three different house size 
scenarios. 

Comment I6 contests the simulations, stating that they do not represent the maximum 
permitted house size for each lot. 

Comment I13 (b2) challenges the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure A2, claiming that 
“The number of trees required to screen a house of the proportions 
proposed (8,000 to 22,708 sq. ft.) is not realistic.”  

 
Site Development Assumptions for Visual Simulation Purposes 

As noted in the DEIR (pp. 43 and 45), site-specific architectural design data for future Oak 
Grove homes was not available at the time  the EIR visual analysis was performed because 
the project proposes custom single family lots that will be developed by individual owners in 
the future.  The DEIR indicates that, prior to actual construction the development including 
each individual home is subject to both Oak Grove Design Review Board (OGDRB) and City 
of Pleasanton Planning approvals.  As part of the City’s approval process, City Design 
Review Board approval is also required. 
 
The DEIR visual simulations are based on a combination of project design data and 
technical assumptions that set reasonable physical development parameters. The computer 
modeling for the Oak Grove DEIR visual simulations are based in part on digital design data 
provided to Environmental Vision including:  

 existing site topography and proposed site grading prepared by McKay & Somps,  

 proposed road and lot layout plans prepared by McKay & Somps, and  

 the project Landscape Concept Plan (DEIR Figure 10, p. 44) prepared by MD 
Fotheringham Landscape Architects.  
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The DEIR visual simulations portray “prototype” houses which generally conform to the Oak 
Grove Mandatory Design Guidelines, as summarized in DEIR Table 2 (pp. 42-43) and as 
included in DEIR Appendix G.  Using side, rear, and front setbacks from the mandatory 
Design Guidelines, a building envelope for each lot was developed.  This envelope describes 
the maximum allowable building footprint for a given lot, without taking into consideration 
the additional constraints of vegetation (Heritage trees) and topography.  The average 
building envelope was determined to be approximately 11,600 square feet, with a range 
throughout the 98 lots of about 5,000 to 33,500 square feet.  
 
For purposes of producing visual simulations that reasonably reflect “real world” planning 
and development conditions, assumptions regarding the size and conceptual appearance of 
future Oak Grove houses were then developed.  In consultation with the City and the project 
applicant, Environmental Vision developed a set of building prototype models based 
principally on house designs provided by Miles Berger Detmer Ennis Architects and the 
Dahlin Group Architects.  The residential building prototypes assume a maximum height of 
30 feet based on height restrictions outlined in the mandatory Design Guidelines.  The 
house prototypes have an average size of 6,700 square feet.  Based on the same lot sizes, it 
is estimated that a 25 percent FAR for the proposed Oak Grove development would yield 
houses with an average size of 6,192 square ft. 
 
 

C. VISUAL MASTER RESPONSE 3: 
 SELECTION OF VIEWPOINTS FOR VISUAL SIMULATION 

Background 

Comments on the visual analysis presented in the Oak Grove DEIR included several 
regarding selection of photos used for visual simulation: 

Comment C10 requests additional “visuals” from listed locations within Pleasanton. 

Comment D5 challenges the selection of photos, mentioning various locations north of the 
site not included in the DEIR. 

Comment E6 (b) reiterates a request for additional “visuals” (as in Comment D5). 

Comment E9 expresses the belief that areas that might be visually affected were not 
adequately researched. 

Comment I22 expresses the belief that areas that might be visually affected were not 
adequately researched. 

Comment L1 expresses concern that the proposed project could have a significantly 
undesirable visual effect from his house. 

Comment O1 expresses concern over the impacts to the view from the commenter’s home 
on Mataro Court. 

 
This Master Response addresses comments regarding selection of photos used for Visual 
Simulation.  The response outlines the technical approach and methodology employed by 
Environmental Vision in selecting simulation vantage points.  It also documents the process 
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by which Environmental Vision received input from City staff as well as members of the 
public and the City of Pleasanton Planning Commission regarding potentially sensitive 
community views. 
 
Selection of Visual Simulation Photos 

As part of the DEIR visual impact assessment Environmental Vision conducted a systematic 
evaluation the site’s potential visibility.  The assessment is based on an iterative process that 
includes review of topographic maps and aerial and ground level photos, site observation, 
and computer modeling of topographic and built features.  
 
