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Executive Summary 
 
Introduction 
 
This Environmental Impact Report supplement (SEIR) has been prepared by the City of 
Pleasanton, the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for 
the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment project.  This SEIR is a supplement to 
the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan 
Amendment (EIR), which the City of Pleasanton certified on February 24, 2009. 
 
This SEIR reevaluates some of the potential environmental effects of the Proposed 
Project considered in the EIR.  It also evaluates the potential effects of a new alternative 
to the Proposed Project and reevaluates, as another alternative, the potential effects of a 
modified version of the Proposed Project that the City of Pleasanton approved on 
February 24, 2009.  This SEIR was prompted by new information obtained since 
certification of the EIR, primarily in response to a lawsuit that challenged the City of 
Pleasanton’s certification of the EIR, and by the City of Pleasanton’s interest in 
considering a new short-term circulation plan that differs from that of the Proposed 
Project. 
 
In accordance with CEQA guidelines, this SEIR is designed to inform public 
decision-makers, responsible or interested agencies, and the general public of the 
potential environmental effects of the two alternatives and the Proposed Project in light 
of new information. 
 
This SEIR supplements the EIR and would be certified in conjunction with the EIR.  This 
SEIR determines whether the new information and the alternatives it reviews result in 
environmental impacts that are different from those already considered in the EIR.  This 
analytical approach is consistent with the EIR supplement provisions of Sections 15162 
and 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  This framework provides the public an 
opportunity to review and comment on changes to a project after certification of an EIR.  
This framework requires only the supplemental information to be circulated, and allows 
comments to be limited to that supplemental information, so that the entire EIR is not 
re-opened.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15163(b), (c), (d). 
 
Project Description 
 
The Proposed Project evaluated in the EIR assumed modification of the land uses of the 
Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan for the 124-acre Staples Ranch project site from 100 acres 
of retail and service commercial uses and a 17-acre community park to a 46-acre senior 
continuing care community, a 37-acre auto mall, an 11-acre retail/commercial center, a 
5-acre neighborhood park, and a 17-acre community park (Stoneridge Drive Specific 
Plan Amendment).  The EIR also assessed the effects of a four-rink ice-skating center in 
the community park, together with the other Proposed Project land uses, as a project 
alternative (Ice Center Alternative).   
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This SEIR reevaluates the Proposed Project to determine whether: 
 

1) Updated surveys for the California tiger salamander, the California red-egged 
frog, the western pond turtle, and the San Joaquin spearscale result in different 
impacts than described in the EIR;  
 

2) Updated analysis of potential impacts to the environment resulting from the 
production of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are different from those described 
in the EIR; and 
 

3) The Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative biological resources impacts, 
cumulative noise impacts, and cumulative impacts in conjunction with nearby 
quarry operations are different from those described in the EIR. 

 
This SEIR also evaluates potential changes in the environment caused by the 
development and operation of a new alternative and the project approved by the City of 
Pleasanton on February 24, 2009.  Both the new alternative and the approved project 
contemplate the addition of a four-rink ice-skating center to the Proposed Project in the 
same manner as the Ice Center Alternative.  Of greater significance, both also consider 
new short-term Stoneridge Drive circulation plans that differ from those of the Proposed 
Project. 
 
Under the Proposed Project, four lanes of Stoneridge Drive would not be extended 
through Staples Ranch to El Charro Road until some point in the future, after full 
buildout of the Staples Ranch Project.  Over the short term, a single two-lane bridge 
would extend over the Arroyo Mocho, and two lanes of Stoneridge Drive would provide 
access to the westerly portion of Staples Ranch.  The eastern portion of the property 
would be accessed via a four-lane road connecting to El Charro Road, and no 
through-traffic would be permitted between the two portions of the property, other than 
emergency vehicles and possibly buses. 
 
The Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment for Staples Ranch adopted by the 
Pleasanton City Council on February 24, 2009 included a full four-lane extension of 
Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road concurrent with development of the Staples Ranch 
site, as originally contemplated by the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan.  The City Council 
also adopted the Ice Center Alternative, including the four-rink ice-skating center as part 
of the Staples Ranch land uses.  The City of Pleasanton made these decisions after 
certifying the EIR and determining that it adequately assessed the impacts of the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension and the Ice Center Alternative.  This SEIR reevaluates 
this approved project as the “Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative.” 
 
The second alternative evaluated in this SEIR is the same as the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative, with the single exception that it would limit the number of traffic 
lanes over the Arroyo Mocho to two lanes instead of four lanes, but would restripe the 
bridges to four lanes total at some point in the future.  The SEIR identifies this alternative 
as the “Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative.” 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts 
 
New Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project.  Table ES-1 below summarizes the 
new significant impacts of the Proposed Project that are not identified in the EIR. 
 

Table ES-1 
Summary of New Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation/Improvement Measures 
 

New Significant 
Impact 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation/Improvement Measures 
Impact 

Significance 
With Mitigation 

 
S-BIO-1  Significant 
loss of habitat for San 
Joaquin spearscale, a 
CNPS List 1B species. 

 
S 

 
S-BIO-1.1  Preserve off-site San Joaquin 
spearscale habitat.  Prior to issuance of 
the first grading permit for all or a 
portion of the Staples Ranch Site or the 
Stoneridge Drive bridge, the Alameda 
County Surplus Property Authority 
(ACSPA) shall permanently preserve a 
minimum of 1.77 acres of San Joaquin 
spearscale habitat in Alameda County by 
either purchasing 1.77 acres worth of 
credits from the Springtown Natural 
Community Preserve in the City of 
Livermore or by permanently protecting 
1.77 acres of other spearscale habitat in 
Alameda County through the use of a 
conservation easement or other similar 
method. 

 
LTS 

 
S-AQ-1.  GHG 
emissions constituting a 
cumulatively 
considerable 
contribution to the 
significant cumulative 
impact of global climate 
change.   

 
S 

 
EIR MMs VQ-3.1; VQ-3.3; VQ-3.4; 
AQ-3.1; TR-9.1; TR-9.2; GP BMPs, 
design components. 
 
 
 

 
SU 

 
S-NO-1.  Cumulatively 
considerable noise 
increase along 
Stoneridge Drive.  

 
S 

 
EIR MM NO-4.1. 
 
S-NO-1.1  Repave Stoneridge Drive 
between Kamp Drive and Trevor 
Parkway with noise-attenuating 
pavement.  Stoneridge Drive between 
Kamp Drive and Trevor Parkway shall 
be repaved with noise-attenuating 
pavement prior to the completion of the 
Stoneridge Drive extension to El Charro 
Road. 

 
SU 
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New Significant 
Impact 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation/Improvement Measures 
Impact 

Significance 
With Mitigation 

 
S-TR-1.  Increase of 
traffic to Southbound 
Santa Rita Road south 
of I-580 segment by 
more than 3 percent. 

 
S 

 
S-TR-1.1.  Implementation of EIR 
MM TR-1.4. and payment of the 
Tri-Valley Transportation Development 
fees to fund improvements to State 
Route 84 and High-Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) lanes on I-580 and I-680. 
Improvements to parallel corridors will 
provide alternative routes and additional 
capacity to reduce local traffic impacts. 

 
SU 

 
Impact S-TR-1. was overlooked during review of technical studies during preparation of 
the EIR.  It is a new impact by analytical error rather than by changed circumstances, a 
changed project, or new information, and should have been identified in the EIR. 
 
New Significant Impacts of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative and 
Two-Lane Constrained Alternative.  Table ES-2 below summarizes the new significant 
impacts of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative and the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative that are not identified in the EIR. 

 
Table ES-2 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation/Improvement Measures of  
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative and  

Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative  
 

New Significant Impact 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation/Improvement Measures 
Impact 

Significance 
With Mitigation 

 
S-BIO-1.  Significant 
loss of habitat for San 
Joaquin spearscale, a 
CNPS List 1B species.* 

 
S 

 
S-BIO-1.1.  Preserve off-site San 
Joaquin spearscale habitat.  Prior to 
issuance of the first grading permit for 
all or a portion of the Staples Ranch Site 
or the Stoneridge Drive bridge, the 
Alameda County Surplus Property 
Authority (ACSPA) shall permanently 
preserve a minimum of 1.77 acres of San 
Joaquin spearscale habitat in Alameda 
County by either purchasing 1.77 acres 
worth of credits from the Springtown 
Natural Community Preserve in the City 
of Livermore or by permanently 
protecting 1.77 acres of other spearscale 
habitat in Alameda County through the 
use of a conservation easement or other 
similar method. 

 
LTS 
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New Significant Impact 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation/Improvement Measures 
Impact 

Significance 
With Mitigation 

 
S-AQ-1.   GHG 
emissions constituting a 
cumulatively 
considerable 
contribution to the 
significant cumulative 
impact of global climate 
change.*   

 
S 

 
EIR MMs VQ-3.1; VQ-3.3; VQ-3.4; 
AQ-3.1; TR-9.1; TR-9.2; GP BMPs , 
design components. 
 
 
 

 
SU 

 
S-NO-2.  Significant 
noise increase along 
Stoneridge Drive. 
 

 
S 

 
EIR MM NO-4.1. 
 
S-NO-1.1.  Repave Stoneridge Drive 
between Kamp Drive and Trevor 
Parkway with noise-attenuating 
pavement.  Stoneridge Drive between 
Kamp Drive and Trevor Parkway shall 
be repaved with noise-attenuating 
pavement prior to the completion of the 
Stoneridge Drive extension to El Charro 
Road. 

 
SU 

 
S-NO-1.  Cumulatively 
considerable noise 
increase along 
Stoneridge Drive. * 

 
S 

 
EIR MM NO-4.1. 
 
S-NO-1.1.  Repave Stoneridge Drive 
between Kamp Drive and Trevor 
Parkway with noise-attenuating 
pavement.  Stoneridge Drive between 
Kamp Drive and Trevor Parkway shall 
be repaved with noise-attenuating 
pavement prior to the completion of the 
Stoneridge Drive extension to El Charro 
Road. 

 
SU 

 
S-TR-2.  Unacceptable 
levels of service at 
Pleasanton Intersection 
#32 – Santa Rita Road/ 
Stoneridge Drive. ** 
 
 

 
S 
 

 
S-TR-2.1.  Improve Santa Rita Road at 
Stoneridge Drive (#32).  To reduce 
project-related AM and PM impacts to 
this intersection, the following lane 
configurations and modifications are 
recommended:  Restripe one of the 
Stoneridge Drive eastbound right lanes 
to an eastbound through lane only.  
Restripe one of the Stoneridge Drive 
eastbound right-turn lanes to a free right 
turn and construct a northbound Santa 
Rita Road lane to prove a separate 
right-turn lane to Stoneridge Drive.  The 
City of Pleasanton shall change cycle 
length to 130 and 120 seconds for AM 
and PM respectively.  This mitigation 
would improve Am and PM operations 
from LOS F to LOS D. ** 

 
LTS  
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New Significant Impact 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation/Improvement Measures 
Impact 

Significance 
With Mitigation 

 
S-TR-3.  The Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension 
Alternative** would 
result in an unacceptable 
level of service at the 
intersection of Dublin 
Blvd. at Fallon Road in 
the AM Peak Hour 

 
S 

 
EIR MM TR-2.1., TR-2.3. 

 
SU 

 
S-TR-4.  The Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension 
Alternative** would 
exceed the standards 
established by the 
County Congestion 
Management Agency for 
designated roads or 
highways at the 
following segments: (S)  
• Stoneridge Drive east 

of Santa Rita Road 
• Stanley Blvd. east of 

Valley Avenue 
• SR-84 between 

Stanley Blvd. and 
Vineyard Avenue 

• SR-84 near Little 
Valley Road** 

• I-580 between Airway 
Blvd. and Isabel Ave. 

 

 
S 

 
S-TR-4.1.  Mitigation for CMP Impacts: 
Payment of Regional Tri-Valley 
Transportation Development Fees.  
Payment of the Tri-Valley 
Transportation Development fees to fund 
improvements to State Route 84, and 
High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes 
on I-580 and I-680. Improvements to 
parallel corridors will provide alternative 
routes and additional capacity to reduce 
local traffic impacts. 

 
SU 

 

    * Same as Proposed Project as reevaluated by SEIR. 
  ** Not an impact of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative. 
 
Analysis of Alternatives 
 
The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative and the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative focus on alternative configurations of Stoneridge Drive that differ 
from those of the Proposed Project.  Unlike the Proposed Project, both new alternatives 
also included construction of an ice center.  The SEIR determines that the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension is environmentally superior to the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative because it results in fewer traffic and noise impacts.  The 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative generates fewer significant traffic impacts 
than the Proposed Project.  However, at the non-cumulative level, noise impacts to 
existing residences and sensitive receptors along Stoneridge Drive are significant and 
unavoidable under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative but less-than-
significant under the Proposed Project after mitigation.  For the same reasons stated in the 
EIR with regard to the Proposed Project, the Open Space Alternative still remains 
environmentally superior to all other alternatives.
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S-1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
On February 24, 2009, the City of Pleasanton certified the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan 
Amendment/Staples Ranch Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which evaluated the 
environmental impacts of modifying the land use and circulation plans for the 124-acre 
Staples Ranch portion of the City’s Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan. 
 
The Proposed Project evaluated in the EIR modified the Staples Ranch land uses from 
100 acres of retail and service commercial uses and a 17-acre community park to a 
46-acre senior continuing care community, a 37-acre auto mall, an 11-acre retail/ 
commercial center, a 5-acre neighborhood park, and a 17-cre community park 
(Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment).  The EIR also assessed the effects of a 
four-rink ice-skating center in the community park, together with the other Proposed 
Project land uses, as a project alternative (Ice Center Alternative). 
 
While the original Specific Plan required that Stoneridge Drive be extended to El Charro 
Road as part of any development of Staples Ranch, the Proposed Project evaluated in the 
EIR modified the Specific Plan circulation policies to not extend Stoneridge Drive to 
El Charro Road until some point in the future, after full buildout of the Staples Ranch 
Project.  Instead, under the Proposed Project, Stoneridge Drive improvements within the 
Staples Ranch Project site would consist of a two-lane bridge over the Arroyo Mocho 
connected to a two-lane road segment that would provide access to the westerly portion 
of Staples Ranch.  The eastern portion of the property would be accessed via a four-lane 
road connecting to El Charro Road, and no through-traffic would be permitted between 
the two portions of the property, other than emergency vehicles and possibly buses. 
 
After certifying the EIR, the City of Pleasanton approved the Stoneridge Drive Specific 
Plan Amendment as contemplated by the Ice Center Alternative of the EIR, but without 
the modifications to Stoneridge Drive.  Instead, the City retained the original Specific 
Plan circulation improvements for Stoneridge Drive, requiring the construction of two 
bridges and four lanes through the Staples Ranch Project at the same time as project 
buildout, as originally contemplated by the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan (Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension), rather than at some point in the future.  The City of Pleasanton 
made these decisions after determining that the EIR adequately assessed the impacts of 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension and the addition of the ice-skating center. 
 
A lawsuit challenging the City of Pleasanton’s approval of the Staples Ranch Specific 
Plan amendment was filed on March 27, 2009.  The lawsuit claimed, in part, that the City 
of Pleasanton should have recirculated the EIR with a new analysis of the impacts of the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension and that the EIR’s analysis of biological resources, 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and cumulative quarry impacts were insufficient.  This 
lawsuit settled in September 2009. 
 
On June 2, 2009, the City of Pleasanton decided to assess whether it should further 
amend the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan to adopt a short-term configuration of 
Stoneridge Drive that would differ from the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension by reducing 
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the total number of lanes by one in each direction across the Arroyo bridges (Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension).  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension would still entail the full 
extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as part of the development of Staples 
Ranch, but would stripe the travel lanes on the Arroyo bridges to one in each direction, 
instead of the two lanes in each direction under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension.  
The striping could then be changed to a full four lanes over the Arroyo at such time as 
deemed necessary by the City, such as when other regional arterial roadways in Dublin 
and Livermore are extended and/or fully widened. 
 
Program 1.6 of the Circulation Element of the Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 
provides that the City of Pleasanton must reach an agreement with the City of Livermore, 
the City of Dublin, and Alameda County for a strategic approach and funding plan for 
relieving traffic congestion in the Tri-Valley before it opens the Stoneridge Drive 
extension to through-traffic. 
 
Purpose and Scope 
 
The City of Pleasanton has prepared this SEIR in response to the lawsuit and to assess the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension.   
 
Specifically, this SEIR evaluates the Proposed Project to determine whether: 
 

1) Updated surveys for the California tiger salamander, the California red-legged 
frog, the western pond turtle, and the San Joaquin spearscale result in different 
impacts than described in the EIR;  

 
2) Updated analysis of potential impacts to the environment resulting from the 

production of GHG emissions are different from those described in the EIR; and 
 
3) The Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative biological resources impacts, 

cumulative noise impacts, and cumulative impacts in conjunction with nearby 
quarry operations are different from those described in the EIR.   

 
This SEIR also evaluates whether: 

 
1) The environmental effects of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension alternative, 

which the Pleasanton City Council approved on February 24, 2009, are different 
from those of the Proposed Project; and 

 
2) The environmental effects of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension alternative are 

different from those of the Proposed Project.  This alternative is based on the 
alternate Stoneridge Drive configuration that the City of Pleasanton decided to 
assess on June 2, 2009. 
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Analytical Approach Under CEQA 
 
The analytical approach used in this SEIR is consistent with the EIR supplement 
provisions of Sections 15162 and 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  This framework 
provides the public an opportunity to review and comment on changes to a project after 
certification of an EIR.  This framework requires only the supplemental information to be 
circulated, and allows comments to be limited to that supplemental information, so that 
the entire EIR is not re-opened.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15163(b), (c), (d). 
 
Except for certain limited exceptions (including but not limited to those listed above), this 
document does not, and need not, assess the relative cumulative impacts of the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative and the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative; 
the cumulative impacts of both are, for the most part, the same as those of the Proposed 
Project and the Ice Center Alternative, the cumulative impacts of which have already 
been analyzed in the EIR.  
 
Some of the levels of significance the EIR used to assess the environmental impacts of 
the development of Staples Ranch were derived from the goals, policies and programs of 
the City of Pleasanton’s 1996 General Plan.  On July 21, 2009, the Pleasanton City 
Council adopted a new General Plan (Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025).  The 
Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 creates a new noise significance threshold that was 
not considered in the EIR, specifically, Noise Element Program 1.3, which provides that 
an increase in exterior noise levels of more than 4 dB is considered significant.  All other 
significance thresholds of the EIR are unchanged by the Pleasanton General Plan 
2005-2025.  This SEIR applies the new 4 dB threshold. 
 
Public Review 
 
This SEIR will be circulated for public comment for a period of 45 days.  Readers are 
invited to submit written comments on the adequacy of this document.  The City of 
Pleasanton requests that reviewers limit their comments to matters assessed in the SEIR, 
consistent with the provisions of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15163(c), (d). 
 
Report Organization 
 
This SEIR follows the organization and section sequencing of the EIR.  It begins with 
this Introduction, followed by Background information provided as Section S-2.  
Section S-3 provides information updating the Biological Resources section of the EIR 
based primarily on updated survey information.  Section S-4 updates the Other CEQA 
Considerations section of the EIR with three additions to the list of Significant 
Unavoidable Impacts relating to GHG emissions, noise, and transportation, and a 
discussion of Cumulative Impacts (greenhouse gas and global climate change, biological 
resources, and cumulative issues associated with nearby quarry uses).  Section S-5 
reevaluates the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative and evaluates the Two-lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative. 
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S-2.  BACKGROUND 
 
In 1989, the City of Pleasanton adopted the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan, which 
established the land uses, circulation improvements, and infrastructure requirements for a 
293-acre area adjacent to the northeastern edge of the City.  A major component of the 
Specific Plan was the extension of Stoneridge Drive eastwards to El Charro Road from 
Kamp Drive as a four-lane arterial roadway, within a six-lane right-of-way, consistent 
with the City’s General Plan. 
 
By 2006, all but 124 acres of the original 293-acre Specific Plan had been annexed and 
developed in accordance with the 1989 Specific Plan.  The only remaining vacant 
property is the 124-acre Staples Ranch site.  It is owned by the Alameda County Surplus 
Property Authority (ACSPA), the project proponent.  The remainder of the original 
Specific Plan area has been developed with several hundred single-family residences, 
several neighborhood parks, a private school and Mohr Elementary School.  Stoneridge 
Drive has been extended as a four-lane divided arterial eastward from Kamp Drive 
approximately one mile to Trevor Parkway, just south of a planned crossing of the 
Arroyo Mocho.  The new subdivisions, located primarily on the south side of Stoneridge 
Drive, are shielded from the road with either a sound wall or are set back on the far side 
of a frontage road. 
 
In April 2006, Pleasanton and ACSPA executed a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) as a “roadmap” for amending the 1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan’s land use 
and infrastructure requirements for the Staples Ranch site.  The MOU land use map 
indicated the site would be developed with an auto mall, a senior continuing care 
community, a retail/office commercial site, and a community park.  To address concerns 
within the community about “cut-through traffic” using Stoneridge Drive, the MOU 
called for amending the 1989 Specific Plan so that Stoneridge Drive would no longer be 
required to be extended to El Charro Road as part of the development of the Staples 
Ranch site.  Instead, the MOU called for Stoneridge Drive to be extended as a two-lane 
road from Trevor Parkway eastward over the Arroyo Mocho to access the senior 
continuing care community and the western portion of the community park, with a new 
four-lane road extending west from El Charro Road to serve the auto mall, the future 
commercial area and the eastern portion of the community park.  No vehicular access 
(other than emergency vehicles and potentially buses) would be permitted between the 
two roads, but they would be designed to accommodate the full extension of Stoneridge 
Drive as a four-lane arterial when Pleasanton chose to do so in the future, as required by 
the City’s General Plan. 
 
In April 2008, the City of Pleasanton published a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) that assessed the potential environmental impacts of the proposed amendment to 
the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan to accommodate the Staples Ranch project.  The 
Proposed Project analyzed in the DEIR included the following components: 
 

• Modification of the 1989 Specific Plan Land Use map for Staples Ranch from 
100 acres of retail/service commercial and a 17-acre community park to an auto 
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mall on approximately 37 acres, a senior continuing care community on 
approximately 46 acres, a retail/commercial site on approximately 11 acres, a 
neighborhood park/storm water detention basin on approximately 5 acres, and a 
community park on 17 acres. 

 
• Modification of the circulation discussion and figures to indicate that Stoneridge 

Drive would be extended from its present terminus at Trevor Drive as a two-lane 
road over the Arroyo Mocho to serve the community park, neighborhood park, 
and senior continuing care community.  A new four-lane road (named “Auto Mall 
Place”) would be extended westward from the proposed Jack London 
Boulevard/El Charro Road intersection to serve the auto mall and 
retail/commercial development, as well as provide potential access to the 
community park site.  Vehicular access between Auto Mall Place and Stoneridge 
Drive would be limited to emergency vehicles and possibly buses, using a gated 
emergency vehicle access (EVA).  While the ACSPA would dedicate the 
necessary right-of-way to Pleasanton for a full four-lane extension of Stoneridge 
Drive to El Charro Road, the City would have ultimate control on when the full 
extension would be constructed. 

 
Figure S-2-1 illustrates the land use and circulation elements of the Proposed Project, and 
Figure S-2-2 illustrates the approximate alignment and cross section of the proposed 
two-lane Stoneridge Drive bridge over the Arroyo Mocho channel that would be 
constructed in conjunction with the Proposed Project.  The ultimate extension of 
Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as a four-lane road, as called for by the Pleasanton 
General Plan, would require a second, adjacent two-lane bridge to be constructed in the 
future. 
 
The DEIR also included an analysis of three alternatives to the Proposed Project.  These 
included the 1989 Specific Plan land uses and circulation improvements for Staples 
Ranch (Existing Specific Plan Alternative), which included a full four-lane extension of 
Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road.  It also included the Ice Center Alternative, which 
had the same land uses and circulation improvements as the Proposed Project, with the 
addition of a four-rink 138,500-square-foot ice center on approximately eight acres of the 
community park site.  The third alternative analyzed was an Open Space Alternative, 
which had the same land uses and circulation improvements as the Proposed Project, 
except the community park would be primarily open space and would not include any 
lighted sports fields, tennis courts, or similar features. 
 
The EIR did not include an alternative that specifically examined the impacts of fully 
extending Stoneridge Drive as a four-lane road to El Charro Road as part of the initial 
development of Staples Ranch with the Proposed Project’s land uses.  However, the 
DEIR did analyze all of the environmental impacts associated with the four-lane 
extension under cumulative (future) Proposed Project conditions, consistent with the 
Pleasanton General Plan.  In addition, the traffic study prepared for the DEIR included a 
specific analysis of the full four-lane extension under “existing plus approved” conditions 
for both the Proposed Project and the Ice Center Alternative. 
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Figure S-2-1 
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Figure S-2-2 
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The City of Pleasanton published the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the 
project in August 2008.  In responding to comments from several agencies and 
jurisdictions, including Caltrans, Alameda County LAFCo, and the City of Dublin, the 
City included additional information to analyze the impacts of extending Stoneridge 
Drive as a four-lane road to El Charro Road as part of the initial development of Staples 
Ranch. 
 
On February 24, 2009, the Pleasanton City Council certified the EIR and then adopted a 
Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment for Staples Ranch that included a full 
four-lane extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road concurrent with development 
of the Staples Ranch site, as originally contemplated by the Stoneridge Drive Specific 
Plan.  The City Council also adopted the Ice Center Alternative, including the four-rink 
ice-skating center as part of the Staples Ranch land uses.  The City of Pleasanton made 
these decisions after determining that the EIR adequately assessed the impacts of the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension and the Ice Center Alternative. 
 
A lawsuit challenging the City of Pleasanton’s approval of the Staples Ranch Specific 
Plan Amendment was filed on March 7, 2009.  The lawsuit claimed, in part, that the City 
of Pleasanton should have recirculated the EIR with a new analysis of the impacts of the 
Four--Lane Concurrent Extension and that the EIR’s analysis of biological resources, 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and cumulative quarry impacts were insufficient.  This 
lawsuit settled in September 2009. 
 
On June 2, 2009, the City of Pleasanton decided to assess whether it should further 
amend the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan to adopt a short-term configuration of 
Stoneridge Drive that would differ from the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension by reducing 
the number of lanes across the Arroyo bridges.  This Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
would still entail the full extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as part of the 
development of Staples Ranch but would stripe (temporarily) the travel lanes on the 
Arroyo bridges to one lane in each direction, instead of the two lanes in each direction 
under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension.  To facilitate this reassessment, the City of 
Pleasanton has prepared this SEIR to assess and compare the effects of the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative against the Proposed Project.  The SEIR also assesses 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative against the Proposed Project and 
updates the GHG emissions, quarry-related, and sensitive plant and animal species 
impact analyses of the EIR in response to the lawsuit. 
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S-3.  ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 
The original EIR included an analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential environmental 
impacts on a wide variety of environmental topics, including Aesthetics and Visual 
Quality, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, Land Use and Agricultural Resources, Noise, Population, 
Employment, and Housing, Transportation, and Water Supply.  
 
The following section of the SEIR supplements and updates the EIR discussion of special 
status plant and animal species that could be impacted by the Proposed Project 
(DEIR pages 3.3-5 – 3.3-9). 
 
S-3.1.  SUPPLEMENTAL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ANALYSIS 
 
Setting 
 
The EIR concluded that three special status animal species (California red-legged frog, 
California tiger salamander, and western pond turtle) and one special status plant species 
(San Joaquin spearscale) could potentially be impacted by the Proposed Project.  These 
conclusions were based on biological assessments and surveys conducted in 2005-2007.  
To address concerns raised during the EIR review process and by the lawsuit, additional 
surveys were conducted in 2009 for the California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, 
and San Joaquin spearscale.  In addition, updated survey results for the California tiger 
salamander are now available.  Updated survey results for each of these species are 
discussed in detail below. 
 
California Tiger Salamander (CTS).  As noted in the EIR (DEIR pages  3.3-19 – 
3.3-20), the California tiger salamander (CTS) is a federally listed Threatened Species 
and is a California Species of Special Concern.  It is most commonly associated with 
vernal pools in annual grassland habitat, and there have been several recorded 
occurrences of the species within five miles of Staples Ranch.  Protocol-level surveys for 
CTS have been conducted both on Staples Ranch and in adjacent areas and have not 
detected the species.  Two years of protocol-level surveys within the El Charro Specific 
Plan area in Livermore, just east of El Charro Road, resulted in no captures or 
observations of CTS.  At the time the Staples Ranch DEIR was published, one year of 
protocol-level surveys had been completed on Staples Ranch, and a second year of 
surveys was nearing completion.  Because the surveys were not complete, the EIR 
included Mitigation Measures BIO-3.1 (complete ongoing CTS surveys and comply with 
USFWS mitigation measures) and BIO-3.2 (provide construction monitoring for CTS if 
surveys identify CTS on Staples Ranch) to ensure that potential impacts to CTS were 
reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
 
The Staples Ranch protocol-level CTS surveys were completed in accordance with 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocol in 2008.  The surveys 
consisted of installing approximately 9,500 linear feet of drift fencing in and along the 
perimeter of the Staples Ranch property so that any CTS traversing the property would be 
directed into buckets placed along the fence.  After each rainfall, the buckets were 
checked for CTS or other animals.  The surveys were conducted throughout the rainy 
seasons of 2006-2007 and 2007-2008.  No CTS were observed in any of the surveys.  
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These results indicate that CTS do not utilize the Staples Ranch property.  These results 
have been transmitted to the USFWS. 
 
California Red-legged Frog (CRLF).  As noted in the EIR (DEIR pages 3.3-17 – 
3.3-19), the CRLF is federally listed as a Threatened Species.  It is typically found in 
slow-flowing portions of perennial streams, ephemeral streams, and hillside seeps.  The 
frog is known to occur in the Arroyo Las Positas upstream of the Project Area (in the 
vicinity of the Livermore Municipal Golf course) and in several of the drainages north of 
I-580. 
 
The EIR noted that a number of factors make the presence of this species on the Staples 
Ranch site very unlikely.  The property is vegetated with non-native annual grassland 
habitat and agricultural lands and generally does not provide suitable cover or forage for 
the frogs to live or breed.  In addition, the adjacent Arroyo Mocho channel represents 
low-quality aquatic CRLF habitat because of the presence of non-native aquatic 
predators, such as bullfrogs and non-native fish species.  Also, barriers to migration limit 
the potential for colonization from nearby wetland habitats into the Staples Ranch site, 
including the I-580 freeway to the north, subdivisions to the west, and agricultural fields 
to the east.  Furthermore, surveys of the Arroyo Mocho and Arroyo Las Positas on and 
adjacent to the Staples Ranch site in 1993 and in 2002, prior to the Arroyo Mocho 
Realignment project, as well as monitoring during construction in 2003-2004, did not 
find any CRLF within or upstream of the Project Area. 
 
To provide an update on the status of CRLF in the Arroyo Mocho adjacent to Staples 
Ranch, especially in the vicinity of the proposed Stoneridge Drive bridge crossing, 
protocol-level field surveys for CRLF were conducted in June and July 2009.  As 
specified by the USFWS, protocol-level surveys for CRLF require eight field surveys to 
be conducted, including six breeding-season surveys (two day and four nocturnal 
surveys) between January and June, and two non-breeding-season surveys (one day and 
one nocturnal) between July and September.  The six breeding-season surveys were 
conducted in June-2009 and the two non-breeding-season surveys were conducted in 
early July 2009.  In each survey, a pair of biologists walked the channel on foot, scanning 
for and listening for frogs.  At night, headlamps were used for detecting amphibian 
eyeshine. 
 
No CRLF were observed during the 2009 protocol-level field surveys.  However, several 
bullfrogs, as well as other potential non-native aquatic CRLF predators, including 
Common Carp and red swamp crayfish, were observed. 
 
Western Pond Turtle.  As noted in the EIR (DEIR pages 3.3-8 and 3.3-20 – 3..3-21), the 
western pond turtle is a California Species of Special Concern.  The species had 
previously been observed in 1993 and 2002 in the reach of Arroyo Las Positas that 
traversed Staples Ranch prior to completion of the Arroyo Realignment Project in 2003.  
These surveys did not find turtles in the reach of the Arroyo Mocho adjacent to Staples 
Ranch, most likely because this reach was at that time an ephemeral stream.  An 
individual turtle was removed from the Arroyo Realignment project area during 
construction and relocated to an upstream location in Livermore.  Because the Arroyo 
Mocho Realignment Project resulted in the confluence with the Arroyo Las Positas being 
moved upstream to El Charro Road, the reach of the Arroyo Mocho adjacent to Staples 
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Ranch is now a perennial stream, and turtle habitat enhancements such as basking logs 
and rocks were included as part of the Realignment project. 
 
The EIR concluded that, because the creek is now a perennial stream with suitable 
habitat, western pond turtles could be found within the Arroyo Mocho channel or in 
upland habitats within the Arroyo Mocho corridor, but that chain link fencing along the 
Arroyo Mocho corridor prohibits the migration of the turtles into the adjacent Staples 
Ranch site itself.  Because Stoneridge Drive bridge construction activities could impact 
individual turtles if they entered into the construction zone, the EIR included Mitigation 
Measures BIO-4.1 (conduct preconstruction surveys for western pond turtles) and 
BIO-4.2 (provide exclusion fencing for western pond turtles) to ensure that potential 
impacts to these turtles as a result of bridge construction are reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 
 
To ascertain the current status of western pond turtles within the Arroyo Mocho channel 
corridor adjacent to Staples Ranch, WRA conducted three separate field surveys for the 
turtle in June and July 2009.  Pairs of biologist walked the banks of the creek looking for 
basking turtles and backwaters of the creek were also searched, but no western pond 
turtles were observed.  Turtles in this portion of the Arroyo Mocho have also never been 
observed by the restoration ecologist monitoring the channel restoration plantings since 
completion of the Arroyo Realignment project in 2004. 
 
