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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Introduction

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the City of
Pleasanton (Lead Agency) has evaluated the comments received on the Hidden Canyon Residences
and Preserve Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15132, this Final EIR includes a list of persons, organizations, and agencies that provided comments
on the Draft EIR; responses to the comments received regarding the Draft EIR; and errata, or
revisions to the Draft EIR; as well as a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for use
by the City of Pleasanton during its review.

This document is organized into five sections:

¢ Section 1-Introduction. Provides an introduction to the Final EIR.

e Section 2—-Master Responses. Provides a single, comprehensive response to similar comments
about a particular topic.

¢ Section 3—-Responses to Written Comments. Provides a list of the agencies, organizations, and
individuals who commented on the Draft EIR. Copies of all of the letters received regarding
the Draft EIR and responses thereto are included in this section.

¢ Section 4-Response to Public Meeting Verbal Comments. Provides responses to all verbal
comments received at the Planning Commission meeting held on December 10, 2025 to solicit
public comments on the Draft EIR. A link to the full recorded public meeting is included in this
section.

e Section 5-Errata. Includes a listing of refinements and clarifications on the Draft EIR, which
have been incorporated.

The Final EIR includes the following contents:

e Draft EIR (provided under separate cover)
¢ Draft EIR Appendices (provided under separate cover)

e Master Responses, Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR, Responses to Public
Meeting Verbal Comments, and Errata (Sections 2, 3, 4, and 5 of this document)

¢ Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (provided under separate cover)
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Master Responses

SECTION 2: MASTER RESPONSES

Master responses address similar comments made by multiple public agencies, businesses,
organizations, or individuals through written comments submitted to the City of Pleasanton. Master
responses are provided in the order in which they are referenced in Section 3.

2.1 - List of Master Responses

e Master Response 1—Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in the Final EIR
e Master Response 2—General Opposition Comments Not Addressed in the Final EIR

2.2 - Master Responses

Master Response 1—Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in the Final EIR

Summary of Relevant Comments

Various comments received either (1) reference non-environmental issues outside of the scope of
recognized California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) frameworks; or (2) relate to social,
economic, or general health and safety topics that are not project impacts related to the physical
environment and thus fall outside the scope of CEQA. Generally, these comments, referred to herein
collectively as “Non-CEQA Issues” involve, but are not limited to, the following topics:

e Economic effects or other similar perceived impacts related to property values, development
costs, taxation, maintenance costs, and infrastructure costs;

e New suggestions for elements of the proposed project or conditions of approval unrelated to
environmental topic areas;

e Document length;
e Traffic congestion;
e Non-project-related infrastructure concerns; or

e Social effects or other similar concerns related to the proposed project’s impact to community
culture.

These comments do not raise significant environmental issues or provide input about the
environmental analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR. This Master Response addresses why these
Non-CEQA Issues are not further addressed in the Final EIR and confirms that these comments will
nonetheless be included in the administrative record and provided to City decision-makers for
consideration during the proposed project’s public hearing process.

Response

In compliance with CEQA, the Draft EIR evaluates the potential for the proposed project to adversely
impact the physical environment based upon an assessment of identified significance thresholds.
Under CEQA, the Lead Agency must evaluate comments on the Draft EIR and prepare written
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responses for inclusion in the Final EIR. (Public Resources Code [PRC] § 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15088(a), 15132). The written responses must describe the disposition of any “significant
environmental issues” raised by commenters. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088(c)).

However, CEQA does not require that a lead agency respond to every comment received on an EIR,
but only comments raising significant environmental issues. (PRC § 21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15088(a), (c), 15132(d), 15204(a)).

The CEQA Guidelines specify that comments on an EIR should focus on the sufficiency of the
document’s identification and analysis of significant environmental impacts, and measures to avoid
or mitigate those impacts (CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a)). “Economic or social effects of a project” in
and of themselves “shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” (CEQA Guidelines
§ 15131(a)). Economic and social effects that are not related to physical impacts shall not be
evaluated in an EIR. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15604(e), 15131(a), 15131(b)). Accordingly, issues related
to revenue loss, infrastructure cost, budget deficits, parking and similar economic and/or social
concerns are appropriately not addressed in this environmental document.

Additionally, as identified in the “Thresholds of Significance” section within each topical section
(Section 3.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare through Chapter 4, Effects Found not to be Significant), the
City as Lead Agency elected to analyze the proposed project against the significance thresholds in
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental Checklist to determine whether the proposed project
would have significant environmental impacts to that specific environmental topical area, which is
the City’s standard practice for EIRs.

Several comments identify concerns that could be generally characterized as relating to a specific
topical section, but these comments neither relate nor apply to any of the thresholds utilized by the
Lead Agency and detailed in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, nor otherwise specifically relate to an
adverse physical impact of the project on the environment.

With respect to comments concerning the format, style or length of the Draft EIR, CEQA does not
mandate page limits or require environmental documents to be reduced in length based on
preference. The suggestions in Guidelines Section 15141 are aspirational-not mandatory.
Importantly, CEQA requires that environmental documents be sufficiently detailed to enable
informed decision-making and meaningful public participation, while disclosing and analyzing the
environmental issues raised by the project. (PRC §§ 21061, 21080.3; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15003(b),
15151).

CEQA further requires that documents be prepared with sufficient detail to respond to the full range
of environmental issues and viewpoints presented. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15003(b), 15144).
Accordingly, the Draft EIR has been organized to enhance readability and public access, including the
use of headings, summaries, and clear topic separation, consistent with CEQA’s directive that
environmental documents be understandable. (CEQA Guidelines § 15140). The fact that the
document addresses issues in detail does not render it legally deficient; to the contrary, providing a
thorough explanation of the relevant considerations supports informed public review and a robust
administrative record.

2-2 FirstCarbon Solutions
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Accordingly, the comment regarding document length does not identify a violation of CEQA, nor
does it demonstrate that the document fails to meet CEQA’s informational or analytical
requirements. No changes to the document are required in response to this comment.

For the reasons explained above, the Final EIR will not provide further responses to comments on
Non-CEQA Issues. However, as previously indicated, each comment will be included in the
administrative record on the proposed project and will be provided to City decision-makers for
consideration as part of the public hearing process on the proposed project. In this regard, the City
will review, evaluate, and consider, as determined appropriate, all comments received as part of the
decision-making process. See also Master Response 2, General Opposition Comments Not Addressed
in Final EIR. No changes are warranted, and no further response is required.

Master Response 2—General Opposition Comments Not Addressed in Final EIR

Summary of Relevant Comments

Several commenters expressed general opposition to the merits of the proposed project but did not
raise any significant environmental issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact
analysis; and/or objected generally regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis but
did not provide a specific basis to support the asserted inadequacy. The City reviewed all such
general comments and prepared this Master Response to address them accordingly. Comments that
were more specific in nature and provided supporting information are addressed in the individual,
unique responses. The general comments addressed in this Master Response fall into one of several
categories:

e The comment broadly identified environmental topics and/or requested additional evaluation
but did not provide supporting information as to why additional evaluation would be required;

e The comment identified general concerns or questions related to broad topical areas, but did
not provide any specifics related to the project or the analysis in the Draft EIR;

e The comment asked for additional studies, mitigation, or alternatives without explanation,
supporting information, or rationale;

e The comment presented generalized claims challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the
Draft EIR which were not supported by data or references offering facts; or

e The comment stated an opinion, speculation, or conclusion regarding the proposed project
but did not (1) provide any rationale, or (2) raise any issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental impact analysis.

The foregoing types of comments received in response to the Draft EIR are referred to herein
collectively as “general opposition” and are the focus of this Master Response.

Response

As also discussed in Master Response 1, Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in the Final EIR, above,
comments on an EIR should focus on the sufficiency of the document’s identification and analysis of
significant environmental impacts, and the adequacy of measures designed to avoid or mitigate
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those impacts (CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a)). “Reviewers should explain the basis for their
comments” and provide data, references, or other evidence to support their comments (CEQA
Guidelines § 15204(c)).

CEQA requires that the Final EIR address comments submitted during the public comment period
that raise significant environmental issues on the adequacy of the Draft EIR (PRC § 21091(d)(2)(B);
CEQA Guidelines § 15088(c)). CEQA considerations are limited to significant issues as these relate to
potential adverse physical impacts of the proposed project on the environment. General comments
and comments that consist merely of speculation or unsupported criticism may be rejected or
answered with only a general response.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204, in part states:

¢ In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and the ways
in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. . . . [R]eviewers
should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably
feasible, in light of [specified] factors. . .. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant
environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a)).

e Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in
support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15204(c)).

Pursuant to CEQA, personal opinions expressing general support for, or opposition to, the proposed
project are noted and will be included within the administrative record for the proposed project for
consideration by the City, but do not require a specific written response if they do not relate to a
significant environmental issue that is addressed within the Draft EIR and/or otherwise within the
purview of CEQA. Likewise, opinions about the general desirability, merits, and/or purely economic,
social, or political considerations of the proposed project are not within the purview of CEQA and do
not require a specific written response in this Final EIR. See also Master Response 1, Non-CEQA
Issues Not Addressed in the Final EIR, above.

In cases where the commenter provides an opinion and/or generalized concerns about the merits of
the proposed project and/or the scope and nature of the environmental review but does not identify
any particular issue concerning the sufficiency of the Draft EIR, the City notes the opinion in this
Final EIR for informational purposes and consideration by the decision-makers as part of the public
hearing process on the merits of the proposed project.

Where a commenter offers unsubstantiated assertions about an environmental issue or the
adequacy of the Draft EIR, the City notes the assertion in this Final EIR for informational purposes
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and consideration by the decision-makers but does not alter or augment the analysis in the Draft EIR,
pursuant CEQA Guidelines Section 15204.

Each comment will be included in the administrative record on the proposed project and will be
provided to City decision-makers for consideration as part of the public hearing process on the
merits of the proposed project. In this regard, the City will review, evaluate, and consider, as
determined appropriate, all comments received prior to making a decision on the proposed project.
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

3.1 - List of Authors

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided written comments on the
Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project Draft EIR is presented below. Each comment has been
assigned a code. Individual comments within each communication have been numbered so
comments can be cross-referenced with responses. Following this list, the text of the communication
is reprinted and followed by the corresponding response.

Author Author Code

State Agencies

California Department of Transportation .........cccceee i CALTRANS
Department of Toxic SUbStaNCes CONLIOl .......c..eiiieiiiiiiieee e e DTSC1
Department of Toxic SUbsStances CONTIOl .......cooeeeiiiiiiiee e DTSC 2

Local Agencies

Dublin San Ramon Services DiStriCh.......ccuuiiiiiiiie ittt e e sbae e e e DSRSD
East Bay Regional Parks DiSTriCt......c.ueiiiccieieeiiiieeeeciies ettt ettt e st e et e e e atae e s e eaae e e s eabaee e e aneeas EBRPD
Organizations

LTS3 =1 TN 1V [0 Lisjan
Individuals

F N g Te LAY =1 1 o RS A.GELB 1
AN 010 0177 0 2 o 11 L= PPt ANONYMOUS
(0o 0 11| I o] [y =TSSP C.HOLMES
1V TV Lo T =Y Yo M.CARREON
20 ] oY= A DTV Yo 1SR R.DEVANY 1
20e] oYl DLV | Y USSR R.DEVANY 2
S Yolo) u a1V T o = O PSP P PP PP PP PPPPPPPPPPPRE S.MINER
B T 0 1Y T.HYLES
B E=To IRV AT g T-Yo T o TP PSRRI TVINSON 1

3.2 - Responses to Comments

3.2.1 - Introduction

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the
City of Pleasanton, as the Lead Agency, evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR (State
Clearinghouse [SCH] No. 2019080461) for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project, and
has prepared the following responses to the comments received. This Response to Comments
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document becomes part of the Final EIR for the project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15132,
3.2.2 - Comment Letters and Responses

The comment letters reproduced in the following pages follow the same organization as used in the
List of Authors.
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CALTRANS
Page 1 of 4

From: Ayon, Llisel@DOT <Llisel. Ayon@dot.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 2:10 PM

To: Natalie Amos

Cc: State.Clearinghouse®@lIci.ca.gov

Subject: Hidden Canyon DEIR - Caltrans Comments
Attachments: Hidden Canyon DEIR - Caltrans.pdf

Hello Natalie,

Please see the attached letter for Caltrans comments on the above referenced project. Let me know if
you have any questions.

Thanks,

Llisel Ayon

Associate Transportation Planner

Caltrans, District 4 | Local Development Review
Cell: (510) 506-6184

5 Galtrans
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CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

California Department of Transportation
DISTRICT 4 :t@

OFFICE OF REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY PLANNING
P.O. BOX 23660, MS-10D | OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 Gltrans:

www.dot.ca.gov

January 20, 2026 SCH #:2019080461
GTS #: 04-ALA-2019-01010
GTS ID: 16997
Co/Rt/Pm: ALA/580/R22.558

Natalie Amos, Associate Planner
City of Pleasanton

200 Old Bernal Avenue
Pleasanton, CA 94566

Re: Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project — Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR)

Dear Natalie Amos:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve
Project. The Local Development Review (LDR) Program reviews land use projects and
plans to ensure consistency with our mission and state planning priorities. The following
comments are based on our review of the November 2025 DEIR.

Please note this correspondence does not indicate an official position or approval by CONT

Caltrans on this project and is for informational purposes only.

Project Understanding

The proposed project would build 28 new detached single-family residential units and
roadways on approximately 23.89 acres of a 30.98-acre project site within the City of
Pleasanton near Interstate (1)-580.

Travel Demand Analysis
The project vehicle miles fraveled (VMT) analysis and significance determination are >
undertaken in a manner consistent with the Office of Land Use and Climate
Innovation’s (LCI) Technical Advisory. Per the DEIR, this project is found to have
significant and unavoidable VMT impact.

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.”
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Natalie Amos, Associate Planner
January 20, 2026
Page 2

Mitigation Strategies

We encourage the project applicant to develop and implement an effective
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to reduce VMT and greenhouse
gas emissions from future development in this area. TDM programs should be
documented with annual monitoring reports by a TDM coordinator to demonstrate
effectiveness. If the project does not achieve the VMT reduction goals, the reports
should also include next steps to take to achieve those targets.

Please also consider the measures listed below, which are quantified by the California
Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and shown to have different
efficiencies reducing regional VMT:

Provide Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure

Provide Secure Bike Parking

Provide Pedestrian Network Improvement 2
Construct or Improve Bike Facilities CONT

Construct or Improve Bike Boulevards
Expand Bikeway Networks

Provide Traffic Calming Measures
Dedicate Land for Bike Trails

Improve first and last mile connections

VMT Mitigation Program

Please consider exploring the following options to help further reduce the VMT impact
if the implementation of applicable TDM measures is insufficient to mitigate the project
VMT impact to a less-than-significant level: VMT based Transportation Impact Fee
programs, VMT Mitigation Exchanges, and VMT Mitigation Banks. Please note that
Caltrans has funded several local/regional agencies to study the feasibility of a variety
of VMT mitigation programs through the Sustainable Transportation Planning Grant
program (link). Caltrans welcomes the potential opportunities to work with the City.

Construction-Related Impacts

Project work that requires movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on State
roadways requires a transportation permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, please
visit Caltrans Transportation Permits (link). Prior to construction, coordination may be
required with Caltrans to develop a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to reduce
construction traffic impacts to the State Transportation Network (STN). 3

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should
you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Llisel Ayon, Associate
Transportation Planner, via LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov. For future early coordination
opportunities or project referrals, please visit Caltrans LDR website (link) or contact LDR-
D4@dot.ca.gov.

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.”
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Sincerely,

(i

YUNSHENG LUO
Branch Chief, Local Development Review
Office of Regional and Community Planning

c: State Clearinghouse

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.”
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State Agencies

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS)

Response to CALTRANS-1

This comment provides introductory remarks. This comment is included in the administrative record
and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not
provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental
impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to CALTRANS-2
A Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis for Hidden Canyon Residences & Preserve Residential

Development in Pleasanton, California was prepared for the Draft EIR and is included in Appendix H.
Please note that the List of Appendices in the Draft EIR erroneously labels Appendix H as Noise
Supporting Information. Appendix H contains Transportation Supporting Information and Appendix
G contains Noise Supporting Information. Moreover, Appendix H does not contain information
related to police and fire services, as stated on page 3.12-1 of the Draft EIR. Refer to Section 5,
Errata, of this document for the revised list of appendices for the proposed project.

The VMT analysis concludes that the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable
impact related to VMT. Although there is no feasible project specific mitigation, as described on
pages 203 through 205 in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would include the
following VMT mitigation strategies consistent with the requirements of the City’s Housing Element:

e limit parking supply

e provide bike parking

e improve street connectivity

e improve pedestrian facilities

e expand the bikeway network

e provide neighborhood traffic calming measures on internal roadways

Accordingly, the proposed project would implement VMT reduction strategies recommended by the
Alameda County Transportation Commission VMT Tool. A full description of each strategy and
associated VMT reduction potential is provided in Appendix H. Collectively, these measures are
estimated to achieve a combined VMT reduction of 14 percent. As noted on page 2 of this comment
letter, the VMT analysis and impact significance determination are “undertaken in a manner
consistent with the Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation’s (LCl) Technical Advisory.” Based on
the VMT analysis provided in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, the proposed project complies with the
VMT mitigation measures required under the City of Pleasanton 2023-2031 Housing Element. As
such, no further mitigation measures related to VMT would be required for the proposed project.
This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers
for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required.
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Response to CALTRANS-3
Comment noted. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the

decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required
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DTSC 1

Page 1 of 3
From: CEQAReview <ceqgareview@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2025 4:42 PM
To: POD; CEQAReview; Natalie Amos
Cc: Purvis, Tamara@DTSC
Subject: RE: Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project _Phase | and Phase Il

Good afternoon,

Apparently the Phase | was mentioned as Appendix F in the document but does not appear in this
link. We will draft a comment letter based on the document as we were not able to review the Phase
[, thanks!

A CEQA Unit
\:{ HWMP-Permitting
4@ Department of Toxic Substances Control
o ;
> CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.qov

California Environmental Protection Agency

From: POD <pod@cityofpleasantonca.gov>

Sent: Monday, November 24, 2025 4:08 PM

To: CEQAReview <ceqareview@dtsc.ca.gov>; Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>

Cc: Kereazis, Dave@DTSC <Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov>; Purvis, Tamara@DTSC <Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project _Phase | and Phase |l

Hello,

Thanks for reaching out. A link to the EIR (and appendices) is located here:
https://www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/our-government/community-and-economic-development/short-
range-projects/

Best,

Megan

Planner on Duty
Planning Division, Community & Economic Development Department
D: 925-931-5600

C: 925-437-4009

pod@cityofpleasantonca.gov

1
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City of Pleasanton | P.O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566

Permit Center In-Person Hours

Mondays: 9 am to 4 pm

Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays: 9 am to 1 pm
Fridays: Closed

From: CEQAReview <cegareview@dtsc.ca.gov>

Sent: Friday, November 21, 2025 2:14 PM

To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>; POD <pod@cityofpleasantonca.gov>

Cc: Kereazis, Dave@DTSC <Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov>; Purvis, Tamara@DTSC <Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project _Phase | and Phase |l

Good afternoon,

Forwarding our request below as Natalie Amos is out of the office.

Thanks,
A d CEQA Unit
wf; HWMP-Permitting
4& Department of Toxic Substances Control
— California Environmental Protection
N Agency

CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.gov

From: CEQAReview <cegareview@dtsc.ca.gov>

Sent: Friday, November 21, 2025 2:09 PM

To: namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

Cc: Kereazis, Dave@DTSC <Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov>; Purvis, Tamara@DTSC <Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov>
Subject: Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project _Phase | and Phase Il

Good afternoon Natalie,

DTSC 1

While conduction Responsible Agency Review for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project,

we wanted to review the following assessments and were unable to find them on the State
Clearinghouse Project page.

Appendix F: Hazards and Hazardous Materials Supporting Information F.1 - Phase | Environmental

Site Assessment F.2 - Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment

We are requesting copy of these assessments so we can complete our review.

