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RECORDING REQUESTED BY: 
CITY OF PLEASANTON 
 
When Recorded, Return to: 
Office of the City Clerk 
City of Pleasanton 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA  94566 

Recording requested Pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 

27383 & 6103 – No Fee 
 
 

THIRD AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
 

 
THIS THIRD AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (the 

“Amendment”) is made and entered into as of ____, 2017, by and between the CITY OF 
PLEASANTON, a municipal corporation of the State of California (“City”), and 
STONERIDGE PROPERTIES LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, doing business 
in California as STONERIDGE ASSOCIATES, LLC, successor in interest to SECURITY 
TRUST COMPANY, as TRUSTEE under TRUST NO. 1860-0 (“Developer”), pursuant to 
the authority of California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5. 

 
RECITALS: 

 
A. The City and Developer are parties to a Development Agreement (the 

“Agreement”) dated as of November 5, 1992, as approved by the City Council under 
Ordinance No. 1578.  The Agreement was recorded on April 2, 1993 as Instrument No. 
93103418 in the Official Records of Alameda County.  (Capitalized terms not otherwise 
defined in this Amendment shall have the meanings given to them in the Agreement; all 
references to the Agreement shall refer to the same as modified by this Amendment.) 

 
B. The parties entered into the First Amendment to Development Agreement 

(the “First Amendment”), dated as of January 6, 1998, as approved by the City Council by 
its Ordinance No. 1732.  The First Amendment to Development Agreement was recorded on 
February 5, 1998 as Instrument No. 98048535 in the Official Records of Alameda County. 
 

C. The parties entered into the Second Amendment to Development 
Agreement (the “Second Amendment”), dated as of June 13, 2013, as approved by the City 
Council by its Ordinance No. 2073.  The Second Amendment to Development Agreement 
was recorded on September 5, 2013 as Instrument No. 2013299219 in the Official Records 
of Alameda County. 
 

D. The City and Developer desire to extend the term of the Agreement, First 
Amendment, and Second Amendment thereto.  In order to strengthen the public planning 
process, encourage private participation in comprehensive planning, secure the orderly 
development of the Project and provide greater opportunities for traffic management and 
cohesive, attractive site design and improvements and related economic benefits to the City, 
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the City has determined that this Third Amendment is an appropriate supplement to the 
Agreement and First and Second Amendments thereto. 
 

E. For the original Development Agreement, the City adopted a mitigated 
negative declaration.  The remaining 362,790 square foot expansion of the Project as 
permitted by the Agreement, First Amendment, Second Amendment, and this Amendment, 
was covered by that original mitigated negative declaration, as well as considered as part of 
the EIR for the Pleasanton 2005-2025 General Plan certified in July 2009, and the SEIR for 
the Housing Element Update and Climate Action Plan General Plan Amendments certified 
in January 2012.   

 
F. On ______, after conducting a duly noticed public hearing, the City 

Planning Commission recommended that the City Council approve this Third Amendment, 
based on the following findings and determinations:  that this Third Amendment is 
consistent with the objectives, policies, general land uses and programs specified in the 
City’s General Plan; is compatible with the uses authorized in and the regulations prescribed 
for the land use district (C-R (Regional Commercial)) in which the Property is located; is in 
conformity with public convenience, general welfare and good land use practices; will not 
be detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare of the City or the region surrounding 
the City; will not adversely affect the orderly development of property or the preservation of 
property values within the City; and will promote and encourage the development of the 
Project by providing a greater degree of certainty with respect thereto. 

 
Thereafter, on _______, 2017, the City Council held a duly noticed public 
hearing on this Third Amendment and made the same findings and 
determinations as the Planning Commission.  On that same date, the City Council 
made a decision to approve this Third Amendment by introducing Ordinance No. 
_____.  On _____, 2017, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. ______. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in California 

Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, and in consideration of the mutual covenants 
and promises of the parties herein contained, the parties agree as follows: 

 
1. Section 2.2 is hereby amended and restated as follows: 

  
2.2     Term.   The term of this Agreement and Developer’s rights 

and obligations hereunder shall terminate on December 31, 2022. 
 

2. Except as expressly modified by this Third Amendment, the City 
and Developer hereby ratify and confirm the terms and conditions of the 
Agreement and First and Second Amendment, which are fully incorporated 
herein by reference and shall continue in full force and effect. 

 
3. This Third Amendment may be executed in multiple counterparts, 

all of which taken together shall constitute one and the same instrument.  This 
Third Amendment shall be duly recorded in the Official Records of Alameda 
County. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Second Amendment as of the day 
and year first above written. 
 
 
      “City” 
 
      CITY OF PLEASANTON, a 
      Municipal corporation of the  
Attest:      State of California 
 
 
____________________________  By:  _________________________________ 
Karen Diaz, City Clerk           Nelson Fialho 
              City Manager 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
By:  ________________________ 
        Daniel G. Sodergren 
        City Attorney 
 
      “Developer” 
        

STONERIDGE PROPERTIES LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, doing 
business in California as STONERIDGE 
ASSOCIATES, LLC 

 
By: MILLS SUPER-REGIONAL MALLS 

GP, L.L.C., a Delaware limited liability 
company, its Managing Member 

  
 
      By: _______________________________ 
          
      Title: _______________________________ 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared for the City of Pleasanton (City) to disclose 
potential environmental effects of the buildout of the proposed Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 
(project).  The DEIR included a description of the project, an assessment of the impacts of its buildout at a 
programmatic level, and a description of possible mitigation measures that would reduce significant effects 
identified in the DEIR.  The DEIR determined that implementation of the proposed General Plan would 
have the following significant and unavoidable air quality impact: 

Increase the cumulative vehicle miles traveled cumulatively in Pleasanton greater than the 
population increase estimated in the current regional air quality plan (2005 Ozone Strategy).  
Limiting population based on the housing cap while allowing and encouraging business 
development would be a cumulative effect of building out the Planning Area that is intrinsic to 
both the existing and proposed General Plans.  This increase in vehicle miles traveled would not 
be consistent with the regional air quality plan and would be considered a significant and 
unavoidable impact.  (Impact AQ-1) 

As required by CEQA, the DEIR also provided a description and evaluation of a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the proposed General 
Plan, and would avoid or substantially reduce certain significant effects of the project.  Two alternatives, a 
“Dispersed Growth Alternative” and a “Concentrated Residential/Mixed Use Alternative” were 
considered and analyzed.  Also, as required by CEQA, a No Project Alternative, i.e. the “Existing 
General Plan,” was analyzed in the DEIR.  Based on this alternatives’ analysis the proposed General Plan 
was deemed to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  

The DEIR was distributed for public review and comment in accordance with CEQA.  The public review 
period for the DEIR began on September 22, 2008 and ended December 5, 2008.  The public comment 
period was to originally close on November 6, but was extended by the City of Pleasanton to December 5.  
During the public comment period, the document was reviewed by various State, regional, and local 
agencies, as well as by interested organizations and individuals.  Twenty-four comment letters were 
received from seven agencies, fourteen organizations, and three individuals.  A public hearing before the 
City’s Planning Commission was also held at Pleasanton City Hall on October 15, 2008 to obtain oral 
comments on the DEIR.  During the public hearing oral comments were offered by two residents.     

Revisions to the DEIR 

The City of Pleasanton staff identified several revisions to the DEIR intended to correct, clarify, and 
amplify it, principally in response to public comment.  Text and graphic changes to the DEIR are 
presented in Chapter 5 of this document.   
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Responses to Public Comments 

The present document is primarily composed of responses to comments, which includes responses to 
comments on the DEIR provided during the public review period,  both written (Chapter 3) and oral 
(Chapter 4).  The responses and revisions in this document substantiate the environmental analyses of the 
proposed General Plan contained in the DEIR.     

The DEIR and this “responses to comments” document together constitute the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR) for the proposed General Plan.   The City must certify the EIR before it can finalize and 
approve the General Plan itself.  Certification requires that the City, as the Lead Agency, make findings 
that the EIR is complete and complies with CEQA.  In this instance, due to the one significant and 
unavoidable effect identified in the EIR, the City must also make a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 

The content and format of this Final EIR meet the requirement of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(Section 15132), which require that a Final EIR consist of: 

• The DEIR or a revision of the DEIR (the DEIR is hereby incorporated by reference) 

• A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals who commented on the DEIR (see 
Chapter 2 of this document) 

• Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR, either verbatim or in summary (Chapters 
3 and 4 respectively contain the 24 comment letters received and a transcript of the oral comments 
made at the public hearing) 

• The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process (these follow each letter in Chapter 3)  

• Staff-initiated text changes to the DEIR (as provided in Chapter 5). 

No new significant information was added to the EIR based on the comments and information received or 
the revisions to the DEIR as presented in Chapter 5 of this document.   

1.2 HOW TO USE THIS REPORT 

This document addresses substantive comments received during the public comment period and consists of 
five chapters:  (1) Introduction; (2) List of Commenters; (3) Responses to Written Comments on the 
DEIR; (4) Responses to Oral Comments; and (5) Revisions to the DEIR.  Chapter 1 reviews the purpose 
and contents of this responses to comments document.  Chapter 2 lists comment letters in chronological 
order – first by the individuals and organizations and then the public agencies who submitted comments on 
the DEIR, as well as those commenters who spoke at the October 15, 2008 public hearing.  Chapter 3 
contains each comment letter or email (communication) and the responses to these comments.  Specific 
comments within each letter or email have been bracketed along their left margin.  Responses to each 
communication’s comments follow each comment letter/email.  The responses are provided in the context 
of the proposed General Plan.  Comments on the proposed General Plan itself will be responded to in a 
separate document.  For the most part, the responses provide further explanation or additional discussion 
of text in the DEIR.  In some instances, the response results in revised DEIR text which is cited in the 
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body of the response and is reiterated in Chapter 5.  This chapter organizes the changes and additions to 
the DEIR sequentially. New text added to the DEIR is indicated by underlining, while that which is 
deleted is identified by strikethrough (strikethrough).   



 



Chapter 2 
List of Commenters 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter lists the written and oral commenters on the DEIR. The written comments themselves are 
contained in Chapter 3 (Responses to Written Comments); with responses to comments immediately 
following each letter or email communication.  Comment letters were received by the City of Pleasanton 
during the 75-day public review period (from September 22 to December 5, 2008).   The oral comments 
on the DEIR are contained in Chapter 4 (Responses to Oral Comments) and are derived from the October 
15, 2008 public hearing on the DEIR before the City’s Planning Commission. The comment letters have 
been bracketed, and both the comment letters and minutes from the public hearing have been enumerated 
with each comment having a corresponding response contained in Chapters 3 and 4 respectively. 

2.2 WRITTEN AND ORAL COMMENTS LIST 

Twenty four written comment letters on the DEIR for the proposed project were received during the 75 
day public review period. Seven written comment letters were received from agencies and seventeen 
comment letters were from either individuals or organizations. Below is a list of the commenters whose 
letters are re-printed in Chapter 3. 

Individuals/Organizations 
Letter 1 Rosemary Cambra, Muwekma Ohlone Tribe, received October 9, 2008 
Letter 2 Nancy Allen, received October 13, 2008 
Letter 3 Pamela Hardy, Ponderosa Homes, received November 20, 2008 
Letter 4 Patricia Belding, Citizens for a Caring Community, received November 21, 2008 
Letter 5 David Preiss, Wendel, Rosen, Black & Dean, received November 21, 2008 
Letter 6 Margo Bradish, Cox, Castle, Nicholson, received November 24, 2008 
Letter 7 Tim Belcher, received December 3, 2008 
Letter 8  Paul White, Kiewit, received December 3, 2008 
Letter 9 John Carroll (1), received December 5, 2008 
Letter 10 John Carroll (2), received December 5, 2008 
Letter 11 Jodi Smith and Richard Marcantonio, Paul Hastings Janofsky & Walker LLP, received 

December 5, 2008 
Letter 12 Matt Sullivan, received December 5, 2008 
Letter 13 David Gold, Morrison Foerster, received December 5, 2008 
Letter 14 Kay Ayala, received December 5, 2008 
Letter 15 Cindy McGovern, received December 5, 2008 
Letter 16 Anne Fox, received December 5, 2008 
Letter 17 Peter McDonald, Pleasanton Downtown Association, received December 6, 2008 

Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — List of Commenters 2-1 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 2 - List of Commenters on the DEIR.doc 



Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — List of Commenters 2-2 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 2 - List of Commenters on the DEIR.doc 

Agencies 
Letter 18 Rhodora Biagtan, Dublin San Ramon Services District, received October 16, 2008 
Letter 19 Tim Barry, Livermore Area Recreation & Park Dist., received November 4, 2008 
Letter 20 Diane Stark, Alameda County CMA, received November 7, 2008 
Letter 21 G.F. Duerig, Zone 7 Water Agency, received November 21, 2008 
Letter 22 Lisa Carboni, CalTrans, received December 4, 2008 
Letter 23 Susan Frost, Livermore, received December 5, 2008 
Letter 24 Moses Stites, California Public Utilities Commission, received December 5, 2008 

The California Office of Planning and Research, the agency that distributes EIRs to state agencies,  
acknowledged receipt and extension of review period for the proposed General Plan DEIR on November 
13, 2008.  As this letter contained no comments, it is not listed above nor is it re-printed in Chapter 3. 

Public Hearing 
There were two speakers at the October 15, 2008 public hearing on the DEIR before the City’s Planning 
Commission:   

Speaker 1: John Carroll 
Speaker 2: Nancy Allen 
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Chapter 3 
Responses to Written Comments 

on the DEIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

Written comment letters and e-mail communications on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
are reproduced in this chapter, immediately followed by responses. Discrete comments associated with 
each letter are denoted in the margin by a vertical line and numbered. Responses follow each comment 
letter and are enumerated to correspond with the comment number. Response 11.1, for example, refers to 
the response for the first comment in Comment Letter 11.  In some instances, the response supersedes or 
supplements the text of the DEIR for accuracy or clarification and has been added to the DEIR.  New text 
that has been added to the DEIR is indicated with underlining, and text that has been deleted is indicated 
with strikethrough.  All changes to the text of the DEIR are compiled sequentially in Chapter 5, 
(Revisions to the DEIR). 

3.2 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

See successive pages of this chapter for the reprinted comment letters and associated responses. 



MUWEKMA OHLONE INDIAN TRIBE 
OF THE San Francisco BAY AREA REGION 

'Innu HuPiiiHtak MakiP Mak-Muwekma "The Road To The Future For Our People" 
October 9.2008 

TRIBAL CHAIRPERSON 
ROSEMARY CAMBIA 

Ms. Janice Stem 
TIIB*L VICE CHAIIIPERBOW 
MORICA Y. ARELLARO Principal Planner 
TRIBAL COUW City of Pleasanton 
HENRY ALVARBZ 
JOARRBROSE 
GLORIA E. 0 0 U E Z  

City Hall 
ROBERT MARTIREZ. JR. Planning, Public Works, Utility Billing, Business License 
RICHARD MASBIATT 
SHEILA BCHMIDT 200 Old Bernal Avenue 
CAROL BULLIVAR 
IARL THOUPSOH (TREBI Pleasanton, CA 94566 
FAYE THOMPSON-FIE1 

TRIBAL ADMlRlBTRATOR 
RORMA E. SARCHBZ Dear Ms. Stem: 

Thank you for contacting our Tribal office with a copy of the Draft Pleasanton 
General Plan 2005-2025. 

The following constitutes only a partial response from our Tribe as part .of the "SB 18 
Tribal Consultation" process relative to this Draft General Plan for the City of 
Pleasanton. 

Based upon a review of this Draft General Plan, it appears that there is a & section 
not included within this document that directly relates to and has great implications 
for our people. As the only B1A documented aboriginal and historic previously 
federally recognized tribe within the San Francisco Ray region and also having 
direct cultural, religious and historic ties to the greater East Bay area and specifically 
to the City of Pleasanton we are concerned that our Tribe not be excluded from 
having more than just lip service input into this proposed General Plan. 

We note that on page 1-2 in the Draft General Plan currently omits specific and 
detailed information about our Tribe's history and heritage. Also troubling is found 
on Table 1-1, entitled State-Mandated Information Related to Pleasanton General 
Plan and specifically under the subheading Open Space - Native American Places, 
Features, and Objects in the "Location by Elements" which notes that the 
availability of this section is "Pending." 

This "Pending" status means to us that at present there is no way to for our Tribe to 
comment on this section, or assessing how it directly relates and affects our history. 
heritage and historic relationship to the proposed General Plan for the City of 
Pleasanton. 

Furthermore, we note that on page 1-12 under the subheading Setting, this section 
presents only a cursory paragraph about our Tribe's history and heritage, stating that: 
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"Long before the Europeans arrived, the Ohlone Indians lived in the Tri-Valley with its 
plentiful oak. black walnut, and other trees, and with its long native grasses and extensive 
marshlands all teeming with wildlife." 

Our next concern is found under Section 6 - Public Facilities and Community Programs Element. 
Here we encounter some subheadings that may have some tangible relationship to our Tribe's history 
and heritage and our relationship with Pleasanton's general public. These potential relationships are in 
reference with: 1) Schools and Education, and 2) Community Facilities and Cultural Arts. 

Discussion and Comments: 

Relateive to "Schools and Education" and "Community Facilities and Cultural Arts," over the past 
20 years our Tribe has tried to communicate with and interact with some City officials in order to allow 
our Tribe (representing over 450 members who are either living members or the direct descendants of 
the previously federally recognized tribe historically known as the Verona Band of Alameda County), 
to 1) develop interpretive educational displays at public places for school groups and the general public; 
2) to have some oversight over the disposition of our ancestral remain when they were discovered at the 
many ancestral cemetery sites as a consequence of urban expansion, and 3) to interact and celebrate in a 
meaning way with the citizens of Pleasanton as in the case of the November 11, 2002 Veteran's Day 
Parade. 

We are further troubled by what is presented in Section 7 Conservation and Open Space, under the 
subheading of Cultural Resources - Archaeological Resources which provides the following 
statements: 

Ohlone (or Costanoan) habitation, Spanish settlers during the mission period, immigrants during 
the California Gold Rush, and people drawn to Pleasanton for agricultural and other resources 
weave into the rich tapestry of Pleasanton's cultural history. Each period of settlement in 
Pleasanton has added a new layer to its cultural fabric with burials, place names, streets and 
buildings, religions, and institutions. . . . 

Archaeological remains are scattered throughout the Pleasanton Planning Area, and concentrate 
mostly along arroyos and near former marshlands and springs. According to a review of 
available records by the Northwest Information Center of the California Archaeological 
Inventory, there are several recorded and reported prehistoric and historic archaeological sites in 
the Pleasanton Planning Area. These sites include a prehistoric camp or temporary village, a 
prehistoric occupation site with mortars, pestles, and arrowheads; two sites that contain chert 
tools and cranial fragments: and an historic farmhouse. Because archaeologists have surveyed so 
little of the Planning Area, it is likely that there are additional buried resources beyond those 
reported andlor recorded and inventoried. (page 7-17) 

We also read under the Goals, Policies and Programs Section 7 under Cultural Resources Goal 4 
Designate, preserve, and protect the archaeological and historic resources within the Pleasanton 
Planning Area which further specifies that under: 

Policy 5 - Program 5.1: When reviewing applications for development projects, use information 
regarding known archaeological finds in the Planning Area to determine if an archaeological 
study, construction monitoring or other mitigations are appropriate. . . . 
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... Program 5:4 Adopt an historic landmark preservation ordinance to protect individual 
buildings and sites of historic significance to Pleasanton. 

... Program 5:6 Encourage the use of educational workshops, exhibits, and teaching materials 
that celebrate the city's ancestral heritage and Native American contributions, and encourage 
participation by Native American groups in developing such programs. (pages 7-35 - 7-36). 

Comments and Discussions: 

The discussion and accuracy of information presented in Section 7-17 is somewhat disturbing. The 
information on "Cultural Resources - Archaeological Resources" is so undernourished and the 
information is so underrepresented relative to the previous archaeological studies conducted upon our 
ancestral cemetery sites. Who wrote this overview for the Draft General Plan? Apparently your 
consultant either somehow missed one of the most important and significant Meganos Period 
archaeological sites within the Planning Area or someone just decided to deliberately dismiss and 
diminish its significance (especially defined under CEQA and Public Resources Code ). 

Site CA-ALA-413 commonly known as Santa Rita Village yielded some of the wealthiest. and 
therefore, significant ancestral remains recovered in the East Bay. A total of @of our ancestral remains 
can hardly be considered just "cranial fragments." Again. whoever was consulted for this cultural 
resources section appears to be either incompetent or heishe deliberately decided to reduce the 
significance of our ancestral cemetery and village sites within the Planning Area. This section clearly 
fails to measure up to any standard under CEQA. 

After reviewing Section 7-35 - 7-36, here we would like to respond by stating that over these past years 
our Tribal leadership has been thwarted by several City of Pleasanton officials who made deliberate 
efforts to prevent our involvement in the planning and designing of educational displays and 
presentations about our Tribe's history and heritage and its relationship to the City. Furthermore, when 
our Tribal family members, along with our WWII and Vietnam Veterans, marched in the November 11: 
2002 Veteran's Day Parade the only coverage that we received by the local media was a fraudulent 
article declaring the "Tribe's plans to put a casino in Pleasanton." While this news article has nothing to 
do with City officials, this article was nonetheless disturbing to o w  people especially because no one in 
our Tribe spoke to the press nor let alone discuss a casino. Furthermore, what was even more distressing 
was that there was no media coverage of our senior WW I1 Veteran and Elder, Mr. Hank Alvarez who 
served in the 101" Airborne Division and landed at Utah Beach in Normandy and who was one of the 
keynote speakers that day at the parade. 

As you may already know, that our ancestors have resided within the greater San Francisco Bay Area for 
over the past 12,000 years, and archaeological evidence indicates a 7,000 year history of our people in 
the East Bay. Furthermore, during the mid-19Ih and early 20Ih centuries, our Tribal ancestors resided on 
the Alisal Rancheria, Sunol Rancheria, Arroyo Mocho Rancheria (Livermore), El Molino Rancheria 
(Niles) and also in San Leandro and Newark. Our families worked on the local ranches, vineyards and 
hopyards. They worked for the Hearst, Apperson, Koopman, Bernal, Geary, Wauhab and other families. 
Some went to school in Pleasanton while others were shipped off to Indian Boarding schooIs at Sherman 
lnstitute and Chemawa in Oregon. Our Tribal men and women have served honorably in the United 
States Armed Forces (Army, Navy, Marine Corps and later Air Force) during WWI, WWII, Korea, 
Vietnam, Desert Storm and some are presently serving in Iraq. Some of our people were baptized and 
were buried at St. Augustine's Church and whole most were baptized at Mission San Jose. 
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And for some reason the City of Pleasanton somehow does not find any worth or contribution of our 
Tribe's ancestors and membership for inclusion in this Draft General Plan of our Tribe's history and 
heritage. There is a saying that we have that related to the "Politics of Erasure" ... that is if one erases 
or reduces the presence of our Tribe in the normative course of doing the dominant society's business, 
by not being included the Tribe is thus rendered invisible and therefore inconsequential, and therefore, 
will not be considered a stakeholder in any of these legal and cultural processes. 

Muwekma's Historical Ties to the Greater Pleasanton Area 

Historically, this greater Pleasanton area has specific significance to our Tribe because our direct 
ancestors are traced to aboriginal Tribal groups and villages from this region of the East Bay. Direct 
ancestors of the Armija/Thompson lineage who are enrolled in our Tribe, have been traced to the Alson 
Ohlone Tribal group from the Fremont Plain and were recorded at Missions Santa Clara and San Jose to 
be aboriginal to the "del Estero" or "Alameda" District. The ArmijdThompson lineage is traced 
through Magdalena Arrnija (born May 26, 1878 on the Alisal Rancheria). and who was the daughter of 
Muwekma Indians Jose Elias Armijo and Delfina Guerrera. Magdalena's father, Jose Elias was born 
October 1842 and was the son of Muwekrna Indians Silvestre (MSJ baptismal # 292) and Perpetua (MSJ 
# 1636). Silvestre was born on February 26, 1800 and he and his parents Chrisanto Acaniacsi (MSJ # 
246) and Chrisanta (MSJ # 25 1). are identified as coming from "del Estero". 

Another direct ancestor of the Marine lineages was Liberato Culpecse, who was baptized at Mission 
Dolores in 1801. and he was from the JalquinIYrgin Ohlone Tribal group whose territory included the 
greater south Oakland/Hayward/San LeandroISan Lorenzo area. The City of Pleasanton lies within our 
direct ancestral and cultural interaction sphere. 

During the early 2oth Century the great-grandsons and great-granddaughters of Liberato Culpecse (b. 
1787) and Efrena Quennatole (b. 1797), through their daughter Maria Efrena (b. 1832), through her 
daughter Avelina Cornates (b. 1863), through her children Dario Marine (b. 1888), Dolores Marine (b. 
1890), Victoria Marine (b. 1897), Lucas Marine (b. 1899) and Trinidad Martha Marine (b. 1901), were 
all born on the Alisal Rancheria and their children and grandchildren had lived and continue to live in 
the Pleasanton, Niles, Newark, Alvarado-Decoto, Centerville and Fremont areas to present day. 

The other Armija and ArmijdThompson lineages and the enrolled PiAos/Santos/Juarez lineages have 
lived in the Sunol, Niles and Newark area since 1910 through present-day. The Nichols and enrolled 
Guzman lineages also have lived and continue to live in the greater Tri-Valley area as well. Federal 
Indian Population census records demonstrate that Muwekma ancestors resided: grew up and raised their 
families within the Pleasanton area on the Alisal Rancheria. Today. enrolled Tribal members reside 
within the Tri-Valley area of our ancestral territory thus, demonstrating a continuous "occupation" of 
our ancestral homeland. 

Some Additional Detailed Historic Background on the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe 

As you may already know, the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe is comprised of all of the surviving lineages 
who are aboriginal to the San Francisco Bay Region and whom were missionized into Missions Dolores, 
Santa Clara and San Jose. Our Tribe became Federally recognized through the Congressional Homeless 
California Indian Appropriation Acts of 1906 and 1908 and later years, and our Tribe was identified as 
the Verona Band of Alameda County by the Indian Service Bureau and the Reno, and later, Sacramento 
Agencies between 1906 to 1927. Our family heads enrolled with the BIA under the 1928 California 
Indian Jurisdictional Act and all of our applications were approved by the Secretary of Interior. 
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Our families again enrolled with the BIA during the 1948-1957 and 1968-1970 enrollment periods and 
those applications were also approved by the Secretary of Interior and the U.S. Court of Claims as well. 

As stated above, one of the direct ancestors of the Marine lineage was Liberato Culpecse of the 
Jalquin Ohlone Tribal group whom occupied the East Bay areas of south Oakland, San Leandro, San 
Lorenzo, Hayward, Castro Valley and adjacent lands. His mother, Obdulia Jobocme who was also of 
the Jalquin Ohlone Tribal group, was baptized (SFB # 2436) at Mission Dolores on May 17, 1802. 
Liberato's father, Faustino Poylemja was from the Saclanes Tribal group, and he was baptized at 
Mission Dolores on December 18, 1794. 

It was into a complex and rapidly changing world of the emergent Hispanic Empire, that Liberato 
Culpecse, at the age of 14 years old (born 1787) was baptized on November 18, 1801 at Mission 
Dolores, along with other members of his Tribe. Seven years later in 1808, Liberato Culpecse had 
married his first wife Catalina Pispisoboj; she died three years later on October 16, 18 1 1. 

After the death of his wife, Liberato was allowed to relocate to the Mission San Jose region, where he 
met his second wife Efrena Quennatole. Efrena Quennatole who was NapianIKarquin Ohlone was 
born in 1797 and baptized at Mission San Jose on January 1, 181 5 at the age of 18 years. Father Fortuny 
married Liberato and Efrena (who by then was also a widow) on July 13, 1818. 

Liberato Culpecse and Efrena Quennatole had a son named Jose Liherato Dionisio (a.k.a. Liberato 
Nonessa). Liberato and Efrena later had a daughter named Maria Efrena. Both Jose Liberato Dionisio 
and Maria Efrena married other Mission San Jose Indians. Liberato Dionisio's second wife was Maria 
de Jesus, who was the daughter of Captain Rupardo Leyo (Leopardo), and was the younger sister of 
Captain Jose Antonio. Liberato Dionisio and Maria de Jesus had several children including Francisca 
Nonessa Guzman, born May 7, 1867. Maria Efrena had married an Indian man named Pamfilio 
Yakilamne (from the Ilamne Tribe of the Sacramento Delta region) and they had several children 
including their youngest daughter Avelina Cornates (Marine). During the late 191h and early 2oth 
centuries. Francisca Nonessa Guzman and Avelina Cornates Marine became two of the founding 
matriarchs of the present-day Guzman and Marine lineages. They, along with the other Tribal families, 
comprised the historic Federally Recognized Verona Band Tribal community residing at the following 
East Bay rancherias: San Lorenzo, Alisal (Pleasanton). Del Mocho (Livermore), El Molino (Niles), 
Sunol, and later Newark. 

Avelina Cornates Marine was born in November 1863 and baptized at Mission San Jose on January 
17, 1864. By the late 1880s she had met Raphael Marine. who came to the United States from Costa 
Rica, but oral tradition indicates that he was originally from Sicily. Avelina Cornates and Raphael 
Marine had nine living children together by 1903, six of whom have surviving descendents who are 
presently enrolled in the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe. 

In the 1880s, the Hearst family purchased part of the Bernal Rancho containing the Alisal Rancheria and 
Mrs. Hearst permitted the 125 Muwekmas living at Alisal to remain on the land, and even employing 
some of them to do her laundry. During the early part of the 20th century. the Muwekma Ohlone 
Indians (later identified as the Verona Band by the BIA) became Federally Recognized and appear on 
the Special Indian Census conducted by Agent C. E. Kelsey in 1905-1906. 
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Concurrently, during this period of time, Mrs. Phoebe Hearst was responsible for funding the fledgling 
Department of Anthropology at U.C. Berkeley. Dr. Alfred L. Kroeber, one of the early pioneering 
anthropologists, became known as "the Father of California Anthropology" interviewed some of the 
knowledgeable speakers of the Indian languages amongst the Mission San Jose Indians in the East Bay. 

Shattering the Myth that the Ohlones were Never Federally Recognized 

In 1989 our Tribe sent a letter to the Branch of Acknowledgement and Research in order to have our 
Acknowledged status restored. Afier eight years in the petitioning process, and after the submittal of 
several thousand pages of historic and legal documentation, on May 24, 1996 the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs' Branch of Acknowledgment and Research (BAR) made a positive determination that: 

Based upon the documentation provided, and the BlA's background study on Federal 
acknowledgment in California between 1887 and 1933, we have concluded on a preliminary 
basis that the Pleasanton or Verona Band of Alameda County was previous acknowledged 
between 1914 and 1927. The band was among the groups, identified as bands, under the 
jurisdiction of the lndian agency at Sacramento, California. The agency dealt with the Verona 
Band as a group and identified it as a distinct social and political entity. 

On December 8, 1999, the Muwekma Tribal Council and its legal consultants filed a law suit against the 
Interior DepartrnentBIA - naming Secretary Bruce Babbitt and AS-IA Kevin Gover over the fact the 
Muwekma as a previously Federally recognized Tribe, should not have to wait 20 or more years to complete 
our reaffirmation process. 

In an effort to reaffirm our status and compel a timely decision by the Department of the Interior, our 
Tribe sued the Bureau of Indian Affairs in 1999. The Court had mandated that the Department issue a 
decision within two years and reaffirmed the previous Acknowledge status of our Tribe. 

On July 28, 2000. and again two years later, on June 1 I ,  2002, Judge Ricardo Urbina wrote in his 
Introduction of his Memorandum Opinion Granting the Plaintiffs Motion to Amend the Court's 
Order (July 28, 2000) and Memorandum Order Denying the Defendants' to Alter or Amend the 
Court's Orders (June 11, 2002) affirmatively stating that: 

The Muwekma Tribe is a tribe of Ohlone Indians indigenous to the present-day San Francisco 
Bay area. In the early part of the Twentieth Century, the Department of the Interior ("DOI") 
recognized the Muwekma tribe as an lndian tribe under the jurisdiction of the United States." 
(Civil Case No. 99-3261 RMU D.D.C.) 

On Octoher 30, 2000, the Department of Interior's Branch of Acknowledgment and ResearcWTribal 
Services Division of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, responded to Justice Urbina's Court Order regarding 
the Muwekma Ohlone Tribal enrollment and descendency from the previous Federally recognized 
Verona Band, by concluding: 

C' ... . When combined with the members who have both types of ancestors, 100% of the 
membership is represented. Thus, analysis shows that the petition's membership can trace 
(and. based on a sampling, can document) its various lineages back to individuals or to one or 
more siblings o f  individuals appearing on the 1900 "Kelsey", and 1910 census enumerations 
described above." 
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On July 25, 2002, Congresswoman Zoe Lofgren issued her "Extension of Remarks" on the floor of the 
House of Representatives stating: 

The Muwekma Ohlone lndian Tribe is a sovereign Indian Nation located within several counties 
in the San Francisco Bay Area since time immemorial. 

In 1906, the Tribe was formally identified by the Special lndian Census conducted by lndian 
Agent C. E. Kelsey, as a result of the Congressional Appropriation Act mandate to identify and 
to purchase land for homeless California Indian tribes. 

At this time, the Department of Interior and the Bureau of Indian Affairs federally acknowledged 
the Verona Band as coming under the jurisdiction of the Reno and Sacramento Agencies 
between 1906 and 1927. 

The Congress of the United States also recognized the Verona Band pursuant to Chapter 14 of 
Title 25 of the United States Code, which was affirmed by the United States Court of Claims in 
the Case of Indians of California v. United States (1942) 98 Ct. C1.583. 

The Court of Claims case judgment instructed the identification of the Indians of California with 
the creation of Indian rolls. The direct ancestors of the present-day Muwekma Ohlone Tribe 
participated in and enrolled under the 1928 California Indian Jurisdictional Act and the ensuing 
Claims Settlement of 1944 with the Secretary of the Interior approving all of their enrollment 
applications. 

Meanwhile, as a result of inconsistent federal policies of neglect toward the California Indians, 
the government breached the trust responsibiIity relationship with the Muwekma tribe and left 
the Tribe landless and without either services or benefits. As a result, the Tribe has suffered 
losses and displacement. Despite these hardships the Tribe has never relinquished their Indian 
tribal status and their status was never terminated. 

In 1984, in an attempt to have the federal government acknowledge the status of the Tribe, the 
Muwekma Ohlone people formally organized a tribal council in conformance with the guidelines 
under the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934. 

In 1989, the Muwekma Ohlone Tribal leadership submitted a resolution to the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs' Branch of Acknowledgment and Research with the intent to petition for Federal 
acknowledgment. This application is known as Petition #I 1 1. This federal process is known to 
take many years to complete. 

Simultaneously, in the 1980's and 1990's, the United States Congress recognized the federal 
government's neglect of the California Indians and directed a Commission to study the history 
and current status of the California Indians and to deliver a report with recommendations. In the 
late 1990's the Congressional mandated report - the California Advisory Report, recommended 
that the Muwekma Ohlone tribe be reaffirmed to its status as a federally recognized tribe along 
with five other Tribes, the Dunlap Band of Mono lndians. the Lower Lake Koi Tribe, the 
Tsnungwe Council: the Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation, and the Tolowa Nation. 
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On May 24, 1996, the Bureau of Indian Affairs pursuant to the regulatory process then issued a 
letter to the Muwekma Ohlone tribe concluding that the Tribe was indeed a Federally 
Recognized Tribe. 

I proudly support the long struggle of the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe as they continue to seek 
justice and to finally. and without further delay, achieve their goal of their reaffirmation of their 
tribal status by the federal government. This process has dragged on long enough. I hope that 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Department of Interior will do the right thing and act 
positively to grant the Muwekma Ohlone tribe their rights as a Federally Recognized Indian 
Tribe. 

The Muwekma Ohlone Tribe has waited long enough; let them get on with their lives as they 
seek to improve the lives of the members of this proud tribe. To do anything else is to deny this 
tribe Justice. They have waited patiently and should not have to wait any longer. 

More recently, on September 21, 2006, another victory was handed to the Muwekma Tribe by Judge 
Reginald B. Walton from the U.S. District Court, Washington, D.C. stating: 

The following facts are not in dispute. Muwekma is a group of American Indians indigenous to 
the San Francisco Bay area, the members of which are direct descendants of the historical 
Mission San Jose Tribe, also known as the Pleasanton or Verona Band of Alameda County ("the 
Verona Band"). ... From 1914 to 1927, the Verona Band was recognized by the federal 
government as an Indian tribe. ... Neither Congress nor any executive agency ever formally 
withdrew federal recognition of the Verona Band. . . . 

Upon remand, the Department must provide a detailed explanation of the reasons for its refusal 
to waive the Part 83 procedures when evaluating Muwekma's request for federal tribal 
recognition, particularly in light of its willingness to "clarif~y] the status of [Ione] ... [and] 
reaffirm[] the status of [Lower Lake] without requiring [them] to submit. . . petition[s] under. . . 
Part 83." Such an explanation may not rely on the fact that a "lengthy and thorough" evaluation 
of Muwekma's petition. At issue for the purpose of this remand is not whether the Department 
correctly evaluated Muwekma's completed petition under the Part 83 criteria, but whether it had 
a sufficient basis to requite Muwekma to proceed under the heightened evidentiary burden of the 
Part 83 procedures in the first place. given Muwekma's alleged similarity to Ione and Lower 
Lake. 

As of April 30, 2007, it appears that the BIA failed to respond to Judge Walton's court order. On September 
30, 2008 the US District Court in Washington, D.C. handed the Muwekma Tribe another victory. Judge 
Reginald B. Walton opined: 

These arguments, and the explanation from the Department giving rise to them, 
cannot be reconciled with the Court's September 2 1,2006, memorandum opinion. . . . 

The Court rejected both of these arguments. It dismissed the defendants' and-waving 
reference to 'highly fact-specific determinations,"' which, in the Court's estim /' ion, "[did] not 
free the defendants" of their obligation to justify the decision to treat the plaintiff differently 
from lone and Lower Lake based on the administrative record for the plaintiffs petition. ... 
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Having rejected all of the defendants' arguments on the issue of similarity of 
circumstances, the Court proceeded to find that "the Department..  . ha[d] never provided a 
clear and coherent explanation for its disparate treatment of [the plaintiff] when compared 
with Ione and Lower Lake," nor had it ever "articulated the standards that guided its decision to 
require [the plaintiff] to submit a petition and documentation under Part 83 while allowing other 
tribes to bypass the formal tribal recognition procedure altogether." .. . 

... Here, the Department's explanation and the defendants' arguments in defense of that 
explanation and in support of summary judgment in their favor would appear to run afoul of 
the law of the case established in this Court's prior memorandum opinion. The Court 
concluded, implicitly if not explicitly, that the plaintiff is similarly situated to Ione and 
Lower Lake, and remanded the case to the Department for the sole purpose of ascertaining a 
reason as to why the plaintiff was treated differently. Yet, the defendants do not even 
acknowledge that their arguments are inconsistent with the law-of-the-case, let alone 
provide a "compelling reason to depart" from it. 

