
EXHIBIT A 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Draft SEIR was previously distributed to the Planning Commission, and is available 
on-line at www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/PDF/SpotornoSEIRJuly2018.PDF 
or upon request from the City of Pleasanton Planning Division. 
 

http://www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/PDF/SpotornoSEIRJuly2018.PDF
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EXHIBIT D











































































































EXHIBIT E

































































Jenny Soo 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jenny, 

The Hansen Family 
Tuesday, September 11, 2018 10:31 AM 
Jenny Soo 

PUD-132, Tim Lewis Communities for Alex Spotorno 

Please, please insist that the road is extended out Sycamore Creek Way as the access to all the proposed 
homes in this new community. There is no way our small roads of Happy Valley and Alisal will be able to 
handle such a huge increase in traffic. We built our home a few years ago with you as our advisor. We were 
held to incredibly high standards and had to comply with every single one. We did. I don't understand why this 
access road is now potentially not going to happen. Is it just so the city can get more money? Why isn't this 
building being held to the same standards that the rest of us had to comply with? We were told years ago that 
the only possible way that land would be developed would be if the access road was built up by the water 
tower. I understand this is expensive. It was twice as much for us when the city required wood windows 
instead of vinyl. We weren 't given the choice. I know this is incredibly small in comparison, but it is the same 
principle. Please, please don't allow our community to turn into a freeway. 

Thank you, 
Jennifer Hansen 

Click 
https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/+2bCnAOhp4LGX2PQPOmvUgfUspOYWKRbNp17ZuqWPLROUn3iXfwol+gr34 
+D+YjAqhgK!Z711 Npm4uq9tqS87g== to report this email as spam. 
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Jenny Soo 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Steve Mix 
Wednesday, September 05, 2018 8:36 PM 
Ellen Clark; Jenny Sao; Jerry Thorne; Karla Brown; Kathy Narum; Arne Olson; Jerry Pentin; 
Mike Tassano 
Petition opposing the Spotorno Development 
Planning Comm Letter with Petition.pdf 

Attached is a letter and petition from the neighbors of Happy Valley that oppose the current development plan 
of the Spotorno Flats. The petition has 115 neighbor's signatures that represent 77 homes that would be 
impacted by the development. 

We invite you to visit the Happy Valley neighborhood before the Council meeting so you can understand how 
important the neighborhood is to all of us. 

Let me know if you have any questions. 

Steve Mix 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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City of Pleasanton, Planning Division 
Attn: Ellen Clark. Planning Manager 
P.O.Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 

Re: Petition Opposing the Spotorno Ranch Project 

Dear Ms. Clark: 

Sept 5, 2018 

The Happy Valley neighbors have signed a petition to show the Planning department and City Council 
that the neighbors oppose the current development plan of the Spotorno Flats. 

The petition was circulated on the streets that would be impacted by the development: Club House 
Drive, Westbridge Ave, Alisa) Street, East Mockingbird, Laura Lane, Byrd Lane, Sycamore Road and 
Amber Lane. The petition focused on the discrepancies of the Tim Lewis Communities plan verses the 
building guidelines of the Happy Valley Specific Plan and the semi-rural heritage of the neighborhood. 

The petition outlined 3 areas (many more were discussed): 1) HVSP: Executive Summary (page 5) 
specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
"country road" Standards. 2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of 
the HVSP are: "5) To minimize the impact of vehicular traffic generated by future development." 3) HVSP: 
Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of 
one home per one and one-half acres. 

There are approximately 102 homes on the streets we canvased, 79 of those homes signed the petition 
(77%). There were only a few residences (about 6) that declined to sign the petition; most of the 
others were not home at the time we walked their street. A total of 115 neighbors have signed the 
petition opposing the current design and plan (petition attached). 