Thankyou,

CONT




CEQA Unit

HWMP-Permitting

Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Environmental Protection
Agency

CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.gov

DTSC 1
Page 3 of 3
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Department of Toxic Substances Control 1 (DTSC 1)

Response to DTSC 1-1

This comment is noted for the record. The List of Appendices in the Draft EIR erroneously labels
Appendix F as Hazards and Hazardous Materials Supporting Information, noting the inclusion of a
Phase | and Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment. These reports were not prepared for the
proposed project. Appendix F of the Draft EIR is Hydrology and Water Quality Supporting
Information. Refer to Section 5, Errata, of this document for the revised list of appendices for the
proposed project. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

FirstCarbon Solutions 3-13
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From: CEQAReview <cegareview@dtsc.ca.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2025 10:03 AM

To: Natalie Amos

Cc: state.clearinghouse@Ici.ca.gov; Prathna Maharaj; Purvis, Tamara@DTSC; Wiley, Scott@DTSC;
Kereazis, Dave@DTSC

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
SCH #2019080461

Attachments: DTSC Comments - Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project_ADA.pdf

Dear Natalie Amos,

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project. Attached our DTSC’s
comments for consideration.

DTSC would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the Hidden Canyon
Residences and Preserve Project. Thank you for your assistance in protecting California’s people and
environment from the harmful effects of toxic substances.

A CEQA Unit
= HWMP-Permitting
= /6 Department of Toxic Substances Control
ﬁ,/ California Environmental Protection Agency

CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.qgov




DTSC 2

Page 2 of 5
v Department of Toxic Substances Control
Yana Garcia Katherine M. Butler, MPH, Director Gavin Newsom
Secretary for 8800 Cal Center Drive Governor
Environmental Protection Sacramento, California 95826-3200
dtsc.ca.gov

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
November 25, 2025

Natalie Amos

Associate Planner

City of Pleasanton

200 Old Bernal Avenue
Pleasanton, CA 94566
namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE HIDDEN CANYON
RESIDENCES AND PRESERVE PROJECT DATED NOVEMBER 20, 2025, STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2019080461

Dear Natalie Amos,

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
(Project). The proposed Project would build 28 new detached single-family residential
units and roadways on approximately 23.89 acres of an approximately 130.98-acre
project site within the City of Pleasanton. Project implementation would also include the
demolition and reconstruction of two existing single-family homes located in the
northeastern portion of the development site, dedication of open space, and annexation o
of a portion of the project site, including the existing Oak Hills Congregation Church
Site, into the City of Pleasanton to ensure a logical reorganization of City of Pleasanton

boundaries. DTSC recommends and requests consideration of the following comments:

1. When agricultural crops and/or land uses are proposed or rezoned for
residential use, several contaminants of concern (COCs) can be present. The
Lead Agency shall identify the amounts of Pesticides and Organochlorine

Pesticides (OCPs) historically used on the property. If present, OCPs requiring




DTSC 2
Page 3 of 5
Natalie Amos
November 25, 2025
Page 2
further analysis are dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane, toxaphene, and dieldrin.
Additionally, any level of arsenic present would require further analysis and
sampling and must meet approved local area baselines or thresholds. If they
do not, remedial action must take place to mitigate them below those
thresholds. Additional COCs may be found in mixing/loading/storage areas,
drainage ditches, farmhouses, or any other outbuildings and should be 2
CONT
sampled and analyzed. If smudge pots had been routinely utilized, additional
sampling for Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons and/or Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons may be required. These recommendations should be adhered
to and become part of the environmental document. Please refer to the
DTSC’s Human and Ecological Risk Office (HERO) webpage for the most

recent guidance and screening levels.

2. DTSC recommends all imported soil/fill material be tested to ensure all COCs

meet screening levels as outlined in DTSC's Preliminary Endangerment

Assessment Guidance Manual. Furthermore, DTSC advises referencing the

DTSC Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill Material Fact Sheet if importing

fill is necessary. To minimize the possibility of introducing contaminated soilffill
material there should be documentation of the origins of the soil/fill material
and, if applicable, sampling be conducted to ensure that the imported soil/fill
material are suitable for the intended land use. The soil sampling should
include analysis based on the source of the soilffill and knowledge of prior land

use.

3. The City of Pleasanton should consider soil testing as mentioned in comment
#1. If, in the event any COC results are above DTSC residential screening
levels, DTSC recommends the City of Pleasanton address the contaminations
within the Project area through an Environmental Site Assessment and/or 4

receive oversight from a self-certified local agency, DTSC or Regional Water

Quality Control Board. If entering into one of DTSC's voluntary agreements,
please note that DTSC uses a single standard Request for Lead Agency

Oversight Application for all agreement types. Please apply for DTSC
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oversight using this link: Request for Agency Oversight Application. Submittal

of the online application includes an agreement to pay costs incurred during
agreement preparation. If you have any questions about the application portal,

please contact the relevant Regional Brownfield Coordinator for your Project.

DTSC would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the CONT
Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project. Thank you for your assistance in
protecting California’s people and environment from the harmful effects of toxic
substances. If you have any questions or would like clarification on DTSC’s comments,

please respond to this letter or via our CEQA Review email for additional guidance.

Sincerely,

Dave Kereazis

Associate Environmental Planner
HWMP-Permitting Division — CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
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cc:  (via email)

Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation
State Clearinghouse
state.clearinghouse@lci.ca.gov

Ponderosa Homes Il, Inc
Project Applicant
namos@ecityofpleasantonca.gov

Prathna Maharaj

Senior Environmental Project Manager
First Carbon Solutions
pmaharaj@fcs-intl.com

Tamara Purvis

Associate Environmental Planner

HWMP - Permitting Division — CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov

Scott Wiley

Associate Governmental Program Analyst
HWMP - Permitting Division — CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Scott. Wiley@dtsc.ca.gov
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Department of Toxic Substances Control 2 (DTSC 2)

Response to DTSC 2-1

This comment is included in the administrative record. This comment will be provided to the
decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to DTSC 2-2
As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, page 3.8-3 and 3.8-4, of the

Draft EIR, the project site is primarily undeveloped, is not located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and has no
areas of concern on the project site identified by DTSC’s EnviroStor. The project site has been used as
rangeland for cattle grazing since the early 1900s. This comment is noted and is included in the
administrative record.

The Draft EIR adequately addresses hazards and hazardous materials consistent with CEQA. DTSC’s
recommendations are acknowledged and will be incorporated into project implementation, as
applicable, through compliance with existing regulatory programs and site-specific investigation and
mitigation, should previously unidentified contamination be discovered. The commenter’s
recommendations will be provided to the Lead Agency and the project applicant for further
consideration. This comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to DTSC 2-3
As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-54, the proposed project would not

require the off-haul or import of dirt for construction activities. The commenter’s recommendations
will be provided to the Lead Agency and the project applicant for further consideration. This
comment is included in the administrative record. This comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required

Response to DTSC 2-4
This comment is noted and is included in the administrative record. The commenter’s

recommendations will be provided to the Lead Agency and the project applicant for further
consideration. This comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required

FirstCarbon Solutions 3-21
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DSRSD

Page 1 of 4
From: Jaclyn Yee <yee@dsrsd.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 24, 2025 2:56 PM
To: Natalie Amos
Cc: Steven Delight; Irene Suroso
Subject: DSRSD Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hidden Canyon Residences and
Preserve, City of Pleasanton
Attachments: DSRSD Comments 12.24.2025 - signed.pdf
Hi Natalie,
Attached is the response letter from DSRSD for the DEIR for the Hidden Canyon Residences and 1

Preserve. If you have any questions feel free to reach out.

Jackie Yee

Senior Engineer

Dublin San Ramon Services District
P: (925) 875-2258



DSRSD
Page 2 of 4

Dublin San Ramon 7051 Dublin Boulevard main (925) 828-0515
Services District Dublin, CA 94568-3018 fax (925) 829-1180

Water, wastewater, recycled water www.dsrsd.com

December 24, 2025

Natalie Amos

Associate Planner

City of Pleasanton

200 Old Bernal Avenue

Pleasanton, CA 94566

Email: namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov

Subject: DSRSD Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hidden Canyon
Residences and Preserve, City of Pleasanton

Dear Natalie Amos:

The Dublin San Ramon Services District (DSRSD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Development.
DSRSD distributes drinking water and recycled water to the City of Dublin and Dougherty Valley portion
of the City of San Ramon, provides wastewater collection and treatment for the City of Dublin and
southern portion of the City of San Ramon and, by contract, treats wastewater from the City of
Pleasanton. DSRSD is also a member of the Livermore-Amador Valley Water Management Agency
(LAVWMA), which discharges treated wastewater from the cities of Livermore, Pleasanton and DSRSD
into San Francisco Bay by the East Bay Dischargers Authority (EBDA). By contract, DSRSD is also
responsible for the operation and maintenance of the LAVWMA facilities.

As described in Table ES-1: Impact UTIL-3 of the DEIR, the Project states that the proposed project would
not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments. Under the existing Agreement for Wastewater Disposal Services
dated November 3, 1992, DSRSD provides wastewater treatment services to the City of Pleasanton. Per
the 1992 agreement, any future plans for either a temporary emergency or future connection to the City
of Pleasanton’s wastewater collection system would require coordination and review with DSRSD.
Provide confirmation that this development was coordinated with DSRSD between 2015-2017 to be
included as part of the DSRSD master plan. This should also include the Biological Oxygen Demand
(“BOD”) and Total Suspended Solids (“TSS”) shall also be analyzed with the flow.

The DEIR provides no evidence to support the conclusion that the additional flow, BOD, and TSS
generated by the Project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable future developments would
not exceed the City's allocated capacity in the regional WWTP. Water conservation has had a major
impact on the ratio of flows to solids that are received at the regional WWTP. Because of conservation

CONT
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and reduced per capita water use, flows to the WWTP have remained relatively constant even as growth
has occurred, but solids have continued to increase. As these water use trends project into the future,
solids are likely to be the constraint in treating future wastewater flows.

The impacts of the Project and related development on DSRSD's ability to comply with the San Francisco
Bay Nutrients Watershed Permit, which was adopted by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Board
in July 2024, must be evaluated. The DEIR does not analyze the nutrient impacts of the Project and
related development that could be annexed into the City, and thus the DEIR fails to identify how
potential nutrient impacts of this cumulative development will be mitigated. The Nutrients Watershed
Permit requires Bay area agencies discharging to San Francisco Bay to collectively reduce nutrients by
40% over the next 10 years, as compared to a 2022 baseline. Any additional flow from the Project and
future developments in the area will impact nutrient loading at the WWTP. These impacts must be
identified, evaluated, and mitigated to the extent it is feasible to do so.

DSRSD looks forward to reviewing the final EIR for the Project. Should you have any questions
concerning the above, please contact Jaclyn Yee at (925) 875-2258.

Sincerely,

et

Jaclyn Yee
Senior Engineer

cc: Steve Delight, Engineering Services Director

Irene Suroso, Senior Engineer

CONT
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Local Agencies

Dublin San Ramon Services District (DSRSD)

Response to DSRSD-1

This comment provides introductory remarks and is included in the administrative record. The
comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant
environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to DSRSD-2
Wastewater treatment and conveyance services for the proposed project would be provided by the

City. The City owns and operates sanitary sewer lines throughout the City, and conveys wastewater
to the DSRSD regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). Through a contract agreement with the
City, DSRSD provides wastewater treatment services to the City.

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, page 3.15-15, DSRSD’s Recycled
Water Treatment Facility (RWTF) provides primary, secondary, and tertiary wastewater treatment,
and has an average dry-weather wastewater flow (ADWF) design capacity of 17 million gallons per
day (mgd). The City is currently entitled to half of this treatment capacity, or 8.5 mgd. At the time of
the last General Plan Amendment, the City’s average annual wastewater flow was approximately 6
mgd. Thus, the current 8.5 mgd wastewater treatment capacity is sufficient to serve the City’s
planned buildout growth as anticipated in the City’s General Plan, including the City’s updated
Housing Element adopted in 2023, which included the project site as a Housing Element Opportunity
site. In their comment in response to review of the Draft Program EIR for the 2023-2031 Housing
Element (SCH Number 2022040091), DSRSD stated, “the RWTF serving the City would have adequate
capacity to treat the potential increase in wastewater flow associated with Housing Element
requirements.” DRSD further indicated that an update to the 2017 RWTP Master Plan was planned
for 2024 that would evaluate changed conditions that may impact future loading capacity. As of the
preparation of the Final EIR for the proposed project, this update has not been completed. The City
shall participate in a wastewater loading study with the DSRSD to assure that the proposed project’s
generated wastewater would be sufficiently treated given existing treatment capacity.!

As part of its ongoing master planning process, DSRSD will identify actions that will need to be
implemented to accommodate the increased loading generated by customers within its service area
through the future planning horizon year (2050). Any identified changes to the DSRSD treatment
process will be funded through increases in customer service rates and through connection fees
imposed upon future projects, including the proposed project. The proposed project would be
required to pay applicable fees to reflect its fair share contribution to the DSRSD in support of
maintenance of its existing facilities and any planned equipment or process refinements identified as
part of its master planning.

Further, as stated on page 3.15-18 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would generate
approximately 0.01 mgd of wastewater flows. This amount of wastewater generation would
represent approximately 0.1 percent of the DSRSD RWTF treatment capacity that the City is entitled
to. The proposed project, in combination with the most recent wastewater flow estimates, would

1 Personal email communication with Jackie Yee on behalf of the Dublin San Ramon Services District (DSRSD) on February 2, 2026.
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account for approximately 6.01 mgd of the available 8.5 mgd of wastewater treatment capacity from
the DSRSD RWTF.

Approximately 2.4 mgd of wastewater treatment capacity would be available for other reasonably
foreseeable projects within the City. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with identified
cumulative projects in the City’s service area, would result in a less than significant cumulative
impact related to wastewater generation and wastewater treatment facilities.

Moreover, as discussed on page 3-3 in the DSRSD’s Wastewater Treatment & Biosolids Facilities
Master Plan, the most recent ADWF expansion project (Stage 4 Improvements Project) provided for
the ADWF capacity of 17 mgd mentioned above, as predicted by the previous DSRSD Master Plan.?
Page 2-20 of the Wastewater Treatment & Biosolids Facilities Master Plan states that the projected
2035 influent Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) and Total Suspended Solids (TSS) flows are less than
those that served as the basis for the Stage 4 Improvements Project design. Specifically, the
maximum daily load for BOD is 63,200 pounds per day less than what was previously projected and
the maximum daily load for TSS is 56,300 pounds per day less than the amount accounted for in the
previous ADWF expansion. Moreover, these projections were based on population estimates that
included the City. However, the City’s population has decreased compared to the population
projection since the creation of DSRSD’s Master Plan in 2017; from approximately 78,800 to
approximately 75,664; as noted on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR. As such, there would be capacity to
treat approximately 63,200 pounds per day of BOD and 56,300 pounds per day of TSS for the
development of the proposed project.

In relation to nutrients, agricultural uses are known to directly contribute to the amount of nutrients
in water.® The current project site zoning district is Agriculture, with a portion of the project site
being mapped as grazing land. Development of the proposed project would result in the
construction of single-family residences and would not include any agricultural uses on the project
site. Additionally, DSRSD’s Raw Wastewater Diversion Project would produce recycled water to meet
the agency’s irrigation demand and was identified by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board to significantly reduce total inorganic nitrogen nutrient loads to the San Francisco
Bay.*

As noted on page 3.15-16 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would adhere to the City’s Water
Efficient Landscape Program, which requires implementation of outdoor irrigation water
conservation measures and practices. This is not anticipated to conflict with DSRSD’s Raw
Wastewater Diversion project. Given that agricultural uses are associated with the addition of
nutrients into receiving waters, the residential uses anticipated as part of the proposed project are
not likely to significantly increase nutrients in wastewater from the project site. This comment is

2 Dublin San Ramon Services District (DSRSD). Wastewater Treatment & Biosolids Facilities Master Plan. Website:
https://www.dsrsd.com/files/assets/waterservice/v/1/engineering/documents/master-plans/wastewater-treatment-and-biosolids-
facilities-master-plan-september-2017-final.pdf. Accessed February 6, 2026.

3 United States Geological Survey (USGS). Agriculture and the Quality of the Nation’s Waters. Website:
https://www.usgs.gov/mission-areas/water-resources/science/agriculture-and-quality-nations-watersttoverview. Accessed February
6, 2026.

4 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Francisco Bay RWQCB). Order R2-2024-0013 NPDES Permit
CA0038873. Website: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/adopted_orders/2024/R2-2024-0013.pdf.
Accessed February 6, 2026.
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included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and
consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.
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East Bay @

Regional Park District

R ¢
2950 PERALTA OAKS COURT ¢ OAKLAND ¢ CALIFORNIA ¢ 94605-0381 ¢ 1-888-EBPARKS ¢ EBPARKS.ORG

January 20, 2026

Natalie Amos, Associate Planner
P.O. Box 520
Pleasanton, CA 94566

RE: Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project — Draft Environmental Impact Report

The East Bay Regional Park District (Park District) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project (Project). The Park
District owns and manages over 126,000 acres of open space throughout Alameda and Contra Costa Counties,
including Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park located directly adjacent to the Project.

The Project proposes to develop 28 residential units, replace two existing single-family homes located on the Lester 1
family lot, and permanently preserve approximately |17 acres as open space, with approximately 69.3 acres of that
dedicated to the Park District and an additional 7.6 acres to be transferred to the Park District as part of the Life
Estate directive of the Lester Family Trust. As determined in coordination between the Park District, City of
Pleasanton, and the applicant Ponderosa Homes, the Project would also dedicate to the Park District a staging area
with 29 vehicle parking spaces, a trail connection from the staging area into the adjacent Pleasanton Ridge Regional
Park trail system, and an access road onto the Parcel B open space from the end of Street “A” for grazing purposes.

While the Park District has maintenance access along the driveway from Dublin Canyon Road directly east of the
Lester property, the Park District notes that a public access easement is needed for allowing public access onto the
Lester driveway from Dublin Canyon Road to access the staging area. The Park District also notes that a survey of
the driveway will need to be conducted to determine where the trail connection from the staging area can cross the
driveway to meet with the Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park trail network, as the Park District has a pedestrian access
easement along the portion of the roadway owned by property owner, Ted Vinson.

The Park District will continue to coordinate with the City of Pleasanton and Ponderosa Homes as the Project moves 2
through the approval process to ensure that the establishment of an appropriate long-term funding mechanism is
included as part of project approval. If a conservation easement is required to be placed on the open space dedication,
the Park District will work with the City of Pleasanton and Ponderosa Homes towards a long term management plan
and endowment for the open space.

Thank you for your consideration of the Park District’s comments. If you have any questions or concerns, please
contact me at (510) 544-2320 or by email at kthai@ebparks.org.

Sincerely,

A
Kim Thai
Principal Planner

East Bay Regional Park District

Board of Directors

OliviaSanwong Colin Coffey Dennis Waespi Elizabeth Echols Lynda Deschambault LuanaEspafia John Mercurio
Ward 5 Ward 7 Ward 3 Ward1 Ward 2 Ward 4 Ward 6
President Vice President Treasurer Secretary
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East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD)

Response to EBRPD-1

This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers
for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required.

Response to EBRPD-2
EBRPD and the project applicant are currently coordinating on access to the proposed EBRPD

facilities with the adjacent private property owner. As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project
Description on page 2-27, the EBRPD easement providing access to the proposed trailhead would be
a new paved access road along a portion of the existing non-exclusive access easement located along
the eastern boundary of the Lester property. This comment is included in the administrative record
and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not
provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental
impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.
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From: Lisjan Nation <cvltribe@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2025 3:38 PM
To: Natalie Amos; Derek Farmer

Subject: Ponderosa Homes Il

Attachments: Ponderosa Homes I, Pleasanton.pdf

Thank you for reaching out to the Tribe. We received your notification and will wait to receive formal
consultation on this matter. Thank you.

'Uni (Respectfully),

Cheyenne Zepeda, Cultural Resource Manager I
Confederated Villages of Lisjan Nation
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Page 2 of 3
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Organizations

Lisjan Nation (LISJIAN)

Response to LISIAN-1
This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers

for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required.
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A. GELB

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL Page 10f3
Provided to the Planning Commission
After Distribution of Packet

Fw: Ponderosa Homes Il, Inc,, Applications Date Distributed:  12/10/2025

From: Andrew Gelb <G>

Sent: Monday, December 8, 2025 2:29 PM

To: Derek Farmer <DFarmer@cityofpleasantonca.gov>
Subject: Fw: Ponderosa Homes I, Inc., Applications

§® Outlook

‘Hello Mr. Farmer, I have received an out of office rely from Ms. Amos. May I impose upon you to help distribute my message to the Planning
Commision members? If you could do so, I'd really appreciate it. I believe it is very important to have citizens' comments in the Commissioners'
hands well in advance of the actual meeting. Thanks!