The methods and procedures outlined below conform with standard professional practice 
for visual impact assessment.  The implementation of this technical approach draws on 
Environmental Vision’s considerable experience completing a wide variety of visual impact 
studies for numerous certified EIRs.  The approach is consistent with the scope of work 
outlined in the City’s consultant contract for the Oak Grove EIR.  It should be noted that the 
information included in the visual setting and analysis reflects both computer modeling 
results and professional judgment as well as input received during the EIR public scoping 
process. 
 
Initial Computer Modeling and Site Photography 

The technical work included preliminary computer-assisted terrain modeling of the project 
site and surrounding areas. The purpose of this task was to determine the most likely 
potential views of the project, based on patterns of intervening topographic features which 
block views of the site.  
 
Following this initial computer modeling work, field studies were conducted.  Environmental 
Vision’s field work included observing and photographing a variety of potential vantage 
points located both within the project site and at numerous off site areas within the 
community.  The purpose of the field work included (a) observing existing visual conditions, 
(b) documenting the project’s visual setting, and (c) identifying potential key viewing 
locations for purposes of preparing visual simulations.  
 
The results of the visual setting photo documentation work are presented in the DEIR as a 
set 25 photographs accompanied by text describing existing visual conditions (see DEIR pp. 
22-38 and the Visual Figure Re-Print Portfolio, Sheets1 through 9). 
 
The DEIR photographs include photos taken both from within the project site (onsite) and 
photos showing public views of the site from a variety of community locations.  The DEIR 
also presents two maps, Figures 6a and 6b (DEIR pp. 26-27), which note the photo 
viewpoint locations on an aerial photograph which shows the project site boundary. 
 
While the DEIR does not claim to evaluate every vantage point from which the project would 
be seen, the information presented in the DEIR contains a systematic characterization of the 
visual setting in terms of representative public views that would potentially be affected by 
the Oak Grove project.  The narrative text and photographic description of the visual setting 
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represents a reasonable level of information and detail for purposes of the CEQA visual 
analysis.  
 
Visibility Studies of Proposed Development 

Computer modeling was used to analyze photographs taken from a number of the poten-
tially affected viewpoints.  Computer modeling of existing terrain and proposed grading and 
prototype development was employed to study the potential visibility of the Oak Grove 
project.  A set of computer-generated perspective images were evaluated on screen, using 
3D “wireframe” view studies.  The results of this preliminary visual analysis work were 
submitted to the City in December 2004 and in January 2005. The material presenting the 
initial evaluation of candidate simulation views included a set of 11 by 17 inch sheets with 
annotated photographs and viewpoint maps which addressed a variety of representative 
public vantage points chosen to show the project within its landscape setting from varied 
perspectives and viewing distances.  The vantage points included: 

 Stanley Boulevard,  

 Bernal Avenue near Utah Street,  

 Smallwood Court,  

 Hearst Drive near the project boundary,  

 Red Feather Court, and  

 Grey Eagle Court. 
 
Preliminary computer visibility modeling was also completed for several other viewing 
locations including Hearst Drive at Concord Street, Rhine Way at Crellin Court, Mataro 
Court, and Vintage Hills Park.  Studies showing the six vantage points were made available 
to the City for review and comment. 
 
Environmental Vision conducted additional field work and site photography to document 
potential views of the site from additional locations based on public comments received at 
the February 8, 2005 project EIR scoping session held jointly by the City Council and the 
Planning Commission.  The additional viewing locations include the following: 

 “internal” views taken from various locations within the project site boundaries; 

 the Stoneridge Mall parking lot;  

 the chain of lakes area;  

 inbound Stanley Boulevard;  

 Interstate 680;  

 Vineyard Avenue,  

 the Staples Ranch property; and 

 downtown Pleasanton. 
 
Selection of Visual Simulation Photos 

Four vantage points were selected for purposes of producing visual simulations showing the 
appearance of the proposed project.  These existing conditions photos plus visual 
simulations at three time intervals are presented in the DEIR as Figures 12a-d, 13a-d, 14a-d, 
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and 15a-d (DEIR pp. 48-67) and in Re-Print Portfolio, Sheets 10 through 21.  These 
simulation viewpoints were selected from among the candidate view studies and additional 
site photographs, in consultation with City staff, to include representative public views of the 
project within its landscape setting and from varied perspectives.  The following visual 
simulation views were selected:  

Hearst Drive This view shows the project entry from the west from a close range.  
The viewpoint is located about 85 ft. from the site boundary and lies 
approximately 570 ft. from the closest proposed residential lot. This 
portion of Hearst Drive is the only public view from a location directly 
adjacent to proposed Oak Grove project features.  It shows in good 
detail the proposed continuation of the existing street and proposed 
new development at the western edge of the property. 