Petition statistics: 
Alisal Street: 26 homes signed, 30 homes possible. 87% oppose the plan 
Clubhouse Drive: 12 homes signed, 15 homes possible 80% oppose the plan 
Westbrldge Ave: 7 homes signed, 9 homes possible 78% oppose the plan 
E. Mockingbird and Laura Lane: 8 homes signed, 11 homes possible 73% oppose the plan 

At the last City Council meeting about this project, several council members told Tim Lewis 
Communities that the current plan was out of character with the neighborhood and 22 homes was 
more appropriate. Members of the City Council suggested to Tim Lewis Communities that they should 
modify their plan to the current zoning of one home per one and one-half acres. As we have seen in 
the latest Tim Lewis's proposal no density changes have taken place. 

We believe the Happy Valley Specific Plan should be followed, as has been required for the past 20 
years, and should be for all future development. 

Sincerely, 

The Neighbors of Happy Valley 

cc.: Jenny Soo, Associate Planner 
Mike Tassano, City Traffic Engineer 
City Council Members 



To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 
CC: Pleasanton City Council · 

8/20/18 " 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, included but not limited, to reasons: 
1) HVSP: Executive Summary (page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
"country road" Standards. 

·' 2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5} specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: 115) To minimize the impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development. 11 

' 3) HVSP:· Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats {33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 

Name Address City , State Zip Code 
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To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 8/20/18 
· CC: Pleasanton City Council 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, included but not limited, to reasons: 
1) HVSP: Executive Summary (page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
11country road" Standards. 
2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5} specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: 115) To minimize the impact of vehicular traffic 
generat~d by future development." 

3) HVSP: Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 

Name Address 

c 3{o /fLLS-~ 
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To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 
CC: Pleasanton City Council 

8/20/18 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
n~mber 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, Included but not limited, to reasons: 
1) HVSP: Executive Summary (page S) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
11country road" Standards. 
2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals {page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: 115) To minimize the Impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development." ' 

3) HVs(section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 

Address City , State Zip Code 
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To: City of Pleas~nton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 
CC: Pleasanton City Council 

' 

8/20/18 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042Q32) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, included but not limited, to reasons: 
1} HVSP: Executive Summary (page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
"country road" Standards. · · 
2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: "5) To minimize the impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development." 

3) HVSP:' Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 



To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 
CC: Pleasanton City Council 

8/20/18 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, included but not limited, to reasons: 
1) HVSP: Executive Summary {page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
"country road" Standards. 
2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: "S) To minimize the impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development." , 
3) HVSP: Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 



To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 
CC: Pleasanton City Council 

8/20/18 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, Included but not limited, to reasons: 
1) HVSP: Executive Summary (page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
"country road" Standards. 
2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: 115) To minimize the impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development." 

3) HVSP:'section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 

Name Address City , State Zip Code Signature 
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To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 
CC: Pleasanton City Council 

8/20/18 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested deve.lopment'of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, included but not limited, to reasons: 
1) HVSP: Executive Summary (page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
"country road" Standards. 
2) HYSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: "5) To minimize the impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development." '. 

3) HVSP: Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 

Name Address City • State Zip Code Signature 
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To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 
CC: Pleasanton City Council 

8/20/18 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, included but not limited, to reasons: 
1) HVSP: ~ecutive Summary (page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
"country road" Standards. 

2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: 115) To minimize the Impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development." 

3) HVSP: Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 

Name Address City , State Zip Code 
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To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 
CC: Pleasanton City Council . 

8/20/18 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, included but not limited, to reasons: 
1) HVSP: Executive Summary (page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
11country road" Standards. · 
2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: "5) To minimize the Impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development." 

3) HVSP: Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot.98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 

Name Address City , State Zip Code 

7}~b,v/ ~ 0/~tn,J/p_ 
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Signature 

·---· ~--~------ ...... "" .... , .....•........ 



To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 
CC: Pleasanton City Council 

8/20/18 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, induded but not limited, to reasons: 
1) HVSP: Executive Summary (page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
"country road" Standards. 
2) HVSP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: . "5) To mini~ize the impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development." 

3). HVSP: Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats (33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half 
acres. 