With my best wishes,
Andrew Gelb

Forwarded M e
From: Andrew Gelb %>
Date: On Monday, December 8th, 2025 at 2:18 PM

Subject: Ponderosa Homes II, Inc., Applications
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>

CC: dfarmer@cityofpleasantonca.gov <dfarmer@cityofpleasantonca.gov>, Crosby Neighbors >, Crosby Neighbors
>, Crosby Neighbors >, Crosby Neighbors >, Crosby Neighbors
>, Crosby Neighbors >, Crosby Neighbors >, Crosby Neighbors

<.




A. GELB
Page 2 of 3




A. GELB
Page 30f3
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Hello Ms. Amos,

While I intend to speak at the Wednesday meeting, I would ask that you distribute to the Commission members my comments herein as
well as the photo I have attached. Thank you very much.

The hillside which is to be significantly damaged by this project currently comprises one of the most beautiful views in Pleasanton.
People regularly drive or walk to the end of Crosby Drive to look and take portraits there and photograph the view. Iimplore each of you
to visit for yourself and see what is at stake. Please note that the picture I attached unfortunately appears as a matter of optical
perspective to flatten the slope, which makes it important for you to see for yourselves.

The Draft EIR says, among other things, “The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.” That’s
utter nonsense. Please come and see for yourselves. The Draft EIR loses credibility instantly with that assertion.

1 ask that you recognize that the inclusion in the City's

Housing Element aside, this project ignores completely Pleasanton’s longstanding and cherished prohibitions against grading hillsides
and covering open spaces and hillsides with houses. The primary purposes of Pleasanton’s hillside regulations are to “preserve significant
features of a hill area in essentially their natural state and to minimize grading and fill ... consistent with retention of the natural
character of the hills.” Well, it appears that has gone completely out the window.

The original report on this project by City staff refers over and over to “grading slopes that are too steep to be graded,” “placing homes
and roads where not allowed on slopes,” “substantial grading,” “lack of conformance to Measure PP,” and “allowing homes in designated
open space.” Unfortunately, it seems this disregard for City regulations is likely moving ahead.

1 do understand this plan will not be rejected in its entirety. But I do know it is just too much, too many houses, too much grading and
filling and retaining, too much tree removal, too much scarring and damage to hillsides, open space, and viewsheds.

Back in 2019, Herb Ritter, as a member of this Commission, came to look. And he then made it clear during the meeting that the
developer must do what it can to minimize the visual blight. The Commission discussed that there is much that can be done to make this
project more palatable and less offensive. It is evident, at least to me, that the developer has not listened very carefully to this
Commission.

The City can and should impose conditions, emphasizing what the Commission in 2019 said would be required. Conditions on the height
and the colors of the houses; the healthy, tall, mature trees that must be planted for screening the project; the colors of the road surfaces
and retaining walls; the size and terracing of the retaining walls; the removal of aboveground power poles and lines, etc. In other words,
if the developer did what it promised to do way back in 2019 —- listen to and work with their neighbors to resolve concerns — - which as
far as I can tell they have thus far completely failed to do, perhaps much still can be accomplished. The City should insist that the
developer try much harder than it has, to the extent it has tried at all, to minimize the damage and blight they intend to bring to
Pleasanton.

To be clear, I oppose completely the draft EIR, the annexation, and the project. I do not believe the developer's employees are bad people.

But, I would truly appreciate it if the developer and the City actually worked to minimize the damage to the hillsides and the visual blight
to be caused if the developer is allowed to proceed unchecked.

Thank you for your attention to this very serious matter.

With my best wishes,
Andrew Gelb

Pleasanton

CONT
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Individuals

Andrew Gelb (A.GELB 1)

Response to A.GELB 1-1

This comment is noted and is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the
decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to A.GELB 1-2
As disclosed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, the analysis identifies scenic vistas based on

City of Pleasanton General Plan policies, designated scenic resources, scenic highways, and publicly
accessible viewpoints. Because the City does not formally identify any scenic vistas, for purposes of
the Draft EIR, a significant impact would occur if project operation would result in substantial
adverse effects on the view of a scenic resource/route as defined by the General Plan or General
Plan EIR. The General Plan does not designate the views identified by the commenter as protected
scenic vistas, nor are they associated with a designated scenic highway, officially recognized
viewpoint, or other adopted scenic resource. The proposed project is not expected to significantly
block surrounding scenic resources or ridgelines for adjacent properties. Therefore, the proposed
project would not have a substantial impact on a scenic vista, and impacts would be considered less
than significant. Accordingly, while the views may be subjectively valued by individual observers,
they do not meet the City’s threshold for a CEQA scenic vista impact.

Visual simulations comparing existing conditions to the views of the proposed project development
were included in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description at pages 3-29 through 3-31 and in Section
3.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare at pages 3.1-9 through 3.1-13. These visual simulation locations
were selected by City staff based on possible views that could be altered by the proposed
development and were utilized for analysis of aesthetic impacts related to the proposed project. It is
important to note that existing views of hillsides surrounding the project site are currently
obstructed from several of the viewpoints by existing vegetation and residential development. While
the proposed project would be visible from certain existing viewpoints, it would provide landscaping
and trees that would enhance views of the project site and promote harmony with the existing visual
landscape. Furthermore, development would be located within a lower topographic portion of the
project site, consistent with the City’s Municipal Code. Moreover, the proposed project would not be
visible from the viewpoint along Crosby Drive at the foot of the surrounding hills. No development of
housing structures would occur on slopes of 25 percent or greater, preserving existing ridgelines,
consistent with the City’s General Plan Program 20.3, which discourages grading on such slopes.

In addition, Draft EIR page 3.1-6 notes that a majority of the site would be proposed for open space
dedication, so interruptions to views would be intermittent as portions of the site that are proposed
for open space dedication would continue to provide visual corridors to surrounding scenic
resources. Thus, the proposed project is not expected to significantly block views toward
surrounding scenic resources or ridgelines, nor would it substantially impact publicly accessible
views in the project area. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided
to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
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evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to A.GELB 1-3
The proposed project has changed since 2019. As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description,

page 2-27, the proposed project would preserve 117.1 acres of open space on the approximately
130.98-acre project site. Development would only occur on approximately 23.89 acres of the project
site. In an effort to preserve scenic hillsides and ridge views, the City’s General Plan discourages
grading to construct residential structures on slopes of 25 percent or greater under Program 20.3
and Measure PP. The proposed project would include the approximately 23.89 acres of development
within the lower topographic portion of the project site and would not include development on 25
percent or greater slopes, consistent with General Plan Program 20.3 and Measure PP. Additionally,
as explained on Draft EIR page 2-54, grading on the project site has been designed to avoid potential
impacts to Devany Creek and its associated vegetation and to provide a transition to the natural
grades beyond the building envelopes. Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-41 in the Draft EIR displays the grading
plan for the proposed project.

Moreover, as stated on Draft EIR page 3.1-11, the proposed project would provide landscaping and
trees that would enhance views of the project site and promote harmony with the existing
landscape. Overall, the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s hillside regulations
established in the General Plan and Municipal Code. This comment is included in the administrative
record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did
not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental
impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to A.GELB 1-4
Please refer to Master Response 2, General Opposition Comments Not Addressed in Final EIR, in

Section 2, Master Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides a response to
comments that express general comments on the proposed project or the environmental analysis.

Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects found Not to be Significant, page 4-2 and 4-3 states that the project site
was evaluated as a Housing Opportunity site under the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element Update and
associated Housing Element Update Program EIR. The Housing Element Update proposed updates to
the project site’s zoning district to allow for 31 dwelling units on the Hidden Canyon project site to
support the City in meeting its Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) requirements. The
proposed project would include the development of 28 dwelling units and the reconstruction of two
existing homes, which would be consistent with the zoning evaluated in the City’s Housing Element
Update.

As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-54, grading on the project site would
be balanced and neither off-haul nor import of soil would be required. Additionally, grading on the
development site and open space has been designed to avoid potential impacts to Devany Creek and
associated vegetation and to provide a transition to the natural grades beyond the building
envelopes. The proposed project would also incorporate the geotechnical recommendations
resulting from the design-level geotechnical investigation in accordance with Mitigation Measure
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(MM) GEO-1, ensuring that any potential geotechnical hazards would be reduced to less than
significant.

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, page 3.3-44, the proposed project would
preserve 147 of the 208 trees surveyed in the project area. Moreover, MM BIO-5 would include a
Tree Preservation Plan to protect preserved trees during construction activities, including grading.

Please refer to the Response to A.GELB-3 for a discussion of the preservation of open space on the
project site and hillside grading regulations and refer to the Response to A.GELB-2 for a discussion of
the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to viewsheds. This comment is included
in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and
consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to A.GELB 1-5
The proposed project would develop 28 new detached single-family homes, consistent with City

design standards. The number of homes was reduced from an originally proposed total of 31, in part
as a result of evaluation of proposed grading in light of Measure PP. Aesthetic impacts related to the
proposed project were evaluated in Draft EIR Section 3.1; Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, pages 3.1-6
through 3.1-18. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to aesthetics
with implementation of MM AES-4a, which requires adherence to the City’s design review process
and standards by minimizing reflective materials and building colors on the exterior of buildings.
Please also refer to the Response to A.GELB-2 for a discussion of the proposed project’s impacts
related to viewsheds. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to
the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to A.GELB 1-6
As discussed on page 3.1-16 in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would be subject to the City’s

design review process. Specifically, under MM AES-4a, the proposed project would be required to
minimize glare through restriction of the color of exterior buildings and structure materials, as well
as restriction of the use of reflective glass. Additionally, please refer to the Response to A.GELB-4 for
a discussion of the Tree Preservation Plan that would be implemented for the proposed project.

Further, as noted on page 10 in Appendix E of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would require a
design-level geotechnical review to investigate the optimal siting and specifications for the proposed
retaining wall. MM GEO-1 on page 3.6-27 of the Draft EIR requires the proposed project to
implement the engineering recommendations provided by the design-level geotechnical review.

Draft EIR Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, page 3.15-17 notes that the proposed project
would be served by existing underground utility lines adjacent to the project site in Dublin Canyon
Road.
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Please refer to the Response to A.GELB-3 and A.GELB-4 for a discussion related to hillsides and
grading on the project site. Please refer to the Response to A.GELB-2 and A.GELB-5 for a discussion
of visual impacts related to the proposed project. Please also refer to Master Response 2, General
Opposition Comments Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section 2, Master Responses, of this document.
This Master Response provides a response to comments that express general comments on the
proposed project or the environmental analysis. This comment is included in the administrative
record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did
not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental
impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.
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From: EHOA <ehoa4444@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, January 19, 2026 10:12 PM

To: Natalie Amos

Subject: Public Review and Comment- Dublin Canyon Rd
Attachments: IMG_9630.jpeg; IMG_9632.jpeg

RE: Short Range Proposed Developments along Dublin Canyon Road , APNs 941-2500-002, 941-2500-
003, 941-2600-002-6, 941-2700-2 and 941-2700-1

Dear Ms. Natalie Amos and City Planning Division,

We submit this formal public comment regarding the proposed church development and new residential
units in the area.

While we do not oppose these projects, we respectfully request that the City require the inclusion of
Conditions of Approval to mitigate the cumulative impacts on existing residents and surrounding
properties.

The combined developments are expected to increase traffic, noise, and activity in the neighborhood.
Existing conditions already include traffic noise and electrical humming from nearby utility and
communications infrastructure. Without mitigation, these impacts could significantly affect residential
livability.

We are particularly concerned with transportation safety. There is currently no dedicated bicycle lane
infrastructure, despite frequent bicycle use. Increased vehicle trips, construction traffic, and service
vehicles stopping along the roadway create hazards for cyclists, pedestrians, and residents.

Additionally, ongoing noise from the utility and communications hub, combined with unpaved
easements that become muddy and unstable during rainfall, raises safety and livability concerns.
Construction and long-term activity associated with the proposed developments may further exacerbate
erosion, drainage issues, and hazards for pedestrians and residents.

We respectfully request that the City require the following Conditions of Approval or comparable
enforceable measures:

e Utility Easement Improvements: Stabilization or paving of easement areas to address erosion,
drainage, and pedestrian safety.

* Noise Attenuation Measures: Installation of sound walls, barriers, or fencing near the utility and
communications infrastructure.

e Traffic and Safety Mitigation: Implementation of traffic-calming measures and evaluation for bicycle
infrastructure or other bicycle safety enhancements.




ANONYMOUS
Page 2 of 4
e Construction Management: A plan to minimize noise, traffic disruption, and safety hazards during
construction.

We request that these comments be fully considered as part of the environmental review and final CONT
project approvals.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input.
Sincerely,

Concerned Local Residents



ANONYMOUS
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Anonymous (ANONYMOUS)

Response to ANONYMOUS-1

This comment provides general introductory statements and does not raise any specific issues with
respect to the proposed project or the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 1, Non-CEQA
Issues Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section 2, Master Responses, of this document. This Master
Response provides an explanation of the scope of CEQA, including conditions of approval.

Cumulative impacts for each environmental resource topic were evaluated at the end of each
environmental topic section of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that cumulative impacts
resulting from development of the proposed project would be less than significant with the
exception of transportation impacts related to VMT, which would be significant and unavoidable.
However, as stated in Draft EIR Section 3.14, Transportation, on page 3.14-13, the proposed project
would include VMT-reducing strategies such as reducing off-street parking spaces and enhancing
multimodal infrastructure. Moreover, this impact determination is consistent with the conclusions of
the City’s Housing Element Update EIR. The comment does not identify any specific cumulative
impact with which the commenter disagrees, nor does it propose any mitigation measures. This
comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for
review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to
the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to ANONYMOUS-2
Please refer to Master Response 1, Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section 2, Master

Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides an explanation of the scope of CEQA.

The comment raises general concerns regarding cumulative increases in traffic, noise, and
neighborhood activity, but does not identify any specific CEQA threshold that would be exceeded or
provide substantial evidence of a significant cumulative impact. As discussed in Draft EIR Sections
3.11, Noise, and 3.14, Transportation, the Draft EIR evaluates existing conditions, including
background traffic and infrastructure-related noise, and analyzes both project-level and cumulative
impacts using adopted significance criteria. The analysis concludes that cumulative traffic and noise
impacts would not be significant, and the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively
considerable. The comment does not provide new or substantial evidence requiring revision of the
Draft EIR’s conclusions.

However, a Transportation Impact Study was prepared for the proposed project and included as
Appendix H (erroneously labeled ‘Noise Supporting Information;’ refer to Section 5, Errata, of this
document) of the Draft EIR. While not required under CEQA, this report included an Level of Service
(LOS) analysis. Appendix H includes count sheets conducted to collect existing peak-hour traffic
volumes. As stated on page 7 in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, motor vehicle traffic impacts resulting
from the proposed project were found to be less than significant based on the City’s LOS standards.
The anticipated proposed project traffic would result in roughly a 3 percent increase in peak-hour
traffic on Dublin Canyon Road at the Canyon Meadows Drive intersection, which would not
significantly affect existing conditions. All study intersections were found to operate at an acceptable
LOS under all study scenarios, with and without the proposed project, and traffic conditions resulting
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from the proposed project development would not conflict with adopted congestion management
agency standards.

Furthermore, existing ambient noise measurements were conducted on the project site in October
of 2024, accounting for all existing noise-generating sources, and included in Appendix G of the Draft
EIR. Draft EIR Section 3.11, Noise, page 3.11-17, notes that the proposed project would result in a
temporary reasonable worst-case construction scenario of noise levels up to 74 dBA Leq, Wwhich would
be below the City’s applicable construction noise threshold of 86 dBA. Draft EIR page 3.11-18 states
that vehicle trips generated by proposed project operations would not double average daily or peak-
hour traffic volumes and would result in a less than 1 dBA increase in traffic noise levels, which is
well below the 4 dBA increase that would be considered significant. Therefore, the proposed
project’s impact on traffic noise levels would be less than significant. In addition, Draft EIR pages
3.11-18 and 3.11-19 discuss proposed project operational noise levels associated with utility
infrastructure in the form of mechanical ventilation equipment. The proposed ventilation equipment
would be located approximately 160 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor property line. At this
distance, noise level calculations would not exceed the City’s noise performance thresholds of 60
dBA at the nearest receiving residential property line. Therefore, any operational noise impacts
resulting from proposed project development, including mechanical equipment, would be less than
significant without mitigation required. Noise calculations for the proposed project are included in
Appendix G of the Draft EIR.

This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers
for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required.

Response to ANONYMOUS-3

As stated in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-27, the proposed project would include
construction of 6-foot-wide bicycle lanes on both sides of Dublin Canyon Road along the project site
frontage and would provide a 5-foot-wide sidewalk on Dublin Canyon Road to the EBRPD staging
area and trailhead. These bicycle and pedestrian facilities were evaluated in Draft EIR Section 3.14,
Transportation, page 3.14-12, and were not anticipated to interfere with bicycle accessibility to
project site and adjoining areas; or conflict with an existing or planned pedestrian or bicycle facility;
or conflict with policies related to bicycle and pedestrian activity adopted by the City. Moreover, as
noted on Draft EIR page 3.14-14 and 3.14-15, the proposed bicycle lanes and pedestrian sidewalk
would be sited to be adequately accommodated by the proposed project streets and the EBRPD
driveway to avoid creating hazardous conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians. Therefore, the impact
to bicycle facilities and pedestrian facilities would be less than significant without mitigation
required. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with
respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore,
no further response is required.
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Response to ANONYMOUS-4
Refer to the Response to ANONYMOUS-2 for a discussion of the less than significant noise impacts

associated with the proposed project. Please also refer to the Response to ANONYMOUS-3 for a
discussion of pedestrian circulation hazards.

As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.6; Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, page 3.6-28, the proposed project
would be required to comply with Municipal Code Section 9.14 which requires construction projects
to conform to the C.6 Construction Site Control Requirements in the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board’s (San Francisco Bay RWQCB) Municipal Regional Stormwater National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (MRP) (Order No. R2-2022-1108; NPDES
Permit No. CAS612008). The C.6 Construction Site Control Requirements mandate construction
projects that disturb more than one acre of land to file a Notice of Intent and prepare an
erosion/pollution control plan or Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to obtain a
Construction Stormwater General Permit. The SWPPP or erosion control plan will identify site
specific best management practices (BMPs) that will implement erosion, run-on and runoff, and
sediment control measures to prevent the discharge of sediments. Compliance with the City’s
Municipal Code Section 9.14 would ensure that impacts related to erosion would be less than
significant.

In addition, the proposed project would be required to implement engineering recommendations
from a design-level geotechnical study under MM GEO-1. As discussed on Draft EIR page 3.6-30,
under MM GEO-1, a qualified Geotechnical Engineer would provide recommendations in site plans
and design features that would be incorporated into the project grading and building plans to reduce
potential impacts associated with unstable soil conditions, in accordance with the California Building
Code. Thus, with incorporation of MM GEO-1, impacts related to unstable soil and subsurface
conditions would be less than significant. This comment is included in the administrative record and
will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide
new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to ANONYMOUS-5
Please refer to the Response to ANONYMOUS-4 for a discussion of erosion and drainage. Refer to the

Response to ANONYMOUS-2 for a discussion of less than significant noise impacts related to the
proposed project development and traffic. Please also refer to the Response to ANONYMOUS-3 for
an explanation of traffic safety. Impacts related to soil erosion, unstable soil conditions, hazardous
roadway design, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and noise were determined to be less than
significant. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures would be required. This comment is
included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and
consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.
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a Outlook

Fw: Annexation P18-0078 & P18-0019 ~ ACCESS AND EGRESS ON AND OFF DUBLIN CANYON RD.

From: Cornell Holmes

Sent: Monday, December 8, 2025 1:10 PM

To: Derek Farmer <DFarmer@cityofpleasantonca.gov>

Subject: Annexation P18-0078 & P18-0019 ~ ACCESS AND EGRESS ON AND OFF DUBLIN CANYON RD.

There have been 2 significant properties that present a hazard to exit them getting onto Dublin
Canyon Rd. going to Pleasanton. Please help plan that this doesn’t happen again to this new
development above.

| would like to make mention of the danger trying to come out of Canyon Meadows drive to get onto
Dublin Canyon road going East towards town. What happens is the trees grow up and block your view
of seeing traffic coming down the hill, until it is too late and very dangerous. We own ||l I

.,since new in 1990. Please factor in widening of road frontage looking towards the West
so that there will always be a clear view of safety on Dublin Canyon Rd to exit and go towards Town.
Trees grow fast and hinder later what could have been priced in at the beginning, for safety.