Grey Eagle Court This is a representative view from the Grey Eagle Estates residential 
area located to the northeast.  This vantage point is located about 770 
ft. from both the site boundary and the closest proposed residential lot.  
This view clearly shows proposed development and grading along the 
northern portion of the site. 

Red Feather Court The view from the turn around at the end of Red Feather Court provides 
a public view of the proposed development from an established resi-
dential area to the north.  This viewpoint is located about 500 ft. from 
the site boundary and approximately 820 ft. from the closest proposed 
residential lot.  It provides a view looking up the small ravine toward 
the proposed development on the northern side of the site. 

Bernal Avenue 
at Utah Street 

This view shows the project from about a mile away to the northwest. 
The viewpoint is located approximately 1.2 miles from the closest pro-
posed residential lot.  Selected because it represents a more distant 
location from which expansive views of the project site are available, 
this viewing location lies close enough so that it is possible to portray 
some degree of discernable project detail in the visual simulation. 

 
At the request of city staff, an additional simulation view was included in the DEIR to show 
the proposed Oak Grove residential development from an onsite location.  Photographs 
were shot during an additional site visit and the simulation photo was selected in 
consultation with city staff (DEIR Figure 11a). The onsite (non-public) simulation view is 
provided to portray the effects of proposed tree removal as well as proposed residential 
development.  
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D. MASTER RESPONSE 
 RELATING TO CONSTRUCTION NOISE 

A construction noise analysis was completed to evaluate the significance of noise impacts 
resulting from project construction activities. 
 
1. Background 

Comments on the noise analysis presented in the Oak Grove DEIR included a number 
expressing views about construction noise: 

Comment D9 expresses concern about specific noise sources (backup beepers) during 
construction and asks that, if construction is allowed on Saturdays and 
Sundays, this noise source be prohibited.   

Comment D23 finds no reference in the DEIR to the noise levels that result from noise  
that bounces off the hills. 

Comment E11 observes that a canyon acts as an acoustic funnel; expresses concern about 
abatement of construction noise. 

Comment I15 believes that short term measurements should have been taken from back 
yards to reflect more accurately the impacts of construction noise.  [This 
comment is addressed by response I15.] 

Comment I17 states that terrain in the project vicinity (hills and valleys in relation to the 
nearest residential receptors) will create an “amphitheater or band shell 
effect” with respect to construction noise, magnifying sound because it is a 
combination of direct and reflected sound. 

Comment I18 doubts that the DEIR statement (p. 208) that construction activities would 
not yield noise levels greater than 60 dBA Leq or more for a period 
exceeding a year at the closest receivers to the west and north. 

Comment I20 believes that the proposed mitigation will have minimal effect on the noise 
impact for the closest receptors and that construction activities would yield 
noise levels exceeding ambient noise conditions by 5 dBA Leq or more for a 
period far exceeding one cumulative year.   

Comment I21 proposes mitigating construction noise by a revision in the site plan.  [The 
comment is addressed by response I21.] 

Comment O5 expresses concern because of the bowl effect that results when big slopes 
form a valley – the construction noise would be very intense. 

Comment P1 observes that sound really carries from the tops of these hills so the 
distance from the construction area won’t diminish the level of noise to the 
surrounding area. 

 
Noise is an inescapable part of community life:  persons generate and receive noise daily.  
Perceptions of and reactions to noise are individual and subjective.  While some people may 
ignore sounds, others can become sensitized to certain noises and may find the offensive 
noise source increasingly irritating as the intrusion recurs.  Noise can be annoying and 
disruptive, especially when people cannot control the noise source or do not know when the 
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offensive noise will end.  Like all types of noise, construction related noise is also perceived 
subjectively.  Some individuals object only to the loudest construction sounds while others 
may object to the more repetitive and continuous sounds, even though those sounds are at 
relatively lower levels. 
 