San Joaquin Spearscale.  As discussed in the EIR (DEIR pages 3.3-9, 3.3-16 – 3.3-17) a 
number of rare plant surveys of the Staples Ranch property have been conducted over the 
years and, while the site contains suitable habitat for several special-status plants, only 
one species, San Joaquin spearscale (Atriplex joaquiniana), has been found on-site. 
 
San Joaquin spearscale (Atriplex joaquiniana) is a small, annual herb in the 
Chenopodiaceae family that blooms in mid- to late summer.  It typically occurs in more 
alkaline habitats within grasslands, meadows, and seasonal wetlands.  Although not a 
Federal- or State-listed species, the plant is classified by the California Native Plant 
Society (CNPS) as a List 1B species (rare, threatened or endangered in California) and is, 
therefore, considered a sensitive species under CEQA.  According to the California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), there are over a dozen records of San Joaquin 
spearscale populations in eastern Alameda County, primarily north of I-580. 
 
A population of San Joaquin spearscale was found on Staples Ranch during plant surveys 
conducted in the 1990s.  In October 1995, Alameda County was authorized to construct 
the arroyo realignment project under a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit (No. 20564S) 
issued by the U.S. Army of Engineers.  The realignment project, which was constructed 
in 2003, relocated the Arroyo Las Positas flood control channel so that the flood waters 
that normally would have flowed through the Arroyo Las Positas channel were directed 
to the adjacent Arroyo Mocho, which was significantly deepened and widened.  The 
project also included restoration of riparian habitat along the newly widened and 
deepened Arroyo Mocho channel and banks as mitigation for impacts of the project.  
Because large amounts of fill material would be generated by the Arroyo Mocho 
excavations that were proposed to be spread over Staples Ranch, part of the Wetland 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan approved with the Corps permit included mitigating 
impacts to the Staples Ranch population of San Joaquin spearscale by collecting seed 
from the Staples Ranch population and distributing them on the newly excavated northern 
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upper bank of the adjacent Arroyo Mocho channel.  While the spearscale seeds were 
distributed along the Arroyo bank in conformance with the Wetland Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan, fill materials were not immediately spread over the Staples Ranch 
property but were instead stockpiled in several large mounds in anticipation of spreading 
the materials at a later date, in conjunction with the development of the property. 
 
Rare plant surveys were conducted on the Staples Ranch property and adjoining Arroyo 
Mocho in October 2005 and June 2006.  San Joaquin spearscale was observed and 
mapped, using GIS, primarily in the northwest portion of Staples Ranch and along the 
north bank of the adjacent Arroyo Mocho channel.  The plants on Staples Ranch were 
remnants of the original population that was partially impacted during the permitted 
Arroyo realignment project.  Staples Ranch population estimates during the June 2006 
survey were 1,250 plants, covering about half an acre.  Approximately 10 additional 
spearscale individuals were observed and mapped in two isolated occurrences in the 
central southern portion of the Staples Ranch property during the October 2005 survey.  
These plants were at the base of one of the large piles of fill that was deposited on-site 
during the Arroyo realignment project.  However, spearscale plants were not observed at 
these two isolated locations during the June 2006 site visit. 
 
Over 10,000 spearscale plants were found along the north upper bank of the Arroyo 
Mocho during the same surveys, in the area where seed had been distributed in 
accordance with the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, although they were 
dispersed over a smaller area.  The plants in the Arroyo Mocho mitigation area were 
extremely densely clustered, sometimes as many as 20 individuals per square foot.  This 
is in contrast to the distribution of spearscale on Staples Ranch, which rarely had more 
than one plant per square meter. 
 
In June 2009, surveys for San Joaquin spearscale were again conducted on the Staples 
Ranch property and the adjacent Arroyo Mocho so that spearscale concentrations and 
locations could be compared over time.  The site was generally unchanged from previous 
site visits except that the grass on the Staples Ranch property had not been cut for several 
years because of the presence of drift fences set up as part of protocol California tiger 
salamander survey work conducted in 2006-2008.  Previously, much of Staples Ranch 
had dry land farmed for hay.  As a result, a number of weed species, specifically black 
mustard (Brassica nigra), Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus), brome grasses 
(Bromus sp.), and yellow start thistle (Centaurea solstitialis) dominate upland portions of 
the site. 
 
Figure S-3.3-1 illustrates where spearscale were observed in June 2009, and overlays this 
with previous observations made in October 2005 and June 2006.  San Joaquin spearscale 
was observed and mapped in the majority of the same areas as in previous survey work; 
however, population numbers on both the Staples Ranch property and adjacent Arroyo 
Mocho mitigation area were significantly lower in 2009.  Approximately 273 spearscale 
plants were observed in the northwest portion of Staples Ranch.  No plants were seen in 
the two isolated occurrences where they were observed in October 2005, adjacent to the 
large dirt stockpile located in the south-central portion of the property.  Approximately 
1,746 spearscale individuals were observed on the northern bank of the adjacent Arroyo 
Mocho, including approximately 120 plants in the western portion of the Arroyo Mocho, 
where they were not previously observed. 
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Figure S-3.3-1 
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Since spearscale is an annual plant that grows anew from seed each year, annual variation 
in population sizes and exact locations are normal.  The lower population numbers 
observed in both Staples Ranch and the adjacent Arroyo Mocho in 2009 in comparison to 
2006 could be due to a number of reasons such as rainfall patterns, competition from 
other nearby plants, poor seed set from the previous year, etc.  For instance, 2006 was an 
exceptionally wet spring, while the last several years have had less-than-normal rainfall. 
 
Given the wide variability in the number of annual plants from year to year, areas with 
potential to support spearscale for both Staples Ranch and the adjacent Arroyo Mocho 
channel were also mapped during the 2009 survey.  San Joaquin spearscale has specific 
habitat requirements that only exist in a few locations on-site.  Specifically the plants are 
typically associated with alkaline soils with low plant cover.  The main populations 
observed on the Staples Ranch property are found within an alkaline depression 
dominated by the low-growing non-native annual grass Mediterranean barley (Hordeum 
marinum).  Other associated plants include common spikeweed (Centromadia pungens 
ssp. pungens) and alkali heath (Frankenia saligna).  Also notable was the lack of wild rye 
(Lolium multiflorum) and wild oat (Avena sp.) from the areas that supported spearscale, 
while these species are dominant on the remainder of Staples Ranch.  Based on these 
characteristics, which were quite distinct in the field, areas that had the potential to 
support San Joaquin spearscale on the Staples Ranch property were mapped using GPS 
(Figure S-3.3-2).  These habitat areas on Staples Ranch total 1.70 acres and correlate with 
all spearscale observations in the northwestern portion of the property made in 2006 and 
2009, as well as some adjoining additional area. 
 
The two small isolated areas in the south-central portion of the property adjacent to the 
large pile of fill material were not mapped as potential San Joaquin habitat.  While a 
small number of plants (ten in total) were observed in these locations in October 2005, 
they were not observed in subsequent surveys in June 2006 or June 2009, nor were the 
other plant species associated with San Joaquin spearscale in the northwest portion of 
Staples observed in these locations.  It is not surprising that no further observations of 
spearscale have been made, given the conditions in these specific areas.  These areas 
were never planted with hay or mowed since they were at the toe of the slope of the large 
pile of excavated soil.  Weeds have overtaken the area, leaving little room for native 
plants to thrive.  Soil sloughing off the pile may have also covered the original locations, 
further reducing the suitability of the area for supporting spearscale.  Therefore, these 
isolated areas are no longer considered potential spearscale habitat due to existing 
conditions. 
 
Areas with the potential to support San Joaquin spearscale were also mapped along the 
northern bank of the Arroyo Mocho, based on their observed locations in 2006 and 2009.  
The habitat in this area is slightly different than the habitat found on Staples Ranch, 
however, in that the plants thrive on a 2.5:1 channel slope instead of an alkali depression.  
One common aspect of all of the areas that support spearscale along the north bank of the 
Arroyo Mocho is that they have distinctive white, alkaline soils, possibly where 
long-buried lenses of these soils were uncovered as a result of the Arroyo channel  
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Figure S-3.3-2 
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excavation, and support very little other plant cover.  Therefore, all such areas along the 
Arroyo Mocho channel adjacent to Staples Ranch were mapped as potential San Joaquin 
spearscale habitat, as also shown in Figure S-3.3-2.  The area mapped as San Joaquin 
spearscale habitat within the Arroyo Mocho channel totals 0.27 acres.  Approximately 
0.07 acres of this habitat is located in the area along the western portion of the Arroyo 
Mocho, in the vicinity of the planned Stoneridge Drive bridges where the existing access 
road dips down the bank. 
 
Environmental Analysis 
 
The following section updates and supplements the EIR discussion (DEIR pages 3.3-16 – 
3.3-26) of potential impacts on biological resources as a result of the Proposed Project, 
and mitigation measures to reduce identified impacts. 
 
San Joaquin Spearscale 
 
S-BIO-1.  The Proposed Project would result in a loss of habitat for San Joaquin 

spearscale, a CNPS List 1B species (S). 
 
The EIR concluded that there would be no significant impact on San Joaquin spearscale 
as a result of the development of Staples Ranch because loss of  the Staples Ranch 
population had already been fully and successfully mitigated for in the Arroyo Mocho 
mitigation area, where over 10,000 spearscale plants were observed in 2006. 
 
Nonetheless, for the purposes of this SEIR, loss of potential spearscale habitat as a result 
of the Proposed Project is considered a significant impact requiring mitigation. 
 
Because development of the Staples Ranch property requires spreading of fill over the 
entire site (as was originally contemplated under the Arroyo project), approximately 
1.70 acres of spearscale habitat currently occupied by approximately 273 plants on 
Staples Ranch would be lost.  The EIR concluded that there would be no significant 
impact on San Joaquin spearscale as a result of the development of Staples Ranch 
because this loss of the Staples Ranch population had already been fully and successfully 
mitigated in the Arroyo Mocho mitigation area, where over 10,000 spearscale plants were 
observed in 2006.  However, although the permit for the Arroyo realignment project 
mitigated for permanent impacts to the entire spearscale population within the Staples 
Ranch property, not all of the original Staples Ranch population or habitat was impacted 
because fill material was not distributed throughout the site as originally planned.  This 
SEIR treats impacts to the existing habitat on Staples Ranch that was unaffected by the 
fill as a new impact. 
 
The Proposed Project also includes the ultimate construction of two adjacent bridges over 
the western portion of the Arroyo Mocho so that Stoneridge Drive can be extended from 
its current eastern terminus at Trevor Parkway to access the Staples Ranch property.  The 
June 2009 survey found approximately 0.07 acres of spearscale habitat currently 
occupied by approximately 120 plants along the north bank of Arroyo Mocho channel in 



 25

the vicinity of the planned Stoneridge Drive bridges, which is likely to be impacted by 
bridge construction.  This impact was not considered by the EIR because no spearscale 
plants were identified in the area where bridge construction would occur until after the 
EIR was certified in February 2009. 
 
In all, the Proposed Project would result in the loss of 1.70 acres of San Joaquin 
spearscale habitat on the Staples Ranch property, as well as an additional 0.07 acres of 
spearscale habitat on the north bank of the Arroyo Mocho, for a total of 1.77 acres 
(Figure S-3.3-2).  While plant numbers can vary widely from year to year, these areas 
contained a total of 393 plants in June 2009.   The loss of 1.77 acres of San Joaquin 
spearscale habitat is considered a significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measures.  The preferred methods for mitigating for the loss of sensitive 
plant populations, in order of preference, are avoidance, on-site mitigation and off-site 
mitigation.  Modifying the Proposed Project to avoid the remaining spearscale on Staples 
Ranch is not considered feasible because the need to fill much of the site to create 
positive drainage for sewers and storm water would result in small, unmanageable areas 
containing spearscale that would likely still be impacted by changes in drainage.  
Similarly, because the road right-of-way on the south side of the Arroyo Mocho is fixed, 
the alignment of the Stoneridge Drive bridge cannot be changed to avoid the small area 
containing spearscale along the westernmost north bank of the Arroyo Mocho.  On-site 
mitigation, by relocating the existing spearscale population to another portion of Staples 
Ranch, such as the proposed community park site, is also not considered feasible because 
the alkaline soils necessary for the plants to thrive are found only in the northwest portion 
of Staples Ranch.  Therefore, off-site mitigation for loss of habitat is considered to be the 
most feasible mitigation method. 
 
Because of the large yearly fluctuation in population numbers, mitigation for loss of 
spearscale on Staples Ranch should be based on loss of suitable habitat, rather than the 
number of individual plants in any given year.  Acceptable off-site mitigation for the loss 
of spearscale habitat as a result of the Proposed Project would be for the project 
proponents to cause the permanent preservation of similar San Joaquin spearscale habitat 
in Alameda County.  This could be accomplished either by purchasing credits from an 
existing mitigation bank, such as the Springtown Natural Community Preserve in the City 
of Livermore, or by permanently protecting other spearscale habitat in Alameda County 
that contains the plant, through the use of a conservation easement or other similar 
method. 
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The following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to San Joaquin 
spearscale to a less-than significant level (LTS). 
 
S-BIO-1.1  Preserve off-site San Joaquin spearscale habitat.  Prior to issuance of the first 

grading permit for all or a portion of the Staples Ranch Site or the Stoneridge 
Drive bridge, the Alameda County Surplus Property Authority (ACSPA) 
shall permanently preserve a minimum of 1.77 acres of San Joaquin 
spearscale habitat in Alameda County by either purchasing 1.77 acres worth 
of credits from the Springtown Natural Community Preserve in the City of 
Livermore or by permanently protecting 1.77 acres of other spearscale habitat 
in Alameda County through the use of a conservation easement or other 
similar method. 

 
California Red-Legged Frog 
 
S-BIO-2.  The Proposed Project could affect California red-legged frog (PS). 
 
Potential California red-legged frog habitat in the vicinity of Staples Ranch is restricted 
to the adjacent Arroyo Mocho channel.  Potential impacts to red-legged frogs as a result 
of the development of the Proposed Project would be limited to the area within the 
Arroyo Mocho channel that would be impacted by construction of the Stoneridge Drive 
Bridge. 
 
Based on the negative 2009 protocol-survey results, as well as the previous  surveys 
conducted in 1993 and 2002, California red-legged frog are not currently present in the 
Arroyo Mocho channel adjacent to the Staples Ranch property. 
 
However, the proximity of recorded occurrences in the Arroyo Las Positas drainage 
upstream in Livermore makes it possible that individual frogs could disperse along the 
Arroyo Mocho channel in the vicinity of the Stoneridge Drive bridge construction area 
and, therefore, could potentially be affected by the Proposed Project as a result of bridge 
construction.  EIR Mitigation Measures BIO-2.1 (conduct preconstruction surveys for 
California red-legged frog in the bridge construction area); BIO-2.2 (restrict construction 
activities within 100 feet of Arroyo Mocho aquatic habitat to the dry season); BIO-2.3 
(conduct construction monitoring for California red-legged frog); and BIO-2.4 (conduct 
worker environmental awareness program) will reduce these potential impacts on 
individual red-legged frogs to a less-than-significant level (LTS). 
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California Tiger Salamander 
 
S-BIO-3.  The Proposed Project could affect California tiger salamanders (LTS). 
 
Two--year protocol surveys for California tiger salamanders were completed in 2008 and 
the negative results transmitted to the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Based on these 
surveys, it can be concluded that California tiger salamanders do not utilize the Staples 
Ranch property and, therefore, will not be affected by the development of the Proposed 
Project.  EIR Mitigation Measures BIO-3.1 (complete California tiger salamander 
surveys) and BIO-3.2 (provide construction monitoring for California tiger salamanders 
if surveys identify California tiger salamanders on the Staples Ranch property) are, 
therefore, no longer required. 
 
Western Pond Turtle 
 
S-BIO-4.  The Proposed Project could affect western pond turtle or their habitat (PS). 
 
Potential western pond turtle habitat in the vicinity of Staples Ranch is restricted to the 
adjacent Arroyo Mocho flood control channel.  Potential impacts to western pond turtle 
as a result of the development of the Proposed Project would be limited to the area within 
the Arroyo Mocho channel that would be impacted by construction of the Stoneridge 
Drive Bridge. 
 
Surveys for the turtles in 2009 indicated that while the Arroyo Mocho creek corridor 
provides suitable habitat for WPT, no turtles currently reside in the Arroyo Mocho 
adjacent to Staples Ranch.  It is possible that turtles resident in the Arroyo Las Positas 
upstream of the Realignment Project may not yet have dispersed downstream into the 
newly restored Arroyo Mocho channel, even though the habitat is now suitable.  EIR 
Mitigation Measures BIO-4.1 (conduct preconstruction surveys for western pond turtle) 
and BIO-4.2 (provide exclusion fencing for western pond turtle) will ensure that no 
individual turtles could potentially be affected by Stoneridge Drive bridge construction 
activities within the Arroyo Mocho channel.  Potential impacts to the western pond turtle 
therefore will be reduced to a less-than-significant level (LTS) 
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S-4.  OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Most EIRs, including the EIR, address several topics required by CEQA in a chapter 
titled “Other CEQA Considerations” or some similar title.  These CEQA requirements 
often include a discussion of Significant Unavoidable Environmental Effects, Growth 
Inducing Impacts, Cumulative Impacts, Effects Found Not to be Significant, and other 
topics. 
 
This SEIR provides revised and additional information to the EIR discussion of 
Significant Unavoidable Environmental Effects and Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed 
Project.  The discussion of Significant Unavoidable Environmental Effects includes the 
identification of the Proposed Project’s cumulative GHG/global climate change impact as 
considerable and unavoidable, based on a more detailed analysis of the Proposed 
Project’s estimated GHG emissions.  In addition, it identifies a new cumulatively 
considerable and unavoidable contribution to a cumulatively significant noise impact as a 
result of a new noise significance threshold of the new Pleasanton General Plan 
2005-2025.  It also identifies one additional arterial roadway segment traffic intersection 
that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level.  Finally, this section of the SEIR 
updates the Proposed Project’s contributions to cumulative biological impacts and 
cumulative noise impacts, and discusses the Proposed Project’s contributions to 
cumulative impacts in conjunction with nearby quarry operations. 
 
S-4.1.  SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL 

EFFECTS 
 
This section updates the Significant Unavoidable Environmental Effects discussion of the 
EIR by identifying significant and unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project that were 
not identified in the EIR. 
 
Air Quality 
 
The EIR determined that the Proposed Project did not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global warming.  
However, the supplemental cumulative GHG/global climate change analysis of this SEIR 
determines that the Proposed Project would result in a cumulatively considerable and 
unavoidable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global warming. 
 
Noise 
 
The EIR determined that a mitigation measure would reduce a significant cumulative 
noise impact along Stoneridge Drive to a less than significant level.  However, the 
supplemental cumulative noise analysis of this SEIR determines that, under a new noise 
significance threshold of the Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025, this impact remains a 
significant cumulative impact to which the Proposed Project contributes considerably. 
 



 30

Transportation 
 
The EIR determined that the Proposed Project did not result in a significant impact to any 
freeway or arterial segments, based on an analysis of Alameda County Congestion 
Management Program roadway segments. 
 
S-TR-1. Increase of traffic to southbound Santa Rita Road south of I-580 segment by 

more than three percent (S). 
 
Table 3.9-14 of the DEIR incorrectly listed the “no project” condition for the Southbound 
Santa Rita (South of I-580) segment as having a V/C of 1.11, while the EIR Traffic 
Report (Table 41 of the 2008 Dowling Associates Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan 
Amendment—Staples Ranch Study [the Dowling Traffic Study”]) correctly shows that 
the Proposed Project (in the near term [2015 analysis]) would result in a significant 
impact to Southbound Santa Rita Road south of I-580 by increasing traffic by more than 
three percent in the AM from a V/C of 1.09 to a V/C of 1.13. 
 
The following mitigation measure would reduce this impact: 
 
S-TR-1.1  Implementation of the Santa Rita Road at Valley Avenue intersection 

improvement identified in the EIR as TR-1.4 and payment of the Tri-Valley 
Transportation Development fees to fund improvements to State Route 84, 
and High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on I-580 and I-680.  
Improvements to parallel corridors will provide alternative routes and 
additional capacity to reduce local traffic impacts. 

 
While implementation of Mitigation Measure S-TR-1.1 will reduce this impact to the 
Southbound Santa Rita Road segment, there is no feasible mitigation measure to directly 
ensure that the impact to the segment will be less than significant after mitigation (SU). 
 
S-4.2.  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
S-4.2.1.  SUPPLEMENTAL CUMULATIVE GREENHOUSE GAS/ 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE ANALYSIS  
 
This section updates and supplements the GHG discussion of the EIR (DEIR pages 3.2-4, 
3.2-19 through 3.2-20 and 4-8 through 4-9).  Although originally assessed in the 
project-specific and cumulative analyses of the EIR, GHG impacts are recognized as 
exclusively cumulative impacts; there are no non-cumulative GHG emission impacts 
from a climate change perspective (California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association 
(CAPCOA), 2008).  This SEIR, therefore, updates and supplements the EIR’s 
project-specific and cumulative GHG analyses with a new cumulative analysis section. 
 
The EIR concluded that the Proposed Project’s contribution to regional GHG emissions 
would not be considerable.  The EIR based this conclusion on estimated project 
emissions (which this SEIR converts from standard to metric tons), mitigation measures, 
project design features and statutory requirements.  Since preparation of the EIR, there 
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have been numerous changes in the legal framework for GHG emissions, both as a new 
subject of regulation and as a new topic of CEQA practice.  This section, therefore, 
updates and supplements the GHG discussion of the EIR by describing current global 
climate change conditions and recent developments regarding GHG emissions 
regulations and guidance documents, and by evaluating the potential impacts on global 
climate from the implementation of the Proposed Project in light of these changes. 
 
Setting 
 
Description of the Greenhouse Effect.  Heat retention within the atmosphere is an 
essential process to sustain life on Earth.  The natural process through which heat is 
retained in the troposphere is called the “greenhouse effect.”  The greenhouse effect traps 
heat in the troposphere through a three-fold process as follows:  Short-wave radiation 
emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth; the Earth emits a portion of this energy in 
the form of long-wave radiation; and GHGs in the upper atmosphere absorb and emit this 
long-wave radiation into space and toward the Earth.  This “trapping” of the long-wave 
(thermal) radiation emitted back toward the Earth is the underlying process of the 
greenhouse effect.  Without the greenhouse effect, the Earth’s average temperature would 
be approximately -18 degrees Celsius (°C) (0° Fahrenheit [°F]) instead of its present 
14 °C (57 °F) (National Climatic Data Center 2008).  The most abundant GHGs are water 
vapor and carbon dioxide.  Many other trace gases have greater ability to absorb and 
re-radiate long-wave radiation, but they are not as plentiful. 
 
Primary Greenhouse Gases.  Greenhouse gases include, but are not limited to, Carbon 
dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), Nitrous oxide (N2O), Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), 
Perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and Sulfur hexafluoride. 
 
Contributions to Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
State of California.  Based upon the 2004 GHG inventory data compiled by the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) for the California 1990 greenhouse gas 
emissions inventory, California emitted emissions of 484 million metric tons of CO2 
equivalent (MMTCO2E), including emissions resulting from out-of-state electrical 
generation (CARB 2007).  California is estimated to be the second largest emitter of 
greenhouse gases in the country, and is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of greenhouse 
gasses worldwide. 
 
A California Energy Commission (CEC) emissions inventory report placed CO2 
produced by fossil fuel combustion in California as the largest source of GHG emissions 
in 2004, accounting for 81 percent of the total GHG emissions (CEC 2006).  CO2 
emissions from other sources contributed 2.8 percent of the total GHG  emissions, 
methane emissions 5.7 percent, nitrous oxide emissions 6.8 percent, and the remaining 
2.9 percent was composed of emissions of other gases comprised primarily of refrigerants 
and a small contribution of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) used as insulating materials in 
electricity transmission and distribution (CEC 2006). 
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San Francisco Bay Area and Alameda County.  In December 2008, the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) published an inventory of GHG emissions in 
the Bay Area for the base year 2007.  Total Bay Area GHG emissions in 2007 were 
estimated at 102.6 MMTCO2E.  Alameda County GHG emissions in 2007 were estimated 
at 17.7 MMTCO2E.  (BAAQMD 2008). 
 
The primary contributors to GHG emissions in the San Francisco Bay Area and in 
Alameda County are transportation, industry, and electric power generation.  These and 
other primary contributors to the GHG emissions of the San Francisco Bay Area and 
Alameda County are presented in Table S-4.2.1-1, GHG Sources in the San Francisco 
Bay Area and Alameda County. 
 

Table S-4.2.1-1 
GHG Sources in the San Francisco Bay Area and Alameda County 

CO2-Equivalent (Million Metric Tons/Year) 
 

End-Use Sector Alameda County SF Bay Area 

Industrial / Commercial 3.3 34.9 
Residential Fuel Usage 1.3 6.8 
Electricity / Co-Generation* 2.0 15.2 
Off-Road Equipment 0.6 2.9 
Transportation 10.4 41.6 
Agriculture / Farming 0.1 1.1 

Total 17.7 102.6 
 

Notes:  Includes Imported Electricity emissions of 7.1 MMTCO2E 
Source:  BAAQMD, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 2007, 2008. 

 
City of Pleasanton.  Table 9.4 of the Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025, reproduced below 
as Table S-4.2.1-2, Pleasanton GHG Emissions, Existing and Projected, lists estimated 
existing (2005) and projected General Plan buildout (2025) GHG emissions 
(Million Tons/Year) for the City of Pleasanton. 
 

Table S-4.2.1-2 
Pleasanton GHG Emissions, Existing and Projected 

 

ExistingConditions (2005) General Plan Buildout (2025) 
Emission Source (CO2e in 

MT/Year) 
% all 
CO2e 

(CO2e in 
MT/Year) 

% all 
CO2e 

Residential 0.277 21 0.319 16 
Commercial/Office/R&D/Other 0.241 18 0.404 21 
Industrial 0.043 3 0.082 4 
Transportation 0.777 58 1.140 59 

Total Annual Emissions 1.338 100 1.940 100 
 

Notes:  CO2e = carbon dioxide, e = equivalent, CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent, MT = million tons 
Source:  City of Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025, Table 9.4.
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The increase in GHG emissions per year shown in the table represents the “business as 
usual” scenario.  This increase does not take into account potential reductions that would 
result from the implementation of AB 32 or the General Plan’s GHG emissions reduction 
programs and policies, which are summarized below. 

Applicable Plans and Policies 
 
Executive Order S-3-05.  In June 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger established 
California’s GHG emissions reduction targets in Executive Order S-3-05.  The Executive 
Order established the following goals: GHG emissions should be reduced to 2000 levels 
by 2010; GHG emissions should be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020; and GHG emissions 
should be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 
 
Assembly Bill 32.  In furtherance of the goals established in Executive Order S-3-05, the 
Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32, Nuñez and Pavley), the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which Governor Schwarzenegger signed on 
September 27, 2006.  AB 32 represents the first enforceable statewide program to limit 
GHG emissions from all major industries with penalties for noncompliance.  The first 
GHG emissions limit requires emissions reductions to 1990 levels by 2020. 
 
AB 32 required CARB to adopt a scoping plan by January 2009 indicating how 
reductions in significant GHG sources would be achieved through regulations, market 
mechanisms, and other actions.  CARB adopted the Climate Change Proposed Scoping 
Plan in December 2008.  This plan contains an outline of the proposed State strategies to 
achieve the 2020 GHG emission limits.  Under the Scoping Plan, approximately 
85 percent of the State’s emissions are subject to a cap-and-trade program where covered 
sectors are placed under a declining emissions cap.  It is expected that emission reduction 
from this cap-and trade program will account for a large portion of the reductions 
required by AB 32. 
 
Senate Bill 97.  In August 2007, the legislature enacted SB 97 (Dutton), which directs the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop guidelines under CEQA 
for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
On January , 2009, OPR released its Preliminary Draft CEQA Guideline Amendments for 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Generally, the proposed Guidelines seek to apply CEQA’s 
existing basic rules for impact analysis to the topic of GHG emissions.  OPR’s proposed 
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines would allow lead agencies to determine whether 
impacts are significant based on “compliance with plan” findings, to specify that projects 
may determine that their contribution to the cumulative impact of climate change is 
reduced to a less than significant level by compliance with climate action plans or 
statewide GHG mitigation plans. 
 
OPR proposes a new Guideline to provide guidance on determining the significance of 
impacts resulting from a project’s GHG emissions (proposed Guideline 5064.4).  This 
guideline indicates that lead agencies have discretion to determine which type of 
methodology to use to evaluate GHG emissions, given that such methodologies are 
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evolving.  OPR also proposes to amend the Guideline on mitigation measures (proposed 
Guideline 15126.4) to provide general guidance on mitigation of the impacts of a 
project’s GHG emissions.  The Preliminary Draft CEQA Guideline Amendments for 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions do not propose a particular threshold of significance to be 
applied in determining whether a project’s contribution to global climate change is 
significant. 
 
On July 3, 2009 the Natural Resources Agency began the formal rulemaking process for 
the adoption of Draft CEQA Guideline Amendments for Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
The Natural Resources Agency issued a revised draft in response to comments on 
October 23, 2009, which is also subject to review and comment. 
 
APCOA CEQA and Climate Change White Paper.  The California Air Pollution 
Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) prepared a white paper on CEQA and climate 
change in January 2008.  The white paper discusses three possible approaches to 
evaluating the significance of GHG emissions, although CAPCOA does not endorse any 
particular approach.  The three alternative significance approaches are:  (1) not 
establishing a significance threshold for GHG emissions; (2) setting the GHG emission 
threshold at zero; and (3) setting the GHG emission threshold at some non-zero level.  
The white paper evaluates the three approaches and examines more than a dozen different 
potential significance thresholds for GHG impacts.  At the end of the white paper, 
CAPCOA provides a list of potential mitigation measures and discusses each in terms of 
its emissions reduction effectiveness, cost effectiveness, and technical and logistical 
feasibility.  While programs are still being developed by CARB, the white paper provides 
public agencies with information to ensure that GHG emissions are, according to 
CAPCOA, "appropriately considered and addressed under CEQA." 
 
BAAQMD Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California 
Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance.  BAAQMD is the primary 
agency responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the San Francisco Bay 
Area Air Basin, including Alameda County.  In April 2009, BAAQMD produced a 
Workshop Draft Options Report for CEQA Thresholds of Significance, which was 
subsequently revised and redistributed in October 2009 as the Revised Draft Options and 
Justification Report for CEQA Thresholds of Significance.  The report includes proposed 
thresholds of significance for GHG emissions.  The report determines that, after taking 
into account reductions in GHG emissions resulting from CARB’s scoping measures, the 
AB 32 mandate of achieving 1990-equivalent levels of GHG emissions could be achieved 
within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin with regard to land-use-related emissions of 
“land-use-driven” emission sectors “(e.g., on-road passenger and heavy-duty motor 
vehicles, commercial and residential area sources [i.e., natural gas], electricity 
generation/consumption, and wastewater treatment), and water distribution/consumption” 
achieved an additional 2.3 percent reduction of forecasted “business as usual” 
2020 emissions  (BAAQMD 2009[c] at 42).  The report recommends a “bright-line” 
significance threshold of 1,100 metric tons CO2 equivalent (MTCO2E) per year for land 
use projects in area where a qualified Climate Action Plan has not yet been adopted.  The 
report determined this threshold by dividing the raw equivalent of the remaining required 
GHG reduction of 2.3 percent (approximately 1.6 million metric tons CO2 equivalent - 
MMTCO2E) by projected levels of development.  The report also recommends that 
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mixed-use projects that exceed the 1,100 (MTCO2E threshold should still be considered 
to have a less-than-significant GHG impact if their overall efficiency is less than 
4.6 MMTCO2E per year per service population (service population = project jobs + 
project residents).  The April 2009 draft of the report also identified two alternate 
construction GHG emissions significance thresholds of either 35,250 MTCO2E over the 
duration of construction or 3,750 MTCO2E per year /10.3 MTCO2E tons per day.  These 
construction thresholds were deleted from the October 2009 revised draft. 
 
BAAQMD Draft Air Quality Guidelines.  In September 2009, BAAQMD released a set 
of draft air quality guidelines to assist agencies with the CEQA evaluation of air quality 
impacts of projects and plans within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.  The draft 
guidelines propose a GHG emissions significance threshold based on the Revised Draft 
Options and Justification Report summarized above, as well as new and revised 
significance thresholds for other air quality environmental categories.  As of the 
publication of this SEIR, the public comment period for the draft guidelines had been 
extended, and BAAQMD was in the process of substantially revising the draft guidelines.  
This SEIR does not apply the draft guidelines because BAAQMD has not yet adopted 
them, and they are likely to change substantially from the version released in September 
2009. 
 
Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025.  The City of Pleasanton adopted the Pleasanton 
General Plan 2005-2025 on July 21, 2009.  The General Plan includes a significant and 
broad-based set of policies and programs that will serve to reduce GHG emissions below 
“business as usual” levels.  They are contained in the Land Use, Circulation, Public 
Facilities, and Community Programs, Conservation and Open Space, Water, Air Quality 
and Climate Change, Energy, Community Character, and Subregional Elements of the 
General Plan.  The programs address climate change and GHG emissions reduction 
through multiple approaches, including: 

• A more efficient use of land and other resources; 
• Measures that encourage alternative means of travel; 
• Maintenance of the Urban Growth Boundary; 
• The preservation of the City’s urban forest; 
• A pattern of urban development that facilitates pedestrian and bike access to 

parks, other public facilities, and neighborhood commercial uses; 
• Water conservation; 
• Preservation of air quality; 
• Conservation of energy and the use of alternative technology to generate energy; 

and  
• Subregional coordination of transit and subregional planning of trails for bikes 

and pedestrians. 
 