Also could you direct this information to someone in the city that could help this current situation we
are having with Canyon Meadows exiting. This is an alternate road that takes the place of HW580 and
fills with traffic during traffic commute hours, especially with traffic accidents or wild land fires along
the freeway or close bye.

Thank you for your considering this request.

Cornell Holmes

Cornell & Pam Holmes

Home () SN
Cornell's Cell (i) I
Pam's Cell () (N
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Cornell Holmes (C.HOLMES)

Response to C.HOLMES-1

A Transportation Impact Study was prepared for the proposed project and is included as Appendix H
of the Draft EIR. This report included a sight distance analysis, which is incorporated in the Draft EIR.

Chapter 2, Project Description, Exhibit 2-7b of the Draft EIR is mislabeled as Dublin Canyon Road
Project Entrance but actually shows the existing Dublin Canyon Road and Canyon Meadows Drive
intersection as well as a simulation of what the intersection would look like after project
implementation. As shown, there would be a significant improvement in visibility as well as the
addition of a traffic signal, striping and markings to enhance safety for motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians. Section 5, Errata, includes the corrected Exhibit titles. This comment is included in the
administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The
comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant
environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to C.HOLMES-2
Please refer to Master Response 1, Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section 2, Master

Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides an explanation of the scope of CEQA as
it relates to development of the proposed project. Concerns regarding existing accident patterns or
safety conditions on roadways not affected by the proposed project are outside the scope of CEQA
review for this project, unless the proposed project would exacerbate those conditions. The Draft EIR
concludes that the proposed project would not substantially worsen traffic safety conditions on
nearby roadways.

The City nevertheless recognizes that traffic safety is an important community concern. Comments
received during the public review period are part of the administrative record for the proposed
project and are reviewed by City staff with expertise in the relevant subject areas, including
transportation and public works. Concerns related to roadway operations, maintenance, and traffic
safety within the City’s jurisdiction may also be addressed outside the CEQA process through routine
City programs, service requests, or future capital improvement planning, as appropriate. The
comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant
environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.
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From: MARY JO CARREON <m.carreon@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, December 27, 2025 12:49 PM

To: Natalie Amos; dfarmer@www.cityofpleasantonca.gov
Subject: Project concerns on Dublin Canyon

Hello,

My name is Mary Jo Carreon and | reside at ||| | S . ' 2 concerned about the
proposal of a traffic light at Canyon Meadows because | fear that | will be unable to make a left hand
turn out of my housing development. During periods of heavy traffic we are able to use the
acceleration lane/access lane to wait until there is an opening and be able to safely join traffic. | am
afraid that if there is a traffic light at Canyon Meadows traffic will be stopped on Dublin Canyon and |
won't be able to get out. | am afraid it would improve traffic conditions at Dublin Meadows but make it
worse for us. Is there a way to add an acceleration lane by Canyon Meadows instead of a light?
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Mary Jo Carreon
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Mary Jo Carreon (M.CARREON)

Response to M.CARREON-1

A Transportation Impact Study was prepared for the proposed project and is included as Appendix H
of the Draft EIR. This study includes an analysis of traffic operations as a result of traffic signal
construction on Dublin Canyon Road. Page 7 of Appendix H states that the proposed signal would
improve operations at the intersection of Dublin Canyon Road and Canyon Meadows Drive. The
installation of a traffic signal at this intersection as part of a package of roadway improvements
intended to address existing and future traffic conditions, improve overall intersection safety, and
provide controlled and predictable access for all roadway users, including residents of Canyon
Meadows, Oak Hills Congregational Church, and through traffic on Dublin Canyon Road.

Specifically, during the peak-hours, the intersection would operate at LOS A for all “Plus Project”
conditions. As described on page 12 in Appendix H, LOS A represents a very low control delay where
many vehicles do not stop at all. Furthermore, the installation of the signal would improve roadway
safety by limiting concurrent vehicular path conflicts between Canyon Meadows Drive and the
existing church driveway and provide a protected pedestrian crossing across Dublin Canyon Road for
residents trying to access the nearby park. With respect to the commenter’s concern about left-turn
access from nearby residential developments, signalization is expected to improve overall traffic
operations by introducing defined gaps through signal phasing, rather than relying on opportunistic
merging during heavy traffic conditions. Therefore, the Transportation Impact Study concluded that
the signalized intersection would operate within acceptable parameters and would not result in
unsafe or unmanageable access conditions for adjacent neighborhoods and traffic impacts related to
the installation of a traffic signal for the proposed project would be less than significant. This
comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for
review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to
the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.
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R. DEVANEY
Page 1 of 2

& Outlook

Hidden Canyon DEIR

From Devany, Robert _

To Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>

Cc  Don Devany _; Joe Dearborn J NN

Hi Natalie,

It has been a while, and | hope you are doing well. You may recall that we own the 160-acre parcel to
the west of the project site, and that the project property was originally acquired through federal
purchase by my great-great-grandfather in the early 1860s. We actively use our current land for cattle
grazing under a Williamson Act contract. The project appears to eliminate the sole vehicular access
route we have used for more than 50 years to support agricultural operations on our property. The
termination of this access would effectively end the designated agricultural use of this land established
through the Alameda General plan, current zoning, and deed restriction.

We are in the process of reviewing the DEIR. A few questions have come up so far:

1. Land Use Information:
Is there a particular reason that land-use details were not provided for the Alameda County
properties (see Exhibits 2-2b, 2-3 2-4 and Section 3.10)

2. County Review:
Did Alameda County review the pre-draft DEIR? If not, can you clarify why they did not? If they
did provide comments or plan to provide comments on the DEIR, could you please forward
those to us or provide the appropriate County point of contact?

3. Public Hearing Timing:
The public hearing is scheduled too soon for us to complete a thorough review of a document
of this size, especially during the holiday period. We will likely not be able to provide comments
at the meeting, though we do plan to attend.

4. Request for Comment Period Extension:
Does CEQA or the City allow for an extension of the public comment deadline due to the timing
and complexity of a DEIR? This seems particularly relevant given that it took more than five years
to prepare the DEIR, and we may require expert and CA Division of Land Resources Protection
support to complete our comments. Our initial review indicates that the DEIR is incomplete, and
that certain project impacts—particularly related to land use and fire hazards—are significant,
contrary to the findings presented.

5. Extension Procedure:
If an extension of the comment period is possible, what is the process for requesting it, and what
is the typical duration of such an extension?

6. Response to Prior Comments:
Since you should have records of our comments from the pre-DEIR meeting, have any project
changes been made to address or mitigate those concerns? So far, we have not identified any in
the DEIR.

3

4



R. DEVANEY
Page 2 of 2
Please consider any positions expressed in this email as preliminary and subject to change. We are not
currently broadly opposed to the project, but we will likely request additional environmental
mitigations that we believe are reasonable, consistent with zoning provisions, supportive of open-
space and agricultural protection, and can be readily incorporated into the project at this stage.

Thank you, and please feel free to call or email me if you have any questions or would like to discuss
the situation further.

Sincerley.

Robert Devany
() I ffice
(| I obile



City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Robert Devany 1 (R.DEVANY 1)

Response to R.DEVANY 1-1

This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers
for review and consideration. Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found not to be Significant, Section 4.2.1,
Agriculture Resources and Forestry Resources, page 4-2 states that the proposed project would
continue to provide access to Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 941-2600-1-3, located immediately
west of the project site boundary, through an access easement. This easement would allow existing
agricultural (grazing) activities to continue on the adjacent parcel upon project implementation. The
project applicant would be required to coordinate with the City and EBRPD regarding specifications
for this easement as a project condition of approval. Therefore, no impact related to agriculture or
forestry resources would occur.

Response to R.DEVANY 1-2
Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Exhibit 2-2b displays the local vicinity of the project site

with the proposed project site plan. This exhibit includes aerial imagery, as well as project site
feature delineations. Exhibit 2-3 depicts the existing parcels within the project site. The parcel
number is provided for each property in the project site. Exhibit 2-2b and Exhibit 2-3 are not
intended to show land use designations, as that is displayed on Exhibit 2-4 in Chapter 2, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR. Exhibit 2-4 contains the land use designations for parcels within the
City and within Alameda County within the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, Draft EIR Section
3.10, Land Use and Planning, pages 3.10-1 through 3.10-3 include textual descriptions of land uses
within and surrounding the project site. This comment is included in the administrative record and
will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide
new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to R.DEVANY 1-3
As described in Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was provided to

agencies, including the County of Alameda (County), with potential jurisdiction over or expertise
related to the project in order to solicit input on the scope and content of the environmental
analysis. The County did not submit comments in response to the NOP during the scoping period.
Comments received from other agencies and members of the public (see Draft EIR Chapter 1,
Introduction, Table 1-1), were considered in determining the issues analyzed in the Draft EIR,
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15082 and 15083. Accordingly, the NOP circulation process
complied with CEQA requirements, and the County was afforded the opportunity to review and
comment on the proposed project during the scoping phase. Additionally, the Notice of Availability
for review of this Draft EIR was provided to the County. However, no comments on this Draft EIR
were received from the County. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be
provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new,
substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated
in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to R.DEVANY 1-4
The City’s Planning Commission meeting for the proposed project occurred on December 10, 2025;

however, the public review period closed on January 20, 2026. The purpose of the public hearing
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was to provide an additional opportunity for members of the public to provide oral comments and
ask questions, not to limit or replace the opportunity to submit written comments. Written
comments received by the close of the public review period are considered equally, regardless of
whether they are submitted before or after a public hearing. Accordingly, the timing of the public
hearing did not limit the public’s opportunity to review the Draft EIR or to provide comments, and
the City’s review process complies with CEQA requirements. Please refer to Section 4, Response to
Public Meeting Verbal Comments, of this document for a transcript of the meeting and for written
responses to all public speakers. Moreover, the City Council hearing date for the proposed project is
scheduled on May 19, 2026. Members of the public would be able to provide comment at this
meeting as well. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the
decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to R.DEVANY 1-5
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, a Draft EIR must be circulated for a minimum public review

period of 45 days. The review period began on November 11, 2025, and was extended 15 days
beyond the statutory 45-day period from January 5th, 2026, to January 20th, 2026. As stated in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, “[t]he public review period for a Draft EIR shall not be less than 30
days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances.” The Draft EIR was
circulated for a 60-day public review period, and there is no evidence of unusual circumstances that
would justify a departure from the standard requirements set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.

An analysis of land use impacts related to the proposed project for each required CEQA threshold
was provided in Draft EIR Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, pages 3.10-10 through 3.10-13. With
approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment, the proposed project would not conflict with
the City’s General Plan and impacts related to land use and planning would be less than significant.

Further, evaluation of wildfire impacts for each required CEQA threshold was provided in Draft EIR
Section 3.16, Wildfire, pages 3.16-11 through 3.16-16. With implementation of MM GEO-1 to reduce
post-fire slope instability, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to
wildfire. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with
respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore,
no further response is required.

Response to R.DEVANY 1-6

Notice of Preparation comments and comments received at the public scoping meeting for the
proposed project are summarized in Table 1-1, NOP Comment Letters, in Section 1, Introduction, of
the Draft EIR. Since the NOP comment scoping period, changes have been made to the Draft EIR,
including the preparation of visual simulation exhibits for the Draft EIR, which are available in Draft
EIR Section 3.1; Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, pages 3.1-9 through 3.1-13. Additionally, the
construction of a traffic signal, bicycle lanes, and sidewalks on Dublin Canyon Road were included as
part of the proposed project. Please see the Response to R.DEVANY 1-1 for a discussion of adjoining
parcel access. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the
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decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to R.DEVANY 1-7
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, pages 3.10-11, the proposed project

would annex the project site into the City and rezone the project site to PUD-LDR/A/OS-HOZ. The
proposed project would be consistent with the rezoned project site zoning district. Thus, impacts
would be less than significant without the incorporation of mitigation. As noted in Chapter 2, Project
Description, page 2-27, the proposed project would preserve 117.1 acres of open space on the
approximately 130.98-acre project site. Additionally, as discussed on Draft EIR pages 4-2 and 4-3, the
proposed project would have no impact related to agriculture and forestry resources. This comment
is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and
consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.
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DEVANY RANCH

4044 Los Arabis Drive, Lafayette, CA 94549 | 925-818-9765

January 10, 2026

Ms. Natalie Amos

City of Pleasanton

P.O. Box 520,

Pleasanton, California, 94566

Dear Ms. Natalie Amos:

On behalf of the owners of the Devany Ranch (APN 941-2600-1-3), this letter documents our
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared by the City of
Pleasanton (City) for the development project commonly known as Hidden Canyon as
described in the City's DEIR Notice of Availability dated December 23, 2025.

Our comments are shown below. We note that comment 1 presented herein was presented
verbally in part at the December 10 public hearing. We request that the City respond to both
the verbal and written comments.

Comments

Dear Ms. Natalie Amos:

On behalf of the owners of the Devany Ranch (APN 941-2600-1-3), this letter documents our
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared by the City of
Pleasanton (City) for the development project commonly known as Hidden Canyon as
described in the City's DEIR Notice of Availability dated December 23, 2025.

Our comments are shown below. We note that comment 1 presented herein was submitted
verbally in part at the December 10 public hearing. We request that the City respond to both
the verbal and written comments.

Comments

1. My family owns the 160-acre parcel immediately west of the Project studied in the DIER
(APN 941-2600-001-3, the “Devany Parcel”) and formerly owned much of the land
within the project area. Since the period of common ownership, we have continuously |2
used the dirt road that runs through the project area as the primary access to the
Devany Parcel, where we have grazed cattle and engaged in other agricultural
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activities for over a century. Through this long-standing and regular use, we have
legally established unrecorded access rights.

The dirt road we use is partially visible in Exhibit 2-3 aerial photograph, and a portion of
it is shown in the base topographic survey in Exhibit 2-6. However, Exhibit 2-6
inaccurately depicts the road as ending in the middle of “Parcel B” when in fact it
continues to the northwest corner of Parcel B, where it enters the Devany Parcel. As
shown on Exhibit 2-6, the project proposes three homesites that are directly on this CONT
road.

It appears that the authors of the DEIR were unaware of both the existence of this road
and its long-standing use as access to our otherwise landlocked parcel. As a result, the
DEIR is deficient in failing to discuss the road and address the impacts associated with
it. For example, pages 2-20 and 3.10-11 of the DEIR discuss compatibility with
surrounding uses, but do not reference or analyze the incompatibility of the project as
designed with the access to, and current or potential future uses of, the Devany
Parcel.

Similarly, the Transportation analysis in the DEIR (Section 3-14) fails to include the traffic
from the Devany parcel (which includes typical traffic associated with a working
ranch, including the seasonal transportation of cattle to and from the Devany parcel
using the road) in the baseline, nor does it analyze the impacts of the Project on that |3
use or the impacts of that Devany Parcel fraffic on the Project. These deficiencies are
also present in the Cumulative Impacts and Project Alternatives sections of the DEIR.

To comply with CEQA, the DEIR must include these analyses and identify and adopt
feasible mitigation measures to address these potentially significant impacts prior to
the City Council’s consideration of the Final EIR.

2. During the December 10, 2025 public hearing, Ponderosa Homes, the developer,
stated that it would provide an easement to allow access to our property. In post-
meeting discussions with the developer and the property owner, it was indicated that
Alameda County would record the easement; however, they suggested that the right-
of-way was not a CEQA issue. Based on the issues discussed in our previous comment,
both we and our expert disagree and believe this matter does constitute a CEQA
issue. Accordingly, we request that the recorded easement be explicitly identified as a
mitigation measure addressing the project’s impacts on our access rights.
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Please confirm receipt of this letter and let us know if you have any questions about our 4
comments. CONT

'K—z)\.‘\;\‘ o 31:«——_\
Sincerely,

Robert O. Devany

Cc: Don Devany
Joe Dearborn
Bart Heckman, Esq.
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Robert Devany 2 (R.DEVANY 2)

Response to R.DEVANY 2-1

Please refer to the Response to R.DEVANY 3 in Section 4, Responses to Public Meeting Verbal
Comments, in this document for a discussion of the public comments received from Robert Devany
during the December 10, 2025, City Planning Commission Meeting. This comment is included in the
administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The
comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant
environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to R.DEVANY 2-2
Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found not to be Significant, Section 4.2.1, Agriculture Resources and

Forestry Resources, page 4-2, states the proposed project would continue to provide access to APN
941-2600-1-3, located immediately west of the project site boundary, through an access easement.
This easement would allow existing agricultural (grazing) activities to continue on the adjacent parcel
upon project implementation. Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-20 describes the
existing land uses surrounding the project site, which includes mention of grazing land to the west.
As noted at the beginning of Chapter 2, on page 2-1, the Project Description is intended to provide
an overview of the project location and setting, project objectives, and proposed project details,
characteristics, and phasing, consistent with CEQA requirements. As such, no land use compatibility
analysis is included in this section.

Furthermore, Chapter 2, Project Description, Exhibit 2-6 is a project-level base topographic survey
prepared to illustrate proposed development features within the site plan. The exhibit is not
intended to serve as a comprehensive depiction of all informal or private access routes beyond the
scope of project construction and operation. To the extent the dirt road extends beyond what is
depicted on Exhibit 2-6, that issue does not affect the environmental analysis of the proposed
project.

The Draft EIR does not conclude, and does not rely on any conclusion, that the dirt road does not
exist or that it lacks historical use. Rather, CEQA requires the Draft EIR to analyze whether the
proposed project would result in new or substantially worsened environmental impacts, including
impacts related to agricultural operations, transportation, access, or circulation.

Please refer to the Response to R.DEVANY 1-1 for a discussion of the existing dirt road on the project
site and access to APN 941-2600-1-3 after proposed project development. This comment is included
in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and
consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to R.DEVANY 2-3
Please refer to the Response to ANONYMOUS-2 above for an explanation of VMT compared to LOS

as required under CEQA. As noted on page 1 of Appendix H, Transportation Impact Study, of the
Draft EIR, the transportation analysis for the proposed project studied the potential adverse effects
related to traffic per the standards and methodologies set forth in the City’s significance criteria
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established in the General Plan, Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan, and other transportation
studies. Study intersections for the proposed project were selected in consultation with City staff
and according to the City’s criteria. Measurements for existing conditions were taken during the
highest one-hour volumes during weekday morning and evening peak periods, when school was in
session, to account for typical traffic volumes in the proposed project area, which includes the
adjacent parcel APN 941-2600-1-3.

Page 24 of Appendix H states that all of the study intersections are operating acceptably at LOS D or
better during both the AM and PM peak-hours. Further, on page 7, the Transportation Impact Study
found that all study intersections would operate at acceptable LOS with implementation of the
proposed project, including the cumulative project scenario.

Seasonal cattle movements associated with ranch operations are intermittent and episodic in nature,
rather than a continuous or daily traffic generator. CEQA does not require that infrequent or
seasonal activities be separately quantified or disaggregated in the traffic baseline where they do
not materially affect average daily traffic volumes or operational performance of the roadway
network. The Draft EIR therefore appropriately relies on standard traffic engineering practice to
characterize baseline conditions.

With respect to proposed project impacts, the proposed project does not eliminate, restrict, or
physically block access to the Devany Parcel, nor does it propose changes that would interfere with
continued ranch operations or associated access. As discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation, the
proposed project would not result in inadequate access, unsafe roadway conditions, or conflicts
between project traffic and existing roadway users. Accordingly, no project-related impact to ranch
access or operations was identified. Similarly, the cumulative impacts analysis evaluates whether the
proposed project’s incremental contribution, when combined with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects, would result in a cumulatively significant transportation impact.
Because the proposed project does not substantially affect access to the Devany Parcel and does not
introduce traffic conditions that would conflict with existing agricultural uses, the absence of a
separate line-item analysis of Devany Parcel traffic does not render the cumulative analysis
inadequate.