Name Address City , State Zip Code Signature 

<. 
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To: City of Pleasanton, Department of Community Development, Planning Division 

CC: Pleasanton City Council 

8/20/18 

The following residents of Happy Valley oppose the suggested development of Spotorno Ranch (State Clearinghouse 
number 2017042032) proposed by Tim Lewis Communities for the following, included but not limited, to reasons: 
1} HVSP: Executive Summary (page 5) specifies vehicular access to the South Happy Valley area is to be provided by a Bypass Road designed to 
"country road" Standards. 
2) H)./SP: Section IV Overall Goals (page 19 #5) specifies one the primary goals of the HVSP are: 115) To minimize the impact of vehicular traffic 
generated by future development." 

3) HVSP: Section V. Land Use (page 22 #4) specifies Lot 98 Spotorno Flats {33 acres) is required to have a density of one home per one and one-half . 
acres. 

Name Address City , State Zip Code 
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ALAMEDA COUN1Y FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT. ZONE 7 

100 NORTH CANYONS PARKWAY• LIVERMORE, CA 94551 • PHONE (925) 454-5000 • FAX (925) 454-5727 

September 14, 20 18 

Jenny Soo, Associate Planner 
City of Pleasanton, Community Development Department 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
Sent by e-mail to: jsoo@cityofpleasantonca.gov 

Re: Comments on Spotorno Ranch Draft SEIR 

Dear Ms. Soo, 

Zone 7 Water Agency (Zone 7, or Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District) has reviewed the referenced document in the context of Zone Ts mission to provide water 
supply, flood protection, and groundwater and stream management within the Livermore-Amador Valley. 
Following are our comments for your consideration: 

1. Page 3.8-10, under Zone 7 of Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District-

• The second paragraph regarding an encroachment permit is incorrect; an encroachment 

permit is only necessary if there is a need to temporarily access Zone 7 right-of-way. 

Zone 7 reserves the right to review and inspect any proposed work of any nature via the 

CEQA process. Please revise the document as appropriate. 

2. Page 3.8-10, under the Stream Management Master Plan -

• Suggest revising the paragraph to read: "The Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP) 

is a planning document adopted in 2006 that uses an integrative planning approach to 

manage stormwater and flooding in the Zone 7 Service Area, through multi-benefit 

projects that provide opportunities for enhancing water quality, water supply, ground 

water recharge, habitat enhancement, and recreation. The heart of the SMMP is the use of 

the Chain of Lakes to attenuate flooding in the Tri-Valley area during a 100-yr storm 

event." 

3. Page 3.14-2, under Water Supply -
• Clarification: "Zone 7 serves water from three sources: (I) State Water Project imported 

via the South Bav Aqueduct, (2) local surface water collected in the Del Valle Reservoir, 

and (3) local groundwater. In addition to water stored in the local groundwater basin, 

Zone 7 has acquired additional out-of-basin groundwater storage to help supply its 



4. 

service area during droughts and emergencies. Water deli vered to Pleasanton comes 

primaril y from the State Water Proj ect." 

Page 3.14-2, under Distribution System -
• Correction: "California pumps State Water Project water from the Sac ramento-San 

Joaquin Delta via the Banks Pumping Plant and conveys it to the Va ll ey via the South 

Bay Aqueduct." 

• C larification : "Zone 7 also uses this water as the primary supply source to its two water 

treatment plants." 

• Correction : "Zone 7 also stOFes water from the State Water Proj ect water and from local 

runoff are stored in the Del Valle Reservoir, and ttSeS-this water is used to se rve 

customers and to replenish groundwater supplies through release into the Arroyo del 

Valle. Water is also released from the SBA directly to Arroyo Mocho and to Arroyo 

Valle to replenish groundwater supplies." 

5. 3.14-4, under Urban Water Management Plan Projections -
• Suggest revising paragraph to read, or adding: "Zone 7 continues to pursue attracti ve 

water supply and storage options to bol ster water supply re liability fo r the Valley through 

build-out. Zone 7 will be conducting an update of the Water Supply Evaluation starting 

in Fall 20 18 and complete an update of the Urban Water Management Plan by mid-

202 1." 