Although at this time the City of Pleasanton is unable to quantify with any degree of 
specificity, the potential reduction in GHG emissions below “business as usual” 
levels that will be achieved as a result of its GHG emission reduction programs and 
policies, the General Plan calls for the preparation of a Climate Action Plan (CAP).  
The CAP will provide additional information regarding how these policies and others 
will assist the City of Pleasanton in meeting its targets.  The CAP will set a target for 
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GHG production, consistent with AB 32, and will include specific targets for 
GHG emission reductions for emissions under the control of the City, will quantify 
the contributions of existing programs of the General Plan, and will discuss additional 
measures needed to achieve the City’s targets, including exploring the relationship 
between jobs, available housing, vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas 
production.  In the meantime, the General Plan requires development projects 
approved prior to adoption of the CAP to adhere to the best management practices 
(BMPs) for energy efficiency, vehicle trip reduction, transit and bicycle/pedestrian 
increases, recycling, and heat island treatments, as described in Table 4.2.1-3 below. 

Table 4.2.1-3 
Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 GHG BMPs  

 

Pleasanton General Plan BMP 

BMP #1:  Single- and multi-family residential and commercial development to comply with the City of 
Pleasanton’s Green Building Ordinance.  As far as feasible, residential projects should incorporate: 
resource-efficient landscaping, energy-efficient hot water distribution systems; high-efficiency toilets and 
other low-flow plumbing fixtures; high-efficiency heating and cooling systems; pre-plumbing for solar 
water heating; installation of wiring conduit for future photovoltaic systems; installation of Energy Star 
appliances; and Green Points in the Community Design and Planning category. 

BMP #2:  Development shall incorporate energy efficient appliances and systems that meet Energy Star 
standards. 

BMP #3:  Where feasible, incorporate solar roofs (or other alternative energy measures) into commercial 
development sufficient to meet 12.5 percent of the building’s annual energy usage.  Residential 
development to be solar-ready, including proper solar orientation, electrical conduit installed for solar 
electric system wiring, plumbing installed for solar hot water system, and space provided for solar hot 
water storage tank. 

BMP #4: Require transit and bicycle/pedestrian connections in new development, where feasible. 

BMP #5:  For commercial/industrial projects, prepare and implement a voluntary Trip Reduction Plan, 
using the resources available through the City of Pleasanton’s Transportation Systems Management 
program as described in Chapter 17.24 of the Pleasanton Municipal Code.  Trip reduction goal of 
15 percent within five years and 25 percent within 10 years, compared to “business as usual.” 

BMP # 6:  Require priority facilities for alternative-fueled vehicles such as priority parking and parking 
facilities, where feasible. 

BMP # 7:  Development and demolition to comply with the City’s Construction and Demolition Debris 
Ordinance. 

BMP # 8:  In new commercial and multifamily projects, include facilities to accommodate the 
commercial and/or community recycling of plastic, paper, green waste, and food waste. 

BMP #9:  Incorporate “heat island” treatments that include cool roofs, cool pavements, and strategically 
placed shade trees. 

 

Source:  Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025. 
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Standard of Significance 
 
It is generally the case that an individual project of any size is of insufficient magnitude 
by itself to influence climate change or result in a substantial contribution to the global 
GHG inventory.  Thus, GHG impacts are recognized as exclusively cumulative impacts; 
there are no non-cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate change perspective.  
(CAPCOA 2008). 
 
Accordingly, the City will address the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions and their 
impact on global climate by considering whether the Proposed Project may result in a 
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative effect of 
GHG emissions on climate change. 
 
To date, no local or state air quality agency has adopted significance criteria for 
GHG emissions.  While AB 32 created a framework for the reduction of GHGs in 
California, the Act did not address the role of CEQA in achieving the goals of the Act.  
As noted earlier, in August 2007, the governor signed SB 97 into law, which requires the 
OPR to prepare State CEQA Guidelines for the mitigation of GHG emissions or the 
effects of greenhouse gas emissions.  On October 23, 2009, the Resource Agency 
republished its proposed CEQA Guideline Amendments concerning climate change.  
These Proposed Amendments are currently under review, but the City has endeavored to 
develop the following significance criterion in light of the Proposed CEQA Guideline 
Amendments, the 2008 CAPCOA CEQA and Climate Change White Paper, and the 
2009 BAAQMD Revised Draft Options and Justification Report. 
 
In assessing whether GHG emissions from the Proposed Project are cumulatively 
considerable, the City will quantitatively consider whether the Proposed Project would 
result in more than 1,100 metric tons CO2 equivalent (MTCO2E) of GHG emissions per 
year from operations or more than 3,750 MTCO2E per year during construction.  
Operational emissions in excess of 1,100 MTCO2E per year will not be deemed 
significant if the project achieves a service population standard of 4.6 MTCO2E per year. 
 
Methodology for Analysis 
 
There currently is no single model that can estimate all of a project’s direct and indirect 
GHG emissions.  However, the 2008 CAPCOA white paper identifies the Urban 
Emissions Model (URBEMIS) as an appropriate tool for estimating the direct 
GHG emissions of development projects.  Developed and approved for statewide use by 
CARB, URBEMIS summarizes criteria air pollutants and CO2 emissions that would 
occur during construction and operation of new development.  URBEMIS does not model 
emission factors for GHGs other than CO2, except for methane (CH4) from mobile 
sources, which is converted to CO2 equivalent.  The 2008 CAPCOA white paper states 
that “this may not be a major problem because CO2 is the most important GHG from land 
development projects.  Although other GHGs have a higher global warming potential, a 
metric used to normalize other GHGs to CO2E, they are emitted in far fewer quantities.”  
As described above, CO2 accounts for 81 percent of California’s GHG emissions across 
all sectors (CAPCOA 2008; CEC 2006). 
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In addition, URBEMIS overstates emissions estimates in the categories it does consider.  
For example, URBEMIS assumes that a project creates entirely new emissions.  Projects 
to a substantial extent “relocate” existing emissions from one area to another, such as 
when an existing business moves from one area to the other, with some incremental 
increase or decrease in emissions, depending on the particular situation.  Models like 
URBEMIS, however, assume all emissions are new rather than “relocated”, thereby 
overstating the impacts of a project.  (Kostka, Zischke 2008, Section 20.84).  URBEMIS 
also overestimates emissions by failing to account for “internalization” of trips between 
land uses, the concept that a residential trip and a commercial trip are quite possibly the 
same (CAPCOA, 2008). 
 
Another limitation of URBEMIS is that it does not calculate indirect GHG emissions 
associated with wastewater treatment or the consumption of energy produced off-site.  
Indirect GHG emissions resulting from direct use of electricity generated by off-site 
utilities were therefore calculated in accordance with the standards of the California 
Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (CCAR, 2009), which the 
2008 CAPCOA white paper identifies as an appropriate tool for estimating the indirect 
GHG emissions of development projects.  The protocol calculates CO2E indirect 
emissions for CO2, CH4 and nitrous oxide.  Inclusion of such calculations accounts for the 
incremental increase in energy production indirectly associated with project operation. 
 
Indirect GHG emissions resulting from indirect use of electricity to deliver, treat, and 
distribute water and wastewater used by the Proposed Project were calculated in 
accordance with the standards of the California Energy Commission (CEC 2005; 2006) 
and the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol. 
 
Impact Assessment 
 
S-AQ-1.  The Proposed Project would generate GHG emissions which constitute a 

cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact 
of global climate change.  The Proposed Project’s contribution to this 
cumulatively significant impact is considerable and unavoidable, and will 
remain so after application of feasible mitigation measures (SU). 

 
Project Impacts.  The Proposed Project would result in emissions of GHGs due to fuel 
combustion in motor vehicles, mobile construction equipment, and building heating and 
water systems associated with the Staples Ranch development.  Building and motor 
vehicle air conditioning systems may also use HFCs (and HCFCs and CFCs to the extent 
that they have not been completely phased out at later dates), which may result in 
emissions through leaks.  Other primary GHGs (perfluorocarbons and sulfur 
hexafluoride) are associated with specific industrial sources and are not expected to be 
associated with the Proposed Project. 
 
Construction Impacts. As estimated by the URBEMIS 2007 model, construction of the 
Proposed Project would generate approximately 2,353 metric tons CO2 equivalent of 
greenhouse gases.  Since construction of the Proposed Project is likely to take several 
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years, annual GHG emissions as a result of construction will be lower.  Because the total 
estimated amount of construction-related GHG emissions is below the significance 
threshold of 3,750 MTCO2E per year, and annual emissions resulting from a multi-year 
construction process will be less, GHG emissions due to construction of the Proposed 
Project are considered less-than-significant. 
 
Operational Impacts.  As described in the EIR in English tons and as indicated in 
Table S-4.2.1-4, Estimated Operational GHG Emissions, after conversion to metric tons, 
the URBEMIS 2007 estimated that the Proposed Project would generate approximately 
31,401 metric tons of CO2 per year from mobile sources (vehicular travel) and 
3,283 metric tons of CO2 per year from area sources, for a total of 34,684 metric tons per 
year.  Table S-4.2.1-4 contains additional estimates of up to approximately 8,394 metric 
tons of GHG emissions indirectly caused by electricity used on-site as well as by 
electricity used to process water consumed by the Proposed Project. 
 

Table S-4.2.1-4 
Estimated Operational GHG Emissions for Proposed Project 

 

Emissions Source Proposed Project (MTCO2E/year) 

Direct Source Emissions 
Natural Gas 2,893. 
Hearth   384. 
Landscape      6. 
Total Source Emissions 3,283. 

Direct Mobile Emissions 
Retirement Community 8,554. 
City park 443. 
Retail Commercial Site 8,454. 
Auto Mall Site 13,950. 
Total Mobile Emissions 31,401. 

Electricity Consumption Indirect Emissions 
Retirement Community 5,344. 
Retail Commercial Site 1,287. 
Auto Mall Site 1,561. 
Total Electricity Consumption Indirect Emissions 8,192. 

Water Processing Indirect Emissions 
Water Supply and Conveyance 79. 
Water Treatment 4. 
Water Distribution 48. 
Wastewater Treatment 71. 
Total Water Processing Indirect Emissions 202. 

Total Emissions 43,078. 
 

Source:  PBS&J, 2007;. Conversion from English to metric tons by a factor of 0.907.
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The increase in MTCO2E per year shown in the table represents the “business as usual” 
scenario.  This increase does not take into account potential reductions that would result 
from the implementation of AB 32, the General Plan’s GHG emissions reduction BMPs 
or design features and mitigation measures required of the Proposed Project. 
 
Total Proposed Project emissions of 43,078 MTCO2E per year constitute, under 
“business as usual conditions,” an increase of approximately four one-hundredths of one 
percent (0.042%) over total 2007 Bay Area GHG emissions, an increase of approximately 
two-tenths of one percent (0.24%) over total 2007 Alameda County GHG emissions, an 
increase of approximately three-point-two percent (3.2%) over total 2005 City of 
Pleasanton GHG emissions, and approximately seven-point-two percent (7.2%) of the 
total anticipated increase, over 2005 levels, in Citywide GHG emissions at projected 
General Plan buildout in 2025.  Emissions of 43,078 MTCO2E per year are a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact because they 
exceed the significance threshold of 1,100 MTCO2E per year. 
 
Application of the 4.6 MTCO2E per-service-population-per-year standard for mixed-use 
projects does not change this conclusion.  The Proposed Project will consist of a 
maximum of 1,585.5 jobs and approximately 960 residents based on an industry average 
of 1.2 residents per dwelling unit for similar continuing care projects.  This translates to 
approximately 17 MTCO2E per service population per year, well in excess of the 
4.6 MTCO2E standard. 
 
Project Impacts After Application of GHG Reduction Measures.  The following 
analysis assesses the degree to which reduction measures incorporated into the Proposed 
Project, mitigation measures required by the Proposed Project EIR, and the 
GHG reduction BMPs of the General Plan could reduce the Proposed Project’s  
GHG emission levels below the 1,100 MTCO2E  operational threshold by assessing the 
Proposed Project against the emissions reduction effectiveness estimates of relevant 
GHG mitigation measures listed in Table 16 of Appendix B of the CAPCOA white paper. 
 
CAPCOA Potential Mitigation Measures.  The following table, Table S-4.2.1-5, 
CAPCOA Potential Mitigation Measures, demonstrates that many of the GHG reduction 
mitigation measures of the EIR, Proposed Projects design features and General Plan 
GHG reduction BMPs correspond with potential GHG emissions reduction mitigation 
measures listed in Table 16 of Appendix B of the CAPCOA white paper.  While the 
CAPCOA publication explains that calculating the amount of GHG emission reductions 
attributable to a given mitigation measure will require additional research, Table 16 of 
Appendix B of the CAPCOA white paper does identify potential ranges of 
GHG emissions reductions associated with each mitigation measure.  Although they are 
rough estimates, they do help to gauge the relative GHG emissions reduction value of 
certain design elements of the Proposed Project and GHG-related mitigation measures of 
the EIR. 
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Table S-4.2.1-5 
CAPCOA Potential Mitigation Measures 

 

CAPCOA Mitigation Measure Potential Emissions 
Reduction 

Corresponding Project 
Provision 

MM T-1:  Bike Parking 0.65% MM TR-9.1. 
MM T-4:  Proximity to Bike 
Path/Bike Lanes 0.65% MM TR-9.1, BMP #4. 

MM T-5:  Pedestrian Network 
MM T-6:  Pedestrian Barriers 
Minimized 

1-10% MM TR-9.1, BMP #4. 

MM T-7:  Bus Shelter for 
Existing/Planned Transit Service 0.25-2% MM TR-9.2. 

MM T-17: Preferential Parking 
for EVs/CNG Vehicles Not Available/Low BMP 6#. 

MM T-13:  Off-Street Parking 1-4% No on-street parking proposed 
on Stoneridge Drive. 

MM D-7:  Affordable Housing 
Component 0.4-6% Project will have an affordable 

housing component. 

MM D-10:  Suburban Mixed Use 3% 

Project constitutes suburban 
mixed use under this MM 
because it has residential 
development, retail or office 
development and open space 
within one-quarter mile of each 
other. 

MM D-15:  LEED Certification Not Available/Moderate 
BMP #1:  Project must comply 
with City of Pleasanton’s Green 
Building Ordinance. 

MM E-5: On-site Renewable 
Energy System 1-3% BMP #3:  solar roofs. 

MM E-6:  Exceed Title 24 1% 
BMP #1:  Project must comply 
with City of Pleasanton’s Green 
Building Ordinance. 

MM E-16:  Energy Efficient 
Appliance Standards Not Available/Low 

MM VQ-3.1, MM VQ-3.3, 
MM VQ-3.4; MM AQ-3.1 ; 
BMP #1, BMP# 2. 

MM E-13: Cool Roofs Not Available/Low BMP #9. 

MM E-17, Green Building 
Materials Not Available/Low 

BMP #1:  Project must comply 
with City of Pleasanton’s Green 
Building Ordinance. 

MM C-4:  Recycle Demolished 
Construction Material Not Available/Low 

BMP #7:  Project  to comply 
with the City of Pleasanton’s 
Construction and Demolition 
Ordinance. 

 

Source:  California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, 2008. 
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Office of Planning and Research GHG Reduction Measures.  The following 
Table S-4.2.1-6, Office of Planning and Research GHG Reduction Measures, 
demonstrates the degree to which the Proposed Project, as mitigated by the EIR and 
subject to the General Plan GHG Reduction BMPs, complies with mitigation measures 
recommended by the OPR for lead agencies to consider in the development and approval 
of projects.  
 

Table S-4.2.1-6 
Office of Planning and Research GHG Reduction Measures 

 

Suggested Mitigation Measures Project Compliance 

Land Use and Transportation 
1)  Implement land use strategies to encourage jobs/housing 

proximity, promote transit-oriented development, and 
encourage high-density development along transit 
corridors. Encourage compact, mixed-use projects, 
forming urban villages designed to maximize affordable 
housing and encourage walking, bicycling and the use of 
public transit systems. 

MM TR-9.1 requires on site pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities as well as pedestrian and 
bicycle access to Stoneridge drive and 
regional trails. 
 
MM AQ-3.1 and TR-9.2 require provision 
of shuttle services and bus turnouts. 
 
The Proposed Project will have an 
affordable housing component within a high 
density continuing community care center.  
The project will also include a nearby 
commercial center.  The project includes a 
mix of residential, commercial and park 
uses within walking distance of less than 
one-quarter mile. 
 
By design, the continuing community care 
center has a GHG emissions advantage over 
other land use options because upon 
opening, approximately 10 percent of the 
residents will not drive, based on similar 
facilities. As time passes and residents age, 
up to 35 percent of individuals in similar 
facilities did not own a car.  This would 
result in a daily trip reduction of up to 
approximately 4 percent for the entire 
Proposed Project, which in turn could 
reduce CO2 emissions by up to 
approximately 1,160 metric tons per year, 
which is 3.3 percent of total project 
emissions. 

2)  Encourage infill, redevelopment, and higher density 
development, whether in incorporated or unincorporated 
settings. 

The Project’s continuing community care 
component is high density. 

3)  Encourage new developments to integrate housing, civic 
and retail amenities (jobs, schools, parks, shopping 
opportunities) to help reduce VMT resulting from 
discretionary automobile trips. 

The project includes housing (continuing 
community care center), retail amenities 
(commercial center) and civic amenities 
(community park, neighborhood park). 
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Suggested Mitigation Measures Project Compliance 

4)  Apply advanced technology systems and management 
strategies to improve operational efficiency of 
transportation systems and movement of people, goods 
and services. 

The required operational emissions 
reduction plan of MM AQ-3.1 works 
towards these goals. 

5)  Incorporate features into project design that would 
accommodate the supply of frequent, reliable and 
convenient public transit. 

MM AQ-3.1 and TR-9.2 require provision 
of shuttle services and bus turnouts.  
BMP #4. 

6)  Implement street improvements that are designed to 
relieve pressure on a region’s most congested roadways 
and intersections. 

Traffic mitigation measures will help meet 
this objective.  

7)  Limit idling time for commercial vehicles, including 
delivery and construction vehicles. 

Not a part of proposed project. 

Urban Forestry 
8)  Plant trees and vegetation near structures to shade 

buildings and reduce energy requirements for 
heating/cooling. 

The Proposed Project will include over 
2,000 new trees.   

9)  Preserve or replace on-site trees (that are removed due to 
development) as a means of providing carbon storage. 

Project vegetation, especially trees, will be 
significantly increased over existing 
condition (see 8, above).  Landscaping will 
be water efficient and utilize water 
conservancy technology. 

Green Buildings 
10)  Encourage public and private construction of LEED 

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) 
certified (or equivalent) buildings. 

Project must meet City’s green building 
ordinance.  BMP #1. 

Energy Conservation Policies and Actions 
11)  Recognize and promote energy saving measures beyond 

Title 24 requirements for residential and commercial 
projects. 

Project must meet City’s green building 
ordinance.  BMP #1. 

12)  Where feasible, include in new buildings facilities to 
support the use of low/zero carbon-fueled vehicles, such 
as the charging of electric vehicles from green 
electricity sources. 

Not a part of proposed project.   

13)  Educate the public, schools, other jurisdictions, 
professional associations, business and industry about 
reducing GHG emissions. 

N/A 

14)  Replace traffic lights, streetlights, and other electrical 
uses to energy efficient bulbs and appliances. 

MM VQ-3.1 and VQ-3.4 require energy 
efficient lighting; MM AQ-3.1 requires 
energy-saving appliances. 

15)  Purchase Energy Star equipment and appliances for 
public agency use. 

MM AQ-3.1 requires energy-saving 
appliances. 

16)  Incorporate on-site renewable energy production, 
including installation of photovoltaic cells or other solar 
options. 

BMP #3 

17)  Execute an Energy Savings Performance Contract with 
a private entity to retrofit public buildings. This type of 
contract allows the private entity to fund all energy 
improvements in exchange for a share of the energy 
savings over a period of time. 

N/A 
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Suggested Mitigation Measures Project Compliance 

18)  Design, build, and operate schools that meet the 
Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) 
best practices. 

N/A 

19)  Retrofit municipal water and wastewater systems with 
energy efficient motors, pumps and other equipment, 
and recover wastewater treatment methane for energy 
production. 

N/A 

20)  Convert landfill gas into energy sources for use in 
fueling vehicles, operating equipment, and heating 
buildings 

N/A 

21)  Purchase government vehicles and buses that use 
alternatives fuels or technology, such as electric 
hybrids, biodiesel, and ethanol. Where feasible, require 
fleet vehicles to be low emission vehicles. Promote the 
use of these vehicles in the general community. 

MM AQ-3.1 suggests using less polluting 
paratransit shuttles and loaner cars at the 
continuing care community. 

22)  Offer government incentives to private businesses for 
developing buildings with energy and water efficient 
features and recycled materials. The incentives can 
include expedited plan checks and reduced permit fees. 

N/A 

23)  Offer rebates and low-interest loans to residents that 
make energy saving improvements on their homes. 

N/A 

24)  Create bicycle lanes and walking paths directed to the 
location of schools, parks and other destination points. 

MM TR-9.1 requires on site pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities as well as pedestrian and 
bicycle access to Stoneridge Drive and 
regional trails.  BMP #4. 

Programs to Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled 
25)  Offer government employees financial incentives to 

carpool, use public transportation, or use other modes 
of travel for daily commutes. 

N/A 

26)  Encourage large businesses to develop commute trip 
reduction plans that encourage employees who 
commute alone to consider alternative transportation 
modes. 

MM AQ-3.1 requires a transportation 
system management plan.  BMP #5 

27)  Develop shuttle systems around business district 
parking garages to reduce congestion and create shorter 
commutes. 

MM TR-9.2 requires bus and paratransit 
services.  BMP #4. 

28)  Create an online ridesharing program that matches 
potential Carpoolers immediately through email. 

Not a part of the proposed project. 

29)  Develop a Safe Routes to School program that allows 
and promotes bicycling and walking to school. 

N/A 

Programs to Reduce Solid Waste 
30)  Create incentives to increase recycling and reduce 

generation of solid waste by residential users. 
BMP #8. 

31)  Implement a Construction and Demolition Waste 
Recycling Ordinance to reduce the solid waste created 
by new development. 

BMP #7. The project will be required to 
comply with the City of Pleasanton’s 
Construction and Demolition Ordinance. 

32)  Add residential/commercial food waste collection to 
existing greenwaste collection programs. 

BMP #8. 

 

Source:  Office of Planning and Research, 2008. 
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Tables S-4.2.1-5 and S-4.2.1-6 illustrate that the Proposed Project, as mitigated by the 
EIR and subject to the General Plan GHG Reduction BMPs, would comply with most of 
the relevant GHG reduction measures recommended by CAPCOA and the OPR for lead 
agencies to consider in the development and approval of projects.  Adding up the 
estimates for potential emissions reductions listed in Table S-4.2.1-5 above suggests that 
the GHG-related mitigation measures of the EIR, GHG reduction BMPs of the General 
Plan, and design features of the Proposed Project could potentially reduce Proposed 
Project GHG emissions by at least nine percent, assuming the most conservative estimate 
of potential emission reduction within a possible range of up to 30 percent.  An additional 
emissions reduction of up to 3.3 percent is also possible as aging continuing community 
care residents reduce their automobile use. 
 
However, applying all feasible mitigation measures described above will not achieve the 
97.5 percent reduction required to reduce the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions from 
43,078 MTCO2E per year to 1,100 MTCO2E per year, nor will they reduce the Proposed 
Project’s mixed-use service population standard below 4.6 MTCO2E.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project’s contribution to this cumulatively significant impact is considerable 
and unavoidable, and will remain so after application of feasible mitigation measures 
(SU). 
 
S-4.2.2.  SUPPLEMENTAL CUMULATIVE BIOLOGICAL 

RESOURCES ANALYSIS 
 
This section updates and supplements the cumulative biological impacts discussion of the 
EIR.  The loss of 1.77 acres of San Joaquin spearscale habitat constitutes a cumulatively 
considerable impact on San Joaquin spearscale when considered in conjunction with 
other past, present and foreseeable development projects in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Project, such as the El Charro Specific Plan, Dublin Ranch, and Fallon Village.  
Mitigation Measure S-BIO-1 will render the Proposed Project’s cumulative impact on 
San Joaquin spearscale less than cumulatively considerable by fully compensating for the 
impact on a 1:1 basis.  The Proposed Project’s contribution to this cumulatively 
significant impact will be less than considerable (LTS). 
 
S-4.2.3.  SUPPLEMENTAL CUMULATIVE NOISE ANALYSIS 
 
The following analysis updates and supplements the cumulative noise impacts discussion 
of the EIR.  As stated on page 4-16 of the EIR, implementation of the Proposed Project 
and other cumulative projects would increase noise levels by 11.5 dB, compared to 
existing, and 1.5 dB, compared to cumulative baseline, along the Stoneridge Drive 
extension at the existing residential neighborhood north of the proposed Arroyo Mocho 
bridges.  The EIR determined that this increase was a significant cumulative impact 
because it caused noise at this neighborhood to exceed the City of Pleasanton’s 
residential noise standard of 60 dB CNEL.  The EIR concluded, however, that 
implementation of Mitigation Measure NO-4.1 (construct Stoneridge Drive extension 
with noise-attenuating pavement) would reduce the cumulative impact to a less than 
significant level. 
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S-NO-1.  Cumulatively Considerable Noise Increase Along Stoneridge Drive. (S) 
 
Significant impacts to existing noise levels were considered in the EIR (see page 4-16 of 
the EIR).  Since certification of the EIR, however, the City has adopted a new General 
Plan, the Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025, and a new Program in the 2005-2025 
Pleasanton General Plan states that an increase in exterior noise levels of more than 4 dB 
is considered significant.  
 
The 11.5 dB cumulative noise increase identified by the EIR along the Stoneridge Drive 
extension at the existing residential neighborhood north of the proposed Arroyo Mocho 
bridges is a significant cumulative impact under the new 4 dB significance threshold. 
 
A new supplemental noise study prepared by Charles M. Salter Associates confirms this 
conclusion and finds that it also applies to the existing segment of Stoneridge Drive to the 
west of Staples Ranch.  This segment, and the surrounding residential development 
between Kamp Drive and Trevor Parkway, was developed as part of the original 
1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan, which called for the full extension of Stoneridge 
Drive to El Charro Road as a four-lane arterial and contained guidelines for sound walls 
and setbacks to shield new residential development from anticipated traffic noise.  
Consequently, the predominantly single-family residential developments along this 
portion of Stoneridge Drive generally do not face the road and back yards or side yards 
closest to Stoneridge Drive are shielded by sound walls.  Between Guzman Way and 
Trevor Parkway, some homes face an unwalled portion of Stoneridge Drive, but are set 
back from Stoneridge Drive on the south side of Snowdrop Circle.  Backyards of these 
homes are shielded from Stoneridge Drive by the homes themselves.  Homes along the 
north side of the Arroyo Mocho are largely shielded by a large berm along the north side 
of Stoneridge Drive.  However, several homes along Vermont Place on the north side of 
the Mocho, nearest to the planned Stoneridge Drive bridges over the channel, are 
unshielded by the berm and have backyards with open fencing that would be exposed to 
bridge traffic noise.  While homes on the south side of the bridge crossing are located 
much closer to the bridge crossing, they are shielded by an existing sound wall. 
 
The Pleasanton General Plan lists two existing “sensitive receptors” along this portion of 
Stoneridge Drive that could particularly be impacted by cumulative traffic noise.  
Hacienda School, a private school on the north side of Stoneridge Drive near Newton 
Drive, is set back from the roadway and is also located significantly below the elevation 
of Stoneridge Drive.  Mohr Elementary School is located to the south of Stoneridge Drive 
but is largely screened from the roadway by several rows of homes. 
 
To ascertain cumulative noise impacts to existing residences and sensitive receptors 
along Stoneridge Drive west of Staples Ranch, Charles M. Salter Associates first 
quantified the existing noise environment by measuring ambient noise levels at three 
locations near Stoneridge Drive over a 48-hour period as well as two short-term 
15-minute noise measurements.  Future noise levels as a result of full extension of 
Stoneridge Drive were then calculated, using a computer noise model, for various 
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locations along and near Stoneridge Drive.  The model used predicted Year 2030 average 
peak-hour traffic levels provided by the City of Pleasanton, as well as the locations and 
heights of existing sound walls and distances from the roadway to calculate expected 
cumulative noise levels in back yards of existing residences and the building facades of 
the two sensitive receptors.  Table S-4.2.3.1-1 summarizes the results. 
 

Table S-4.2.3.1-1 
Proposed Project  

2030 Cumulative Conditions Stoneridge Drive Noise Levels (Ldn dB) 
 

Receiver 
Existing 

Noise 
Level 

2030 
Noise 
Level 

Increase 
Over 

Existing 
Sensitive Receptors 1 

Hacienda School  52 56 4 
Mohr Elementary School  49 53 4 

Residences 2 
North of Stoneridge, East of Kamp   56* 61 5 
South of Stoneridge, East of Kamp   56* 61 5 
South of Stoneridge, East of Guzman   54* 61 7 
Snow Drop Circle   49* 51 2 
Vermont Place, North of Bridge 52 60 8 
Chocolate Street, South of Bridge   52* 62 10 

 

Source:  Charles M. Salter Associates, 2009 
* Estimated based on nearby ambient noise measurement 
1 Calculated at building façade 
2 Calculated in backyard 

 
As shown in Table S-4.2.3.1-1, future cumulative noise levels at all locations will 
increase.  The anticipated cumulative noise increase over existing levels is considered 
significant (i.e., more than Ldn 4 dB increase, per Program 1.3 of the Noise Element of the 
Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025) at all locations except the Snowdrop Circle 
Residences’ backyards, where the increase would be only Ldn 2 dB, and the Hacienda 
School and Mohr Elementary School, where the increase would be only Ldn 4 dB.  
Furthermore, at all residential locations, except Snowdrop Circle and Vermont Place, 
future predicted noise levels under the Proposed Project would exceed the City’s 
“Normally Acceptable” single-family residential noise level of Ldn 60 dB.  The 
Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025, however, also recognizes that Ldn 60 dB is a “goal” 
which cannot necessarily be reached in all residential areas within the realm of economic 
or aesthetic feasibility.  With windows closed, interior noise levels at these locations 
would not be expected to exceed Ldn 45 dB, based on a typical façade noise reduction of 
25 to 30 dB afforded by typical single-family home construction. 
 
A 3 dB reduction in traffic noise levels anticipated to result from implementation of 
Mitigation Measure NO-4.1 (construct Stoneridge Drive extension with noise-attenuating 
pavement) would reduce the calculated cumulative noise levels for residences closest to 
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the bridge (Vermont Place residence and Chocolate Street residence) to at or below the 
Ldn 60 dB threshold. 
 
Similarly, repaving the existing portion of Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive and 
Trevor Parkway with noise-attenuating pavement would result in a reduction of 
anticipated noise levels at all measured locations along Stoneridge Drive to 
approximately Ldn 60 dB or below. 
 
The following mitigation measure would ensure that future noise levels due to traffic 
along this portion of Stoneridge Drive would not exceed an Ldn of approximately 60 dB:  
 
S-NO-1.1  Repave Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive and Trevor Parkway with 

noise-attenuating pavement.  Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive and 
Trevor Parkway shall be repaved with noise-attenuating pavement prior to the 
completion of the Stoneridge Drive extension to El Charro Road. 

 
However, while the utilization of noise-attenuating pavement on the existing and new 
portions of Stoneridge Drive would result in all residential uses and sensitive receptors in 
the area meeting an Ldn  of approximately 60 dB or below for single-family residential 
development, in two locations it would not reduce the overall increase in ambient noise 
levels to less than 5 dB above existing noise levels, resulting in a noticeable increase in 
ambient traffic noise for area residents under cumulative conditions.  In addition, it is 
estimated that future airport-related noise could add up to 1-2 dB to projected ambient 
noise levels for residences by the planned bridge crossings.  This cumulative noise 
impact, therefore, remains significant. 
 
As indicated in the EIR, the Proposed Project contributed 1.5 dB of the total cumulative 
noise impact of 11.5 dB to the existing residential neighborhood north of the proposed 
Arroyo Mocho bridges.  A similar contribution is likely with regard to the residential 
neighborhoods on either side of Stoneridge Drive to the west of Staples Ranch.  This 
constitutes a considerable and unavoidable contribution to the significant cumulative 
noise impact (SU). 
 
S-4.2.4.  SUPPLEMENTAL CUMULATIVE QUARRY ANALYSIS  
 
The following analysis supplements the cumulative impacts analysis of Section 4.5 of the 
EIR to address concerns raised over the potential cumulative impacts of the Proposed 
Project in conjunction with the quarry operations located to the south of the Staples 
Ranch site and the other cumulative projects considered in the EIR. 
 