The defendants' insouciance regarding the law-of-the-case is particularly troubling because they 
appear to rely at least in part on administrative records for Ione and Lower Lake that were not 
considered when the Department initially considered the plaintiffs petition for recognition. . . . 

The Court rejected that argument, explaining that "[wlhat matter[ed] . . . [was] whether the 
Department sufficiently justified in the administrative record for [the plaintiffs] tribal petition its 
decision to treat [the plaintiff] differently from Ione and Lower Lake." 

The Court remanded this case to the Department so it could explain why it treated similarly 
situated tribes differently, not so that it could construct post-hoc arguments as to whether the 
tribes were similarly situated in the first place. It  certainly did not remand the case so that the 
Department could re-open the record, weigh facts that it had never previously considered, 
and arrive a t  a concIusion vis-a-vis the similarity of the plaintiffs situation to those of Ione and 
Lower Lake that it had never reached before. The Court would therefore he well within its 
discretion to reject the defendants' arguments outright, grant the plaintiff summary 
judgment with respect to its equal protection claim, and bring this case to a close. ... 
... SO ORDERED this 30th day of September, 2008 
REGGIE B. WALTON 
United States District Judge 

Regardless of the Federal Government's recalcitrance to restore our Tribe's status as a Federally 
Recognized Tribe, we will nonetheless preserver as the Aboriginal Tribe of the San Francisco Bay 
Region. We have lived here in our ancestral homelands within the greater San Francisco Bay for over 
10.000 years and we have no intention of leaving, giving up or abdicating our Indian Heritage and 
Sovereign Rights! 

In conclusion, while our Tribe is awaiting the final-final decision from the U.S. District Court, 
Washington, D.C. about our restoration status: we nonetheless: are continuing to exercise our 
sovereignty and authority as a Federally Recognized Tribe. 



City of Pleasanton, Draft General Plan 
October 9.2008 

Page I0 

Therefore, 1 would once again thank you for contacting our Tribal office with regards to the Draft 
General Plan and we would like for the City of Pleasanton to include accurate and updated 
ethnographic and legal information about our Tribe and our concerns. In the past we have been 
troubled by the generic treatment in EIR's and General Plans about our Tribe's history and heritage. 
which are usually fraught with myths, stereotypes and much outdated and undernourished information, 
usually cited from either Malcolm Margolin's interpretive fantasy The Ohlone Way. and/or Levy's 
section "Costanoan" in the Handbook on North American Indians: Vol. 8. 1978. 

Based upon the information and concerns stated above, the Pleasanton Planning Area does indeed have 
significant historic and cultural meaning to our Tribe. Therefore, we would like to obtain copies of the 
"pending" cultural resources sections that are to be included in this General Plan. Furthermore, our 
Tribe does not want to find itself in the position of being disenfranchised and caught-up in the "old boy" 
archaeological mitigation process. We insist on being contacted whenever any of our ancestral cemetery 
or village sites are either threatened or discovered by construction activities. We insist on being full 
participants in this planning process. 

Should you have any additional questions or would like to obtain primary documentation, please contact 
our Tribal office at 408-434-1668 or my cell phone at 408-914-5797 and I will be happy to interact with 
the Planning Department staff. Finally, I would like to obtain a copy of the cultural Final version of the 
General Plan for the City of Pleasanton. 

On behalf of the Muwekma Ohlone - Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area, 

- 
Rosemary Cambra, Chairwoman 

CC: Muwekma Ohlone Tribal Council 
City of Pleasanton, Draft General Plan 
Cultural Resources File 
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1. Rosemary Cambra, Muwekma Ohlone Tribe,  (letter dated October 9, 2008) 

1.1 This is primarily a comment on the General Plan as it refers to text on page 7-17; regarding 
cultural remains uncovered at one or more prehistoric camp or village.  The sentence in question 
is not meant to allude to a specific village as suggested by the commenter, since planning and 
environmental documents seek to maintain the confidentiality of these archeological sites to protect 
their content; the text does also refer to “mortar and pestles and arrowheads…and chert tools.”    
It should be noted, however, that the Northwest Information Center (NWIC), housed at Sonoma 
State University, was consulted regarding archeological and historical resources within the 
Planning Area and it identified a total of 24 recorded Native American archaeological resources 
within the Planning Area with “site types ranging from large villages to small resource processing 
areas.”1  No maps or more specific descriptions of these resources were furnished by the NWIC’s 
‘record search results letter.’  The lack of specificity regarding the village location or the site 
contents were not meant to reduce the significance of the resource, but is appropriate for 
programmatic documents as represented by both the General Plan and its EIR, since they are 
neither proposing nor evaluating site-specific development. 

Other portions of the letter represent comments on the proposed General Plan which will be 
addressed in a separate document pertaining to the public review of and input to the General Plan. 

                                                      
1  Northwest Information Center, Letter to Chad Mason, PBS&J, RE Records Search Results for the City of 

Pleasanton General Plan, February 12, 2008. 
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Janice Stern 
"" . . .. 

From: nancy allen [ncallen@comcast.net] 

Sent: 2008-1 0-13 19:13 

To: Janice Stern 

Subject: Questions re: Draft EIR for GP 

Hi Janice, 

Good to talk with you last Thursday. Below are the follow-up questions I had as I try to better understand the 
implications of being out of compliance with the regional air quality plan due to a 46% increase in traffic miles in 
the new General Plan. I had a lot of questions about the draft EIR in this area (sorry) so I tried to prioritize (bold 
faced are first priority). Feel free to call me (925-426-1652) or e-mail me with any questions. 

Thank you. 
Nancy 

Area of Concern 
A 46% increase in vehicular miles on our city streets is concerning to me both in terms of the fact that commute 
traffic (especially in downtown, east side and Hacienda Bus park) already seems very busy and that this traffic 
increase creates a significant impact that is not consistent with the regional air quality plan. As an avid cyclist, 
walker, and resident in the East Side of Pleasanton, 1 am concerned about insuring Pleasanton meetsibeats air 
quality standards to create the highest quality environmentlhealth for all of us. Pleasanton has prided itself on 
being a leader in creating a "green" and "environmentally friendly" city and I am concerned about approving any 
plan that says we will not meet the regional air quality plan, because it is just an unuvoidable consequence of' 
gro>r~rh. 

We all know a healthy and vibrant community, supported by business growth, is important to Pleasanton. We 
also know a healthy community with a high quality of life for our residents is critical. The magical question is 
how we can enable appropriate business growth in a way that also allows us to meet regional air quality standards 
and reasonable traffic levels to insure we maintain a high quality of life for Pleasanton residents. 1 am concerned 
with the current General PlanlEIR because it does mitigate the specified area around air quality standards and also 
because there will be 46% more cars. 1 am hopeful we can find out of the box and creative solutions to identify 
additional measures "with bite" that create a win win for both business and residents. 1 have lots of ideas here but 
most importantly, I recommend a group consisting of business, residents and city staff meet to create a rigorous 
plan and standards with bite that can meet standards and reduce traffic miles while enabling business growth. I 
would be happy to be part of the team. 1 believe. as leaders, we need to mitigate this issue with the right set of 
plans that have bite and enable us to meet air quality standards prior to approval of a GP. 

Questions to helpundprstand issue, implicati~ns,~etc. 

Cumulative vehicle~miI_es_traveled - in~reasefr_om~3_8 million vehicle miles-56 million vehiclemiles_or46% 
increase 

Is vehicle miles in EIR a daily, monthly, annual figure or other? 
What is the increase (# and %) in drivers that are assumedlday. 
What is the average vehicle miles assumedldayldriver in the city 
Please break out total of 5.5M vehicle miles and 46 % increase by geographic area, most especially 
interested in what # and % increase is in the east side vs. north sidemacienda area, vs. other areas. 
Please identify number of expected new miles by weekend vs. traditional weekday (I assume EIR has 
weekday or it is total ?) 

New jobs assumed 
Please break out number of new jobs assumed by geographical area in Pleasanton (Hacienda, East 
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side, other). 
Pls break out expected jobs by category (retail, bus park/commercial, research park ,etc.) 
PIS identifi the approximate ratio of parking spotsldrivers on road you a re  assuming vs. new job. 
For example, if 100 jobs are created, are you assuming 100 parking spots, 50 parking spots, etc. 
What would the breakeven number of vehicle miles need to be reduced to for it to be acceptable with 
the regional air  quality plan? For example, if we only increased to 4.5M, would this be less fhan 
signifcan f? 
If we were to only allow one new parking spot for every 2 new job created, what would vehicle miles 
be and impact on meeting regional air  quality plan? 

o How about only 1 parking spot per 3 new jobs? 
PIS a provide the number of new jobs and % increase expected in neighboring cities during the same 
planning period for reference: 

o Dublin 
o Livermore 
o San Ramon 
o Walnut Creek 

Inconsistency w ~ t h  alr quality plan 
How is air  quality defined in this plan? Pls provide details ofwhat specific elements of air 
qualitylozone could be impacted. 

1 Can you attach the plan for us to review pls 
What is the breakeven (miles drivenlnew jobs) that would allow us to be a t  a less fhan signiJicanf 
rating in this EIR category? 
What options, in a worst case scenario, would we need to take to meet air  quality plan standards? 
How many less cars? 
What are other options/scenarios that could get us to meet the plan? 
To what degree would levels inconsistent with the air quality plan create any potential risks for a t  
risk groups such as the elderly, asthmatics, those doing rigorous exercise outdoors, etc. Pls provide 
specifics. 

Reco~nmn~endedgoals/program~in EIR 
To what degreehow many miles do the identified programs in EIR reduce the otherwise expected increase 
in vehicular miles? PLs provide detail and assumptions used by program. 
How much finding, if any, is assumed to implement each of these program areas? 

o By the city 
o By businesses (what is source, development fees, other)? 

Currenctraffic reduction-p~agram in Hacienda - results 
Pls provide data on what the results of existing car reductionlincentive programs in Hacienda have been 
including: 

o What is the # and % of people who have jobs in Hacienda who carpool at least 80% of the time? Pls 
identify source data. 

o What # and % ofjob holders that use public hansportatiorl 80% of the time (and do not drive in). 
o Please identify results of the specific incentive programs that exist today in terms of reducing cars 

and % of miles driven. PLs provide back-up details. 
What is current ratio ofjobs filled to parking spots in business parks ? 1 job:l parking spot or 2 jobs:l 
parking spot 

Programs with more bite 
What kind of research do we have on car reduction programs in other citieslstates that have 
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- .  

implemented programs with bite (e.g, SF, Capitola - have parking lot near freeway where tourists 
park and they bus them to the beach vs. having tourists drive thru town, where else?). 
Even locally, I think Safeway (Maybe others) have a bus to transport folks between their locations or 
tolfrom BART - what have results been? 

The most direct route 
v The more direct the route used, the lower the traffic miles driven, and presumably the higher the air 

quality. As such: 
o To what degree, if any, would having Las Positas interchange in the plan potentially provide a 

more direct route and reduce traffic miles in plan, if at all? Pls provide detail. 
What is the impact to traffic levels of service (and also vehicular miles) of SOLELY comparing the 
recommended plan vs. a plan with only Las Positas added in? The option 1 saw I GP bundled Las Positas 
with other changes and did not do an apples and apples comparison ofjust with or without Las Positas. 

o 1 did not see this one decision point isolated to understand what impact this unique decision has. 
Absent seeing this to confirm it could not help our traffic situation, might it be premature to take 

this option out of the plan? 
o If the data shows this does not help situation in an apples and apples way, then it make sense to 

remove from the plan. This EIR does not seem to address this apples and apples option though. 

Traffic Levels . What is the delay (seconds) and LOS at Valley and Santa Rita Intersection both with and wtthout a 3'd left 
turn lane? I had thought the 3rd left turn lane was not needed if SDE in place (so was surprised it is still in 
the plan). 
What is the planning assumption around timing of SDE? When are we expected to have the regional 
roadrnap and sequencing of changes? I understood early on this would be available in conjunction with 
finalizing plan. 

General Plan syG'On - from Drafi EIR 
Cumulative drvelapment under buildout afthe proposed General Plan wauld result in inereares in 
papulation and employment and consequently an increase in traflie and air pollutant emissions. The 
projected population in Pleasmlon with buildout ofthe proposed General Plan is estimated to be 78,200 
persons in the year 2025. which is fewer than the 88,000 persons estimated in 2025 by ABAG Projections 
2003. Because the applicable regional air quality plan (2005 Ozone Strategy) is bared an the population 
prqlections i n  ABAG Prqleetionr 2003, the proposed General Plan would not increase population to levels 
greater rhan arsumed in the 2005 Owne Slralegy. However, cumulative drvelopment due to 
implementation of  the proposed General Plan would load to 5,561,000 vehicle miles traveled, an increase 
olabout 46 percent over existing conditions 013.797,000 vehicle n8il.s traveled. This increase would be at 
a greater rate rhan [he approximala 16 percent population increase. Thus cnmnlativc development i n  the 
Planning Area, ineluding from implementation of  the proposed General Plan, wauld rcrult i n  a significant 
elTeet on the 2005 Ozone Strstegy, the regional air quality plan. Limiting population based on the housing 
cap while allawing and encouraging business development would be a cumulalive effcfect o f  build~ng OUI the 
Planning Area that is inlrinsic to both the existing and propared General Plans. Thus no mitigation 
mcasures are availsblc l o  lower this cumulative in~paet to a less-than-significant lcvcl. The proposed 
General Plan would minimize the potential for an increased level of air pollutant emissions associated wit18 
its implementation. but not to a level of insignmficmce due to vehicle miles traveled by future employees. 
See the fullowing goals. policies and programs o f  the proposed General Plan that are applicable to future 
ozone and criteria air pallutanl emissions, but not lo less-than-significant levels. 
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2. Nancy Allen (letter dated October 13, 2008) 

2.1  These comments relate to quality of life concerns and the project approval process.  Quality of life 
is, by nature, subjective and is impossible to quantify in an EIR.  This is also a socioeconomic 
issue best dealt with in a policy forum and thus should be considered as part of the General Plan 
approval process.  Comments on the proposed General Plan and responses are included in a 
separate document.  Please note that growth inducement is an inherent impact of a general plan, 
the basic premise of which is to guide the development and plan for needed circulation 
improvements.  The proposed General Plan provides a framework maintaining the circulation 
network given the anticipated growth in vehicle miles traveled.  

2.2   The vehicle miles traveled referred to in the DEIR refers to daily miles.  The Pleasanton traffic 
model does not provide information on the number of drivers or the miles per driver per day, only 
on the miles traveled.  See Responses to Comments 2.3, and 11.3 for information on and 
evaluation of the geographic distribution of existing and projected jobs in Pleasanton.   

The DEIR analyzes weekday traffic at the AM and PM peak with the assumption that traffic levels 
are highest during these periods.  Mitigations (traffic improvements) that can maintain the level of 
service (LOS) standard at these times are assumed to be sufficient to maintain LOS at all times.  
Analysis of weekend traffic, therefore, is not required and has not been prepared for this EIR.    

2.3 Table 3-1 below shows estimated jobs existing in 2006 and at buildout for the 1996 General Plan, 
proposed General Plan, the Dispersed Growth, and the Concentrated Development/Mixed Use 
alternatives.  The jobs are subdivided by subarea of the City.  Please note that the totals reflect the 
revised jobs totals as projected by ABAG (and as described on page 3.3-5 of the DEIR), and that 
most of the difference between buildout of the existing (1996) General Plan and the proposed 
General Plan is due to the East Pleasanton Specific Plan area.  The East Pleasanton numbers, as 
noted previously, are “placeholders” and will be refined through the future specific plan process.  
The other area which varies under the proposed plan and alternatives is the Stoneridge Mall 
Periphery and Corporate Plaza.  The employment assumptions vary in this location because the 
proposed General Plan and alternatives assume different scenarios for residential development at 
the new BART station; those alternatives which assume fewer residential units would allow 
additional office development.  Figure 3-1, “Preferred Plan Land Use Assumptions Dwelling 
Units and Employment” illustrates this table and presents in graphic form the location of new job 
growth that would accompany buildout of the proposed General Plan.  
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Table 3-1 
Existing Development and Comparison of Projected Employment Growth by Subarea 

City Subarea 
Existing 
(2006) 

1996 
General 

Plan 

Proposed 
General 

Plan 

Dispersed 
Growth 

Alternative 

Concentrated 
Development/ 

Mixed Use  
Alternative 

Applied Biosystem Office Park 0 2,616 2,616 2,616 2,616 
Bernal Office Park 3,406 4,103 4,103 4,103 4,103 
Commerce Cir/Johnson Dr 2,475 3,092 3,092 3,092 3,092 
Downtown 2,611 3,401 3,401 3,401 3,401 
East Pleasanton Specific Plan 272 3,755 10,360 10,526 10,590 
Farmers Insurance 707 906 906 906 906 
Hacienda Business Park 22,097 29,222 29,222 29,222 29,245 
Pleasanton Park 1,653 1,955 1,955 1,955 1,955 
Rheem Industrial Park 519 562 562 562 562 
Rosewood Drive Area 928 1,484 1,484 1,484 1,484 
Signature Center, BofA, etc. 3,202 3,477 3,477 3,477 3,477 
Stanley Business Park 945 1,944 1,944 1,944 1,944 
Staples Ranch 0 801 801 801 801 
Stoneridge Mall 1,714 2,476 2,476 2,476 2,476 
Stoneridge Mall Periphery & Corporate Plaza 5,701 9,021 8,519 8,828 9,351 
Valley Business Park 2,044 3,388 3,388 3,388 3,388 
Vineyard Specific Plan 7 64 64 64 64 
Remainder of City 9,410 18,148 18,148 18,148 18,148 
TOTAL 57,691 90,417 96,519 96,994 97,603 
Source:  City of Pleasanton, 2009 

 

2.4 The City of Pleasanton, like most cities, bases required parking on the type of use and building 
square footage.  Parking requirements can be found in the Pleasanton Municipal Code Chapter 
18.88.  Pleasanton does not base the number of parking spots on vehicle miles traveled and 
assumes if the parking spaces were to be reduced that vehicles miles traveled would remain the 
same.  Based on professional opinion, it is not clear that in a suburban location, such as 
Pleasanton, with limited public transit in many locations, that it would  significantly affect the 
cumulative vehicle miles traveled.  Unless or until there are adequate alternative travel modes, the 
reduction of parking spaces in lots would not reduce demand; rather the City could anticipate 
increased parking on streets and in nearby neighborhoods.  No parking studies relevant to 
Pleasanton have been conducted and thus no data exist on which to base such an assumption.  
Some urban communities, such as San Francisco, deliberately allow development that is “under-
parked” as a means to discourage car use; however, these communities generally have a much 
more comprehensive public transit system, and also experience parking problems that would be 
unacceptable to Pleasanton residents and businesses.   

The finding of significance for not meeting the ozone strategy is not based on vehicle miles 
traveled.  There is no break even number.  To be consistent with the regional air quality plan, 
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Pleasanton would need to have 9,800 additional residents (or about 3,550 additional housing units 
above the cap) and reduce future employment by about 20,000 jobs.      

2.5 The following tables show the population forecasts for Dublin, Livermore, San Ramon, and 
Walnut Creek using the ABAG Projections 2003 which were used to prepare the 2005 Ozone 
Strategy and the local General Plans for each jurisdiction, where applicable. 

 

Local City Population Forecasts Using ABAG Projections 2003 

City 
2005 

population 
2025 

population Change 
2005 
jobs 

2025 
jobs change 

Dublin Projections 2003 39,400 65,900 26,500 23,230 30,590 7,360 

Livermore Projections 2003 81,400 106,700 25,300 42,440 71,290 28,850 

San Ramon Projections 2003 53,000 85,000 32,000 42,140 60,062 17,922 

Walnut Creek Projections 2003 81,500 92,600 11,000 64,180 70,700 6,520 

Local City Population Forecasts Using Their General Plans 

City 
2005 

population 
2025 

population Change 
2005 
jobs 

2025 
jobs change 

Dublin General Plan No information is available. 

Livermore General Plan Uses ABAG projections 2000 

San Ramon General Plan 50,555 96,020  41,445* 59,000*  

Walnut Creek General Plan 2003 81,500 92,600 11,1000    

Source: City of Pleasanton, December 2008 

Notes:* San Ramon has estimated its buildout to occur by 2020 

 

2.6 The 2005 Ozone Strategy largely discusses ozone and ozone attainment as this is the only pollutant 
where the Bay Area is not in attainment with Clean Air Act standards.  It also discusses particulate 
matter.  The proposed General Plan is not expected to result in significant effects due to the 
increase in ozone or any other pollutant.  The proposed General Plan discusses criteria air 
pollutants (ozone, carbon monoxide, suspended particulates, nitrogen dioxides, and sulfur dioxide) 
as well as hazardous pollutants. (See pages 9-3 to 9-6 of the Air Quality Element). The 2005 
Ozone Strategy may be accessed on the following website: 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/plans/ozone/2005 
_strategy/strategy.htm 

See also Response to Comment 2.3 regarding new jobs projected.  The significance criterion is not 
based on vehicles, but rather on population. The DEIR indicates how the proposed General Plan 
would not result in any significant effects due to increases in criteria pollutants or their health-
based standards.   

2.7 It is unknown to what degree programs identified in the DEIR and the proposed General Plan 
would reduce expected increases in vehicle miles traveled.  The City cannot find any reasonable 
numbers on which to quantify reductions and any estimation as to the amount of reduction would 
be speculative.   
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Once each program is analyzed in detail prior to its implementation, the City will be able to 
estimate the amount of funding necessary to implement it.  At this time, the City does not know 
what the costs would be.     

2.8 Journey to Work data is available from the 2000 Census which shows the following mode split for 
Hacienda: 

 

2000 Mode Split For Hacienda Business Park 
Mode of Travel Hacienda 

Single occupancy vehicle 83.67% 

Car/vanpool 11.11% 

Bus 0.72% 

Rail 0.96% 

Bicycle/walking 1.65% 

Hacienda Business Parks’s current number of transit trips taken for 2008 is about 300,000; (the 
actual number is likely higher because trips are frequently under-reported).  If Hacienda continues 
its current trajectory of usage it may exceed 360,000 trips by year-end.  Currently, approximately 
4,000 employees and/or residents use the Hacienda pass or approximately 14 percent of the 
business park's population (employees and residents combined) for an average of six trips per pass 
user per month (based on observation, this likely divides more evenly between frequent, regular 
users and more occasional users). Note that this is the only transit that Hacienda tracks.  

2.9 The City does not have information regarding the ratio of jobs felled [PBSJ Q: what does this 
mean??] to parking spots and takes no surveys of parking lots. For Hacienda Business Park, if 
parking for BART, Hart Middle School and the six residential complexes are subtracted, there are 
roughly 32,000 parking stalls. There are approximately 17,800 employees currently working at 
Hacienda. However, in considering an employee-to-parking-stall ratio, one must also take into 
consideration the roughly 900,000 square feet of retail which has parking for customers who are 
not included in the employee counts. Parking ratio requirements strictly for office are roughly 
divided between 4/1,000 and 3.33/1,000 over 7 million square feet of developed space. Applying 
this qualification generally would produce around 25,600 stalls for the office employees. Applying 
current office vacancy rates of around 22 percent produces an estimated full occupancy employee 
count of around 23,000. In addition, tenant employee densities tend to be less than those used for 
standard parking calculations as reflected in the estimates above. 

2.10 The City does not have data available on specific car reduction programs in other cities/states that 
have implemented programs.  Each City is unique with its own conditions, transit systems, 
walkability criteria, etc., that make it difficult to take information from one jurisdiction and 
assume that it will apply to another.  However, it should be noted that car use reduction programs 
currently implemented by the City and described in the Circulation Element were established 
based on research of industry ‘best practices’ for programs related to single occupancy vehicle trip 
reductions 
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2.11 Even locally, Safeway, and perhaps, others may well have a shuttle bus to transport customers 
between their locations to/from BART. [– what have results been?]  [I have called DJ Mohr at 
Safeway.  (467-3650)  Hopefully she will have a response once she returns from vacation.  This 
still needs a response].   

2.12 There are many differences between the existing General Plan and the proposed General Plan.  
One major difference is that the existing General Plan includes the West Las Positas interchange 
and the proposed General Plan does not.  There are, however, enough other changes in roadway 
type and land use to make it impossible to correlate the difference in vehicle miles traveled from 
the existing General Plan to the proposed General Plan to one specific improvement project.  
Given the number of changes between the two plans, it is not reasonable to conduct model 
analyses for each change in roadway type or land use.  While the number is not quantifiable, given 
the complexity of the differences between the two plans, it is reasonable to assume that a large 
part of the increase in vehicle miles traveled is due to the removal of the West Las Positas 
interchange. 

Thus, no analysis has been completed that would solely evaluate the improvements contained 
proposed General Plan with the West Las Positas interchange.  The interchange was not identified 
as a project alternative and for this reason was not analyzed as a singular change.  The intent of 
the EIR is to analyze the proposed plan as a whole, not individual projects or infrastructure 
improvements.   

The Las Positas interchange is in the existing (1996) General Plan.  The Las Positas interchange is 
not a part of the proposed General Plan so it cannot be removed from the proposed plan.  The 
proposed plan would not result in any unavoidable significant traffic-related impacts.  The 
significant effects identified in the EIR could all be mitigated to less-than-significant levels by 
identified measures with the exception of AQ-1.  Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines 
states:  “The range of alternative required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires 
the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The alternatives 
shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project. . .”  Because any potentially significant effects on traffic could be lessened by mitigation 
measures contained in the proposed General Plan and its EIR, the City does not need to analyze a 
Las Positas interchange alternative.    

2.13 The levels of service (LOS) of Santa Rita Road and Valley Avenue are listed in Table 3.2-5 on 
page 3.2-14 of the DEIR (see intersection 19).  Table 3.2-5 shows this intersection existing level 
of service in the PM as LOS E with 59.3 seconds of delay.  The LOS with the proposed General 
Plan is LOS E with 74 seconds of delay.  The footnote to the intersection states that the mitigation 
is included in the LOS, which is inaccurate and will be removed from the table.   Construction of 
a second westbound left turn lane improves the level service for the proposed general plan to LOS 
D with 54.1 seconds of delay (shown in Table 3.2-9 of the Transportation Section of the DEIR on 
page 3-.2-29).  The third southbound left turn is not necessary with the proposed General Plan at 
buildout.  The project, however, is included in the proposed General Plan because the third 
southbound left turn lane has been identified as a necessary improvement until such time that 
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Stoneridge Drive is extended and may be constructed.  Program 2.3 of the proposed General Plan 
provides additional detail and is included below. 

“Program 2.3:  The Santa Rita Road / Valley Avenue intersection is conditionally 
exempted from the City’s LOS D policy in that the mitigation of adding a third 
southbound left turn lane is a short-term mitigation, with buildout mitigation being the 
Stoneridge Drive extension.  The City Council shall decide if and when this intersection 
modification is needed in conjunction with development projects which add traffic to it.  
Projects which add traffic but are not required to improve this intersection will continue to 
pay Traffic Development Fees and will be considered to have mitigated their impact at the 
Santa Rita Road/Valley Avenue intersection on that basis.” 

The timetable for construction of the Stoneridge Drive extension will depend on Pleasanton 
reaching an agreement with its regional partners (i.e., the cities of Livermore and Dublin, the 
County of Alameda) for a strategic approach and funding plan for relieving traffic congestion in 
the Tri-Valley.  This agreement will be embodied in a policy/plan adopted by the City Council 
(following a public hearing) that includes a plan which prioritizes funding for improvements to I-
580, I-680, and State Route 84 and requires completion of a regional arterial network that includes 
Dublin Boulevard, Jack London Boulevard, North Canyons Parkway, and the Stoneridge Drive 
extension.  This planning process is underway.  See Program 1.6 in the Circulation Element of the 
proposed General Plan.    

Stoneridge Drive Extension will require environmental review under the California Environmental 
Quality Act before it can be approved.  Although there is no established schedule for its 
implementation, it is anticipated to be constructed prior to 2025, the end of the planning period for 
the proposed General Plan.    
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P O N D E R O S A  
H O M E S  

November 20,2008 

Ms. Janice Stem 
Principal Planner 
CITY OF PLEASANTON 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

CITY OF PLEASANTON 
PLANNING DIVISION 

RE: Draft Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 and EIR 
MerrittIDeSilva Property, 4141 Foothill Road 

Dear Janice: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft General Plan ("GP) 
and EIR. These comments will be specifically addressing references in the GP and EIR 
regarding the MerittDeSilva Properties, located at 4141 Foothill Road, which will be 
referred to as the "Subject Property". 

We notice that the General Plan Figure 7-6, Farmland and Williamson Act Lands, 
appears to identify the Subject Property as a "Farmland of Statewide Importance". We 
also notice in the EIR that portions of the Subject Property are identified by the 
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, Prime Farmland and Unique Farmland. It is our 
understanding that these statewide maps are a "broad brush" look at land resources and 
are updated on an infrequent basis. Although we understand that protocol would require 
the review of this resource as a starting point, we would also suggest that further 
consideration be given to the actual physical situation of the Subject Property before 
placing any significance on these designations. 

As you are aware, the Subject Property consists of approximately 46 acres, in a 
rectangular configuration, located between Foothill Road and Interstate 680. The 
property includes two estate-sized residences, a barn and a commercial building which 
had once been used for industrial purposes. The balance of the property, approximately 
35 acres, consists of an abandoned walnut orchard. The orchard has not been irrigated 
for many years and many of the trees are in poor shape or dead. The property is bounded 
on the east by a tall, concrete soundwall. To the north and south, the property is bounded 
by single family homes. 
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Draft Pleasanton GP 2005-2025 & EIR 
MemtUDeSilva Property, 4141 Foothill Rd. 

Given the location, size and condition of the Subject Property and the economies of scale 
required by modem agricultural industry, it is impractical for use as irrigated crop land. 
Additionally, although there is the potential for commercial animal husbandry, it is likely 
that such a use would create nuisance concerns incompatible with the abutting residences. 

Given the current state of the property, we believe that the EIR should state the 
constraints, both physical and economic, to use of the property for agricultural purposes. 
The EIR should also state that it is unlikely that the property would be used for 
agricultural purposes, and provide analysis of the potential significant impacts, if any, to 
this conclusion. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 

HOMES 11, INC. 

~ a m e l a ' ~ .  Hard 
Manager, & Planning 
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3. Pamela Hardy, Ponderosa Homes (letter dated November 20, 2008) 

3.1 The comments regarding the Merritt/DeSilva property at 4141 Foothill Road are noted.  The 
Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program has designated soils on 
that property as Farmland of Statewide Importance, Prime Farmland, and Unique Farmland.  
There are several reasons why this land may no longer qualify for these designations.  As noted in 
the DEIR, these issues will be resolved in a project specific environmental review once a project is 
proposed.  DEIR text on page 3.1-15 states: 

“The 46-acre Merritt property, located on the east side of Foothill Road, south of Foothill 
High School, is not within of the City limits although it is surrounded by the City on three 
sides.   This property is within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary, and is identified as a 
potential annexation area under the proposed General Plan, as it was under the 1996 
General Plan. The majority of this property is designated as Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (39 acres), with two acres along the western edge designated Unique 
Farmland, and five-acres along its eastern edge nearest I-680 designated Prime Farmland.  
Because this property has not been recently irrigated and a portion has been contaminated 
by a metal fabrication business, this property may no longer qualify as either Prime 
Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance.  Once a project is proposed for the 
property, these issues would be resolved in a project-specific environmental review.  The 
Merritt property has been designated for low-density residential uses on the proposed 
General Plan Land Use Map, consistent with its General Plan land use designation since 
the 1986 General Plan.  Any potential loss of Farmland of Statewide Importance and 
Prime Farmland would thus occur with or without implementation of the proposed General 
Plan.”   



Citizens for a Caring Community 
7703 Highland Oaks Drive, Pleasanton, CA 94588 

November 21,2008 

Janice Stem, Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Pleasanton 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton CA 94566 

Dear Ms. Stem: 

Citizens for a Caring Community is an affordable housing advocacy group located in the City of 

Pleasanton. We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIR) for the 2005-2025 Pleasanton General Plan. 

Our primary concerns focus on the intent of the new General Plan to perpetuate and deepen 

Pleasanton's current jobdhousing imbalance, and the DEIR's minimization of the environmental, 

economic, and social impacts on our community, the Tri-Valley, and the surrounding regions. 

We note that the DElR acknowledges that Pleasanton's 2005-20025 General Plan anticipates a 

commercial build out of approximately 35 million square feet (an increase from 28 million square feet in 

the 1996 General Plan) with an eventual 109,000 jobs, while residential build out remains restricted to 

29,000 dwelling units per the Housing Cap. As a consequence, the DElR identifies a "significant 

unavoidable" air quality impact (AQ-I, page 5- 16) which results from this intentionally exacerbated 

(Land Use Element, Policy 15, Program 15.3), extreme jobdhousing balance. The DElR goes on to 

identify AQ-6 regarding greenhouse gasses generated by the General Plan build out as "less than 

significant" impact. 

We believe the more appropriate impact designation in both cases would be "signiticant". 

These impacts result primarily from the Pleasanton electorate's rejection (recently affirmed with the 

passage of Measure PP) of State mandated housing goals. They can therefore be significantly 

mitigated through compliance with California housing law. These goals require all California cities to 

take responsibility for housing demands generated by commercial development within their 

jurisdictions. Lately the focus has been expanded from having every city provide a "fair share" of 

affordable and other housing, to bringing workforce housing closer to jobs in order to reduce 

greenhouse gasses and other pollution caused by automobile commute traffic. . 

The DEIR notes many programs within the Air Quality, Land Use, and other General Plan 

elements designed to reduce negative impacts on air quality by limiting the necessity for vehicular travel. 

These measures include compact, mixed use development which place neighborhood serving businesses 

and mass transit within walking distance of residents, creation of more bicycle and pedestrian travel 

infrastructure. However, the DEIR correctly concludes that they will provide inadequate mitigation 

because "...cumulative development due to implementation of the proposed General Plan would lead to 

5,561,000 vehicle miles traveled, an increase of about 46% over existing conditions ...( and) at a greater 
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rate than the approximately 16% population increase," (DEIR, page 3.10.08). To put it another way, 

using the percentages pmvided in the DEIR on employee residence in 2005 (DEIR, page 3.3.3). and 

applying it to the 109,000 jobs expected at build-out. over 86,000 workers (79%) will commute into 

Pleasanton, most alone by car, and over 50% will commute from outside the Tri-Valley. For the 22,890 

people (21%) who live and work in Pleasanton, all this additional workforce traffic will make the 

prospect of a pedestrian or bicycle commute both less attractive and more dangerous. 

The General Plan and the DEIR imply that Pleasanton's jobshousing imbalance actually results 

from peoples' preference for long commutes as a way to reduce their housing costs. "Workers often make 

a trade between housing cost and length of commute with some choosing to undertake a longer commute 

for more affordable housing and others paying a higher housing cost for a shorter commute. Therefore, a 

certain percentage ofworkers will choose to live and work within the same community" (in Pleasanton's 

case 21%), "a certain percentage within the same commute area, such as the Tri-Valley, (29%). "and a 

certain percentage will choose to live great distances away from their place of employment." (50%). 

(page 2- 18.2005-2025 Pleasanlon General Plan, DEIR page 3.3-4). 

Policies in the new General Plan ensure that a majority of Pleasanton's future workerss will 

"choose" not to live in or near Pleasanton. Currently, only about 5% of Pleasanton's housing stock is 

affordable to non-resident workers (median income $89,800). Putting aside the issue of housing 

affordability, even if all 109,000 future workers were millionaires, most would still be unable to live in 

Pleasanton. Assuming 1.5 workers per household, housing Pleasanton's ultimate workforce requires a 

total of 72,667 dwelling units, or 43,667 units beyond the 29,000 unit Housing Cap. 

Although the General Plan suggests that Danville and Alamo, as predominantly residential 

communities. are more appropriate locations to provide housing for Pleasanton's workers (General Plan, 

page 2-1 8). if one considers their current median income of $89,800, it becomes clear that most would 

have to live a considerable distance outside the Tri-Valley. Households with a median income of $89,800 

can afford homes costing between $250,000 and $300,000. The median price of a home in DanviIle is 

over $900,000 and, in Alamo, over $1.3 million. Although apartment rentals are generally more 

affordable, Pleasanton's 43,667 unit housing deficit will severely burden surrounding jurisdictions, drive 

up rents, and diminish their ability to provide affordable housing for their own workers. 

Although the new General Plan asserts that the housing needs of Pleasanton's future workers can 

only be met with plans that involve the entire commute area and the region "such as the Bay Area" 

(General Plan, page 2-1 8). as far as we know, no jurisdiction inside or outside the Tri-Valley has 

committed to build any of the 43,667 housing units needed for Pleasanton's workforce. The Subregional 

Planning Element, Goal 2: "Attain an adequate amount and distribution of affordable and special needs 

housing throughout the Tri-Valley" (General Plan page 14-1 1) contains neither related policies nor 

programs. Goal 3: "Enhance housing choice in the Tri-Valley for Tri-Valley workers" is followed by 

Policy 3: "On a subregional level, work towards a jobdhousing balance." However, there are no programs 

for implementing this policy. 
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Given the substantial burden that Pleasanton, "the job center", intends to impose on neighboring 

and distant communities. the DEIR should certainly include an analysis ofthe environmental impacts of 

housing 32,000 Pleasanton employees in other Tri-Valley cities, and 54,500 outside the Tri-Valley, as 

well as the daily commute to work of these 86,000 people. In addition, a fiscal analysis of the General 

Plan should calculate the effect of increasingly long inbound commutes on Pleasanton's economic 

vitality. The rising cost of fuel will disproportionately impact those lower wage employees who must live 

farthest from Pleasanton in order to find housing they can afford. This will negatively impact workforce 

availability. As the price of gasoline continues to rise, the need of employers to compensate future 

employees for escalating commute costs and long travel times will negatively affect the attractiveness of 

Pleasanton as a business location. 

Finally, because the courts may invalidate Pleasanton's Housing Cap, we believe that the DEIR 

should include at least one alternative that considers a land use plan that brings Pleasanton's future jobs 

and housing into a balance that minimizes commuting. We believe that a betterjobslhousing balance 

would also enhance the effectiveness of the other General Plan policies designed to protect the 

environment. The availability of housing in Pleasanton, affordable to Pleasanton's workforce, is the best 

mitigation measure for AQ-I and AQ-6. Because it may be required, an analysis ofthis alternative 

approach is warranted. The location of vacant land in Pleasanton is appropriate for mixed use, high 

density, transit oriented development. Depending on the desires of the community. residential use could 

replace none, all, or a portion of the commercial development proposed. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Belding 
Chairperson, for 
Citizens for a Caring Community 
(925) 462-2 1 52 
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4. Patricia Belding, Citizens for a Caring Community (letter dated November 21, 2008) 

4.1 The commenter disagrees with the DEIR’s characterization that the air quality impact (AQ-1) is 
“significant unavoidable” and that the greenhouse gas impact is “less than significant”.  The 
commenter believes both are “significant” but both could be mitigated if the City were to change 
its land use policies to provide more housing within the City.  For a response, please see 
responses to comments to Letter 11 from Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP.  