Moreover, the discussion in Chapter 6, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, describes how existing
traffic to the proposed project site would remain if no development were to occur under Alternative
1 on Draft EIR page 6-11, as well as how by-right development under Alternative 2 would increase
vehicle trips from existing conditions on Draft EIR page 6-22. However, there is an existing significant
and unavoidable VMT impact in the project site area. As such, the required transportation impact is
discussed in Chapter 6, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. Furthermore, despite the significant
and unavoidable VMT impact, the proposed project would include VMT-reducing strategies such as
reducing off-street parking spaces and enhancing multimodal infrastructure, as stated on Draft EIR
page 3.14-13. The Alternatives analysis appropriately focuses on whether project alternatives would
reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts of the proposed project. Because the Draft EIR
does not identify a significant transportation impact related to Devany Parcel traffic under the
proposed project, CEQA does not require a separate alternatives analysis addressing that issue.
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This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers
for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required

Response to R.DEVANY 2-4
As indicated in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Effects Found Not to be Significant, page 4-2, the proposed

project would continue to provide access to APN 941-2600-1-3, located immediately west of the
project site boundary, through an access easement. This easement would allow existing agricultural
(grazing) activities to continue on the adjacent parcel upon project implementation. Therefore, no
potentially significant impacts would occur to the adjacent agricultural land use and no mitigation
measures would be required to achieve a less than significant impact. Please refer to the Response
to R.DEVANY 1-1 and the Response to R.DEVANY 2-2 for a discussion of access to APN 941-2600-1-3.
This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers
for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required.
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Subject: Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project

From: SCOTT MINER <scottminer@me.com>

Sent: Monday, January 19, 2026 10:03 PM

To: namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>

Cc: ca.director@lincolnhighwayassoc.org <ca.director@lincolnhighwayassoc.org>; Paul Gilger <paulgilger@att.net>;
map@lincolnhighwayassoc.org <map@lincolnhighwayassoc.org>; Prathna Maharaj <pmaharaj@fcs-intl.com>;
namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>; president@lincolnhighwayassoc.org
<president@lincolnhighwayassoc.org>

Subject: Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project

Caution: This is an external email and may contain suspicious subject or content. Please take care
when clicking links or opening attachments. When in doubt, please contact your IT Department

Hello Natalie,

My Name is Scott Miner.

Our family has lived in Pleasanton for almost 50 years.

I am a lifetime member of the Lincoln Highway Association.

https://www.lincolnhighwayassoc.org/

| recently read about a new residential project being proposed in the western side of Pleasanton called
the Hidden Residences. | found your name and contact in the CEQA documents online for this project. |
see you as the primary contact from the planning department.

https://ceganet.lci.ca.gov/2019080461/3

When reviewing the historical information contained in this series of documents, | see a brief mention of
the Lincoln Highway which passes directly in front of the project. | also understand from the document
and plans that there are some offsite improvement planned if this project goes through. Specifically 1
modifications or upgrades to the section of the Lincoln Highway that passes in front of the proposed
development. | am reaching out to you with my concern regarding the Lincoln Highway historical bridge
or culvert over crossing that is directly to the east of the proposed project. | am concerned that the
existing historical bridge from the 1913 alignment of the Lincoln Highway will somehow be removed or
modified in the process of the offsite development plans. | saw nowhere in the CEQA document that
even acknowledged that this historical artifact is adjacent to the project. | believe it is very important that
the city of Pleasanton does everything possible to encourage the upkeep and restoration of this
important piece of national history. There is also a second bridge or culvert over crossing to the east of
the proposed project very close to Highway 580, also in the city of Pleasanton. | am unsure as to what the
process is after the Public Comments period closes on January 20, 20267

As a longtime member of the Pleasanton community, as well as a member of the National Lincoln
Highway, Association, | would request that the developer of the property be asked to preserve this
important piece of history.
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| would appreciate hearing your response and what the proposal s for this important historical structure 1
since itis not included in the current historical discussion within the CEQA document. ONT
Respectfully,

Scott Miner

1507 Ramblewood Way

Pleasanton, CA 94566
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1

Sent from someplace on Earth
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Scott Miner (S.MINER)

Response to S.MINER-1

Draft EIR Section 3.4, Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources, pages 3.4-8 through 3.4-14
includes a description of the cultural resources records utilized for analysis of the proposed project.
Additionally, the Draft EIR analyzes proposed project impacts related to historical resources pursuant
to Section 15064.5 of the California Code of Regulations on Draft EIR page 3.4-25. According to
Section 15064.5, a historic resource includes a resource listed on or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, a resource included in a local register of historical
resources, or a resource determined to be historic by the Lead Agency (the City of Pleasanton).’

The Lincoln Highway, including the bridge structure adjacent to the project site, is not listed in the
California Register of Historical Resources.® The City’s General Plan does not designate the Lincoln
Highway bridge structure as a historic resource.” Further, the portion of the Lincoln Highway
adjacent to the project site is not identified within the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).8
No impacts to historic resources pursuant to Section 15064.5 were identified within the Draft EIR.
Any construction that would occur within the off-site improvement area on Dublin Canyon Road
would be designed in accordance with applicable roadway requirements. This comment is included
in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and
consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

5 California Code of Regulations. Title 14, Section 15064.5. Website: https://www.law.cornell.edu/regulations/california/14-CCR-
15064.5. Accessed February 2, 2026.

6 California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP). California Historical Resources. Website: https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/ListedResources/.
Accessed February 2, 2026.

7 City of Pleasanton. City of Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025. Conservation and Open Space Element. Website:
https://www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/assets/our-government/community-development/7.%20Conservation-
OpenSpace%20Element%20(SA).pdf. Accessed February 2, 2026.

8 National Park Service. National Register Database and Research. Website: https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/database-
research.htm. Accessed February 2, 2026.
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& Outlook

Fw: Comments on DEIR

From: Tim
Sent: Tuesday, December 9, 2025 10:39 PM
To: Natalie Amos <namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov>; Derek Farmer <DFarmer@cityofpleasantonca.gov>

Subject: Comments on DEIR

Hello,

| am submitting a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report titled "Hidden Canyon
Residences and Preserve

City of Pleasanton, Alameda County, California" (State Clearinghouse Number 2019080461), dated
November 14, 2025.

I'm a resident of the Canyon Meadows community, living here for the past 4 years. | wanted to express
my strong support for installing the stop lights at the intersection of Dublin Canyon Rd. and Canyon
Meadows Dr. because turning left out of Canyon Meadows Dr. is currently so dangerous. Cars fly
around the blind curve at very high speeds and you often have to accelerate very quickly across the
lanes to avoid being hit. I'm surprised there aren't more collisions. There's surely a lot of near misses.

In addition, | ride my bicycle Monday-Friday to and from the West Dublin/Pleasanton Bart station as
part of my work commute. The addition of the stop lights would make it a lot safer for me to turn left
out of Canyon Meadows Dr. onto Dublin Canyon Rd. on my bicycle.

If for some reason installing stop lights weren't possible, | would consider stop signs to be a good
alternative to make it safer for cars and bicyclists to exit the Canyon Meadows community.

| personally find the current shoulder/bike lane width to be adequate in the area. A bigger concern,
but one that | realize may be outside the scope of this project, is that there's no street lights along the
majority of Dublin Canyon Rd. once you go west of the Albertson's corporate business footprint. It's
pitch dark at night. This makes walking or riding a bicycle (even with bike lights) quite hazardous at
night when there's cars driving by at high speeds. If there was any way to add street lights along
Dublin Canyon Rd., | would definitely be in support of this.

| also strongly support adding sidewalks in the area because there is a large stretch Dublin Canyon Rd.
in this area without any sidewalk, which makes me never want to walk outside of the Canyon Meadows

community due to the danger of being hit by traffic.

Thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback.
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Page 2 of 2
Best regards,

Tim Hyles



City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Tim Hyles (T.HYLES)

Response to THYLES-1

Please see Response to M.CARREON-1. This comment is included in the administrative record and
will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide
new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to THYLES-2
Please refer to Master Response 1, Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section 2, Master

Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides an explanation of the scope of CEQA.
The Draft EIR concludes that, with the proposed roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements, the
project would not result in a significant transportation safety impact, including for pedestrians and
bicyclists. CEQA does not require the project to correct existing conditions unrelated to project
impacts. Decisions regarding the installation of additional street lighting within the public right-way
may be considered by the City outside the CEQA process for this project through separate
considerations. Such actions would be discretionary and would not be part of this project or
required as mitigation for the proposed project. This comment is included in the administrative
record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did
not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental
impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to THYLES-3
This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers

for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required

FirstCarbon Solutions 3-93
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5 January 2026

Ted Vinson
11029 Dublin Canyon Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588

Pleasanton Planning Commission
City of Pleasanton
Pleasanton, CA 94566

Subject: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Ponderosa Homes/Lester
Residential Home and Roadway Project. - “Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve”

I have invested substantial time and effort to review the DEIR for the subject project. I find the
report to be very lengthy and difficult to read. The difficulty was caused by the authors of the
report who added a great deal of superfluous “filler” information. It would have been more useful
to the public (who were asked to review the DEIR) if the unnecessary/nonessential information
was not included, and the report was sharply focused on the environmental impacts of the project.
Presumably the authors of the report did not use “filler” to justify their fee.

I previously submitted comments on the subject development in a letter to the Pleasanton Planning
Commission dated March 26, 2019. Several, but not all, of the issues I raised in the letter have
been addressed under the current project proposal. I appreciate that the parking/staging area has
been moved to the location presented in the DEIR. This move “saves” the beautiful and pristine
meadow.

My comments/issues herein are related to four areas: transportation, hydrology, environmental
impact, and project justification. If my comments/issues were already addressed in the DEIR or
Appendices that discussion was not intentionally ignored by me....I simply did not find/”’see” the
discussion.

Transportation 2

I have reviewed Appendix H. It is obvious to everyone who lives in the vicinity of Dublin Canyon
Road that the addition of 28 houses along Dublin Canyon Road west of Canyon Creek Circle will
not appreciably contribute to the traffic problems on Dublin Canyon Road or nearby intersections.
The traffic congestion on Dublin Canyon Road is dominated by the vehicles that divert off of I-
580 owing to a variety of [-580 disruptions. Most often it is eastbound traffic during the PM rush
hour. Only occasionally is it diverted westbound traffic. The traffic data collected to evaluate the

impact of 28 new homes at a number of intersections, some quite distant, was not necessary.
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It is stated in Appendix H that Ponderosa Homes, in coordination with the City, is proposing to
install a traffic signal at the intersection of Dublin Canyon Road and Canyon Meadows Drive as
part of the project. I can find no discussion of this proposed traffic signal in Appendix H. Were
other alternatives such as stop signs or a traffic circle considered? If not, they should be considered
at this intersection and the justification for the traffic signal over these alternatives should be given. |3
A traffic circle would appear to be possible at this intersection. A traffic circle will slow traffic but
keep it moving. Stop signs are used at the Palomares Road and Dublin Canyon Road intersection
approximately four miles to the west. A stoplight will back up eastbound traffic and create a large
volume when released precluding egress from the EBRPD driveway, and other driveways to the
east.

The EBRPD driveway should be referred to as the Vinson/EBRPD driveway. 1 own (and pay
property taxes) on a substantial length (the majority) of the driveway up to the EBRPD house.
EBRPD has an easement over my property. Furthermore, the analysis of the traffic on the
Vinson/EBRPD driveway is not accurate. 1 have four ADUs and an additional house at the
terminus of the driveway on my property at the head of Devaney Canyon. EBRPD currently has
a fire trail crew occupying their house along the driveway. Every workday, 11 (or more) private
cars belonging to the trail crew drive to the EBRPD house. Added to this are the vehicles coming
in and out from my buildings. Of course, the EBRPD fire crew, on occasion, must to respond to
an emergency with their firetrucks. Finally, on occasion, there are meetings between EBRPD fire
crews, and Cal Fire crews. These activities are illustrated in Figures 1 to 4. This traffic volume
from my buildings and EBRPD fire crew activities is not accurately considered in the traffic
analysis. This error must be corrected and considered. The figure below from Appendix H is
totally incorrect:

Intersection#P
Dublin Canyon Rd./Proposed
EBPRD Park Driveway 4

-5 (17)

r 1(13)

Dublin Canyon Rd.

5(10) =
0(2) —}

4
3

0(2)
0(10)

Proposed EBPRD
Park Driveway

The traffic flow into an out of the staging/parking area should not be combined with the
Vinson/EBRPD driveway. The access to the staging/parking area must be kept separate from the
Vinson/EBRPD driveway (but they may share the same left turn lane). The gates which will be
required for both driveways should be at the road. How is a truck towing a horse trailer supposed
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to turn around at a closed gate placed at the propsed staging/parking area? Furthermore, it is
stated that 16 automobiles spaces and four horse trailer spaces will be provided in the parking
lot. At the south parking lot (Tyler Ranch) I believe 74 spaces and three horse trailer spaces are
provided. This is a substantial difference. How is the difference justified? Will the lack of
parking spaces result in on-street parking? There is no mention of this issue or the problems that
would be created if Park visitor parking were to occur on Dublin Canyon Road. An electric gate
will be required for the Vinson/EBRPD driveway to keep the public from inadvertently entering
the driveway. The EVA and emergency escape to/from my house and four ADU’s and the EBRPD
fire crew house must be preserved and not in any way interfered with by the public using the Park.

Hydrology

The hydrologic response of a natural grass surface is very well understood. When rain falls on a
natural grass surface, you have slower runoff, and a low peak flow. The hydrograph rises slowly,
peaks at a relatively low flow and recedes gradually. With a paved surface there is no storage.
Rain becomes runoff almost immediately. The smooth surface increases flow velocity and causes
a higher peak flow. A large volume of water is delivered quickly. The hydrograph rises sharply,
peaks much higher than the natural grass surface, and falls quickly. Greater erosion and the risk
of downstream flooding occur.

It is stated in the report that the project would have bio retention areas with sufficient capacity to
ensure that the proposed project would not result in substantial erosion. This remains to be
demonstrated, and in fact has not been demonstrated based on my observations of runoff from the
paved areas in the Preserve housing development above two small canyons adjacent to the
Vinson/EBRPD driveway. Stormwater runoft is “dumped” directly into the two small canyons,
Canyons 1 and 2 (location shown below). A large volume of water is delivered quickly into
Canyons 1 and 2. Figures 5 and 6 show the completely blocked inlet structures at the entrance to
these canyons. Obviously, the inlet structures do not accommodate the high peak flows created by
the paved tributary areas in the Preserve. Figures 7 and 8 show the runoff down the Vinson/EBRPD
driveway at these two canyons. When the runoff reaches Dublin Canyon Road, it creates flooding
across the road. Vehicles which drive through the high flood water covering the road create a
“rooster tail”.

This unfortunate situation has been created because the stormwater from the paved areas in the
Preserve is “dumped” into these two drainages. When the inlet structures become filled with
sediment and debris the subsurface stormwater drain system no longer functions. The City of
Pleasanton owns the streets and stormwater drain system in the Preserve. The City accepted this
poor design from the home developer (who actually created the problem) but of course the
developer “walked away” from the problem. Now the City of Pleasanton “owns” the problem. I
have contacted the City of Pleasanton regarding this matter and they have done nothing to solve
the problem. The runoff down the paved area at the beginning of the driveway has

CONT
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softened the subgrade to the degree that the pavement structure is weakened and completely broken
up, see Figure 9. There is no mention of this unacceptable drainage situation in the DEIR, but it
must be corrected if the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve project is approved. It has a
direct bearing on the Vinson/EBRPD and Parking/staging area driveways and the parking/staging
area lot. Also, it is entirely conceivable that problems similar to this may occur for the proposed
project.

The proposed project will divert a significant amount of water from Devaney Creek. It is stated
in the report “the proposed projects bio retention areas would have sufficient stormwater capacity
to serve the proposed project, preventing surface runoff”. If this is the case, then in a normal year
10 acre-feet (or more) of runoff would not flow into Devaney Creek. (Based on the proposed
project increasing the impervious surface area by approximately 7.4 acres and an average annual
rainfall of 18 in,) The State Water Resources Control Board regulates the diversion of water from
“blue line” drainages in California. Devaney Creek is a “blue line” drainage. Have the developers
contacted the State Water Resources Control Board regarding the diversion of water they have
proposed? I have a 75+ year-old 2-acre lake/“stock pond* on my property at the head of Devaney
Canyon. I divert a similar amount of runoff from Devaney Creek. I am regulated by the State

CONT
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Water Resources Control Board. Ponderosa Homes III, Inc. should be held to the same legal
requirement.

Environmental Impact

Table E —1 required by the CEQA guidelines, identifies nearly every impact as “less than
significant impact” or “no impact” ... There are a few entries identifying a “potentially significant
impact” but these are immediately dismissed. Overall, the reader/reviewer has the impression that
there are no environmental concerns.....the environment is the same with or without the proposed
housing development. But obviously this is not true!

In my previous comments (letter dated March 26, 2019) regarding the project, I requested a
photomontage. This was provided in the report and is shown in Figure 10. Assuming this is not
intentionally deceptive, it is not a correct portrayal of the site on which the homes will be built. [
have provided two views of the hillside on which the homes will be built in Figure 11. These
should be used as the “before” figures with the “after” to be provided when the homes and streets
are added. Additional “before” photos should be obtained from Google Earth. The “after”
overhead photos should show Streets A, B, and Court C and the 28 homes. “Honesty is the best
policy.”

It is noted many times in the DEIR that a substantial benefit of the Hidden Canyon Residences and
Preserve project is that it would provide a staging area and access to a trail at the north end of
Pleasanton Ridge Park. The environmental impact of the public going to/from the staging/parking
area to the trailhead is not given. Where will this access trail be located? How will the public be
prevented from walking on the Vinson/EBRPD driveway? Will the public be prevented from
wandering in the meadow and other land EBRPD will obtain from the Lesters?? No information
on how the public will get to/from the staging/parking area to the trailhead is given.

In the DEIR it is stated under 2.2 ” Ponderosa Homes III, Inc., proposes to develop 28 homes to
serve the growing needs of Pleasanton’s expanding workforce and to provide an open space
preserve with public access to the Pleasanton Ridge trail system for hikers, bikers, and equestrians.
Working with EBRPD, this access would complete the Pleasanton Ridge trail system and would
provide public access to trails and open space properties owned by EBRPD that has been
envisioned and proposed over the last 30 years.” The EBRPD trail activities and open space
preservation activities and the Ponderosa Homes, Inc. activities are tied together! The EIR for the
public interaction with the environment, noted above, must be presented before to City Planning
Commission approves the project.

The trail at the north end of the Pleasanton Ridge Park has recently been constructed with the
trailhead near the Vinson/EBRPD driveway in Canyon 3. The trail to/from the staging/parking
area to the trailhead has not been located by EBRPD. The public immediately trespassed over
private property and a closed area at the north end of the Pleasanton Ridge Park to use the newly

29 ¢

constructed north end trail at Canyon 3. They did so by willfully ignoring “closed area”, “private
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property”, and “no trespassing” signs. They had to “toss” their bikes over a fence into a closed
area of the Park then peddle approximately 300 yds through the closed area to gain access to the
ridge trail. The bikers had no regard for private property ownership or to damage they were
causing to the environment. This is a serious environmental impact and while it may be
convenient for Ponderosa Homes, Inc. to ignore it in the DEIR report, it must be addressed before
this project is approved by the Pleasanton Planning Commission. I state once more, how will the
public go to/from the staging/parking area to the north ridge trailhead at Canyon 3 and what is the
environmental impact of their movement? What measures will be implemented to ensure the
rights of adjacent private property owners will be respected? Appendix A is a letter which I
recently wrote to EBRPD Trail Supervisor complaining about bicyclists who were trespassing on
private property and ignoring any attempt to control their movement in the north end of the
Pleasanton Ridge Park. How will this behavior be controlled in the future? What is to prevent
the public from wandering all over the meadow and destroying the pristine environment that is the
meadow. The trespassing bicyclist behavior presented in Appendix A demonstrates what happens
when you have no plan!

EBRPD projects are required to comply with CEQA, as it's a state law governing actions by public
agencies that can affect the environment. EBRPD uses CEQA to review and mitigate impacts for
trail development and facility construction. Therefore, EPRPD is required to submit an EIR for
the staging area and trail that will lead to the Ridge trailhead. They should coordinate with
Ponderosa Homes, Inc. at this time to present a DEIR for public review on the totality of the
project.