Description of Quarry Operations 
 
South of Staples Ranch, and extending south of Stanley Boulevard, are several thousand 
acres separating Livermore and Pleasanton in unincorporated Alameda County that have 
been mined for over 50 years for aggregate resources.  This quarry area currently consists 
of a mix of vacant, active, and former and reclaimed quarry lands, including a number of 
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former quarry pits now used for water storage.  Much of the approximately 1,000-acre 
area north of Stanley Boulevard and west of El Charro Road consists of lakes that were 
formerly mined by Kaiser (now Hanson Aggregates), but are now in the process of being 
transferred to Zone 7 for flood control and water storage purposes.  Approximately 
300 acres of this area have been designated by Pleasanton for future development.  While 
most of this potential future development area is located near Stanley Boulevard, 
approximately 30 acres are located just south of Staples Ranch and the Arroyo Mocho 
channel.  To date, no formal application has been made to the City for the development of 
any of these former quarry lands, and, while the General Plan calls for the preparation of 
an “East Pleasanton Specific Plan” prior to the annexation and development of this area, 
no such specific plan is currently under preparation.  Because environmental review of 
the East Pleasanton Specific Plan has not yet begun, it is not yet a probable future project 
requiring inclusion in the cumulative analysis of the Proposed Project.  Nonetheless, the 
conceptual “placeholder” assumptions of the Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 for the 
East Pleasanton Specific Plan were included in cumulative baseline assumptions of the 
Dowling Traffic Study prepared for the EIR. 
 
In 2003, Rhodes & Jamieson applied to Alameda County for permits to mine three 
parcels totaling 212 acres, including a 103-acre parcel located east of El Charro Road, 
just south of Livermore’s El Charro Specific Plan area (SMP-38 parcel).  The proposal 
for the SMP-38 parcel included an application for a mining permit and a reclamation plan 
for an aggregate quarry pit mine, the closest edge of which would be approximately 
2,000 feet from the southeasterly Staples Ranch property line.  This mining proposal is 
not a probable future project requiring inclusion in the cumulative analysis of the 
Proposed Project because environmental review of this proposal ceased in 2005 after the 
permitting application was withdrawn and before preparation of the Staples Ranch EIR 
began. 
 
To the southeast of Staples Ranch, between El Charro Road and Isabel Avenue in 
Livermore, Vulcan Materials Company has active sand and gravel quarry operations on 
several hundred acres, as well as an aggregate processing plant located just north of 
Stanley Boulevard.  These active quarry operations and the processing plant are located 
over 1.5 miles from the southeast corner of Staples Ranch and are neither visible nor 
audible from the property.  Additional active quarry lands are located south of Stanley 
Boulevard, even farther from Staples Ranch.  These active quarries operate under permits 
from Alameda County that do not expire until 2030 and are anticipated to continue 
operation at least until that date. 
 
Aggregate currently being mined in the quarry area is transported to the Vulcan plant just 
north of Stanley Boulevard for processing, where it is then loaded on trucks for hauling to 
delivery points throughout the Bay Area via El Charro Road and I-580.  El Charro Road 
is currently a private two-lane road from Freisman Road, just south of I-580, to the 
Vulcan aggregate processing plant near Stanley Boulevard.  While quarry truck traffic 
using El Charro Road will vary with economic conditions and the need for aggregate 
resources, traffic counts conducted in October 2006 indicated that daily vehicle counts on 
El Charro Road averaged approximately 4,000 vehicles per day, with trucks accounting 
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for a majority of the traffic.  The Dowling Traffic Study prepared for the EIR used these 
counts to establish baseline “existing conditions” along El Charro Road. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, a 2007 Cooperation Agreement executed by Pleasanton, 
Livermore, Alameda County, Alameda County Surplus Property Authority, and Vulcan 
Materials describes improvements to the northern 1,000 feet of El Charro Road to make it 
available for public use while safely maintaining its current function as a quarry haul 
road.  The Agreement specifies that this section of El Charro Road will be re-constructed 
as a public six-lane divided road with turn lanes north of the planned Jack London 
Boulevard/Stoneridge Drive/El Charro Road signalized intersection, prior to opening any 
development either on Staples Ranch or within Livermore’s El Charro Specific Plan area.  
These improvements, which were reviewed and approved by all the parties, have been 
designed to safely accommodate the existing heavy truck use on El Charro Road while 
permitting anticipated public vehicular access as planned for in both Livermore and 
Pleasanton’s General Plans, including the full extension of both Jack London Boulevard 
and Stoneridge Drive and buildout of both Staples Ranch and Livermore’s El Charro 
Specific Plan. 
 
Because of Vulcan Materials’ concern that development adjacent to El Charro Road 
could result in nuisance claims against the quarries or quarry truck operators, the 
Cooperation Agreement also requires that Staples Ranch and El Charro Specific Plan 
owners and developers record a property deed rider and provide a written disclosure 
statement to each potential tenant or purchaser of property acknowledging the presence of 
active and operating quarries and processing facilities in the vicinity and that these 
operations may result in 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 and outside the quarries. 
 
Visual Quality 
 
The closest active quarry operation and processing plant are located over 1.5 miles to the 
southeast of the Staples Ranch site and are not visible from Staples Ranch.  Furthermore, 
Alameda County permit conditions require shielding of light sources associated with the 
processing plant.  Nonetheless, quarry operations, in combination with the development 
of Dublin Ranch, Fallon Village, and the El Charro Specific Plan, would create a 
cumulatively significant impact to the area’s visual character by converting a largely 
natural setting to more urban uses.  As stated in the EIR, the Proposed Project’s 
contribution to this significant impact would be cumulatively considerable.  The 
cumulative visual effect and the Proposed Project’s contribution to it remain significant 
and unavoidable, as explained in the EIR, even after considering the cumulative 
contribution of existing quarry operations. 
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Air Quality 
 
Potential exposure to dust or other air emissions from the quarry operations to the 
southeast of Staples Ranch do not alter the cumulative air quality impact conclusions of 
the EIR.  The closest active gravel mining operation and processing plant are over 
1.5 miles to the southeast of Staples Ranch.  In addition, the predominant wind direction 
in the vicinity is from the west and northwest, making the quarry operations generally 
downwind of Staples Ranch.  As stated in the EIR, the cumulative construction emissions 
contribution of the Proposed Project will be less than cumulatively considerable as a 
result of implementation of the dust attenuation measures of Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1.  
This and the fact that the quarry operations are located far from the Proposed Project, and 
such operations are subject to similar attenuation requirements, prevent a combined 
significant cumulative effect, even when considered in conjunction with the foreseeable 
cumulative projects described in the EIR.  Moreover, the air emissions of the existing 
quarry operations, in conjunction with the Proposed Project and other foreseeable 
development projects such as Dublin Ranch, Fallon Village, and the El Charro Specific 
Plan, would not alter the conclusion of the EIR that the Proposed Project will not make a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative 
regional air emissions impact, particularly since the quarry operations are already part of 
baseline existing conditions.  Finally, the contribution of the existing quarry operations to 
cumulative carbon monoxide effects at local intersections were assumed in the EIR 
because the existing quarry operations are part of baseline existing conditions. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
As assessed in the EIR and this SEIR, the cumulative contribution of the Proposed 
Project to cumulative biological resources impacts will be less than cumulatively 
considerable after mitigation.  That analysis applies equally to existing quarry operations.  
In addition, the location of existing quarry operations over 1.5 miles away from Staples 
Ranch substantially reduces the likelihood of its impacts rendering those of the Proposed 
Project cumulatively considerable. 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
The Proposed Project would use El Charro Road as a major access point to Staples Ranch 
from I-580.  El Charro Road is currently a privately owned two-lane road that provides 
the major freeway access point to the gravel quarries to the south and, therefore, carries a 
heavy volume of quarry trucks.  As discussed in the EIR for the Proposed Project, 
potential hazards from mixing quarry trucks and passenger traffic from the Staples Ranch 
development and Livermore's El Charro Specific Plan development east of El Charro 
Road will be significantly reduced through the implementation of the 
2007 Pre-Development Cooperation Agreement regarding the design and construction of 
El Charro Road improvements.  The El Charro Road design called for in the 
Pre-Development Cooperation Agreement – which will be constructed prior to occupancy 
of any Staples Ranch development – has been designed to accommodate traffic levels 
that assumed the full development of Staples Ranch, with an Ice Center, including the full 
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extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road.  Therefore, no cumulatively 
considerable increased cumulative hazards are anticipated as a result of mixing quarry 
trucks and cars on El Charro Road as a result of the Proposed Project.  In addition, 
because Stoneridge Drive is not a City-designated truck route, through trucks (including 
quarry traffic) would be prohibited from using Stoneridge Drive through Staples Ranch. 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
As stated in the EIR, the Proposed Project’s potential contribution to cumulative water 
quality impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  This analysis applies equally to 
the existing quarry operations.  The existing quarry operations are also subject to 
aggregate mining hydrology and water quality regulations, such as the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for aggregate mining.  As such, 
the effects of the existing quarry operations are unlikely to render the Proposed Project’s 
contribution cumulatively considerable through synergistic effects. 
 
Land Use and Agricultural Resources 
 
The EIR determined that the Proposed Project would not contribute to land use and 
agricultural resources impacts on a cumulative basis.  The existing quarry operations do 
not change the EIR’s conclusion.  In addition, the active quarry operations and the 
processing plant are too far away to present a land use conflict, being over 1.5 miles from 
Staples Ranch. 
 
Noise/Vibration 
 
The Proposed Project’s location over 1.5 miles away from the existing quarry operations 
and processing plant prevents the operational and construction noise and vibrations from 
the two projects from combining in a cumulatively considerable manner, even when 
taking into account the potential cumulative contributions of other cumulative projects 
that are much closer to the Proposed Project, such as the El Charro Specific Plan.  The 
only potential cumulative noise contribution may occur from the combination of quarry 
traffic along El Charro Road with traffic from Staples Ranch and the El Charro Road 
Specific Plan development.  However, because the quarry is part of the existing 
conditions baseline and, therefore, part of the baseline of the traffic study upon which the 
EIR’s noise study was based, the Quarry’s potential cumulative traffic noise contribution 
has already been accounted for in the EIR.  It should be noted that Stoneridge Drive is not 
a City-designated truck route and through trucks (including quarry traffic) would be 
prohibited from using Stoneridge Drive through Staples Ranch. 
 
Population, Employment, and Housing 
 
The cumulative population, employment, and housing contribution of the quarry located 
to the south of the Proposed Project is part of the existing conditions upon which ABAG 
bases its regional growth forecasts and, therefore, is accounted for in the EIR’s analysis 
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of the Proposed Project’s potential contribution to cumulative population, employment, 
and housing impacts. 
 
Transportation 
 
The quarry is part of the existing conditions baseline and is part of the existing conditions 
baseline of the Dowling Traffic Study.  The quarry’s potential cumulative transportation 
contribution has already been accounted for in the EIR. 
 
Water Supply 
 
Because the quarry is part of the existing conditions baseline, its water demand is 
included in Zone 7’s annual review of sustainable water supply.  The potential 
cumulative water supply impacts of the existing quarry therefore have been accounted for 
in the EIR, which relies on Zone 7’s annual review of sustainable water supply to assess 
potential cumulative water supply impacts.  Similarly, because the quarry is part of the 
existing conditions baseline, its potential cumulative contribution to water treatment 
capacity impacts is already accounted for in Zone 7’s forecasts for future water treatment 
demand, which the EIR relies upon to assess potential cumulative impacts to water 
treatment demand.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure WS-1.1 (verify water supply 
prior to tentative map approval) of the EIR will help ensure an adequate water supply. 
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S-5.  NEW ALTERNATIVES 
 
This section provides an analysis of the Four-Lane Concurrent Alternative, and the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Alternative is essentially 
the alternative approved by the City Council on February 24, 2009.  Although its impacts 
were evaluated in the original EIR, it is included in the SEIR because it was not presented 
as a specific alternative in that document.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension is the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Alternative but with a striping plan that temporarily limits the 
traffic lanes on the Arroyo bridges to one lane in each direction until other regional traffic 
improvements are made.  This alternative is included in the SEIR because it has emerged 
as a potential option since the preparation and certification of the EIR.  This section 
includes an analysis of each alternative and their impacts relative to the Proposed Project 
with regard to Visual Quality, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Agricultural Resources, Noise, 
Population, Employment, and Housing, Transportation, and Water Supply. 
 
S-5.1.  Alternative 1:  Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
 
Description 
 
The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative includes the same land uses as the 
Proposed Project, as well as an ice center within the Community Park site.  Unlike the 
Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would maintain the 
1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan policy of requiring the full four-lane extension of 
Stoneridge Drive through the Project Site from Trevor Drive to El Charro Road as part of 
the development of Staples Ranch, instead of at some time in the future.  The Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative would also require construction of a second two-lane 
bridge over the Arroyo Mocho concurrently with the development of Staples Ranch, 
instead of delaying its construction until some point in the future, as contemplated by the 
Proposed Project. 
 
Under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, the Proposed Project’s gated 
emergency vehicle access separating Stoneridge Drive from “Auto Mall Place” would be 
eliminated, and four lanes of Stoneridge Drive would be constructed through Staples 
Ranch to El Charro Road.  Vehicular, bus, emergency vehicle, and pedestrian and bike 
traffic would travel freely in either direction.  Access to the Staples Ranch development, 
including the Community Park/Ice Center, would be unrestricted and could come either 
from I-580 via El Charro Road or from Santa Rita Road in Pleasanton via the existing 
portion of Stoneridge Drive.  Traffic signals would be installed at the intersection formed 
by the entrance to the auto mall and commercial site, as well as at the intersection serving 
the community park and senior continuing care facility.  As required by the El Charro 
Road Pre-Development and Cooperation Agreement executed by the City of Pleasanton, 
the ACSPA, the City of Livermore, and Vulcan Materials in September 2007, the 
El Charro Road/Stoneridge Drive intersection would be signalized and constructed with a 
southbound free right-turn lane from El Charro Road to Stoneridge Drive as well as three 
left-turn lanes from Stoneridge Drive east to northbound El Charro Road.  In addition, the 
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currently unsignalized intersections at Newton Way, Guzman Parkway, and Trevor 
Parkway would be signalized as part of the Staples Ranch circulation improvements. 
 
Land uses under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would include the 
following components: 

• Auto Mall on approximately 37.2 acres 
• Senior Continuing Care Community on approximately 46.1 acres 
• Commercial Development on approximately 11.3 acres 
• Community Park on 17 acres, including an 8-acre ice center 
• Neighborhood Park, including a storm water detention basin, on approximately 

5 acres 
 
Figure S-5.1-1 illustrates the land use and circulation elements of the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative.  While the Stoneridge Drive bridges over the Arroyo 
Mocho channel have not been fully designed, Figure S-5.1-2 illustrates their approximate 
alignment and cross-section.  Each bridge would be approximately 40 feet wide and 
separated from each other by approximately 12 feet.  Each bridge would accommodate 
two lanes of traffic, as well as a bike lane and raised sidewalk. 
 
Like the Proposed Project, due to the width of the Arroyo channel and the curving 
alignment over the channel, the length of the bridges will require that they span the 
channel in three sections, with two sets of piers located approximately 45 feet on either 
side of the centerline of the Arroyo.  Unlike the Proposed Project, where only one of the 
bridges would be built as part of the Staples Ranch development and the second bridge 
constructed only when Stoneridge Drive is fully extended to El Charro Road, under the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, both bridges would be constructed at once 
as part of the Staples Ranch development. 
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Figure S-5.1-1  
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Figure S-5.1-2 
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
Visual Quality 
 
Scenic Resources.  Visually, the immediate construction of all four lanes of Stoneridge 
Drive and the inclusion of the ice center under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative would result in additional building structures and pavement, and less 
landscaped open space, than the Proposed Project. 
 
The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would be more intensely developed 
than the Proposed Project because it would include an ice center building and related 
parking in the Community Park site.  While the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative would result in a full four-lane extension of Stoneridge Drive through Staples 
Ranch as well as a second two-lane bridge over the Arroyo Mocho channel, these 
roadway improvements would be the same as would occur under the Proposed Project, 
only they would occur at an earlier date.  The earlier addition of a second bridge adjacent 
to the bridge in the Proposed Project will not appreciably alter the visual character of the 
project site, particularly when the second bridge is, functionally, a widening of the first 
bridge. 
 
These differences between the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative and the 
Proposed Project would not change the conclusion under the Proposed Project that 
impacts to scenic vistas and scenic resources would be less than significant, given that 
there are no scenic vistas in the vicinity of the Project Area that could be significantly 
affected and that the I-580 corridor is not officially designated as a Scenic Highway. 
 
Visual Character.  Land uses under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 
would be the same in density, height, and scale of development as the Ice Center 
Alternative, which the EIR deemed to be similar to that of the Proposed Project.  As 
discussed under the Ice Center Alternative analysis, the addition of the ice center to the 
Project Site would create a more enclosed visual environment on the Staples Ranch site 
and would reduce views from the interior of the site to areas beyond.  These alterations 
from the Proposed Project would not, however, rise to the level of new significant visual 
impacts. 
 
Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would 
change the existing visual character of the site from undeveloped to urbanized.  The 
resulting loss of open space is considered a significant impact.  As discussed in 
Impact VQ-2 for the Proposed Project, no measures are available to reduce this impact; 
therefore, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, like the Proposed Project, 
would result in a significant unavoidable impact to visual character. 
 
Light and Glare.  Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative would result in new sources of light and glare on the Staples Ranch site.  As 
discussed in the EIR’s analysis of the Ice Center Alternative, the ice center would involve 
additional lighting for the building, parking and circulation areas, and signage within the 
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Community Park site.  Whether this would generate more or less light and glare than the 
Proposed Project would depend on whether the Community Park would be developed 
under the Proposed Project with lighted outdoor sports facilities.  The Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative would not require any additional appreciable increase 
in street lighting over the Proposed Project. 
 
For the same reasons stated in the EIR’s analysis of the Proposed Project and the Ice 
Center Alternative, implementation of Mitigation Measures VQ-3.1 (prepare lighting 
plans), VQ-3.2 (minimize auto mall light and glare impacts), VQ-3.3 (commercial 
lighting operations timing) and VQ-3.4 (park lighting plans and specifications) identified 
for the Proposed Project would also reduce potential light and glare impacts resulting 
from development under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative to less than 
significant levels. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Air Quality Plans.  Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative would not conflict with applicable regional air quality plans because the 
regional air quality plans are based on the more intensive 1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific 
Plan land uses and circulation system.  The 1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan assumes 
the four-lane extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as part of the project as 
well as more intensive land uses that would generate approximately 1.5 times as many 
trips as the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative.  The Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative would, therefore, result in emissions at levels below the baseline 
assumed by the adopted air quality plans. 
 
Construction Emissions.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would result 
in air emissions during construction similar to those that would be produced under the 
Proposed Project.  The potential for such emissions could be somewhat greater because 
of construction of the ice center, but implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 
(implement construction dust measures) identified for the Proposed Project would reduce 
construction emission impacts to less-than-significant levels, similar to the Proposed 
Project. 
 
Operational Emissions.  Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative would exceed the BAAQMD threshold of 80 pounds/day for ROG, NOx, and 
PM10 emissions and, therefore, would result in significant air pollution emissions.  
Because the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative includes an ice center within 
the Community Park site, it would generate approximately 3,300 additional daily trips in 
comparison to the Proposed Project.  The addition of the ice center would also result in 
additional stationary source emissions associated with cooling and other mechanical 
equipment in comparison with the Proposed Project. 
 
The concurrent extension of Stoneridge Drive as part of the Staples Ranch development 
under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would result in changes in local 
traffic patterns that would reduce the absolute number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
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contributing to regional emissions relative to the Proposed Project.  Table S-5.1-1 below 
compares VMT associated with the Proposed Project to the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative, both on a project and regional level.  On a project level, Staples 
Ranch development under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would 
generate approximately 500 fewer VMT during the AM peak hour, and 1,300 fewer 
VMT during the PM peak hour, as would be expected due to the more direct travel path 
between Pleasanton and Staples Ranch with the Stoneridge Drive connection, for a net 
reduction of approximately 1,800 fewer VMTs during peak hours.  On a regional basis, 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would result in a decrease of 
approximately 4,500 VMT compared to the Proposed Project during the AM peak, and 
would result in an increase of approximately 500 VMT during the PM peak, for a net 
reduction of approximately 4,000 VMT during peak hours. 
 

Table S-5.1-1 
Comparison of Total Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Under 2015 Conditions 

 

2015 VMT Staples Ranch 
AM Peak Hour 

Staples Ranch 
PM Peak Hour 

Tri-Valley 
AM Peak Hour 

Tri-Valley 
PM Hour 

Proposed Project 4,827 miles 7,950 miles 1,017,684 miles 969,065 miles 

Four-Lane Alternative 4,340 miles 6,672 miles 1,013,153 miles 969,561 miles 
 

Source:  City of Pleasanton, 2009. 
 
Although Mitigation Measure AQ-3.1 (develop and implement plan to reduce operational 
air emissions) would result in a reduction of operational air emissions, like the Proposed 
Project, no mitigation measures would be sufficient to reduce the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative’s emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 to a less-than-significant 
level.  Therefore, like the Proposed Project, development of the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative would also result in a significant and unavoidable impact to air 
quality. 
 
Localized Carbon Monoxide Emissions.  Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative would result in project-related traffic at intersections 
that would be operating at LOS D or worse and would have the potential to generate 
carbon monoxide (CO) hot spots.  Future CO concentrations at selected locations under 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative are presented in Table S-5.1-2, below.  
This table is a reproduction of Table 5-9 of the EIR, which assessed the localized 
CO emissions of the Ice Center Alternative with full extension of Stoneridge Drive.  As 
shown in the table, CO concentrations at these receptors would not exceed the Federal 
and State one-hour and eight-hour ambient air quality standards for CO.  Because the 
localized CO concentrations around these congested intersections would not violate 
CO standards, impacts at these and other less congested roadway intersections would not 
be significant under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, similar to the 
Proposed Project. 
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Table S-5.1-2 
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Selected Locations under Four-Lane  

Concurrent Extension  Alternative (2015) 
 

One-Hour Average CO (ppm) a Eight-Hour Average CO (ppm) a 
Intersection 

Existing 
Future 

Baseline 
(2015) b 

Future 
w/Project 

(2015) 
Existing 

Future 
Baseline 
(2015) b 

Future 
w/Project 

(2015) 
Hopyard Road at Stoneridge Drive 5.3 4.2 4.3 3.7 3.0 3.0 

Santa Rita Road at Valley Avenue 5.4 4.2 4.2 3.8 2.9 2.9 

Santa Rita Road at Stoneridge Drive 4.9 4.3 4.1 3.5 3.0 2.9 

El Charro Road at Stoneridge Drive/ 
Jack London Boulevard NA 4.1 4.0 NA 2.9 2.8 

There are no violations of ambient CO standards at receptor locations 25 feet from the intersection.  Reception locations 
farther away would be exposed to even lower CO concentrations. 

CO Background: Ambient CO Standards: 
One-Hour Average – 3.4 ppm One-Hour Average – Federal: 35 ppm; State 20 ppm 
Eight-Hour Average – 2.4 ppm Eight-Hour Average – Federal and State: 9 ppm 

 

Source:  PBS&J, 2007. 
Notes:   a  Calculations reflect CO levels at 25 feet from roadway. 

 b  Future baseline CO level calculations utilize existing plus approved with Stoneridge Drive 
Extension traffic volumes and CO emission factors in the year 2015. 

 
Under cumulative conditions, the Four-Lane Concurrent Alternative is the same as the 
Proposed Project except for the addition of an ice center.  As indicated in Table 4.1 of the 
EIR, predicted CO concentrations at congested intersections under cumulative conditions 
that assume the Proposed Project would be approximately 10 percent of the Federal 
one-hour standard, 18 percent of the State one-hour standard and 30 percent of the 
Federal and State eight-hour standard.  Additional CO concentrations created by the Ice 
Center (which increases Proposed Project trip generation by approximately 16 percent) 
would not substantially increase cumulative CO concentrations above those analyzed 
under Proposed Project cumulative conditions and would not increase concentrations to 
100 percent of (i.e., exceed) the Federal and State standards.  This impact, therefore, 
remains less-than-significant under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative. 
 
Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs).  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative would result in the same land use development pattern as the Proposed 
Project, with the addition of the ice center in the Community Park.  Therefore, the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would result in the same potential exposure 
of the proposed senior continuing care community to TACs from the adjacent freeway as 
the Proposed Project.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-5.1 would reduce this 
potential air quality/health impact to a less than significant level for the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative for the same reasons as the Proposed Project. 
 
Like the Proposed Project, potential exposure of on- and off-site residents and nearby 
schools as a result of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would be less than 
significant.  A concurrent extension of a four-lane Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road 
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would be far below CARB’s screening threshold of 100,000 vehicles per day for 
high-traffic roadways. 
 
Diesel emissions are the primary source of TACs from vehicles, and trucks represent the 
large majority of diesel vehicles.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative could 
result in lower potential TAC exposure to existing residents and schools along Stoneridge 
Drive than the Proposed Project because delivery truck traffic to the senior continuing 
care community could arrive from El Charro Road, instead of having to arrive only from 
Santa Rita Road under the Proposed Project.  Stoneridge Drive is not a designated truck 
route, and the City of Pleasanton requires that all trucks over three tons making local 
deliveries use the most direct feasible route from the freeway, which, in this case, would 
be via El Charro Road. 
 
Exposure to Off-Site Air Emissions.  Exposure from Livermore Airport operations 
would be less-than-significant for the same reasons as described in the EIR for the 
Proposed Project because the addition of the ice center and earlier extension of all four 
lanes of Stoneridge Drive would not alter the analysis.  Potential exposure to dust or other 
air emissions from the quarry operations to the south of Staples Ranch would, like the 
Proposed Project, be less than significant because the closest active gravel mining 
operation is approximately a mile to the southeast of Staples Ranch, and the closest 
aggregate processing plant is over a mile away, just north of Stanley Boulevard. 
 
Exposure to Odors.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would develop 
similar land uses to the Proposed Project and the Ice Center Alternative, and would not 
introduce new sources of odor.  Odor impacts, therefore, would, like the Ice Center 
Alternative, be less than significant. 
 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions.  Development under the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative would generate GHG emissions similar to the Proposed Project, in 
both the short term and the long run.  The ice center would generate additional emissions 
resulting from construction of the ice center, additional mobile source emissions from ice 
center traffic, and potentially generate additional stationary source emissions associated 
with cooling and other mechanical equipment associated with the ice center operations. 
 
As estimated by the URBEMIS 2007 model, construction of the ice center would 
generate approximately 312 metric tons of CO2 equivalent emissions in addition to the 
2,354 metric tons of CO2 equivalent estimated for construction of the Proposed Project.  
Because the total estimated amount of construction-related GHG is below the 
significance threshold of 3,750 MTCO2E per year, and annual emissions resulting from a 
multi-year construction process will be less, GHG emissions due to construction of the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Alternative are not considered to be cumulatively considerable. 
 
Table S-5.1-3 below presents estimates of the direct and indirect operational 
GHG emissions caused by the ice center. 
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Table S-5.1-3 
Estimated Ice Center Operational GHG Emissions 

 

Emissions Source Ice Center (CO2 MT/year) 

Direct Source Emissions  

Natural Gas 183 

Hearth 0 

Landscape 0.23 

Total Source Emissions 184 

Direct Mobile Emissions 3,855 

Electricity Consumption Indirect Emissions 518 

Water Processing Indirect Emissions  

Water Supply and Conveyance 0.23 

Water Treatment 0.01 

Water Distribution 0.14 

Wastewater Treatment 0.21 

Total Water Processing Indirect Emissions 0.58 

Total Emissions 4,558 
 

Source:  PBS&J, 2007; Alameda County 2009.  Conversion from English to metric tons by a factor of 0.907 
 
The increase shown in the table of approximately 4,558 MTCO2 per year over the 
Proposed Project represents the “business as usual” scenario.  This increase does not take 
into account potential reductions that would result from the implementation of AB 32, the 
General Plan’s GHG emissions reduction BMPs, or design features and mitigation 
measures required of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative. 
 
The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would generate a total of 
47,636 MTCO2 per year, an increase of approximately nine-point-six percent (9.6%) 
more GHG emissions than the Proposed Project as a result the ice center.  The Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative will align with the same CAPCOA mitigation 
measures, OPR mitigation measures and General Plan GHG emissions reduction BMPs 
as the Proposed Project to potentially reduce its GHG emissions by at least nine percent.  
However, applying all feasible mitigation measures will not achieve the 97.7-percent 
reduction required to reduce the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative’s 
GHG emissions from 47,636 MTCO2E per year to 1,100 MTCO2E per year. 
 
Application of the 4.6 MTCO2E per-service-population-per-year standard for mixed-use 
projects does not change this conclusion.  The ice center will add 29 jobs to the 
1,585.5 job total and 960 residents total for the Proposed Project.  This translates to 
approximately 18.5 MTCO2E per service population per year based on total annual 
GHG emissions of 47, 636 MTCO2E, well is excess of the 4.6 MTCO2E standard.  
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Applying all feasible mitigation measures will not achieve the reduction required to meet 
the 4.6 MTCO2E standard. 
 
Therefore, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative’s contribution to this 
cumulatively significant impact is considerable and unavoidable, and will remain so after 
application of feasible mitigation measures (SU). 
 
Biological Resources 
 
Sensitive Plants and Wildlife Species.  Like the Proposed Project, development as a 
result of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative could affect an existing 
population of San Joaquin spearscale, a CNPS List 1B plant species.  As discussed in the 
Supplemental Biological Resources Analysis above, development of the Staples Ranch 
property would result in the elimination of 1.70 acres of suitable spearscale habitat, and 
construction of the Stoneridge Drive bridge would potentially impact an additional 
0.07 acres of spearscale habitat located on the north bank of the Arroyo Mocho.  While 
the Proposed Project would only require the immediate construction of a two-lane bridge 
over the Arroyo Mocho, ultimately a second two-lane bridge would be required when 
Stoneridge Drive is fully extended in the future, resulting in the same potential impact to 
the Arroyo Mocho spearscale habitat as the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, 
which would require the immediate construction of both two-lane Stoneridge Drive 
bridges.  Therefore, impacts as a result of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative to the San Joaquin spearscale would be the same as the Proposed Project, and 
Mitigation Measure S-BIO-1 (preserve off-site San Joaquin spearscale habitat) would 
reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
 
As discussed in the Supplemental Biological Resources Analysis, protocol surveys for 
California tiger salamander have been completed for the Staples Ranch property, and 
determined that this species would not be impacted by Staples Ranch development.  The 
addition of an ice center and earlier construction of a second bridge under the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative does not alter the factual basis for this conclusion, 
which remains the same. 
 
2009 surveys in the Arroyo Mocho channel for California red-legged frog  and western 
pond turtle in the vicinity of the Stoneridge Drive bridge crossing and adjacent to the 
remainder of Staples Ranch indicated that neither of these species is currently present in 
this portion of the Arroyo Mocho.  However, because it is possible that individuals could 
disperse through the bridge construction area, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
BIO-2.1 (conduct preconstruction surveys for California red-legged frogs), BIO-2.2 
(implement ground-disturbance restrictions), BIO-2.3 (conduct construction monitoring 
for California red-legged frogs), BIO-2.4 (conduct WEAP training), BIO-4.1 (conduct 
preconstruction surveys for western pond turtles) and BIO-4.2 (provide exclusion fencing 
for western pond turtles) would reduce any potential impact to individuals of these 
species as a result of bridge construction to a less-than-significant level. 
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It should be noted that the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative is likely to have 
less potential impact on individual western pond turtles and California red-legged frogs 
within the Arroyo Mocho channel as a result of  construction of the Stoneridge Drive 
bridges than the Proposed Project because, under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative, all bridge construction activities would be conducted at once, rather than 
constructing first one bridge, then re-entering the creek channel in the future to construct 
the second bridge, as would be required under the Proposed Project.  This significant 
temporal spreading of construction activities to two separate construction seasons would 
represent an increased chance for individual turtles and/or frogs to be affected by the 
Proposed Project in comparison to the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative. 
 
Other Biological Species and Habitats.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative, like the Proposed Project, would result in the disturbance of much of the 
surface of the Staples Ranch property and would, therefore, pose the same potential 
impacts to nesting birds, wildlife movement, and to jurisdictional waters of the State and 
the US, and would also share the same potential conflicts with provisions of the City of 
Pleasanton tree preservation policies and ordinances.  Mitigation Measures BIO-5.1 
(conduct nesting bird surveys), BIO-7.1 (provide compensation for impacts to 
jurisdictional waters), BIO-8.1 (minimize lighting spillover), BIO-8.2 (incorporate 
wildlife habitat into park plans) and BIO-9.1 and 9.2 (conduct tree appraisal and provide 
tree replacement) would, like the Proposed Project, mitigate these potential impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. 
 
Because bridge construction would be completed in one phase under the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative, rather than having two separate bridge construction 
projects, as under the Proposed Project, impacts to riparian vegetation in the Arroyo 
Mocho as a result of the Stoneridge Drive bridge construction is likely to be less under 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative than under the Proposed Project.  Under 
the Proposed Project, a significant time delay prior to constructing the second Stoneridge 
Drive bridge would result in additional impacts to riparian vegetation because the 
vegetation would have had time to recover and mature following completion of the first 
bridge.  Like the Proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-6.1 
(obtain streambed alteration agreement) BIO-6.2 (erect exclusion fencing) and BIO-6.3 
(replace removed vegetation) would mitigate potential impacts to Arroyo Mocho riparian 
habitat as a result of bridge construction for the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative to less-than-significant levels. 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Generation and Accidental Releases.  Similar to the 
Proposed Project, development under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 
would have the potential for accidental releases of hazardous materials and waste from 
construction, operations, and routine transport that could result in contamination of soil or 
groundwater and pose a threat to the public and environment.  As with the Proposed 
Project, compliance with Federal, State and local use, storage, and transport regulations, 
including hazardous materials business plans, would reduce the risk of accidental release 
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of hazardous materials to a less-than-significant impact.  In addition, the full extension of 
Stoneridge Drive through Staples Ranch would allow emergency vehicles to have a lower 
response time in the event of an accident because there would be no EVA gates to 
negotiate along the Stoneridge Drive right-of-way.  
 