6. Water Wells. Our records indicate that there are no we lls in the proj ect area and one well in 

the proximity (3S I E28KOI ). The approximate well location is shown on the enclosed Well 

Location maps. Please verify these results in the fi e ld and report any unknown well s to Zone 

7 Water Agency. A lso, please be advised that a Zone 7 drilling permi t is needed fo r any 

water we ll or so il boring work that may be planned fo r this project. Well permit applications 

and permit fee schedule can be downloaded from our website: www.zone7water.com, or 

requested by email sent to we11permits@zone7water.com. 

We appreci ate the opportunity to comment on this proj ect. If you have any questions on this letter, 
pl ease fee l free to contact me at (925) 454-5005 or via email at erank@zone7water.com . 

Sincere ly, 

Elke Rank 

cc: Carol Mahoney, Amparo Flores, Matt Katen, Joe Seto, fil e 

Attachments : ( I) we ll record search, (2) local we ll map, (3) deta iled we ll locati on map 



Zone 7 Water Agency 

Records Search August 2018 

Well ID Address City Status Driller Category Subcategory 

3S/1E 28K 1 986 SYCAMORE RD Pleasanton unknown LEITE BROS. well-supply domestic 
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Zone 7 Water Agency 

100 North Canyons Parkway, Livermore, CA 
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c=J Spotorno Boundary 
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0 monitor - unknown, gpo, inactive 

• supply - unknown, gpo, inactive 
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Spotorno Ranch Project 
Well Map 1 



Zone 7 Water Agency 
100 North Canyons Parkway, Livermore, CA 

Spotorno Boundary 

Spotorno Ranch Project 
Well Map 2 



September 12, 2018 

All responsible Agencies and Other Interested Parties 

RE: Public Comment Period Extension for the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (Draft SEIR) Spotorno Ranch Project (SCH Number 2017042032) 

Due to lack of a quorum to conduct the previously scheduled public hearing on the Draft SEIR, the 
public comment period for the DSEIR for the Spotorno Ranch Project in the City of Pleasanton will be 
further extended, ending on Friday, September 28, 2018. 

The Draft SEIR. prepared per the requirements of CEQA. is being made available to the public in 
accordance with CEQA for the comment period. Copies tnay be obtained at the Planning Division, 200 
Okl Bc:mul Avenue, Pleasanton, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and .;:OU p.m. during weekdays. The 
Draft SEIR is also available for review at the Pleasanton Library, 400 Old Bernal Avenue, Pleasanton, 
and on the City's webpage at: www.cityofpleasantonca.jjov/PDF/SpotornoSErRJuly2018.PDF. Paper 
or CD copies of the Draft SEIR may be requested using the staff contact information. 

The Planning Commission of the City of Pleasanton has set 7:00 p.m .• Wednesday, September 26, 
2018, Council Chamber, 200 Old Bernal Avenue, Pleasanton, as the time and place to receive public 
input and comments on the Draft SEIR. 

Planning Manager 
Community Development Department 

~µ, ~(u~~;-
if~ 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
Planning 
200 Old Bernal Ave. 
(925) 931·5600 
Fax: 931-5483 
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Bulldlng & S•f•ty 
200 Old Bernal Ave. 
(925) 93l-S300 
Fax: 931-5478 

N3SN3f3/\31S 
paA~a~a~ T 9P TLT69Z:PSZ: 9 

0IS'.) 3iOW3~ s ni~i s S3~~d NOii~ na 

P. 0. BOX 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566-0802 
Traffic 
200 Old Bernal Ave. 
(925) 931-5650 

Fax: 931-5479 

1L 169('.;t>':i i:9 91:50 810i:/ L1/60 
iOd Wit 51 :91:G 4~ 8TOZ: 'LT Jaqwa4das 

03AI3'.)3~ 3WH 



Jenny Soo 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi there: 