In the project report, it is stated “there are no historic structures present on the project site. This
statement is incorrect. The Lester family home is an early California Stucco house (to the best of
my knowledge) very likely 100+ years old. The house is shown in Figure 12. What appears to be
a stone column supporting the roof over the porch is shown in Figure 13. In my youth (70 years
ago-the mid-1950s), I was invited into the house by Manuel Terra (Diane and Myron Lester’s
grandfather) who lived in the house. The house appeared to be old, even then. I recall Manuel
stated the house belonged to his parents, which would make it very old. The house is a historic
resource. The City of Pleasanton requires that the character of such historic houses be preserved,
especially the front facade, under city ordinances. This means the house can’t be demolished and
the key features of the house cannot be significantly altered without strong justification. I can
find no discussion in the EIR of this house. It must be considered, evaluated, and very likely
preserved.

Project Justification

What is the “true” justification to approve the construction of 28 new luxury homes under the name
Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve? If the Lester property is not annexed into the City and
remains in Alameda County the land will be “preserved” because it is zoned Agricultural and no
more than three new buildings can be constructed on the Lester property (e.g., primary house,

11
CONT

12

13

14



T. Vinson
Page 7 of 28

caretaker house, and agricultural building). This will obviously have less impact than the proposed
28 luxury homes. And to justify the construction of 28 luxury homes as serving “the growing
needs of Pleasanton’s expanding workforce” (re. Section 2.2) is laughable! If the project is not
approved the City of Pleasanton would not receive the property tax revenue from the 28 luxury
homes....but surely this isn’t a reason the City would consider to approve the project. Furthermore,
the north end of the Pleasanton Ridge Park does not need an outlet (with the problems noted above)
for visitors/the public to enjoy the Park. The existing trail at the north end can be easily “looped”
with a sign at the top indicating “no outlet”. Visitors could access the north end from existing
parking/staging areas south ((Tyler Ranch) and east ((Castleridge Trailhead/Old Foothill Road;
Foothill staging area; The Preserve staging on Laurel Creek Drive). While it is a moderate to long
hike from these areas it is also a moderate hike from the proposed parking/staging to and up the
newly constructed trail at the north end of Pleasanton Ridge Park. I have already made this hike.

So, what is the “real” reason”? It can’t be to preserve open space....that is better accomplished by
not annexing the Lester property and not approving the project. Obviously for Ponderosa Homes
and the Lesters the reason is the money/profit they receive if the project is approved. EBRPD will
benefit by receiving a substantial land addition to the Pleasanton Ridge Park without paying for
the land. I suspect that if the Lesters do not give EBRPD a substantial portion of their property
then EBRPD will oppose the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project. EBRPD methods
are well known....they tried a similar tactic with me during my Alameda County Agricultural Site
Development review process (20+ years ago) but fortunately I escaped their extortion efforts.

What is the “real” reason(s) the City would annex the Lester property and approve the
development? The reason(s) is not clear and not presented in the DEIR.

Very truly yours,
Ted S. Vinson

Ted S Vinson, PhD, PE
cc. Melanie D. Vinson, Attorney-at-law

William T Vinson, Attorney-at-law

14
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Figures 1 and 2 - Vehicles Parked at EBRPD House on a Typical Workday
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Figures 3 and 4 - Vehicles Parked at EBRPD House During a Meeting with Cal Fire
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Figures 5 and 6 — Blocked Inlet Structures at Canyon 1 (above) and Canyon 2 (below)
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Figures 7 and 8 — Water Flowing on Vinson/Driveway at Canyons 1 (above) and 2 (below)
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FIRSTCARBON Exhibit 3.1-2
SULUTIONS™ Visual Simulation - Crosby Drive
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Figure 9 - First Carbon Solutions Photomontage from Crosby Drive
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Figurel0 and 11 — More Accurate Representation of ‘Before” View from Crosby Drive
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Figure 12 — Historic Early California Stucco House? Terra Family Home
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Figure 13 — Stone Column Supporting Roof Structure Over Porch. Appears to be Very Old.
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Appendix A

November 30, 2025

Ted Vinson
11029 Dublin Canyon Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588

Sean Connelly

Trails Coordinator

East Bay Regional Park District

2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 94605

Dear Sean,

Now that the Trail at the north end of Pleasanton Ridge Park is passable, we have had a steady
stream of biker trespassers. It has been made worse by the signage that EBRPD or your Trail
Contractor placed at both ends of the Trail which encourages (rather than discourages) the use of
the Trail. The signs also encourage bikers to go down other routes, all of which results in their
trespassing on my private driveway. In one instance, a biker was up at my barn complex meaning
he peddled by at least eight “no trespassing” or “private property” signs. The annotated figures
below partially illustrate the problem.

The trespassing bikers are climbing over the fence at the north end of Pleasanton Ridge. In my
email dated November 5, 2025, I suggested you improve the signage at the fence at the north end 16
of Pleasanton Ridge. Did you do so? Whatever signage exists it is not stopping the bikers!
Furthermore, the “word has now spread” and substantial numbers of bikers are coming in from
Dublin Canyon Road. Before the problem gets even worse you need to immediately plan to install
an electric gate at the driveway entrance on Dublin Canyon Road. I am demanding (not requesting)
this action. You can get power for the gate from the power pole or meter panel (Figures 10 and
11). The best location for the gate is near the entrance at the end of the broken asphalt driveway,
which would allow for delivery trucks to make deliveries at this location without opening the gate.
This is our current situation for delivery trucks.

Furthermore, I will construct an electric gate on the continuation of my driveway near the EBRPD
Firehouse. I need power from the EBRPD Firehouse. You should identify ASAP the EBRPD
person I will work with to accomplish this objective. I will construct this gate at my expense. I
can also lay the underground conduit etc. The gate at the driveway entrance is at your expense.
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It is imperative that you deal with this problem immediately. I have personally encountered seven
groups of bikers (four this weekend). One biker and a group of three were heading up the driveway
towards my house and Barn complex. One group of four encountered by my caretaker, were
dressed like antifa criminals in all black with masks and goggles. If you are negligent and do not
take action to immediately control the biker trespassing it could easily result in a violent
confrontation between the bikers and the one or more of the permanent residents on my property
(e.g., myself, my caretaker and his wife). You and EBRPD would be directly responsible for the
consequences of any violent confrontation. I have already been threatened by one biker. Many
bikers have an “attitude” and consider themselves to be “macho”. Note: ’'m not driving down the
driveway looking for bikers.... these are just chance encounters associated with my daily activities.
There are many more bikers on the Trail.

This morning two Alameda County sheriff’s deputies came to my house to discuss the situation.
They confronted me because one (or more) bikers reported the encounter they had with me and
kicking them off my property in a “mean-spirited manner”. The sheriff’s deputies encouraged me
to be “nicer” when encountering the trespassing bikers. I asked them “how many times am I
supposed to deal with trespassing bikers and be nice?” No response. It is important to remember
who are the victims and who are the criminals. The permanent residents on my property are the
victims. In 1955, my father and mother purchased the property that I have lived on for the past 20
years. We have never experienced problems and trespassers like you/EBRPD have created with
the uncontrolled access to your Trail. You and I stood on the driveway at the Trail entrance the
day I met you and you stated the Trail would not be open until the staging area was complete and
further noted “we don’t know when that will occur”. You are EBRPD’s representative and you are
obligated to keep your word! Did you tell the Trail Contractor the Trail would not be open to the
public in the foreseeable future? Why do all his signs suggest it will be open?

I am expecting that you will immediately address this unfortunate situation. I would like to know
when you will install the electric gate at the entrance. Also, I would like to install the electric gate
at the Firehouse immediately and, therefore, would like to work with your representative to
determine how this can best be accomplished. Finally, what is your plan to close the illegal access
at the north end of Pleasanton Ridge?

Very truly yours,
Ted S. Vinson
Ted S Vinson, PhD, PE
cc.

Melanie D. Vinson, attorney-at-law
William T Vinson, attorney-at-law
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Figure 4 Bikers Peddling to Dublin Canyon Road Entrance. Biker at Lower Left Threatened TSV
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Figure 5 Sign at the bottom of the Trail, indicating the Trail is closed and bikers who should stay
off until November 26. The unambiguous implication is after November 26 the Trail is open. This
is precisely how the bikers interpreted the sign, and this was stated to TSV by one biker, who said.
“I thought the Trail was open after November 26.”
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Figure 6 Sign at the entry to the Trail at the top of the ridge which obviously implies that after
November 26, the Trail is open. Did the Trail Contractor or EBRPD place this sign? The answer
doesn’t matter as the Trail Contractor is EBRPD’s agent. Was the Trail Contractor ever informed
that the Trail would not be open in the foreseeable future?
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Figure 7 Sign at the entry at the top of the ridge indicating an alternate way to go down to reach
TSV’s private driveway. Was the Trail Contractor ever informed that the Trail would not be open
in the foreseeable future?
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Figure 8 Sign at the Trail entry at the top of the ridge directing bikers to a route and using the word
“shred” which in mountain biking slang means they’re going to:

e descend quickly

o take corners hard

o hit features instead of avoiding them
e ride with flow and intensity
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Figure 9 sign at the Trail entry at the top of the ridge directing bikers to a route described as Candy
which in mountain-biking slang, “candy’ usually refers to something that’s especially fun, smooth,
or visually appealing on a Trail. Was the Trail Contractor ever informed that the Trail would not
be open in the foreseeable future?
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Figure 10 Breaker panel near the driveway entrance at Dublin Canyon Road, which could provide
power for an electric gate on the driveway near this location
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Figure 11 Street light at the driveway entrance at Dublin Canyon Road, which could provide power
for an electric gate at this location
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments

Ted Vinson (T.VINSON 1)

Response to TVINSON 1-1

Please refer to Master Response 1, Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section 2, Master
Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides an explanation of the scope of CEQA.
The Draft EIR for the proposed project includes an analysis of all environmental topic areas, as
required under CEQA. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to
the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-2
Please refer to the Response to ANONYMOUS-2 above for an explanation of VMT compared to LOS

as required under CEQA. As noted on page 1 of Appendix H, Transportation Impact Study, of the
Draft EIR, the transportation analysis for the proposed project studied the potential adverse effects
related to traffic per the standards and methodologies set forth in the City’s significance criteria
established in the General Plan, Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan, and other transportation
studies. Study intersections for the proposed project were selected in consultation with City staff
and according to the City’s criteria.

Page 24 of Appendix H states that all of the study intersections are operating acceptably at LOS D or
better during both the AM and PM peak-hours. Further, on page 7, the Transportation Impact Study
found that all study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable LOS with implementation
of the proposed project. The data collection and intersection analyses cited by the commenter
provide the evidentiary basis for the Draft EIR’s finding that the project would not substantially
worsen traffic conditions on Dublin Canyon Road or at nearby intersections.

Accordingly, the transportation analysis was necessary to comply with CEQA, even though it
ultimately demonstrates that the project’s contribution to traffic congestion would be minimal. The
Draft EIR therefore adequately evaluates transportation impacts and is not deficient for including the
analyses referenced in the comment.

Response to TVINSON 1-3
Page 9 of Appendix H states that the proposed project would install a traffic signal at the intersection

of Dublin Canyon Road and Canyon Meadows Drive, which is reflected in the analysis of all “Plus
Project” scenarios. A traffic signal was considered in development with the developer, City staff, and
members of the public. Appendix H goes on to state that installation of a traffic signal at this
intersection would operate at LOS A for all “plus Project” conditions on pages 29, 36, and 40. As
described on page 12 in Appendix H, LOS A represents a very low control delay where many vehicles
do not stop at all. Therefore, installation of the traffic signal on Dublin Canyon Road would not result
in a significant impact related to transportation. This comment is included in the administrative
record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did
not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental
impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.
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Response to TVINSON 1-4
As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-27, the proposed project would include

the construction of a new public access road off Dublin Canyon Road to provide access to the
proposed EBRPD parking lot and trailhead. Since the primary purpose of this roadway for the
proposed project would include new access to an EBRPD facility and is not intended to alter access
to the Vinson Property, the naming convention used in Appendix H of the Draft EIR is Proposed
EBRPD Park Driveway; the road’s permanent name will ultimately be selected by the City.

Pages 28 through 33 in Appendix H of the Draft EIR discuss trip generation and distribution related to
the proposed project. Estimated trip generation from the proposed project was based on published
trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual
(10th Edition). Specifically, Single-Family Detached housing (ITE Code 210). Published trip rates from
land use of Public Park (ITE Code 411) was utilized to obtain projects trips for the proposed EBRPD
facilities. As such, the proposed project is expected to generate approximately 407 daily vehicle trips
including 22 weekday AM peak-hour trips (six inbound and 16 outbound), and 56 weekday PM peak-
hour trips (33 inbound and 23 outbound). These trip generation rates were then distributed along
the project site area based on existing travel patterns, knowledge of the study area, and consultation
with City staff. Figure 10: Project Trip Assignment in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, and referenced in
this comment letter, displays the additional vehicle trips associated with development of the
proposed project. This figure of the Proposed EBRPD Park Driveway is not intended to showcase the
total amount of vehicle trips estimated as a result of existing conditions in addition to trips from the
proposed project and, in turn, is not incorrect. Figure 11: Existing Plus Project Conditions Traffic
Volumes on page 33 in Appendix H of the Draft EIR denotes proposed project trips in addition to the
existing traffic volumes. Based on this data, traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project
would be considered less than significant based on City standards, as indicated on page 29 in
Appendix H of the Draft EIR.

As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-27, the EBRPD easement providing
access to the proposed trailhead would be a new paved access road along a portion of the existing
non-exclusive access easement located along the eastern boundary of the Lester property. The
proposed project would include 16 parking stalls and four trailer parking stalls for the proposed
EBRPD trailhead. The number of parking spaces was developed in coordination with EBRPD. As
noted in Draft EIR Section 3.14, Transportation, page 3.14-2, on-street parking along Dublin Canyon
Road is prohibited. No on-street parking spaces along Dublin Canyon Road are expected as part of
the proposed project. Additionally, a private access gate would be installed to restrict access beyond
the EBRPD trailhead.

This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers
for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-5
The proposed project would increase the area of new impervious surfaces on the project site. As

discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 3.9-19, all on-site stormwater
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flow would be directed into 10 drainage management areas (DMAs) with 10 associated bioretention
areas. The proposed bioretention areas are Low Impact Development techniques, consistent with
the County’s NPDES permit and the Clean Water Program Stormwater C.3 Guidebook, that allow for
stormwater infiltration into the soil and detain stormwater on-site in order to reduce peak flows and
prevent erosion and siltation. These bioretention areas would be designed in accordance with all
applicable standards with adequate capacity to accommodate stormwater flows at the project site.
All excess runoff from these bioretention areas would be directed into the on-site storm drain
system which would direct flow into the existing 12-inch storm drain line beneath Dublin Canyon
Road via new proposed 18-inch and 12-inch storm drains. All new proposed storm drainage facilities
would be sized and designed with sufficient capacity to serve the proposed project.

Furthermore, as noted in Draft EIR Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would be
required to comply with Municipal Code Section 9.14 which requires construction projects to
conform to the C.6 Construction Site Control Requirements in the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board’s MRP (Order No. R2-2022-1108; NPDES Permit No. CAS612008). The C.6
Construction Site Control Requirements mandate construction projects that disturb more than one
acre of land to file a Notice of Intent and prepare an erosion/pollution control plan or SWPPP to
obtain a Construction Stormwater General Permit. The SWPPP or erosion control plan will identify
site specific BMPs that will implement erosion, run-on and runoff, and sediment control measures to
prevent the discharge of sediments. These BMPs may include scheduling and timing of grading (soil-
disturbing) activities, timely revegetation of graded areas, use of hydroseed and hydraulic mulches,
and installation of erosion control blankets. Sediment control may include properly sized detention
basins, dams, or filters to reduce entry of suspended sediment into the storm drain system and
watercourses and installation of construction entrances to prevent tracking of sediment onto
adjacent streets. Pollution prevention practices may include designated washout areas or facilities,
control of trash and recycled materials, covering of materials stored on-site, and proper location of
and maintenance of temporary sanitary facilities. Compliance with the City’s Municipal Code Section
9.14 would ensure that impacts related to erosion and drainage would be less than significant. This
comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for
review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to
the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-6
As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Biological Resources, page 3.3-2, average annual rainfall is

approximately 16 inches and stormwater runoff readily infiltrates the site’s soils; when field capacity
has been reached, gravitational water drains into the seasonal drainages and the creek on-site as
shallow groundwater or as surface sheet flow, which then flows into Devaney Creek. As stated in
Draft EIR Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality page 3.9-20, the majority of the 130.98-acre site
would be left as undeveloped open space and existing drainage would not be modified outside of
the approximately 7.4 acres of proposed impervious surfaces. Additionally, as stated on Draft EIR
page 3.3-41, the proposed project would include the construction of an 18-inch outfall that will drain
into the west side of Devaney Creek and a 24-inch outfall that drains into the east side of Devaney
Creek near the vicinity of Dublin Canyon Road. The applicant will need to comply with all State and
federal regulations related to construction work that will impact aquatic habitats occurring on the
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site. Moreover, water that enters the ground through the proposed bioretention area, described in
the Response to TVINSON 1-5 above, would still have the potential to seep into the nearby Devany
Creek.® Thus, the proposed project is not anticipated to substantially alter the watercourse for
Devany Creek.

The State Water Resources Control Board was notified of the preparation of the Draft EIR via
CEQAnNet and was given the opportunity to comment during the State Review Period lasting from
November 21, 2025, to January 20, 2026.1° No comments have been received from the State Water
Resources Control Board regarding the proposed project. This comment is included in the
administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The
comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant
environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-7
Draft EIR Section 3, Executive Summary Table ES-1: Executive Summary Matrix on pages ES-6 through

ES-48 summarizes the impact level determinations made for each environmental topic threshold in
the Draft EIR. Where an impact is found to be potentially significant, the associated mitigation
measures, if applicable, are included that would reduce the identified environmental impact. As
noted on page ES-5, the table is intended to provide a general overview; detailed narrative
discussions for each issue areas are included in the corresponding section of this EIR. This comment
is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and
consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the
disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-8
The locations of viewpoints for the visual simulations were confirmed in the field with staff from the

City of Pleasanton. Each of the viewpoints represents a publicly accessible location (e.g., a sidewalk
or trail, and specifically excluding private property). The simulations were developed using a process
that includes specific camera settings to replicate the human experience rather than employing any
close-up adjustments or other alterations. The simulation process combines 3D Computer Aided
Design (CAD) programming, 2D photo-manipulation software, and GIS to accurately render the
proposed project as it would be viewed at the street level. Please refer to the Response to A.GELB-2
for a discussion of the proposed project’s less than significant impact related to views of the project
site. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with
respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore,
no further response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-9
Refer to the Response to TVINSON 1-4 for an explanation of access to the proposed trailhead and

proposed project trip generation associated with the EBRPD trail. The environmental impact

9 United States Geological Survey (USGS). Rivers Contain Groundwater. Website: https://www.usgs.gov/water-science-
school/science/rivers-contain-groundwater#overview. Accessed February 6, 2026.