PG&E Gas Line.  Like the Proposed Project, development of the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative would result in construction activities in the vicinity of the 
underground PG&E natural gas pipeline along the northern edge of the Staples Ranch site 
by I-580, which could potentially result in an accidental rupture of the line.  As with the 
Proposed Project, this potential impact would be reduced to less-than-significant levels 
through implementation of Mitigation Measure HZ-2.1 (prevent disruption of on-site 
utilities). 
 
Hazards Related to Livermore Municipal Airport.  As with the Proposed Project, the 
presence of the Livermore Airport would not present a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the Project Area under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 
and, with implementation of Mitigation Measures VQ-3.1 through 3.4, also would not 
create new light and glare hazards to aircraft utilizing the Livermore Municipal Airport. 
 
Under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, an ice center in the community 
park would be within Caltrans’ recommended safety zones (Zones 4 and 6); however, as 
discussed with the Proposed Project, these safety zones have not been adopted by the 
Alameda County Land Use Commission (ALUC) and are based on nationwide data for 
similar sized airport facilities.  As discussed in the EIR’s evaluation of the Ice Center 
Alternative, safety statistics specific to the Livermore Airport were evaluated and 
indicated that safety risks at the proposed ice center site would be less than significant. 
 
In addition, recent data generated since preparation of the EIR estimates annual 
Livermore Municipal Airport operations in 2013 that are less than half the number of 
annual flights projected by the EIR for 2011 (188,400 and 420,000 flights, respectively), 
thereby further reducing the likelihood of safety hazards (LSA, 2009). 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Construction.  Because the pattern of land disturbance on the Staples Ranch property 
would essentially be the same, construction of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative would have essentially the same effects as construction of the Proposed 
Project and, with implementation of standard construction SWPPP BMPs, would result in 
less-than-significant water quality impacts.  Impacts to water quality resulting from 
construction of the Stoneridge Drive bridges over the Arroyo Mocho would likely be less 
under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative than under the Proposed Project 
because both Stoneridge bridges would be constructed at the same time.  This would limit 
construction impacts to the Arroyo Mocho channel to one occurrence, instead of two 
separate bridge construction projects that would be required under the Proposed Project.  
Like the Proposed Project, regulatory requirements for bridge construction would reduce 
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the water quality impacts of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative to 
less-than-significant levels. 
 
Stormwater Runoff and Quality.  Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative would increase the amount of runoff and associated pollutants 
following completion of development due to an increase in the amount of impervious 
surface on the Staples Ranch site.  The inclusion of the ice center within the Community 
Park would add approximately eight acres of additional impervious surface, compared to 
the Proposed Project.  However, in regard to Stoneridge Drive, due to the Proposed 
Project’s transition and turn lane requirements, the concurrent full extension of 
Stoneridge Drive as a four-lane road through Staples Ranch under the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative would only add a minimal amount (less than an acre) 
of impervious surface in comparison to the Proposed Project in the short-term and would 
result in the same amount of impervious road surface in the long-term.  Like the Proposed 
Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative includes a storm water 
detention basin within the Neighborhood Park that would mitigate potential 
hydro-modification impacts to the Arroyo. 
 
Potential pollutant loads as result of the development of the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative therefore would be substantially the same as those of the Ice 
Center Alternative, which the EIR determined would have a potentially substantial 
increase in pollutant loads compared to the Proposed Project, but the impacts of which 
would also be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of 
Mitigation Measure HY-1.1 (require Water Quality Management Plans with targeted 
pollutant removal rates to ensure implementation of Municipal NPDES permit BMPs) 
and HY-1.2 (require Integrated Pest Management Plans and Pesticide Management 
Programs to reduce landscaping pollutant runoff).  The potential impacts to storm water 
quality resulting from the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would be less 
than significant after implementation of these measures. 
 
Groundwater Supplies and Recharge.  Similar to the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative would not substantially reduce potential groundwater 
recharge because the Staples Ranch site is not an important groundwater recharge area 
and runoff would continue to flow into the Arroyo Mocho channel where it could 
continue to contribute to regional groundwater recharge.  Also like the Proposed Project, 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative does not include any on-site wells and, 
therefore, would not directly impact groundwater supplies. 
 
Erosion and Sedimentation.  Potential impacts on erosion and sediment transport 
associated with operation of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would be 
essentially the same as for the Proposed Project.  An increased amount of impervious 
surfaces as a result of the ice center development and, to a lesser extent in the short-term, 
the four-lane extension of Stoneridge Drive could cause greater peak-flow rates if storm 
water is discharged directly to the Arroyo Mocho, contributing to increased downstream 
off-site bed and bank erosion and sedimentation of streams and channels.  However, the 
proposed storm water basin within the Neighborhood Park is planned to be sized to 
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accommodate the peak-flow rates that would be generated by full buildout of Staples 
Ranch, including the ice center and full extension of Stoneridge Drive.  Moreover, as 
with the Proposed Project, it is anticipated that some stormwater runoff from the bridge 
and on paved trails/maintenance roads along the Arroyo Mocho may be directed into the 
Arroyo Mocho.  The drainage areas will be designed to meet all applicable stormwater 
treatment, hydromodification, Zone 7, and other applicable regional, State, or Federal 
requirements.  Therefore, as with the Proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure HY-3.1 (require maintenance of the detention basin) and Mitigation Measure 
HY-1.1 (implement water quality management plans), would reduce potential impacts of 
erosion and sedimentation of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative to 
less-than-significant levels. 
 
Flood Hazards.  Potential hazards resulting from flooding would be the same for the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension as the Proposed Project in that the Staples Ranch site is 
currently within FEMA’s 100-year flood zone.  As with the Proposed Project, 
implementation of Mitigation Measures HY-4.1 (requiring FEMA flood hazard map 
revisions) and HY-4.2 (requiring implementation of the Livermore flood protection 
improvements) would reduce potential flood hazard impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 
 
Land Use and Agricultural Resources 
 
Physical Division of a Community.  Like the Proposed Project, the development of 
Staples Ranch under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would not 
physically divide an established community.  Because the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative includes the full extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road 
as part of the project, it would increase overall connectivity between Pleasanton and the 
surrounding area at an earlier date than the Proposed Project. 
 
Annexation Policies.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would be 
consistent with County, LAFCo, and City policies regarding annexation of the Project 
Area into the City for the same reasons stated in the EIR for the Proposed Project.  In 
addition, LAFCo may consider the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative to be a 
more desirable alternative than the Proposed Project because it would include the full 
extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as part of the development of Staples 
Ranch.  As expressed in LAFCo’s July 18, 2008 letter to the City of Pleasanton, full 
extension of Stoneridge Drive would be more consistent with regional growth goals and 
policies regarding the timely construction of roadway arterials in the Tri-Valley area.  
 
Land Use Compatibility.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would have 
the same land use compatibility impacts with existing and proposed uses surrounding the 
Staples Ranch site as the Proposed Project.  The closest active quarry operation is 
approximately 1.5 miles to the southeast and is neither visible nor audible from Staples 
Ranch. 
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An ice center on the community park site would be compatible with the planning goals 
and policies of the City represented in the conceptual Staples Ranch Park Master Plan for 
the Community Park adopted by the City Council on June 10, 2008, which contemplates 
the development of an ice center.  Land use compatibility impacts of the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative, like the Proposed Project, are, therefore, considered 
less-than-significant. 
 
Density.  The Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 land use designations of the Staples 
Ranch site are the same as those of the 1996 General Plan.  With the exception of the ice 
center, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would present the same potential 
impacts to allowable land use densities as the Proposed Project and Mitigation Measure 
LU-4.1 (require additional amenities of commercial projects that exceed a floor area ratio 
[FAR] of 0.35) would reduce potential conflicts to less than significant levels.  With the 
inclusion of the ice center, the community park site would have an FAR of 
approximately 0.19.  While the Pleasanton General Plan does not provide a maximum 
FAR for park sites, the ice center use would still be well below an FAR of 0.35 if it were 
to be considered a commercial use.  Therefore, no additional potential impacts to 
allowable land use densities would result from the inclusion of the ice center in the land 
use plan for the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative. 
 
Airport Land Use Policy Plan.  Like the Proposed Project, land uses under the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would not conflict with policies of the 
adopted Alameda County Airport Land Use Plan.  Mitigation Measures LU-5.1 (require 
airport disclosures, deed riders and noise complaint procedures for the senior continuing 
care community) and LU-5.2 (require a deed rider or avigation easement for other uses) 
would reduce potential complaint conflicts with the Livermore Municipal Airport to 
less-than-significant levels. 
 
Conversion of Farmland.  Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative would not permanently convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as defined by the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural uses.  Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative also would not conflict with existing agricultural zoning or LAFCo 
policies regarding annexation or development of Prime Agricultural Land, given that 
Staples Ranch has been planned for urban development since 1989. 
 
Noise  
 
Staples Ranch Development Noise Exposure.  Like the Proposed Project, the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative includes a senior continuing care 
community, auto mall, commercial center, and community and neighborhood parks that 
would be subject to traffic noise from the adjacent I-580 freeway, El Charro Road, and 
Stoneridge Drive, as well as aircraft operations associated with the nearby Livermore 
Municipal Airport. 
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Because the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative has the same proposed land 
uses adjacent to the freeway, noise impacts associated with the freeway would be the 
same as under the Proposed Project.  Similarly, noise impacts associated with Livermore 
airport operations would be the same.  
 
Like the Proposed Project, traffic volumes (and the resultant noise impacts) on El Charro 
Road, south of the Stoneridge Drive intersection, will remain essentially the same under 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, because this portion of El Charro Road 
will remain a private road, utilized primarily by quarry trucks hauling aggregate from the 
quarry operations to the south.  Noise exposure to the adjacent retail/commercial site and 
community park would therefore be the same as the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed 
Project, Staples Ranch development under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative would be unaffected by noise from aggregate quarry operations to the south, 
because the nearest operating quarry and aggregate plant are located approximately 
1.5 miles away and are inaudible from Staples Ranch.   
 
While traffic volumes on El Charro Road, north of the Stoneridge Drive intersection, will 
increase under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative relative to the Proposed 
Project, the auto mall site, as a commercial use, is relatively less sensitive to traffic noise 
than other land uses.  As noted in the noise analysis for the Proposed Project (DEIR, 
page 3.7-25), the auto mall, due to its proximity to the I-580 freeway and El Charro Road, 
would approach or exceed the City’s land use compatibility standard of Ldn 70 dB for 
commercial uses, and may require incorporation of additional noise insulation features 
into some or all of the auto mall buildings to meet City interior noise standards.   
 
With the full extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road, the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative will result in significantly higher traffic volumes on Stoneridge 
Drive within Staples Ranch, relative to the Proposed Project, especially the segment 
between the Arroyo Mocho bridges and the intersection formed by the entrance to the 
senior continuing care community and the community park.  Under the Proposed Project, 
traffic on this segment under “Existing + Approved” conditions would, in the near term, 
be limited to vehicles accessing the senior community or western portion of the park, 
while under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, traffic associated with the 
commercial uses on Staples Ranch, as well as traffic generated by other parts of 
Pleasanton, would utilize this portion of Stoneridge Drive.  As a result, areas within the 
senior continuing care community and parks adjacent to this portion of Stoneridge Drive 
would experience higher noise levels under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative at an earlier time than under the Proposed Project.   
 
The projected distances from Stoneridge Drive that would be affected by traffic noise are 
shown in Table S-5.1-4 below.  Using Year 2015 average peak-hour traffic volumes 
provided by the City of Pleasanton, Charles M. Salter Associates calculated the distance 
from the centerline of the future alignment of Stoneridge Drive to the Ldn 60 and 65 dB 
noise contours that would result from the full extension of the roadway under the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative.  As shown in Table S--5.1-4, these 
distances would be significantly reduced with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
NO-4.1 (construct Stoneridge Drive extension with noise-attenuating pavement). 
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Table S-5.1-4 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 

Staples Ranch Noise Contours From Stoneridge Drive Traffic 
 

 Distance to Noise Contour 1 
Stoneridge Drive Ldn 65 dB Ldn 60 dB 
Standard Pavement 118 feet 255 feet 
Noise-Attenuating Pavement 78 feet 159 feet 

 

Source: Charles M. Salter Associates, 2009. 
1 Distances are from centerline of roadway, assuming no obstructions. 

 
The senior continuing care community will include a health care facility located just 
north of Stoneridge Drive.  The proposed health care facility, if located within the 
Ldn 60 dB contour, would be considered a “Conditionally Acceptable” land use under the 
City’s noise compatibility guidelines. 
 
Noise mitigation measures for the Proposed Project would also reduce noise impacts to 
Staples Ranch development from traffic and aircraft under the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative to less-than-significant levels.  Like the Proposed Project, 
Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 (provide noise reduction features in residential and 
commercial structures to meet City noise standards), will require the preparation of 
project-specific noise analyses for the auto mall, retail/commercial site, and senior 
continuing care facility, including the health care facility, to demonstrate that all 
structures will meet the City’s interior noise level standard prior to issuance of building 
permits.  Mitigation Measures NO-1.2 (provide noise reduction features to meet 
single-event noise level standards), and NO-1.3 (provide exterior noise reduction features 
along I-580), will similarly reduce potential traffic and aircraft noise impacts to the senior 
continuing care community to less-than-significant levels.  Similarly, Mitigation Measure 
NO-1.4 (limit Community Park uses within the Ldn 65 dB noise contour) would also 
reduce potential noise impacts to park users from traffic and aircraft under the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative to less-than significant levels. 
 
On-Site Noise Sources.  Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative would introduce new noise sources to the project vicinity.  For the same 
reasons described in the EIR’s analysis of the Proposed Project, landscaping and truck 
delivery noise impacts to adjacent neighborhoods would be less-than-significant, as 
would potential mechanical noise from maintenance and building equipment associated 
with the senior continuing care community and commercial uses.  As discussed under the 
Ice Center Alternative, the inclusion of the ice center within the community park under 
this Alternative may require large-scale mechanical equipment associated with the ice 
center’s operation; however, noise from such equipment would be attenuated by the ice 
center’s location on the opposite side of the project site from the continuing care 
community development and would be subject to sound attenuation and compliance with 
the City’s noise standards.  Like the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure NO-1.5 (limit 
car wash noise levels to 60 dB) would reduce potential impacts of the auto mall’s car 
washes on the adjacent senior continuing care community to a less-than-significant level.   
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Construction Noise.  Like the Proposed Project, construction of the Staples Ranch 
project under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would result in temporary 
noise and vibration impacts to adjacent residential areas.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure NO-3.1 (implement construction best management practices) would reduce 
impacts associated with general construction noise to less-than-significant levels, similar 
to the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed Project, construction of the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative could also require pile driving for construction of the 
Stoneridge Drive bridges, although this Alternative would have the advantage of limiting 
all bridge construction to one period, rather than two separate bridge construction 
projects, potentially separated by a number of years, that would be required under the 
Proposed Project.  Pile-driving noise impacts associated with the simultaneous 
construction of a second bridge across Arroyo Mocho would also be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level by Mitigation Measure NO-2.1 because it requires compliance 
with the same peak particle velocity standard regardless of whether one or two bridges 
are constructed at any given time.  Thus, as with the Proposed Project, Mitigation 
Measures NO-2.1 (reduce potential pile driving vibration effects) and NO-2.2 (provide 
early notice) would reduce potential pile driving impacts associated with bridge 
construction to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Ambient Noise Levels 
 
S-NO-2.  Significant Noise Increase Along Stoneridge Drive (S) 
 
Unlike the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would 
result in an immediate and significant increase in vehicular traffic levels on Stoneridge 
Drive between Santa Rita Road and Staples Ranch as a result of the full extension of 
Stoneridge Drive through Staples Ranch to El Charro Road.  As a result, traffic noise 
levels for existing development along Stoneridge Drive would increase significantly at an 
earlier point in time than under the Proposed Project. 
 
The existing segment of Stoneridge Drive to the west of Staples Ranch and the 
surrounding residential development between Kamp Drive and Trevor Parkway were 
developed as part of the original 1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan, which called for 
the full extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as a four-lane arterial and 
contained guidelines for sound walls and setbacks to shield new residential development 
from anticipated traffic noise.  Consequently, the predominantly single-family residential 
developments along this portion of Stoneridge Drive generally do not face the road and 
back yards or side yards closest to Stoneridge Drive are shielded by sound walls.  
Between Guzman Way and Trevor Parkway, some homes face an unwalled portion of 
Stoneridge Drive, but are set back from Stoneridge Drive on the south side of Snowdrop 
Circle.  Backyards of these homes are shielded from Stoneridge Drive by the homes 
themselves.  Homes along the north side of the Arroyo Mocho are largely shielded by a 
large berm along the north side of Stoneridge Drive.  However, several homes along 
Vermont Place on the north side of the Mocho, nearest to the planned Stoneridge Drive 
bridges over the channel, are unshielded by the berm and have backyards with open 
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fencing that would be exposed to bridge traffic noise.  While homes on the south side of 
the bridge crossing are located much closer to the bridge crossing, they are shielded by an 
existing sound wall.   
 
The Pleasanton General Plan lists two existing “sensitive receptors” along this portion of 
Stoneridge Drive that could particularly be impacted by traffic noise.  Hacienda School, a 
private school on the north side of Stoneridge Drive near Newton Drive, is set back from 
the roadway and is also located significantly below the elevation of Stoneridge Drive.  
Mohr Elementary School is located to the south of Stoneridge Drive but is largely 
screened from the roadway by several rows of homes. 
 
To ascertain noise impacts to existing residences and sensitive receptors along Stoneridge 
Drive west of Staples Ranch that would result from the full extension of the road under 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, Charles M. Salter Associates first 
quantified the existing noise environment by measuring ambient noise levels at three 
locations near Stoneridge Drive over a 48-hour period as well as two short-term 
15-minute noise measurements.  Future noise levels as a result of the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative were then calculated, using a computer noise model, 
for various locations along and near Stoneridge Drive.  The model used predicted 
Year 2015 average peak-hour traffic levels provided by the City of Pleasanton, as well as 
the locations and heights of existing sound walls and distances from the roadway to 
calculate expected noise levels in back yards of existing residences and the building 
façades of the two sensitive receptors.  Table S-5.1-5 summarizes the results. 
 

Table S-5.1-5 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 

Existing and Year 2015 Stoneridge Drive Noise Levels (Ldn dB) 
 

Receiver 
Existing 

Noise 
Level 

2015 
Noise 
Level 

Increase 
Over 

Existing 
Sensitive Receptors 1 

Hacienda School  52 57 5 
Mohr Elementary School  49 55 6 

Residences 2 
North of Stoneridge, East of Kamp   56* 63 7 
South of Stoneridge, East of Kamp   56* 62 6 
South of Stoneridge, East of Guzman   54* 62 8 
Snow Drop Circle   49* 51 2 
Vermont Place, North of Bridge 52 61 9 
Chocolate Street, South of Bridge   52* 63 11 

 

Source:  Charles M. Salter Associates, 2009 
* Estimated based on nearby ambient noise measurement 
1 Calculated at building facade 
2 Calculated in backyard 
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As shown in Table S-5.1-5, future noise levels at all locations will increase as a result of 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative.  The anticipated noise increase over 
existing levels is considered significant (i.e., more than Ldn 4 dB increase, per 
Program 1.3 of the Noise Element of the Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025) at all 
locations except the Snowdrop Circle Residences’ backyards, where the increase would 
be only Ldn 2 dB.  Furthermore, at all of the residential locations, except Snowdrop 
Circle, future predicted noise levels under this Alternative would exceed the City’s 
“Normally Acceptable” single-family residential noise level of Ldn 60 dB for backyard 
areas.  The Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025, however, also recognizes that Ldn 60 dB 
is a “goal” which cannot necessarily be reached in all residential areas within the realm of 
economic or aesthetic feasibility.  With windows closed, interior noise levels at these 
locations would not be expected to exceed Ldn 45 dB, based on a typical façade noise 
reduction of 25 to 30 dB afforded by typical single-family home construction. 
 
Noise level increases at the two existing sensitive receptors due to the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative would be significant (Ldn 5-6 dB), but the future noise 
levels at these location would not exceed the City’s “Normally Acceptable” criterion of 
Ldn 60 dB for schools. 
 
A 3 dB reduction in traffic noise levels anticipated to result from implementation of 
Mitigation Measure NO-4.1 (construct Stoneridge Drive extension with noise-attenuating 
pavement) would reduce the calculated future noise levels for residences closest to the 
bridge (Vermont Place residence and Chocolate Street residence) to approximately 
Ldn 60 dB or below. 
 
Similarly, repaving the existing portion of Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive and 
Trevor Parkway with noise-attenuating pavement would result in a reduction of 
anticipated noise levels at all measured locations along Stoneridge Drive to 
approximately Ldn 60 dB or below.  
 
The following mitigation measure would ensure that future noise levels due to traffic 
along this portion of Stoneridge Drive would not exceed an Ldn of approximately 60 dB. 
 
S-NO-1.1  Repave Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive and Trevor Parkway with 

noise-attenuating pavement.  Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive and 
Trevor Parkway shall be repaved with noise-attenuating pavement prior to the 
completion of the Stoneridge Drive extension to El Charro Road. 

 
However, while the utilization of noise-attenuating pavement on the existing and new 
portions of Stoneridge Drive would result in all residential uses and sensitive receptors in 
the area meeting an Ldn of approximately 60 dB or below for single-family residential 
development, in several locations it would not reduce the overall increase in ambient noise 
levels to 4 dB above existing noise levels, resulting in a noticeable increase in ambient 
traffic noise for area residents as a result of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative.  In addition, it is estimated that future airport-related noise could add up to 
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1-2 dB to projected ambient noise levels for residences by the planned bridge crossings.  
Therefore, this is considered a significant and unavoidable impact of this Alternative (SU). 
 
S-NO-1.  Cumulatively Considerable Noise Increase Along Stoneridge Drive (SU) 
 
Under cumulative conditions, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would 
have essentially the same cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative noise impact as the Proposed Project, which also assumes the full extension 
of Stoneridge Drive by 2030 (SU). 
 
Population, Employment, and Housing 
 
Growth Forecasts and Jobs/Housing.  Like the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative would not displace any people or existing housing.  
Because Staples Ranch has been previously planned for urban development under the 
1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan – which anticipated more intensive uses of the 
Project Site than the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative – it is already 
accounted for in growth forecasts for the City.  While the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative would include the ice center with approximately 29 more jobs than 
the 1,585.5 jobs anticipated for the Proposed Project (See EIR, pages 3.8-11; 5-33), this 
would not significantly impact the City’s job/housing ratio. 
 
Transportation 
 
Potential traffic impacts under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative as well as 
the Proposed Project were analyzed in the Dowling Traffic Study.  The following section 
summarizes the findings of that report. 
 
Roadway Network.  Under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, the 
analysis assumes the same roadway network as under the Proposed Project, as described 
in Section 3.9 (Transportation) of the DEIR, with the exception of Stoneridge Drive, 
which is assumed to extend from its current terminus at Trevor Parkway to El Charro 
Road as a four-lane arterial with the development of the Staples Ranch site under 
Existing + Approved conditions.  As noted in the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative Description above, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative includes 
a southbound free right turn lane from El Charro Road to Stoneridge Drive, as well as 
three left-turn lanes from Stoneridge Drive east to northbound El Charro Road.  The new 
Stoneridge Drive intersections within Staples Ranch, at the entrances to the auto mall and 
senior continuing care community, would be signalized, as would the currently 
unsignalized intersections at Trevor Parkway, Guzman Parkway, and Newton Way to the 
west. 
 
Staples Ranch Trip Generation.  Because the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative includes an ice center in the community park, it would generate an additional 
3,328 daily trips, an additional 77 trips during the AM peak hour, and 349 additional trips 
during the PM peak hour, when compared to the Proposed Project.  Trip generation 
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estimates for the ice center were developed based on trip generation rates from a similar 
ice facility of comparable size.  Table S-5.1-6 below shows Staples Ranch trip generation 
for the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative in the AM and PM peak hours, as 
well as on a daily basis. 

Table S-5.1-6 
Staples Ranch Trip Generation 

Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 
 

Project-Generated Trips  

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

Land Use Amount In Out Total In Out Total 

Senior Community 800 DU 29 35 64 54 34 88 2,200 

Auto Mall 331 KSF 502 176 678 341 533 874 11,035 

Retail 175 KSF 110 70 180 315 341 656 7,500 

Park 17 Acres 17 17 34 34 34 68 300 

Ice Center 138 KSF 41 36 77 175 175 349 3,328 

TOTAL   699 334 1033 919 1117 2035 24,363 
 

Source:  Dowling Associates, 2008. 
 
It should be noted that the trip generation totals shown in Table S-5.1-6 above are 
conservative in that they overstate the total retail trips by approximately 2,350 trips 
because this site is limited to 120,000 square feet of retail uses, rather than the 
175,000 square feet used for modeling purposes.  The retail trips have also not been 
reduced for pass-by or internal trips. 
 
Intersection Level of Service.  As documented in the 2008 Dowling Traffic Study, the 
Pleasanton Traffic Model was used to analyze level of service (LOS) and delay for over 
sixty intersections in Pleasanton and Dublin under “Existing plus Approved” conditions 
for the Proposed Project as well as the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative.  
Intersections in Livermore that could potentially be affected by Staples Ranch 
development were also analyzed, using that City’s model.  Table S-5.1-7 below 
summarizes the comparison of intersections in Pleasanton, Dublin, and Livermore that 
would function at LOS E or F under either the Proposed Project or the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative. 
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Table S-5.1-7 
Intersection LOS Comparison 

No Project, Proposed Project, and Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 
 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Intersection No Project Proposed 
Project 

Four-Lane 
Extension No Project Proposed 

Project 
Four-Lane 
Extension 

Pleasanton Model 
Intersections LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Hopyard/I-580 EB off C 21 C 21 C 22 D 54 E 59 D 52 

Hopyard/Owens D 47 D 48 D 48 F 330 F 333 F 343 

Hopyard/Stoneridge D 46 D 46 D 48 F 102 F 102 E 70 

Hacienda/Owens C 25 C 25 C 26 D 48 D 51 D 45 
Santa Rita/I-580 EB off/ 
Pimlico D 42 D 42 C 26 D 38 D 40 C 28 

W. Las Positas/Stoneridge C 29 C 30 C 34 C 31 C 32 D 50 

Santa Rita/Stoneridge D 49 D 50 F 83 D 35 D 37 F 98 

Santa Rita/Valley C 35 C 35 D 36 E 67 E 69 F 88 

El Charro/Stanley 1  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

First/Ray 3 D 46 D 46 D 40 F 81 F 81 E 80 

First/Kottinger 3 C 34 C 34 D 53 C 33 C 34 D 43 

Main/Ray 3 F 161 F 162 F 163 F 83 F 94 E 63 

Main/St. John 3 B 16 B 18 B 14 E 58 E 76 F 105 

First/Bernal 3 D 48 D 48 E 60 D 45 D 45 E 77 

El Charro/I-580 EB  B 16 F 110 D 54 A 9 C 22 B 11 

El Charro/Freisman 2  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

El Charro/Stoneridge D 44 C 22 C 20 B 15 C 27 C 24 

El Charro/El Charro -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Fallon/I-580 WB ramps  A 5 A 5 B 11 A 5 A 6 A 8 

Fallon/Dublin  4  D 36 D 37 E 57 F 116 F 177 F 153 

Tassajara/Central 4 D 47 D 48 D 47 D 50 D 51 D 51 

Livermore Intersections LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Isabel/Kitty Hawk/Airway 5 D 55 D 55 D 47 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Murrieta/E. Jack London E 58 E 59 E 68 F 113 F 116 F 137 

Murrieta/East Stanley 6 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Dublin Intersections 7 LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Dublin/Dougherty C 0.7 C 0.7 C 0.7 D 0.9 D 0.9 D 0.9 
 

Source: Dowling Associates, 2008. 
Notes:  Shaded cells indicate intersection operates at below corresponding City’s LOS standards. 

1 Future intersection which does not exist under Existing + Approved Conditions. 
2 Intersection to be closed in future, therefore no Existing + Approved Conditions LOS presented. 
3 Intersection located in the Pleasanton CBD and exempt from LOS standards. 
4 Intersection located with City of Dublin, but adjacent to City of Pleasanton. 
5 Permitted to exceed Livermore LOS standards per Policy P4 of Goal CIR-4.1 of Livermore General Plan. 
6 No level of service provided under Existing + Approved Conditions. 
7 LOS calculated by V/C ratio per approved City of Dublin’s CCTA methodology. 
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Table S-5.1-7 indicates that the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would 
result in the following intersections that would operate below acceptable levels of 
service under Existing plus Approved Conditions: 
 

Hopyard / Owens (City of Pleasanton) 
Hopyard / Stoneridge (City of Pleasanton)   
Santa Rita / Stoneridge (City of Pleasanton) 
Santa Rita / Valley (City of Pleasanton)  
Fallon / Dublin (City of Dublin – in Pleasanton Model)  
Murrieta / East Jack London (City of Livermore) 

 
This does not include four intersections in Downtown Pleasanton that would operate at or 
below LOS  but that are exempt (under General Plan policies) from level-of-service 
standards. 
 
Table S-5.1-7 also indicates that, compared to the Proposed Project, the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative would result in six intersections operating below 
acceptable levels of service (one fewer than the Proposed Project).  Five of the 
intersections are the same, but under the Proposed Project, the Hopyard/I-580 EB 
off-ramp intersection has an LOS of E (unacceptable) in the PM peak hour, while under 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, this intersection operates at an 
acceptable LOS of D in the PM peak hour.  Similarly, the intersection of El Charro at 
I-580 eastbound offramp operates at LOS F under the Proposed Project but operates at an 
acceptable level of service under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative.  
However, under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, the Santa 
Rita/Stoneridge intersection has an LOS of F (unacceptable) in the AM and PM peak 
hours, while under the Proposed Project, this intersection operates at an acceptable LOS 
of D in both the AM and PM peak hours. 
 
As with the Proposed Project, the Dowling Traffic Study also proposed intersection 
improvements that would mitigate unacceptable level-of-service conditions.  Mitigation 
Measures TR-1.2 (improve Hopyard/Owens intersection), TR-1.3 (improve 
Hopyard/Stoneridge intersection) and TR-1.4 (improve Santa Rita/Valley intersection) 
that were proposed for the Proposed Project, and all of which are included in the City’s 
Traffic Development Fee program, would also reduce the traffic impacts of the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative at these intersections to a less-than-
significant level, as indicated in Table-37 of the Dowling Traffic Study. 
 
Mitigation measures TR-1.2, TR-1.3 and TR-1.4 differ in certain minor respects from the 
corresponding mitigation measures recommended in Table 37 of the Dowling Traffic 
Study.  This SEIR adjusts TR-1.2, TR-1.3 and TR-1.4 to ensure that each fully reflects 
the mitigation measures recommended by the Dowling Traffic Study, as follows: 
 

• Mitigation Measure TR-1.2:  No adjustment required; lane improvements adopted 
to mitigate impacts instead of changing cycle length. 
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• Mitigation Measure TR-1.3:  Adjust signal retiming requirement to specify 
required cycle length of 100 seconds in the PM.  Require eastbound free right 
turn. 

 
• Mitigation Measure TR-1.4:  Increase cycle length from 120 seconds to 

130 seconds. 
 
S-TR-2.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would increase traffic and 

contribute to unacceptable levels of service at Pleasanton Intersection # 32 – 
Santa Rita/Stoneridge. 

 
The significant impact to the Santa Rita/Stoneridge Drive intersection and its requisite 
mitigation was identified in Table 37 of the Dowling Traffic Study as well as in the 
DEIR’s analysis of the Existing Specific Plan Alternative.  The SEIR adopts a mitigation 
measure (S-TR-2.1) as recommended in Table 37 of the Dowling Traffic Study as 
follows: 
 
S-TR-2.1  Improve Santa Rita Road at Stoneridge Drive (#32).  To reduce project-related 

AM and PM impacts to this intersection, the following lane configurations and 
modifications are recommended: 

 
• Restripe one of the Stoneridge Drive eastbound right lanes to an 

eastbound through lane only 
• Restripe one of the Stoneridge Drive eastbound right-turn lanes to a 

free right turn 
• Construct a northbound Santa Rita Road lane to provide a separate 

right-urn lane to Stoneridge Drive 
 
The City of Pleasanton shall change cycle lengths to 130 and 120 seconds 
for AM and PM, respectively.  This mitigation would improve AM and 
PM operations from LOS F to LOS D. 

 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure S-TR-2.1 would improve both AM and PM LOS 
from F to D and reduce the impact at the Santa Rita Road/Stoneridge Drive intersection 
to less-than-significant levels.  
 
S-TR-3.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would result in an 

unacceptable Level of Service at the intersection of Dublin at Fallon in the AM 
Peak Hour. 