4.2 The commenter interprets the proposed General Plan as saying that an additional 86,000 
employees would be working but not living in Pleasanton through the buildout of the General 
Plan.  The commenter requests that the DEIR include an analysis of housing these employees 
outside of Pleasanton as well as analyzing the impacts (including fiscal impacts) arising from these 
employees’ commute into and out of Pleasanton.  For a response to this comment, please see 
response to comments to Letter 11 from Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP. As to fiscal 
impacts cited, an EIR does not need to evaluate these, or to identify mitigation measures to reduce 
a project’s economic impacts, even when such impacts are identified or implied in the EIR, as this 
is beyond the scope of CEQA.  Effects to be evaluated under CEQA must specifically be related to 
a physical, [rather than an economic or social] change in the environment, per CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15358(c). 

4.3 CEQA requires that an EIR describe only a reasonable range of alternatives to a given project that 
would attain most of the basic objectives of the project while reducing its significant effects 
(Guidelines Section 15126.6(f).  A proposed project may be deemed inappropriate or infeasible if 
it was inconsistent with existing planning policies.  Implicit in the alternative suggested by the 
commenter is an alternative that assumes the Housing Cap is eliminated.  As the Housing Cap 
embodies planning policies that have been adopted not only by the City Council, but also by the 
electorate, CEQA does not require an alternative to be studied that assumes the Housing Cap is 
eliminated. 
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WNDEL 
R O S E N  
BLACK 
& DEAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

1 1  1 1  Broadway. 24Lh Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607-4036 

Post Officc Box 2047 
Oakland, CA 94604-2047 

Telephone: (510) 834-6600 
Fax: (510) 834-1928 
dpreiss@wendel.com 

November 21.2008 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Janice Stem 
Principal Planner 
City of Pleasanton 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94550-4899 

Re: Proposed Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 Draft Environmental Impact 
Report ("Draft EIR"); State Clearinghouse #2005122139 

Dear Ms. Stem: 

This office represents Vulcan Materials Company, Western Division, owner and operator 
of quany lands and facilities located to the northeast of the City of Pleasanton's Planning Area and 
Sphere of influence. The purpose of this letter is to provide Vulcan's comments on the Draft EIR 
and the proposed Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2005 ("General Plan"). 

Vulcan and Pleasanton are parties to that certain Pre-Development and Cooperation 
Agreement, dated September 17, 2007 ("Cooperation Agreement"), along with Livermore, 
Alameda County and the Surplus Property Authority. A central purpose of the Cooperation 
Agreement is to assure the construction of specific traffic improvements along El Chmo Road in 
connection with the El Chmo Specific Plan and Prime Outlets project in Livermore and the 
Staples Ranch project in Pleasanton. As discussed below, the proposed General Plan and the Draft 
EIR each need to be revised to ensure consistency with the Cooperation Agreement. 

Pursuant to Sections 3 and 5 of the Cooperation Agreement, the Cities of Pleasanton and 
Livermore are required to construct certain improvements to the El C h m o  I Stoneridge I Jack 
London intersection. Copies of Exhibits K-1, K-2, L and 0 to the Cooperation Agreement, 
which depict the required improvements, are included in Attachment A to this letter. Figure 
3-10 in the General Plan Circulation Element depicts a configuration of this intersection which 
appears to be consistent with the requirements of the Cooperation Agreement. Among other 
design elements, this intersection as shown in Figure 3-10 appears to include a free right-turn 
lane from southbound El Charro Road onto westbound Stoneridge Drive, as required under the 
Cooperation Agreement. However, the Draft EIR is not consistent with Figure 3-10. Instead, 
mitigation measure TR-1.3 in the Draft EIR states that the intersection would have to be 
"redesigned" to include this free or unrestricted right-turn lane. ~ ~ ~ ~ o v ~ ~  

NOV 2 4 2004 
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Janice Stem 
City of Pleasanton 
November 2 1,2008 
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WENDEL, ROSEN, BLACK & DEAN LLP 

In addition to being inconsistent with the General Plan, the Draft EIR's separation of the 
required right turn lane from the remainder of the intersection improvements is inconsistent with 
the Cooperation Agreement, which controls the improvements to be constructed at this 
intersection, and which mandates the construction of the lane (together with other required 
intersection improvements) prior to any occupancy of the Staples Ranch project. Note also that 
pursuant to Sections 5.2 and 2.26 of the Cooperation Agreement, Pleasanton may not unilaterally 
make any material modification to the intersection layout, such as the addition or deletion of a 
traffic lane - to the extent this mitigation measure calls for an improvement which differs from 
those specified by the Cooperation Agreement, that Agreement requires the parties to execute an 
appropriate amendment 

We raised a similar concern with respect to the DraA Environmental Impact Report for 
the Staples Ranch project, where the southbound free right turn lane was similarly described as a 
mitigation measure rather than a portion of the project. In response to this comment, the Staples 
Ranch project description was revised to include the construction of this lane as a portion of the 
project, rather than as a mitigation measure. Please refer to the excerpt from the Stoneridge 
Drive Specific Plan Amendment1 Staples Ranch Responses to Comments document included as 
Attachment B to this letter for further information. A similar change must be made to the Draft 
EIR in this case to insure consistency between the Cooperation Agreement, the General Plan, and 
the Draft EIR for the General Plan. The Draft EIR must be revised to properly describe the 
free right turn lane from southbound EL Charro Road to eastbound Stoneridge Drive as a 
part of the General Plan, rather than constituting a separate mitigation measure. 

The General Plan and Draft EIR contain an additional inconsistency with the Cooperation 
Agreement in relation to the El Charro / Stoneridge / Jack London intersection. Pursuant to 
Section 11.5(b) of the Cooperation Agreement, Pleasanton has contracted to maintain LOS D at 
this intersection. Any degradation of levels of service for this intersection below LOS D would 
contravene the Cooperation Agreement, unless the parties amend the Cooperation Agreement 
(Section 2.26 defines a change in the level of service as a Material Modification, which would 
require an amendment pursuant to Section 3.3). Notwithstanding this requirement, Figure 3-6 in 
the General Plan shows that this intersection would degrade to LOS F at buildout. Table 3.2-9 in 
the Draft EIR similarly states that the level of service for this intersection in the PM Peak Hour at 
buildout would degrade to LOS F, although the identified mitigation measures would bring the 
level of service up to LOS D. 

The only mitigation measure identified in the Draft EIR for the El Charro / Stoneridge / 
Jack London intersection is the construction of a free right turn lane. As discussed above, this 
lane should be included within the General Plan rather than being described as a mitigation 
measure. It appears that this correction to the project description may also permit this 
intersection to operate at LOS D even without any mitigation measures. However, the General 
Plan states on page 3-12 that Figure 3-6 depicts intersection levels of service after the 
construction of "additional mitigations." It is not clear what these "additional mitigations" 
consist of, and how they relate to the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR. The 
General Plan and the Draft EIR must be revised to confirm that this intersection will 
operate at LOS D at General Plan buildout, and to clarify the extent of improvements 
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Janice Stem 
City of Pleasanton 
November 21,2008 
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WENDEL, ROSEN. BLACK 8 DEAN LLP 

which are necessary to maintain this level of service. Additionally, if any improvements 
other than those required under the Cooperation Agreement are contemplated, the 
General Plan andlor Draft EIR must acknowledge that an amendment to the Cooperation 
Agreement will be necessary. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments. Vulcan reserves the 
right to submit further comments on the General Plan and EIR during the public review and 
hearing process. 

Very truly yours, 

WENDEL, ROSEN, BLACK & DEAN LLP 

HA& David L. Preiss 

DLP:np 
Attachments 

cc: Douglas ?. Reyno!ds 
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Janice Stem 
City of Pleasanton 
November 21,2008 

Attachment A 
to November 21 Letter from Wendel, Rosen, Black & Dean LLP 

Excerpts from the Cooperation Agreement Related to Required Improvements at 
El Charro Road I Stoneridge Drive I Jack London Boulevard Intersection 
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' Janice Stem 
City of Pleasanton 
November 2 1,2008 

Attachment B 
to November 21 Letter from Wendel, Rosen, Black & Dean LLP 

Excerpt from the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment1 
Staples Ranch Responses to Comments 



15. Vulcan Materials Company (letter dated June  3, 2008) 

15.1 The commenter notes that Section 3.6, Land Use and Agricul~ral Resources, of the Draft 

EIR does not identify the quarry in the surrounding uses. As shown in Figure 3.6-2 of the 

Draft EIR, the area to the south of the Project Area is identified as undevelopedlquany. 

The commenter also suggests that the quarry would be a conflicting use for the residential 
and recreational uses proposed for the Staples Ranch site. The active quany areas are not 
directly adjacent to the Staples Ranch site and, as such, would not present a land use 
conflict. .There may be some indirect impacts to the project from the quarry, such as noise, 
air quality, or uaffic, especially as a result of the quarry truck uaffic that would use El 
Charro Road. Impacts from these uses are addressed in their respective sections, see 
Sections 3.2, Air Quality; 3.7, Noise; and Section 3.9, Transportation in the Draft EIR for 
discussions of these impacts. 

While the commenter's request for a deed rider would not be required under CEQA as 
mitigation, because no significant impacts are identified from the guarry, the deed rider 
would be included for the Staples Ranch site properties, per the 2007 Predevelopment and 

Cooperation Agreement. For clarification, a new paragraph on page 2-9 is inserted after 
the second paragraph: 

The disclosure statement and the deed riders of sections 10.2 and 10.3 of the 
Cooperation Agreement shall be required. These relate to active and operating 
quarries and processing faciIities in the vicinity and aclcnowledge that quarry 
operations may result in inconvenience or discomfort from airborne particulate 
matter, bright lights, noise and vibration, unattractive visual appearance, and 
heavy truck traffic on El Charro Road and adjacent streets and roadways within or 

outside the quarries. - 
15.2 The commenter states that Mitigation Measure TR-7C (Improve El Charro at Stoneridge 

(#53)) is inconsistent with Pre-Development and Cooperation Agreement between the Cities 
of Pleasanton and Livermore, the Surplus Property Authority of Nameda County, the 
County of Alameda and Calmat Co. in which construction of the southbound free right turn 
lane is identified as part of the project, not a mitigation to the project. In recognition of this 
correction, the project description is revised to include the construction of the southbound 
free right turn lane as part of the project. 

- - 
15.3 The commenter states that Mitigation Measure TR-7C (Improve El Charro at Stoneridge 

(#53)) is inconsistent with he-Development and Cooperation Agreement between the cities 
of Pleasanton and Livemore, the Surplus Property Authority of Nameda County, the 

County of Alameda and Calmat Co. in which the construction of the third eastbound left 
twn lane is identified as part of the project, not a mitigation to the project. In recognition 

Stoneridge Drive Specific p h  AmendmemISIopleS h c h  R e s p m e s  ro Cmnmm - Wrilten CommenIs and R e s p o ~ e s  3-117 
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5. David Preiss, Wendel, Rosen, Black & Dean (letter dated November 21, 2008) 

5.1 The commenter states that the DEIR is not consistent with the pre-development and cooperation 
agreement signed on September 17, 2007 between Vulcan and Pleasanton.  Mitigation measure 
TR-1.3 in the DEIR states that the intersection of Stoneridge Drive and El Charro would need to 
be redesigned to include a free southbound right turn lane.  In response, the free right turn will be 
included as part of the intersection design instead of as a mitigation.  As a result, TR-1.3 will be 
eliminated, intersection 15 on Table 3.2-9 will be removed and Figure 3.6 will be revised to show 
LOS D in the PM, Table 3.2-6 will be changed to show intersection 15 at LOS D in both AM and 
PM under the Buildout without Mitigation column, Table 3.2-5 will be changed to show 
intersection 15 operating in the AM at LOS D with 48.4 seconds of delay and in the PM at LOS D 
with 46.9 seconds of delay.  The text starting on page 3.2-13 will be modified to show that 
Stoneridge at El Charro operates at an acceptable level of service under buildout conditions and 
does not require mitigation.  [PBSJ comment: Does Mike have proposed text to revise the DEIR 
on page 3.2-13?] 

5.2 See Response to Comment 5.1.   

5.3 The intersection of Stoneridge Drive and El Charro Road will be removed from the list of 
Gateway intersections. 
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November 24, 2008 

Ms. Janice Stern 
Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Pleasanton 
P . 0 .  Box 520 
Pleasanton. CA 94566 

Mr. Brian Dolan 
Director of Community Development 
Community Development Department 
City of Pleasanton 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, C A  94566 

Cox, Castle & Nicholsor~ LLP 
555 California Srreer. 10" Floor 
San kranc i~o .  California')4104-1513 
P 415.3~2.4200 F 415.392.4250 

Margo N. Bradish 
41 5262.5100 
mbradish@coxcasrlc.iu~n 

Fmle No. 5 1864 

CITY OF PLEASANTON 
PLANNING DIVISION 

Re: Citv of Pleasancon General Plan Update and Draft Environmental Impact Reporc 

Dear Ms. Stern and Mr. Dolan: 

W e  write on behalf of our client, Legacy Partners Commercial, LLC ("Legacyn), 
regarding the City's Draft General Plan ("Draft General Plan") and related Draft Environmental 
Impact Report ( " D E I R ) .  Legacy owns a substantial portion of the property located within the area 
designated as the future East Pleasanton Specific Plan area. 

1. Land Use Desienation Pending Approval of Specific Plan 

W e  understand that the City intends ro defer the planning for the East Pleasancon 
Specific Plan area until morc detailed plans are developed. I t  is unclear, however, what land use 
designation will apply to this area between the adoption of the Draft General Plan and the adoption 
of the future specific plan. In order to eliminate this ambiguity, we request that the City include a 
statement in the General Plan that the existing land use designations continue to apply until [he 
future specific plan is adopted. This approach will preserve the status quo and ensure that there is 
no question that currently permitted uses continue to be allowed. 

7 L .  General Plan Averas  Densities Used for Holdine Capacity 

T h e  Draft General Plan, in Table 2-3, provides allowable density ranges and includes 
assumed average densities for holding capacity for commercial/office of 35% FAR, general 81 limited 
industrial of 31% FAR, and business park of 32% FAR. While the allowable density ranges appear 
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Ms. Janice Stern 
Mr. Brian Dolan 
Novrntber 24, 2008 
Page 2 

reasonable, the assumed average densities for holding capacity are too low to reflecr currenr 
economics of land development. Given the environment expected for the next 20 years, average 
FAR levels should be at least 40% for industrial and commercial uses and 35% for business park 
uses. We suggest that the Draft General Plan be revised to acknowledge rhese higher rates and also 
provide rhar the subsequent Easr Pleasanton Specific Plan and environmental impact report for the 
Easr Pleasanton Specific Plan should address the possibility of rhese higher FAR levels. 

3. Parcel Spccific Plannine Should be Deferred to Specific Plan 

Although the Draft General Plan does not analyze or designate land uses for the 
future specific plan area, the Draft General Plan inciudes sumc assumptiofis regarding the location of 
certain uses within the furure specific plan area. First, on Figure 7-2, rhe Draft General Plan makes 
certain assumptions regarding where "Potentially Developable L a n d  may exisr in the vicinity of the 
Chain of Lakes, but does not include the parcel of land to rhe northwest of Cope Lake and south of 
Lake H as Porenrially Developable Land. This area, which includes approximately 5.5 acres ofland, 
includes potentially developable land. Given that the City does not appear to have conducted any 
project-level review of chis area, we believe rhat ir is premature ro determine whether rhis area 
contains any potentially developable land and rhat such analysis should be deferred until the City 
undertakes preparation of the future specific plan, which would be the appropriate forum in which 
to make detailed policy and use determinations for specific parcels within the specific plan area. 

Second, rhe Drafr General Plan, on Table 6-1 and Figure 7-4 and, appears ro show 
the approximate size, location, and configuration of the contemplated community park in the 
specific plan area and contains language regarding potential open space uses in rhese areas. Again, 
resolution of rhese issues should be deferred to the specific plan, when proposed developmenr can be 
reviewed on a project level basis. We recommend rhat Figure 7-4 be modified to reflect the notation 
shown on Figure 6-2 of the Draft General Plan, which shows the general vicinity ofrhe f~rcure park 
without committing to any particular size, location, or configuration. 

4. Circulation Issues 

The Draft General Plan notes, a t  3-30, char the complcrion of El Charro Road is a 
s~gnificant and necessaty part of the City's local circulation system and, once consrrucrcd, "will also 
provide relief to the Pleasanton network by providing a new roadway with direct freeway access 
along the eastern edge of Pleasanton." El Charro Road will also include two "Gateway Intersections" 
- at Sroneridge and Stanley. Given the Citywide and regional significance of El Charro Road, we 
suggesr that the City prioritize the construction of El Charro Road in the General Plan as a regional 
improvement to be consrrucred as soon as possible rather than the 201 1-2015 horizon currently 
noted on Table 3-8. 

The Draft General Plan and the DEIR both appear to assume that the Sroneridge 
Drive Extension will be consrrucred. In light of the uncertainty regarding the Stoneridge Drive 
Extension, we suggesr that the EIR analyze traffic assuming borh rhat the Stoneridge Drive 
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Ms. Janice Stern 
Mr. Brian Dolan 
November 24,2008 
Page 3 

Extension will be constructed and that i t  will not be constructed, wirh separare sets of mitigation 
measures for each scenario. 

Also, there appears to be an error on Figure 3-6 (Buildout Level 06 Service (LOS D 
and below)) of the Draft General Plan. This Figure shows that the Stoneridge DriveIEl Charro 
Road intersection will operate at an LOS D in rhe AM peak hour and an LOS F in the PIM peak 
hour and that the Stanley BoulevardIEl Charro Road intersection will operate a t  an LOS F in both 
the AM and PM peak hours. The Draft General Plan states, at 3-12, that "Figure 3-6 shows 
huildout levels of service with additional mitigations." This statement, however, is inconsistent wirh 
Table 3-7 in the Draft General Plan and Table 3.2-6 in the DEIR, both of which show that the 
Stoneridge DriveIEl Charro Road intersection will operate at an LOS D in both the AM and I'M 
peak hours and that the Stanley BoulevardlEl Charro Road intersection will operate at an LOS D in 
the AM peak hour and LOS C in the PM peak hour. Figure 3-6 in the Draft General Plan should 
be updated to reflect the correct intersection buildout levels of service with additional mitigations as 
detailed in Table 3-7 of the Draft General Plan and Table 3.2-6 of the DEIR. 

W e  appreciate your consideration of these issues, and we are available to respond to 
any questions that you may have. 
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6. Margo Bradish, Cox, Castel & Nicholson (letter dated November 24, 2008) 

6.1 This comment relates to the proposed General Plan and a response shall be provided in a separate 
document. 

6.2 The Stoneridge Drive Extension is part of the proposed General Plan and is specifically a part of 
Policy 1, Program 1.6 in the Circulation Element, which is intended among other improvements to 
complete the City’s street and highway system. The City has thus analyzed the extension as part of 
the DEIR.  The DEIR also analyzed the No Project Alternative which does not include the 
Stoneridge Drive extension.  Thus the DEIR has already analyzed and disclosed the potential 
impacts of not including the Stoneridge Drive extension.  Note that construction of the extension is 
consistent with the objective of the project to expand and improve the overall roadway/transit/trail 
network to provide more travel options.  Eliminating the Stoneridge Drive extension would result 
in a General Plan that would not achieve this objective.  

Since the extension is considered a planned improvement among others to be completed by 
General Plan buildout or by 2025, uncertainty is inevitably associated with it. As a 
recommendation contained in the General Plan’s Circulation Element, this improvement is 
proposed, not a project with immediate capital funding.  In addition, if the Stoneridge Drive 
Extension does not occur, this represents a “No Project” outcome.  Hence, there is no need for 
defining mitigation measures for it at the programmatic level.  See  also Response to Comment 
9.2, 10.1, and 10.4.   

6.3 The comment is noted and the error has been corrected.  Also, please note that as a result of 
comments received from other agencies and staff reconsideration, staff is proposing not to identify 
the Stoneridge Drive/El Charro Road intersection as a gateway intersection.  Therefore this 
intersection would be subject to the level of service D standard.   
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Janice Stern 
, . . . ..~ ... .. " 

From: tabelcher@aol.com 

Sent: 2008-12-03 17:37 

To: Brian Dolan 

Cc : Janice Stern 

Subject: Feedback on General Plan DElR 

Hello Brian, 

I've reviewed the 450 page DElR and have some comments and questions. 

Question 1: 
I didn't see any comments regarding the impact of Measures QQ 8 PP to this plan, when will 
that be incorporated? 

Comment 1: 
Guiding objectives for the plan 
[Pages S-2 8 S-3 (PDF page #8) 8 again in section 2.2 (page 2-5, #43 on PDF)] 
Please consider including an additional objective of teaching the students of Pleasanton the 
importance of Pleasanton's history and our surrounding environment. 

Question 2: 
For Table S-4 (residential buildout analysis, page S-20, PDF page #24): 
What is "Other"? 
Would these include units that would be impacted by Measures QQ 8 PP? 

The remaining comments are for Section 3.8: 

Comment 2: 
The Callippe Butterfly mentioned in Table 3.8.1 (bottom of page 3.8-3, PDF page #225) in 
Federally ENDANGERED 
(not Federally Threatened). It's correctly referenced in Appendix C, some proof is here: 
http://essig.berkeley.edu/endins/callippe.htm (same site referenced in Appendix C) 
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfilelSpeciesReportdo?spcode=lOl9 (US. Fish and Wildlife site) 
Further: The statement "No Known Occurrences" is not accurate. They were documented by 
Dr. Arnold at both the proposed Oak Grove site and what is now Callippe Preserve. 
For what it's worth, I also have pictures from spring of 2008 of the Callippe Butterfly at the 
Preserve. 
I will be working with Janice Stern to have further verification the spring of 2009. 

Comment 3: 
Figure 3.8.1 should also have a reference to the Callippe or an additional figure should be 
added. 

Comment 4: 
On page 3.8-12, the DElR references California Native Plant Society (CNPS) as the authority 
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on protected native plants, have they been asked to review this new General Plan? 

Comment 5: 
On Dage 3.8-23. 810-3 should be labelled "Potentiallv Significant" (NOT "LTS") 
~uring-review of Oak Grove's EIR both Dr. Arnold anb ~ e c h  ~amovich (of CNPS) highlighted 
significant issues with that development and should be considered during future development, 
especially in the SouthEast hills. 

Comment 6: 
On page 3.8-24, the DElR refers to the Viola Pedunculata as a "Johnny Jump-up". 
Please remove this misleading statement. Neither of the 2 websites above make 
this comparison. while visually similar, the abundance of the Johnny Jump-up 
should not be compared to the Viola Pendunculata. 
The Viola Pedunculata has no known instances of transplantinglreplanting for purposes of 
mitigation (source: Dr. Arnold). 

regards 
Tim Belcher 
1326 Benedict Court 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
tabeIcher@aol.com 
cell (925) 876-2003 

. -. .....----.......p----...... ~ - 
Listen to 350+ music, sports, 8 news radio stations - including songs for the holidays - FREE while you browse. 
Start Listening Now! 
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7. Tim Belcher (letter dated December 3, 2008) 

7.1 These comments are on the proposed General Plan, and responses are included in a separate 
document. 

7.2 On Table S-4, page S-20 of the DEIR, “other” refers to other development in the Planning Area 
that is not specified  on the table, i.e., not at the West Pleasanton BART Station, Hacienda, 
Staples Ranch, East Side Properties Specific Plan, Kottinger Place / Pleasanton Gardens, or 
Downtown.  Neither Measure PP nor Measure QQ would change the total number of housing 
units allowed under the City’s housing cap; thus the total number of other units would not change 
under either Measure.   

7.3 The commenter is correct to point out that the Callippe Silverspot Butterfly is present in the 
Planning Area as is partially acknowledged in the DEIR.  Incomplete references have thus been 
modified: Table 3.8-1 is revised to change the “Status” rating to “FE,” (or Federally Endangered) 
from “FT,” or Federally Threatened, and to change the “Habitat Suitability” rating to “Moderate” 
from “No Known Occurrences;” finally “the Oak Grove Site” is added to Callippe Preserve as 
potential locations, since the butterflies have been observed in both areas.   These changes are 
shown in a revised Table in Chapter 5 “Revisions to DEIR Text.”   

Figure 3.8-1 “CNDDB Special Status Species” cannot be modified to include the Callippe 
Butterfly’s potential range since this has not been yet been entered into the CA Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB).  Recent communications with Dr. Richard Arnold, who performed field 
surveys of the butterfly in 2005 and 2006 at the Oak Grove site, reveal that its range likely extends 
around the Callippe Preserve Golf Course to the west as far as Pleasanton Ridge and south toward 
State Route 84 and east to the Oak Grove site;2 its presence has been verified at both the Callippe 
Preserve Golf Course and the Oak Grove site.  

7.4 The California Native Plant Society East Bay Chapter was sent a copy of the DEIR with a link to 
the proposed General Plan online.   

7.5 The EIR authors disagree with the commenter’s contention that the level of significance of BIO-3 
(Special Status Vertebrate Impact) should be changed from “Less than Significant” to “Potentially 
Significant.”   There are two reasons for this: a) the Southeast Hills (inclusive of the Oak Grove 
site) are not considered one of the growth areas, or areas identified for changes in land use 
designation in the proposed General Plan (see pages 2-11 to 2-12 in the DEIR); and b) the General 
Plan includes policies which will provide “built-in” mitigations to prevent this from being a 
potentially significant impact including Conservation and Open Space Policy 1 (Programs 1.2 to 
1.6).  See also Response to Comment 7.3, regarding the Callippe Silverspot butterfly. 

7.6 The DEIR refers to the Viola Pedunculata plant with its scientific name so as to alleviate any 
confusion that could be caused by the plant’s common names – Johnny Jump Up and California 
Golden Violet.  On occasion, more than one species may be called by the same common name.  
The DEIR also refers to the common names in order to provide information to people who may 

                                                      
2  Dr. Richard Arnold, Entomologist, Personal Communication with John Steere, PBS&J, December 23, 2008 
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only know a plant’s common name.  The proposed General Plan also includes a photograph of the 
Viola Pedunculata on page 7-4 so that people who do not know any of the names may identify the 
plant in question.  

Note that the first four websites searched to respond to this comment (i.e., Calflora website, the 
California Native Plant Live Exchange website, the ITIS [Integrated Taxonomic Information 
System] agency website, and the California Academy of Sciences website) all call the Viola 
Pedunculata by the common name Johnny Jump Up.  Some of these sites also refer to it as 
California Golden Violet, both names referred to in this EIR.  It is possible that other websites 
such as Wikipedia do not use these common names; this does not negate their usage by many 
residents and visitors to Pleasanton.      
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@ Kiewit Paul White 
Dlredor of Real Estate 
(402) 271 2886 (402) 271-2830 fax 
Paul whlte@klewll corn 

December 3.2008 

FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Janice E. Stern, AlCP 
Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 
200 Old Bernal Ave 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
(925) 931 -5606 

CITY OF PLEASANTON 
PLANNING DIVISION 

RE: Comments on the Draft Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 and the Proposed 
Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

Dear Janice: 

We appreciate the time that you spent with us last month, updating us on the progress 
of the City's General Plan. As you know, Kiewit's operations in Pleasanton have been 
ongoing for over 40 years with various construction related activities conducted at our fifty- 
acre property in the eastern part of town. 

The General Plan is an important document that will provide direction for the City for 
many years to come. With this letter, we would like to provide comment on the Draft 
Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 and the Proposed Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

Draft Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025. 

Table 2-2, p. 2-5: Possible uses for the East Side Properties (item 17) should include, 
industrial and residential. 

Pleasanton General Plan Draft Land Use Map: In addition to future potential uses, the 
map should reference the current planning and zoning designations of the East Side 
property. We do not think it is appropriate to strip the East side properties, specifically 
the Kiewit parcel, of its current industrial designation of IG40 prior to the completion of 
the specific plan. 

Pleasanton General Plan Draft Land Use Map: In addition to our current planning and 
zoning industrial designation of IG40 we also request designation of "residential" with 
unspecified density, prior to completion of the related specific plan on the Kiewit 
parcel. 

Section 3, p. 3-36 and 3-38: As a general comment, we understand that a permanent 
station for the Altamont Commuter Express Train is under consideration. The Train 

KIEWITCONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
K~ewll Plaza. Omaha NE 68131 
(402) 342-2052 (402) 271-2630 FAX 
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travels on rail that is on the south boundary of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan Area. 
We believe that there are good merits to consider the station at this location. A station 
at this location would provide for the best ultimate connection with the BART system. 

Section 3, Goals, Policies, and Programs, Program 19.2, p. 3-53: It is suggested that 
the City support a study of a high-speed rail spur from the Central Valley into the East 
Pleasanton area, where East Bay travelers can connect with the existing Altamont 
Commuter Express (ACE) train and an extension of BART from PleasantonlDublin. 

Proposed Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Section S.2, p. S-5: Add Medium Density Residential to the potential uses under the 
Proposed Land Use Map Changes 

Table S-4, p. S-20: We would like to see a greater allocation of residential units to the 
East Side. Change the Proposed General Plan, Residential units for the East Side 
properties, to include 500 units. A less desirable alternative, but one that we would 
still consider an improvement, is to make the Residential units for the East Side 
properties consistent with the Dispersed Growth Alternative in order to provide for at 
least 376 units or to allow for an age-restricted project of equivalent impact. 

Figure 2-3: We understand that the East Side is to be further reviewed under a 
proposed Specific Plan. It is not appropriate to strip the East side properties, 
specifically the Kiewit parcel of its current industrial designation of IG40 prior to 
completion of the related specific plan. 

Figure 2-3: In addition to our current industrial designation of IG40 we also request 
designation of "residential" with unspecified density, prior to completion of the related 
specific plan on the Kiewit parcel. 

Section 2.4, p. 2-12: Add Medium Density Residential to the proposed change in use 
under the East Pleasanton Specific Plan Area 

Section 3.1, Environmental Analysis, p. 3.1-7: Add Medium Density Residential to the 
proposed change in use under the East Pleasanton Specific Plan Area 

Section 3.2, Rail Service, p. 3.2-7: As a general comment, we understand that a 
permanent station for the Altamont Commuter Express Train is under consideration. 
The Train travels on rail that is on the south boundary of the East Pleasanton Specific 
Plan Area. We believe that there are good merits to consider a station here as it offers 
the best ultimate connection with the BART system. 

Section 3.11, Environmental Analysis, point 6., p. 3.11-5: Add Medium Density 
Residential to the proposed change in use under the East Pleasanton Specific Plan 
Area 

KIEWIT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
Klewll Plara, Omaha. NE 68131 
(402) 342.2052 (402) 271-2830 FAX 
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Table 5-2, p. 5-3: We would like to see a greater allocation of residential units to the 
East Side. Change the Proposed General Plan, Residential units for the East Side 
properties, to include 500 units. A less desirable alternative, but one that we would 
still consider an improvement, is to make the Residential units for the East Side 
properties consistent with the Dispersed Growth Alternative in order to provide for at 
least 376 units or to allow for an age-restricted project of equivalent impact. 

Section 54 ,  Utilities, p. 5-17: There is the following sentence. "However, because 
infrastructure is already in place around the Planning Area, except in the East 
Pleasanton area". This is not true of the entire East Pleasanton area. There are 
utilities and services to the Kiewit owned parcel. 

A general comment to note is that not all residential would require the same level of 
service for traffic, therefore we ask that all details be considered. Senior living for 
example may have a much less level of service. 

Janice, we ask that you consider our comments and thank you for the opportunity to provide 
our feedback. Call if you have questions. 

Sincerely, 

KlEWlT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 

c: Brian Dolan - Director of Community Developrnent/Pleasanton 

KlEWlT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
Klewil Plara, Omaha. NE 68131 
(402) 342-2052 (402) 271-2830 FAX 
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8. Paul White, Kiewit (letter dated December 4, 2008) 

8.1 These comments concern the proposed General Plan and will be addressed in a separate document. 

8.2 The comment is noted.  The text on page 5-17 of the DEIR under the Utilities paragraph is 
modified as follows:  “However, because infrastructure is already in place around the Planning 
Area, except in some parts of the East Pleasanton area, and since most development would be 
infill, no major expansion of infrastructure would be anticipated compared to that of the proposed 
General Plan or the No Project Alternative.” 

8.3 The comment is noted.  The following statement is added to the DEIR, page S-5, seventh 
paragraph, after the second sentence:  

“The impacts analysis assumes most new development is non-age-restricted.  Impacts 
associated with senior housing, for example, may be less than those assumed in this 
analysis.”    
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From: 
Sent: 
TO: 
Subject: 

Brian Dolan 
2008-12-05 16:08 
Janice Stern 
FW: General Plan EIR: circulation 

Please respond 

-----Original Message----- 
From: John Carroll [mailto:johnnycl23@comcast.net] 
Sent: Friday, December 05, 2008 3:26 PM 
To: Brian Dolan 
Cc: cindycarl0l@comcast,net 
Subject: General Plan EIR: circulation 

Hi Brian. 

I have some additional questions about the General Plan draft EIR, but these relate to traffic circulation. 

The current General Plan calls for only an EVA between the new terminus of Stoneridge Drive and what I believe is to be 
called the Auto Mall Parkway which connects directly to El Charro. 

So I would like to know what traffic studies have been done with regards to several scenarios. 

What happens to traffic circulation in the Staples Ranch area if the EVA 
were to be used by AC Transit buses and/or Wheels buses ? This would be in 
addition to the Police, Fire &ambulance service vehicles. 

What happens to traffic circulation around Staples Ranch area and all of Pleasanton if the EVA is eliminated and traffic is 
permitted to flow between Stonerldge Drive and El Charro ? (an extended Stoneridge Drive scenario) 

I believe the Triangle Traffic Study already addresses the scenario above. 
However, what additional traffic studies have been done with regards to the potential addition of a regional attraction sports 
facility on Staples Ranch? 

Specifically, how does having the San Jose Arena Management Ice Facility on Staples affect the traffic in the area ? What 
about days when regional tournaments or other large events are held at the ice facility ? Have these conditions been 
taken into account with existing traffic studies or will additional studies be required ? 

If additional traffic studies have not been completed to account for the regional-draw ice facility; at what point would the 
studies need to be completed ? 

I am very concerned about the enormous increase in traffic along Stoneridge Drive as predicted by the Trlangle Traffic 
Study if Stoneridge is extended through to El Charro The connection described in the General Plan seems to indicate just 
the EVA. I am concerned that proper environmental studies have been, or will be, performed prior to any extension of 
Stoneridge Drive to El Charro. 

Is there a city policy in place that would allow for a one year "cooling off', or time out, period where citizens would be 
allowed to conduct a referendum if the city council were to extend Stoneridge ? 

If the policy described above is not in place, can you tell me if there are any other policy protections in place with regards to 
the extension of Stoneridge Drive ? 

If the City Council should ever decide to complete the extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro, would citizens in 
Pleasanton have the right to put forth a referendum on said decision ? 

I believe there was a policy considered by, or at least mentioned by, members of the City Council that would require a vote 
of the people of Pleasanton to validate any decision by the council to extend Stoneridge Drive. Is there a policy in place 
that would require a vote of the people to extend Stoneridge Drive ? 
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On a more city-wide issue of traffic circulation. I understand that an expanded 4 lane Highway 84 was not modeled in the 
traffic study prepared for the General Plan EIR. Even if the widening project has not been funded I think it is critical that 
traffic circulation is examined with a widened Highway 84. 1 believe much of the modeling of an expanded Highway 84 has 
already been done with the Triangle Traffic Study. 

Does the draft EIR for the General Plan include a traffic model which accounts for Highway 84 expanded to four lanes 7 

If a traffic model has not been run with an expanded Highway 84, could this modeling be completed prior to the ratification 
of the General Plan ? 

I am also interested in seeing how timing traffic signals would improve traffic circulation throughout the city. Have any 
studies been done with regards to improved signal timing ? What were the results ? 

I hope I have asked questions which pertain to the draft EIR! Thank you for your response to my earlier message and 
thanks for considering these additional questions & comments! 

John Carroll 

2981 Moreno Ave 
Pleasanton, CA 94588 

Home (925) 484-2488 
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9. John Carroll – 1 (letter dated December 5, 2008) 

9.1 The City of Pleasanton is currently reviewing a proposal for the development of Staples Ranch.   
The Staples Ranch project area includes the Arroyo Mocho, which in approximately 1994 was 
realigned and revegetated with several hundred native trees and shrubs.  This area is over 300 feet 
wide and 2,100 feet long and is designated as a Wildlands Overlay Area in the 1996 Pleasanton 
General Plan.  Areas with a Wildlands Overlay designation are lands identified as wildlife 
corridors and valuable plant and wildlife habitats.  The Staples Ranch project proposes to retain 
this land use designation over the Arroyo Mocho.  If the Staples project is approved as proposed, 
migratory terrestrial wildlife could continue to use this corridor and the riparian vegetation would 
be retained. 

City of Pleasanton staff has prepared a Draft and Draft Final Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment / Staples Ranch project.  Page 3.3-11 
of the Staples Ranch DEIR describes wildlife movement on the site.  That DEIR also identifies 
two mitigation measures that would reduce potential impacts to the movement of native or 
migratory terrestrial wildlife in the vicinity of Arroyo Mocho to a less-than-significant level.  The 
first measure, BIO-8.1 (on page 3.3-25) would minimize light spillover in the Arroyo Mocho.  
The second measure, BIO-8.2 (on page 3.3-26) would require the landscaping plans for the 
proposed community and neighborhood parks to consider wildlife by providing cover, food, and 
water for wildlife, where appropriate.   

The DEIR for the proposed General Plan discusses wildlife corridors on pages 3.8-7 and 3.8-8.  A 
Wildlands Overlay Area exists in the Chain of Lakes vicinity as shown on Figure 2-3, on page 2-9 
of the DEIR.  This area is currently designated Wildlands Overlay by the existing General Plan; 
the proposed General Plan does not include any changes to this designation in the Chain of Lakes 
and Staples Ranch areas.  Note however, the draft General Plan Land Use Map shows that all of 
the land uses in the proposed East Pleasanton Specific Plan area will be under future review by the 
City, including portions of the existing designated wildlife corridor.  

Per the City Council’s direction, staff will prepare an East Pleasanton Specific Plan which 
includes a portion of the Chain of Lakes area.  Wildlife corridors will be discussed as part of the 
public review process. 