Janis Farmer 
Friday, September 07, 2018 9:::,o A1v1 

Jenny Sao 
Tim Lewis Communities for Alex Spotorno 

I did attend the last planning commission meeting regarding the Spotorno property and distinctly remember a member of 
the commission having recorded that the average density of properties around the area of concern is one property to two 
acres. It seems to me that, having looked at the new plans, the number of homes and "casitas" now proposed will 
severely violate that guideline. This will set a dangerous precedent for every property that comes up for sale along 
Sycamore, and Alisa!. I think the original number of approved homes (was it 22?) is a much better solution. 
Janis Farmer 

Clubhouse Drive 

Be the Change you wish to see in the world 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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September 7, 2018 

Sent Via E-Mail 

Jenny Soo, Associate Planner 
City of Pleasanton 
200 Old Bernal A venue 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
Email: j soo@ci tyofpleasantonca. gov 

Re: Comments to the Spotorno Ranch Project Draft Subsequent EIR 
State C/earingltouse No. 2017042032 
Our File No.: S0897.016 

Dear Ms. Soo: 

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
dated July 16, 2018 (the "SEIR") for the Spotorno Ranch Project (the "Project") on behalf of the 
Spotorno Family (LaVerne, Ken, Jolm, Kathy, Marianne, Alex, (recently deceased) and Joaime 
Zacharides). The Spotorno Family acknowledges that the SETR took into consideration the 
impact of the Project on their existing cattle-grazing and farming operations and appreciates the 
opportunity to be included in the proposed development in the Happy Valley area. After careful 
review of the SEIR, the Spotorno Family provides the following comments, clarifications and 
minor corrections for your consideration and adoption in the Final SEIR. 

1. Factual Errors and Discrepancies in the SEIR 

A. The Project Description 

Tlu·oughout the SEIR, the Project is referred to as 154 acres, which the Spotornos feel is 
misleading. The Project site is only 111 acres (Lot 98) which includes 31 acres to be developed 
and 80 acres of land adjacent to the development that will be subj ect to a conservation easement. 
The entire Project affects Lot 98 only. The remaining 43 acres referred to in the SEIR make up 
Lot 97, but it is not being developed as pai1 of the Project. The Spotorno Family is retaining the 
entirety of Lot 97. Both Lot 97 and Lot 98 are included in the Planning Area defined in the 2005 
Pleasanton General Plan (hereinafter referred to as the "General Plan") and the Happy Valley 
Specific Plan ("HVSP"). In order to clarify the scope of the Project, the Spotorno Family 
proposes the following terms and definitions to be adopted tlu·oughout the SEIR: 

• Project Site = 111 acres of Lot 98 consisting of 31 acres to be developed and 
80 acres to be zoned as Agricultural Open Space ("A/OS") and subject to a 
conservation easement; 

5000 H o P YA R D Ro An , SutT E 2 25 I P LEAS A N T O N , C A 94588-3348 
TEL E PH O NE 9 25-4 60 - 3 7 00 I F AX 925 -4 60 - 0969 I R AND JCKLAW.COM 
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City of Pleasanton 
Re: Spotorno Ranch Project 
September 7, 2018 
Page 2 

• Development Area =:= 31 acres of land located on Lot 98 in the Spotorno Flat 
Area; and 

• The EIR/ Application Planning Area = 154 acres consisting of 111 acres on 
Lot 98 and 43 acres on Lot 97. 

Additionally, the Draft SEIR accurately identifies APN for Lot 98 (APN 949-16-6). However, 
as shown on the Assessor's Parcel Map enclosed herewith as Exhibit A, Lot 98 is actually 
composed of five separate legal parcels. The Spotorno Family requests that the SEIR clarify this 
distinction to preserve a record of the parcels that embody Lot 98. 

B. Exhibit 2-6b 

The Spotorno Connector Trail and portions of the Spotorno Hills Trail were not proposed by 
T.L. Partners IV, L.P. as part of the Project. Specifically, the trails that intrude upon Lot 97 and 
the 80 acre conservation easement on Lot 98 were not proposed as part of the Project. 