 
The intersection of Fallon Road at Dublin Boulevard has an unacceptable level of service 
in the PM peak under the Proposed Project, but the intersection has an unacceptable level 
of service in both the AM and PM peak under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative.  Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 (improve Fallon Road at Dublin Boulevard) 
identified in the EIR would improve both the AM and PM peak hour levels of service to 
an acceptable level. 
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As indicated in the Dowling Traffic Study and in the EIR, Mitigation Measures TR-2.1 
(improve Fallon Road at Dublin Boulevard) and TR-2.2 (improve Murrieta Boulevard/ 
East Jack London Boulevard), in conjunction with TR-2.3 (seek an interagency 
cooperative agreement) would, as with the Proposed Project, reduce the traffic impacts 
resulting from the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative to the Fallon 
Road/Dublin Boulevard intersection and the Murrieta Boulevard/East Jack London 
Boulevard intersection to less-than-significant levels.  However, as described in the EIR, 
these intersection impacts occurring outside the City of Pleasanton’s jurisdiction remain 
significant and unavoidable because it is uncertain whether the interagency cooperative 
agreement proposed in Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 can be reached and because the City 
of Pleasanton has no authority to approve mitigations in other jurisdictions.  Furthermore, 
it should be noted that the City of Dublin has indicated that Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 
for the Fallon Road/Dublin Boulevard intersection is infeasible, thereby confirming that 
impacts to this intersection from either the Proposed Project or the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative are significant and unavoidable.  With regard to the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative, the unacceptable level of service at the Fallon 
Road/Dublin Boulevard intersection in the AM peak hour constitutes a new significant 
and unavoidable impact relative to the Proposed Project (SU). 
 
Table S-5.1-8 below summarizes the effect of the above mitigation measures on 
intersections significantly impacted by the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative.  
 

Table S-5.1-8 
Level of Service Before and After Recommended Mitigations 

Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 
 

Before Mitigation After Mitigation 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Intersection 

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 
Hopyard / Owens -- -- F 343 -- -- D 51 
Stoneridge / Hopyard -- -- E 70 -- -- D 38 
Stoneridge/Santa Rita F 83 F 98 D 53 D 54 
Santa Rita / Valley -- -- F 88 -- -- D 54 
Fallon / Dublin E 57 F 153 C 25 D 44 
Murrieta/E. Jack London E 60 F 120 D 36 C 32 

 

Source:  Dowling Associates, 2008. 
Note:  LOS shown only for peak hours that failed to meet Pleasanton, Dublin, or Livermore LOS standards 

under unmitigated conditions. 
 

Stoneridge Drive Intersections.  The EIR states that full extension of Stoneridge Drive 
may result in a need for off-site safety improvements, such as potential signalization, to 
minor intersections along Stoneridge Drive east of the Santa Rita Road intersection (Draft 
EIR, pages 3.9-1, 4-18, 4-19; Final EIR, page 3-24).  The City of Pleasanton does not 
require CEQA analysis of impacts to these intersections because they are minor 
intersections; the LOS D standard of significance for the City of Pleasanton applies only 
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to major intersections, such as those City of Pleasanton intersections separately analyzed 
in the EIR.  Nonetheless, in light of concerns raised during litigation and prior hearings 
regarding the development of the Staples Ranch site, the City of Pleasanton traffic 
engineer used the Pleasanton Traffic Model to estimate the level of service for the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative under “existing + approved” conditions for 
the three currently unsignalized intersections on Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive 
and Staples Ranch, as well as for the two future Staples Ranch intersections formed by 
Stoneridge Drive and the entrance to the auto mall and the continuing care community.  
As noted in the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative Description above, all of 
these intersections would be signalized as part of the improvements constructed under the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative.  The results of this analysis are shown in 
Table S-5.1-9 below, which indicates that all of these signalized intersections will operate 
at acceptable levels of service under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative. 

 
Table S-5.1-9 

Stoneridge Drive Intersection LOS 
Existing + Approved Conditions 

Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 
 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Intersection 
LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Newton/Stoneridge B 19 B 18 
Guzman/Stoneridge B 14 B 16 
Trevor/Stoneridge B 20 B 16 
Continuing Care/Stoneridge B 17 C 29 
Auto Mall/Stoneridge D 37 D 54 
 

Source:  City of Pleasanton, 2009 
 
The transportation subsection of the cumulative analysis section of the EIR states that:  
“Cumulative impacts to intersections along Stoneridge Drive including signal warrants, 
pedestrian, and bicycle impacts associated with the extension of Stoneridge Drive are not 
fully addressed in this section.  These impacts would be addressed during a separate 
detailed environmental review for the extension of Stoneridge Drive." 
 
The City of Pleasanton traffic engineer also used the Pleasanton Traffic Model to 
estimate the level of service for the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative under 
“cumulative plus project” conditions based on the same cumulative development 
assumptions as the EIR.  The results of this analysis are shown in Table S-5.1-10 below, 
which indicates that all of these signalized intersections will operate at acceptable levels 
of service when the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative is assumed under 
cumulative conditions. 
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Table S-5.1-10 
Stoneridge Drive Intersection LOS 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 
 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Intersection 
LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Newton/Stoneridge C 26 C 31 
Guzman/Stoneridge B 19 B 15 
Trevor/Stoneridge C 21 B 14 
Continuing Care/Stoneridge B 18 C 24 
Auto Mall/Stoneridge D 35 D 39 

 

Source:  City of Pleasanton, 2009. 
 
Potential pedestrian, and bicycle impacts associated with the extension of Stoneridge 
Drive under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative are addressed under the 
“Increased Hazards” subsection below, the results of which analysis do not change under 
cumulative conditions. 
 
Freeway and Arterial Level of Service.  The Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency requires a CMP analysis only if a project will change land use designations that 
will result in a net increase of more than 100 vehicle trips over the current land use 
designations for the area in question.  Because the Proposed Project and the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative will result in a substantial decrease in the total number 
of vehicle trips in comparison to the existing Specific Plan land use designations for 
Staples Ranch, the City of Pleasanton is not required to conduct an analysis of impacts to 
CMP roadways for either the Proposed Project or the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative.  However, the City has chosen to conduct a CMP analysis for the Proposed 
Project and the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative to illustrate the potential 
effects of extending (or not extending) Stoneridge Drive on the regional roadway system. 
 
A CMP analysis of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension was conducted for Year 2015 
(near term) to compare the impacts of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative to 
area freeways and major arterials with No Project and the Proposed Project, essentially 
illustrating the differential impact of extending Stoneridge Drive as a four-lane arterial 
with the development of Staples Ranch.  Impacts to freeways and major arterials are 
considered significant if the addition of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative-related traffic would result in an LOS of F, except where the roadway link is 
already at LOS F under No Project conditions.  At these locations, the impacts of the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative are considered significant if the contribution 
of project-related traffic is more than three percent of the total traffic. 
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S-TR-4.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would exceed the standards 
established by the County congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways at the following segments: (S) 

• Stoneridge Drive east of Santa Rita Road 
• Stanley Boulevard east of Valley Avenue 
• SR-84 between Stanley Boulevard and Vineyard Avenue 
• SR-84 near Little Valley Road 
• I-580 between Airway Boulevard and Isabel Avenue 

 
Tables Table S-5.1-11 and Table S-5.1-12 below illustrate the results of the CMP 
analysis for the AM and PM peak hours, comparing the No Project, Proposed Project, 
and the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative for 23 roadway segments in the 
Tri-Valley area.  The analysis indicates that the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension would 
result in one arterial segment (Stoneridge Drive east of Santa Rita Road) changing from 
an acceptable LOS D under the No Project and Proposed Project scenarios to an 
unacceptable LOS F for both AM and PM hours.  A second arterial segment (Stanley 
Boulevard east of Valley Avenue) will also increase by just over three percent as a result 
of changed traffic patterns with the full extension of Stoneridge Drive.  In addition, traffic 
on three highway segments (SR-84 between Stanley Boulevard and Vineyard Avenue; 
SR-84 near Little Valley Road in the AM peak hour; and I-580 between Airway 
Boulevard and Isabel Avenue in the PM peak hour) would increase by just over three 
percent as a result of changed traffic patterns with the full extension of Stoneridge Drive.  
On the other hand, four roadway segments, including West Las Positas Boulevard west of 
Santa Rita Road, Santa Rita Road south of I-580, Hopyard Road between I-580 and 
Owens Drive, and I-580 between Santa Rita Road and El Charro Road would all improve 
from an unacceptable LOS F to an acceptable LOS of D or E as a result of the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative, in comparison to either the No Project or the Proposed 
Project scenarios. 
 
S-TR-4.1  Mitigation for CMP Impacts:  Payment of Regional Tri-Valley Transportation 

Development Fees.  Payment of the Tri-Valley Transportation Development 
fees to fund improvements to State Route 84, and High-Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) lanes on I-580 and I-680.  Improvements to parallel corridors will 
provide alternative routes and additional capacity to reduce local traffic 
impacts. 

 
While implementation of Mitigation Measure S-TR-1.1 will reduce this impact, there is 
no feasible mitigation measure to ensure that these roadway segments in particular will 
not remain significantly impacted.  This impact is, therefore, significant and unavoidable 
(SU). 
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Table S-5.1-11   
CMP Impact Analysis – Near Term 2015 AM Peak Hour 

 

Northbound/Eastbound Southbound/Westbound 

Link Location 

Vacant Site 
 
 

No 
Stoneridge 
Extension 

Proposed 
Project 

 
No 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Four-Lane 
Extension 

Alternative 
With 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Vacant Site 
 
 

No 
Stoneridge 
Extension 

Proposed 
Project 

 
No 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Four-Lane 
Extension 

Alternative 
With 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Interstate/State Highways LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

I-580 (Betn. Santa Rita & El Charro) B 0.36 B 0.39 B 0.37 F 1.26 F 1.28 F 1.25 

I-680 (Betn. Stoneridge & W. L. Positas) B 0.50 B 0.50 B 0.50 F 1.23 F 1.23 F 1.25 

SR-84 (Betn. Portola & I-580) A 0.17 A 0.17 A 0.16 A 0.07 A 0.07 A 0.05 

SR-84 (Betn. I-580 & Jack London) C 0.58 C 0.58 C 0.59 D 0.76 D 0.76 D 0.72 

SR-84 (Betn. Jack London & Stanley) E 0.95 E 0.97 E 0.90 F 1.17 F 1.17 F 1.20 

SR-84 (Betn. Stanley & Vineyard) F 1.10 F 1.11 F 1.06 F 1.16 F 1.16 F 1.20 

SR-84 (Near Little Valley) E 0.78 E 0.78 E 0.79 F 1.24 F 1.24 F 1.28 

I-580 (Betn. El Charro & Airway) B 0.42 B 0.42 B 0.42 F 1.19 F 1.20 F 1.20 

I-580 (Betn. Airway & Isabel B 0.38 B 0.38 B 0.38 F 1.31 F 1.31 F 1.30 

I-580 (Betn. Isabel & Portola) B 0.47 B 0.47 B 0.48 F 1.39 F 1.39 F 1.38 

I-580 (Betn. Portola & N.Livermore) B 0.47 B 0.47 B 0.48 F 1.39 F 1.39 F 1.38 

I-580 (Betn. N.Livermore & First) B 0.44 B 0.45 B 0.45 F 1.27 F 1.27 F 1.27 

I-580 (Betn. First & South Vasco) B 0.47 B 0.47 B 0.47 F 1.06 F 1.06 F 1.08 

I-580 (Betn. S.Vasco & Greenville) B 0.38 B 0.38 B 0.38 F 1.27 F 1.27 F 1.30 

Arterials 

Dougherty (Betn. Dublin & I-580) E 0.81 E 0.81 D 0.78 F 1.13 F 1.14 F 1.14

Dublin (East of Tassajara) B 0.00 B 0.00 B 0.00 F 1.06 F 1.08 F 1.05

Hopyard (Betn. I-580 & Owens) F 1.03 F 1.04 F 1.05 F 1.10 F 1.10 F 1.07

W. Las Positas (West of Santa Rita) D 0.45 D 0.46 D 0.47 F 1.07 F 1.07 D 0.79

Santa Rita (South of I-580) D 0.32 D 0.38 D 0.27 F 1.09 F 1.13 D 0.69

Stanley (East of Valley) D 0.23 D 0.23 D 0.23 F 1.45 F 1.45 F 1.50

Stoneridge (East of Santa Rita) D 0.24 D 0.25 D 0.36 D 0.44 D 0.45 F 1.23

Sunol (North of I-680) D 0.24 D 0.24 D 0.25 D 0.44 D 0.44 D 0.46

Tassajara (North of Dublin) B 0.15 B 0.15 B 0.16 B 0.26 B 0.26 B 0.22
 

Source:  Dowling Associates, 2008.  
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Table S-5.1-12   
CMP Impact Analysis – Near Term 2015 PM Peak Hour 

 

Northbound/Eastbound Southbound/Westbound 

Link Location 

Vacant Site 
 
 

No 
Stoneridge 
Extension 

Proposed 
Project 

 
No 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Four-Lane 
Extension 

Alternative 
With 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Vacant Site 
 
 

No 
Stoneridge 
Extension 

Proposed 
Project 

 
No 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Four-Lane 
Extension 

Alternative 
With 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Interstate/State Highways LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

I-580 (Betn. Santa Rita & El Charro) F 1.02 F 1.04 E 0.98 C 0.58 C 0.63 C 0.58 
I-680 (Betn. Stoneridge & W. L. Positas) F 1.01 F 1.01 F 1.02 B 0.55 C 0.55 C 0.55 
SR-84 (Betn. Portola & I-580) A 0.17 A 0.18 A 0.27 A 0.13 A 0.13 A 0.12 
SR-84 (Betn. I-580 & Jack London) B 0.49 B 0.49 B 0.49 C 0.65 C 0.66 C 0.68 
SR-84 (Betn. Jack London & Stanley) E 0.91 E 0.92 E 0.94 E 0.86 E 0.87 E 0.88 
SR-84 (Betn. Stanley & Vineyard) E 0.92 E 0.92 E 0.95 E 0.91 E 0.92 E 0.80 
SR-84 (Near Little Valley) E 0.96 E 0.96 E 0.98 E 0.80 E 0.80 E 0.80 
I-580 (Betn. El Charro & Airway) F 1.00 F 1.01 F 1.03 B 0.43 B 0.44 B 0.44 
I-580 (Betn. Airway & Isabel) F 1.04 F 1.05 F 1.08 B 0.45 B 0.46 B 0.46 
I-580 (Betn. Isabel & Portola) F 1.16 F 1.16 F 1.18 B 0.50 B 0.51 B 0.52 
I-580 (Betn. Portola & N.Livermore) F 1.14 F 1.15 F 1.16 B 0.50 B 0.51 B 0.52 
I-580 (Betn. N.Livermore & First.) F 1.00 F 1.00 F 1.01 B 0.42 B 0.42 B 0.42 
I-580 (Betn. First & South Vasco.) E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.99 B 0.38 B 0.38 B 0.38 
I-580 (Betn. S. Vasco & Greenville) D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.86 B 0.44 B 0.44 B 0.43 

Arterials 

Dougherty (Betn. Dublin and I-580) F 1.12 F 1.13 F 1.12 D 0.76 D 0.77 D 0.79 
Dublin Blvd. (East of Tassajara Rd.) B 0.73 B 0.75 B 0.44 B 0.00 B 0.00 B 0.00 
Hopyard Rd. (Betn. I-580 & Owens Dr.) F 1.05 F 1.06 E 0.91 F 1.04 F 1.05 F 1.04 
W. Las Positas (West of Santa Rita Rd.) E 0.85 E 0.86 E 0.87 D 0.60 D 0.61 D 0.52 
Santa Rita Rd. (South of I-580) E 0.81 E 0.86 D 0.65 D 0.38 D 0.45 D 0.31 
Stanley Blvd. (East of  Valley Blvd.) F 1.24 F 1.24 F 1.25 D 0.28 D 0.28 D 0.28 
Stoneridge (East of Santa Rita Rd.) D 0.41 D 0.43 F 1.24 D 0.28 D 0.29 D 0.37 
Sunol Blvd. (North of I-680) D 0.71 D 0.71 D 0.61 D 0.25 D 0.25 D 0.26 
Tassajara Rd. (North of Dublin Blvd.) B 0.21 B 0.21 B 0.22 B 0.20 B 0.20 B 0.20 

 

Source:  Dowling Associates, 2008. 
 
Under cumulative conditions, the Four-Lane Concurrent Alternative is the same as the 
Ice Center Alternative of the EIR.  The cumulative traffic impacts of the Ice Center 
Alternative, and therefore the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, are analyzed 
in Section 5.3 of the EIR (DEIR, pages 5-38 – 5-42). 
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Future BART Extension.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative has the 
same land uses (the auto mall and senior continuing care community) adjacent to I-580 as 
under the Proposed Project.  Therefore, potential conflicts with a future extension of 
BART to Livermore along I-580 would be the same as under the Proposed Project, and 
Mitigation Measure TR-5.1 (maintain adequate I-580 frontage setbacks) would reduce 
this potential impact to less than significant levels. 
 
Increased Hazards.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, like the Proposed 
Project, would use El Charro Road as a major access point to Staples Ranch from I-580.  
El Charro Road is currently a privately owned two-lane road that provides the major 
freeway access point to the gravel quarries to the south and, therefore, carries a heavy 
volume of quarry trucks.  As discussed in the DEIR for the Proposed Project, potential 
hazards from mixing quarry trucks and passenger traffic from the Staples Ranch 
development and Livermore's El Charro Specific Plan development east of El Charro 
Road will be significantly reduced through the implementation of the 2007 
Pre-Development Cooperation Agreement regarding the design and construction of 
El Charro Road improvements.  While the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative 
would result in additional vehicular traffic using El Charro Road within an earlier 
timeframe than under the Proposed Project, the El Charro Road design called for in the 
Pre-Development Cooperation Agreement – which will be constructed prior to occupancy 
of any Staples Ranch development – has been designed to accommodate traffic levels 
that assumed the full development of Staples Ranch, with an Ice Center, including the full 
extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road.  In addition, because Stoneridge Drive 
is not a City-designated truck route, through trucks (including quarry traffic) would be 
prohibited from using Stoneridge Drive through Staples Ranch.  Therefore, like the 
Proposed Project, no increased hazards are anticipated as a result of mixing quarry trucks 
and cars on El Charro Road as a result of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative. 
 
While the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would result in an immediate and 
significant increase in the volume of traffic along the existing section of Stoneridge Drive 
between Santa Rita Road and El Charro Road, it is not anticipated that this will result in a 
significant increase in hazards for pedestrians or others in comparison to the Proposed 
Project.  In both the Proposed Project and the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension, 
Stoneridge Drive is designed to have sidewalks on both sides of the street, separated from 
the curb by landscape plantings.  As noted in the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative Description above, the currently unsignalized intersections at Newton Way, 
Guzman Parkway, and Trevor Parkway would be signalized as part of the Staples Ranch 
circulation improvements.  The signalization at these locations will provide safe and 
controlled crossing points for pedestrians and vehicles.  These signals will be equipped 
with bicycle detection to allow for safe crossings for bicycles in the bike lanes. 
 
Separated sidewalks are also planned along either side of Stoneridge Drive through 
Staples Ranch as well as on the Arroyo Mocho bridges, and controlled crossing points for 
pedestrians will be provided by the new signalized intersections at the auto mall and 
senior continuing care community entrances.
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While the immediate higher traffic volumes on Stoneridge Drive that would result from 
the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative could pose relatively more risk for 
bicyclists sharing the road, six-foot wide bike lanes will be included along the entire 
section of Stoneridge Drive to provide separation between bicycles and motor vehicles 
eliminating the need to share a lane.  Additionally, the traffic signal intersections will 
include bike lanes and bicycle detection that will allow for separation of bicycles and 
vehicles through the entire length of the extension.  These bike lanes along Stoneridge 
Drive will provide the same level of protection to bicyclists as on other similar – or 
higher volume – roadways in the City.  Therefore, no additional hazards to pedestrians or 
bicyclists are anticipated as a result of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative in 
comparison to the Proposed Project. 
 
Emergency Vehicle Access.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would 
eliminate the Proposed Project's gated emergency vehicle access along the Stoneridge 
Drive right-of-way, which would benefit emergency vehicle response times.  Because the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would have the same land uses as the 
Proposed Project (with the addition of an ice center in the Community Park), Mitigation 
Measure TR-7.1 (requiring each development to include a minimum of two points of 
EVA access) would also reduce any potential impacts resulting from inadequate 
emergency access to Staples Ranch developments to a less than significant level. 
 
Parking Capacity.  For the same reasons described in the EIR with regard to the 
Proposed Project, no conflicts resulting from inadequate parking capacity within Staples 
Ranch developments is anticipated as a result of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension 
Alternative.  The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative will also have the added 
benefit of ensuring that Community Park users will not have parking options "split" by a 
gated EVA-only buffer between users arriving via I-580 and El Charro Road and users 
arriving via Santa Rita and Stoneridge Drive.  Under the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative, Community Park users will have access to all parking spaces 
within the park and for the ice center, preventing the potential for users from Pleasanton 
finding all parking areas full and then having to drive via I-580 to access parking areas 
only accessible from the east. 
 
Alternative Transportation.  As noted under the Proposed Project, there are limited 
existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in the project vicinity.  Like the 
Proposed Project, the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would provide bike 
lanes and sidewalks along the Stoneridge Drive right-of-way, as well as bus stops on 
Stoneridge Drive that can be used by Wheels if bus service along Stoneridge is provided.  
Because the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative removes the Proposed Project's 
gated EVA along the Stoneridge Drive right-of-way, through bus service along 
Stoneridge Drive may be more likely to happen under the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative than under the Proposed Project.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures TR-9.1 (provide acceptable bicycle and pedestrian access) and TR-9.2 (provide 
adequate bus and paratransit access) will ensure, like the Proposed Project, that the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would not conflict with adopted alternative 
transportation programs, thereby reducing potential impacts to a less than significant 
level. 
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Truck Traffic.  Under the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, there would be 
truck trips associated with project construction, as well as deliveries to project 
developments during the life of the project, similar to the Proposed Project.  Like the 
analysis for the Proposed Project, project truck trips have been assumed in the traffic 
analysis and no significant impacts are expected beyond those identified in the 
intersection LOS impact analyses.  Because Stoneridge Drive is not a City-designated 
truck route, through trucks (including quarry traffic) would be prohibited from using 
Stoneridge Drive through the Staples Ranch site. 
 
Indeed, a possible benefit of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative over the 
Proposed Project would be that all truck deliveries, including those to the senior 
continuing care community, could be routed directly off I-580 via El Charro Road, 
thereby avoiding use of the portion of Stoneridge Drive east of Santa Rita Road that 
passes through residential neighborhoods.  This could include construction traffic 
associated with later phases of the senior community, which, under the Proposed Project, 
would instead be forced to use Santa Rita Road and Stoneridge Drive. 
 
Program 1.6 of the Circulation Element.  Program 1.6 of the Circulation Element of 
the Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 provides that the City of Pleasanton must reach 
an agreement with the City of Livermore, the City of Dublin, and Alameda County for a 
strategic approach and funding plan for relieving traffic congestion in the Tri-Valley 
before it opens the Stoneridge Drive extension to through-traffic. 
 
Water Supply 
 
Because the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would include an ice center, 
overall water demand would be the same as the Ice Center Alternative.  As depicted in 
Table 5-19 of the EIR, the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the project determined 
that the Ice Center Alternative would demand approximately 349 acre-feet per year, one 
more acre-foot than that of the Proposed Project.  The Water Supply Assessment 
determined that the City of Pleasanton, through an agreement with Zone 7, has sufficient 
water supply to serve the project site now, at buildout, and out to 2030.  Like the Ice 
Center Alternative, the impact of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative on 
water treatment and distribution systems would be slightly greater than the Proposed 
Project, but would still result in less-than-significant impacts.  Implementation of WS-1.1 
(verify water supply prior to tentative map approval) will help ensure an adequate water 
supply. 
 
The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would have the same effect under 
cumulative conditions as the Proposed Project because the addition of one acre-foot per 
year for the ice center (a two-tenths-of-one-percent increase (0.2%) over the Proposed 
Project) will not alter the conclusion of the cumulative water supply analysis of the EIR. 



 90

S-5.2.  Alternative 2: Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
 
Description 
 
The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative is a variant of the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative described above.  Like the Four-Lane Concurrent 
Extension Alternative, it would include the same Staples Ranch land uses as the Proposed 
Project, as well as including an ice center within the Community Park site.  Like the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative would extend Stoneridge Drive from Trevor Drive to El Charro Road as part 
of the development of Staples Ranch, instead of at some time in the future.  It would also 
require construction of the same second bridge over the Arroyo Mocho concurrently with 
the development of Staples Ranch.  However, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative would differ from the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative by 
striping temporarily the traffic lanes so that only one traffic lane would cross each bridge, 
one in each direction. 
 
The purpose of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative’s traffic lane reduction 
at the bridge would be to discourage through-traffic using Stoneridge Drive until such 
time as the full four-lane extension of Jack London Boulevard to El Charro Road in 
Livermore and the full four-lane extension of Dublin Boulevard in Dublin east to North 
Canyons Parkway in Livermore are completed.  Once these other local improvements are 
constructed, the bridges on Stoneridge Drive would be marked to allow two lanes over 
each bridge (a total of two in each direction). 
 
Like the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would eliminate the Proposed Project’s gated Emergency Vehicle 
Access separating Stoneridge Drive from Auto Mall Place, and Stoneridge Drive would 
be constructed to a full four lanes (with the exception of the temporary striping of the 
bridges).  Vehicular, bus, emergency vehicle, pedestrian, and bike traffic would travel 
freely in either direction.  Access to Stoneridge Drive development, including the 
Community Park/Ice Center, would be unrestricted and could come either from I-580 via 
El Charro Road, or from Santa Rita Road in Pleasanton via the existing portion of 
Stoneridge Drive.  Traffic signals would be installed at the intersection formed by the 
entrance to the auto mall and commercial site, as well as at the intersection serving the 
community park and senior continuing care facility.  As required by the El Charro Road 
Pre-Development and Cooperation Agreement executed by the City of Pleasanton, the 
ACSPA, the City of Livermore, and Vulcan Materials in September 2007, the El Charro 
Road/Stoneridge Drive intersection will be signalized and constructed with a southbound 
free right-turn lane from El Charro Road to Stoneridge Drive as well as three left-turn 
lanes from Stoneridge Drive east to northbound El Charro Road.  In addition, the 
currently unsignalized intersections at Newton Way, Guzman Parkway, and Trevor 
Parkway would be signalized as part of the Staples Ranch circulation improvements. 
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Land uses under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would, like the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Extension, include the following components: 
 

• Auto Mall on approximately 37.2 acres 
• Senior Continuing Care Community on approximately 46.1 acres 
• Commercial Development on approximately 11.3 acres 
• Community Park, including an 8-acre ice center, on 17 acres 
• Neighborhood Park, including a storm water detention basin, on approximately 

5 acres 
 

Figure S-5.2-1 illustrates the land use and circulation elements of the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative.  While the Stoneridge Drive bridges over the Arroyo 
Mocho channel have not been fully designed, Figure S-5.2-2 illustrates their approximate 
alignment and cross-section.  Each bridge would be approximately 40 feet wide and 
separated from each other by approximately 12 feet.  While each bridge would be 
designed to ultimately accommodate two lanes of traffic, as well as a bike lane and raised 
sidewalk, under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, the two outer traffic 
lanes would be striped out, effectively narrowing Stoneridge Drive to only two traffic 
lanes to create a deterrent against traffic with non-Pleasanton trip ends (cut-through 
traffic) from using the roadway during peak hours. 
 
Like the Proposed Project, due to the width of the Arroyo channel and the curving 
alignment over the channel, the length of the bridges will require that they span the 
channel in three sections, with two sets of piers located approximately 45 feet on either 
side of the centerline of the Arroyo.  Unlike the Proposed Project, where only one of the 
bridges would be built as part of the Staples Ranch development and the second bridge 
constructed only when Stoneridge Drive is fully extended to El Charro Road, under the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, both bridges would be constructed at once 
as part of the Staples Ranch development.  
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Figure S-5.2-1 
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Figure S-5.2-2 
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
Visual Quality 
 
Scenic Resources.  Visually, the immediate construction of all four lanes of Stoneridge 
Drive and the inclusion of the ice center under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative would result in additional building structures and pavement, and less 
landscaped open space, than the Proposed Project. 
 
The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would be more intensely developed 
than the Proposed Project because it would include an ice center building and related 
parking in the Community Park site.  While the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative would result in a full four-lane extension of Stoneridge Drive through Staples 
Ranch, as well as a second two-lane bridge over the Arroyo Mocho channel, these 
roadway improvements would be the same as would occur under the Proposed Project, 
only they would occur at an earlier date.  The earlier addition of a second bridge adjacent 
to the bridge in the Proposed Project will not appreciably alter the visual character of the 
project site, particularly when the second bridge is, functionally, a widening of the first 
bridge. 
 
These differences between the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative and the 
Proposed Project would not change the conclusion under the Proposed Project that 
impacts to scenic vistas and scenic resources would be less-than-significant, given that 
there are no scenic vistas in the vicinity of the Project Area that could be significantly 
affected and that the I-580 corridor is not officially designated as a Scenic Highway. 
 
Visual Character.  Land uses under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
would be the same in density, height, and scale of development as the Ice Center 
Alternative, which the EIR deemed to be similar to that of the Proposed Project.  As 
discussed under the Ice Center Alternative analysis, the addition of the ice center to the 
Project Site would create a more enclosed visual environment on the Staples Ranch site 
and would reduce views from the interior of the site to areas beyond.  These alterations 
from the Proposed Project would not, however, rise to the level of new significant visual 
impacts. 
 
Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would 
change the existing visual character of the site from undeveloped to urbanized.  The 
resulting loss of open space is considered a significant impact.  As discussed in 
Impact VQ-2 for the Proposed Project, no measures are available to reduce this impact; 
therefore, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, like the Proposed Project, 
would result in a significant unavoidable impact to visual character. 
 
Light and Glare.  Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative would result in new sources of light and glare on the Staples Ranch site.  As 
discussed in the EIR’s analysis of the Ice Center Alternative, the ice center would involve 
additional lighting for the building, parking and circulation areas, and signage within the 
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Community Park site.  Whether this would generate more or less light and glare than the 
Proposed Project would depend on whether the Community Park would be developed 
under the Proposed Project with lighted outdoor sports facilities.  The Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative would not require any additional appreciable increase 
in street lighting over the Proposed Project.   
 
For the same reasons stated in the EIR’s analysis of the Proposed Project and the Ice 
Center Alternative, implementation of Mitigation Measures VQ-3.1 (prepare lighting 
plans), VQ-3.2 (minimize auto mall light and glare  impacts), VQ-3.3 (commercial 
lighting operations timing) and VQ-3.4 (park lighting plans and specifications) identified 
for the Proposed Project would also reduce potential light and glare impacts resulting 
from development under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative to less than 
significant levels. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Air Quality Plans.  Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative would not conflict with applicable regional air quality plans because the 
regional air quality plans are based on the more intensive 1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific 
Plan land uses and circulation system.  The 1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan assumes 
the four-lane extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as part of the project. as 
well as more intensive land uses that would generate approximately 1.5 times as many 
trips as the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative.  The Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would therefore result in emissions at levels below the baseline 
assumed by the adopted air quality plans. 
 
Construction Emissions.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would 
result in air emissions during construction similar to those that would be produced under 
the Proposed Project.  The potential for such emissions could be somewhat greater 
because of construction of the ice center, but implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2.1 (implement construction dust measures) identified for the Proposed Project 
would reduce construction emission impacts to less-than-significant levels, similar to the 
Proposed Project. 
 
Operational Emissions.  Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would exceed the BAAQMD threshold of 80 pounds/day for ROG, 
NOx, and PM10 emissions and, therefore, would result in significant air pollution 
emissions.  Because the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative includes an ice 
center within the Community Park site, it would generate approximately 3,300 additional 
daily trips in comparison to the Proposed Project.  The addition of the ice center would 
also result in additional stationary source emissions associated with cooling and other 
mechanical equipment in comparison with the Proposed Project. 
 
The concurrent extension of Stoneridge Drive as part of the Staples Ranch development 
under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would result in changes in local 
traffic patterns that would reduce the absolute number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
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contributing to regional emissions relative to the Proposed Project.  Table S-5.2-1 below 
compares VMT associated with the Proposed Project to the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative, both on a project and regional level.  On a project level, Staples 
Ranch development under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would 
generate approximately 500 fewer VMT during the AM peak hour, and 1,200 fewer 
VMT during the PM peak hour, as would be expected due to the more direct travel path 
between Pleasanton and Staples Ranch with the Stoneridge Drive connection, for a total 
reduction of approximately 1,700 VMT.  On a regional basis, the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would result in a decrease of approximately 700 VMT compared to 
the Proposed Project during the AM peak, and would result in a decrease of 
approximately 2,500 VMT during the PM peak, for a total reduction of approximately 
3,200 VMT. 
 

Table S-5.2-1 
Comparison of Total Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Under 2015 Conditions 

 

2015 VMT Staples Ranch 
AM Peak Hour 

Staples Ranch 
PM Peak Hour 

Tri-Valley 
AM Peak Hour 

Tri-Valley 
PM Hour 

Proposed Project 4,827 miles 7,950 miles 1,017,684 miles 969,065 miles 

Two-Lane Constrained 
Alternative 4,339 miles 6,766 miles 1,016,986 miles 966,470 miles 

 

Source:  City of Pleasanton, 2009. 
 
Although Mitigation Measure AQ-3.1 (develop and implement plan to reduce operational 
air emissions) would result in a reduction of operational air emissions, like the Proposed 
Project, no mitigation measures would be sufficient to reduce the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative’s emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 to a less-than-significant 
level.  Therefore, like the Proposed Project, development of the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would also result in a significant and unavoidable impact to air 
quality. 
 