Construction noise is an effect of new project development and of the repair of, or 
modifications to, existing buildings.  Depending on the size of the project, construction 
noise can last days, weeks, months, or years.  Construction noise affects almost everyone at 
some point whether it is a small residential repair project at a neighboring property or a 
large developing area adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods. Noise generated by 
construction primarily includes the sounds of construction workers and their equipment on 
site.  Noise can also result from construction related auto and truck traffic. The loudest 
noise normally occurs when heavy machinery is operate and is most often noticed when the 
machinery is operated in close proximity to adjacent noise-sensitive land uses.  The most 
frequent cause of noise complaints are not necessarily the loudest sounds, but the sounds 
that are clearly distinguishable and repetitive.  One example of such a construction noise 
source is back-up alarms on mobile equipment.    
 
Construction noise is normally most intrusive in the early morning, evening, and nighttime 
hours, but construction noise can also intrude on people who are normally home during 
daytime hours or those who work near the construction site.  When construction activities 
on a site are located close to a particular receiver or group of receivers, perceptions of noise 
intrusiveness increase.  As construction proceeds farther away from receivers, the perceived 
intrusiveness of such sounds diminishes.   
 
2. Approach 

The construction noise analysis in the DEIR identifies noise levels expected during phases of 
construction and the time period that these levels will affect a particular receiver.  Construc-
tion-generated noise levels would vary at a particular receiver depending on the noise gener-
ated by various pieces of construction equipment, the timing and duration of noise 
generating activities, the distance between construction noise sources and noise sensitive 
receptors, and the presence or lack of intervening structures or terrain. 
 
a. Significance Criteria for Construction Noise Impacts 

The relevant CEQA significance criterion (a question on the CEQA checklist) is, “Would the 
project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?” 
 
The terms “substantial”, “temporary”, and “periodic” are not defined by CEQA. 
 
Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., long-time noise consultants on Pleasanton plans and EIRs and 
the noise consultant on the City’s Oak Grove EIR team, defines a “substantial temporary or 
periodic” noise increase as: 

. . . construction-generated noise levels that are greater than 60 dBA Leq and at 
least 5 dBA Leq above the ambient for a cumulative duration of one construction 
season (one year).  In the Bay Area, construction can normally occur year-round 

10  Appendix K 
 



excluding brief periods when weather (i.e., substantial rain storm) makes 
construction activities impossible or impractical. 

 
The 60 dBA Leq noise level limit is receiver-based, and this noise level is the level at which 
speech interference begins to occur outdoors.  One year is considered a reasonable duration 
that allows most construction projects to be built, recognizing that noise from construction 
activities will be short-term and there is a definitive end date to the construction activities.  
These thresholds were used to determine the significance of construction noise impacts 
from the Oak Grove project. 
 
b. Application of Significance Criteria 

Noise levels generated by different phases of construction were calculated at receiving 
properties using the noise source date developed by Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., and data 
contained in published documents, and standard attenuation rates with distance excluding 
any possible additional attenuation resulting from intervening structures or terrain.  The 
DEIR analysis took into account the distance of receptors from sources of construction 
noise and the distance at which an exceedance of the 60 dBA Leq noise level would occur.  
The analysis then evaluated the time frame during which those exceedances would occur at 
receivers.. 
 
For grading and site preparation activities, the applicable noise generation level at a distance 
of 1,000 feet is 60 dBA Leq. 
 
For construction of individual residential units, the applicable noise generation level at a 
distance of 350 feet is 55 dBA Leq.  The construction of several homes simultaneously could 
conceivably generate noise levels in excess of 60 dBA Leq within approximately 350 feet of 
the construction site. 
 
 
3. Evaluation of Construction Noise Impacts 

a. Data Sources 

The noise data used in the DEIR analysis were based on data published by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency.3  The data show variations in noise levels for 
construction phases including ground clearing, excavation, foundations, building 
construction, and finishing. 
 
The EPA data provide typical ranges of energy equivalent noise levels (Leq) that would be 
expected with the construction of the project at a distance of 50 feet from a construction 
site.  Construction generated noise levels drop off at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling of 
distance between the source and receptor.  This attenuation rate is conservative:  it does not 
take into account the further attenuation normally experienced as a result of ground 
absorption and atmospheric absorption for distances greater than 1,000 feet, or additional 
attenuation provided by intervening structures or terrain. 