Several jurisdictions (including Alameda County, Zone 7, and the Cities of Pleasanton, Dublin, 
and Livermore) have recently begun working together to map regional biological resources 
including wildlife corridors.   This effort is called the East Alameda County Conservation 
Strategy.   The purpose of the mapping is to provide a blueprint for conservation in east Alameda 
County and to facilitate ongoing conservation programs including the acquisition of conservation 
easements to protect existing habitats and migratory corridors.     
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Janice Stern 

From: Brian Dolan 
Sent: 2008-12-05 13:08 
To: Robin Giffin 
Cc: Janice Stern 
Subject: FW: Questions & Comments about the Draft EIR 

Please draft response. Consult with Janice as you need to regarding general plan issues. I want to get back to him by 
end of next week. It doesn't have to be a masters thesis. thanks 

-----Original Message----- 
From: John Carroll [mailto:johnnycl23@comcast.net] 
Sent: Friday, December 05.2008 11 :23 AM 
To: Brian Dolan 
Cc: cindycarl0l@comcast,net 
Subject: Questions & Comments about the Draft EIR 

Hi Brian. 

I am interested in understanding the land use portion of the General Plan 
EIR. Specifically the Staples Ranch and Chain of Lakes area! 

Have the Staples Ranch and Chain of Lakes areas been considered as areas suitable for a potential wildlife corridor ? 

It would seem a logical choice as much of the chain of lakes area is mostly a fully utilized industrial use area which has 
played out its commercial purpose. Alameda County owns Staples Ranch which is located just across the freeway from 
Dublin's massive Fallon Park. I would think since Fallon Park extends north away from the freeway there may be a wildlife 
corridor considered from there into the Dublin Hills and beyond to Mount Diablo. 

To the south of the chain of lakes area we have the East Bay Municipal Utility District's Shadow Cliffs area which might be 
easily connected to the undeveloped southern hills in Pleasanton which could potentially connect to the Sunol Wilderness 
area. 

Since Livermore is about to develop the area east of El Charro, where will all the wildlife go ? Is there a migration path 
where the an~mals can access other undeveloped land suitable as their habitat ? 

If Staples Ranch & Chain of Lakes has been considered as a potential wildlife corridor what studies were done and what 
conclusions were made ? 

If the Staples Ranch 8 Chain of Lakes was not considered an adequate candidate for a wildlife corridor, I would like to 
know what other nearby areas have been considered for use as a wildlife corridor ? 

If ever considered, why was the Staples Ranch 8 Chain of Lakes area not considered a suitable site ? What factors made 
the site less desirable than the nearby sites which have been selected or are being considered for such 
use ? 

How close are the nearest designated wildlife corridors and are there additional sites that have been selected as 
candidates for future wildlife corridors ? Are the existing wildlife corridors considered adequate to support the wildlife and 
their movement in the region ? 

Once development has taken place its kind of hard to go back and replace nature. Preventing the destruction of a natural 
habitat is far less costly than trying to restore habitat once it has been destroyed. 

Thanks for considering my questions and comments! 

John Carroll 
2981 Moreno Ave 
Pleasanton. CA 94588 

Home (925) 484-2488 
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10. John Carroll – 2 (letter dated December 5, 2008) 

10.1 The proposed General Plan includes the extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road.  Traffic 
analyses conducted for the proposed General Plan only considers full buildout and not interim uses 
or phases associated with individual projects.  The Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment / 
Staples Ranch EIR analyzed the inclusion of an emergency vehicle access (EVA) extension to 
Staples Ranch. See that EIR for specific impacts related to the Staples Ranch site.  The elimination 
of the EVA with traffic allowed to flow between Stoneridge Drive and El Charro Road is analyzed 
as the preferred project in the proposed General Plan.  See also Response to 9.2.  

10.2 The Staples Ranch Specific Plan Amendment EIR looks at development of Staples Ranch including 
an Ice Center Alternative.  The impacts and mitigations are included in the EIR. 

10.3 Figure 3-7 on page 3-23 of the proposed General Plan shows Future Roadway modifications and 
which includes the Stoneridge Drive extension. Program 1.6 on page 3-45 of the General Plan 
identifies the EVA until such time that the full four-lane roadway is constructed and goes on to 
detail the elements needed before a definitive timetable for construction is established. 

10.4 There is currently no such City policy as a one year “cooling off” period where citizens could 
conduct a referendum.   As drafted, the proposed General Plan creates certain policies relative to 
the Stoneridge Drive extension, although not exactly as the commenter would describe them.  The 
proposed General Plan keeps the full (i.e., four lane) Stoneridge Drive extension in the Circulation 
Element and on the General Plan Map.  But the construction of the full extension is tied to 
Pleasanton’s reaching an agreement with the Cities of Dublin and Livermore and with the County 
of Alameda regarding “a strategic approach and funding plan for relieving traffic in the Tri-
Valley.”  The proposed General Plan also provides that this regional agreement will be embodied 
in a policy/plan that the Council approves that includes a plan that prioritizes funding for regional 
improvements, including regional arterials such as Dublin Boulevard, Jack London Boulevard, 
North Canyons Parkway and Stoneridge Drive.  See also Response 10.1. 

If the City Council adopts this “policy/plan” and it authorizes the construction of the Stoneridge 
Drive extension, the proposed General Plan provides that such policy/plan shall be subject to 
referendum, meaning that residents would have 30 days from the adoption of the policy/plan to 
circulate referendum petitions that would seek to overturn the City Council’s decision (presumably 
as to the policy/plan as well as the construction of the extension). 

If the City Council adopts this policy/plan and it does not authorize the immediate construction of 
the Stoneridge Drive extension and thereafter it votes to construct the extension, it shall do so 
conditionally in order to provide time for citizens to circulate an initiative measure to delete the 
Stoneridge Drive extension from the General Plan Map.  Depending on the circumstances, 
construction could be delayed until after a City-wide election were held, assuming citizens were 
able to qualify an initiative measure for the ballot.  On the other hand, if citizens do not file a 
Notice of Intent to circulate an initiative measure within 30 days of the City Council’s decision to 
construct the extension, construction could proceed immediately.   
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This process is set forth in greater detail in Program 1.6 of the proposed Circulation Element.  Of 
course, this process is in draft form.  The City Council could modify the process or delete it in its 
entirety. 

There are no other policies in place that address the extension of Stoneridge Drive. 

Even without the process described above, it is likely that Pleasanton residents would have the 
opportunity to subject a City Council decision concerning the Stoneridge Drive extension to the 
referendum process.  That is, the full extension of Stoneridge Drive is likely to be embodied in a 
Specific Plan or Planned Unit Development plan.  Either of these is considered a legislative act 
subject to referendum.  Once the extension is in a Specific Plan or PUD plan, the timing of its 
construction, however, is administrative in nature and not subject to referendum. 

There is no such policy in place that would require a vote of the residents in order to extend 
Stoneridge Drive and Program 1.6, as currently written, does not require the extension of 
Stoneridge Drive to be approved by the voters before it is constructed.  Of course, the language in 
Program 1.6 could be redrafted to require voter approval of the extension before it is constructed. 

10.5 Traffic circulation in Pleasanton has been investigated with a widened SR 84 through the Triangle 
Study.  The widening provides significant benefit to the circulation system. However, the General 
Plan needs to provide a conservative investigation into the circulation network assuming only those 
projects that have an established funding source.  This approach ensures that the circulation system 
will operate at acceptable levels should future funding not be available for the regional projects. 

10.6 No; see Response to Comment 10.5.  

10.7 Yes, but this information would not be included in the DEIR.  See Response to Comment 10.5 

10.8 Table 3.2-7 of the DEIR identified intersections that would be subject to improvements as part of 
proposed General Plan buildout and others that would have the timing changed.  The City analyzes 
intersection signal timing when warranted by deteriorating traffic conditions at an intersection.  
Given that all intersections in the city, except for exempt intersections, currently operate at and are 
anticipated to operate at acceptable levels of service, there is no need to perform a citywide study 
with regards to improving traffic signal timing.    
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December 5,2008 

BY ELECTRONlC MAIL AND REGULAII MAIL 

Ms. Janice Stern 
Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Re: Comments on Draft General Plan Update and Draft Envuonmental Impact 
Report 

Dear Ms. Stern: 

On  behalf of Urban Habitat, Greenbelt Alliance and TransForm (formerly known as the 
Transportation and Land Use Coalition), we respectfully submit the following comments 
on the Draft General Plan Update ("General Plan'? and the supporting Draft 
Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR). 

Introduction and General Comments 

The City of Pleasanton (the "Ciry") should bc commended for establishing an urban 
growth boundaq to protcct open space. The necessary accompaniment of that pvotection 
is the provision of housing near jobs in the urbanized portion of the city. 011 that score, 
the City's actions have fallen short. The Draft General Plan and DEIR convey, instead, 
an unforlunate failure to address and mingate the worsening environmental impacts of the 
City's land use policies and practices. Among many examples, the DEIR acknowledges 
that vehicle d e s  traveled ("VMT") will grow by 46 percent over current levels at 
"buildout" of the General Plan in 2025, while the existing imbalance of jobs over housing 
will grow dramaucally From 1.7 jobs per employed resident to as high as 2.5 jobs per 
crnploycd icsident. 

Despite these and other significant impacts, the DEIK does not adequately analyze the 
effects of the Ciry's planning decisions, does not rcconcilc outdated planning methods 
that ate i11compatible with state law, does not adequately analyze indirect growth-inducing 
impacts, and does not undertake any meaningful alternatives analysis. At the intersection 
of all four of these shortcomings is the City's Housing Cap, which both limts total 
housing production to 29,000 units and functions as an express restriction on designating 
and zoning land for high-density residential use. The pending lawsuit brought against the 
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City by Urban Habitat and Sandra De Gregorio challenges the legality of those provisions. 
Urban Habiiaf u. Ci@ ofPleasanfon (2008) 164 Cal.App.4th 1561. 

That lawsuit also seeks to requite the City to implement rezoning of commercial land for 
high-density residential use, a commitment made in Program 19.1 of the City's adopted 
Housing Element in 2003. Among the seven mandatory elements of a general plan, the 
courts have r ecopzed  the "preeminent importance" of the Housing Element. Committee 
/or RepmibLe Phnning a Cig ofIndian WelL (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1005, 1013; Hoffmaster u. 
Cig @an Diego (1997) 55 Cal.App.4th 1098,1108. The DElR, however, proposes an 
impossibility: to analyze the impacts of the General Plan as though it included no Housing 
Element. We are particularly concerned that, despite the City's promises, the DElR does 
not implement Program 19.1 as part of the General Plan update. The result is both a 
General Plan that does not balance the advantages of the City's strong employment base 
with corresponding housing opportunities, and a piecemeal DEIR that does not 
adequately address the continuing systematic msplacement of housing and transportation 
impacts onto surrounding communities. 

For the same reasons, the General Plan update is internally inconsistent with the adopted 
Housing Element. Where the latter calls for rezoning to accommodate the City's Regonal 
Housing Needs Assessment ("RHNA"), the Land Use Element of the former c o n ~ u e s  
to impose the restrictions of the Housing Cap. The City failed to accommodate nearly 
900 units of its lower-income RHNA from the prior Housing Element planning period, 
and has been allocated an additional share of 3,277 new housing units for the new period. 
Yet, as the DEIR acknowledges, only 2,007 d w e h g  units remain under the Cap. The 
City has a lcgal obligation in its General Plan to accommodate the development of 
sufficient affordable housing to meet its cumulative RHNA allocation. That obligation is 
not addressed in this General Plan. Under these circumstances, there is simply no way for 
the City to prepare a General Plan that meets the legal standard of internal consistency 
without mitigating the effects of the housing imbalance. A defective General Plan cannot 
form the basis for an adequate EIR. 

The elevation of the Housing Cap over the City's obligation under state law has significant 
consequences. F&t, it renders major opportunities for Transit-Oriented Development 
('TOD") in the City infeasible. With dozens of developable acres within walking distance 
from the Dublin/Pleasanton BART station, the General Plan allocates only 333 units to 
Hacienda Business Park. Even if these units were concentrated on the 28 vacant acres 
immediately adjacent to BART, the resulting average density of only 12 units to the acre 
falls far short of the minimum 30 units per acre requited by state law. w, the 
General Plan fails to include adequate infrastructure improvements to facilitate increased 
public transportation, among them transportation in€rasmcture projects such as the 
proposed bus rapid transit C'BRT") project that would h k  the City to the greater Tri- 
Valley area and deleting other projects that were identified in the previous General Plan. 
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W, and not least, it all but ensures that the City will fail to do its part to meet its 
greenhouse gas reduction obligations under AB 32 and SB 375. 

In sum, both the General Plan and the DEIR are legally inadequate. To meet the 
requirements of both land use law and CEQA, the City should produce a General Plan 
that is consistent with its Mousing Element (either the existing one or the new one it will 
adopt 111 June) and should produce a CEQA document that incorporates a comprehensive 
analysis of the impacts of the City's land use decisions regarding housing on the related 
issues that are affected by housing. 

Specific Comments 

Internal Inconsistencv and Piecemealing 

'This DEIR is invalid as a whole because there is a s ip t icant  internal inconsistency in the 
General Plan that results 111 a legally invalid general plan for purpose of state planning law, 
and also results in "piecemealing" under CEQA. 

1. An internallv inconsistent General Plan cannot form the basis for an 
adeauate EIR 

Because the General Plan update includes no revlsion to the adopted Housing Element, 
the "complete" General Plan, as amended, will include the 2003 Housing Element, until 
that Element is revised to meet the June 2009 statutory deadline.' This "complete" 
General Plan, including its mandatory and "preeminent" component, the Housing 
Element, is required to be "an integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement 
of policies." Gov. Code 5 65300.5. A general plan that is uxernally inconsistent is legally 
inadequate and the requited fmding of consistency for land use approvals cannot he made. 
Gamt v. Cig 4Riumide (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 259, 286. 

T h ~ s  new General Plan willinevitably be internally inconsistent. On the one hand, it will 
include in in proposed updated Land Use Element the same Housing Cap provisions that 
are found in the current Land Use Element: 

Policy 15: Maintain a maximum housing buildout of 29,000 units within the 
Planning Area. 

Program 15.1: Monitor and zone Future residential develop~nents so as not 
to exceed the maximum housing bddout .  

I The General Plan ostensibly adopts the existing Housing Element, but fails to incorporate it in 
any systematic fashion. Housing Element at 8 ("General Plan 2005-2025 does not change the 2003 
Housing Element and incorporates it by reference."). 
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Program 15.2: The foregoing Policy 15 and Prop-am 15.1 and this 
Program 15.2, shaU be amended only by a vote of the people. 

The City acknowledges that it has only 2,007 d w e h g  units left under the Cap. DEIR at 
5-3. 

On the other hand, the "complete" General Plan will include the adopted Housing 
Element's Program 19.1, which requites the City to: 

Within one year of adoption of the Housing Element, complete land use studies to 
identify for conversion as many of the sites idenufied in Table 1V-6 from non- 
residential to high density residential use as are necessary at appropriate densities 
(for example, approximately 30 acres a t  30 units per acre or 40 acres at 20 units 
per acre) to meet the City's regional housing needs goal. Follow through with 
appropriate modifications to the Land Use Element and rezonings as soon as 
possible, but no later than June 2004, so that implementation can occur within the 
planning period. 

Housing Element at 79. At the same time, Government Code § 65584.09 requites that 
the City "shall, within the fust year of the planning period of the new housing element, 
zone or rezone adequate sites to accommodate the unaccommodated portion of the 
regional housing need allocation from the prior planning period." 

In addition, the City has now been allocated a RHNA share of 3,277 new housing units 
for the Housing Element planning period that began in June 2007. That new RHNA 
allocation must be accommodated during the period ending in 2014, well within the 
General Plan's planning horizon, which runs through 2025. However, the City has yet to 
accommodate even its residual aUocation from the prior planning period, much less the 
new RHNA, and makes no provision for additional RHNA allocations during the 
remainder of the General Plan's 20-year planning horizon.' 

Under no scenario can the proposed General Plan update result in a "complete" General 
Plan that is internally consistent, as the Housing Cap wdl permit fewer than half the 
currently requited units - 2,007 of the more than 4,000 units that its new Housing 
Element must accommodate. In its 2003 Housing Element, the City recognized that it 
might well "be in a posiuon of having to address its voter-approved housing cap if the 

2 The likelihood thal the City will achieve its RHNA allocation is now even more remote. Last 
month, Measure PI', tile Hillside Protection Initiative, added a new policy to Housing Cap that hasthe 
effect of requiring the City to count assisted living units, like those proposed at Staples Ranch, toward 
the Housing Cap. Measure PP adds to the Cap provision a new Policy 15.3, which provides: "A housing 
unit is detined to include any residence that includes a kitchen (sink, cooking device, and refrigerator) 
and a bathroom (toilet, tub or shower). The City Council shall uphold the housing cap and shall not grant 
waivers that exclude housing units consistent with this definition." 
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next ABAG allocation would require the C~ty  to build housing in excess of 29,000 units"'; 
that h e  has now come, yet the Gcneral Plan does not follow through. This defect, fatal 
to the DEIR in and of itself, is compounded by the DEIR's failure to analyze the impacts 
of a "complete" General Plan that consistently integrates the Iiousing Element. The 
failure of the DEIR to address this miugation measure, even though it was expressly 
presaged in the Housing Element, renders the DEIR inadequate. 

Moreover, the General Plan and the Land Use and Agricultural section of the DEIR fail 
to address the City's longstanding commitment to undertake the general plan amendments 
and re-zoning necessary to implement Housing Element Program 19.1. The City stated in 
pleadings fded in the Superior Court nearly two years ago that it planned to "combine the 
implementation of Program 19.1 with the City's comprehensive update of its General 
Plan, and the Land Use Element thereof," and that it chose to do so "because the 
rezonings envisioned by Program 19.1 themselves would require amendments to the Land 
Use Element, and also would require environmental analysis under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)." In fact, the City expressly represented to the Court 
that it would combine the environmental analysis of the Program 19.1 rezonings with that 
of the new General Plan, since doing so would be "far more efficientl] and economical0." 
(h4em. in Opp. to Motion for Writ of Mandate, filed Dec. 5,2007, at p. 8.) Yet the DEIR 
does not reflect implementation of any rezoning at the densities required by Program 19.1 

This not only reflects a failure on the part of the City to make good on its commitment, 
but also renders the General Plan and the DEIR defective. The failure to incorporate the 
requirements of Program 19.1 into the General Plan Land Use Element renders the 
General Plan inconsistent, as the Land Use Element and Housing Element now include 
conflicting requirements. The DEIR is likewise inadequate because it fads to analyze the 
environmental impacts that result from the City's seeming unwillingness to implement 
Program 19.1 due to constraints imposed by implementation of the Land Use Element. 

2. The failure to uerform a comprehensive analvsis of the General Plan. 
indudine the effects of its mandatorv Housine Element. constitutes - 
'cpiecemealing2, in violation of CEOA. 

The analysis in an EIR of a general plan that is lacking a reqwred element cannot be 
adequate because "a necessary foundation" for the analysis is missing. Kostka & Zischke, 
Practice Under the Culfomia EnvimnmentalQuali4 Art (Cont.Ed.Bar October 2006), § 20.3, p. 
939-40 (citing Guuduns IfTurlock's Integrity v. Tarlock Ci4 Cound (1983) 149 Cal.App.3rd 
584, 593). For purposes of CEQA, a project is "the whole of an action, which has a 
potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environmeng or a 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.. .." 14 CCR § 
15378(a). Courts have consistently held that "an E1R must include an analysis of the 

1 Housing Element at 8. 
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environmental effects of Futme expansion or other action if: (1) it is a reasonably 
foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and (2) the Future expansion or action will 
be significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or its 
environmental effects." I a n 1  Heehts Improvement Ass'n v. Re~ents ofthe University o f  
Cal@mza (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396. 

Because both those conditions are present, the "whole of the action" here is nothing less 
than a gcneral plan complete with its mandatory housing clement, whether that be the 
housing element the City adopted in 2003, or the new one it must adopt by June of next 
year. The City's inability to rcconcile its stated Policies and Procedures r e g a r h g  
increased T O D  needs or its RHNA obligation with the Housing Cap without dismpting 
its planning status quo in some fashion has profound implications for the CEQA analysis. 
'I'he required analysis to include the housing imbalances will Fundamentally changc the 
scope and description of the project. Without an accurate description of the project, there 
can be no accurate analysis. 

Ina~oro~r i a t e  Sipnificance Criteria 

Independently, the DEIR is inadequate because it relies entirely on the significance criteria 
in Appendix G of the 2007 CEQA Guidelines (the "Che~klist")~ even where such reliance 
results in an obviously inadequate analysis of the impacts of General Plan buildout. 
Exclusive reliance on the Checklist is inappropriate when the circumstances of a particular 
project give rise to environmental concerns that are not addressed in the Checklist. Pmtect 
the Historic Amndor Wntenvqs v. Amador WaterAgeny (2004) 11 6 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1109 
(prohibiting use of thresholds of significance to preclude consideration of other significant 
evidence tending to show significant environmental effects). The DEIR must identitj 
appropriate significance criteria that can be used to "consider and resolve every fair 
argument that can be made about the possible significant environmental effects of a 
project, irrespective of whether an established threshold of signif~cance has been met with 
respect to any given effect" Id. In short, it must identify appropriate significance 
thresholds to facilitate an analysis of the sigmficance of each potentiauy significant effect 
of the General Plan. 

Misplaced reliance of this kind is particularly glaring in the Air Quality, Population, 
Employment and Housing, and Land Use sections where, as discussed in more detail 
below, the DElR fails to analyze either the impact of the General Plan on climate change, 
the impact of the Housing Cap on the City's ability to meet its RHNA allocation, or the 
inconsistencies resulting from the City's failure to implement Housing Element Ptogram 
19.1 as part of the General Plan update. 

I SeeDEIR at 3.1-7, 3.2-9, 3.3-4, 3.4-6, 3.5-10111,3.6-13, 3.7-13!14,3.8-14, 3.9-617, 3.10-7, 
3.1 14!5, 3.12-718, and 3.13-9. 
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Povulation. Em~lovment and Housing 

After Amador WaterAgeny, an agency cannot mechanically apply the CEQA Checklist in a 
manner that precludes a meaningful analysis of a project's potentially significant effects. 
The Population, Employment and Housing section identifies the standards of significance 
included in the CEQA Checklist for determining whether the General Plan would have a 
significant adverse impact on population and housing, but fails to apply the proper 
standard of significance. Specifically, these are: (1) "Inducing a substantial population 
increase in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes or businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)"; (2) "Displace 
substantial numbers of existing housi~~g,  necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere"; and (3) "Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere". The extent of the analysis in the DEIR 
is to state that "[tlhe proposed General Plan includes no land use or policy changes that 
would result in demolition of any existing housing units or otherwise displace residents or 
require the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. These issues are not 
discussed further herein." DEIR at 3.3-4. 

This analysis is faulty for two reasons. First, the DEIR only examines whether the 
General Plan includes land use or policy chances that may result in significant adverse 
impacts. The DElR fails to evaluate whether existing land use planning or policies - 
including, above all, the Housing Cap - that are included .in the General Plan will result in 
significant adverse impacts. It is beyond question that the General Plan's existing land use 
policies related to population, housing and employment result in potentially significant 
adverse impacts on housing and population. The fact that these policies are not new does 
not allow the City to avoid an analysis of them, when their continued implementation in 
this General Plan will serve only to ampli@ the significance of their adverse impacts. This 
is particularly so where the City has only in recent years come close to exhausting the 
Housing Cap. See Mousing Element at 3 (acknowledging that the Mousing Cap might 
pose a constraint in the next planning period). 

Second, the DEIR fails entirely to consider the Gs t  of the significance criteria -whether 
the General Plan would have a significant adverse impact as a result of inducing a 
substantial population increase in an area, directly or indirectly. In particular, the DEIR 
fails to adequately analyze the indirect growth-inducing impacts of the Housing Cap or the 
City's failure to achieve its RHNA allocation. In POP-I, the DEIR relies on the Housing 
Cap to conclude that the impacts of buildout of the General Plan on population and 
housing unit growth will be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Idowever, that growth 
will not disappear due to the Housing Cap -- it will simply be displaced elsewhere, causing 
potentially significant adverse impacts by inducing a substantial population increase in an 
area outside of the City. 

'The DEIR states that the General Plan "would not cause significant indirect population 
impacts to the existing and planned infrastructure because population growth would be 
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within projected capacity for thc Planning Area, w i t h  the Urban Growth Boundary." 
DEIR at 3.3-6. However, this assertion is entirely illogical. Population growth within the 
City cannot keep pace with the population growth induced by the increase in jobs because 
that population growth is hnited by the Housing Cap. Meanwhile, jobs are projected to 
grow significantly. To house the increased worker population that the General Plan 
projects, the City would need to plan for more than 40,000 housing units over the 20-year 
horizon of the General Plan. Exporting that housing outs~de the City limits does not 
e l m a t e  those impacts. As the California Supreme Court recently held, a ban on 
development in one area can reasonably be anticipated to dtsplace development to other 
areas and such displacement is subject to analysis under CEQA. Mum Rafich Co, u, Sobno 
Coa/nryAiporliond Use Commission (2007) 41 Cal.4th 372, 383. Indeed, this is the heart of 
the analysis required by the Grst significance criterion. The DEIR is inadequate for failing 
to adequately perform an analysis of the impacts of inducing population and housing unit 
growth in areas outside of the City. Those impacts - the displacement of tens of 
thousands of housing units, and the accompanying 46% growth in VMT - are plainly 
significant. 

Given those significant impacts, an adequate alternatives analysis is required. The 
Population, Employment and Housing section of the DElR ignores the obvious 
alternatives analysis that would enable the City to meet its RHNA obligations. The DEIR 
does not address the issue of the City's fdu re  to re-zone 30 to 40 acres at 20-30 
developable units per acre, as required by IJrogram 19.1 of the 2003 Housing Element. 
More generally, the General Plan limits densities based on the 2,007 units left under the 
Housing Cap. See DEIR at 5-3. Under Housing Element Law, the rezoning that did not 
happen m the last planning period must be completed within the first year of the new 
Housing Element planning period. Gov. Code 5 65584.09. The potential impacts of this 
cumulative increase in the City's RHNA allocation are not analyzed in the DEIR, nor are 
the impacts of the City's failure to meet its new 1WNA allocation. 

The Population, Employment and Housing section also falls to adequately analyze the 
adverse impacts of the commutcr displacement imbalance. The General Plan significantly 
incrcases the lobs/housing imbalance from approximately 1.7 jobs per employed resident 
to as much as 2.5 jobs per employed resident at buddout. See DEIR at 3.3-5 to 3.3-7. 
Again, the City falls back on the Housing Cap's 29,000 unit h i t  to justify the increased 
jobs to employed residents ratio. Although the General Plan acknowledges that fully 79 
percent of the workers filling the new jobs created by buddout will be commuting from 
outslde of the City (the majority of them from outside the Tri-Valley area), the DEIR fails 
to provide a sufficient analysis of indirect growth inducing impacts resulting from this 
increase in the commuter ratio. See DEIR, section 4.3. Because the General Plan wiu 
create jobs without creating the housing needed to support the resulting workforce 
incrcases, it can be expected that housing and related services will be built elsewhere. This 
growth (over 40,000 housing units) must be taken into account. The City improperly 
relies on surroundtng cities to pick up the slack - but it presents no evidence that those 
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clues have an overbalance of housing, that those clues plan to reduce their jobs/housing 
balance over the planning period to accommodate the C~ty's overflow population increase, 
or t h a ~  c~ties like Danville and Alamo (see General Plan at 2-1 8) offer housing affordable 
to Pleasanton's commuting workforce. 

Both the Population, Employment and I-lousing section of the DEIR and the Genexal 
Plan itself entirely ignore the RHNA allocation assigned to the City by ABAG pursuant to 
Government Codc 5 65584(a) for the 2007-2014 Planning Period under the Housing 
Element Law. The Population, Employment and Housing section also ignores the unmet 
RHNA allocation that is left over from the previous planning period as a result of the 
City's failure to conduct the hgh-density residential rezoning required by Housing 
Element Program 19.1. At minimum, the DEIR must analyze the extent to whch the 
City can meet this combined allocation in order to meaningfully analyze both alternatives 
and the impacts of the City's displacement of its RHNA allocation on to other 
communities. In particular, it must analyze an alternative in which the Housing Cap does 
not block the accommodation of the City's past, current and future RHNA. 

Finally, the Population, Emplojment and Housing section fails to identiFy and evaluate 
the mitigation measures that would be sufficient to offset the jobs/housing imbalance. 
The obvious mitigation for the increasingly skewed jobs/housing imbalance is to 
implement mitigation to bring those nvo competing interests into some measure of 
balance. That can be done only if the Housing Cap is eliminated or modified to allow the 
City to meet its past, present and future RHNA allocation. In this way, the buildout of 
addrtional commercial and industrial space wdl be lunited until the City's housing stock 
begins to catch up to the excess jobs. Since virtually all the developable land in the City is 
planned for commercial use, planning for more housing will also mean that land assumed 
to be developed co~nmercially w~ll  instead be developed residentially. This will have the 
effect of reducing the projected growth in jobs at the same time as projected housing 
growth increases, changing many of the assumptions and much of the analysis in the 
DEIR. 

These measures are feasible. Indeed, the City Council has not only the power, but the 
duty, to avoid thc unconstitutional application of local ordmances. Ame/Devel. Co. u. C ~ j l  
ofCorta Mrru (1981) 126 Cal.App.3d 330, 337 (prohibiting city council's enforcement of 
"arbitra~y and discriminatory" initiative ordinance that rezoned property to preclude 
development of affordable housing). As CEQA requires an analysis of all feasible 
mitigating measures, the City must consider the mitigation that is attainable by ratcheting 
down the disproportionate increase in the number of new jobs created as a result of 
Generd Plan buildout. 

Meaningful T O D  opportunities are slighted in the General PIan, especially at the 
Hacienda Business Park, within walkiig &stance from Dublin/Pleasanton BART The 
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Hacienda Business Park has easily 50 developable acres, including infa  opportunities; the 
owners of 28 vacant acres at the Business Park are ready for immediate development (and 
have already sought proposals from non-profit developers for an affordable housing 
component). That development, however, is rendered infeasible by the allocation 
(dictated by the Housing Cap) of only 333 housing units to the endre Business Park. The 
General Plan lacks enforceable measures that would make it possible to realize its stated 
goals of support for T O D  because the Land Use Element defines "High Density" as 8- 
plus developable units per acre, far below the minimum statutory density of 30 
developable units per acre, per Gov. Code $ 65583.2 (c)(3)(A). 

Not only is there no  clearly enforceable mechanism that supports high density 
development at levels approaching the level requited by statute and by Program 19.1, 
General Plan Policy 11 adds an element of uncertainty that would selve to dissuade 
developers from proposing such projects. Policy 11 states that "[tlhe maximum density of 
properties designated as High-Density Residenual or Mixed-Use shall be determined on a 
case-by-case basis on site characteristics, amenities, and affordable housing incorporated 
into the development." General Plan at 2-32. By failing to provide a commitment to 
provide for a sufficient minimum floor for higher residential densities, would-be 
developers of compact transit-oriented housing will be left with continuing uncertainty 
about their ability to gain approval of feasible projects. 

In addition to the negative implications for T O D  are two other ttansportation-related 
impacts. First, the City has feded to include in the General Plan the bus rapid transit 
("BRT") project proposed by the Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 
("LAVTA"), that would have linked downtown Pleasanton to Livermore and other Tri- 
Valley housing and job centers. Second, the Circulation Element renders infeasible 
several transit infrasuucture and commuter projects under the conflicting goals of 
"sustainabihty' and "community character." 

In the General Plan, the City uses the Cap to justify deterioradng infrastructure (it., by 
removing projects from the Circulation Element). Transportation infrastructure planned ., . . 
in the previous General Plan is excluded from the ~ e n e r a l  Plan Circulation ~ l e m e n t  on 
the basis that, due to Housing Cap limits on development, it will not be needed. There is 
no analysis in the DEIR of the impact on traffic or air quahty resulting from that decision. 
DEIR at 3.2-5 to 3.26. 

Under the Scoping Plan of AB 32, the California Air Resources Board ("ARB") will be 
imposing regional plans that reduce VMT and sprawling d e v e l ~ ~ m e n t . ~  The Scoping Plan 
reflects the State's priority of encouraging climate-friendly and energy-efficient 
development. Despite paying lip-service to "sustainability" by including numerous god? 

5 Climate Change Proposed Scoping Pian (October ZOOS), available or 
http:iiwww.arb.ca.govicciscopingpladdocumenVscopingplandocument.htm 
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and "encouraging" various unenforceable programs, it is unfortunate that both the 
General Plan and the DEIR overlook housing and transportation initiatives that are 
compatible with these upcoming changes. 

'The DEIlZ fails to provide a meaningful analysis of the VMT that are projected to increase 
as a result of the General Plan buildout, as well as those that mgh t  have been avoided as a 
result of alternatives that were apparently rejected by the City, but not analyzed in the 
DEIR. Indeed, as population increases by only 16 percent, the General Plan projects a 
whopping 46 percent increase in VMT. DEIR at 3.10-8. 

Au Quality 

1. Global warming 

Thc DEIR is invalid because it fails to analyze the impact of buildout of the General Plan 
on global warming. The DEIR merely states that "[ilf, within the Planning Area, the 
buildout of the Dro~osed General Plan were to have the cumulative ~otential to decrease 

2 1 

grcenhou<e ga< emlsslons below othenv~se expected future emsslons, ther. curnulat~ve 
greenhouse e s  emsslons would be less than s~kmficant." DEIR at 3.10:1 T h ~ s  1s - 
woefully shirt of an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. Although it may be correct 
that "no federal, California, or local agency has adopted a quantifiable threshold at the 
time of this writing for determining the significance of greenhouse gas emissions," the 
lack of a quantifiable significance threshold does not relieve the City from the need to 
perform a good faith analysis of global warming using its best efforts to apply widely 
available guidance tools. 

Following the San Bernardino lawsuit6, wishing to shield certain critical infrastructure 
projects from CEQA challenges, the Legislature passed SB 97, which denies a cause of 
action for deficient global warming impact analysis under CEQA for two specific types of 
projects until 2010: (1) transportation projects funded under the Highway Safety, Traffic 
Reduction, Au Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, and (2) projects funded under 
the D~saster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006: By specifically 
exempting these projects from legal challenge, SB 97 implicitly endorses the Attorney 
General's argument that AB 32 now requires this analysis in CEQA documents for all 

Stare ex. re1 Brown v. Counfy oj'San Bernardino, No. ClVSS 0700329 iCal Super. Ct. Aug. 28, 
2007.) 
7 Senate Bill 97 (2007), available a1 
hnp://www.climatechanpe.ea.gov/publications/1egislatiodSB~97~bil1~20070824~chapterd.pdf 
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other types of projects. In short, SB 97 has codified the requirement that all CEQA 
documents must contain an adequate climate change analysis.' 

The need to include an analysis of greenhouse gases and global warming in land use 
decisions was confirmed by a recent court decision. In rejecting the City of Desert Hot 
Springs' contention that an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions would have been entirely 
speculative, the Court found that the City of Desert Hot Springs "failed to make such a 
meaningful attempt and therefore did not proceed as requited by law." Cenlerfor Biological 
Diuenig u. Cip ofDerer? Hot Springr, Cal. Super. Ct., No. RIC464585, p. 2, 8/6/08, citing 
Berkely Kcepletr Over thc B y  Cornmittec u. Board ofPo71 Commissioncrs (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 
1344, 1370-71 ("If, ' e r  thornugh inr/n.tigalion, a lead agency finds that a particular impact is 
too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusions and terminate 
discussion of the impact.") (Emphasis in original.) Here, the City has made no such 
thorough investigation. 

The Court also rejected the City of Desert Hot Springs' argument that a CEQA 
cumulative impacts analysis is so constrained as not to require analysis of the cumulative 
impact of global warming. The Court stated that "California has recognized that increased 
greenhouse gases will have an impact on the State. The Ninth Circuit, applying the 
analogous federal law, found that the cumulative impact of greenhouse gases is 'precisely 
the lund of cumulative impacts analysis that NEPA requires agencies to conduct."' Cip o f  
De.rer! Hol Springs at 2 (quoting Cenlm,6r Biological Diver09 v National Highuq Trafic S a j g  
Adminislration (9th Cu. 2007) 508 F.3d 508, 550). The emerging legal standard under 
CEQA clearly requires a meaningful analysis of the potential impact of a project's 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Of critical importance, AQ-l states that buildout of the General Plan wdl result in a 46 
percent increase in VMT. DEIR at 3-10-10. Based on the information provided in Table 
3.10-1 regarding projected county-wide vehicular emissions, this would appear to equate 
to an increase in carbon dioxide emissions in excess of 40 percent by 2025, although this 
analysis is not provided in the DEIR. In passing AB 32, the State committed to reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, requiring a state-wide reduction in 
current emissions of at least 10 percent. Rather than doing its part, the City's General 
Plan wdl result in a large inmua in carbon dioxide emissions. This is a significant adverse 
impact that must be evaluated in the DEIR, and mitigated. 

Moreover, the displacement into other communities of housing needed to fulfill the 
planned increase of approximately 43,900 additional jobs expected to he developed in the 
City during the General Plan buildour must be included in the project description, as 

8 See Peter Allen, Greenhouse Gas Emissions under CEQA -Costs and Opporrunilies, Ecology 
Law Currents Vol. 35, No. 1, 1 (2008), uvuilable al 
http:llwww.boalt.org/elq/C35.01~06~Allen~2008.04.lO.php#~~9source 
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discussed above. As the DEIR shows, the increase m housing units in the City is less than 
10 percent of the increased number of jobs during the same period. See DEIR at 3.3-3 
and 3.3-5. ' h s  jobs-housing unbalance must also be mcluded in the analysis of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

There is a clear mandate that these emissions must be included in a CEQA analysis. The 
City should look to the guidance that is available to analyze these emissions. For example, 
the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association ("CAPCOA") published its 
white paper entitled C E Q A  Q Cfirnate Change: Evahting and Addressing Greenhouse Gas 
Ernisrionsfim Pmjccts Subjcc~ to rhc Cak9rnia EnvimnmcntalQuaIily Act ('White Paper") in 
January 2008. In the White Paper, CAPCOA provides a number of alternative ways that a 
city can use to evaluate the greenllouse gas emissions from a general plan, including 
several alternative metrics for determining the number of housing u ~ t s  that should be 
considered to be significant as a threshold matter. Using any of these metrics, the amount 
of housing that would be displaced as a result of General Plan buildout exceeds the 
number of housing units that would be considered to result in a significant adverse 
impact. The DEIR must include an analysis of the availability of housulg in surrounding 
communities and whether the jobs-housing imbalance results in a significant adverse 
impact on greenhouse gas emissions. 

To  provide a basis for an anaIysis of the significance of increased greenhouse gases, the 
DEIR must include an inventory of greenhouse gases. At a minimum, that inventory 
must include: greenhouse gas emissions inventories from all public and private sources in 
the City and the increase in greenhouse gas emissions outside the City that are a direct 
result of increased VMT as a result of General Plan buildout; an inventory of current 
greenhouse gas emissions as of the date of the analysis; an estimated inventory of 1990 
greenhouse gas emissions; an esdmated inventory of 2020 greenhouse gas emissions; and 
an analysis of appropriate greenhouse gas reductions measures that may be included in the 
General Plan. 