10 California Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (LCI). CEQAnet. Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project.
Website: https://ceqanet.lci.ca.gov/2019080461/3. Accessed February 6, 2026.
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associated with additional trips to and from the EBRPD trail was evaluated in Appendix H of the Draft
EIR and discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.14, Transportation, pages 3.14-11 through 3.14-19. Further,
the proposed trail is required to be compliant with all operational EBRPD rules, with EBRPD staff
member enforcement as needed. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be
provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new,
substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated
in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-10
The proposed project was introduced before the City’s Planning Commission at the December 10,

2025, Planning Commission meeting. Members of the public and members of the City’s Planning
Commission were provided with an opportunity to comment on and discuss the proposed project.
Additionally, this Final EIR will be presented to the City Council for certification. Please refer to the
Response to TVINSON 3 for a response to the public comment received by Ted Vinson at this
meeting. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-
mabkers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with
respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore,
no further response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-11
Please refer to Master Response 1, Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section 2, Master

Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides an explanation of the scope of CEQA.
Additionally, refer to the Response to TVINSON 1-9 for a discussion of the EBRPD trail staging and
access. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with
respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore,
no further response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-12
The EBRPD is identified as a Responsible Agency under CEQA and may rely on the City’s EIR, if

certified, in connection with its discretionary approvals, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections
15050(b) and 15096. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and analyzed throughout the
Draft EIR, the trail EBRPD dedication and trail are elements of the proposed project and, as such the
Draft EIR analyzes the environmental impacts associated with the staging area, trail connection, and
related facilities, including impacts to biological resources, aesthetics, transportation, recreation, and
other relevant issue areas, and identifies mitigation measures where required. Thus, potential
impacts related to the dedication of open space and associated trail connection are included in the
analysis of the Draft EIR. No separate CEQA documentation would be required. CEQA does not
require separate EIRs to be prepared by each public agency involved in a project when the project is
evaluated in a single, comprehensive EIR by the Lead Agency. Nor does CEQA require a Responsible
Agency to prepare a separate Draft EIR where the environmental effects of its discretionary actions
are adequately addressed in the Lead Agency’s EIR. To the extent that EBRPD undertakes future,
discretionary actions related to the regional trail system that are independent of the proposed
project or that were not evaluated in this Draft EIR, those actions would be subject to their own
CEQA review by EBRPD at the time such actions are proposed and would be subject to all applicable
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streamlining and exemptions. The scope of this Draft EIR does not preclude future environmental
review of unrelated or expanded EBRPD trail projects. This comment is included in the administrative
record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did
not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental
impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-13
The existing single-family homes on the project site at 11021 and 11033 Dublin Canyon Road were

evaluated in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources, pages 3.4-11
through 3.4-14. As noted in the Draft EIR, a Historic Architecture Evaluation Report was conducted
for these homes and found that they do not meet any of the four criterion to be eligible for listing on
the California Register of Historic Resources. Further, these houses are not identified as historic
resources within the City’s General Plan nor the NRHP.1%12 Therefore, construction of the proposed
project would not have an adverse impact on historic era built environment resources. This
comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for
review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to
the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-14
Please refer to Master Response 1, Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section 2, Master

Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides an explanation of the scope of CEQA
comment responses. As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 6, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, page
6-12 and 6-13, if annexation of the project site did not occur, the zoning district established by the
County for the five existing parcels on the project site would remain as Agriculture. Under this zoning
district, each parcel on the project site is allowed to develop one single-family dwelling unit.*3
Additionally, since APN 941-2600-002-6 is over 25 acres in size, the development of a secondary
dwelling unit is permitted. Thus, a total of 6 dwelling units could be built by-right on the project site,
including the development of three additional dwelling units and one secondary dwelling unit.

As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-27, the proposed project would preserve
117.1 acres of open space on the approximately 130.98-acre project site. Further, as discussed in
Draft EIR Chapter 4, Effects Found Not to be Significant, page 4-2, the project site was identified and
evaluated as a Housing Opportunity site in the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element Update. The City’s
Housing Element Update proposed updates to the project site zoning that allowed for the
development of up to 31 residential units. Thus, development of 28 new single-family residences on
the project site would support the City in meeting its RHNA requirements. This comment is included
in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and
consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the

1 City of Pleasanton. City of Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025. Conservation and Open Space Element. Website:
https://www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/assets/our-government/community-development/7.%20Conservation-
OpenSpace%20Element%20(SA).pdf. Accessed February 2, 2026.

12 National Park Service. National Register Database and Research. Website: https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/database-
research.htm. Accessed February 2, 2026.

13 Alameda County. Alameda County Zoning Code Chapter 17.06.030. Website:
https://library.municode.com/ca/alameda_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeld=TIT17Z0_CH17.06ADI, Accessed February 3,
2026.
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disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-15
This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision-makers

for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required.

Response to TVINSON 1-16
Please refer to Master Response 1, Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section 2, Master

Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides an explanation of the scope of CEQA as
it relates to development of the proposed project. For commenter Figures 1 through 4, please see
the Response to TVINSON 1-4. With respect to commenter Figures 5 through 9, please see the
Response to TVINSON 1-5. For commenter Figures 10 and 11, please see the Response to T.VINSON
1-8. Additionally, please see the Response to T.VINSON 1-13 for a discussion related to commenter
Figures 12 and 13. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the
decision-makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.
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City of Pleasanton—Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project
Final EIR Response to Public Meeting Verbal Comments

SECTION 4: RESPONSE TO PUBLIC MEETING VERBAL COMMENTS

4.1 - List of Authors

A list of public individuals that provided verbal comments on the Hidden Canyon Residences and
Preserve Project Draft EIR at the Planning Commission public meeting on December 10, 2025, is
presented below. Each verbal commenter has been assigned a code, and a single response has been
provided to each speaker.-Following this list, a transcript of the video recording of each comment
made at the City’s Planning Commission public meeting has been included and is followed by the
corresponding response. The full recorded public meeting is also available to watch at the following
website link: https://www.youtube.com/live/EswOB9M4hGg.

Speaker Speaker Code
Y=y f CF- [ o [ o T=T SRR GARDNER
SArah JANE HOISTEI ...eviiiiceee e e e e e e bte e e e e are e e e e beee e ennreeas HOLLISTER
YT T €] oo Lo (o0 oxY 2SS UUPR GHODDOUCY
F AN o [ LT =] 1 « S ESUSP A.GELB 2
20 ] oY= a DAV Yo 1RSSR R.DEVANY 3
LUV o To U o o PSSR HOUSTON
DY TR T T ol (o] | o USRS L.KOLB
B ETe B4 T 0T o o TSR TVINSON 2

4.2 - Responses to Comments

4.2.1 - Introduction

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the
City of Pleasanton, as the lead agency, evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR (State
Clearinghouse No. 2019080461) for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project, and has
prepared the following responses to the comments received. This Response to Comments document
becomes part of the Final EIR for the project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.

4.2.2 - Verbal Comment and Responses

The verbal comment transcript and its corresponding response is included in the following pages and
follows the same organization as used in the List of Speakers.

Speakers

Janet Gardener (GARDNER)

Thank you. My name is Janet Gardner. I'm a 25-year resident of the Canyon Meadows community
and I'm also the current homeowner association president. Our community has expressed the need
for traffic control at the intersection of Dublin Canyon and Canyon Meadows on several occasions
during the our community's 35 plus year history. Um the traffic flies on Dublin Canyon. It gets thicker
as the years continue. So, this is particularly problematic on the westbound blind corner on the
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approach to the community or part of the old Lincoln Highway Bridge. Therefore, I'm in the strong
support of the traffic light to be installed at Canyon Meadows in Dublin Canyon. This is a crucial
piece of the Ponderosa proposal without which | would have a hard time lending support. Related,
I'm in support of measures to make Dublin Canyon safer for pedestrians. Again, the bridge on the
westbound approach to Canyon Meadows has a very narrow shoulder and which cars routinely cut
as it's an apex to the bend in the road. This makes a walk to BART a perilous proposition or watching
kids try to ride bicycles home from school. So, | had a clarifying question about pedestrian
improvements. | believe | read that there is going to be some sidewalks and crosswalks in
conjunction with the East Bay Regional Park . . . | also wanted clarification on the construction work
is probably going to add a fair bit of traffic. So, | wanted some clarification on the timing for the um
traffic signal. Will that be at the tail end of all the construction or ideally at the beginning of the
construction?

Response to GARDNER
As noted on page 2-27 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project

would include the construction of a traffic signal at the Dublin Canyon Road and Canyon Meadows
intersection. The proposed project would also include construction of 6-foot-wide bike lanes on both
sides of Dublin Canyon Road along the project frontage, as well as a 5-foot-wide sidewalk or pathway
on Dublin Canyon Road to the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) trailhead and staging area.

As stated by the project applicant during the Planning Commission public meeting, the traffic signal
would not be constructed first, due to construction vehicle access, economic, and permitting
constraints. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the
decision makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Sarah Jane Hollister (HOLLISTER)

Hi. Hello. I'm Sarah Jane Hollister. Welcome. | think | know some of you. I've been a resident of
Pleasanton for over 55 years and have been a homeowner and have taught in Pleasanton also for 35
years. And uh when | was ready to downsize and retire, | thought Dublin Canyon Meadows would be
the perfect place to retire and to downsize. And it's been wonderful development. But in the course
of this time and | was involved in 2017 to 2019 also um traffic has gotten way more than what it was
in 2017 and 2019 and um | am very concerned. It's difficult to see that map and to see where the
stoplight is. And it the stoplight was important in 2017 and 2019, but it's even important now. Um, a
few years ago, as a matter of fact, my immediate neighbor uh there's a curve where that bridge is
and it doesn't give you enough visual sight. And of course now um Dublin Canyon Road | call 580
Annex because we have traffic during commute time constantly and you have to hold your breath
leaving our complex and before somebody is majorly injured. | am happy to see this, but I'm. On the
map, it's difficult to actually see where those stop lights are going to be, where the lefthand turn
lane’s going to be. | don't even know where the equestrian buildings are going to be, where the
parking for that is. It just seems like we're putting more and more on this road. And um maybe
there's better plans than the one that's up here, but | would hope that the Planning Commission
would look at all of that. We have 244 homes in Dublin Canyon Meadows. That's a lot of people
exiting and entering there every day, as well as the church that's across the road. | think it's very
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important that the stoplight be number one and not be put off to the end of the project. Also, if
we're shutting down the road for construction, we had a tree fall down and for me to get to my
residence, | had to go over to Dublin, take Dublin Road over to where the rodeo is and come around
to my place that way. That's the only way in and out. And uh we've also limited our access in the
preserve area. And with the construction coming up, | am very concerned that the stop lights maybe
be the first thing that the road construction be the first thing so that we can accommodate more
cars through there safely. So, uh thank you very much. And where can | see a more intricate map? Is
it online? . .. So if something has to be modified we could do that in advance? ... So will we have
more time? On this notice it says everything has to be in by January 5th . .. So we will have more
time? Thank you very much.

Response to S.HOLLISTER
Pages 4, 5, and 6 in Appendix H of the Draft EIR include more detailed images of turn lanes and

roadway striping associated with the proposed project. Additionally, an image of the location of the
proposed traffic signal is displayed on Exhibit 2-7b on page 2-31 of the Draft EIR. Note that the
Exhibit is mislabeled and is corrected in this FEIR. See Section 5, Errata, for the corrected Exhibit.
Further, as noted by City staff during the Planning Commission public meeting, the complete
proposed project site plans are available for viewing upon request.

Also note that the comment period for the proposed project’s Draft EIR was extended from January
5, 2026, to January 20th, 2026. Further, comments on the design of the proposed project can be
given during the Planning Commission and City Council Hearings. This comment is included in the
administrative record and will be provided to the decision makers for review and consideration. The
comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant
environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Sean Ghoddoucy (GHODDOUCY)

Hi. Uh, my name is Sean Ghoddoucy. I've been a resident of, uh, Crosby Drive in Pleasanton, which is
the in direct view of this project for 20 plus years. Um, | look at that beautiful green hill every day for
hours. That's where, uh, our family room is. That's where our kitchen is. That's where we our
bedroom windows are. And this is very concerning to me. | have um a handful of questions, not
necessarily comments. Can | just read them and then you guys could someone could answer them
whenever they can. Is that all right? . . . questions uh could turn into concerns if um the answers are
no ... Sounds good. Um, is there going to be any exceptions to the uh grading and cut and fill
guidelines on this project? That's question one. Will there be uh required um clean energy solar
panels required to limit the amount of impact on the grid on these homes? Are there any plans to
add mature trees on the uh south edge of this project to uh limit the eyesore that I'll be staring at? . .
. Add mature trees to uh reduce the uh you know the ugliness of a of a project like this. Will there be
an additional fire road added? Um who will maintain it? Um will there be an HOA? I'm assuming
because it's gated there will be an HOA. And what is covered on that HOA for maintaining the um um
state of that project. Will there be a low income 55 older something like that which Pleasanton
needs um as part of this project? Um and uh alongside the traffic impact on on uh eastbound, um
that that road is extremely dangerous from 3 to 3 to 6:00 p.m. If you guys have ever been there, um |
suggest you find a different time to be there. Um what's the average square foot of the homes? I'm
sure it's in the plans. And what is the asking price? Um, and you guys had you guys addressed visual
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uh impact of the home from the freeway. | would like to know about the visual impact from Crosby
Drive, which is right above it, staring directly at it. That's it. Okay.

Response to GHODDUCY
Refer to the Response to A.GELB 1-1 and the Response to A.GELB 1-2 for a discussion of the analysis

of aesthetic impacts related to scenic views performed in the Draft EIR, as well as a description of
grading activities associated with the proposed project. As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, page 3.7-13, the proposed project would comply with the requirement
to include a solar photovoltaic system that meets the power needs of the new buildings at the time
of construction. As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, page 3.3-44, the proposed
project would preserve 147 of the 208 trees surveyed in the project area.

Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-33 in states that the new streets, gated entryway,
and landscaped streetscape, as well as some open space areas, would be privately maintained within
the community via the establishment of a Homeowner’s Association (HOA). The Draft EIR then states
that a 20 to 21-foot wide Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) roadway would be constructed to connect
Dublin Canyon Road with the Oak Hill Congregational Church driveway connection, which would be
accessible by fire protection personnel.

The proposed project would not include the construction of deed-restricted affordable or 55+
housing. Please refer to Master Response 1, Non-CEQA Issues Not Addressed in Final EIR, in Section
2, Master Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides an explanation of the scope
of CEQA, including economic considerations of the proposed project. Please also refer to the
Response to ANONYMOUS-2 above for an explanation of VMT compared to LOS as required under
CEQA. This response also discusses how traffic impacts related to the proposed project would be less
than significant. This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the
decision makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial
evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Andrew Gelb (A.GELB-2)

Good evening. My I'm Andrew Gellb and | live at 9671 Crosby Drive, which is one of the neighboring
locations where the damage will be most obvious. | sent you a photo of the hillside view. Uh believe
it or not, some have called that the best view in town. people regularly drive up and walk and take
pictures and portraits there. Uh it is not uh something minor that can be ignored. The Draft EIR says
the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Uh that's utter
nonsense. And the Draft EIR, | have to say, loses credibility instantly with that patently false
assertion. Calling the project hidden doesn't make it hidden. Uh, this project runs rough shot over
Pleasanton's hillside regulations that preserve significant features of a hill area in essentially their
natural state and minimize grading and fill consistent with retention of the natural character of the
hills. City staff's original report on this project called out grading slopes that are too steep to be
graded. Placing homes and roads were not allowed on slopes, substantial grading, lack of
conformance to measure PP. I'm very curious how they got around that. And allowing homes in
designated open space. Now, | implore you to come in person, view the site from Crosby Drive and
see what will happen if restrictions are not implemented. You need to see the damage you're being
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asked to approve. This is desecration . . . Okay. Um, you need to see the damage you're being asked
to approve. Uh, this is desecration. Uh, back in 2019, Herb Ritter, a member of this commission,
came to see for himself, which I'm asking you to do. He then made it clear during that 2019 meeting
that the developer must try harder to minimize the visual blight. Some of these points were made at
that hearing. If the number of houses won't be reduced, and they should be, they should be less of
an eyesore. They should be single-story. The houses, roads, retaining walls should have earthtone
colors that blend into the hillside. Retaining walls should be planted and terraced and not so clearly
scar the hillsides. And the recent drawings that they have placed in the file show that they are so
high and so big, but that's because they have to do that because they can't otherwise flatten the hills
to make their paths. Mr. Mr. Ritter made it clear that tall and yes, mature trees, the size of the
heritage trees that are going to be removed must be planted around the development for visual
screening. There are power poles and power lines on the property that city staff has told me will be
or should be removed and undergrounded. There's also a plan to put pipes down the fire road from
Crosby Drive to Dublin Canyon Road. Well, if that's the case, then the developer or the city has to
repave that road and maintain it and the wooden fence along it. And if driveway to my house uh is
cut open for those pipes, that's going to have to be replaced. Uh any East Bay Regional Park
walkways and parking lot must be secured and monitored for fire safety. That hillside is an absolute
tinder box in the summer. Fire safety measures must be enforced. Now | know under current state
law and the housing element, this project won't be rejected in its entirety. But you have to
understand despite the fact that they have decreased the number, it is still too much. Too many
houses, too much grading and flattening of those hillsides, and there is much that can be done. I've
mentioned a few things to help mitigate it. Now, Ponderosa told us at the very first time we met with
them, that we are not like other developers. We care about and listen to and work with impacted
neighbors. And those are quotes, by the way. | was there and took notes. But | have to tell you, sadly,
nothing of the sort has taken place. There has been no communication, no collaboration, nothing
from Ponderosa. They know we're there. They can say visually it's unimportant. It is important to
some of us. So, | call upon Ponderosa. I'm sure they're not bad people, but to heed their own
promises, work with your neighbors to make this project as palatable as possible. You promised and
you failed. And I call upon the city to insist that they do so and create an imposed condition so that
their valuable rights and interests of current Pleasanton restaurant residents are not completely
ignored. Insist the developer try harder than it has to the extent that is tried at all to minimize the
blight they intend to bring to Pleasanton and to not ignore what already has been requested by the
city. Thank you. Okay. I'm sorry | went over my three minutes. They've had six years . . .

Response to A.GELB 2
Please refer to Master Response 2, General Opposition Comments Not Addressed in Final EIR, in

Section 2, Master Responses, of this document. This Master Response provides a response to
comments that express general comments on the proposed project or the environmental analysis.
Please also refer to the Response to A. GELB 1-1 through the Response to A. GELB 1-6 for a
discussion of aesthetic impacts related to development of the proposed project, including the City’s
ridgeline. As stated by the project applicant at the Planning Commission public meeting, the
proposed project development has been designed to fit into the allowable envelope to meet
Measures PP and QQ. This is also discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description at pages 2-19
and 2-20.
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The EBRPD would be responsible for maintenance of the proposed trailhead and trail staging area.
Additionally, Draft EIR Section 3.16, Wildfire, page 3.16-12 notes that the proposed project would be
adequately served by fire protection services and would be constructed in compliance with the
California Fire Code, as well as the California Building Code. As such, the proposed project would
have a less than significant impact related to the spread of wildfire. This comment is included in the
administrative record and will be provided to the decision makers for review and consideration. The
comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant
environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Robert Devany (R.DEVANY 3)

Good evening. Thank you for uh making time for us tonight. Um my name is Robert Devany. Um my
family owns the 160-acre parcel that's immediately west of the you see the yellow box there. So,
that that westernmost line uh is the start of our property and it goes west about 1,200 ft and uh
comprises uh uh 100 and we basically our family so we are the Devany of Devany Canyon. This is not
Hidden Canyon. This is Devany Canyon. That's a recognized geographic place name. Devany Creek
flows through it. That was that was shown in the EIR. But uh regardless, um much of this land of the
project itself was owned by my family. Um the lands were purchased in uh January of 1866. And so
we've had continuous ownership of the the one parcel to the west since then. Um, so we have
historically for a very long period of time used a good the central portion of the project site basically
more or less following that road off of Dublin Canyon Road to the east through and it basically
bisects through where where the housing uh the central housing area is and it crosses into what is
committed to the East Bay Regional Parks in the green area. Um we use that road as the sole access
to our property. Okay. And um we pulled in a subject matter expert. We reviewed the records that
we have and the and the records indicate that that while we don't have a recorded easement, we
have established the rights for that easement through California law. Okay. Um, so this road is it it's
shown in several of the exhibits um in the DEIR. Um, Exhibit 2-3 aerial shows portions of it. Exhibit 2-
6 uh shows portions of it, although it inaccurately shows that that road ends in the green area before
it reaches um the corner just below that residential house. Uh that's the property owned by the
Stalys and then it crosses into our land right there. So that is the way that we maintain our cattle
operation. This land is protected under the Williamson act and uh we uh have no structures there,
but we keep cattle there uh through a tenant process. Okay. So, when we reviewed the DEIR, we we
didn't see any um reference to the existence of this road, to the use of this road and the fact that
that this is a key access point um to our property. Okay. So we think that that is a deficiency that this
potentially has significant impacts. Certainly, to us it would have sig very significant impacts, but we
think broad more broadly in the EIR context it does and um you know there there's several sections
u the uh page 2-20 uh page 3.10-11 it does not dis discuss the compatibility with surrounding uses
that's clearly impact incompatible with the surrounding uses our use. Um and um there there's
numerous other things that there will be transportation impacts from our use of our easement
within the project. Right? We have uh farm vehicles, trucks with movement of cattle seasonally,
things like that. So that will have impacts on this project. Um, and uh, all of this needs to be carried
into the cumulative impacts, the project alternative sections. There's just no coverage at all for any
of this. And we're really surprised because we raised this issue back in 2019 in this room. And uh, it
was apparently ignored or misunderstood or something. But in part, that's why we we brought in a
subject matter expert to look at this carefully. This is a real thing, we think. So um so you know we
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think that it it does pose significant impacts and to satisfy the requirements of CEQA uh this needs to
be resolved because uh | don't think this is an approvable EIR as it stands. Thank you.