                                                   
3 U.S. EPA, Legal Compilation on Noise, Vol. 1, p. 2-104, 1973. 
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b. Project Information 

Information about construction phasing is typically very limited during environmental 
review.  Oftentimes, the overall construction duration is known.  In the case of the Oak 
Grove project, the overall construction duration is anticipated to be 6 to 8 years.  Site 
preparation activities are anticipated to last approximately two years.  The majority of site 
preparation activities, approximately 70 percent, would occur over 1,000 feet from existing 
residential land uses.  Individual custom homes would be built over a 4 to 6 year period after 
the completion of site preparation activities. 
 
c. Findings of the Analysis 

Noise levels generated by different phases of construction were calculated at receiving 
properties using the noise source and attenuation assumptions described above.  The DEIR 
analysis took into account the distance of receptors from sources of construction noise and, 
if an exceedance of the 60 dBA Leq noise level is likely to occur, the analysis also accounted 
for the time frame during which the exceedances would occur is taken into account. 
 
Noise generation would be considered adverse if it exceeds 60 dBA Leq and would last for 
more than one construction season (a year). 
 
With respect to grading and site preparation activities, grading activities may temporarily 
result in noise levels exceeding 60 dBA Leq.  These noise levels would not be found to have 
significant noise impacts given that approximately 70 percent of the proposed lots are 
located at distances greater than 1,000 feet from existing residential receivers and, therefore, 
grading activities within 1,000 feet of any existing residence would be expected to last less 
than one year. 
 
With respect to construction of individual residential units, the analysis notes that (a) noise 
from the construction of individual homes would not exceed 60 dBA Leq, but (b) the 
construction of several homes simultaneously could conceivably generate noise levels in 
excess of 60 dBA within approximately 350 feet of the construction site.  However, adverse 
impacts relating to construction of multiple homes in the same area in the same time frame 
were not found to result in adverse noise impacts because (a) the total cumulative duration 
of construction noise levels exceeding 60 dBA Leq at any particular residence would be less 
than one year, and (b) the noise analysis found that there are no locations where 
construction of multiple homes would occur within 350 feet of existing residences bordering 
the site. 
 
d. Observations on the Findings 

In the professional opinion of the noise consultants, as stated in the DEIR, the impact from 
construction activities is not significant given that the total cumulative duration of 
construction noise levels exceeding the noise level parameter of 60 dBA Leq would not 
exceed on year in duration at any particular receiver or group of receivers. 
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(1) Mitigation Measures 

Construction sounds would be audible and could be annoying to some individuals.  For this 
reason, time limits and best management practices are recommended as mitigation to 
reduce construction noise levels as low as reasonably possible.  The best management 
practices identify specific noise limits for equipment and at receiving properties (presented 
in the municipal code) and other standard construction noise control measures.  The 
implementation of these measures will reduce the potential for residents to be annoyed or 
disturbed by the construction noise. 
 
(2) Role of Topography in Noise Levels 

Some observers, who have raised the possibility that construction noise levels might be 
amplified because of the pattern of hills and valleys (canyons) on the site. 
 
An “amphitheater effect” involves reflections off of acoustically hard surfaces that increase 
noise levels at receivers within the amphitheater.  Sounds in an amphitheater are normally 
reflected off of a band shell behind the stage and orchestra (a large concrete cover with 
many vertical reflecting surfaces) and from the sides of the amphitheater. 
 
The noise consultants observe that, while hillsides on the site could reflect some sounds, 
these reflections would be minimal given the nature of the reflecting materials (trees, 
shrubs, soft ground, etc.) and the fact that the hillsides do not focus the acoustical energy to 
the center of the “amphitheater” or, in this case, a particular residence.  Noise often cited by 
the public as arising from the “amphitheater effect” is typically not the result of sound 
amplification within valleys and canyons, but rather the result of line-of-sight noise 
transmission directly between the noise source and an exposed receptor on a hillside 
location afforded an unobstructed view of the noise source.  The noise consultants took 
such topographical effects into account in the noise analysis, but did not increase noise 
levels as a result of the public’s suggestion of an “amphitheater effect”. 
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