2. Compliance with Re+onal Plans 

While the DEIR does address the BAAQMD's 2005 O?one Strategy, there is no meaningful 
analysis of the quantitative impact that buildout of the General Plan would have on the 
2005 O?one Strategy. AQ-1 condudes that the General Plan will result in a 46 percent 
increase in VMT, but only a corresponding 16 percent increase in housing, resulting in a 
significant effect on the 2005 O?one Strategy. This imbalance between the VMT increase 
and the population increase results in an increase 111 air pollutants that "could" conflict 
with implementation of the 2005 O?oneSfrafegy. DEIR a t  3.10-8. The DEIR states that 
"Limiting population based on the housing cap while allowing and encouraging business 
development would be a cumulative effect of building out the Planning Area that 1s 
intrinsic to both the existing and proposed General Plans." The DEIR then concludes 
svnply that this is an unavoidable significant impact, stating "[tlhus no mitigauon 
measures are available to lower this cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level." 
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However, before d~smissing a significant impact as "unavoidable", the City must 
undertake a thorough analysis of the alternatives and the mitigation measures that might 
reduce the significance of the impact. With a steady decrease in housing numbers and an 
increase in employment, the Clty has been out of compliance with the 2005 Opne Skategy 
since its publication. Merely listing aspirational policies and programs is not an analysis of 
meaningful alternatives or mitigation measures. But the City fads in the General Plan or 
DEIR to explore alternatives or mitigation measures, includmg revising its zoning and 
density definitions to facilitate construction of housing at high-density housing sites that 
have dtawn interest from developers. The DEIR fails to consider the most obvious 
mitigation measure that would ar least prevent the jobs/housing imbalance from 
becoming even more sigmficant - that could be accomplished by decreasing the rate at 
which commercial and industrial space will be built out. Only if these measures are shown 
to be infeasible, can the City conclude the impacts are unavoidahle. This conclusion 
cannot be made in the absence of an alternatives analysis or an analysis of all feasible 
mitigation measures. 

Future Oblimtions - Durine - the General Plan Planning Period 

The General Plan does not position the City to comply with new obhgations that will 
come into play under SB 375. With the next housing element update, in 2014, SB 375 will 
require local governments to shrink their development footprint to meet the "Sustainable 
Communities Strategy" in the Regional 'Transportation Plan ("RTP"). In SB 375, the 
I..egislature has declared that even taking into effect the substantial reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks that will result from new 
vehicle technology and increasing use of low-carbon fuel, "it will be necessary to achieve 
significant additional greenhouse gas reductions from changes land use patterns and 
improved transportation. Without improved land use and transportation policy, 
California will not be able to achieve the goals of AB 32." See SB 375, Section l(c). 
These strategies will be a factor both in the allocation of transportation dollars to the City 
from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission C'MTC"), and in the allocation of its 
RHNA for the 2014 Housing Element planning period. Because these requirements will 
occur during the planning horizon of the new General Plan, it must address them to avoid 
implementing planning strategies that conflict with the City's portion of the reg~onal 
reductions in land use planning and transportation that will be imposed on it as early as 
2010. 
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Urban Habitnt, Greenbelt Alliance ~ n d  %ansForm appreciate your consideration of these 
comments nnd look foiward to the City's response. 

Iticliclmrd A. Matcantonio 
JANOFSKY Br WAI.KER LLP PUBLIC AD\QCATES, INC. 

cc: hIichael H. Rausch, Esq., City Attorney 
Tllomns B. Brown, Esq. 
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11. Jodi Smith and Richard Marcantonio, Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker, LLP ( letter 
dated December 5, 2008) 

11.1 The remainder of the responses to Letter 11 evaluate the City’s land use policies and practices, 
relative housing, the jobs-housing balance, climate change, and vehicle miles traveled.  See 
Response to Comment 11.2, below for a discussion of the City’s Housing Cap, designating and 
zoning land for high-density residential use, and for a discussion of the Housing Element and its 
relation to the General Plan.  See Response to Comment 11.3, for a discussion of the jobs housing 
balance, a discussion of indirect growth-including impacts, and alternatives analysis.  See 
Response to Comment 11.4, for a discussion of the transportation infrastructure improvements.  
See Response to Comment 11.5, for a discussion of greenhouse gases in relation to land use and 
VMTs.   

Responses to comments on the proposed General Plan are provided in a separate document.         

11.2 Program 19.1 of the Housing Element provides that the City will complete land use studies to 
identify land uses for conversion (from commercial/office/industrial to high density residential) 
certain sites to meet the City’s regional housing need goals.  Once those studies are complete, the 
City is to follow through with appropriate modifications to the Land Use Element.  First, the City 
has recently rezoned property located adjacent to the new BART station to accommodate 350 high 
density units.  Second, as part of the General Plan update, the City proposes to make numerous 
changes to the Land Use Element to satisfy Program 19.1.  In particular, the land use designation 
of a number of sites within the Hacienda Business Park would be changed from their current 
commercial/office designation to a mixed-use “Planned Unit Development” (PUD) designation 
that would include a residential component, thereby allowing those properties to be rezoned for 
development at 30 or more units per acre.  It is the City’s intent that at the same time that the 
General Plan is updated (thereby re-designating those parcels to mixed use PUD), the rezonings 
will immediately follow.  Accordingly, the DEIR does facilitate (if not directly implement) 
Program 19.1 as part of the update.  Moreover, by amending the Land Use Element as described, 
the Land Use Element and Housing Element would remain internally consistent and provide the 
opportunity for the 2002-2009 RHNA allocation to be met.   

To the extent that the commenter suggests that the DEIR is inadequate because there is no 
discussion of the potential conflict between the City’s Housing Cap and the Regional Housing 
Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for 2007-2014, the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) does not require such discussion/analysis where the proposed General Plan does not make 
a change in an existing General Plan policy adopted by the voters, such as the Housing Cap, that 
had been subject to environmental review when it was adopted in 1996. 

Furthermore, regarding adequacy of the EIR, CEQA requires that an EIR to be adequate, 
accurate, and objective.  Analysis of environmental effects need not be exhaustive, but must be 
judged in light of what is reasonable and feasible.  The document should provide a sufficient 
degree of analysis to enable decision-makers to make intelligent judgment based upon substantial 
evidence.  It is in the purview of the Pleasanton City Council to make that determination. 
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11.3 In most respects, this comment mirrors other comments concerning the perceived failure of the 
DEIR to evaluate existing land use policies that the commenter believes would result in significant 
adverse impacts.  When, as here, a General Plan update would amend some, but not all, elements 
of the General Plan, CEQA does not require that the public agency assess the environmental 
effects of the entire Plan, but only those that have the potential to change the existing 
environment.  The DEIR analyzes the changes in land use from the existing condition (in 2005) to 
buildout (in 2025).  Regarding other land-use changes that would impact population, the DEIR 
examines impacts on the change between the environmental setting and buildout (see Land Use 
impacts discussed on pages 3.1-7 to -17), as well as whether the proposed General Plan includes 
land-use or policy changes that may result in significant adverse impacts.  The EIR does not 
examine the significance of existing policies as impacts due to those policies were examined before 
the existing policies were adopted.  However, if any of the existing policies lead to future growth, 
then that future growth has been analyzed in the DEIR.  An EIR need only look at those issues 
that are ripe for change and does not need continually to evaluate static conditions.  Because no 
changes are being proposed in the City’s Housing Cap (nor to the City’s Housing Element), no 
assessment of the environmental effect of the continuation of the Housing Cap was required by 
CEQA.   

Concerning alternatives, CEQA requires that an EIR describe only a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project that would attain most of the basic objectives of the project while 
reducing or avoiding significant effects.  But a project may be deemed infeasible if the proposed 
project would not be consistent with prior planning policies.  In that the Housing Cap embodies 
prior planning policies adopted not only by the Council but also by the electorate, CEQA did not 
require an alternative that assumes no Housing Cap.  For the same reason, the proposed mitigation 
suggested by the commenter—the elimination or the modification of the Cap – is not feasible in 
that it runs contrary to prior planning policies. 

The DEIR concludes that the changes due to future population are not significant.  The commenter 
disagrees with that conclusion.   It is, however, in the purview of the Pleasanton City Council to 
determine whether the proposed General Plan would result in significant impacts regarding 
population and housing impacts, assuming such determination is based on substantial evidence in 
the record. 

Any jobs/housing imbalance in a community is not necessarily a significant effect; it is only a 
significant effect if such an imbalance would lead to significant physical effects on the 
environment, such as significant traffic or air quality effects.  That people commute is not, in and 
of itself, a significant effect; the mental health of commuters or the monetary costs of commuting 
are socioeconomic effects that are not relevant in an EIR.  The additional traffic, air quality, and 
noise effects of the additional commute are, however, physical effects on the environment.  This 
EIR analyzed the environmental effects of persons’ commuting into in the appropriate subject 
sections, e.g., traffic, air quality, and noise.    

Within the Bay Area, some jurisdictions provide mainly housing, others mainly employment, 
while others provide a balance between housing and employment.    Although it is anticipated that 
Pleasanton will provide more jobs than housing between 2005 and 2025, it does not follow that 
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additional housing needs to be constructed in the Bay Area to provide housing for this employment 
growth.  The increase in jobs in Pleasanton could mean a loss in jobs elsewhere or mean that 
persons commuting to other jurisdictions get employment in Pleasanton.  Accordingly, the 
increase in jobs in Pleasanton does not necessarily mean that the greater Bay Area will need to add 
any housing units, let alone 40,000 housing units.   

The year 2025 is assumed as the “buildout” year, providing a 20-year planning horizon which is 
typical for a General Plan.  The analysis in this EIR assumes complete buildout of all planned 
development (residential, commercial and public/institutional) by that time.  This is a conservative 
assumption, since it is unlikely that the anticipated commercial development will be built and 
occupied within that time-frame.  As stated on page 3.3-4 of the DEIR:   

“When buildout occurs will be a function of market forces, infrastructure capacity, and the 
City’s growth management policies and programs.  Although it is expected that buildout of 
commercial and industrial land uses would occur after 2025 and buildout of residential 
uses would occur before 2025, which is the horizon year for the proposed General Plan, 
this EIR analyzes all buildout as occurring by 2025.”       

In addition, ABAG projections, consistent with the prior statement in the DEIR, do not assume 
that all buildout from Pleasanton would occur by the year 2025.  Projections 2007, for example, 
shows additional jobs growth of approximately 5,000 jobs between 2025 and 2035 which is the 
horizon year for these projections.  

Buildout of the land uses assumed in the 1996 General Plan (No Project Alternative) would 
generate a total of approximately 90,400 jobs, and buildout of the proposed Draft General Plan is 
assumed to generate about 96,500 jobs, or a difference of 6,100 jobs.  (Parenthetically, the 
difference between the 1996 General Plan and the proposed General Plan is mainly accounted for 
by the “placeholder” assumptions used for the East Pleasanton Area.  The future Specific Plan 
process for that area will determine the actual development which will be allowed.)  ABAG 2003 
projections which were used for the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy do not, however, include the 
additional 6,100 jobs that are projected to occur in the Draft General Plan.  In that about 1,280 of 
these jobs are  expected to be held by persons who live in Pleasanton and because regionally each 
household has about 1.44 workers (Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, San Francisco, and San 
Mateo counties),  the remaining 4,820 additional jobs would  be distributed among 3,350 
households in about 100 communities from which people commute into Pleasanton.   

Some of those 3,350 households would be existing households in the greater Bay Area.  The State 
Employment Development Department announced that California’s unemployment rate in 
November 2008 climbed to 8.4 percent, the third-highest rate in the nation.  It is possible that 
some unemployed or underemployed people already living in Pleasanton may take jobs in the 
Planning Area, or fill the vacant jobs elsewhere in the Bay Area and San Joaquin Valley due to 
employed people taking jobs in Pleasanton.  Because this is a proposed General Plan, it is not 
certain what types of businesses would be in Pleasanton at buildout and thus it is unknown what 
education or skill level would be required for any new jobs.  Given the unknown location of any 
new housing units and the unknown skill level of future employees, it appears speculative to 
analyze where these households would be located.  When and if any new housing developments 

Deleted: -

Deleted: Draft EIR

Deleted: DRAFT EIR

Deleted: -



Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Response to Written Comments on the DEIR 3-77 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 3 - Response to Written Comments (with Slipsheets) (aha1).doc 

are proposed in the vicinity of Pleasanton, then the lead agency where the proposal is located 
would necessarily prepare an environmental disclosure document under the California 
Environmental Quality Act.  Given that six counties (Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, San 
Francisco, San Mateo, and San Joaquin) and dozens of cities are located within a one hour 
commute distance of Pleasanton, any analysis herein of these unknown units in these unknown 
locations would be speculative.  It is unlikely that all future housing units would be located within 
any one jurisdiction or for that matter within any one county.  Thus it is speculative to state that 
any one jurisdiction or the region would suffer potentially significant adverse impacts due to future 
jobs in Pleasanton.  

The commenter has implied that analyzing unknown impacts in unknown locations make up the 
basis for analyzing impacts under the first significance criterion (i.e., “Induce a substantial 
population increase in an area, either directly . . . or indirectly . . .”) For population, the lead 
agency has instead analyzed future growth estimated for the Planning Area based on existing and 
proposed policies, regulations, and programs in the Planning Area and those for the proposed 
General Plan.  This Tier 1 EIR may only be used for future development if the future development 
is consistent with the assumptions used in this EIR.  If in the future the Housing Cap is rescinded, 
the cumulative impacts of housing development in the Planning Area would need to be 
reevaluated.  At that point other cumulative analyses may be necessary. 

The proposed General Plan updates all elements of the existing General Plan except for the 
Housing Element.  The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has recently provided 
jurisdictions the Regional Housing Needs Allocation numbers necessary to update the Housing 
Element.  During the update of the Housing Element, available housing sites will be analyzed in 
greater detail, and changes to housing policies and new sites for housing may be recommended at 
that time.  The proposed General Plan does not analyze these amendments as no changes to the 
Housing Element are currently proposed.   

Pleasanton has had a commuter displacement imbalance for decades.  As discussed above, regional 
agencies are aware of Pleasanton employment figures, which have also been determined by 
ABAG, and employment numbers from the existing General Plan have been accounted for in 
regional plans and transportation projects.  As mentioned, ABAG projections do not assume that 
all buildout from Pleasanton would occur by the year 2025.   

The proposed General Plan would designate land within the Planning Area that would allow about 
6,100 more jobs and about 2,000 additional residents from 2005 to buildout (2025 and beyond) 
than allowed by the existing General Plan.  As discussed on pages 3.3-3 to -4 of the DEIR: 

“. . . there are many factors that affect whether this ratio is an effective measure of 
commuting patterns, air emissions, and energy consumption.  For example, the job skills 
of the local residents may not match the skills required for local jobs, thereby requiring 
residents to find jobs elsewhere.  Additionally, income potential provided by local jobs 
may not match the cost of housing in the community, causing employees to secure housing 
elsewhere.  Workers often make a trade between housing cost and length of commute with 
some choosing to undertake a longer commute for more affordable housing and others 
paying a higher housing cost for a shorter commute.  Therefore, for a multitude of 
reasons, a certain percentage of workers will choose to live and work within the same 
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community, such as Pleasanton; a certain percentage within the same commute area, such 
as the Tri-Valley; and a certain percentage will choose to live greater distances away from 
their places of employment.  The essence of the jobs/housing issue is to recognize these 
different types of commute behaviors, to provide adequate housing opportunities within 
the commute area desired by each group of workers, and to provide a variety of 
employment opportunities for residents.”  

11.4 As discussed in the Response to Comment 11.2, a number of sites within the Hacienda Business 
Park will be re-designated to include a PUD/HDR designation.  Under that designation, those 
properties have the potential to develop at 30 or more units per acre consistent with Program 19.1 
of the Housing Element.  Concerning the growth inducing impacts from the Housing Cap, see the 
Responses to Comments 11.2 and 11.3. 

Page 3-39 of the Draft Pleasanton General Plan discusses the Livermore Amador Valley Transit 
Authority Route 10 Bus Rapid Transit Project.  Since the time of publication, the route has been 
changed; it is no longer planned along its existing route and the proposed General Plan will be 
changed to reflect this.  The commenter provides no other examples about how the Circulation 
Element renders infeasible several transit infrastructure and commuter projects.     

The commenter states that “the City uses the Cap to justify deteriorating infrastructure (i.e., by 
removing projects from the Circulation Element).”  The commenter further states that “There is 
no analysis in the DEIR of the impact on traffic or air quality resulting from that decision.”   

Note that the City has removed two infrastructure projects from the existing Circulation Element: 
1) the West Las Positas Interchange: and 2) the Rose Avenue extension.  These projects were part 
of the existing General Plan which is analyzed as the No Project Alternative on pages 5-5 to 5-15 
in the DEIR.  Pages 5-5 to 5-13 analyze the traffic impacts of this alternative and Tables 5-5 to 5-
8 show the differences between the No Project Alternative and the proposed project regarding 
traffic impacts.  Page 5-15 includes an air quality analysis of the No Project Alternative. 

Details of various air quality and traffic mitigation programs will be implemented following 
adoption of the proposed General Plan.  It is the City’s intention to reduce traffic and improve air 
quality.  For example, the proposed General Plan adds a new Mixed Use designation to the 
Hacienda Business Park with the intent of encouraging higher density development near transit.  In 
addition, the City has joined both the Alameda County Climate Protection Project and ICLEI 
(International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives). By reason of the City’s participation in 
these programs, the City is working to develop an action plan that will consist of polices and 
measures that will include existing and future actions capable of meeting local greenhouse-gas-
reduction targets.  The City will then consider implementing, monitoring, and reporting 
appropriate and achievable components of the proposed action plan.   

11.5 To the extent that the comment suggests that the proposed General Plan will not allow zoning to 
provide opportunities for high density housing to be located near public transportation, the 
commenter is mistaken.  See Response to Comment 11.2. Moreover, to reduce the rate at which 
commercial and industrial space will be built out is not feasible in that such reduction runs counter 
to the basic objectives of the project which is to provide a strong employment base for the 
community in order to help meet the City’s desire to be self-sustaining at buildout.   
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A complete analysis of the proposed General Plan’s anticipated contributions to climate change, 
including a basic inventory of the net increase in greenhouse gas emissions, is provided under 
Impact AQ-6 on page 3.10-14 of the DEIR.  This analysis discloses the proposed General Plan’s 
contributions to the cumulative climate change effect.   In addition, the proposed General Plan 
includes several policies that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As the DEIR describes on 
page 3.10-14: 

In addition to the policies and programs discussed above under Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-3, 
which would reduce emissions within the Planning Area, programs under Policy 6 of the 
Air Quality Element specifically address reduction of greenhouse gases through energy 
efficiency, conservation, and the use of renewable resources.  Projects under the proposed 
General Plan would also be required by State law to meet Title 24 energy efficiency 
standards and by the City to meet its Green Building Ordinance, both of which would help 
to reduce future energy demand.   

Because the proposed General Plan contains numerous programmatic policies for addressing 
greenhouse gas emissions, and particularly within the Land Use and Air Quality Elements, it was 
determined that the proposed General Plan would have a less than significant impact relative to 
this issue. 

With regards to question of increased CO2 emissions associated with the VMT increase, the DEIR 
states that the proposed General Plan would result in a net increase of 362,000 tons of CO2-
eq/year from transportation sources on page 3.10-14.  This would represent a 33 percent increase 
over current transportation emissions.3  It should be noted that the greenhouse gas inventory does 
not factor in reductions in VMT associated with the Proposed General Plan’s transportation 
policies, which emphasize development of alternative transportation options and trip reduction, 
due to modeling limitations. Therefore, the inventory serves as a worst-case baseline against 
which the proposed General Plan’s emissions reductions strategies are discussed qualitatively. As 
discussed in Response to Comment 11.6, the proposed General Plan programs and policies are 
expected to substantially reduce emissions associated with future development; however the 
reductions associated with General Plan policies cannot be quantified as specific emissions, nor 
were they estimated in order to generate programmatic policies.  Regardless, it is reasonable to 
assume that the proposed General Plan policies would result in a substantial reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions below the worst-case baseline (of a net increase of 362,000 tons of CO2-
eq/year) reported in the DEIR. 

In addition, the inventory does not factor in the statewide emissions reductions that would 
expected to result from State policies and incentives that are currently being developed to meet the 
greenhouse gas reduction targets specified in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming 
Solutions Act.  AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the State agency 
charged with regulating statewide air quality, to design and implement emissions limits, 
regulations, and other measures, such that statewide greenhouse gas emissions would be reduced 
to 1990 levels by 2020.  Many of these actions would take place on a statewide level and are 
outside the control of the City. CARB’s Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan, released in 

                                                      
3  Although VMT would increase by 46 percent, increased fuel efficiencies would result in a lower percent 

increase in emissions.  
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October, 2008, proposes a comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall greenhouse gas 
emissions in California.  Key elements of the Proposed Scoping Plan include:4 

• Expanding and strengthening existing energy efficiency programs as well as building and 
appliance standards 

• Achieving a statewide renewable energy mix of 33 percent  

• Developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate 
Initiative partner programs to create a regional market system 

• Establishing targets for transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions for regions throughout 
California, and pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets 

• Adopting and implementing measures pursuant to existing State laws and policies, including 
California’s clean car standards, goods movement measures, and the Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard 

• Creating targeted fees, including a public goods charge on water use, fees on high global 
warming potential gases, and a fee to fund the administrative costs of the State’s long-term 
commitment to AB 32 implementation.   

As clearly indicated by CARB’s Proposed Scoping Plan, the statewide targets under AB 32 were 
not intended to be met solely through local actions. While the Proposed Scoping Plan recognizes 
the role that local governments play in the effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, it does not 
assume that the emissions reductions targets apply uniformly across jurisdictions or according to 
the type of emissions.  

The proposed General Plan contains policies that are designed to be self-mitigating, i.e. policies 
that would ameliorate possible environmental impacts associated with new development.  
Therefore, no further mitigation is required to offset local VMT emissions.   

11.6 While lead agencies sometimes refer to a city’s jobs-housing ratio or similar metrics (such as the 
ratio of jobs to employed residents) in environmental documents, analysis of a proposed project’s 
effects on this metric is not required under CEQA. As stated on page 3.3-3 of the DEIR, this type 
of analysis has a number of drawbacks when reporting environmental impacts: 

Although the ratio of jobs to employed residents offers an indicator of a community’s land 
use balance and the community’s ability to provide housing for its employees (and 
conversely to provide jobs for its residents), there are many factors that affect whether this 
ratio is an effective measure of commuting patterns, air emissions, and energy 
consumption.  For example, the job skills of the local residents may not match the skills 
required for local jobs, thereby requiring residents to find jobs elsewhere.  Additionally, 
income potential provided by local jobs may not match the cost of housing in the 
community, causing employees to secure housing elsewhere.  Workers often make a trade 
between housing cost and length of commute with some choosing to undertake a longer 
commute for more affordable housing and others paying a higher housing cost for a 
shorter commute.  Therefore, for a multitude of reasons, a certain percentage of workers 

                                                      
4  CARB, Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan, October, 2008, p. ES-3 to ES-4.   
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will choose to live and work within the same community, such as Pleasanton; a certain 
percentage within the same commute area, such as the Tri-Valley; and a certain 
percentage will choose to live greater distances away from their places of employment.  
The essence of the jobs/housing issue is to recognize these different types of commute 
behaviors, to provide adequate housing opportunities within the commute area desired by 
each group of workers, and to provide a variety of employment opportunities for 
residents. 

Greenhouse gas emissions generated by commuting and vehicular travel are included in the Draft 
EIR’s estimate of mobile emissions.  This issue is also discussed under Impact AQ-6, and above, 
under Response to Comment 11.25.   

11.7 Refer to Responses to Comments 11.24 and 11.25 for a discussion of the City’s jobs-housing ratio 
and its effect on the City’s greenhouse gas emissions. The City reviewed available methodologies, 
including the 2008 CAPCOA report referred to by the commenter, and chose a strategy for 
analyzing the proposed General Plan’s climate change impacts that was appropriate given available 
data and analytic constraints.  For the reasons stated in Response to Comment 11.25, the City did 
not use the jobs-housing ratio to determine the environmental impacts of the proposed General 
Plan.  

11.8 Impact AQ-6 provides an estimate of the net increase in emissions associated with the proposed 
General Plan.  There are no reliable quantitative models for estimating the emissions reductions 
associated with the numerous policies and programs in the proposed General Plan designed to 
reduce greenhouse gases.  Thus an analysis based primarily on a quantitative inventory would be 
inaccurate and would significantly overstate the General Plan’s contributions to climate change.  

11.9 The comment relates to the proposed General Plan’s compliance with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone 
Strategy, which is the Bay Area’s current, adopted plan describing the strategy for compliance 
with the state 1-hour ozone standard and is the most current triennial update to the 1991 Clean Air 
Plan.  The BAAQMD prepares air quality plans with control measures for nonattainment 
pollutants.  It prepares triennial updates to Clean Air Plans, which are designed to attain state 
standards. 

To be in compliance with ABAG Projections 2003 on which the 2005 Ozone Strategy is based, the 
City would have to reduce future jobs by about 20,000 and increase future housing units by about 
3,550 units above the Housing Cap.  Given the existing Housing Cap enacted by the citizens of 
Pleasanton, it would be contrary to adopted planning policies to increase housing by that amount 
and thus it would not be a feasible alternative to include.  The City, however, has included the No 
Project Alternative which is the existing General Plan.  In 2025 that alternative would result in 
about 6,000 fewer jobs than the proposed General Plan and would still not be consistent with 
ABAG Projections 2003.  In order to be consistent with the ABAG Projections, the City would 
have to allow less development than is currently allowed under the existing General Plan and 
would require the City to redesignate substantial portions of land for less intensive development or 
as open space.  That would be contrary to the objectives of the City and thus such an alternative is 
deemed not feasible.    

Deleted: commentor

Deleted: T



Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Response to Written Comments on the DEIR 3-82 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 3 - Response to Written Comments (with Slipsheets) (aha1).doc 

The 46 percent of cumulative growth due to development of the proposed General Plan would be 
about a __ percent increase under the No Project Alternative [PBSJ comment: There is no VMT 
for buildout of the existing GP – so this % figure is unavailable].         

11.10 On September 30, 2008, the Governor signed SB 375, which links government transportation 
funding, urban land use, and greenhouse gas reduction goals.  The commenter’s summary of, and 
quotations from, SB 375 provides a general discussion of regional transportation plans (RTPs) and 
sustainable communities strategies (SCS).   

The planning process for the proposed Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 has been on-going 
since April 2003.  In contrast, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) only recently, 
on December 19, 2008, released its Draft Transportation 2035 Plan: Change in Motion for public 
review and comment; the Association of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) San Francisco Bay 
Area Draft Alternative Growth Scenarios to 2035 (Projections 2009: What If?), was only released 
for comment on November 25, 2008; and the California Environmental Protection Agency Air 
Resources Board (ARB) just on Dec. 11, 2008, adopted a Scoping Plan for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 to implement AB 32. 

The Commenter’s suggestion that the City’s proposed General Plan reflect the regional 
transportation plans and sustainable communities strategies discussed in SB 375 is premature and 
speculative, as MTC’s document and ABAG’s report, which are arguably the regional 
transportation plans and sustainable communities strategies described in SB 375, have only just 
been released in draft form and they are likely to be modified in response to public comment and 
CEQA processes associated with them.  As the MTC, ABAG, and ARB documents are finalized, 
the City may undertake future modifications of its General Plan to incorporate provisions from 
these documents, where appropriate, subject to further environmental review.   

[PBSJ Note to City: The following comments do not pertain directly to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR; however, you may wish to include further explanation of SB 375 and its relationship to the 
City’s planning process.] It would be unreasonable for the City to suspend all planning activities in 
anticipation of such strategies, as it could be several years before the sustainable communities 
strategies are in place. Moreover, SB 375 does not take away land use planning jurisdiction from 
local municipalities. SB 375 states that a sustainable community strategy “does not regulate the use 
of land” and “nothing in a [sustainable community strategy] shall be interpreted as superseding or 
interfering with the exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties within the region” 
(California State Legislature, Assembly Committee on Local Government, August 19, 2008. Bill 
Analysis: SB 375, Summary, 21(a) and 21(b).)  
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Janice Stern 
... , ... .. .... . .. 

From: Nelson Fialho 

Sent: 2008-12-05 15:40 

To: Janice Stern 

Subject: FW: General Plan DElR Questions and Comments 

FYI and follow-up . . .  Nelson. 

From: Matt Sullivan 
Sent: Friday, December 05, 2008 2:23 PM 
To: Nelson Fialho 
Subject: General Plan DEIR Questions and Comments 

Nelson, 

Here are my questions and comments on the DElR for the new General Plan: 

1 .  Transportation - New Program 1.6 on page 3.2-23 discusses a policy to connect regional arterials and widening 
Hiway 84 to four lanes as part of any decision to extend Stoneridge Dr. However, on page 3.2-2 it states that 
widening Hiway 84 to four lanes would not be modeled as part of the GP because it is not funded. It would seem 
that if we have a policy to extend Stoneridge that could be contingent on widening Hiway 84 we should understand 
the traffic impacts and should therefore include it, as well as the other referenced improvements, in the model. 

2. Utilities - UT-1 doesn't reflect the potential reduction in water supply due to the Wanger decision or potential new 
legislation effecting the long term delta water supply. On page 3.5-13 there is mention of "temporary water 
shortages" due to environmental concerns, but the potential exists for longer term shortages due to environmental 
concerns with a result of over-pumping our groundwater supply (which is our current contingency plan). In addition, 
there is no mention of the potential effects of Climate Change on water supply or Zone 7 or Pleasanton contingency 
plans to deal with it. These comments also apply to Impact HY-2. 

3. Utilities - UT-5 should address effects of additional waste diversion programs such as source-separated commercial 
recycling and commercial food waste compositing. It should also discuss the ACWMA plans to adopt landfill bans 
and zero waste programs. Also, the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions based on compositing food waste and 
recycling should be discussed/evaluated. 

4. Hydrology - HY-4 states that stormwater drainage and flooding potential is a LTS impact and states that Zone 7 
will use the Chain of Lakes for flood control. The Zone 7 SMMP, which is the long range plan for flood control, may 
be delayed due to downturn in Zone 7 revenue. The DElR should evaluate the potential impact of storm water 
detention if the SMMP is delayed significantly. 

5 .  Air Quality - AQ-6 states that the GP contribution to GHG emissions is LTS as the increase is "proportional to other 
jurisdictions". A032 calls for significant reductions in GHG emissions. Explain how the DElR and GP will comply 
with current of future potential A032 requirements and/or potential CEQA challenges to the EIR or future projects 
from increasing GHG emissions. 

Thanks! 

Matt Sullivan 
Pleasanton City Council 
cell (415) 533-8164 
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12. Matt Sullivan (letter dated December 5, 2008) 

12.1 The linking of Stoneridge Drive extension to the construction of State Route 84 is identified in 
Program 1.6 on page 3.2-23, however, this policy is not yet in place and does include a funding 
mechanism for the State Route 84 project.  To maintain a conservative approach to the traffic 
modeling process, the only regional projects that are included are the ones that have secured 
project funding. Any future widening of State Route 84 would likely improve traffic flow in 
Pleasanton.   

12.2 CEQA does not require that a first tier program EIR—such as this one—identify with particularity 
the sources of water for second tier projects; that identification occurs when specific projects are 
considered.  For purposes of first tier program EIRs, the environmental effects of obtaining water 
from various sources may be analyzed in general terms, without the need for a level of detail 
warranted for site specific projects.  Water supply plans, by definition, are fluid and flexible and 
are subject to a host of ever changing factors—population, demographics, environmental 
restrictions, pollution, droughts, etc.  Accordingly, no useful purpose would be served in 
attempting to identify specifically where all the sources of water will be for the General Plan 
buildout.  So long the EIR identifies the current sources of water supply that would serve the 
General Plan buildout (including those sources under contract with Zone 7) and analyzes in 
general terms the availability and reliability of those sources, CEQA requires no more. 

The DEIR recognizes that Zone 7’s entitlements to the State Water Project water, whether for 
itself or through Zone 7’s contract with the Byron Bethany Irrigation District or the Cawelo Water 
District, or other district is subject to change and in the near term, is likely to be less than its 
entitled amount.  The DEIR also recognizes that Zone 7 cannot guarantee sustainable water supply 
for all projects beyond 2015 and may not be able to guarantee sustainable water supply before that 
time. 

As discussed in the DEIR (see, for example, pages 3.5-14 and 3.5-15) the City’s policies, 
programs, and ordinances address these possibilities.  Moreover, the Pleasanton Municipal Code, 
in Chapter 9.30, sets forth numerous water conservation measures that the City can employ during 
dry years and/or drought conditions.  That chapter sets forth a staged contingency plan, including 
mandatory rationing and penalties for excess use, for individuals and businesses alike during times 
when water supply is short.  The proposed General Plan likewise provides a number of programs 
at the City’s disposal to help conserve water (Water Element, Programs 1.1 – 1.14), as well as to 
ensure an adequate supply of water, as set forth  in its Water Element, Programs 4.1 – 4.4.13, and 
many of its programs call for coordination with Zone 7. As to new projects, the City routinely 
imposes a standard condition of approval that provides that if adequate water is not available, then 
no building permit for the project would be issued. 

Regarding potential effects of climate change on water supply, there is no known methodology to 
calculate such a change, and thus the EIR cannot quantify this.  Climate change may result in 
more rainfall in some areas and less in others.  At this time, the long-term impacts due to climate 
change in California are uncertain and thus unknown.   

Deleted: ’

Deleted: :  

Deleted: , for example, 

Deleted: , at least

Deleted: s

Deleted: indeed 

Deleted: pgs

Deleted: .

Deleted: ,

Deleted: For example, the

Deleted: at 

Deleted: Chapter 

Deleted: itself 

Deleted:  (

Deleted: )

Deleted: which contemplate

Deleted: coordinating 

Deleted:  Moreover, a

Deleted: in 



Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Response to Written Comments on the DEIR 3-85 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 3 - Response to Written Comments (with Slipsheets) (aha1).doc 

12.3 The programs suggested by the commenter are not currently part of the proposed General Plan and 
therefore cannot be assumed in the impact analysis.  Similarly, although the Alameda County 
Waste Management Authority may be considering landfill bans and zero waste programs, it would 
be speculative to base any impact analysis on these potential future plans.   

12.4 The re-use of the Chain of Lakes for storm water detention is the established policy of Zone 7; it 
is speculative to assume that the agency might not adapt these former quarries to serve as detention 
basins when this use is included in the water agency’s capital improvements program.  In any 
case, it is not within the scope of this EIR to address and mitigate potential, if unlikely, impacts 
that might be caused by the failure of another agency to fulfill an expected public safety project or 
infrastructure project.    

12.5 The proposed General Plan includes several policies that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
as required by AB 32.  This law calls upon the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the State 
agency charged with regulating statewide air quality, to design and implement emissions limits, 
regulations, and other measures, such that statewide greenhouse gas emissions are reduced to 1990 
levels by 2020.  Many of these actions would take place on a statewide level and are outside the 
control of the City.  Nevertheless, the proposed General Plan contains numerous programmatic 
policies for addressing greenhouse gas emissions, and particularly within the Land Use and Air 
Quality Elements, it was determined that the proposed General Plan would have a less than 
significant impact relative to this issue. As the DEIR describes on page 3.10-14: 

In addition to the policies and programs discussed above under Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-3, 
which would reduce emissions within the Planning Area, programs under Policy 6 of the 
Air Quality Element specifically address reduction of greenhouse gases through energy 
efficiency, conservation, and the use of renewable resources.  Projects under the proposed 
General Plan would also be required by State law to meet Title 24 energy efficiency 
standards and by the City to meet its Green Building Ordinance, both of which would help 
to reduce future energy demand.   

As discussed in Response to Comment 11.6, the proposed General Plan programs and policies are 
expected to substantially reduce emissions associated with future development; however the 
reductions associated with proposed General Plan policies cannot be quantified as specific 
emissions, nor were they estimated in order to generate programmatic policies.  Regardless, it is 
reasonable to assume that the proposed General Plan policies would result in a substantial 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions below the worst-case baseline (of a net increase of 362,000 
tons of CO2-eq/year) reported in the DEIR.  See also Response to Comment 11.5 for additional 
explanation.  
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cc: Brian Dolan 
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Janice Stern, Principal Planner 4 925931-5483 
City of Pleasanton, Plannin Do t. I 

FROM: David A. Gold DATE: December 5.2008 

925 931-5600 

1 Number of pages 

- ,- 

Preparer of this slip has confirmed that facsimile number given is coned: 91201dr3 

Comments: 

Please deliver to all  recipients ASAP. Thank you. ~ 
To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the Unitcd States Internal Revenue 
Service, Morrison & Foerster LLP informs you that, if my advice concerning onc or more 
U.S. Federal tax Issues is contained in t h i s  facsimile (including any attachments), such 
advice is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) 
avoiding penalties under the Intcrnal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. 

******************************************a**** 

CAUTION - CONFIDENTIAL 

This fat:simile contains confidential informatioii that may also be privileged. Unless you 
are the addressee (or authorized to receive for the addressee); you may not copy, use, or 
distribute it. If you have received it in error, please advise Monison & Foerster LLP 
immediately by telephone or facsimile and returo it promptly by mail. 
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December 5,2008 Writer's Dim1 Contact 

925.295.3310 
DGold@mofo.com 

Via Facsimile (925) 931-5483 Janice Stem 
Principal Planner 
City of Pleasanton 
Planning Department 
200 Old Bemal Avenue 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Re: C:mAmerica Corporate Campus Comments to the Proposed Pleasanton General 
Plan 2005-2025 DER 

Dear Janice: 

On behalf of our clients, Equity OfficeIRREEF, the owners of the CamAmerica Corporate 
Center located within the Hacienda Business Park (the "Existing Campus"), we are pleased 
to submit comments to the City's DEIR(the "GPU DEIR) for its proposed Pleasanton 
General Plan 2005-2025 dated September 2008 (the "GPU 2025"). 

The Existing Campus was developed in the mid-1980's as an exclusively office campus 
project consisting of approximately 1 million sq.A. of Class A office building, with a large 
scale corporate conference center and cafeteria facilities on w approximately 60 acre site. 
As was customary during this period, the Existing Campus was initially developedat a low 
.4 FAR density with substantial acres devoted to surface parking. 

In view of the currently underutilized land use pattern of the Existing Campus, and the 
opening of the Dublin-Pleasanton BART station in 1996, during the last 3 years our clients 
have engaged in a pre-application planning process aimed at constructively reusing its infill 
site in a manner which would reflect a more compact and sustainable development pattern 
This process has included presentations at a workshop before the Planning Commission 
during 2007 and before a joint Planning Commission-City Council workshop on August 27, 
2008. While formal applications have not been submitted at !kis time, City staff reports 
covering these presentations have indicated that our clients intend to propose that substantial 
portions of the acreage currently devoted to surface parking be converted to parking 
s t~~ctures  and mixed use commercial, hotel and community serving retail uses totaling 
approximately 580,000 sq. ft. (the "Future Cam Project"). The ~uhl re  Carr Project 
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contemplates a more contemporary .6 FAR, consisting of the Existing Campus uses and 
approximately 480,000 sq. fi. o'office uses, a 130 room hotel and approximately - - 
10;000 sq.ft. of corhuni& serving retail u&. 