Under cumulative conditions, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative is the 
same as the Proposed Project except for the addition of an ice center.  As indicated in 
Table 4.1 of the EIR, predicted CO concentrations at congested intersections under 
cumulative conditions that assume the Proposed Project would be approximately ten 
percent of the Federal one-hour standard, 18 percent of the State one-hour standard, and 
30 percent of the Federal and State eight-hour standard.  Additional CO concentrations 
created by the Ice Center (which increases Proposed Project trip generation by 
approximately 16 percent) would not substantially increase cumulative CO 
concentrations above those analyzed under Proposed Project cumulative conditions and 
would not increase concentrations to 100 percent of (i.e., exceed) the Federal and State 
standards.  This impact, therefore, remains less-than-significant under the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative. 
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Localized Carbon Monoxide Emissions.  Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative would result in project-related traffic at intersections 
that would be operating at LOS D or worse and would have the potential to generate 
CO hot spots.  However, as with  the Proposed Project, future CO concentrations are not 
expected to exceed the Federal and State one-hour and eight-hour ambient air quality 
standards for CO as vehicles become cleaner in the future.  As indicated above in 
Table S-5.1-2 above, the localized carbon monoxide emissions of the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative would be less-than-significant.  The localized carbon 
monoxide emissions of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative will also be 
less-than-significant because a comparison of Table S-5.1-7 and Table S-5.2-6 of this 
SEIR indicate that delays at the same intersections will be shorter under the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative, thereby resulting in fewer localized CO emissions. 
 
Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs).  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative would result in the same land use development pattern as the Proposed 
Project, with the addition of the ice center in the Community Park.  Therefore, the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would result in the same potential exposure 
of the proposed senior continuing care community to TACs from the adjacent freeway as 
the Proposed Project.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-5.1 would reduce this 
potential air quality/health impact to a less than significant level for the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative for the same reasons as the Proposed Project. 
 
Like the Proposed Project, potential exposure of on- and off-site residents and nearby 
schools as a result of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would be 
less-than-significant.  A concurrent extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road that 
is constrained at the bridges over the Arroyo would result in traffic volumes on 
Stoneridge Drive far below CARB’s screening threshold of 100,000 vehicles per day for 
high-traffic roadways. 
 
Diesel emissions are the primary source of TACs from vehicles, and trucks represent the 
large majority of diesel vehicles.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
could result in lower potential TAC exposure to existing residents and schools along 
Stoneridge Drive than the Proposed Project because delivery truck traffic to the senior 
continuing care community could arrive from El Charro Road, instead of having to arrive 
only via Santa Rita Road under the Proposed Project.  Stoneridge Drive is not a 
designated truck route, and the City of Pleasanton requires that all trucks over three tons 
making local deliveries use the most direct feasible route from the freeway, which, with 
the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, would be via El Charro Road. 
 
Exposure to Off-Site Air Emissions.  For the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative, exposure from Livermore Airport operations would be less-than-significant 
for the same reasons as described in the EIR for the Proposed Project because the 
addition of the ice center and earlier extension of Stoneridge Drive would not alter the 
analysis.  Potential exposure to dust or other air emissions from the quarry operations to 
the south of Staples Ranch would, like the Proposed Project, be less-than-significant 
because the closest active gravel mining operation is approximately a mile to the 
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southeast of Staples Ranch, and the closest aggregate processing plant is over a mile 
away, just north of Stanley Boulevard. 
 
Exposure to Odors.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would develop 
similar land uses to the Proposed Project and the Ice Center Alternative and would not 
introduce new sources of odor.  Odor impacts, therefore, like the Proposed Project and 
the Ice Center Alternative, would be less-than-significant. 
 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions.  Development under the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would generate GHG emissions similar to the Proposed Project, in 
both the short term and the long run.  The ice center would generate additional emissions 
resulting from construction of the ice center, additional mobile source emissions from ice 
center traffic, and potentially generate additional stationary source emissions associated 
with cooling and other mechanical equipment associated with the ice center operations. 
 
As estimated by the URBEMIS 2007 model, construction of the ice center would 
generate approximately 312 metric tons of CO2 equivalent emissions in addition to the 
2,354 metric tons of CO2 equivalent estimated for construction of the Proposed Project.  
Because the total estimated amount of construction-related GHG is below the 
significance threshold of 3,750 MTCO2E per year, and annual emissions resulting from a 
multi-year construction process will be less, GHG emissions due to construction of the 
Four-Lane Concurrent Alternative are not considered to be cumulatively considerable. 
 
Table S-5.2-2 below presents estimates of the direct and indirect operational 
GHG emissions caused by the ice center. 
 

Table S-5.2-2 
Estimated Ice Center Operational GHG Emissions 

 

Emissions Source Ice Center (CO2 MT/year) 
Direct Source Emissions 

Natural Gas 183 
Hearth 0 
Landscape 0.23 

Total Source Emissions 184 
Direct Mobile Emissions 3,855 
Electricity Consumption Indirect Emissions 518 
Water Processing Indirect Emissions 

Water Supply and Conveyance 0.23 
Water Treatment 0.01 
Water Distribution 0.14 
Wastewater Treatment 0.21 

Total Water Processing Indirect Emissions 0.58 
Total Emissions 4,558 

 

Source:  PBS&J, 2007; Alameda County 2009.  Conversion from English to metric tons by a factor of 0.907 
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The increase shown in the table of approximately 4,558 MTCO2 per year over the 
Proposed Project represents the “business as usual” scenario.  This increase does not take 
into account potential reductions that would result from the implementation of AB 32, the 
General Plan’s GHG emissions reduction BMPs, or design features and mitigation 
measures required of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative. 
 
The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would generate a total of 
47,636 MTCO2 per year, an increase of approximately nine-point-six percent (9.6%) 
more GHG emissions than the Proposed Project as a result the ice center.  The Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative will align with the same CAPCOA mitigation 
measures, OPR mitigation measures, and General Plan GHG emissions reduction BMPs 
as the Proposed Project to potentially reduce its GHG emissions by at least nine percent.  
However, applying all feasible mitigation measures will not achieve the 97.7 percent 
reduction required to reduce the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative’s 
GHG emissions from 47,636 MTCO2E per year to 1,100 MTCO2E per year.  Therefore, 
the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative’s contribution to this cumulatively 
significant impact is considerable and unavoidable, and will remain so after application 
of feasible mitigation measures (SU). 
 
Application of the 4.6 MTCO2E per-service-population-per-year standard for mixed-use 
projects does not change this conclusion.  The ice center will add 29 jobs to the 
1,585.5 job total and 960 residents total for the Proposed Project.  This translates to 
approximately 18.5 MTCO2E per service population per year based on total annual 
GHG emissions of 47,636 MTCO2E, well in excess of the 4.6 MTCO2E standard.  
Applying all feasible mitigation measures will not achieve the reduction required to meet 
the 4.6 MTCO2E standard. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
Sensitive Plants and Wildlife Species.  Like the Proposed Project, development as a 
result of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative could affect an existing 
population of San Joaquin spearscale, a CNPS List 1B plant species.  As discussed in the 
Supplemental Biological Resources Analysis above, development of the Staples Ranch 
property would result in the elimination of 1.70 acres of suitable spearscale habitat, and 
construction of the Stoneridge Drive bridge would potentially impact an additional 
0.07 acres of spearscale habitat located on the north bank of the Arroyo Mocho.  While 
the Proposed Project would only require the immediate construction of a two-lane bridge 
over the Arroyo Mocho, ultimately a second two-lane bridge would be required when 
Stoneridge Drive is fully extended in the future, resulting in the same potential impact to 
the Arroyo Mocho spearscale habitat as the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative, which would require the immediate construction of both Stoneridge Drive 
bridges.  Therefore, impacts as a result of this Alternative to the San Joaquin spearscale 
would be the same as the Proposed Project, and Mitigation Measure S-BIO-1 (preserve 
off-site San Joaquin spearscale habitat) would reduce these impacts to a less-than-
significant level. 
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As discussed in the Supplemental Biological Resources Analysis, protocol surveys for 
California tiger salamander have been completed for the Staples Ranch property, and 
have determined that this species would not be impacted by Staples Ranch development.  
The addition of an ice center and earlier construction of the second bridge under the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative does not alter the factual basis for this 
conclusion, which remains the same. 
 
2009 surveys in the Arroyo Mocho channel for California red-legged frog  and western 
pond turtle in the vicinity of the Stoneridge Drive bridge crossing and adjacent to the 
remainder of Staples Ranch indicated that neither of these species is currently present in 
this portion of the Arroyo Mocho.  However, because it is possible that individuals could 
disperse through the bridge construction area, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
BIO-2.1 (conduct preconstruction surveys for California red-legged frogs), BIO-2.2 
(implement ground-disturbance restrictions), BIO-2.3 (conduct construction monitoring 
for California red-legged frogs), BIO-2.4 (conduct WEAP training), BIO-4.1 (conduct 
preconstruction surveys for western pond turtles) and BIO-4.2 (provide exclusion fencing 
for western pond turtles) would reduce any potential to impact individuals of these 
species as a result of bridge construction to a less-than-significant level. 
 
It should be noted that the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative is likely to have 
less potential impact on individual western pond turtles and California red-legged frogs 
within the Arroyo Mocho channel as a result of construction of the Stoneridge Drive 
bridges than the Proposed Project because, under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative, all bridge construction activities would be conducted at once, rather than 
constructing first one bridge, then re-entering the creek channel in the future to construct 
the second bridge, as would be required under the Proposed Project.  This significant 
temporal spreading of construction activities to two separate construction seasons would 
represent an increased chance for individual turtles and/or frogs to be affected by the 
Proposed Project in comparison to the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative. 
 
Other Biological Species and Habitats.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative, like the Proposed Project, would result in the disturbance of much of the 
surface of the Staples Ranch property and would, therefore, pose the same potential 
impacts to nesting birds, wildlife movement, and to jurisdictional waters of the State and 
the US, and would also share the same potential conflicts with provisions of the City of 
Pleasanton tree preservation policies and ordinances.  Mitigation Measures BIO-5.1 
(conduct nesting bird surveys), BIO-7.1 (provide compensation for impacts to 
jurisdictional waters), BIO-8.1 (minimize lighting spillover), BIO-8.2 (incorporate 
wildlife habitat into park plans) and BIO-9.1 and 9.2 (conduct tree appraisal and provide 
tree replacement) would, like the Proposed Project, mitigate these potential impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. 
 
Because bridge construction would be completed in one phase under the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative, rather than having two separate bridge construction 
projects, as under the Proposed Project, impacts to riparian vegetation in the Arroyo 
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Mocho as a result of the Stoneridge Drive bridge construction is likely to be less under 
the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative than under the Proposed Project.  Under 
the Proposed Project, a significant time delay prior to constructing the second Stoneridge 
Drive bridge would result in additional impacts to riparian vegetation because the 
vegetation would have had time to recover and mature following completion of the first 
bridge.  As with  the Proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-6.1 
(obtain streambed alteration agreement) BIO-6.2 (erect exclusion fencing) and BIO-6.3 
(replace removed vegetation) would mitigate potential impacts to Arroyo Mocho riparian 
habitat as a result of bridge construction for the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative  to a less than significant level. 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Generation and Accidental Releases.  Similar to the 
Proposed Project, development under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
would have the potential for accidental releases of hazardous materials and waste from 
construction, operations, and routine transport that could result in contamination of soil or 
groundwater and pose a threat to the public and environment.  As with the Proposed 
Project, compliance with Federal, State, and local use, storage, and transport regulations, 
including hazardous materials business plans, would reduce the risk of accidental release 
of hazardous materials to a less-than-significant impact.  In addition, the extension of 
Stoneridge Drive through Staples Ranch would allow emergency vehicles to have a lower 
response time in the event of an accident, because there would be no EVA gates to 
negotiate along the Stoneridge Drive right-of-way. 
 
PG&E Gas Line.  Like the Proposed Project, development of the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would result in construction activities in the vicinity of the 
underground PG&E natural gas pipeline along the northern edge of the Staples Ranch site 
by I-580, which could potentially result in an accidental rupture of the line.  As with  the 
Proposed Project, this potential impact would be reduced to less-than-significant levels 
through implementation of Mitigation Measure HZ-2.1 (prevent disruption of on-site 
utilities). 
 
Hazards Related to Livermore Municipal Airport.  As with the Proposed Project, the 
presence of the Livermore Airport would not present a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the Project Area under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
and, with implementation of Mitigation Measures VQ-3.1 through 3.4, also would not 
create new light and glare hazards to aircraft utilizing the Livermore Municipal Airport. 
 
Under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, an ice center in the community 
park would be within Caltrans’ recommended safety zones (Zones 4 and 6); however, as 
discussed with the Proposed Project, these safety zones have not been adopted by the 
Alameda County Land Use Commission (ALUC) and are based on nationwide data for 
similar sized airport facilities.  As discussed in the EIR’s evaluation of the Ice Center 
Alternative, safety statistics specific to the Livermore Airport were evaluated and 
indicated that safety risks at the proposed ice center site would be less than significant. 
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In addition, recent data generated since preparation of the EIR estimates annual 
Livermore Municipal Airport operations in 2013 that are less than half the number of 
annual flights projected by the EIR for 2011 (188,400 and 420,000 flights, respectively), 
thereby further reducing the likelihood of safety hazards (LSA, 2009). 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Construction.  Because the pattern of land disturbance on the Staples Ranch property 
would essentially be the same, construction of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative would have essentially the same effects as construction of the Proposed 
Project, and, with implementation of standard construction SWPPP BMPs, would result 
in less-than-significant water quality impacts.  Impacts to water quality resulting from 
construction of the Stoneridge Drive bridges over the Arroyo Mocho would likely be less 
under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative than under the Proposed Project 
because both Stoneridge bridges would be constructed at the same time.  This would limit 
construction impacts to the Arroyo Mocho channel to one occurrence, instead of two 
separate bridge construction projects that would be required under the Proposed Project.  
Like the Proposed Project, regulatory requirements for bridge construction would reduce 
the water quality impacts of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative to 
less-than-significant levels. 
 
Stormwater Runoff and Quality.  Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative would increase the amount of runoff and associated 
pollutants following completion of development due to an increase in the amount of 
impervious surface on the Staples Ranch site.  The inclusion of the ice center within the 
Community Park would add approximately eight acres of additional impervious surface, 
compared to the Proposed Project.  In regard to Stoneridge Drive, due to the Proposed 
Project’s transition and turn lane requirements, the extension of Stoneridge Drive as a 
four-lane road through Staples Ranch under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative would only add a minimal amount (less than an acre) of impervious surface in 
comparison to the Proposed Project in the short-term, and would result in the same 
amount of impervious road surface in the long-term.  Like the Proposed Project, the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative includes a storm water detention basin 
within the Neighborhood Park that would mitigate potential hydro-modification impacts 
to the Arroyo. 
 
Potential pollutant loads as result of the development of the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative therefore would be substantially the same as those of the Ice 
Center Alternative, which the EIR determined would have a potentially substantial 
increase in pollutant loads compared to the Proposed Project, but the impacts of which 
would also be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of  
Mitigation Measure HY-1.1 (require Water Quality Management Plans with targeted 
pollutant removal rates to ensure implementation of Municipal NPDES permit BMPs) 
and HY-1.2 (require Integrated Pest Management Plans and Pesticide Management 
Programs to reduce landscaping pollutant runoff).  The potential impacts to storm water 
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quality resulting from the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would be less 
than significant after implementation of these measures. 
 
Groundwater Supplies and Recharge.  Similar to the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative would not substantially reduce potential groundwater 
recharge because the Staples Ranch site is not an important groundwater recharge area 
and runoff would continue to flow into the Arroyo Mocho channel where it could 
continue to contribute to regional groundwater recharge.  Also like the Proposed Project, 
the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative does not include any on-site wells and 
therefore would not directly impact groundwater supplies. 
 
Erosion and Sedimentation.  Potential impacts on erosion and sediment transport 
associated with operation of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would be 
essentially the same as for the Proposed Project.  An increased amount of impervious 
surfaces as a result of the ice center development, and to a lesser extent in the short term, 
the extension of Stoneridge Drive, could cause greater peak flow rates if storm water is 
discharged directly to the Arroyo Mocho, contributing to increased downstream off-site 
bed and bank erosion and sedimentation of streams and channels.  However, the proposed 
storm water basin within the Neighborhood Park is planned to be sized to accommodate 
the peak flow rates that would be generated by full buildout of Staples Ranch, including 
the ice center and full extension of Stoneridge Drive.  Moreover, as with the Proposed 
Project, it is anticipated that some stormwater runoff from the bridge, and on paved 
trails/maintenance roads along the Arroyo Mocho may be directed into the Arroyo 
Mocho.  The drainage areas will be designed to meet all applicable stormwater treatment, 
hydromodification, Zone 7, and other applicable regional, State, or Federal requirements.  
Therefore, as with  the Proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-3.1 
(require maintenance of the detention basin) and Mitigation Measure HY-1.1 (implement 
water quality management plans), would reduce potential impacts of erosion and 
sedimentation of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative to less-than-
significant levels. 
 
Flood Hazards.  Potential hazards resulting from flooding would be the same for the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative as the Proposed Project in that the Staples 
Ranch site is currently within FEMA’s 100-year flood zone.  As with the Proposed 
Project, implementation of Mitigation Measures HY-4.1 (requiring FEMA flood hazard 
map revisions) and HY-4.2 (requiring implementation of the Livermore flood protection 
improvements) would reduce potential flood hazard impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 
 
Land Use and Agricultural Resources 
 
Physical Division of a Community.  Like the Proposed Project, the development of 
Staples Ranch under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would not 
physically divide an established community.  Because the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative includes an extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as 
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part of the project, it would increase overall connectivity between Pleasanton and the 
surrounding area at an earlier date than the Proposed Project. 
 
Annexation Policies.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would be 
consistent with County, LAFCo, and City policies regarding annexation of the Project 
Area into the City for the same reasons stated in the EIR for the Proposed Project.  In 
addition, LAFCo may consider the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative to be a 
more desirable alternative than the Proposed Project because it would include the 
extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as part of the development of Staples 
Ranch, and could also be consistent with other regional agreements on the timing of 
construction of roadway arterials.  As expressed in LAFCo’s July 18, 2008, letter to the 
City of Pleasanton, full extension of Stoneridge Drive would be more consistent with 
regional growth goals and policies regarding the timely construction of roadway arterials 
in the Tri-Valley area. 
 
Land Use Compatibility.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would have 
the same land use compatibility impacts with existing and proposed uses surrounding the 
Staples Ranch site as the Proposed Project.  The closest active quarry operation is 
approximately 1.5 miles to the southeast and is neither visible nor audible from Staples 
Ranch. 
 
An ice center on the community park site would be compatible with the planning goals 
and policies of the City represented in the conceptual Staples Ranch Park Master Plan for 
the Community Park adopted by the City Council on June 10, 2008, which contemplates 
the development of an ice center.  Land use compatibility impacts of the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative, like the Proposed Project, are therefore considered 
less-than-significant. 
 
Density.  The Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 land use designations of the Staples 
Ranch site are the same as those of the 1996 General Plan.  With the exception of the ice 
center, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would present the same 
potential impacts to allowable land use densities as the Proposed Project and Mitigation 
Measure LU-4.1 (require additional amenities of commercial projects that exceed an FAR 
of 0.35) would reduce potential conflicts to less than significant levels.  With the 
inclusion of the ice center, the community park site would have an FAR of approximately 
0.19.  While the Pleasanton General Plan does not provide a maximum FAR for park 
sites, the ice center use would still be well below an FAR of 0.35 if it were to be 
considered a commercial use.  Therefore, no additional potential impacts to allowable 
land use densities would result from the inclusion of the ice center in the land use plan for 
the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative. 
 
Airport Land Use Policy Plan.  Like the Proposed Project, land uses under the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would not conflict with policies of the 
adopted Alameda County Airport Land Use Plan.  Mitigation Measures LU-5.1 (require 
airport disclosures, deed riders and noise complaint procedures for the senior continuing 
care community) and LU-5.2 (require a deed rider or avigation easement for other uses) 
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would reduce potential complaint conflicts with the Livermore Municipal Airport to 
less-than-significant levels. 
 
Conversion of Farmland.  Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would not permanently convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as defined by the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural uses.  Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative also would not conflict with existing agricultural zoning or LAFCo 
policies regarding annexation or development of Prime Agricultural Land, given that 
Staples Ranch has been planned for urban development since 1989. 
 
Noise 
 
Staples Ranch Development Noise Exposure.  Like the Proposed Project, the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative includes a senior continuing care 
community, auto mall, commercial center and community and neighborhood parks that 
would be subject to traffic noise from the adjacent  I-580 freeway, El Charro Road, and 
Stoneridge Drive, as well as aircraft operations associated with the nearby Livermore 
Municipal Airport. 
 
Because the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative has the same proposed land 
uses adjacent to the freeway, noise impacts associated with the freeway would be the 
same as under the Proposed Project.  Similarly, noise impacts associated with Livermore 
airport operations would be the same. 
 
Like the Proposed Project, traffic volumes (and the resultant noise impacts) on El Charro 
Road, south of the Stoneridge Drive intersection, will remain essentially the same under 
the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, because this portion of El Charro Road 
will remain a private road, utilized primarily by quarry trucks hauling aggregate from the 
quarry operations to the south.  Noise exposure to the adjacent retail/commercial site and 
community park would, therefore, be the same as the Proposed Project.  Like the 
Proposed  Project, Staples Ranch development under the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would be unaffected by noise from aggregate quarry operations to 
the south, because the nearest operating quarry and aggregate plant are located 
approximately 1.5 miles away and are inaudible from Staples Ranch. 
 
While traffic volumes on El Charro Road, north of the Stoneridge Drive intersection, will 
increase under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative relative to the Proposed 
Project, the auto mall site, as a commercial use, is relatively less sensitive to traffic noise 
than other land uses.  As noted in the noise analysis for the Proposed Project (DEIR, 
page 3.7-25), the auto mall, due to its proximity to the I-580 freeway and El Charro Road, 
would approach or exceed the City’s land use compatibility standard of Ldn 70 dB for 
commercial uses, and may require incorporation of additional noise insulation features 
into some or all of the auto mall buildings to meet City interior noise standards. 
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With the full extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road, the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative will result in significantly higher traffic volumes on 
Stoneridge Drive within Staples Ranch, relative to the Proposed Project, especially the 
segment between the Arroyo Mocho bridges and the intersection formed by the entrance 
to the senior continuing care community and the community park.  Under the Proposed 
Project, traffic on this segment under “Existing + Approved” conditions would, in the 
near term, be limited to vehicles accessing the senior community or western portion of 
the park, while under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, traffic associated 
with the commercial uses on Staples Ranch, as well as traffic generated by other parts of 
Pleasanton, would utilize this portion of Stoneridge Drive.  As a result, areas within the 
senior continuing care community and parks adjacent to this portion of Stoneridge Drive 
would experience higher noise levels under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative at an earlier time than under the Proposed Project. 
 
The projected distances from Stoneridge Drive that would be affected by traffic noise are 
shown in Table S-5.2-3 below.  Using Year 2015 average peak-hour traffic volumes 
provided by the City of Pleasanton, Charles M. Salter Associates calculated the distance 
from the centerline of the future alignment of Stoneridge Drive to the Ldn 60 and 65 dB 
noise contours that would result from the full extension of the roadway under the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative.  As shown in the Table, these distances 
would be significantly reduced with the implementation of Mitigation Measure NO-4.1 
(construct Stoneridge Drive extension with noise-attenuating pavement). 
 

Table S-5.2-3 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 

Staples Ranch Noise Contours From Stoneridge Drive Traffic 
 

 Distance to Noise Contour 1 
Stoneridge Drive Ldn 65 dB Ldn 60 dB 
Standard Pavement 101 feet 216 feet 
Noise-Attenuating Pavement 68 feet 135 feet 

 

Source:  Charles M. Salter Associates, 2009. 
1 Distances are from centerline of roadway, assuming no obstructions. 

 
The senior continuing care community will include a health care facility located just 
north of Stoneridge Drive.  The proposed health care facility, if located within the 
Ldn 60 dB contour, would be considered a “Conditionally Acceptable” land use under the 
City’s noise compatibility guidelines. 
 
Noise mitigation measures for the Proposed Project would also reduce noise impacts to 
Staples Ranch development from traffic and aircraft under the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative to less-than-significant levels.  Like the Proposed Project, 
Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 (provide noise reduction features in residential and 
commercial structures to meet City noise standards), will require the preparation 
project-specific noise analyses for the auto mall, retail/commercial site and senior 
continuing care facility, including the health care facility, to demonstrate that all 
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structures will meet the City’s interior noise level standard prior to issuance of building 
permits.  Mitigation Measures NO-1.2 (provide noise reduction features to meet 
single-event noise level standards), and NO-1.3 (provide exterior noise reduction features 
along I-580), will similarly reduce potential traffic and aircraft noise impacts to the senior 
continuing care community to less-than-significant levels.  Similarly, Mitigation Measure 
NO-1.4 (limit Community Park uses within the Ldn 65 dB noise contour) would also 
reduce potential noise impacts to park users from traffic and aircraft under the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative to less-than-significant levels. 
 
On-Site Noise Sources.  Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would introduce new noise sources to the project vicinity.  For the 
same reasons described in the EIR’s analysis of the Proposed Project, landscaping and 
truck delivery noise impacts to adjacent neighborhoods would be less-than-significant, as 
would potential mechanical noise from maintenance and building equipment associated 
with the senior continuing care community and commercial uses.  As discussed under the 
Ice Center Alternative, the inclusion of the ice center within the community park under 
this Alternative may require large-scale mechanical equipment associated with the ice 
center’s operation; however, noise from such equipment would be attenuated by the ice 
center’s location on the opposite side of the Project Site from the continuing care 
community development and would be subject to sound attenuation and compliance with 
the City’s noise standards.  Like the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure NO-1.5 (limit 
car wash noise levels to 60 dBA) would reduce potential impacts of the auto mall’s car 
washes on the adjacent senior continuing care community to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Construction Noise.  Like the Proposed Project, construction of the Staples Ranch 
project under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would result in temporary 
noise and vibration impacts to adjacent residential areas.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure NO-3.1 (implement construction best management practices) would reduce 
impacts associated with general construction noise to less-than-significant levels, similar 
to the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed Project, construction of the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative could also require pile-driving for construction of the 
Stoneridge Drive bridges, although this Alternative would have the advantage of limiting 
all bridge construction to one period, rather than two separate bridge construction 
projects, potentially separated by a number of years, that would be required under the 
Proposed Project.  Pile-driving noise impacts associated with the simultaneous 
construction of a second bridge across Arroyo Mocho would also be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level by Mitigation Measure NO-2.1 because it requires compliance 
with the same peak particle velocity standard regardless of whether one or two bridges 
are constructed at any given time.  Thus, like the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measures 
NO-2.1 (reduce potential pile driving vibration effects) and NO-2.2 (provide early notice) 
would reduce potential pile-driving impacts associated with bridge construction to a 
less-than-significant level. 
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Ambient Noise Levels 
 
S-NO-2.  Significant Noise Increase Along Stoneridge Drive. (S) 
 
Unlike the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would 
result in an immediate and significant increase in vehicular traffic levels on Stoneridge 
Drive between Santa Rita Road and Staples Ranch as a result of the full extension of 
Stoneridge Drive through Staples Ranch to El Charro Road.  As a result, traffic noise 
levels for existing development along Stoneridge Drive would increase significantly, at 
an earlier point in time than under the Proposed Project. 
 
The existing segment of Stoneridge Drive to the west of Staples Ranch and the 
surrounding residential development between Kamp Drive and Trevor Parkway were 
developed as part of the original 1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan, which called for 
the full extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road as a four-lane arterial and 
contained guidelines for sound walls and setbacks to shield new residential development 
from anticipated traffic noise.  Consequently, the predominantly single-family residential 
developments along this portion of Stoneridge Drive generally do not face the road, and 
back yards or side yards closest to Stoneridge Drive are shielded by sound walls.  
Between Guzman Way and Trevor Parkway, some homes face an unwalled portion of 
Stoneridge Drive, but are set back from Stoneridge Drive on the south side of Snowdrop 
Circle.  Backyards of these homes are shielded from Stoneridge Drive by the homes 
themselves.  Homes along the north side of the Arroyo Mocho are largely shielded by a 
large berm along the north side of Stoneridge Drive.  However, several homes along 
Vermont Place on the north side of the Mocho, nearest to the planned Stoneridge Drive 
bridges over the channel, are unshielded by the berm and have backyards with open 
fencing that would be exposed to bridge traffic noise.  While homes on the south side of 
the bridge crossing are located much closer to the bridge crossing, they are shielded by an 
existing sound wall. 
 
There are two existing “sensitive receptors” along this portion of Stoneridge Drive that 
could particularly be impacted by traffic noise.  Hacienda School, a private school on the 
north side of Stoneridge Drive near Newton Drive, is set back from the roadway and is 
also located significantly below the elevation of Stoneridge Drive.  Mohr Elementary 
School is located to the south of Stoneridge Drive but is largely screened from the 
roadway by several rows of homes. 
 
To ascertain noise impacts to existing residences and sensitive receptors along Stoneridge 
Drive west of Staples Ranch that would result from the full extension of the road under 
the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, Charles M. Salter Associates first 
quantified the existing noise environment by measuring ambient noise levels at three 
locations near Stoneridge Drive over a 48-hour period as well as two short-term 
15-minute noise measurements.  Future noise levels as a result of the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative were then calculated, using a computer noise model, 
for various locations along and near Stoneridge Drive.  The model used predicted 
Year 2015 average peak-hour traffic levels provided by the City of Pleasanton, as well as 
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the locations and heights of existing sound walls and distances from the roadway to 
calculate expected noise levels in back yards of existing residences and the building 
façades of the two sensitive receptors.  Table S-5.2-4 summarizes the results. 
 

Table S-5.2-4 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 

Existing and Year 2015 Stoneridge Drive Noise Levels (Ldn dB) 
 

Receiver 
Existing 

Noise 
Level 

2015 
Noise 
Level 

Increase 
Over 

Existing 

Sensitive Receptors 1 
Mohr Elementary School 49 54 5 
Hacienda School 52 57 5 

Residences 2 
North of Stoneridge, East of  Kamp 56* 62 6 
South of Stoneridge, East of Kamp 56* 61 5 
South of Stoneridge, East of Guzman 54* 61 7 
Snow Drop Circle 49* 51 2 
Vermont Place, North of Bridge 52 60 8 
Chocolate Street, South of Bridge 52* 62 10 

 

Source:  Charles M. Salter Associates, 2009 
* Estimated based on nearby ambient noise measurement 
1 Calculated at building façade 
2 Calculated in backyard 

 
As shown in Table S-5.2-4, future noise levels at all locations will increase as a result of 
the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative.  The anticipated noise increase over 
existing levels is considered significant (i.e., more than Ldn 4 dB increase, per 
Program 1.3 of the Noise Element of the Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 at all 
locations except the Snowdrop Circle Residences’ backyards, where the increase would 
be only Ldn 2 dB.  Furthermore, at all of the residential locations, except Snowdrop Circle 
and Vermont Place, future predicted noise levels under this Alternative would exceed the 
City’s “Normally Acceptable” single-family residential noise level of Ldn 60 dB for 
backyard areas.  The Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 also recognizes, however, that 
Ldn 60 dB is a “goal” which cannot necessarily be reached in all residential areas within 
the realm of economic or aesthetic feasibility.  With windows closed, interior noise levels 
at these locations would not be expected to exceed Ldn 45 dB, based on a typical façade 
noise reduction of 25 to 30 dB afforded by typical single-family home construction. 
 
Noise level increases at the two existing sensitive receptors due to the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative would be significant (5 dB), but the future noise levels 
at these location would not exceed the City’s “Normally Acceptable” criterion of 
Ldn 60 dB for schools. 
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A 3 dB reduction in traffic noise levels anticipated to result from implementation of 
Mitigation Measure NO-4.1 (construct Stoneridge Drive extension with noise-attenuating 
pavement) would reduce the calculated future noise levels for residences closest to the 
bridge (Vermont Place residence and Chocolate Street residence) to below the Ldn 60 dB 
threshold. 
 
Similarly, repaving the existing portion of Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive and 
Trevor Parkway with noise-attenuating pavement would achieve a reduction in traffic 
noise levels of 3 dB, which would result in a reduction of anticipated noise levels at all 
measured locations along Stoneridge Drive to approximately Ldn 60 dB or below.  It is 
City policy to repave all major arterials with noise-attenuating pavement.  
 
The following mitigation measure would ensure that future noise levels along this portion 
of Stoneridge Drive would not exceed an Ldn of approximately 60 dB:  
 
S-NO-1.1  Repave Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive and Trevor Parkway with 

noise-attenuating pavement.  Stoneridge Drive between Kamp Drive and 
Trevor Parkway shall be repaved with noise-attenuating pavement prior to the 
completion of the Stoneridge Drive extension to El Charro Road. 

 
However, while the utilization of noise-attenuating pavement on the existing and new 
portions of Stoneridge Drive would result in all residential uses and sensitive receptors in 
the area meeting the an Ldn of approximately 60 dB or below for single-family residential 
development, in the two locations closest to the bridge crossing, it would not reduce the 
overall increase in ambient noise levels to 4 dB above existing noise levels, resulting in a 
noticeable increase in ambient traffic noise for these residents as a result of the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative.  In addition, it is estimated that future airport-related 
noise could add up to1–2 dB to projected ambient noise levels for residences by the 
planned bridge crossings.  Therefore, this is considered a significant unavoidable impact 
of this Alternative (SU).  
 
S-NO-1.  Cumulatively Considerable Noise Increase Along Stoneridge Drive. (SU) 
 
Under cumulative conditions, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would 
have essentially the same cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative noise impact as the Proposed Project, which also assumes the full extension 
of Stoneridge Drive by 2030 (SU). 
 