2. Construction of the Proposed Spotorno Connector Trail and Portions of the 
Spotorno Hills Trails 

The Spotorno Family objects to the proposed Spotorno Connector Trail and portions of the 
Spotorno Hills Trai ls to the extent that these trails intrude upon Lot 97 and the 80 acre 
conservation easement on Lot 98. 1 (See SEIR Exhibit 2-6b.) 

A. The Trails Master Plan Update Is Not Applicable to This Project 

The SEIR refers to new public access trails on Lots 97 and 98 of the Spotorno Property based on 
the Trails Master Plan Update ("TMPU") which has not yet been adopted. (See SEIR Exhibit 2-
6b and Impact Analysis p. 3 .12-78.)2 The Spotorno Connector Trail and portions of the Spotorno 
Hills Trails shown in Exhibit 2-6b were not adopted in the General Plan or the HVSP and have 
only been proposed in the TMPU. (See HVSP Sec. VI.E. and Fig. VI-3.) Accordingly, the 
provisions of the TMPU, including the additional proposed trail s referenced therein, are not 
relevant to the analysis of the project in the SEIR. (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 151 25( e ); see 
also Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 11 34, 1145 [a proposed 
project has a significant effect on the environment only if it will conflict with an adopted plan.].) 

Furthermore, the Notice of Preparation dated Apri l 7, 2017 did not require or suggest an analysis 
of the Project's compliance with the TMPU as part of the SEIR. (See SEIR Appendix A.) As 
such, the proposed trails discussed in the TMPU are not relevant to the analysis of the project in 

1 The Spotorno Fam ily does not obj ect to the Alisa! Trai l or Spotorno Flats Trai l that was included in the proposed 
f lans for the Project and depicted in Exhibi t 2-6a of the SEIR. 

The Impact Ana lysis on page 3. 12-78 of the SEIR provides, "although the updated Trails Master Plan Update is 
not yet adopted, it I ike ly wi II be adopted before the project is considered for approval by the City .. . therefore it has 
been determined appropriate to consider the project for conformation with this documen,t." 
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the SEIR and references to such trails should not be considered in the decision to approve the 
Project. (See Cal. Code Regs. , Tit. 14, § 15125( e) and Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista, 
supra.) 

As discussed in more detail below, the TMPU has proposed additional trails through the 
Spotorno Prope11y that would interfere with the longstanding ranch and farming activities that 
the Spotorno Family has conducted for more than 150 years. As such, the Spotorno Family 
objects to any analysis in the SEIR to the extent that it is based on the TMPU. Their specific 
objections to the TMPU were previously submitted on May 15, 2018 and a representative of the 
family will attend the next scheduled committee meeting. 

B. The Trails Identified in the SEIR Were Not Included In the General Plan or the 
HVSP 

The Spotorno Connector Trail and portions of the Spotorno Hills Trails that are proposed on 
Lot 97 and Lot 98 as shown in Exhibit 2-6b ("TMPU Proposed Trails") were not included in the 
General Plan or the HVSP. (See General Plan, Open Space Trails p. 7-22 - 7-25, Figures 3-13 
and 7-5 ; HVSP pp. 55-58 and Fig. VI-3 ; SEIR Exh. 2-6b.) 

The HVSP specified three trails on the Spotorno property : the Bypass Road Trail, the Spotorno 
Flat Area Trail, and the Spotorno MOR/Foley Trail ("HVSP Proposed Trails"). (See HVSP Sec. 
Vl.E, pp. 55-58 and Fig. VI-3.) The proposed location of these trails took into consideration the 
protection of existing agricultural and farming operations on the Spotorno property and public 
health and safety concerns. (HVSP Sections V.B.1-V.B.4, pp. 26-31.) 