With this background in mind, our client is supportive of the City's new land use and 
sustainable development policies reflected within its draft GPU 2025, and analyzed in the 
GPU DEIR. ~ a s e d  on o& review of the GPU DEIR and o w  li-equent discussions with City 
Staff, we seek to confirm various understandings concerning the GPU DEIR analysis, as 
follows: 

1. First, while we recognize that the GPU DEIR is a programmatic document 
which does not analyze specific projects, it appears that the GPU DEIR analysis 
has correctly assumed the existing build out of the Existing Campus within its 
baseline. 

2. Also, as the City has confirmed on numerous occasions in stareports and at 
public hearings, the Future Carr Project is a non-residential project which is 
consistent with the City's existing 1996 General Plan and also the level of 
Mixed Use development assumed in the GPU 2025. In view of the reasonably 
foreseeable nature of the Future Can Project within the last few years, its 
appears that the GPU DEIR has appropriately analyzed the incremental impacts 
of the Future Carr Project as a cumulative project within the cumulative 
development scenario, as discussed in Section 4.5 of the GPU DER. This 
section states that ". ..the cumulative development scenario and its impacts are 
assumed to occur with or without implementation of the proposed General 
Plan." GPU DEIR at page 4-4. 

3. Next, we applaud the City for proposing to redesignate most of the Hacienda 
Business Park, including our clients' site as Mixed Use, from its existing 
"Business Park" designation. This will further greater vitality and create 
incentives to establish pedestrian linkages within Hacienda, including the 
CarrAmerica Corporate Center. We are plerrsed that the Mixed Use definition 
on page 2-21 of the GPU 2025 now expressly identifies hotel uses within the 
Mixed Use dehition. At a programmatic level, this should mean that the GPU 
DEN has assumed hotel uses are appropriate Mixed Uses within its GPU 
"project" analysis. 

4. Confirming earlier communications, we understand that Table 2-3 entitled 
"General Plan Densities" (GPU DEIR page 2-13, and GPU 2025 at page 2-16) 
confirms that the Future Cam Project is comfortably within the allowable density 
ranges for a Mixed Use project under the GPU 2025. Accordingly, the densities 
of the Future Cam Project, appear within the impact analysis assumed at a 
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programmatic level within the GPU DBIR. The .6 FAR of the Future Carr 
Project is clearly well within the existing 1996 General Plan allowable FAR and 
also is far below the 1.5 FAR maximum provided in the GPU 2025, as indicated 
on Table 2-3. Given that the existing Hacienda PUD zoning FAR cap is below 
this General Plan 1.5 FAR maximum density, and that our client currently 
contemplates a PUD Modification as part of its Future Cam Project applications; 
we request the following minor clarification as an Errata to Table 2-3, Footnote 
a, in both the GPU 2025 and GPU DEIR: "(a) This will be based on a planned 
unit development (PUD) or Specific Plan, as either may be amended from time 
to time, subject to the 150% maximum FAR.  

5. Finally, consistent with the above, at a progr&tic level of analysis, we 
understand that the impacts of the additional densities in the Future Carr Project 
have been addressed and assumed with the GPU DElR, as part of the 'project" 
and the Concenmted ResidentiaUMixed Use Alternative (Alternative 3 
discussed in GPU DEIR Section 5). We understand this is awwate even if the 
BRE and WP Carey sites ultimately convert their existing office entitlements to 
residential. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present these clarifications regarding the GPU DBIR. 

Sincerely, 

David A. Gold 

cc: Brian Dolan 
Jerry Iserson 
James Paxson 
Matt Edwards 
Steve George 
Marty Inderbitzen 
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13. David Gold, Morrison & Foerster (letter dated December 5, 2008) 

13.1 These comments are noted.  Footnote “a” in Table 2-3 on page 2-13 of the DEIR is changed to 
read:  “This will be based on a planned unit development (PUD) or Specific Plan, as either may 
be amended from time to time, subject to the 150 percent maximum floor area ratio (FAR).”  
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Janice Stern 

From: Kay Ayala [kayalal@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: 2008-12-05 16:46 
To: Janice Stern 
Subject: DElR comments 

!) I share the concerns of the City of Livermore regarding addit~onal residential development in Staples Ranch. Does the 
Noise Study initiated and released in May 2003 by the City of Pleasanton support additional residential uses in this area? 

2) The rezoning of Hacienda to Mixed Use does not adequately address traffic circulation issues. Was the Pleasanton 
School District asked to comment on this use change? 

3) Are the present medical and retirement benefits fiscally sustainable? 

4) Do traffic studies support the proposed redesignation of the Applied Biosystems site to Business Park? 

5) If LOS C (not D) became the acceptable service level, how would the traffic circulation change? 

6) Was the Chain of Lakes concept considered on the east side of the city? 

7) Was the Pleasanton School District asked to comment on this DEIR? 

8) During the 1996 General Plan update, tables showed existing units at 25,246. Table S-3 shows 25,183 units in 2005. 
How is this possible. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Kay Ayala 
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14 Kay Ayala (letter dated December 5, 2008) 

14.1 The City of Livermore wrote in response to the proposed General Plan DEIR scoping period on 
February 3, 2006, which was prior to much of the work on the Staples Ranch Specific Plan 
Amendment and the preparation of the Staples Ranch Environmental Impact Report.  At the time, 
the City of Livermore commented on the Staples Ranch DEIR (letter dated June 4, 2008, from 
Ms. Susan Frost) that it did not express concern regarding the proposed residential development 
on Staples Ranch.  Rather, it acknowledged the Cost Sharing Agreement (related to infrastructure) 
and the Pre-Development and Cooperation Agreement for the El Charro Specific Plan and the 
Staples Ranch project (related to the planned improvements to El Charro Road and the El Charro 
interchange) which the cities of Pleasanton and Livermore had entered into to facilitate the 
development of both the Staples Ranch property and the property to the east in the City of 
Livermore.   

Recommendation # 6 of the May 28, 2003 Livermore Municipal Airport Altitude and Noise Study 
is a recommendation to ensure continued implementation of land use compatibility controls 
concerning aircraft noise in the City of Pleasanton.  Implementation of this recommendation was: 
“Continued application of the Noise Element of the City of Pleasanton General Plan and the 
Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan, by the City of Pleasanton.”  The Staples Ranch development and 
other future development covered by the Pleasanton General Plan will be subject to these policies 
and programs.   

14.2 The traffic analysis prepared for the proposed General Plan and alternatives modeled the 
anticipated buildout of office and commercial development in the Hacienda Business Park, as well 
as a range of additional residential units reflecting the mixed-use designation for Hacienda.  The 
traffic analysis showed that with anticipated improvements, intersections within the area would 
operate at or above City standards for level of service.  The proposed General Plan, including the 
re-designation of Hacienda Business Park to Mixed Use, would not result in any traffic impacts 
that could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  Thus the proposed General Plan 
adequately addresses traffic circulation issues.   

14.3 City staff discussed the proposed General Plan and the land use alternatives analyzed in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report with Pleasanton Unified School District staff and at two meetings 
with the school district Board.  The Board provided comment on the alternatives to the City.   

14.4 CEQA does not require that an EIR analyze fiscal impacts.  This comment will be addressed with 
other comments on the Draft General Plan.  See also Response to Comment 4.3. 

14.5 The proposed General Plan would re-designate the Applied Biosystems site from General and 
Limited Industrial to Business Park.  This change is being proposed because the Business Park 
designation better reflects the Applied Biosystems developed compared to the General and Limited 
Industrial designation.  The re-designation of the site to Business Park would result in no physical 
change to the site and it would not allow more development than the current General and Limited 
Industrial designation currently allows. However, since there is an approved development plan for 
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the site, the traffic analysis is based on that approved plan rather than a generic industrial or 
business park use.   

14.6 Raising the traffic level of service from D to C was not a proposal in the proposed General Plan 
and therefore was not analyzed in the DEIR.  

14.7 The Chain of Lakes concept describes the use of several interconnected former gravel pits in the 
East Pleasanton area for the purposes of water management including stormwater management, 
groundwater recharge, flood control, bird habitat, and limited recreation. Zone 7 Water Agency is 
in the process of acquiring the lakes and will be the agency primarily responsible for managing 
this resource.  A more detailed description of this area is found in the Water Element of the Draft 
General Plan. Zone 7 Water Agency will be a participant in the future East Pleasanton Specific 
Plan process.  The lakes within the future Specific Plan area are proposed to be designated Water 
Management and Recreation.  The Chain of Lakes concept is still part of the East Pleasanton area 
and will be refined with the preparation of the East Pleasanton Specific Plan.  See also Response 
to Comment 12.4. 

14.8 A copy of the DEIR and the proposed General Plan were provided to the Pleasanton Unified 
School District.  

14.9 Both the 1996 General Plan (on page II-1) and the Draft Environmental Impact Report (on Table 
1, page 17) show a figure of 21,180 housing units as of 1995, which is the base year for the 1996 
General Plan.  City staff did not find the 25,246 number in either of these documents.     
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Questions for Draft EIR [q610~ 
Summary: 

Proposed Land Use Map Changes 

1. On page S-5, Hacienda is proposed to change from a Business Park designation 
to Mixed Use? 1 asked staff if the Business Park designation allows Mixed Use 
except for residential and was told yes. Since TOD is proposed for the BART 
Station area and no where else in Hacienda, why don't we keep the Business Park 
desiyation for the rest of Hacienda? Are we really proposing residential be 
allowed in all areas of the Business Park? 

2. Applied Biosystems campus on Sun01 being proposed to change from General 
and Limited Industrial to Business Park. Would this allow Applied Biosystems to 
sell land or apply to use their land for other development including all mixed uses 
except residential? (pg S-5) 

3. East Pleasanton Specific Plan Area (pg S-5), proposes change from Sand and 
Gravel to Specific Plan Area and specifically states High Density Residential. For 
the City to have flexibility in approving residential development is this area, 
should we also propose Medium Density Residential for the Specific Plan? 

Table S- l Land Use Acreage 
1.  Will this table change with the passage of Measure PP? Will the developable 

acreage decrease? 

Table S-2 

Air Quality and Climate Change: 

1. AQ-1 shows an impact as SU which is Significant Unavoidable. Are there ways to 
reduce the effect of the possible increase in business development in Pleasanton? 
Would TOD in the Hacienda Business Park or requiring Business Parks to 
develop employee transit plans and support linkages to public transit help? 

Table S-4 

1. Staples Ranch shows 240 units of residential development in two of the scenarios. 
Will this number change after implementing Measure PP? 

Chapter 2: 

Page 2- 1 1 

1. Here again we are discussing Hacienda as Mixed Use. Do we really need to change 
the entire Business Park to include residential when we are only discussing TOD 
within a half mile of the BART Station? How will we measure the half mile radius 
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determine which properties will be involved in the possible TOD? 
2 .  Which two parcels owned by the San Francisco Watcr District are to be changed 

to Happy Valley Specific Plan Low Density Residential? 

Page 2- 12 

1. Under General Plan Buildout there is a discussion about commercial, office, 
industrial and other employment generation land with 32 million square feet of 
building floor area supporting 88,000 jobs versus 35 million square feet supporting 
109.000 jobs depending on development in East Pleasanton. This works out to a 
different of 3 million sq feet and 21,000 jobs. How was this assumption 
formulated? I see Table 2-4 on page 2-14 so workplace type must have been 
broken down to specific type with jobs assigned. What does it look like? 

Page 2-14 

2. Land Use Element under bullet two again mentions land use designation 1) Mixed 
Use (enabling mixed-use development around the city's existing and future BART 
station.) If this is what the new designation means, should Hacienda be re- 
designated as Mixed Use for the entire Business Park by this definition? 

Page 2-16 

Public Safety Element 

3. Bullet three discusses changing the emergency response time to within seven 
minutes. What was this changed from in the 1996 General Plan? Has Kaiser, 
Valley Care or other medical doctors reviewed this change for a medical opinion 
of the impact of this change? If not, could there he a written medical opinion of the 
needed emergency response time? 

Chapter 3: 

4. Existing Land Use on page 3.1-1 shows two categories for Low Density. Why are 
there two categories and how do we know which one is in place when reviewing 
Low Density within the General Plan? 

5. Page 3.1-5 discusses the 46 acre Memtt property. What definition is used to 
describe Unique Farmland? Same question for Prime Farmland and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance? When did the metal fabrication business exist and what 
portion of the property is still contaminated? 

6. Page 3.1-8 number 5 bullet discusses property near Sun01 Road owned by S.F. 
Water District. The City of Pleasanton is changing the land use designation from 
Parks and Recreation to Open Space, Agriculture and Grazing. Is this being done 
at the owner's request and if not, why was the change made? Is this different land 
than the two parcel placed in the Happy Valley Specific Plan that would allow 
some residential units? 

21456
Text Box
15.5(cont'd)

21456
Line

21456
Line

21456
Text Box
15.6

21456
Text Box
15.7

21456
Line

21456
Text Box
15.8

21456
Line

21456
Text Box
15.9

21456
Line

21456
Text Box
15.10

21456
Line

21456
Text Box
15.11

21456
Line



7. Page 3.1-12, LU-4 discusses conflicts and incompatibility between existing 
agricultural uses and proposed non agricultural land use. Are there any goals 
within the General Plan besides those listed on page 3.1-1 3 to maintain and keep 
agricultural lands within an Agricultural land use category within the city? 

8. Currently the Menitt Property is designated as low density residential so does that 
mean i t  is no longer considered as faml land by the state? 

9. To keep agricultural land within the city limits of Pleasanton, should we look at 
this land use more closely to identify other areas to keep as agricultural to keep the 
diversity of land use in our city? 

10. LU-5 discusses 90 acres of Williamson Act land to be in the City's existing limit 
line. Which property is this? 

3.2 Transportation 

11. Page 3.2.2 states that only fully funded projects identified in the Triangle Study 
have been included in the traffic model (discussed below in Methodology etc.) 
This section does not occur until page 3.2-10. This could be confusing to residents 
that do not usually read this type of document. I have quickly reviewed this section 
and 1 don't see a section that list the improvements that were fully funded. Could 
you please direct me to the section where I might find this listing? 

12. Page 3.2-8 discusses the RAPID route. It has been changed to establish a new 
route that goes to the Dublin side of the BART station. Should this be changed for 
the Final EIR or changed in the final General Plan document? 

13. Page3.2-23, bullet 5, Program 1.7: Discusses if the General Plan is amended to 
include West Los Positas interchange with 1-680 to allow referendum. It allows 30 
days for signature gathering. First, this interchange is removed from the General 
Plan correct? This statement allows the citizens the opportunity to have a year to 
circulate an initiative. is that correct? 

Letters at end: 

EBRP District 
1. Did the General Plan update and the EIR address any potential impacts to existing 

and planned regional park and trail facilities and is it consistent with the District's 
1997 Master Plan? 

Bay Area Quality Management District 
2. Did this DEIR address all the issues discussed in this letter? If not, what was not 

addressed and why? 

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
3. Did the DEIR address all the issues discussed in this letter? If not, what was not 

addressed and why? 
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Department of Conservation 
4. Did the DEIR address all the issues discussed in this letter? If not, what was not 

addressed and why? 

Zone 7 
5. Did the DEIR address all the issues discussed in this letter? If not, what was not 

addressed and why? 

Dept of Transportation 
6 .  Did the DEIR address all the issues discussed in this letter? If not, what was not 

addressed and why? 

City of Livermore 
7. Did the "Livermore Municipal Airport Altitude and Noise Study" released in 

May 2003 support only non residential uses in the portion of the Staples Ranch area 
where the senior housing is located as stated in this letter? 

8. They are also talking about Regional Flood Control in east Pleasanton and if we are 
consistent with Zone 7's SMMP. Have we addressed this concern in the DEIR? 

Letter from Mr. Astbury 
9. Will we be revising the definition of gross developable acres since Measure PP 

passed? 
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15. Cindy McGovern (letter dated December 5, 2008) 

15.1 These comments are on the proposed General Plan and will be addressed in a separate document. 

15.2 Table S-1 shows the proposed General Plan land use acreage, i.e. the number of acres of land 
designated in each of the land use categories.  The passage of Measure PP does not change the 
land use designations.  This table does not identify developable acres; that is generally done as 
part of the development review process.   

15.3 See Response to Comment 2.12  [PBSJ comment:  The original didn’t specify which comment but 
I don’t see which other one applies to the E. Pleasanton SP?] 

15.4 Although the City Council will make a final decision on the number of residential units on Staples 
Ranch that will count towards the cap, on the basis of the discussion at the City Council meeting 
on December 16, 2008, staff believes that counting residential units based on proportionate 
impacts (which is how the 240 units was determined) is consistent with Measure PP and Measure 
QQ.   

15.5  These comments are on the proposed General Plan and are addressed in a separate document.     

15.6 The revised numbers of jobs related to buildout of the existing (1996) General Plan (now 90,400 
jobs) and buildout of the proposed General Plan (96,500 jobs) is shown in Response to Comment 
2.3 and its corresponding table.  The various land use scenarios for the East Pleasanton Specific 
Plan area are “placeholders” only, and actual planned development will be determined through the 
Specific Plan process.  The development assumptions used in the Proposed General Plan and 
alternatives were based on parcel sizes and average densities used for holding capacity (Table 2-3 
of the proposed General Plan).  The apportionment of land to the various land use designations 
(General and Limited Industrial, Business Park, Retail, etc.) was based to some extent on 
development concepts brought forward by the major land owners and discussed with the City 
Council and Planning Commission at a Joint Workshop in January 2006, and somewhat on 
feedback from the City Council regarding the number of residential units that should be shown as 
a “placeholder” in this area.  As desribed in Responses to Comments 2.3 and 2.9 (Communication 
of Nancy Allen), approximately 10,000 jobs would be generated using these assumptions.   

15.7 These comments are on the proposed General Plan.  See the separate document which addresses 
comments on the proposed General Plan.  

15.8 The City has not changed the standard for responding to fires.  Response time remains at 5-
minutes, the same as before.  However, the City now looks at the total reflex time as discussed on 
page 5-17 of the proposed General Plan:   

“. . . There is no common definition among American fire agencies as to what comprises 
response time – some agencies measure it from the time of 911 call answer, others from 
the time the fire crew is notified, and still others from the time the fire engine is actually 
rolling.  All agree to stop the measure when the unit arrives at the curb at the emergency 
location.  The current best practice, (also adopted by the LPFD) is to measure total reflex 
time and define it as the time from the answer of the 911 call to the fire vehicle/equipment 
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stopping at the scene.  This is the time the customer perceives from the 911 call to help 
arriving. 

A seven-minute total reflex time measure is comprised of five-minutes travel time, plus 
one-minute for dispatch processing and one minute for the crew to get dressed in 
protective clothing and start the engine rolling.  Prior to consolidation, both cities used a 
five minute average response time measure that was usually defined as travel minutes, not 
total reflex. 

The majority of the city lies within a five-minute travel time from one of the five fire 
stations.  The City requires developments located outside the five-minute travel time or 
located in Special Fire Protection Areas . . . to provide additional fire mitigation measures 
which include, at a minimum, automatic fire sprinkler systems.” 

15.9 These comments are on the proposed General Plan and will be addressed in a separate document. 

15.10 The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) determines whether soil meets the physical and chemical criteria for Unique Farmland, 
Prime Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance.  The proposed General Plan summarizes 
the definitions for these farmland types on pages 7-26 to 7-28 as follows: 

“Prime Farmland 

“Prime Farmland has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for 
producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and is also available for these 
uses.  Prime Farmland has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to 
produce sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed according to acceptable 
farming methods.  Land must have been recently used for irrigated agricultural production 
to be considered Prime Farmland.   

“Farmland of Statewide Importance 

“Farmland of Statewide Importance is similar to Prime Farmland but with minor 
shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture.  Land must have 
been recently used for irrigated agricultural production to be considered Farmland of 
Statewide Importance.    

“Unique Farmland 

“Unique Farmland consists of lesser quality soils than those in either Prime Farmland or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance.  This farm-land has a special combination of unique 
characteristics needed to economically produce sustained high yields of a specific crop, 
such as grapes in vineyards.  This land is usually irrigated, but may include non-irrigated 
lands.”  

Regarding the contamination of this property, it is listed on Table 3.13-1 (page 3.13-5 of the 
DEIR), as the last site in the table (Ponderosa Homes, 4131 Foothill Road).  The following site 
history is noted in the Department of Toxic Substances Control Envirostor website:5   

“Recent investigation of the soil, soil vapor and ground water indicate chlorinated volatile 
organic chemicals (VOCs) were not detected in an area where they were detected in 1993 
and 1998.  Soil vapor samples collected in June 2007 detected VOCs below the California 

                                                      
5  [PBS&J Q: What’s the link for this?] 
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Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs).  Organochlorine pesticides were detected in 
one soil sample out of 24, collected in June 2007, above residential Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs) and CHHSLs.”  

15.11 The Property near Pleasanton-Sunol Road that is owned by the San Francisco Water District is 
currently designated as Open Space, Parks and Recreation.  However, no park is planned for the 
site and thus City  staff has proposed that this property be changed to Open Space, Agricultural 
and Grazing.  This proposed change would keep the property as open space, which is appropriate 
as it is located outside of the urban growth boundary where development is not allowed.  This 
property differs from the two nearby parcels placed in the Happy Valley Specific Plan that are 
located within the urban growth boundary and thus may appropriately allow residential units.     

15.12 These comments are on the proposed General Plan and are addressed in a separate document. 

15.13 The farmland designation is not affected by the General Plan designation; rather it is based on soil 
type, use of the site, whether existing agriculture is irrigated, and the like.  At the time a project is 
proposed for the site, the project sponsor would need to resolve this issue with the California 
Department of Conservation.   

15.14 These comments are on the proposed General Plan and are addressed in a separate document on 
the plan.  Note that most of the city, including the Merritt property, is located within the urban 
growth boundary, where the City encourages infill development.  The City generally encourages 
agricultural land uses outside of the urban growth boundary.      

15.15 See Figure 7-6, “Farmland and Williamson Act Lands,” in the proposed General Plan which 
shows the location of the 90 acres of Williamson Act land that is within the City Limits.  This 
property is owned by Foley Ranches. 

15.16 The list of regional improvements is not in the EIR document, but has been included in the 
attached modeling document. [PBS&J Q - Where is the attachment?]  The Funded regional 
projects were also added to the assumed regional Year 2030 roadway network including: 

i. An HOV lane on eastbound I-580 from Hacienda to Greenville Road. 

ii. Isabel at I-580 Interchange 

iii. Isabel/Route 84 widening to 4 lanes from Pigeon Pass to Stanley, and 6 lanes from 
Stanley to I-580 

iv. Dublin Boulevard extension to Livermore as 6-lane divided roadway with a 4-lane 
section through the unincorporated area. 

v. Jack London extension to El Charro Road as a 4-lane roadway. 

vi. El Charro Road widening to 6 lanes from I-580 to Jack London 

vii. East Dublin Properties roadway network 

viii. New Livermore General Plan roadway network including only 2 lanes on First Street 
through downtown. 

ix. An HOV lane on north 680 from Milpitas to SR 84 
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15.17 While the first phase of the RAPID project will be using Dublin instead of Pleasanton, there are 
improvements to the 10 line envisioned as part of the RAPID project.  The  fourth paragraph on 
page 3.2-8 regarding RAPID is modified in the DEIR in the following manner: 

RAPID.  The Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority currently plans a new modified 
Route 10 Bus Rapid Transit project (RAPID) along its existing the Livermore segments of 
Route 10.  Route 10 runs from the Pleasanton/Dublin BART station to the Lawrence 
Livermore and Sandia National Laboratories.  The RAPID service would substantially 
reduce commute times along this line.  The first phase of this project will provide a 
modified route that runs from Lawrence Livermore Lab to Stanley Boulevard.  The 
RAPID route will then use Isabel Avenue and Jack London Boulevard to access El Charro 
Road and Dublin Boulevard to the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station.  Other improvements 
along the existing Route 10 line through Pleasanton include the creation of queue jumping 
lanes for buses and signal priority to allow for the extension of the green lights for the 
Route 10 buses. 

15.18 The proposed General Plan deletes the interchange from the General Plan Map.  Program 1.7 in 
the proposed General Plan addresses what would happen if, in the future, Council decided to place 
the interchange back on the General Plan Map.  First of all, even though not expressed in Program 
1.7, any amendment to the proposed General Plan, such as placing this interchange on the General 
Plan Map, would be a legislative act and therefore would be subject to referendum.  Second, if the 
interchange were once again on the General Plan Map and if the City Council then voted to 
construct the interchange, it would do so conditionally, in order to allow residents the opportunity 
to circulate an initiative measure to (once again) delete the interchange from the proposed General 
Plan.  Depending on the circumstances, construction could be delayed until after a city wide 
election were held, assuming citizens were able to qualify an initiative measure for the ballot.  On 
the other hand, if citizens did not file a Notice of Intent to circulate an initiative petition within 30 
days of the City Council’s decision to construct the interchange, construction could proceed 
immediately.  The process is described in greater detail in Program 1.7 of the Circulation 
Element.  Of course, this process is in draft form.  The City Council could modify the process or 
delete it in its entirety. In addition, future City Councils could amend these programs.   

15.19 In response to the Notice of Preparation for the proposed General Plan EIR, several agencies 
requested analyses of various issues.  Staff has attempted to address all of the issues and concerns 
that agencies raised in the DEIR.  During the comment phase on the DEIR, these same agencies 
had the opportunity to inform the City whether their concerns had been adequately addressed and 
also to raise additional concerns.  This document contains responses to all of the comments from 
agencies and individuals on the DEIR.   

Regarding the EBRPD letter, the proposed General Plan and EIR are consistent with the District’s 
2007 Master Plan and will be updated to reflect a recent acquisition in the Sunol area.   

Regarding the Livermore Municipal Airport Altitude and Noise Study from May 2003, please refer 
to Response to Comment 14.1.   

Deleted: 

Deleted: 

Deleted: will be 

Deleted: as follows

Deleted:  

Deleted: :

Deleted: Update does 

Deleted: draft 

Deleted: set forth 

Deleted: proposed 

Deleted: Draft EIR

Deleted: Draft EIR

Deleted: Draft EIR

Deleted: 

Deleted: see 

Deleted: #X

Deleted:  to Ms. Kay Ayala



Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Response to Written Comments on the DEIR 3-102 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 3 - Response to Written Comments (with Slipsheets) (aha1).doc 

Regarding consistency between the proposed General Plan and regional flood control in east 
Pleasanton, as noted in Zone 7’s letter, modeling and a determination of impacts would take place 
at the time a proposal for development was submitted.   

15.20 Regarding the letter from Mr. Astbury, this comment is related to the proposed General Plan and 
will be addressed in a separate document.  
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Janice Stern 
. . .  .. .. ... . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . . 

From: Anne Fox [anne-fox@comcast.net] 

Sent: 2008-12-05 16:59 

To: Janice Stern 

Cc: Maria Hoey 

Subject: Comments DElR -- General Plan (part 1) 

I'm sending the first 20 questions to you. 

Thanks 
Anne 

1. During the 1996 General Plan Update, Livermore commented "City staff supports the proposal to utilize the 
quarry lands as an urban separator between Livermore and Pleasanton. Future land uses of agriculture, 
recreation, open space, water management, and wildlife habitat, as opposed to residential, are appropriate given 
the proximity of the Livermore Municipal Airport and Livermore's goals for community separation." Why then for 
East Pleasanton (including Chain of Lakes) on p. 3.1 1-5, does this include land use designations such as High 
Density Residential, Business Park, General and Limited Industrial, Commercial, and Public and 
Institutional? It was envisioned in 1996 and in the discussions in the General Plan by the Planning Commission 
as an area for parks and recreation. 

2 C~ty staff conc ,ded In the Plannlng Commlss.on DElR revlew meet ng that the greatest contrlDuror to the 
decreased Air Qualltv n Pleasantor vla the bu laout Genera Plan was due to Commercla /Off ce1Rera1 ~ ~-~~ - . ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ -~ ~~~ 

development envisioned in thequarry land area? I do not recall that the City Council or the ~ l a n n i n ~ ~ o m m i s s i o n  
or the 1996 General Plan Steering Committee envisioned the quarry land to be intensive CommerciallOftice/Retail 
development. At one point it was designated "Water Management and Recreation" by the city staff. How did this 
get changed to CommerciallOfticelRetaillResidential? 

2. During the 1996 General Plan update, the DElR comments focused on some of the consistencies and 
inconsistencies with the Alameda County East Area Plan (ECAP) (p. 23 and onward). Given that Measure D 
changed the East County Area Plan, please define all of the inconsistencies between the land use policies and 
land use designations of the Pleasanton GP and the ECAS as modified by Measure D. 

4. During the 1996 GP process, the Alameda County Public Works Agency asked the city of Pleasanton to reflect 
in its own General Plan that the county supported construction of multiple use trails along the "lron Horse" trail in 
the rights of way only with the assurance that public transit use will also be provided within the corridor. Given 
that the County proposed diesel trains as a shared use along the lron Horse Trail in multiple Tri-Valley cities in 
2003, please provide details on whether the lron Horse trail and related trails are pedestrianlrecreational only 
trails or are envisioned to also provide mass transit capabilities along it in the future. Please also describe the 
potential environmental impacts if the right-of-way includes mass transit capabilities or light rail capabilities. 

5. Regarding the Mixed Use designation, please define traffic impacts from outside the city vs, inside the city and 
how this impacts the total traftic picture. For example, in the 1996 GP comments, BART commented: 

"The Land Use Goals, Policies, and Programs call for High Density Residential Development near the East 
DublinlPleasanton BART station. While housing always compliments a BART station area, commercial 
development must be promoted as well. Large scale office developments near the BART station will make 
the greatest contribution to  reducing traffic from outside the city." 

6. Inadequate parking at BART stations: Residents report that the DublinlPleasanton parking lots for BART fill at 
an early hour, forc~ng Pleasanton residents and other residents from outside the area to exit 1-580 looking for 
park~ng at BART, then returning to 1-580 to drive to the Bayfair station where parking is available. Please provide 
an analysis of parking that will be provided at each BART station in Pleasanton (East and West). 
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7. Please provide a BART parking needs assessment with and without a future BART to L~vermore station 

8. Please provide charts similar to the 1996 DElR for Comparison of Allowable Residential Development amd 
Comparison of Allowable Commericial Office and Industrial Development based on the proposed general plan 
and the 1996 General Plan (p.19-21). 

9. The previous DElR for the 1996 General Plan was organized by each element of the General Plan. The format 
and organization for the proposed General Plan DElR is confusing since it does not map to each element. 

10. Please provide a rationale for changing the Hacienda Business Park designation from Business Park to 
Mixed Use. If it were to remain Business Park, what would the net environmental impact be? Please provide an 
explanation as to why the city is accommodating "residential units over and above the 333 units "allocated" to this 
area" (p. S-5. 2-11, etc). Please provide two options for the General Plan, one which keeps Hacienda Business 
Park as Business Park and the other as Mixed Use, similar to the 1996 General Plan with the 'property owners' 
option. Alternative 4. 

11. Please provide a rationale for changing Applied Biosytems from General and Limited Industrial to Business 
Park. Is more intense development envisioned there? 

12. Please provide a net change table on p. 5-4 from the 1996 General Plan which shows proposed General 
Plan Land Use Acreage from the 1996 General Plan, what has been built, and the proposed General Plan. 

13. If the Hacienda Business Park is changed to Mixed Use, isn't this by default going to result in land use 
conflicts and incompatibility between existing and proposed land use? Why is LU-2 marked as insignificant then? 

14. Isn't Staples Ranch considered agricultural land in the county plan? If so, wouldn't this need to be included 
under LU-6? 

15. For alternative 3 on p. 5-21, it states "in this alternative, there are no residential units counted towards the 
cap in the Staples Ranch area." If the residential units are housing units as defined by Measure PP, which 
obtained a higher number of votes in the Nov. 2008 election, they must be counted toward the cap. Please 
explain the concept of having residential units in Staples Ranch and excluding them from being counted towards 
the cap. Do you mean there are no residential units at all or there are residential units that are not counted 
against the housing cap? 

16. 1 am confused by the Land Use Designation in the Staples Ranch area map on Figure 2-3. The diagonal 
stripe with thick brown lines is not in the legend. What is this designation supposed to be and what was the 
designation in the 1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan? 

17. Please clarify the Urban Growth Boundary on Figure 2-3 vs. the Planning Area and the two lakes in the Chain 
of Lakes that appear to be outside the Urban Growth Boundary but inside the Planning Area. Also these seem to 
be within the Specific Plan Area. 

18. Oak Grove and the legend on Figure 2-3 is confusing. Was this not changed from RDR to LDR? The lots 
are not 5 acre lot minimums. Please clarify why this is shown in yellow under RDR. 

19. What does the superscript 1 on p. 3.2-17 signify? 

20. 1 do not understand why PS-2 Development near the Urban Growth Boundary associated with buildout of the 
proposed General Plan would not increase risk from wildland fires due to to new development's proximity to open 
space areas composed of chaparral or grassland is listed as less than significiant (3.4-9). New fire facilities or 
access roads may be required it order to mitigate the risks. 
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Page 1 of 1 

Janice Stern 
.... ~ " .. .. ... ... . . , . . , , . 

From: Anne Fox [anne-fox@comcast.net] 

Sent: 2008-12-05 17:25 

To: Janice Stern 

Cc: Maria Hoey 

Subject: Part II of DElR questions 

Questions 21 - 24 are related to Hydrology and Water Quality: 

21. Does development within 100 feet of existing arroyos expose Pleasanton with additional water contamination 
risks? 

22. Given the Del Valle inundation map, does residential development within 100 feet of existing arroyos expose 
Pleasanton residents to flood risks if there is catastrophic failure of the dam and sudden flooding? 

23. Given the Del Valle inundation map, does development of proposed convalescent facilities within 100 feet of 
existing arroyos expose Pleasanton residents to flood risks if there is catastrophic failure of the dam and sudden 
flooding? 

24. Do gated communities which may have walls that are structures that would impede or redirect flood flows 
within the 100 year flood hazard area or inundation map area pose a risk of loss, injury or death? 

25. Regardng Appendix B on p. 7 and the Housing Cap, please revise this based on the definition of a housing 
unit per Measure PP. 

26. Please discuss potential widen~ng of the APA and the noise impacts and hazards related to residential 
housing within and directly adjacent to the APA. The Master Plan for Livermore Airport discussed Increasing the 
size of the APA from 112 mile to 1 mile in either direction. 

27. Please expand on the discussion of Cumulative Impacts that include discussions of cut-through traffic 

28. The 1996 General Plan discussed having an General Plan amendment require 4 votes of the City Council. 
rather than a majority. Can the city staff put together an exhibit showing how many General Plan amendments 
have been processed from 1996 to the present and discuss impacts related to overriding General Plan policies 

29. Regarding child care facilities or convalescent facilities (sensitive receptors), please discuss environmental 
impacts of locating these facilities near industrial areas that may have air quality issues or excess noise or areas 
adjacent to high traffic freeways, airports, etc. 

30. Please include a General Plan policy that child care facilities located within Pleasanton will comply with 
minimum state standards and health standards. 

31. Please define the "taller structures" referred to on p.11-2. Please describe the visual impact of proposed 
"taller structures." 
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16. Anne Fox (letter dated December 5, 2008) 

16.1 These comments are on the proposed General Plan and are addressed in a separate document. 

16.2 City staff has not concluded that the greatest contributor to decreased air quality in Pleasanton is 
due to development in the quarry area.  Buildout of the proposed General Plan would not lead to 
any significant air emission effects due to buildout anywhere in the Planning Area.  The proposed 
General Plan designates Cope Lake and Lakes I and J as Water Management and Recreation, as 
discussed previously with the Planning Commission and City Council.    The potential for 
development on land to the north, south, and west of these lakes will be explored in a future 
specific plan which will be subject to a project-specific environmental review.      

16.3 Measure D changed the East County Area Plan to include a County-designated urban growth 
boundary.  There are currently no inconsistencies between the County’s urban growth boundary 
and the City’s urban growth boundary in the East County area.  The proposed General Plan does 
not designate any lands for development outside of the urban growth boundary.   

16.4 The Iron Horse Trail through Pleasanton is a pedestrian/bicycle trail only.  Currently, no mass 
transit or diesel train use is planned for sharing this right of way.  The proposed General Plan 
does not include future transit or train usage on the Iron Horse Trail and thus the EIR for the Plan 
does not analyze that possibility.  If Alameda County proposes a specific train or transit project in 
Pleasanton, any impacts of such a proposal will be analyzed at that time. Analysis of an unknown 
potential project would be speculative at this time.  

16.5 Although BART supported large-scale office development near BART stations in 1996, it 
currently supports mixed use development including, for example, the Windstar project at the 
West Pleasanton/Dublin BART station.  This type of transit-oriented development (TOD) has the 
potential to reduce vehicles miles traveled by encouraging the use of transit and providing the 
opportunity to live near work.  The traffic analysis for the Concentrated Residential alternative 
looked at two different trip reduction scenarios to account for the change in trips associated with 
mixed use and transit oriented development near the Dublin/Pleasanton BART station.  In both 
analyses, the impacts on the total traffic picture were similar to the proposed land use plan and the 
dispersed growth alternative.  While the mitigations changed slightly, the overall change in the 
demand on the circulation system was negligible.  

16.6 The traffic model assumed the new parking structure on the Dublin side of the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART station with the current number of parking spaces on the Pleasanton 
side.  The West Dublin/Pleasanton BART station assumed the 419 space parking garage on the 
Pleasanton side and a 713 space garage on the north side. This EIR analyzes the proposed General 
Plan and does not further analyze BART parking or operations.   

16.7 This needs assessment is not part of the proposed General Plan.  However, Programmatic EIR 
work is currently underway on the BART to Livermore extension and the “no build” alternative 
will analyze the parking impacts and needs for the Pleasanton BART stations.     
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16.8 Table 5-1 on page 5-3 of the DEIR includes a comparison of existing development and buildout 
development of the proposed General Plan and its alternatives, including the No Project 
Alternative.  The No Project Alternative is the existing (1996) General Plan. 

16.9 The DEIR for the proposed General Plan looks at the environmental impacts of development by 
topic.  This is the standard manner by which to analyze impacts under the California 
Environmental Quality Act.            

16.10 Most of these comments are on the proposed General Plan and are addressed in a separate City 
staff Report.  The EIR analyzes the environmental impacts of the No Project Alternative which 
does not assume mixed-use development in Hacienda.  The Mixed Use designation would 
accommodate residential units over and above the 333 units “allocated” to this area in the 
preferred plan. This designation would allow the City Council to approve more than that number 
of residential units for any future amendment to the planned district for this area.  As stated in the 
General Plan, the number of units allowed is entirely at the discretion of the City Council through 
the Planned Unit Development process and is not dictated by the land use designation.    