Population, Employment, and Housing 
 
Growth Forecasts and Jobs/Housing.  Like the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative would not displace any people or existing housing.  
Because Staples Ranch has been previously planned for urban development under the 
1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan – which anticipated more intensive uses of the 
Project Site than the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative – it is already 
accounted for in growth forecasts for the City.  While the Two-Lane Constrained 
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Extension Alternative would include the ice center with approximately 29 more jobs than 
the 1,585.5 jobs anticipated for the Proposed Project (See EIR, pages 3.8-11; 5-33), this 
would not significantly impact the City’s job/housing ratio. 
 
Transportation 
 
The City of Pleasanton retained Dowling Associates to analyze the potential traffic 
impacts of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative in the same manner as the 
Proposed Project in the EIR. 
 
Roadway Network.  Under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, the 
analysis assumes the same roadway network as under the Proposed Project, as described 
in Section 3.9 (Transportation) of the DEIR, with the exception of Stoneridge Drive, 
which is assumed to extend from its current terminus at Trevor Parkway to El Charro 
Road with the development of the Staples Ranch site under "Existing + Approved" 
conditions.  Additionally, the pavement of the newly constructed bridges will be 
temporarily striped to limit the total combined lanes of the two bridges to two lanes:  a 
single eastbound lane and a single westbound lane. 
 
As noted in the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative Description above, the 
Two--Lane Constrained Extension Alternative includes a southbound free right-turn lane 
from El Charro Road to Stoneridge Drive, as well as three left-turn lanes from Stoneridge 
Drive east to northbound El Charro Road.  The new Stoneridge Drive intersections within 
Staples Ranch, at the entrances to the auto mall and senior continuing care community, 
would be signalized, as would the currently unsignalized intersections at Trevor Parkway, 
Guzman Parkway, and Newton Way to the west. 
 
Staples Ranch Trip Generation.  Because the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative includes an ice center in the community park, it would generate an additional 
3,228 daily trips, an additional 77 trips during the AM peak hour, and 349 additional trips 
during the PM peak hour, when compared to the Proposed Project.  Trip generation 
estimates for the ice center were developed based on trip generation rates from a similar 
ice facility of comparable size.  Table S-5.2-5 below shows Staples Ranch trip generation 
for the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative in the AM and PM peak hours, as 
well as on a daily basis.  As indicated below, the trips for the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative do not differ from the number of trips with the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative. 
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Table S-5.2-5 

Staples Ranch Trip Generation 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 

 

Project-Generated Trips  
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

Land Use Amount In Out Total In Out Total 
Senior Community 800 DU 29 35 64 54 34 88 2,200 
Auto Mall 331 KSF 502 176 678 341 533 874 11,035 
Retail 175 KSF 110 70 180 315 341 656 7,500 
Park 17 Acres 17 17 34 34 34 68 300 
Ice Center 138 KSF 41 36 77 175 175 349 3,328 

TOTAL   699 334 1033 919 1117 2035 24,363 
 

Source:  Dowling Associates, 2008. 
 
It should be noted that the trip generation totals shown in Table S-5.2-5 above are 
conservative in that they overstate the total retail trips by approximately 2,350 trips 
because this site is limited to 120,000 square feet of retail uses, rather than the 
175,000 square feet used for modeling purposes.  The retail trips have also not been 
reduced for pass-by or internal trips. 
 
Intersection Level of Service.  Dowling utilized the Pleasanton Traffic Model to analyze 
level of service (LOS) and delay for over sixty intersections in Pleasanton and Dublin 
under “Existing + Approved” conditions for the Proposed Project as well as for the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative.  Intersections in Livermore that could 
potentially be affected by Staples Ranch development were also analyzed, using 
Livermore’s model.  Table S-5.2-6 below summarizes the comparison of intersections in 
Pleasanton, Dublin, and Livermore that would function at LOS E or F under either the 
Proposed Project or the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative. 
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Table S-5.2-6 
Intersection LOS Comparison 

No Project, Proposed Project, and Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Intersection 

No Project Proposed 
Project 

Two-Lane 
Extension No Project Proposed 

Project 
Two-Lane 
Extension 

Pleasanton Model 
Intersections LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Hopyard/I-580 EB off C 21 C 21 C 23 D 54 E 59 D 54 
Hopyard/Owens D 47 D 48 D 55 F 330 F 333 F 342 
Hopyard/Stoneridge D 46 D 46 D 46 F 102 F 102 D 54 
Hacienda/Owens C 25 C 25 C 27 D 48 D 51 D 35 
Santa Rita/I-550 EB off/ 
Pimlico D 42 D 42 C 26 D 38 D 40 C 31 

W. Las Positas/Stoneridge C 29 C 30 C 33 C 31 C 32 D 52 
Santa Rita/Stoneridge D 49 D 50 E 56 D 35 D 37 E 58 
Santa Rita/Valley C 35 C 35 D 36 E 67 E 69 E 70 
El Charro/Stanley 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
First/Ray 3 D 46 D 46 D 47 F 81 F 81 E 66 
First/Kottinger 3 C 34 C 34 D 54 C 33 C 34 D 39 
Main/Ray 3 F 161 F 162 F 146 F 83 F 94 E 72 
Main/St. John 3 B 16 B 18 B 16 E 58 E 76 F 93 
First/Bernal 3 D 48 D 48 D 52 D 45 D 45 E 57 
El Charro/I-580 EB B 16 F 110 C 33 A 9 C 22 A 9 
El Charro/Freisman 2 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
El Charro/Stoneridge D 44 C 22 C 21 B 15 C 27 C 31 
El Charro/El Charro -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Fallon/I-580 WB Ramps 4 A 5 A 5 A 10 A 5 A 6 A 7 
Fallon/Dublin 4 D 36 D 37 D 38 F 116 F 177 F 127 
Tassajara/Central 4 D 47 D 48 D 48 D 50 D 51 D 45 

Livermore Intersections LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Isabel/KittyHawk/Airway 5 D 55 D 55 D 51 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Murrieta/E. Jack London  E 58 E 59 E 72 F 113 F 116 F 149 
Murrieta/East Stanley 6 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Dublin Intersections 7 LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Dublin/Dougherty R C 0.7 C 0.7 C 0.8 D 0.9 D 0.9 D 0.9 
 

Source:  Dowling Associates, 2008; City of Pleasanton, 2009. 
Notes:  Shaded cells indicate intersection operates at below corresponding City’s LOS standards. 

1 Future intersection which does not exist under Existing + Approved Conditions. 
2 Intersection to be closed in future, therefore no Existing + Approved Conditions LOS presented. 
3 Intersection located in the Pleasanton CBD and exempt from LOS standards. 
4 Intersection located with City of Dublin, but adjacent to City of Pleasanton. 
5 Permitted to exceed Livermore LOS standards per Policy P4 of Goal CIR-4.1 of Livermore General Plan. 
6 No level of service provided under Existing +Approved Conditions. 
7 LOS calculated by V/C ratio per approved City of Dublin’s CCTA methodology. 
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Table S-5.2-6 indicates that the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would 
result in the following intersections that would operate below acceptable levels of service 
under “Existing + Approved” Conditions: 
 

Hopyard / Owens (City of Pleasanton) 
Santa Rita / Stoneridge (City of Pleasanton) 
Santa Rita / Valley (City of Pleasanton)  
Fallon / Dublin (City of Dublin – in Pleasanton Model)  
Murrieta / East Jack London (City of Livermore) 

 
This does not include four intersections in Downtown Pleasanton that would operate at or 
below LOS E, but that are exempt from level-of-service standards under General Plan 
policies. 
 
Table S-5.2-6 also indicates that, compared to the Proposed Project, the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative would result in fewer total intersections (five) 
operating below acceptable levels of service, compared to seven under the Proposed 
Project.  Three of the intersections are the same, but under the Proposed Project, the 
Hopyard/I-580 EB off-ramp intersection has an LOS of E (unacceptable) in the PM peak 
hour while under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, this intersection 
operates at an acceptable LOS of D in the PM peak hour.  In addition, under the Proposed 
Project, the El Charro / I-580 EB off-ramp intersection has an LOS of  F in the AM peak 
hour, while under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, this intersection 
operates at an acceptable LOS of C in the AM peak hour.  Similarly, under the Proposed 
Project, the Hopyard/Stoneridge intersection operates at LOS F in the PM peak hour, 
while it operates at LOS D under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative. 
 
Under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, the Santa Rita/Stoneridge 
intersection has an LOS of E (unacceptable) in the AM and PM peak hours, while under 
the Proposed Project, this intersection operates at an acceptable LOS of D in the AM and 
PM peak hours. 
 
As indicated in Table S-5.2-7, Mitigation Measures TR-1.2 (improve Hopyard/Owens 
intersection) and TR-1.4 (improve Santa Rita/Valley intersection) that were proposed for 
the Proposed Project, and are included in the City’s Traffic Development  Fee program, 
would also reduce the traffic impacts of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
at these intersections to a less-than-significant level.  As discussed above under the 
transportation analysis of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative, this SEIR 
amends Mitigation Measure TR-1.4 to increase light timing cycle length at the 
intersection from 120 seconds to 130 seconds, as specified in the Dowling Traffic Study. 
 
As also indicated in Table S-5.2-7, Mitigation Measure S-TR-2.1 (described under the 
transportation analysis of the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative would 
mitigate the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative’s impact on the Santa Rita/ 
Stoneridge Drive intersection to a less-than-significant level.  
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Mitigation Measures TR-2.1 (improve Fallon Road at Dublin Boulevard, except a third 
left-turn lane and second through-lane would not be required) and TR-2.2 (improve 
Murrieta/E. Jack London), in conjunction with TR-2.3 (seek an interagency cooperative 
agreement) proposed for the Proposed Project would also reduce the traffic impacts 
resulting from the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative at these intersections 
outside of Pleasanton.  However, as described in the EIR, these intersection impacts 
occurring outside the City of Pleasanton’s jurisdiction remain significant and unavoidable 
because it is uncertain whether the interagency cooperative agreement proposed in 
Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 can be reached and because the City of Pleasanton has no 
authority to approve mitigations in other jurisdictions.  Furthermore, it should be noted 
that the City of Dublin has indicated that Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 for the Fallon Road/ 
Dublin Boulevard intersection is infeasible, thereby confirming that the impact to that 
intersection from either the Proposed Project or the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative is a significant unavoidable impact. 
 
Table S-5.2-7 below summarizes the effect of the above mitigation measures on 
intersections significantly impacted by the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative. 
 

Table S-5.2-7 
Level of Service Before and After Recommended Mitigations  

Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
 

Before Mitigation After Mitigation 
AM Peak 

Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak HourIntersection 
LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Hopyard / Owens -- -- F 342 -- -- D 51 

Stoneridge/Santa Rita E 56 E 58 D 53 D 47 

Santa Rita / Valley -- -- E 70 -- -- D 50 

Fallon / Dublin -- -- F 127 -- -- D 53 

Murrieta / E. Jack London E 72 F 149 C 35 C 31 
 

Source:  Dowling Associates, 2008, City of Pleasanton, 2009.  
Note:  LOS shown only for peak hours that failed to meet Pleasanton, Dublin, or Livermore LOS standards 

under unmitigated conditions.   
 
Stoneridge Drive Intersections.  The EIR states that full extension of Stoneridge Drive 
may result in a need for off-site safety improvements, such as potential signalization, to 
minor intersections along Stoneridge Drive east of the Santa Rita Road intersection 
(Draft EIR, pages 3.9-1, 4-18, 4-19; Final EIR, page 3-24).  The City of Pleasanton does 
not require CEQA analysis of impacts to these intersections because they are minor 
intersections; the LOS D standard of significance for the City of Pleasanton applies only 
to major intersections, such as those City of Pleasanton intersections separately analyzed 
in the EIR.  Nonetheless, in light of concerns raised during litigation and prior hearings 
regarding the development of the Staples Ranch site, the City of Pleasanton traffic 
engineer used the Pleasanton Traffic Model to estimate the level of service for the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative under “Existing + Approved” conditions 
for the three currently unsignalized intersections on Stoneridge Drive between Kamp 
Drive and Staples Ranch, as well as for the two future Staples Ranch intersections formed 
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by Stoneridge Drive and the entrance to the auto mall and the continuing care 
community.  As noted in the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative Description 
above, all of these intersections would be signalized as part of the improvements 
constructed under this Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative.  The results of this 
analysis are shown in Table S-5.2-8 below, which indicates that all of these signalized 
intersections will operate at acceptable levels of service under the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative. 

 
Table S-5.2-8 

Stoneridge Drive Intersection LOS 
Existing + Approved Conditions 

Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Intersection 
LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Newton/Stoneridge C 25 C 22 
Guzman/Stoneridge B 16 B 13 
Trevor/Stoneridge B 20 B 13 
Continuing Care/Stoneridge B 20 B 19 
Auto Mall/Stoneridge C 30 C 32 

 

Source:  City of Pleasanton, 2009. 
 
The transportation subsection of the cumulative analysis section of the EIR states that: 
“Cumulative impacts to intersections along Stoneridge Drive including signal warrants, 
pedestrian, and bicycle impacts associated with the extension of Stoneridge Drive are not 
fully addressed in this section.  These impacts would be addressed during a separate 
detailed environmental review for the extension of Stoneridge Drive." 
 
The City of Pleasanton Traffic Engineer also used the Pleasanton Traffic Model to 
estimate the level of service for the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative under 
“cumulative plus project” conditions based on the same cumulative development 
assumptions as the EIR.  The results of this analysis are shown in Table S-5.2-9 below, 
which indicates that all of these signalized intersections will operate at acceptable levels 
of service when the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative is assumed under 
cumulative conditions. 
 

Table S-5.2-9 
Stoneridge Drive Intersection LOS 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Intersection 
LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Newton/Stoneridge C 26 C 31 
Guzman/Stoneridge B 19 B 15 
Trevor/Stoneridge C 21 B 14 
Continuing Care/Stoneridge B 18 C 24 
Auto Mall/Stoneridge D 35 D 39 

 

Source:  City of Pleasanton, 2009.
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Potential pedestrian, and bicycle impacts associated with the extension of Stoneridge 
Drive under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative are addressed under the 
“Increased Hazards” subsection below, the results of which analysis do not change under 
cumulative conditions. 
 
Freeway and Arterial Level of Service.  The Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency requires a CMP analysis only if a project will change land use designations that 
will result in a net increase of more than 100 vehicle trips over the current land use 
designations for the area in question.  Because the Proposed Project and this Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative will result in a substantial decrease in the total number 
of vehicle trips in comparison to the existing Specific Plan land use designations for 
Staples Ranch, the City of Pleasanton is not required to conduct an analysis of impacts to 
CMP roadways for either the Proposed Project or the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative.  However, the City has chosen to conduct a CMP analysis for the Proposed 
Project and the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative to illustrate the potential 
effects of extending (or not extending) Stoneridge Drive on the regional roadway system. 
 
Dowling conducted an analysis of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative for 
Year 2015 (near term), using the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
(CMA) model, to compare impacts to area freeways and major arterials with No Project 
and the Proposed Project, essentially illustrating the impact of extending Stoneridge 
Drive as a four-lane arterial constrained to two lanes at the Arroyo Mocho with the 
development of Staples Ranch.  Under CMA standards, impacts to freeways and major 
arterials are considered significant if the addition of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative-related traffic would result in an LOS of F, except where the roadway link is 
already at LOS F under No Project conditions.  At these locations, the impacts of the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative are considered significant if the 
contribution of project-related traffic is more than three percent of the total traffic. 
 
Table S-5.2-10 and Table S-5.2-11 below illustrate the results of the CMP analysis for the 
AM and PM peak hours, comparing No Project, Proposed Project and the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative for 23 roadway segments in the Tri-Valley area.  The 
analysis indicates that the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would result in 
no freeway or arterial roadway segments changing from an acceptable level of service 
under the No Project and Proposed Project scenarios to an unacceptable level of service, 
for either AM and PM hours, nor would any existing segments that are already at LOS F 
under the No Project conditions be impacted by more than three percent as a result of the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative.  Therefore, impacts to the regional 
roadway system resulting from this Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative are 
considered less-than-significant.  It should be noted that while the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative would not significantly impact any segments, Table S-5.2-10 
indicates that the Proposed Project would significantly impact the Santa Rita Boulevard 
segment south of I-580 in the AM peak hour. 
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Table S-5.2-10   
CMP Impact Analysis – Near Term 2015 AM Peak Hour 

 

Northbound/Eastbound Southbound/Westbound 

Link Location 

Vacant Site 
 
 

No 
Stoneridge 
Extension 

Proposed 
Project 

 
No 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

2-Lane 
Extension 

Alternative 
With 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Vacant Site 
 
 

No 
Stoneridge 
Extension 

Proposed 
Project 

 
No 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Four-Lane 
Extension 

Alternative 
With 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Interstate/State Highways LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

I-580 (Betn. Santa Rita & El Charro) B 0.36 B 0.39 B 0.38 F 1.26 F 1.28 F 1.22 

I-680 (Betn. Stoneridge & W. L. Positas) B 0.50 B 0.50 B 0.50 F 1.23 F 1.23 F 1.24 

SR- 84 (Betn. Portola & I-580) A 0.17 A 0.17 A 0.17 A 0.07 A 0.07 A 0.07 

SR- 84 (Betn. I-580 & Jack London) C 0.58 C 0.58 D 0.76 D 0.76 D 0.76 D 0.58 

SR- 84 (Betn. Jack London & Stanley) E 0.95 E 0.97 E 0.97 F 1.17 F 1.17 F 1.17 

SR- 84 (Betn. Stanley & Vineyard) F 1.10 F 1.11 F 1.12 F 1.16 F 1.16 F 1.17 

SR- 84 (Near Little Valley) E 0.78 E 0.78 E 0.78 F 1.24 F 1.24 F 1.24 

I-580 (Betn. El Charro & Airway) B 0.42 B 0.42 B 0.42 F 1.19 F 1.20 F 1.22 

I-580 (Betn. Airway & Isabel) B 0.38 B 0.38 B 0.38 F 1.31 F 1.31 F 1.31 

I-580 (Betn. Isabel & Portola) B 0.47 B 0.47 B 0.48 F 1.39 F 1.39 F 1.39 

I-580 (Betn. Portola & N.Livermore) B 0.47 B 0.47 B 0.48 F 1.39 F 1.39 F 1.39 

I-580 (Betn. N.Livermore & First) B 0.44 B 0.45 B 0.45 F 1.27 F 1.27 F 1.27 

I-580 (Betn. First & South Vasco ) B 0.47 B 0.47 B 0.47 F 1.06 F 1.06 F 1.06 

I-580 (Betn. S.Vasco & Greenville) B 0.38 B 0.38 B 0.38 F 1.27 F 1.27 F 1.27 

Arterials             

Dougherty (Betn. Dublin and I-580) E 0.81 E 0.81 D 0.81 F 1.13 F 1.14 F 1.07 

Dublin (East of Tassajara) B 0.00 B 0.00 B 0.00 F 1.06 F 1.08 D 0.94 

Hopyard (Betn. I-580 & Owens) F 1.03 F 1.04 F 1.05 F 1.10 F 1.10 F 1.10 

W. Las Positas (West of Santa Rita) D 0.45 D 0.46 D 0.45 F 1.07 F 1.07 E 0.97 

Santa Rita (South of I-580) D 0.32 D 0.38 D 0.34 F 1.09 F 1.13 E 0.94 

Stanley (East of Valley) D 0.23 D 0.23 D 0.23 F 1.45 F 1.45 F 1.44 

Stoneridge (East of Santa Rita) D 0.24 D 0.25 D 0.24 D 0.44 D 0.45 E 0.92 

Sunol (North of I-680) D 0.24 D 0.24 D 0.24 D 0.44 D 0.44 D 0.46 

Tassajara (North of Dublin) B 0.15 B 0.15 B 0.15 B 0.26 B 0.26 B 0.22 
 

Source:  Dowling Associates, 2008, City of Pleasanton, 2009.  
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Table S-5.2-11   

CMP Impact Analysis – Near Term 2015 PM Peak Hour 

Northbound/Eastbound Southbound/Westbound 

Link Location 

Vacant Site 
 
 

No 
Stoneridge 
Extension 

Proposed 
Project 

 
No 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Two-Lane 
Extension 

Alternative 
With 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Vacant Site 
 
 

No 
Stoneridge 
Extension 

Proposed 
Project 

 
No 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Two-Lane 
Extension 

Alternative 
With 

Stoneridge 
Extension 

Interstate/State Highways LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

I-580 (Betn. Santa Rita & El Charro) F 1.02 F 1.04 E 0.96 C 0.58 C 0.63 C 0.63 

I-680 (Betn. Stoneridge & W. L. Positas) F 1.01 F 1.01 E 0.96 B 0.55 C 0.55 C 0.55 

SR -84 (Betn. Portola & I-580) A 0.17 A 0.18 A 0.18 A 0.13 A 0.13 A 0.13 

SR- 84 (Betn. I-580 & Jack London) B 0.49 B 0.49 B 0.49 C 0.65 C 0.66 C 0.66 

SR- 84 (Betn. Jack London & Stanley) E 0.91 E 0.92 E 0.92 E 0.86 E 0.87 E 0.88 

SR- 84 (Betn. Stanley & Vineyard) E 0.92 E 0.92 E 0.92 E 0.91 E 0.92 E 0.92 

SR- 84 (Near Little Valley) E 0.96 E 0.96 E 0.96 E 0.80 E 0.80 E 0.80 

I-580 (Betn. El Charro & Airway) F 1.00 F 1.01 F 1.01 B 0.43 B 0.44 B 0.44 

I-580 (Betn. Airway & Isabel) F 1.04 F 1.05 F 1.05 B 0.45 B 0.46 B 0.46 

I-580 (Betn. Isabel & Portola) F 1.16 F 1.16 F 1.16 B 0.50 B 0.51 B 0.51 

I-580 (Betn. Portola & N.Livermore) F 1.14 F 1.15 F 1.15 B 0.50 B 0.51 B 0.51 

I-580 (Betn. N.Livermore & First) F 1.00 F 1.00 F 1.00 B 0.42 B 0.42 B 0.42 

I-580 (Betn. First & South Vasco) E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 B 0.38 B 0.38 B 0.38 

I-580 (Betn. S. Vasco & Greenville) D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.86 B 0.44 B 0.44 B 0.44 

Arterials 

Dougherty (Betn. Dublin and I-580) F 1.12 F 1.13 F 1.13 D 0.76 D 0.77 D 0.76 

Dublin (East of Tassajara) B 0.73 B 0.75 B 0.74 B 0.00 B 0.00 B 0.00 

Hopyard (Betn. I-580 & Owens) F 1.05 F 1.06 F 1.05 F 1.04 F 1.05 F 1.05 

W. Las Positas (West of Santa Rita) E 0.85 E 0.86 D 0.69 D 0.60 D 0.61 D 0.60 

Santa Rita (South of I-580) E 0.81 E 0.86 D 0.63 D 0.38 D 0.45 D 0.42 

Stanley (East of Valley) F 1.24 F 1.24 F 1.23 D 0.28 D 0.28 D 0.28 

Stoneridge (East of Santa Rita) D 0.41 D 0.43 E 0.91 D 0.28 D 0.29 D 0.27 

Sunol (North of I-680) D 0.71 D 0.71 D 0.71 D 0.25 D 0.25 D 0.26 

Tassajara (North of Dublin) B 0.21 B 0.21 B 0.20 B 0.20 B 0.20 B 0.20 
 

Source:  Dowling Associates, 2008, City of Pleasanton, 2009.  
 
Under cumulative conditions, the Two-Lane Constrained Alternative is the same as the 
Ice Center Alternative of the EIR.  The cumulative transportation impacts of the Ice 
Center Alternative, and, therefore, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, are 
analyzed in Section 5.3 of the EIR. 
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Future BART Extension.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative has the 
same land uses (the auto mall and senior continuing care community) adjacent to I-580 as 
under the Proposed Project.  Therefore, potential conflicts with a future extension of 
BART to Livermore along I-580 would be the same as under the Proposed Project, and 
Mitigation Measure TR-5.1 (maintain adequate I-580 frontage setbacks) would reduce 
this potential impact to less than significant levels. 
 
Increased Hazards.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, like the 
Proposed Project, would use El Charro Road as a major access point to Staples Ranch 
from I-580.  El Charro Road is currently a privately owned two-lane road that provides 
the major freeway access point to the gravel quarries to the south and therefore carries a 
heavy volume of quarry trucks.  As discussed in the DEIR for the Proposed Project, 
potential hazards from mixing quarry trucks and passenger traffic from the Staples Ranch 
development and Livermore's El Charro Specific Plan development east of El Charro 
Road will be significantly reduced through the implementation of the 2007 
Pre-Development Cooperation Agreement regarding the design and construction of 
El Charro Road improvements.  While the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
would result in additional vehicular traffic using El Charro Road within an earlier 
timeframe than under the Proposed Project, the El Charro Road design called for in the 
Pre-Development Cooperation Agreement – which will be constructed prior to occupancy 
of any Staples Ranch development – has been designed to accommodate traffic levels 
that assumed the full development of Staples Ranch, with an Ice Center, including the full 
extension of Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road.  In addition, because Stoneridge Drive 
is not a City-designated truck route, through trucks (including quarry traffic) would be 
prohibited from using Stoneridge Drive through Staples Ranch.  Therefore, like the 
Proposed Project, no increased hazards are anticipated as a result of mixing quarry trucks 
and cars on El Charro Road as a result of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative. 
 
While the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would result in an immediate 
and significant increase in the volume of traffic along the existing section of Stoneridge 
Drive between Santa Rita Road and El Charro Road, it is not anticipated that this will 
result in a significant increase in hazards for pedestrians or others in comparison to the 
Proposed Project.  In both the proposed project and the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative, Stoneridge Drive will be designed to have sidewalks on both sides of the 
street, separated from the curb by landscape plantings.  As noted in the Two-Lane 
Constrained Extension Alternative Description above, the currently unsignalized 
intersections at Newton Way, Guzman Parkway, and Trevor Parkway would be 
signalized as part of the Staples Ranch circulation improvements.  The signalization at 
these locations will provide safe and controlled crossing points for pedestrians and 
vehicles.  These signals will be equipped with bicycle detection to allow for safe 
crossings for bicycles in the bike lanes. 
 
Separated sidewalks are also planned along either side of Stoneridge Drive through 
Staples Ranch as well as on the Arroyo Mocho bridges, and controlled crossing points for 
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pedestrians will be provided by the new signalized intersections at the auto mall and 
senior continuing care community entrances. 
 
While the immediate higher traffic volumes on Stoneridge Drive that would result from 
the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative could pose relatively more risk for 
bicyclists sharing the road, six foot bike lanes will be included along the entire section of 
Stoneridge Drive to provide separation between bicycles and motor vehicles eliminating 
the need to share a lane.  Additionally, the traffic signal intersections will include bike 
lanes and bicycle detection that will allow for separation of bicycles and vehicles through 
the entire length of the extension.  These bike lanes along Stoneridge Drive provide the 
same level of protection to bicyclists as on other similar – or higher volume – roadways 
in the City.  Therefore, no additional hazards to pedestrians or bicyclists are anticipated 
as a result of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative in comparison to the 
Proposed Project. 
 
Emergency Vehicle Access.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would 
eliminate the Proposed Project's gated emergency vehicle access along the Stoneridge 
Drive right-of-way, which would benefit emergency vehicle response times.  Because the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would have the same land uses as the 
Proposed Project (with the addition of an ice center in the Community Park), Mitigation 
Measure TR-7.1 (requiring each development to include a minimum of two points of 
EVA access) would also reduce any potential impacts resulting from inadequate 
emergency access to Staples Ranch developments to a less than significant level.  
 
Parking Capacity.  For the same reasons described in the EIR with regard to the 
Proposed Project, no conflicts resulting from inadequate parking capacity within Staples 
Ranch developments is anticipated as a result of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension 
Alternative.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative will also have the added 
benefit of ensuring that Community Park users will not have parking options "split" by a 
gated EVA only buffer between users arriving via I-580 and El Charro Road and users 
arriving via Santa Rita and Stoneridge Drive.  Under the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative, Community Park users will have access to all parking spaces 
within the park and for the ice center, preventing the potential for users from Pleasanton 
finding all parking areas full and then having to drive via I-580 to access parking areas 
only accessible from the east. 
 
Alternative Transportation.  As noted under the Proposed Project, there are limited 
existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in the project vicinity.  Like the 
Proposed Project, the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would provide bike 
lanes and sidewalks along the Stoneridge Drive right-of-way, as well as bus stops on 
Stoneridge Drive that can be used by Wheels if bus service along Stoneridge is provided.  
Because the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative removes the Proposed 
Project's gated Emergency Vehicle Access along the Stoneridge Drive right-of-way, 
through bus service along Stoneridge Drive may be more likely to happen under the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative than under the Proposed Project.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures TR-9.1 (provide acceptable bicycle and 
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pedestrian access) and TR-9.2 (provide adequate bus and paratransit access) will ensure, 
like the Proposed Project, that the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would 
not conflict with adopted alternative transportation programs, thereby reducing potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Truck Traffic.  Under the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative, there would be 
truck trips associated with project construction, as well as deliveries to project 
developments during the life of the project, similar to the Proposed Project.  Like the 
analysis for the Proposed Project, project truck trips have been assumed in the traffic 
analysis and no significant impacts are expected beyond those identified in the 
intersection LOS impact analyses.  Because Stoneridge Drive is not a City-designated 
truck route, through trucks (including quarry traffic) would be prohibited from using 
Stoneridge Drive through Staples Ranch. 
 
Indeed a possible benefit of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative over the 
Proposed Project would be that all truck deliveries, including those to the senior 
continuing care community, could be routed directly off I-580 via El Charro Road, 
avoiding use of the portion of Stoneridge Drive east of Santa Rita Road that passes 
through residential neighborhoods.  This could include construction traffic associated 
with later phases of the senior community, which, under the Proposed Project, would 
instead be forced to use Santa Rita Road and Stoneridge Drive 
 
Program 1.6 of the Circulation Element.  Program 1.6 of the Circulation Element of 
the Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 provides that the City of Pleasanton must reach 
an agreement with the City of Livermore, the City of Dublin, and the County of Alameda 
for a strategic approach and funding plan for relieving congestion in the Tri-Valley 
before it opens the Stoneridge Drive extension to through-traffic. 
 
Water Supply 
 
Because the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would include an ice center, 
overall water demand would be the same as the Ice Center Alternative.  As depicted in 
Table 5-19 of the EIR, the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the project determined 
that the Ice Center Alternative would demand approximately 349 acre-feet per year, one 
more acre-foot than the Proposed Project.  The Water Supply Assessment determined that 
the City of Pleasanton, through an agreement with Zone 7, has sufficient water supply to 
serve the project site now, at buildout, and out to 2030.  Like the Ice Center Alternative, 
the impact of the Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative on water treatment and 
distribution systems would be slightly greater than the Proposed Project, but would still 
result in less than significant impacts.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative 
would have the same effect under cumulative conditions as the Proposed Project because 
the addition of one acre-foot per year for the ice center (a two-tenths-of-one-percent 
increase [0.2%] over the Proposed Project) will not alter the conclusion of the cumulative 
water supply analysis of the EIR. 
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S-5.4.  ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE   
 
The impacts identified for the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative and the 
Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would generally be similar to those of the 
Proposed Project.  Both alternatives would generate slightly greater air quality and water 
supply impacts in comparison with the Proposed Project as a result of the inclusion of the 
ice center.  However, both alternatives would have slightly fewer biological resource, 
construction noise and water quality impacts as a result of constructing both Stoneridge 
Drive bridges over the Arroyo Mocho channel at the same time, in comparison to the 
Proposed Project where bridge construction would be two separate projects separated by 
a number of years. 
 
Both alternatives would result in greater noise impacts than the Proposed Project, both 
on- and off-site, as a consequence of extending Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road at an 
earlier date than the Proposed Project.  Both alternatives would significantly and 
unavoidably impact existing residences and sensitive receptors along Stoneridge Drive 
while the corresponding effects of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. 
The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative would generate lower noise impacts to 
existing residences and sensitive receptors along Stoneridge Drive than the Four-Lane 
Concurrent Extension Alternative and would significantly impact fewer existing 
residences than the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative. 
 
The Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative significantly impacts one fewer 
intersection than the Proposed Project, but does impact more freeway segments and 
arterial segments.  The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative significantly 
impacts two fewer intersections than the Proposed Project and does not impact any 
freeway or arterial segments. 
 
The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative is considered environmentally superior 
to the Four-Lane Concurrent Extension Alternative because it includes the same land uses 
but results in fewer traffic impacts and noise impacts.  While the Two-Lane Constrained 
Extension Alternative generates slightly greater air quality and water supply impacts than 
the Proposed Project (as a result of including an ice center) and slightly fewer biological 
resources, construction noise and water quality impacts (as a result of the simultaneous 
construction of the Stoneridge Drive bridges), the significance of these impacts remain 
essentially the same as for the Proposed Project. 
 
The Two-Lane Constrained Extension Alternative generates fewer significant traffic 
impacts than the Proposed Project.  However, at the non-cumulative level, noise impacts 
to existing residences and sensitive receptors along Stoneridge Drive are significant and 
unavoidable under the Two-Lane Constrained Alternative but less than significant under 
the Proposed Project after mitigation.  For the same reasons stated in the EIR with regard 
to the Proposed Project, the Open Space Alternative still remains environmentally 
superior to all other alternatives. 
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