The HVSP Proposed Trails were based on the presumption that the Spotorno Upper Valley MOR 
Residential Subarea ("MOR Subarea") would be developed and the Spotorno MDR/Foley Trail 
would co1mect the development from the Bypass Road to the Foley Ranch property. (HVSP Sec. 
VI.E.4 and VI.E.7, pp. 57-58.) The precise alignn1ent and development of each trail was to occur 
at the time of the development plan approval. (HVSP Sec. VI.E., p. 55.) Since the Project 
proposes to eliminate the Bypass Road and the MOR subarea is being re-zoned as Agricultural 
Open Space ("A/OS"), the purpose of constructing either the Bypass Road trail or the Spotorno 
MOR/Foley Trail no longer exists. In keeping with original concept for the HVSP Proposed 
Trails, the Project has proposed an alternative location for the trails to connect to the Foley 
Ranch Property. 

Additionally, the TMPU Proposed Trails are not consistent with the goals and objectives of 
either plan in that they will cause significant interference and di sruption of longstanding 
Spotorno Ranch operations instead of preserving the land so it is conducive to continued 
agricultural use. 

The objectives of the General Plan include the preservation of agricultural uses of land . (General 
Plan, Guiding Objectives p. 1-6.) Additionally, the General Plan identifies the important history 
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of agricultural land use in Pleasanton, and recognizes the significance of the Spotorno Ranch 
agricultural and farming operations. (General Plan, Farmlands p. 7-25 - 7-28 & Figure 7-6; see 
also Agriculture p. 12-8.) 

The HVSP goals and objectives expand on those of the General Plan and include: (I) 
preservation of the existing semi-rural character of the neighborhood, (2) perpetuating the 
existing semi-rural uses and preserving large areas of open space, (3) permanently preserving 
agriculture and open space lands located outside of the Urban Growth Boundary through means 
such as dedication of agriculture and open space easements, and (4) perpetuating the raising of 
farm animals in Happy Valley. (HVSP Sec. IV. Specific Plan Goals and Objectives, pp. 19-20.) 
Most importantly, the HVSP provides that no public improvement shall be made in the Plan Area 
unless it is in substantial compliance with the plan. (HVSP Sec. X.B. at p. 95.) 

Additionally, the HVSP specifically provides that the Spotornos are allowed to continue their 
existing agricultural uses of the Spotorno Upper Valley Subarea "until such time that residential 
development in the PUD-MDR District commences." (HVSP Sec. V.B.l .b.1.g.) Because no 
development of the Spotorno Upper Valley Subarea or Lot 97 is proposed in the Project, 
construction of the TMPU Proposed Trails is not consistent with the terms of the HVSP because 
that pmtion of the land is not being developed. 

Furthermore, "[a]ttempts to achieve public access to open-space areas and trails should not create 
onerous impositions on property owners." (See General Plan, p. 2-9.) Here, the proposed trail 
near Minnie Road is next to the only vehicle entrance to the Spotorno Ranch. Accordingly, large 
hay delivery trucks, farm vehicles and livestock transport trucks are frequently travelling in this 
area in furtherance of ranching and farming operations. Thus, placing a public access trail 
adjacent to the vehicle entrance would substantially interfere with the ongoing operations of the 
ranch while also compromising pedestrian safety. 

The trail would also be located near farm equipment, barns, corrals and tool sheds. Therefore, 
the trail would create an attractive nuisance for trail users and generate security and privacy 
concerns for the Spotorno Family. They have already experienced trespassers, property theft and 
vandalism on the property and worry that the construction of additional trails on the property 
would escalate the risk that these events would happen again . The HVSP favors the protection 
of agricultural areas from urban encroachment and the construction of the Proposed Trails would 
be a contradiction to this preference. (See HVSP Potential Agricultural/Non-Agricultural Use 
Conflicts, p. 40.) 

The Planning Commission should consider the adverse impacts the TMPU Proposed Trails may 
have on nearby cattle-grazing and farming operations, as well as public safety issues . (See e.g. 
Sumner Hill Homeowners ' Assn., Inc. v. Rio Mesa Holdings, LLC (2012) 205 Cal. App. 4th 999, 
I 005 [ county had concerns that development would have an adverse impact on cattle-grazing 
operations].) The trails proposed in the Project by T.L. Partners IV, L.P. have taken all of these 
issues into consideration. As such, the trails proposed in the Project are located in areas that 
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adequately balance the interests of all parties, including the community's need for access to 
trails, the City's public safety concerns and the Spotorno Family's continuing use and enjoyment 
of their land. 