16.11 These comments are on the proposed General Plan and are addressed in a separate document. The 
re-designation of the site to Business Park ensures high quality, campus-like development at a 
highly visible gateway location, near existing residential development.  Development on the site 
will be controlled by an existing approved Planned District and therefore the proposed 
redesignation would not change the development intensity.   

16.12 The proposed General Plan delineates land uses for the Planning Area. Table 3-2 identifies the 
total acreage of land uses designated in the 1996 General Plan and the potential acreage in the 
proposed General Plan.  A comparison of the two data sets is somewhat misleading for several 
reasons, including:  

• The City currently uses a Geographic Information System (GIS) which is based on a more 
accurate delineation of assessors parcels than the 1996 measurements;  

• Several Specific Plans were completed and/or implemented, so land use designations for the 
Bernal Property, the newly developed area of Stoneridge Drive, the Vineyard Corridor Area, 
and Happy Valley are different from those in the 1996 General Plan; 

• The proposed General Plan adds a Water Management and Recreation designation that covers 
the lakes in the east Pleasanton Area that were previously shown as Sand and Gravel 
Harvesting;  

• A new future East Pleasanton Specific Plan area is now shown without specific land use 
designations (other than the Water Management and Recreation designation); 

• A new Mixed Use designation is proposed and is used on Hacienda which was previously 
shown as Business Park; 
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Table 3-2 
General Plan Acreage 

 General Plan Acreage 

General Plan Category   1996 Proposed  Difference 
Residential    
 Rural Density  1,752 1,741 + 11 
 Low Density – 1 dwelling unit per 2 gross 

acres 
276 

 Low Density – less than 2 dwelling units per 
acre 

3,055 
2,883 

+ 104 

 Medium Density 3,434 3,505 + 71 
 High Density 922 701 - 221 
Mixed Use 0 778 + 778 
Industrial/Commercial/Office    
 Commercial and Office 784 769 - 15 
 General and Limited Industrial 558 305 - 253 
 Business Park 1,052 415 - 637 
 Sand and Gravel Harvesting 2,548 1,750 - 798 
Community Facilities    
 Public and Institutional 642 609 - 33 
 Schools 253 250 - 3 
Open Space    
 Parks and Recreation 5,429 6,343 + 914 
 Agriculture and Grazing 10,956 
 Agriculture & Grazing with Wildlands 
Overlay 

11,375 221 - 198 

 Public Health and Safety 2,646 
 Public Health and Safety with Wildlands 
Overlay 

15,693 12,977 - 70 

 Watershed Management and Recreation 0 604 + 604 
 Staples Ranch Specific Plan (Undeveloped) Not specified 124 + 124 
 Vineyard Avenue Corridor Study Area 368 Not specified - 368 
Total Planning Area 47,865 47,853  
Source: City of Pleasanton, 2008 

 

• The Applied Biosystems property is proposed for Business Park rather than General and 
Limited Industrial. 

Because of these changes and proposals it is not possible to draw any conclusions from the 
differences in the numbers.  

Regarding what land uses have been developed, the EIR does not base the analysis of impacts on 
what has been built to date since the approval of the existing General Plan; rather it bases impacts 
on the change between all existing development and potential future development at buildout of the 
proposed General Plan. Therefore, it is unnecessary to show how much development has occurred 
since 1996.  Note that in order to analyze impacts, the alternatives analysis in Chapter 5 of the 
DEIR compares the proposed General Plan and the No Project Alternative (which would be 
buildout of the 1996 General Plan) as well as other alternatives to existing development.  
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16.13 It is important to note that although mixed use developments have been successfully implemented 
in many locations, such development requires careful review of projects on a case by case basis.  
However, the potential conflict is speculative at the programmatic or General Plan level, in the 
absence of any project details, and therefore the impact is appropriately labeled “insignificant.”  
Per the suggestion of the commenter, City staff recommends an additional Program 18.3 to the 
Land Use Element of the proposed General Plan, as follows, which recognizes this potential 
conflict:    

Program 18.3:  Use the development review process to reduce or mitigate any potential 
adverse impacts (noise, odor, parking, light and glare, etc.) related to allowing a mix of 
land uses in Hacienda.    

16.14 The Staples Ranch property is designated as “Mixed Use” in the East County Plan and is not 
designated as Agriculture. 

16.15 Measure PP, adopted by the voters in November 2008, added a policy to the General Plan broadly 
defining a housing unit as any residence with a kitchen and a bathroom and mandating that the 
City Council not waive or exclude from the Housing Cap units consistent with that definition.  
Measure QQ, also adopted by the voters in November 2008, likewise adopted a definition of 
housing unit that more specifically lists types of units that count towards the Housing Cap, rather 
than referencing specific features within such units.  Although units within assisted living 
facilities, as a category, are excluded from the housing cap under Measure QQ, the City Council 
is given discretion to count a portion of those units toward the cap based on impacts to 
infrastructure and community services.  In that assisted living facilities do not have individual and 
complete kitchens, excluding these facilities is consistent with the intent of Measure PP.   

The purpose of Alternative 3 was to provide a range of units in various parts of the City (and still 
be consistent with the Housing Cap).  Accordingly, excluding all units within Staples Ranch was a 
hypothetical in order to assess what impacts, if any, would flow from additional units within the 
Hacienda Business Park.  If the Council were to adopt the Concentrated Residential/Mixed Use 
Alternative, and if the Council were to approve an assisted living facility within Staples Ranch, the 
Council would, consistent with Measures PP and QQ, need to make a determination how many of 
those units, if any, should count towards the cap based on impacts to infrastructure and community 
services.  These comments are on the proposed General Plan and are addressed in a separate 
document.  

16.16 This is a comment on the proposed General Plan and will be addressed in a separate document. 

16.17 The commenter has correctly read Figure 2-3 that shows the two lakes in the Chain of Lakes as 
outside the Urban Growth Boundary, inside the Planning Area, and within the proposed specific 
plan area.   

16.18 These comments are on the proposed General Plan and are addressed in a separate document. 

16.19 Table 3.2-7 on page 3.2-17 does not contain a superscript 1.  It does include a superscript of the 
symbol “‡” which refers to a footnote on the last page of the table.  The note on page 3.2-19 

Deleted: Your comment is noted.  

Deleted: (

Deleted: )

Deleted:  (additions are underlined).

Deleted: “

Deleted: ”

Deleted: agriculture

Deleted: Draft 



Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Response to Written Comments on the DEIR 3-110 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 3 - Response to Written Comments (with Slipsheets) (aha1).doc 

reads:  “See Program 1.6, below, under Goals, Policies, and Programs that includes options for 
developing the Stoneridge Drive extension.” 

16.20 As noted in the DEIR:  “The proposed General Plan would not change the land use designation in 
any of these areas from the existing 1996 General Plan.” Thus no new development would be 
expected to occur with the proposed General Plan compared to the existing General Plan in these 
areas.  Any such risks currently exist and would occur with or without implementation of the 
propose General Plan.  In addition, any projects that are proposed in the future would be required 
to meet Fire Department requirements for development in high risk areas.  It is unlikely that the 
City would allow development that did not mitigate any potentially significant effects related to 
fire safety.   

16.21 The proposed General Plan does not recommend development within 100 feet of existing arroyos 
for several reasons.  As stated on page 3.6-14 of the DEIR:  “Disturbed soils are susceptible to 
erosion from wind and rain, resulting in sediment transport from the site.  Erosion and 
sedimentation affects water quality through interference with photosynthesis, oxygen exchange, 
and the respiration, growth, and reproduction of aquatic species.  Additionally, other pollutants, 
such as nutrients, trace metals, and hydrocarbons, can attach to sediment and be transported, 
through surface runoff, into surface waters.”   [Sally – I’m not sure where she is going with this 
question, but I think it might be better to address it by stating that all new development is subject 
to strict urban runoff requirements which minimize erosion and transportation of any potential 
contamination.  Maybe Wes can give you some language…] 

In addition, development within 100 feet of arroyos or streams in Pleasanton is not generally a 
water contamination issue from the standpoint of either -- 1) chemical contamination from 
industrial uses that make use of them as these are not present in the city, nor of 2) biological 
contamination from sewage due to poorly operated leach fields associated with septic systems, 
since residences are generally served by sewer systems.  Sediment loading from bank erosion and 
nutrient loading of arroyos from fertilizer runoff is the primary concern associated with 
development adjacent arroyos.  However, the City seeks to protect and enhance riparian corridors 
of the arroyos which serve as “buffer strips” to pollutants – and major streams including Arroyo 
Mocho and Arroyo Del Valle both have riparian corridors along most segments that function as 
buffers.  Among the benefits of riparian buffers is that they can:  

• Remove up to 50 percent or more of nutrients and pesticides.  

• Remove up to 60 percent or more of certain pathogens.  

• Remove up to 75 percent or more of sediment6  

In addition, the City seeks to protect and enhance riparian and wildlife corridors (which are often 
coinciding;  as described in the Biology Section of the DEIR,  Policy 2 of the Open Space and 
Conservation Element and Water Element, the City seeks to “Preserve and enhance streambeds 
and channels in a natural state.  Zone 7, who administers the City’s major water channels, has 

                                                      
6  Natural Resource Conservation Service, (NRCS).  From the NRCS conservation buffer page:  

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/feature/buffers/ (accessed December 30, 2008) 

Deleted: Draft EIR

Deleted: Draft EIR



Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Response to Written Comments on the DEIR 3-111 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 3 - Response to Written Comments (with Slipsheets) (aha1).doc 

corresponding objectives associated with its twin goals of protecting and enhancing both water 
quality and aquatic and riparian habitat associated with streams and wetlands (Goals 4 and 5)  in 
its Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP). 7 

16.22 As shown in the Del Valle inundation map, development anywhere within the city north of Bernal 
Avenue is located within the Del Valle Dam Inundation Area that would be flooded within 40 
minutes, regardless of the location of nearby arroyos.  Valley Care Medical Center and nine 
public schools would be within this zone as would the majority of housing within the city.  
Decision makers must decide on the acceptable level of potential risk when locating any structures 
which contain sensitive receptors, including convalescent facilities and residents. However, it 
should be noted that this extent of inundation would occur only with a sudden, catastrophic, 
complete failure of the damn when Lake Del Valle was at full capacity.   

In addition, the potential risk to residences along Arroyo Del Valle associated with the reservoir’s 
dam failure is minimal.  As addressed in the DEIR under Impact HY-6, page 3.6-28, “Dam 
failure could expose people and structures to a severe, but extremely unlikely risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving flooding as the result of a levee or dam failure.” This was thus deemed a less 
than significant impact.  Reasons for this determination include the requirement under Zone 7 
Water Agency’s SMMP that levees and other flood retention facilities throughout the Tri-Valley 
Pleasanton be replaced or repaired to protect residents against 100- and 500-year floods.  In 
addition, in accord with Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance 
regulations and  Chapter 17.08 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code) and implementation of the 
proposed General Plan, residential development would not be allowed within levee failure flood 
zones without being constructed to designated flood protection standards.  See page 3.6-28 of the 
DEIR for further details.  

16.23 Exposure to flooding of proposed convalescent facilities due to catastrophic failure of the Del 
Valle earthen dam is extremely unlikely and thus poses a negligible risk.  The safety updates and 
inspections of the dam are being implemented as needed to prevent failure in the event of a major 
earthquake.   See also Response to Comment 17.18.   

16.24 If the walls of a gated community that are adjacent to a creek or river are solid, they can function 
like a levee and re-direct the flow of a flooding channel, should it rise as far as the property 
boundaries of that community.  However, this is a hypothetical question which would not pose a 
real risk within Pleasanton, for two reasons: 1) no gated community was identified as an example 
within the 100-year flood zone of either Arroyo Del Valle or Arroyo Del Mocho; and 2) none 
could be established without being constructed to designated flood protection standards as required 
by FEMA Flood Insurance, by City Code (Chapter 17.08) and by the Public Safety Element of the 
General Plan, as well as by local flood management agency (Zone 7)  requirements.  The 
commenter is also referred to the discussion of the associated and less than significant impact, 
HY-5, pertaining to the construction of residences within a FEMA 100-year flood hazard area on 
page 3.6-27 of the DEIR.   This can also be considered a project-level comment in relation to a 
hypothetical proposed gated community; when and if a gated or walled community is proposed, a 

                                                      
7  Zone 7 Water Agency, Final Stream Management Master Plan (August 2006), pages 2-6 to 2-7 

Deleted:  and 23

Deleted: A



Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Response to Written Comments on the DEIR 3-112 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 3 - Response to Written Comments (with Slipsheets) (aha1).doc 

hydrological analysis would be required to be prepared to determined whether increased flood risk 
could be created at that location.   

16.25 In general, see Responses to Comment to Letter 15.  Paragraph 5 on page 7 of Appendix B will be 

revised to read as follows:  “City of Pleasanton Housing Cap.  The 1996 General Plan and a 
subsequent vote of the citizens of Pleasanton established a residential cap of 29,000 units within 
the Planning Area.  In 2008, the voters approved Measure PP that broadly defines a housing unit 
and approved Measure QQ the more specifically lists types of units that count towards the housing 
cap.  There is no conflict between the two Measures.  Under state law, second units cannot be 
counted toward the cap.  Assisted living facilities, which generally do not have individual and 
complete kitchens, likewise do not count toward the cap under Measure PP’s or Measure QQ’s 
definition of housing unit, although under Measure QQ, Council is given the discretion to count 
units within assisted living facilities (including continuing care communities) based on impacts on 
community services and infrastructure (including traffic impacts, water and sewer impacts, and 
impacts on parks and schools).” [note to City – does the remainder of the paragraph 7 remain or is 
it deleted/replaced by this insert?] 

16.26 Increasing the size of the Airport Protection Area is not considered as part of this proposed 
General Plan, nor is this proposal being actively considered.  Any increase in size of the Airport 
Protection Area would be subject to the California Environmental Quality Act and its impacts 
would be analyzed at that time.    

16.27 The analysis of the traffic and circulation impacts of the General Plan’s transportation 
improvements buildout is one and the same as the “cumulative impacts” discussion to which the 
commenter is referring.  In other words, the programmatic impacts analysis in the Transportation 
Section (3.2) of the DEIR is equivalent to the cumulative impacts analysis.  The request to address 
this analysis relative “cut-through traffic” is framed by the proposed General Plan in its 
Circulation Element, which notes that congestion of the regional traffic system impacts the city’s 
local roadway circulation; “as the freeway system becomes congested, motorist search for faster 
routes, such as using local roadways to bypass the freeway congestion,” (page 3-10).  Within the 
City’s roadway network, Stoneridge Drive is the primary cut-through route between Interstates 
680 and 580.  The question of buildout of the General Plan as having an impact on the level “cut-
through traffic” is addressed in the preamble to the impacts and mitigation sub section of the 
Transportation Section (3.2) which presents the existing conditions against the projected buildout 
conditions of the City’s primary road segments, including two along Stoneridge Drive, and for 
these estimates that they would go from Level of Service (LOS) E to F (as shown in Table 3.2-5).  
It evaluates these impacts in Transportation Impact 1 (TR-1), traffic increase and intersection 
capacity, and deems the overall impact to be significant.  However, this impact is mitigated to a 
less than significant level (reduction to LOS D) by intersection improvements at Stoneridge Drive 
and El Charro Road, as well as at Stoneridge Drive and Johnson Drive.  The commenter is 
referred to the DEIR, pages 3.2-13 to 3.22 for a more detailed discussion.  

16.28 The discussion of proposed General Plan amendments will be addressed in a separate document.  

16.29 The proposed General Plan includes two programs that would address pollution near sensitive 
receptors.  See Programs 3.1 and 3.2 of the Air Quality Element.  Implementation of these 
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programs would preclude any potentially significant air quality effects on sensitive receptors in 
Pleasanton.  Impact AQ-5 on page 3.10-13 of the DEIR analyzes these impacts.   

16.30 This comment relates to the proposed General Plan and will be discussed in a separate document.  

16.31 The Commenter references page 11-2 of the proposed General Plan in relation to the meaning of 
the term, “taller buildings;” however, that term is not to be found on this page.  In any case, the 
visual impact of a taller building is a hypothetical issue at the programmatic level: it is not feasible 
to describe a visual impact of a “taller building” in the absence of the land use context of that 
building (e.g. is it in a downtown area among other tall buildings or sitting in a rural or open 
space setting).  The level and type of visual impacts are also dependent on design factors in new 
buildings, among them setbacks and floor step-backs, the presence of varied façade treatments, 
and the use of non-reflective materials – all of which may serve to reduce visual impacts.  Finally 
“tall” is non-specific and subject to interpretation – for some tall is five floors or more, while for 
others it’s 10 floors or more.  
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commercial uses. Advise and condition new residential development to 
accept the nature of the downtown environment which includes impacts such 
as. but not limited to, sounds, odors, traffic, light and glare, pedestrian 
activity, music, festivals, parking conflicts. street construction and closures, 
traffic rerouting. railroad operations, outdoor sales, trash and recycling 
collection activities, 24-hour activity and other permitted uses that may 
occur within the downtown specific plan area 
Program 12.5: Consider drafting an ordinance that protects the right of 
businesses to operate in the Downtown 
commercial area. 
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17. Peter MacDonald, Pleasanton Downtown Association (PDA) (letter dated December 6, 2008) 

17.1 Program 3.4 of the existing Land Use Element states:  “Encourage second-floor apartments above 
first-floor commercial uses in the Downtown.”  In addition, under Land Use Policies and 
Programs, the adopted Downtown Specific Plan, which has been adopted as part of the existing 
General Plan, contains the following:  “12. Prohibit new housing on the first floor of building 
located in the Downtown Commercial area in order to protect land designated for commercial use 
from being displaced by residential development.  However, housing is encouraged on upper 
floors of retail and office buildings to take advantage of this unique urban environment and to 
accommodate housing variety.”  Thus, the proposed General Plan would not change that the City 
currently allows residential uses in the Downtown Commercial area and would not be expected to 
result in any physical change to the environment. 

An EIR is not required to identify mitigation measures to reduce a project’s social or economic 
impacts; mitigation is required only for significant environmental impacts, i.e., substantial adverse 
changes to physical conditions in the area.  CCR, Sections 15126.4(a)(1)(A), 15064(e).  Although 
the commenter suggests that the encouragement of residential development downtown will cause 
buildings to become vacant or poorly maintained, and/or will lead to other deteriorating 
conditions, that is speculation.  Residential development in and around the downtown has been 
encouraged for many years and those conditions have simply not developed.  Moreover, Program 
12.5 provides that the City should consider an ordinance that protects the rights of businesses to 
operate in the downtown commercial area.  The concerns that the commenter expresses can be 
adequately addressed in such an ordinance. 
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Janice Stem, Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 
PO Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Subject: Comments on DEIR SCH#2005122139 - Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 

Dear Ms. Stem: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the document mentioned above. Dublin San Ramon 
Services District (DSRSD) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the Proposed 
Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 and has the following comments: 

Regional Water Supolv--Struplv Sustainabilitv and Reliabilitv 

The DEIR states that, "Zone 7 has a number of reliable sources of water throughout buildout of the 
proposed General Plan" (p. 3.5-4). UT-I (p. 3.5-12) further states that the Proposed General Plan has a 
less than signiticant impact on water supply. The reliability of some of these specified water sources is 
uncertain. Additionally, the finding of "less than significant impact" should be revisited as a result of the 
current and probable future impacts on water deliveries of both legal and legislative efforts to reduce 
impacts on the Delta. 

Two of the noted sources in the DEIR include Byron Bethany Irrigation District and Cawelo Water 
District. The water supplies from both districts are subject to the same delivery reductions as Zone 7 due 
to environmental mitigations imposed by the Federal District Court in NRDC v. Kemptkorne (the Delta 
smelt case). Water transfers from those districts rely on the ability to divert water from the Delta through 
the State Water Project (SWP) pumps. SWP pumping is currently subject to curtailment due to the 
interim remedies imposed as a result of the Delta smelt litigation. In addition, the revised US F&WS 
Biological Opinion (BO) for smelt and the possibility of future litigation relative to the BO as well as 
other species could result in additional, long-term restrictions and cumulative limitations on such 
diversions. Thus, the ability to receive the full contractual amounts of transfer water may be problematic 
and should be addressed in the DEIR. 

Zone 7 projected in May 2008 that sufficient water supply for currently planned development is available 
up to 2015. After 2015, however, the water supply scenario is unknown. Given the increasing likelihood 
that regulatory or judicial decisions intended to save protected species and their habitat may be imposed, 
past water sustainability factors may not be brought back to pre-2008 levels and available water supply 
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Janice Stem 
10/16/2008 
Page 2 of 2 

will not meet additional demands after 2015. In light of the current uncertainties about water supply 
diversions from the Delta for Zone 7, the DELR should discuss steps that will be taken to address the 
potential shortfall in water supply. These steps should include cooperative efforts between the City of 
Pleasanton, the other Tri-Valley Retailers, and Zone 7 to extend available water supply through expanded 
water conservation, and to find altemative means to obtain reliable water from the Delta under Zone 7 
SWP contract or via alternative water supply projects. Examples of altemative water supply projects 
include but are not necessarily limited to regional demineralization projects, recycling, enhanced storm 
water capture andlor water transfers from non-state water project sources. 

The City of Livermore and DSRSD, both of which also receive their potable water supplies from Zone 7, 
use recycled water to supplement their water supply. In the DELR, recycled water is recognized as part of 
the sustainable and reliable supply for the Tri-Valley area. The City of Pleasanton's water demand 
accounts for approximately one-third of the demand in Zone 7's service area, however, specific goals and 
plans for future use of recycled water are not provided in the DEIR. Considering the current and likely 
future restrictions on Zone 7's water supply and in light of the DEJR projecting that the City will be 
increasing its water demands an additional 6281 acre-ft/year between 2005 and 2025, the DEIR should 
more specifically state the City's plans to support recycled water projects in the Tri-Valley and its goals 
to include recycled water as patt of its sustainable water supply. 

Wastewater Treatment 

DSRSD provides wastewater treatment services to the City of Pleasanton. In the Second Supplemental 
Agreement to Agreement for Wastewater Disposal Services between the City and DSRSD, the City's 
share of the wastewater treatment plant capacity is 8.5 MGD. The Proposed General Plan increase is 
projected to be 8.2 MGD. DSRSD has adequate wastewater treatment capacity for the Proposed General 
Plan. The difference between the City of Pleasanton's share of the wastewater treatment plant capacity 
and its projected service demand is approximately 1,300 dwelling-unit equivalents. In accordance with 
the 1992 Agreement for Wastewater Disposal Services between the City and DSRSD, the City and 
DSRSD are required to meet and confer to review the planned demand, the implications the reduced 
demand will have on the regional connection fee, and the repayment of existing debt. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIR. If you have any questions regarding these comments, 
please contact me at (925) 875-2255. 

Principal Engineer 

RB/DC/AJ/st 
cc: Bert Michalczyk, DSRSD 

David Requa, DSRSD 
Stan Kolodzie, DSRSD 
Aaron Johnson, DSRSD 
Robert Maddow, BPMNJ 
Doug Coty, BPMNJ 
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18. Rhodora Biagtan, Dublin San Ramon Services District (letter dated October 16, 2008) 

18.1 The commenter suggests that the determination that the proposed General Plan would have a less 
than significant impact on water supply should be reevaluated in light of legal and legislative 
efforts to reduce the amount of water available to Zone 7 from the Delta, and that the EIR should 
discuss what steps will be taken to address potential shortfalls in water supply.  The commenter 
also requests that the EIR should identify more specifically what the City’s plans are for 
developing recycled water projects.  For a response to this comment, please see Response to 
Comment 21.1 (Zone 7 letter).   

18.2 The commenter states that there is a difference of roughly 300,000 MGD between the City’s 
capacity in the wastewater treatment plant (under its contract with the Dublin San Ramon Services 
District) and what the commenter believes is necessary for the City under the  proposed General 
Plan buildout.  The commenter requests to meet and confer on this and related issues.   The 
comment is noted.  It should be pointed out, however, that the difference presented is speculative.  
It is impractical, if not impossible, to foresee with reasonable certainty what the City’s wastewater 
actual demands will be over the next 15 to 20 years.  Wastewater capacity must remain flexible as 
that capacity is subject to changing conditions such as population projections, demographics, 
changes in land use, and new or revised environmental restrictions. 
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November 4,2008 

Ms. Janice Stem, Principal Planner 
City of Pleasanton 
Community Development Department 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Ccneral Manager 
Timoth) I .  Barry 

BmElJvEB 
NOV - 7 2008 

CITY OF PLEASANTON 
PLANNING DIVISION 

Dear Ms. Stern: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Pleasanton's Proposed General Plan 
2005-2025 Draft Environmental Impact Report, dated September, 2008. Livermore Area 
Recreation and Park District is an Independent Special District situated to the east of Pleasanton, 
and shares a border between our jurisdictions. We have great interest in Pleasanton's future 
plans as they interface with our plans. Our Board of Directors has just approved our LARF'D 
Master Plan update and when the final document is published, we plan to send a copy to the City 
of Pleasanton. 

The following comments and recommended additions represent LARPD's response to the draft 
EIR: 

Page 3.2-8 "Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities" Figure 3-13 is referenced, but reader unable to 
locate in document. 

Page 3.3-8 Policy 13 Include Senior Services 

Page 3.4-1 Introduction-Seniorhuman services, include discussion of loss of Friendship Center 
and impact on seniors 

Page 3.4-14 Program 10.12 LARPD is potentially interested in projects involving our Ranger 
programs. 

Page 3.4-14 Program 10.14 Roller hockey, bmx coordination with LARF'D 

Page 3.4-15 Last paragraph-check coordination with LARPD 
Include discussion of working with Tri-Valley Conservancy for preservation of 
lands against development 

Page 3.8-17 Program 7.3 and 8.1 Coordinate with LARF'D on trails nexus 

Buard u i  U~rrclors 
hl'lri it lt i~ Fi t l~ inyl  I lavii l  FursI Slebr  Goodman Scott Karnena Hrth Wilson 
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Janice Stem, Principal Planner 
City of Pleasanton 
Community Development Department 

Page Two 
November 4,2008 

Page 3.1 1-6 Third paragraph-Livermore nexus 

Page 3.11-8 Goal 6 Coordinate with LARPD for trails and connections to open space and 
regional park resources in Livermore 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact our Assistant General 
Manager, John Lawrence, at jlawrence@,larpd.dst.ca.us, or (925) 373-5785. 

Tim Barry 
General Manager 
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19 Tim Barry, Livermore Area Recreation and Park District (letter dated November 4, 2008) 

19.1 The Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities figure, (Figure 3-13), is located in the Circulation Element 
of the proposed General Plan.   

19.2 Page 3.3-8 of the DEIR refers to Policy 13 of the Land Use Element.  The Land Use element does 
not specify the age of the occupants and such issues are more appropriately addressed in the Public 
Facilities and Community Programs Element.     

19.3 It is not clear why the “loss of the Friendship Center” should be included in the Introduction to the 
Public Services Section (3.4) of the DEIR, as it is not programmed for elimination in the 
Community Services Element of the proposed General Plan [PBSJ: This is a City-Response to 
Comment…] 

19.4 This includes comments on the proposed General Plan.  Potential future development in East 
Pleasanton will be subject to further environmental review and any additional impacts on 
Livermore would be discussed at that time.  Program 9.3 of the Conservation and Open Space 
Element would coordinate with other agencies on trails.  This program could be changed to read: 

“Continue to coordinate with Livermore, the Livermore Area Recreation & Park District, 
Dublin, Sunol, and the East Bay Regional Park District to develop trails linking recreation 
and open-space areas.”   
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November 7.2008 

Ms. .lanice Stern 
Principal Planner 
Planning and Community Development Department 
2C0 Old Rcrgal Avrnuc 
P 0 Box 520 
Pleasanton. CA 94566-0802 

SLIBJECT: Comments on the Draft Environmental lmpact Report for the Pleasanton 
General Plan, DElR SCH # 2005 122 139 

Dear Ms. Stern: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Pleasanton's Draft 
Environmental lmpact Report for the Pleasanton General Plan. The 2005-2025 General 
Plan consists of 13 elements. It would provide guidance for development and conservation 
with the Planning Area. The City of Pleasanton Planning Area is bounded by 1-580 to the 
north. Palomares Road to the west, SK 84 and land to the south, Isabel Avenue and quarry 
lands to the east. 

We respectfully submit the following comments: 

LOS Standards of Significance - P. 3.2-10, 3rd paragraph and p. 3.2-26, lmpact TR-2,.: 
As stated in our Comment on the NOP letter dated January 26, 2006, the Ala~neda 
C o u l ~ ~ y  Congestion ivianagemmc Agency (ACCiviA) does not have a standard for 
roadway level of service as  it applies to the Land Use Analysis Program. 
References lo ACCMA level of service or significance criteria standards should 
he deleted. The ACCMA does not have a policy for determining a threshold of 
significance. Rather, it is expected that professional judgment will be applied to 
determine prqject level impacts. Please note that even though a roadway is 
operating at LOS F, this does not preclude the prqject from identifying feasible 
mitigation for those routes. 

The ACCMA is working with BART and Caltrans on identifying and acquiring right- 
of-way for the 1-580 freeway to accommodate a transit corridor. We request that the 
City of Pleasanton work closely with ACCMA, BART and Caltrans on the BART to 
Livermore Proerammatic EIR to ensure that the General Plan does not result in - 
encroachments upon future right-of-way needs 

CITY O F  PLEASANTON 
PLANNING DIVISION 
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Ms. Janice Stern 
November 6,2008 
Page 2 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have any questions at 51 0.836.2560. 

Sincerely, 

Diane Stark 
Senior Transportation Planne~ 

cc: file: CMP - Environmental Review Opinions - Responses - 2008 
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20. Diane Stark, Alameda County CMA (letter dated November 13, 2008) 

20.1 The third paragraph on page 3.2-10 of the DEIR is revised to change the reference of “Congestion 
Management Agency standards” to “City of Pleasanton standards.”  See also Chapter 5 of this 
document for the revision of this text in the Transportation Section.   

20.2 The comment is noted.  The City of Pleasanton is currently working with all agencies involved in 
the BART to Livermore project.  Policy 18 of the Circulation Element of the General Plan 
encourages the extension of BART from Pleasanton to Livermore and beyond and identifies 
programs to facility this Policy, including encouraging CalTrans to preserve the right of way that 
exists in the median of I-580 for a BART extension.     
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ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, ZONE 7 
100 NORTH CANYONS PARKWAY, LIVERMORE, CA94551-9486. PHONE (925) 454-5000 

November 21,2008 

Ms. Janice Stem, Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Pleasanton 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Subject: Proposed Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 
Draft Environmental Impact Report SCH #2005122139 

Dear Ms. Stern: 

Zone 7 has reviewed the referenced CEQA document in the context of Zone 7's mission to 
provide drinking water, non-potable water for agriculture/irrigated turf, flood protection, and 
groundwater and stream management within the Livermore-Amador Valley. We offer the 
following comments for your consideration. 

1. Table S-2, UT-1, last sentence states the following: 

"After 2015, the Planning Area may [OR MAYNOT] have suficient sustainable water 
supplies, depending on a number of factors, in particular, if the past water sustainabiliq 
factors used by Zone 7 on its imported water supplies are brought back topre-2008 levels to 
meet demand through buildout under the proposed General Plan. " 

Zone 7 is diligently working on potential solutions to improve water supply reliability 
beyond 2015. However, Zone 7 cannot guarantee imported water supplies will be "brought 
back to pre-2008 levels" at this time, and therefore, does not consider the impact to water 
supply to be Less Than Significant (LTS). Please see attached figure. 

The City of Pleasanton needs to demonstrate that the water conservation programs proposed 
as part of the Goals and Policies of the General Plan and within its Municipal Code will 
mitigate water supply impacts for future development; otherwise, the impacts are likely more 
severe than LTS. A discussion of recycled water should also be included. 

2. Table $2. UT-2 states: 

"The Dublin-San Ramon Services District and the Livermore-Amador VaNey Water 
Management Agency have adequate capacity to serve projected d e m a n d f r o m & - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

NOV 2 4 2008 
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Ms. Janice Stem 
City of Pleasanton 
November 21,2008 
Page 2 of 3 

development allo~ved under the proposed General Plan, resulting in less-than-significant 
impact. " 

The context of the term "projected demand" is unclear in this sentence. Please clarify 
whether this is a suggestion that potable water demand will be met by DSRSD and 
wastewater generated by DSRSD and LAVWMA. If this statement is related to potable water 
in any way, then Comment #1 applies. 

3. On page 2.5 1-4, the last Sen!ence of last paragraph states: 

"The proposed General Plan in conjunction with the Municipal Code would reduce any 
resulting cumulative water supply impacts to a less-than-signzjicant level." 

See Comment iil above. This statement has not been demonstrated through an evaluation of 
the potential water use savings associated with the Goal and Policies presented in the General 
Plan and the Municipal Code. 

Zone 7 is committed to water conservation in the Livennore-Amador Valley, and is willing 
to work with the City to implement its water conservation programs. Similarly, Zone 7 
supports the reasonable use of recycled water wherever possible. 

4. Projected Water Demands 

There appear to be three different water demand projections: (1) General Plan, Table 8-1, 
22,760 acre-feet (af); (2) DEIR Table 3.5-2, 23,400 af; and (3) DEIR Table 3.5-3 22,399 af. 
Some of the tables use different units; however, the numbers should be closer after units are 
converted a range of a thousand acre feet is significant. 

Additionally, it is unclear if ?he projectec' water d e ~ a n d s  include U~accounted-for-W~ter, 
Water Conservation savings, or the savings expected by using recycled water. Please include 
a table that presents the actual water demand calculations that clearly indicates the projected 
demand, unaccounted-for-water, and expected water use savings through either water 
conservation or use of recycled water. 

5. The proposed mitigations appear to adequately support the goals and objectives of Zone 7's 
Well Master Plan ("WMP"); however, the specific goal of the Well Master Plan is 
incorrectly stated in the Water Element (Chapter 8) of the General Plan. Zone 7 is not 
planning to construct enough well capacity to meet 75% of our "maximum day municipal 
demand." Instead the WMP goal is to construct enough groundwater production capacity to 
be able to meet both of our Reliability Goals: 
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Ms. Janice Stem 
City of Pleasanton 
November 21,2008 
Page 3 of 3 

a. Goal 1 : Meet 100% of treated water customer's water supply needs in accordance 
with Zone 7's most current contracts for M&I Water Supply, including existing and 
projected demands for the next 20 years as specified in Zone 7's Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP), which wiII be coordinated with Zone 7's M&l 
Contractors. Zone 7 will endeavor to meet this goal during an average water year, a 
single dry water year, and multiple dry water years. 

b. Goal 2: Provide sufficient treated water production capacity and infrastructure to 
m e t  at least 7504 of the maximum daily M&J con!ractual demands should any one of 
Zone 7's major supply, production or transmission facilities experience an extended 
unplanned outage. 

In both cases, we assume that a potion of the demand will be met with treated surface water, 
albeit at a greatly reduced capacity. 

In 2005, the Zone 7 Board approved the WMP project which will increase Zone 7's 
"sustainable" groundwater production capacity by 25 million gallons per day (MGD) by 
"build-out" (i.e., year 2030). Towards this end, Zone 7 has constructed two new wells in the 
Chain of Lakes area, which are scheduled to be on-line in 2009. Zone 7 is currently planning 
to construct three more in the Chain of Lakes area to be on-line by 201 1. These five wells 
should supply about one half of the new groundwater production capacity needed for "build- 
out." 

6. Implementation of the General Plan will require future construction andlor modification of 
City facilities. For those City facilities that have a possibility of impacting Zone 7's facilities, 
please provide draft construction plans for review and comment as they become available. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document. If you have any questions or 
comments, please fee! free to coztact Mery Lim at 925-454-5036. 

Sincerely, --. 

Attachment: Impact of Delta Regulatory Issues on Zone 7's SWP Water Supply 

cc: Kurt Arends, Jim Horen, Brad Ledesma, Mary Lim 
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21. G.F. Duerig, General Manager, Zone 7 Water Agency (letter dated November 21, 2008) 

21.1 First, CEQA does not require that a first tier program EIR—such as this one—identify with 
specificity the sources of water for second tier projects; that identification occurs when specific 
projects are considered.  For purposes of first tier program EIRs, the environmental effects of 
obtaining water from various sources may be analyzed in general terms, without the need for a 
level of detail warranted for site specific projects.  Water supply plans, by definition, are fluid and 
flexible and are subject to a host of ever changing factors:  population, demographics, 
environmental restrictions, pollution, droughts, etc.  Accordingly, no useful purpose would be 
served in attempting to identify specifically where all the sources of water will be for the General 
Plan buildout.  So long as the EIR identifies the current sources of water supply that would serve 
through the General Plan buildout, including those sources under contract with Zone 7, and 
analyzes, in general terms, the availability and reliability of those sources, CEQA requires no 
more detailed analysis. 

The DEIR recognizes that Zone 7’s entitlements to State Water Project water, whether for itself or 
through Zone 7’s contract with, the Byron Bethany Irrigation District or the Cawelo Water 
District, or other, is subject to change and is, in the near term, likely to be less than its entitled 
amount.  The DEIR also recognizes that Zone 7 cannot guarantee sustainable water supply for all 
projects beyond 2015 and indeed may not be able to guarantee sustainable water supply before that 
time. 

As described in the DEIR on pages 3.5-14 and 3.5-15, the City’s policies, programs and 
ordinances address these possibilities, For example, the Pleasanton Municipal Code, at Chapter 
9.30, sets forth numerous water conservation measures that the City can employ during dry years 
and/or drought conditions.  That chapter sets forth a staged contingency plan, including mandatory 
rationing and penalties for excess use, for individuals and businesses alike during times when 
water supply is short.  The proposed General Plan itself provides a number of programs to help 
conserve water (Water Element, Programs 1.1 – 1.14), as well as to ensure an adequate supply of 
water (Water Element, Programs 4.1 – 4.4.13), many of which contemplate coordinating with 
Zone 7.  Moreover, as to new projects, the City routinely imposes a standard condition of 
approval that provides that if adequate water in not available, then no building permit for the 
project would be issued. 

Concerning recycled water, there are, unfortunately, limits on the yields from recycled water 
because of the public’s concern about the safe use of this resource.  Nevertheless, the General 
Plan does have a program that calls for “recycled” water to be used for the irrigation of parks, 
playgrounds, commercial landscaping, etc. to the fullest extent financially and environmentally 
feasible so long as the groundwater basin is not compromised in the process.  (Water Element, 
Program 6.1).   

In addition, the City recently completed a study, “Recycled Water Feasibility Study” (Study), that   
evaluates alternatives for utilizing recycled water for irrigation of landscaped areas in the City.  
This study is scheduled for City Council review in 2009.  The Study identified three major 
projects for constructing dedicated improvements for the use of recycled water.  Project A 
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evaluated installing facilities for irrigating areas north of Stoneridge Road; project B extends 
project A to include development on the Bernal property and the City golf course.  Project C 
extends improvements in Project A and B to include the Ruby Hill development and other areas.  
The Study projects that when all three projects are implemented, the City’s use of potable water 
for irrigation purposes will be reduced by approximately 3,500 acre-feet per year (afy).     

In addition, in anticipation of the use of recycled water for landscaping, some portions of the City 
have already been plumbed for recycled water use.  Recycled water projects are expected in 
Hacienda Business Park and the Callippe Preserve Golf Course.  The next stage for implementing 
a recycled water program in the City would involve Council authorization to develop funding for 
the projects.  As one of the sources of funding, under an agreement between the City and the 
Dublin San Ramon Services District, there are funds from the regional connection fees available to 
the City for implementing recycled water projects. 

21.2 The “projected demand” referenced is with respect to wastewater, not water demand. 

21.3 See Response to Comment 21.1. 

21.4 Each year, the City reevaluates its build out water demand in accordance with revised planning 
and land use data, updated historical water use, and other related elements such as anticipated 
weather data.  The water demand data includes water system losses, better known as “unaccounted 
for” water.  The minor differences in the projections in the various tables do not appear to be 
material.   

The City has revised Table 3.5-3, “Pleasanton Water Demand by Land Use,” in a few places, 
particularly to reflect lowered demand figures for selected land uses under the “2025 Mean Daily 
Demand” column.  See Chapter 5, “Revisions to DEIR text.”  [PBSJ comment: Why was 2025 
Annual Demand column deleted? – and lowered daily would reduce annual demand – which in this 
table is already the lowest t of the 3 tables cited by Zone 7] 

21.5 Comment noted.   

21.6 Comment noted. 
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Sent  By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286  5560; D e c - 4 - 0 8  2:06PM; Page 1 14  

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSFORTATION 
1 11 GRAND AVENUE 
P. 0. BOX 23660 
OAKLAND, CA 84823-D680 
PHONE (510) 622-6491 
FAX (SIP) 286-6559 
?TY 711 

December 4,2008 

Ms. Janice Stern 
Community Development Depiutment 
City of Pleasanton 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Dear Ms. Stern: 

City of Flensantan General Plan Update - Draft Envlronmentnl impact Report 

Thank you for continuing to include the California Depmhnent of Transportahon (Department) 
In the environmental review m e s s  for lhe City of Pleasanton Gene& Plan Up&&. The 
following comments are based on the Draft E n m m e n t a l  Impact Report (Dm). As lead 
agency, thc City of Pleasanton is responsible for all project mitigation, including any necded 
improvements to State highways. The project's fair sharc contribution, financ~ng, scheduling, and 
implementatton wsponslb1lities as well as lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed for 
all proposed mitigarion measures and the project's traffic mttgahon fees should be specifically 
Identified in the enwonmental donunent. Any muired madway improvemenu should be - - 7 - 
completed prior to issuance of projcct occupancy pernuts. An encroachment permit is wquired 
when the vroiect involves work tn the State's right of way (ROW). The Department will not Issue - - 
an encroachment permit until our concerns are adequate6 addressed.  hei if ore, we strongly 
recommend that the lead agency ensure ~esolution of the Department's California Environmental 
Quality Acl (CEQA) con em^ prior lo rubmitlal of the encroachment penrut application; see thc 
end of this letter tor more information r e g d n g  the encroachment p m r t  proccss. 

Fmc&g 
Please provide inte~ection maw. Praffic diawams and trip generation information. The traffic 
diagrams should include s-aries of AM and PM peakhour traffic per turning movement 
under Existing. Proiect. Cumulative and Cumulative plus hoiect Cottditions. Trip Gencration 
information sKould-include the size of land uses, trip *tes and generated trips. 

T m m  M W  
Are assumptions in the Pleasanton Traffic Model consistent with the Association of Bay Area 
Governments' I d  use projections? 
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e n t  By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510  286 5560; D e c - 4 - 0 8  2:06PM; Page 214 

Ms. Janice Stem/ City of Pleasanton 
December 4,2008 
Page 2 

The Lkgartncent's Improvemrmt Protcts 
The Department hns several planned projects along Interstate 580 a-580) and interstate (I-680) 
within tho Pleasanton General Plan (GP) study ana. Projects and proposed scheduling are llsted 
below: Construction and other project phases are subject to change. 

I-5801E1 Cham Road Tnterchmge r n ~ ~ c a t i o n ;  Winter 2008 to Pall 2009 
1-580 Westbound High Occupmcy Vchicle (HOV) Inne; Summer 201 1 to Fall 2013, 
1-580 Eastbound HOV; Spring 2008 toFall2011. and 
I-680/Bernal Avenuc Interchange modification; Spnng 2011 to Spring 2014. 

High way O p e ~ s  
On page 3.2-10, in the Methodology and Future Traff~c Modeling seetion, please prov~de a 
summary of the kip generation and trip asslgnrnents affecting State facilities for the prnposed 
Build-Out General Plan and the Existing Build-Out Gcneral Plan. 

In addition, in the Environmmtd Analysis section, please inclu& a description of the traffic 
impact analyses used to calculate ?he levcl of service (JBS)  results as Indicated in Table 3.2-3 
and Table 3.2-4. What assumptions and roadway capacities were used? 

How does M S  at the following impacted gateway interseclions improve under General Plan 
bu~ld-out conditions, without improvements pabk 3.2-5. Page 3.2-14)7 

1-680 Southbound rampdBnnal Avenue - from LOS E in the AM and PM peak hour under 
Existing condtions to LOS B for both AM and PM under the Build-out con&hons 
1-580 Eastbound off-ram- C h m  Road -from LOS F in the PM peak hour under Ex~snng 
conditions toTX)S R under the Ruild-out conditions 

Owens DnveMopy~~d Road - from LOS D 1n the AM peak hoar under Exisung conditions 
to LOS C under Build-out conditions and from LOS F with 346 seconds of delay in the PM 
under Ex~stmg condrtlons to LOS P w~th 263 seconds of delay under the Bulld-out conditions 

Downstream Imvacts to St& P d e s  
According to ?hthe~~IR. "Implementatim. of buildkut of the .pposcd:~meral Plan would result 
in unacceptable . m S  F u i  the following four gateway intersections if impmve&nrs are not 
implemented: 

Internechon #9: Owens DriveIHopyard Road 
Intcrscmon #14: Stanley Boulevd/El CharmRoad, 
Intersection # 15 Sronerid~ DrivelEl Charro Road 
Intersection # 17 Stoneridge DrivdJohnson Drive 

Srnce improvements are nor requind at these intemtions, my Jownstrram congestion will 
further detenorate operations. In particular. the I-58OfiXopyard Road/Dougherty Koad inrerchange 
would be affected by u n a c ~ h l e  LO6 at Owens DriveMopyard Road (Intersection #9). 
Similarly, the 1-68WStonendge Drive interchange would be affected by unacceptable IDS at 
Stoneridge DnveNohnson Drivc (Inlersecuon #17). How does the City plw Lo nutigate these 
impacts to Statc facilities? 
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Sent  By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 2 8 6  5560 ;  D e c - 4 - 0 8  2:07PM; 

Ms. Janice Stem/ C.ity vf Pieasantoti. 
December 4,2008 . .. 

Page 3 

Curnuhive Impacts 
In Chapter 3 Environmed Setting, under t h e  impact Andysis and Mitigation, please provide a 
discussion of the transportation cumulative impacts. 

Commun* PhhffiRg 
The Department encourages the City of Pleasanton to analyze alternative forms of measuring 
LOS to complement the City's recently funded pedestrian and bicycle master plan which will 
expand on the existing Comrnumty Trails Master Plan (page 3.2-8) and General Plan policies 
13,14,15,16,17,19,22, and23 @age 3.2-22 to 32-35). Currently, the City's General Plan 
policies do not appear to be consistent with the pmposed rmhgation measures found on pages 
3.2-21 to 3.2-22. Vations policies gpeskaf p r o d n g  transit, bicycling, and pedestrian needs, but 
the only mitigation measures documented are roadway widening which do not promore the use of 
alternative f o m  of transportation. If altemttve forms of measuring LOS an: rrnplemented to 
accommodate bicychsts and pcdestnans, the City can address other mitigation measures such as: 
blke lanes and pdwtsian intersection improvemenrs. In adcbtion, please analyze secondary 
impacts on pedestrians md  txcyciists that may result from any traffic impact mitigation 
meavumv. 

.. , , 
... . .  

The Deparrmmt advocate8 community &sign (&ig., urban infdl, mixed use, transit oricnted 
development) thatpmmotes an efficient trwspohation system and healthy communities. 

Environmentul Analyak 
The City should be advised that current, complete project-specific environmental analybis 
requires that all future projects include appropriate level of impact assessment, and that 
assignment of mitigation must be completed for future development projects. 

T- Impad Fees 
Please provide a more detailed description of Traffic lmpact Fees 0 s .  For example, how are 
fees calculated for each typc of developmcnt, what fees apply to residential, cammerc~al. and any 
ant~cipated shortfall in funding improvements after TIFs have bcm amuntcd for. 

Mfi8&n Monitoring 
Please pmvide the Mitistion Monitoring and Reponing Plan. 

Encroachment Pennit 
Any work or traffic co-1 within the State ROW requires an encroachment permit that is issued 
by the Department. Traffic-related mitigation measures will be incorparated into the construction 
plans during the encroachment permit process. See the foilowing webmte link for more 
information: h t t p : l / w w w . d o t . c a , g o v ~ / t r a f f o p d d e v e l ~  

To apply for w encroachment pcndit, submit a completed encroachment permit apphcauon, 
environmental documentHtion, and five (5) sets of plans which clearly indicate State. ROW to thc 
address at the top of tlus Icttemcad. marked ATTN: Michael Condie, Mail Stop 65E. 
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Sent  By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5560; ~ e c - 4 - 0 8  2:07PM; Page 414 

Ms. Janice Sreml City of Pleasanton 
December 4,2008 
Page 4 

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Yahnan Kwan of my staff at (510) 
622-1670. 

Sincerely, 

LISA CARBONI 
District Btanch Chief 
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review 

c: State Clellringhuuse 

'Coltrbs impmwu mobility o r r n ~ s  CalrJ6&' 
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22. Lisa Carboni, Caltrans (letter dated December 4, 2008) 

22.1 Intersection diagrams for ultimate design are shown in Figure 3-10 of the General Plan located on 
pages 3-30 and 3-31.  While this diagram does not show the 100+ intersections reviewed as part 
of the General Plan update, it does include the major intersections and intersection improvements 
identified in the EIR.  The EIR analysis studied over 100 intersections with each model run.  It 
was decided that for sake of clarity that the intersection volumes for each intersection would be 
provided in the appendix.  A copy of the appendix is included in [where??].  Trip Generation 
information was not included in the DEIR.  A description of the change in land use can be found 
on page 3.1-8.  A more detailed account of the trip generation assumptions is attached [need to 
attach the model document prepared for City Council in April 2007.] 

22.2 The City of Pleasanton’s buildout assumptions differ from ABAGs Projections 2007 in that 
Projections 2007 generally shows more households in 2025 than are anticipated in the Draft 
General Plan, and fewer jobs than are anticipated by the Draft General Plan.  

22.3 The City will provide a table showing the turning movements on and off of all state facilities for 
both the proposed General Plan and the 1996 General Plan. [PBSJ comment:  will this be in the 
Final GP – if so say so….] 

22.4 The DEIR uses the methodology for analysis based on guidance from the Alameda County 
Congestion Management Plan which considers a project impact significant if the addition of 
project-related traffic would result in a LOS value worse than LOS E, except where the roadway 
link was already at LOS F under no project conditions.  These are the recommended standards for 
analysis by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency.  The assumptions and roadway 
capacities were based on the 2003 City of Pleasanton Baseline Traffic Report for arterial roadway 
segments and 2006 Caltrans Traffic Volumes8 for freeway segments.  [City should double check 
the source for the roadway assumptions] 

22.5 Regarding the I-680 southbound ramps/Bernal Avenue intersection, this location has a traffic 
signal that is currently under construction.  It is not assumed in the existing level of service but is 
for buildout conditions.  I-580 eastbound off ramp/ El Charro:  This location has a future traffic 
signal associated with the development agreements.  The PM Peak Hour delay and LOS F 
condition is eliminated with the installation of the traffic signal. Owens Drive/ Hopyard Road:  
This intersection, while failing both under existing conditions and future conditions, experiences a 
shift in traffic that alters the delay, but the LOS F condition remains without intersection 
improvements. 

22.6 The Gateway intersections identified on page 3-8 of the proposed General Plan include each state 
owned facility.  While specific impacts or mitigations have not been identified as a result of the 
four gateway intersection’s LOS F condition, resulting downstream impacts would be assessed and 
mitigations would be developed and approved (unless they are found to be in conflict with Policy 5 
of the Circulation Element (page 3-48 of the proposed General Plan): 

                                                      
8  Caltrans, Traffic Data Branch, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/saferesr/trafdata/. 
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• Policy 5: At gateway intersections, improve the flow of traffic and access into and out of the 
City, consistent with maintaining visual character, landscaping, and pedestrian convenience 

• Program 5.1: Gateway intersections (listed in Table 3-4) are exempted from the citywide LOS 
D standard (constrained gateway policy) but consideration may be given to improvements at 
gateway intersections when it is clear that such improvements are necessary and are consistent 
with maintaining visual character, landscaping, and pedestrian amenities 

22.7 In Chapter 3 Environmental Setting, under the Impact Analysis and Mitigation, please provide a 
discussion of the transportation cumulative impacts. [PBSJ Q: What does this mean??] [City -This 
is not a traffic section – cumulative impacts are discussed – I am not sure what they want here. ] 

22.8 Comment noted – The City of Pleasanton does not have a policy that quantifies the benefit of 
pedestrian and bicycle improvements as they relate to improvements in Level of Service.  We will 
investigate this possibility in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan process. 

22.9 Comment noted – The City of Pleasanton does not have a policy that quantifies the impacts on of 
pedestrians and bicycles that may result from traffic impact mitigation measures.  We will 
investigate this possibility in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan process. 

22.10 Please provide more detailed description of Traffic Impact Fees  [How much detail should we 
provide?  Should we just give them a copy of our TIF program?] 

22.11 The City of Pleasanton will provide CalTrans with a copy of this document when it is available. 
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December 5.2008 

Janice Stem. Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Pleasanton 
P.0 Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Dear Ms. Stem: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the update of the Pleasanton General Plan. The City of Livermore has the 
following comments: 

1 On page 3.1-6, second full paragraph, please note that land uses in the southwestern 
portion of Livermore indude residential uses as well as neighborhood commercial. 
agricultural and viticulture uses. It is correctly noted that the unincorporated area 
between Livermore and Pleasanton is outside of Livermore's Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) and is included in Livermore's General Plan Planning Area. However, it 
should also be noted that this area is within Pleasanton's Sphere of Influence (Sol). 

2. References to Regional Rail Plan on page 3-38 in General Plan and on 3.28 in EIR 
should be updated. MTC adopted Regional Rail Plan in September 2007. Related to 
Regional Rail, the High Speed Rail Program EIR was certified in August 2008 and 
recommended commuter service enhancements for the Altamont Corridor. A project 
specific EIR has begun to study alternatives. 

3. Circulation Element Policy 5, which exempts Gateway lntersections from the City's 
standard of LOS D, causes a potentially significant impact that has not been . - 
adequately analyzed or disclosed in the Draft EIR. Although mitigations have been 
proposed in the DElR that would achieve LOS D or better at the Gateway 
Intersections, the policy would exempt the intersections from LOS standard and 
therefore, provide no assurance that the proposed mitigations would ever be 
constructed by the City or required of the City or a developer to mitigate 
environmental impacts of specific capital improvements or development projects. The 
EIR shows that if no improvements are done, the Buildout LOS at many of the 
Gateway lntersections would be LOS F, including the intersections of StanleylEl 
Charro and El CharrolStoneridge, which are of particular concern to Livermore. 
However, the impact of the potential of LOS F at Gateway lntersections has not been 
adequately disclosed. In particular, the effect of LOS F on queuing and safety has not 
been addressed. LOS F at Gateway lntersections could result in severe traffic 
congestion andlor safety problems due to queuing on major arterial roadways, at 
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Janice Stem 
December 5,2008 
Page 2 of 2 

freeway ramp intersections, and potentially 1-580 and 1-680 if queues from the 
congested Gateway lntersections back up onto the freeways. The impacts of queues 
extending into adjacent jurisdictjons such as the cities of Livermore and Dublin have 
not been addressed. The City of Livermore requests that Policy 5 be modified to 
require. at minimum. LOS E at the Gateway Intersections to avoid the potential 
severe traffic congestion and safety impacts of LOS F conditions that would impact 
the connecting arterial roadways and freeway ramps and mainline. 

4. Mitigation Measure TR-1.2 StanleyIEl Charro includes 'Redesign the future 
intersection to widen ..... the westbound approach to provide a second through lane." 
The existing condition already includes two westbound through lanes. 

5. Policy 6 Program 6.3 requires all gravel trucks to use Route 84 as the sole access to 
1-580 and 1-680. except for trucks from gravel operations that have direct access onto 
El Charro Road. Livermore objects to this Policy as it results in more gravel trucks 
using streets within the City of Livermore than is allowed under State law, which 
allows trucks to use any truck route, including First Street and Sunol Boulevard in 
Pleasanton, which is the most direct route for gravel trucks heading to and from 1-680 
south. The impacts, such as noise, dust, and traffic congestion of additional gravel 
trucks in Livermore have not been adequately analyzed or disclosed in the EIR. 
Furthermore. El Charro Road and its planned extension to Stanley Boulevard should 
be designated as a future truck route as it would provide the most direct route from 
the quarries to 1-580 and 1-680 north. 

6. On page 3.9-17, first full paragraph, it is stated that all new development would be 
subject to Program 3.3 in the Noise Element of the proposed General Plan that would 
require new residences to limit maximum instantaneous interior noise levels to 50 
dBA in bedrooms and 55 dBA in other rooms. The City of Livermore supports this 
policy to address concerns relating to noise from Airport operations. 

If you have any questions. please call me at (925) 960-4462. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Frost 
Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 

cc: Marc Roberts. Community Development Director 
Cheri Sheets, City Engineer 
Fred Osborn. Planning Manager 
Bob Vinn, Assistant City Engineer 
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23. Susan Frost, Livermore (letter dated December 5, 2008) 

23.1 Comment acknowledged.  Per the commenter’s recommendation, the following text is inserted 
into the second full paragraph on page 3.1-6 of the DEIR:   

“ …The lands in this portion of Livermore’s planning area are designated for residential, 
neighborhood commercial, agricultural, and viticultural uses.  There are unincorporated 
lands between Pleasanton and Livermore that are outside both cities’ urban growth 
boundaries.  However, this unincorporated land area is within the Livermore General Plan 
Planning Area as well as within Pleasanton’s Sphere of Influence and designated for open 
space and sand and gravel uses.”   

23.2 Existing text on page 3-38 of proposed General Plan and on page 3.2-8 of the DEIR is replaced in 
the following manner:   

Existing text: 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Caltrans, BART, and CalTrain have initiated an 
update to the Bay Area Regional Rail Plan.  This update is to examine the future design of the 
regional rail system in the nine Bay Area counties.  The update will look for opportunities to 
expand existing facilities such as BART, CalTrain, and ACE, as well as incorporate plans for a 
new high speed rail system into the existing regional rail network.   

Revised text: 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), CalTrain, BART, California High-Speed 
Rail Authority, in collaboration with a coalition of rail passenger and freight operators, regional 
partners, and rail stakeholders, prepared a comprehensive Regional Rail Plan for the Bay Area.  
MTC adopted the Regional Rail Plan – Final Report on September 26, 2007.  This planning 
document examines the future design of the regional rail system in the nine Bay Area counties and 
serves as the guiding document for this region’s short and long-range rail transportation goals in 
the 9-county Bay Area.  The plan identifies opportunities to expand existing facilities such as 
BART, CalTrain, and ACE, as well as incorporate plans for a new high speed rail system into the 
existing regional rail network.   In the Tri-Valley Area, the Plan recommends an extension of 
BART to Livermore, with a connection to improved rail service over the Altamont Pass.  
Improved rail service will likely be connected to the The California High-Speed Rail.  The 
California High-Speed Rail Authority, with the Federal Rail Administration, has prepared a 
programmatic EIR/EIS that further examines the San Francisco Bay Area to Central Valley 
corridor. This EIR/EIS generally describes the environmental impacts of a proposed High-Speed 
Train system within that corridor and including the Altamont Pass. 

23.3 [Queuing analysis will go here – available mid-January. ] 

23.4 TR-1.2 will be removed.  The description of the mitigation is the anticipated design and has been 
identified in Figure 3-10 of the General Plan to have the correct alignment. [PBSJ Q:  should we 
include a text change to this effect in the DEIR to delete TR-1.2?] 
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23.5 CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze a proposed project that will not change an existing 
condition because the proposed project, at least as to that condition, will not have a significant 
effect on the environment.  The condition to which the commenter objects – the City’s  
requirement that gravel trucks use only Route 84 for their access to I-580 and I-680 – is a 
preexisting condition, adopted by the City in 1983.  But preexisting physical conditions that may 
cause noise, dirt or traffic congestion in Livermore are not required to be in an EIR for a project, 
such as this General Plan update, that does not purport to change that those conditions.  
Accordingly, the adverse environmental changes cited by the commenter are not the result of this 
project; the purported conditions are preexisting.  

23.6 Comment noted.  
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24. Moses Stites, California Public Utilities Commission (letter dated December 5, 2008) 

24.1 Comment noted.   

24.2 In response to this comment and to clarify the information presented in the DEIR, the following 
paragraph is added to the DEIR’s Traffic Section on page 3.2-8, after the first paragraph regarding 
the Union Pacific Railroad: 

The City of Pleasanton has five at-grade crossings traversing the Union Pacific Railroad line.  
These crossings include: Santa Rita Road; Saint John Street (EVA crossing); Saint Mary Street, 
Rose Avenue; and West Angela Street.  Each of these crossings (except for the gated EVA access 
at Saint John Street) provide adequate warning systems required by the California Public Utilities 
Commission including constant warning time protection and power-out indicators as well as gate 
arms, bells and LED flashers (flashers are currently 8-inch indications and need upgrades to 12-
inch indications which will be included in the quiet zone process).  The City of Pleasanton is 
considering upgrades to each of these crossing locations to provide supplemental safety measures 
that would allow the City to apply for quiet zone status.  These supplemental safety measures may 
include median islands, advanced pre-emption, modified signal timing, driveway relocation, 
additional gate arms and pedestrian improvements at the crossings.  The quiet zone upgrades are 
in the planning and design stage.  
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Chapter 4 
Responses to Oral Comments 

on the DEIR 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter documents and responds to the comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
made at the October 15, 2008 City of Pleasanton Planning Commission public hearing. Discrete comments 
from minutes of the public hearing are denoted in the margin by numbered vertical lines. Responses are 
enumerated to correspond with the comment number in the margin. 

4.2  PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The October 15, 2008 City of Pleasanton Planning Commission public hearing minutes is reproduced, 
beginning on the next page, followed by responses to the comments. 

Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Response to Oral Comments on the DEIR 4-1 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 4 - Response to Oral Comments (aha2).doc 



21471
Rectangle

21471
Text Box
Planning Commission Minutes









21471
Rectangle

21471
Rectangle

21471
Line

21471
Line

21471
Text Box
S.1

21471
Text Box
S.2











Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Response to Oral Comments on the DEIR 4-10 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 4 - Response to Oral Comments (aha2).doc 

John Carroll 

S.1 The “46 percent” projected increase cited by the commenter pertains to vehicle miles traveled 
over the baseline conditions:  “However, cumulative development due to implementation of the 
proposed General Plan would lead to 5,561,000 vehicle miles traveled (VMT), an increase of 
about 46 percent over existing conditions of 3,797,000 vehicle miles traveled” (page 3.10-10, Air 
Quality Section of the DEIR).  As noted in the air quality impact cited, AQ-1, this is considered a 
“significant unavoidable” impact.  This increase is largely due to continuation of an historic jobs-
housing imbalance which is addressed in Response to Comment 11.3 (see Chapter 3).  In any 
case, this portion of the comment concerns the proposed General Plan policies, including transit-
oriented development, transit promoting and bicycle facility policies contained in the proposed 
General Plan; while they respond affirmatively to the core concerns expressed by the commenter, 
it is debatable whether there are sufficient incentives for reducing vehicle miles driven.   
Comments on the proposed General Plan shall be responded to in a separate document.  

The commenter inquired in the second portion of the comment as to whether the extension of 
Stoneridge Drive was looked at in this DEIR.  As discussed in Responses to Comments 6.2 and 
9.2 in Chapter 3, the Stoneridge Drive Extension is part of the proposed General Plan, and thus 
the City analyzed its extension as part of the DEIR.  The DEIR also analyzed the No Project 
Alternative which does not include the Stoneridge Drive extension.  The Transportation Section of 
the DEIR assumes the full Stoneridge Drive Extension for 2025 Buildout Conditions.  See also 
Responses to Comments 10.1 to 10.4 and 10.8 for a more detailed explanation of this issue.  

Nancy Allen 

S.2 Like the prior comment, S.1, this focuses on the 46 percent increase projected in VMT in 
Pleasanton at buildout of the proposed General Plan.  She makes transit and commuting 
recommendations to help alleviate this increase.  However, as before, this comment concerns 
General Plan policies which are being responded to in a separate document.  See also Response to 
Comment S.1.    

Ms. Allen’s written communication was received and responses to questions and comments posed 
in it are contained in Responses to Comments 2.1 to 2.30, (see Chapter 3).  



 



Chapter 5 
Revisions to the DEIR 

5.1 INTRODUCTION  

This chapter identifies changes and additions to the DEIR that were initiated by City staff, as well as 
revisions resulting from the responses to comments on the DEIR.  The revisions have been organized 
sequentially by DEIR chapter and are incorporated as part of the FEIR.   The following chapter enables 
City decision-makers and the public to see comprehensively the changes that have been made to the DEIR 
as a result of comments on the document and staff-initiated revisions. 

Revised or new language is underlined.  Deleted language is indicated by strikethrough (strikethrough).  

5.2 AMENDMENTS TO EXISTING DEIR TEXT  

The following text changes to the DEIR are first presented in Chapter 3, “Responses to Comments,” and 
are assembled sequentially below by location in the DEIR:   

Summary  

The following statement is added to the DEIR, on page S-5, seventh paragraph, after the second sentence:  

These units will support a residential population of about 78,200.  The impact analysis assumes 
that most new development will be non-age-restricted.  Impacts associated with senior housing, for 
example, may be less than those assumed in this analysis.    

Project Description 

Footnote “a” in Table 2-3 on page 2-13 of the DEIR is augmented to read:   

This will be based on a planned unit development (PUD) or Specific Plan, as either may be 
amended from time to time, subject to the 150 percent maximum floor area ratio (FAR). 

Environmental Analysis 

Land Use.  Per the City of Livermore’s recommendation, the following text is inserted into the second 
full paragraph on page 3.1-6: 

The City of Livermore is located immediately east of Pleasanton.  The majority of Livermore is 
located on the southern side of I-580, with a portion on the northern side.  The western edge of 
Livermore’s urban growth boundary is contiguous with the eastern side of Pleasanton’s Urban 
Growth Boundary, as both share a boundary of El Charro Road. The adjoining lands in Livermore 
are designated for business, commercial park, and limited agricultural uses.  The southwestern 
portion of Livermore’s planning area is also contiguous with Pleasanton’s Urban Growth 
Boundary, sharing Isabel Avenue as a boundary.  The lands in this portion of Livermore’s 
planning area are designated for residential, neighborhood commercial, agricultural, and 
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viticultural uses.  There are unincorporated lands between Pleasanton and Livermore that are 
outside both cities’ urban growth boundaries.  However, this unincorporated land area is within 
the Livermore General Plan Planning Area as well as within Pleasanton’s Sphere of Influence and 
designated for open space and sand and gravel uses. 

Transportation.  The following paragraph is inserted on page 3.2-8 after the first paragraph, regarding 
the Union Pacific Railroad: 

The City of Pleasanton has five at-grade crossings traversing the Union Pacific Railroad line.  
These crossings include: Santa Rita Road; Saint John Street (EVA crossing); Saint Mary Street, 
Rose Avenue; and West Angela Street.  Each of these crossings (except for the gated EVA access 
at Saint John Street) provide adequate warning systems required by the California Public Utilities 
Commission including constant warning time protection and power-out indicators as well as gate 
arms, bells and LED flashers (flashers are currently 8-inch indications and need upgrades to 
12-inch indications which will be included in the quiet zone process).  The City of Pleasanton is 
considering upgrades to each of these crossing locations to provide supplemental safety measures 
that would allow the City to apply for quiet zone status.  These supplemental safety measures may 
include median islands, advanced pre-emption, modified signal timing, driveway relocation, 
additional gate arms and pedestrian improvements at the crossings.  The quiet zone upgrades are 
in the planning and design stage. 

Existing text on page 3-38 of proposed General Plan and on the second paragraph of page 3.2-8 of the 
DEIR is replaced in the following manner:   

Existing text: 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Caltrans, BART, and CalTrain have initiated an 
update to the Bay Area Regional Rail Plan.  This update is to examine the future design of the 
regional rail system in the nine Bay Area counties.  The update will look for opportunities to 
expand existing facilities such as BART, CalTrain, and ACE, as well as incorporate plans for a 
new high speed rail system into the existing regional rail network.   

Revised text: 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), CalTrain, BART, California High-Speed 
Rail Authority, in collaboration with a coalition of rail passenger and freight operators, regional 
partners, and rail stakeholders, prepared a comprehensive Regional Rail Plan for the Bay Area.  
MTC adopted the Regional Rail Plan – Final Report on September 26, 2007.  This planning 
document examines the future design of the regional rail system in the nine Bay Area counties and 
serves as the guiding document for this region’s short and long-range rail transportation goals in 
the 9-county Bay Area.  The plan identifies opportunities to expand existing facilities such as 
BART, CalTrain, and ACE, as well as incorporate plans for a new high speed rail system into the 
existing regional rail network.   In the Tri-Valley Area, the Plan recommends an extension of 
BART to Livermore, with a connection to improved rail service over the Altamont Pass.  
Improved rail service will likely be connected to the California High-Speed Rail.  The California 
High-Speed Rail Authority, with the Federal Rail Administration, has prepared a programmatic 
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EIR/EIS that further examines the San Francisco Bay Area to Central Valley corridor. This 
EIR/EIS generally describes the environmental impacts of a proposed High-Speed Train system 
within that corridor and including the Altamont Pass. 

The fourth paragraph on page 3.2-8 regarding RAPID is modified in the DEIR as follows: 

RAPID.  The Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority currently plans a new modified Route 
10 Bus Rapid Transit project (RAPID) along its existing the Livermore segments of Route 10.  
Route 10 runs from the Pleasanton/Dublin BART station to the Lawrence Livermore and Sandia 
National Laboratories.  The RAPID service would substantially reduce commute times along this 
line.  The first phase of this project will provide a modified route that runs from Lawrence 
Livermore Lab to Stanley Boulevard.  The RAPID route will then use Isabel Avenue and Jack 
London Boulevard to access El Charro Road and Dublin Boulevard to the Dublin/Pleasanton 
BART Station.  Other improvements along the existing Route 10 line through Pleasanton include 
the creation of queue jumping lanes for buses and signal priority to allow for the extension of the 
green lights for the Route 10 buses. 

The following edit is made to the third paragraph under Level of Service on page 3.2-10: 

Congestion Management Agency City of Pleasanton standards are LOS E for roadway segment 
impacts of a project, except where the roadway segment is already at LOS F under existing 
General Plan buildout conditions, in this case a project is considered to have an impact if the total 
traffic added to the segment is more than three percent of the total traffic.  

 

Proposed Pleasanton General Plan Administrative FEIR – January 2009 — Revisions to the Draft EIR 5-3 
P:\Projects - WP Only\11000+\11089-00 Pleasanton GP\FEIR\Chapter 5 - Revisions to the DEIR (aha1).doc 



Utilities.  Table 3.5-3, “Pleasanton Water Demand by Land Use,” is revised in a few places, particularly 
to reflect lowered demand figures for selected land uses under the “2025 Mean Daily Demand” column: 
 

Table 3.5-3 
Pleasanton Water Demand by Land Use 

Land Use 

2005 Mean 
Daily 

Demand 
(mgd)a 

2005 
Annual 
Demand 

(afa) 

Percent 
of Total 

2005 
Annual 
Demand 

2025 
Mean 
Daily 

Demand 
(mgd)a 

2025 
Annual 
Demand 

(afa) 

Percent of 
Total 2025 

Annual 
Demand 

Single-Family Residential b 8.26 9,252.73 56% 9.78 10,959.54 49% 

Multi-Family Residential b 0.74 830.46 5% 1.09 1,222.62 5% 

Commercial and Institutional c 
1.56 1,744.02 11% 

1.59 
2.09 

2,340.34 10% 

Industrial 
0.06 66.60 0% 

0.27 
0.08 

89.25 0% 

Landscape Irrigation d 
3.34 3,739.60 23% 

5.55 
5.04 

5,646.64 25% 

Parks e 0.75 839.58 5% 1.04 1,160.88 5% 

Total 14.71 16,472.98 100% 20.00 22,398.71 100% 

Sources:  City of Pleasanton Utility Building Billing and Planning & Community Development Departments, 2006. 

Notes: 

afa = acre feet annually  

a. Total demand for all users in the specified land use category.  2005 water usage in Pleasanton is based on actual 
consumption.   

b. Currently 35 percent of multi-family units are condominiums and townhomes that are considered as single-family units for 
water consumption.  The City estimates that future single-family residential units will use on average about 575 gallons per 
day (gpd) and multi-family will use 300 gpd.  The Land Use Element assumes 2,022 new single-family and 1,795 new 
multi-family dwellings at buildout.  For water consumption purposes, using the current ratio of condominium and 
townhouses to other multi-family units in the future, there will be 2,650 single-family and 1,167 multi-family units.    

c. Commercial/Institutional includes retail, office, government, medical, schools, and other institutional uses with a water 
demand factor of 0.074 gallons a day per square feet of development.  Industrial development uses the same factor.  
 Future use assumes 34 percent commercial and industrial growth.  

d. Landscape irrigation is for commercial/institutional and industrial uses only.  The two vineyards near Ruby Hill and other 
agricultural uses in the southeast hills obtain water directly from Zone 7.  Future use assumes 34 percent growth. 

e. East Bay Regional Parks consumed 2,519 units of water in 2005, and this is not estimated to change in 2025.  Note that 
water is totaled for City of Pleasanton Parks by fiscal year (July 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005) rather than calendar year.   

 

Biological Resources.  Table 3.8-1 is revised to change the “Status” rating to “FE,” or Federally 
Endangered from “FT,” or Federally Threatened, and to change the “Habitat Suitability” rating to 
“Moderate” from “No Known Occurrence;’ finally “the Oak Grove Site” is added to Callippe Preserve as 
potential locations, since the butterflies have been observed in both areas: 
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Table 3.8-1 
Special Status Species1 With Potential Presence In Planning Area 

Scientific 
Name Common Name 

Status2 
(Fed/Ca/other) General Habitat 

Habitat Suitability/ 
Likelihood of 

Occurence3 within 
Planning Area  

Plants     
Atriplex 
joaquiniana 

San Joaquin 
spearscale 

None/none/1B.2 Chenopod scrub; meadows and 
seeps; playas; valley and foothill 
grasslands (alkaline soils).  

Moderate.  CNDDB 
occurrences within 2 
miles of boundary. 

Campanula 
exigua 

Chaparral harebell None/none/1B.2 Occurs in chaparral associated 
with Talus slopes, generally in 
serpentine soils 

Moderate.  CNDDB 
occurrences within 2 
miles of boundary. 

Centromadia 
parryi var. 
congdonii 

Congdon’s tarplant None/none/1B.2 Valley and foothill grasslands 
(alkaline soils).   

Known.  CNDDB 
occurrences within the 
boundary.  

Helianthella 
castanea 

Diablo helianthella None/none/1B.2 Occurs in broadleaf upland 
forest, chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, riparian 
woodland and valley and foothill 
grassland.  

Moderate.  CNDDB 
occurrences of this 
species within 2 miles 
of the boundary. 

Monardella 
villosa ssp. 
Globosa 

Robust monardella None/none/1B.2 Occurs in broadleafed upland 
forest openings, chaparral 
openings, cismontane woodland, 
coastal scrub, and valley and 
foothill grassland.  

Moderate.  CNDDB 
occurrences of this 
species within 2 miles 
of the boundary. 

Streptanthus 
albidus ssp. 
permoenus 

Most beautiful 
jewel-flower 

None/none/1B.2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
valley and foothill grasslands, 
often on serpentine soils. 

Moderate.  CNDDB 
occurrences of this 
species within 2 miles 
of the boundary. 

Trifolium 
depauperatum 
var. 
hydrophilium 

Saline clover none/none/1B.2 Occurs in marshes and swamps, 
mesic (well-drained) grasslands 
in alkaline soil substrates, and 
vernal pools. 

Moderate.  Two 
CNDDB occurrences 
of this species within 
2miles of the 
boundary. 

Sensitive Natural Communities 
 Sycamore Alluvial 

Woodland 
CDFG Sensitive 
Habitat 

Open to moderately closed, 
winter-deciduous broadleafed 
riparian woodland. Understories 
usually are introduced grasses or 
mule flat.  

Moderate.  CNDDB 
occurrences of this 
community within 
2miles of the P 
boundary. 

Invertebrates 
Speyeria 
callippe 
callippe 

Callippe silverspot 
butterfly 

FTFE/none/none Grasslands that support the 
California golden violet (Viola 
pedunculata). 

Unknown. Moderate. 
Potential presence 
within Callippe 
Preserve and “Oak 
Grove” site.  
surrounding areas.  No 
known occurrences in 
the vicinity.   
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Alternatives 

The text on page 5-17 of the DEIR under the “Utilities” paragraph is modified as follows:   

However, because infrastructure is already in place around the Planning Area, except in some 
parts of the East Pleasanton area, and since most development would be infill, no major expansion 
of infrastructure would be anticipated compared to that of the proposed General Plan or the No 
Project Alternative. 

Appendix B. 

Paragraph 5 on page 7 of Appendix B is revised to read as follows:   

City of Pleasanton Housing Cap.  The 1996 General Plan and a subsequent vote of the citizens 
of Pleasanton established a residential cap of 29,000 units within the Planning Area.  In 2008, the 
voters approved Measure PP that broadly defines a housing unit and approved Measure QQ the 
more specifically lists types of units that count towards the housing cap.  There is no conflict 
between the two Measures.  Under state law, second units cannot be counted toward the cap.  
Assisted living facilities, which generally do not have individual and complete kitchens, likewise 
do not count toward the cap under Measure PP’s or Measure QQ’s definition of housing unit, 
although under Measure QQ, Council is given the discretion to count units within assisted living 
facilities (including continuing care communities) based on impacts on community services and 
infrastructure (including traffic impacts, water and sewer impacts, and impacts on parks and 
schools).” [note to City – does the remainder of the paragraph 7 remain or is it deleted/replaced 
by this insert?] 
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