In addition to the other arguments made previously herein, there is no justification for requiring 
the additional trails proposed by the TMPU. Implementation of the Project would result in 58 
fewer homes than contemplated by the HVSP. (SEIR p. 3.9-13.) The future development of 
planned parks within the City, coupled with 80 acres of agricultural open space preservation 
would not affect the City's ability to maintain its parkland ratio. (Id.) As a result, the project 
would not result in the need for construction of new or expanded existing park facilities. (Id.) 
Because the benefits to the community are not outweighed by the burden on the Spotorno 
Family's right to use and enjoyment of their land, the construction of public access trails on the 
44 acres of farmland on Lot 97 creates an "onerous imposition" on the Spotorno Family. 
Additionally, the TMPU Proposed Trails directly conflict with the goals and objectives of the 
General Plan and HVSP. For these reasons, they are simply not justified. 

3. Incorrect Land Use Restrictions On Spotorno Land 

As part of the Project, approximately 15 acres in the Spotorno Upper Valley would be rezoned 
from Medium Density Residential ("MOR") to Agricultural Open Space ("A/OS"). (See SEIR p. 
2-26 and Table 2-2.) The SEIR correctly states that most of this area is located on Lot 97, with a 
small portion being located on Lot 98. (Id.) However, the SEIR misstates that this change in 
zoning will "allow no new units in this specific plan subarea." (SEIR at Project Buildout p. 2-26, 
Table 2-2 p. 2-26, and PUD-AG/OS Maximum Allowable Units p. 3.9-5.) The existing HVSP 
land use designations include fairly specific site development standards, including standard 13 , 
which relates specifically to the right of the owner of Lots 97 and 98 to apply for a PUD 
development plan approval for one "ranch compound." (See HVSP Site Development Standards 
V.B.4.c.13 , p. 31.) Because this right pc11ains to lots 97 and 98 specifically, rather than relating 
to the uses generally allowed in the PUD-LDR, PUD-SRDR, and PUD-A/OS land use 
designations, both the amended HVSP and the SEIR should reflect that this standard will 
continue to apply to the Spotorno properties. Section 2.5 of the SEIR should reflect this 
application by amending the column in Table 2-2 for "Developable Units with the Proposed 
HVSP" for the Spotorno Upper Valley Area (MDR) from "O" to "1" and change the 
corresponding "Difference" calculations accordingly. The language at the bottom of page 2-26 
should also be amended to read, "With the amendments, the MOR portion of the Spotorno Upper 
Valley Area would be designated Agricultural Open Space, allowing only one ranch compound 
to be constructed." 

The proposed amendments to the HVSP and SEIR are consistent with the HVSP development 
plan objectives including the maintenance of the area ' s existing semi-rural character and open­
space feeling between homes and other structures. (HVSP V.B.4.e.2, p. 31.) They are also 
consistent with the HVSP land use standard provided for Agricultural Open Space. (HVSP 
V.B.6, p. 37 [permitted use includes single-family home and accessory structures].) 
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The Spotorno Family has been involved in the development of Pleasanton since 1867 when the 
Spotorno Ranch was established. The family participated in the creation of the General Plan and 
HVSP. In the spirit of cooperation, they agreed to have the property annexed into the city of 
Pleasanton, which then allowed the City to obtain the property next door for the development of 
the Callippe Preserve. The Spotorno Family continues to suppo1t the responsible development of 
Pleasanton and believes the proposed Project would be beneficial to the community. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider the Spotorno Family's comments on the SEIR for the 
Spotorno Ranch Project. 

Very truly yours, 

RANDI CK O'DEA & TOO LIA TOS, LLP 

By NJt!Jii!fi{£~ 
ntooliatos@randicklaw.com 

NPT/cmr 

Enclosure: Exhibit A 
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