Response to R.DEVANY 3
Please refer to the responses to R. DEVANY 1 and R. DEVANY 2 in Section 3, Responses to Written

Comments, in this document. These letters discuss access to the parcel (APN 941-2600-1-3) adjacent
to the project site, along with impacts related to parcel access and grazing. Further, as stated by the
project applicant, access would be maintained for APN 941-2600-1-3 and development of the
proposed project would still allow for grazing uses on the project site and adjacent parcel. This
comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision makers for
review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect to
the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required

Guy Houston (HOUSTON)

Mr. Chair, members of the commission, Guy Houston, 7885 and 7815 Canyon Meadow. Um, I'm a a
newcomer in the Canyon Meadow community. Um, before that | was actually work very closely with
the uh Greek Orthodox Church on their project which will be coming in the future. Um, | am here to
say that | think this is environmentally this is a home run for the city of Pleasanton. You've got a lot
of open space that's going to be set aside. You have a regional working with East Bay Regional Parks.
You have a regional recreation facility. Uh, and the the part of this that has been spoken by some of
the others from Canyon Meadow. Uh, the big one for me is the traffic improvements um on on uh
Dublin Canyon Road. Uh it is dangerous. It's been dangerous. I've been around long enough where
there's been accidents out there uh and there's a lot more close calls uh than we'd like care to think
about. Uh but uh this is a great improvement and from what | understand there is no money in the
city of Pleasanton uh for these improvements, particularly for the stoplight. So it's a huge benefit
and win for the city of Pleasanton in in all three of those areas. Uh, and |, you know, certainly very
interested in this process and going forward and to see this to completion. | might also add that, um,
people in the preserve, I've been around long enough to know that, uh, people said the same things
about them back when those houses were built. Um, and so, uh, this is just part of the process. Uh,
but this is a huge win for the city of Pleasanton and the citizens. Um, and staff's done a great job up
to this point in time. It's just taken too long. 12 years. We got to get this done. and | appreciate your
time.

Response to HOUSTON
This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision makers

for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required.

Diane Lester Kolb (L.KOLB)

Hi, I'm Diane Lester Kolb. Uh my family's been out there for at least uh 73 years. | was | got there at a
year of age one year. Um, this project to me means a lot to my family. My mother has passed, so she
has not been able to see the finish of it. Um, everything that we have working with Ponderosa with
the park district, the open space, keeping the wildlife there, the signal for our our neighbors to be
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safe. | mean, we're not being selfish saying we want these houses. We looking out for the
neighborhood. We're looking out for Pleasanton. It's a it's a great plan that Ponderosa has done and
worked with us even though it's taken 11 years. Um | don't see any negativity in it myself. Uh that
stoplight was going to save some lives because my son did get an accident at that church entrance
years ago with my mother. So um we know what an accident is like on on that section. So that
stoplight is definitely going to help. The traffic it is busy, but | think with the light coming in may
change the whole deal that people might want to stay on that damn freeway instead of taking the
scenic ride. Um, and because they people that ride their bicycles are in danger and even coming in
and out of my driveway and especially coming in my driveway. I've almost been hit several times for
people that will not slow down. go across behind me and go around the ridge and | just hold my
breath every time that they don't kill me. So this project to me I'm hoping you guys can see the
benefit of it because it's not just for my family but it's for Pleasanton as well and for our neighbors
and for our wildlife. Thank you.

Response to L.KOLB
This comment is included in the administrative record and will be provided to the decision makers

for review and consideration. The comment did not provide new, substantial evidence with respect
to the disposition of significant environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is required

Ted Vinson (T.VINSON 2)

Hello, I'm Ted Vinson. Uh | at 11029 Dublin Canyon Road. I'm actually not on the road. I'm a mile and
a half uh up in Devany Canyon at the head of Deanny Canyon on property that my family has had for
70 years. We're kind of the newcomers in the area because you had Bob Devany here. Uh you had
Diane Lester which is Teraa uh actually and the Cronins aren't represented. That's another family.
They've been around for about 150 years. East Bay Regional Park came in | don't know 30 years ago,
40 years ago. | kind of view them as the newcomers. Uh, first | would like to thank uh whoever
moved the parking and staging area out of the meadow, the middle of the meadow and moved it
back to a location where the meadow has now been uh well a good start for its preservation. The
next major consideration in terms of preserving the meadow, which is certainly the thrust of my
presentation, uh is how the um well park users will get from that staging and parking area to the
entrance to the trail. Uh the trail that goes up to Pleasanton Ridge, the north end of Pleasanton
Ridge Park. Uh that trail has actually been constructed. It is already built and over the past month or
so uh | have already experienced a at least and personally 20 bikers that have been on my driveway
uh who basically trespassed into the park went right by the signs and then were encouraged by the
trail contractor and even the trail supervisor with East Bay Regional Park to come down the trail after
they had trespassed. The Alameda County Sheriff's Department has been up there to deal try to deal
with the issue. You can't really deal with it when a bicyclist comes up. I've confronted literally a
dozen of them. And even the fact that they trespass, it doesn't seem to matter. And consequently,
um, | bring that up as a major issue in terms of getting the park users from that parking lot over to
the entrance and ensuring that they don't uh, basically practice uh, you know, very bad uh, uh, well,
user manners. Uh, a few other issues and I'm happy to work with anyone. And | don't know if we
have any representatives here from East Bay Regional Park, but | would be happy to work with them.
I am in contact with the trail supervisor. Uh and hopefully uh that will be something in the future
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that will not lead to the uh issues that | just pointed out. Uh beyond that, | believe that the uh East
Bay Regional Park/Vinson driveway because we share the driveway and in fact I've been on the
driveway for 70 years. They are the newcomers. Uh that that should be separate from the driveway
and access to the parking area. | believe the gates that are shown in the uh uh draft environmental
report should be moved to Dublin Canyon Road. Uh and again that those driveways be kept
separate.

Um beyond that the effect of the hydrology and the change in hydrology associated with the
development uh is not really clear to me. Uh, and I'm a little bit concerned about it because what
was done at the preserve and approved by the city, you own it now, is to dump the storm water,
literally dump the storm water from the preserve at two locations near Dublin Canyon Road into just
the old drainages. And with the result, when you pave an area, it's just basic hydrologic principles.
When you pave an area, you actually get a shorter uh retention and you get a higher peak in terms
of the flow. And at the two locations I'm referring to, it absolutely blows out the culverts in the
crossing there. | would say once every three or four years. | mean, Diane can support me on this. |
don't know why it was ever approved. And consequently, | am concerned when | read uh in the
report if | can find the wording but basically says that uh there's not going to be oh . . . but it says
that all water uh is controlled uh and does that which is just a statement.

And it says all water is controlled. And of course | can read the size of the of the piping and the storm
water system etcetera. But in a way | kind of don't believe it. The flooding on Dublin Canyon Road
and there's others here that can substantiate this from Canyon Meadows, Diane, and Canyon Creek.
The flooding is so severe on Dublin Canyon Road that that when the cars drive through it, they create
a rooster tail like you're out water skiing. It's unbelievable . . .Okay. Well one of the thing | would say
is that uh when you divert water uh you actually are controlled by the State Water Resources Control
Board. So, in this area after you have diverted the water | do wonder is the control board, have they
been notified because they're concerned about my diversion of water and therefore, | have to
believe they would be concerned about this diversion of water. All right. These are my points and |
will have a written report that I'll submit. Thank you very much.

Response to TVINSONZ2
Refer to the Response to T. VINSON 1-4 and the Response to T. VINSON 1-9 in Section 3, Responses

to Written Comments, in this document for a discussion of the siting and access of the proposed
EBRPD parking lot and trailhead. As stated by the project applicant at the Planning Commission
public meeting for the proposed project, an official connection to the EBRPD trail is proposed on the
project site which would facilitate trail connections outside of private property. Additionally, a
private access gate would be installed to restrict access beyond the EBRPD trailhead.

Please also refer to the Response to T. VINSON 1-5 and the Response to T. VINSON 1-6 in Section 3,
Responses to Written Comments, in this document for an explanation of hydrologic impacts related
to development of the proposed project. This comment is included in the administrative record and
will be provided to the decision makers for review and consideration. The comment did not provide
new, substantial evidence with respect to the disposition of significant environmental impacts
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.
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SECTION 5: ERRATA

The following are revisions to the Draft EIR for the Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project.

These revisions are minor modifications and clarifications to the document, and do not change the
significance of any of the environmental issue conclusions within the Draft EIR. The revisions are
listed by page number. All additions to the text are underlined (underlined) and all deletions from
the text are stricken (stricken).

The City has revised the Draft EIR for internal document consistency. These edits have not
substantially changed the proposed project analysis and do not trigger recirculation of the Draft EIR.

5.1 - Changes in Response to Specific Comments
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Introduction

1-1

The proposed project is located on a 130-acre site within unincorporated Alameda County, with a
portion of the site located within the City of Pleasanton Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The portion

of the project site within the UGB would be annexed into the City and rezoned to facilitate the
development of 28 detached single-family residential units and private open space, and
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redevelopment of two existing single-family homes and private open space on the eastern portion of
the project site. Additionally, the existing Oak Hills Congregation Site (APN 941-2700-1) would be
annexed into the City, but would continue to operate under existing conditions. Finally, the
remaining 69.3 583 acres of the project site, to the west of the City’s UGB, would remain in
unincorporated Alameda County, but would be dedicated to the East Bay Regional Parks District
(EBRPD) as public open space. Chapter 2, Project Description provides a complete description of the
proposed project.

Executive Summary
ES-1
The project sponsor, Ponderosa Homes Ii, Inc., proposes to build 28 new detached single-family

residential units and roadways on approximately 23.89 acres of an approximately 130.98-acre
project site within the City of Pleasanton.

Executive Summary
ES-2

Improve Dublin Canyon Road to increase access and safety by constructing roadways, sidewalks, ané
bike lanes, and a traffic signal.

Executive Summary

ES-2

Under the No Project, Existing Zoning Alternative (Alternative 2), the project site would be
redeveloped with uses allowed by-right for the existing zoning districts on each parcel. This
alternative would not include annexation of the project site into the City. As such, permitted
development would be subject to the County’s zoning code. On the project site, each parcel is
allowed to develop one single-family dwelling unit. Additionally, since APN 941-2600-002 is over 25
acres in size, the development of a secondary dwelling unit is permitted. Thus, this alternative would
result in the development of 5 total dwelling units and 1 secondary dwelling unit. No dedication of
land to the EBRPD, parking improvements, or improvements to the Oak Hills Congressional Church
access would occur. No improvements to Dublin Canyon Road, including the traffic signal and turn
lane, would be constructed.

Executive Summary
ES-6

Level of Significance Level of Significance
Impacts Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures After Mitigation

Impact AES-4: The proposed Potentially significant MM AES-4a~: Adhere to Less than significant

project would not create a new impact. Design Review Processes impact with
source of substantial light or and Standards mitigation
glare which would adversely As part of the design review incorporated.
affect day or nighttime views in process for the proposed

the area. project, the applicant shall

include the following
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Level of Significance Level of Significance
Impacts Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures After Mitigation

features in its design review

submittal:

e Structures facing a public
street or neighboring
property shall use
minimally reflective glass,
and other materials and
colors used on the
exterior of buildings and
structures shall be
selected with attention to
minimizing reflective
glare.

e Building windows shall be
tinted with an anti-
reflective material.

Executive Summary

ES-7
Level of Significance Level of Significance
Impacts Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures After Mitigation
Section 3.2—Air Quality
Impact AIR-1: The proposed Less than significant | None. Less than significant
project would not eeutd conflict  impact. impact.
with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan.
ES-20
Level of Significance Level of Significance
Impacts Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures After Mitigation

Section 3.3—Biological Resources

Pipes will be capped and
trenches will contain exit
ramps to avoid direct
mortality while construction
areas are is active.
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Executive Summary

ES-34 and ES-35

Level of Significance Level of Significance
Impacts Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures After Mitigation

Impact CUL-4: The proposed Potentially significant | Implement MM CUL-2 and  Less than significant

project could cause a impact. COACUL-3. impact with
substantial adverse change in mitigation
the significance of a Tribal incorporated.

Cultural Resource, defined in
Public Resources Code Section
21074 as either a site, feature,
place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms
of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a
California Native American
Tribe, and that is listed or
eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources
Code Section 5020.1(k).

Impact CUL-5: The proposed Potentially significant | Implement MM CUL-2 and  Less than significant

project could cause a impact. COACUL-3. impact with
substantial adverse change in mitigation
the significance of a Tribal incorporated.

Cultural Resource, defined in
Public Resources Code Section
21074 as either a site, feature,
place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms
of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a
California Native American
Tribe, and that is a resource
determined by the lead agency,
in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section
5024.1.
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Executive Summary

ES-37 through ES-40

Level of Significance
Impacts Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impact GEO-6: The proposed Potentially significant | MM GEO-26a: Prior to the

project would not directly or impact.
indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site

or unique geologic feature.

issuance of grading permits,
the project
proponent/developer shall
demonstrate the retention
of the services of a qualified
professional Paleontologist
as defined by the Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology
(SVP). The qualified
Paleontologist shall prepare
a Paleontological Resource
Impact Mitigation
Monitoring Program
(PRIMMP). The project
proponent/developer shall
submit the PRIMMP to and
receive approval from the
City/Lead Agency. The
PRIMMP will describe, in
addition to industry
standards and SVP
standards, the level of
monitoring required in the
project area, qualifications
of the Paleontological
monitor for grading
operations, and
identification of personnel
with authority and
responsibility to
temporarily halt or divert
grading equipment to allow
for recovery of large
specimens. Furthermore,
the PRIMMP shall provide
direction for any fossil
discoveries to be
immediately reported,
means and methods to be
employed to quickly salvage
fossils as they are
unearthed to avoid
construction delays,
sampling procedures and
protocol for collecting and
processing sediments and

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Less than significant
impact.
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Impacts

Level of Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

specimens, fossil
identification, and reporting
and curation procedures to
be employed. The report
will include the
paleontological records
search conducted at the
UCMP, pertinent exhibits,
maps and reference
procedures for reporting of
findings.

MM GEO-26b: On the first
day of ground disturbance
and prior to the start of any
ground-disturbing activities,
the qualified professional
Paleontologist that meets
SVP Standard Procedures
shall prepare and conduct a
project-wide Worker
Environmental Awareness
Program (WEAP) training.
The WEAP training shall
include a review of
applicable federal, State,
and local regulations
related to paleontological
resources; recognition and
understanding of significant
paleontological resources
pertinent to the geography
and geology of the region
and the types of
paleontological resources
that may be encountered;
procedures to be followed
in the event that such
resources are encountered;
the protocols that apply in
the event of inadvertent
discovery, including who to
contact and appropriate
avoidance measures until
the find(s) can be properly
evaluated and any other
appropriate protocols. In
the event construction
crews are phased in,
additional training will be

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

5-6
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Impacts

Level of Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

conducted for new
construction personnel.

MM GEO-26c: During
ground-disturbing
construction activities, full
time paleontological
monitoring shall be
conducted by a qualified
Paleontological Resource
Monitor meeting SVP
standards and best
practices, under the
supervision of the Principal
Paleontologist. Monitoring
shall be restricted to areas
that intrude into the
Claremont shale and
Monterey formations (i.e.,
generally below 2 feet) and
undisturbed subsurface
areas of marine
sedimentary rock units of
Miocene-age. In the event
potentially significant
paleontological resources
are encountered during
ground-disturbing activities,
construction-related
activities within 50 feet of
the find shall stop. No
excavation or other
disturbances shall occur
within the buffer zone until
the find has been evaluated
by the project
Paleontologist. The
Paleontologist shall collect
samples of sediments which
are likely to contain the
remains of small fossil
invertebrates, vertebrates,
or microfossils. If the
resources are found to be
significant, protocol for
collecting and processing
sediments and specimens,
as outlined in the
Paleontological Resource
Impact Mitigation
Monitoring Program

Level of Significance

After Mitigation
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Impacts

Level of Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

(PRIMMP), is to be
implemented. The
Paleontologist shall have
the power to temporarily
halt or divert grading
equipment to allow for
removal of abundant or
large specimens. If no
significant specimens are
encountered during
ground-disturbing activities,
full time monitoring can be
reduced to spot-checking or
suspended entirely, at the
discretion of the qualified
professional Paleontologist
and the City/Lead Agency.

MM GEO-26d: The
Paleontological Monitor
shall keep a daily log and
photographic record of all
activities involving ground
disturbance during the
construction phase, as well
as adhering to the
procedures outlined in the
Paleontological Resource
Impact Mitigation
Monitoring Program
(PRIMMP). The Monitor’s
daily activities, findings, etc.
shall be submitted to the
Principal Paleontologist. All
relevant details and findings
shall be summarized in a
report that shall be
prepared at the completion
of ground-disturbing
activities and submitted to
the City/Lead Agency and
UCMP repository.
Additionally, specimens
shall be identified and
curated into a permanent
accredited repository (such
as the University of
California Museum of
Paleontology [UCMP]) with
permanent curation and
retrievable storage.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
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Executive Summary

ES-47
Level of Significance Level of Significance
Impacts Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures After Mitigation
Cumulative Impact tess-than-significant | None. Cumulatively
Significant and considerable and
unavoidable-impact. significant and
unavoidable.-tess
o ”
j Ilpaet-

Chapter 2: Project Description

2-1

The project sponsor, Ponderosa Homes Ii, Inc., proposes to build 28 new detached single-family
residential units and roadways on approximately 23.89 acres (development site) of an approximately
130.98-acre project site within the City of Pleasanton (City).

Chapter 2: Project Description

2-9

Approximately 110 acres of the project site are owned by the Lester Family, 385 12.4 acres in the
northern portion are owned by Ponderosa Homes, and the 2.5-acre church site is owned by the Oak
Hills Congregation.

Chapter 2: Project Description

2-29 and 2-31
See updated exhibits below.

2.2-Project Objectives

2-20

Ponderosa Homes Ii, Inc., proposes to develop 28 homes to serve the growing needs of Pleasanton’s
expanding workforce and to provide an open space preserve with public access to the Pleasanton
Ridge trail system for hikers, bikers, and equestrians.

2.2—-Project Objectives

2-21
Improve Dublin Canyon Road to increase access and safety by constructing roadways, sidewalks, and
bike lanes, and a traffic signal.

2.3.2-Land Uses
2-29
Exhibit 2.7a: Bublin-Canyon-Read-and-Canyeon-MeadowsDrive Dublin Canyon Road Project Entrance
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2.3.2-Land Uses
2-31
Exhibit 2.7b: Bublin-Canyon-Read-RPrejectEntrance Dublin Canyon Road and Canyon Meadows Drive

3.1-Aesthetics, Light, and Glare

3.1-16
MM AES-4a Adhere to Design Review Process and Standards

5-10 FirstCarbon Solutions
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3.3-Biological Resources

3.3-25and 3.3-26

Clustering and siting of the proposed project allows for the in-perpetuity preservation of
approximately 104.63-5 acres of open space outside of the grading envelope, the majority of which
is contiguous with other open space lands to the north, south, and west.

3.3-34

e Pipes will be capped and trenches will contain exit ramps to avoid direct mortality while
construction areas are is active.

3.4—Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

3.4-28
Implementation of MM CUL-2 and €0A-CUL-3.

3.4—Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

3.4-29
Implementation of MM CUL-2 and €GA-CUL-3.

3.4—Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources

3.4-30

For the reasons noted above, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable
contribution to the less than significant cumulative impact on any known archaeological resources,
and potentially significant impacts to any previously unknown resources that could be damaged or
destroyed during project construction would be mitigated to less than significant by adherence to
applicable laws and regulations and compliance with the identified mitigation measures and
condition of approval (MM CUL-2 and COA CUL-3), which requires “on-call” monitoring during
ground-disturbing construction, and inadvertent discovery procedures.

3.6—Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

3.4-33

Thus, implementation of MM GEO-26a through GEO-26d would include the provisions required for
the protection and recovery of paleontological resources. As such, with the implementation of MM
GEO-26a through GEO-26d, impacts related to damaging unique paleontological resources would be
reduced to less than significant.

3.6—Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

3.6-33 and 3.6-34

MM GEO-26a  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project proponent/developer shall
demonstrate the retention of the services of a qualified professional Paleontologist
as defined by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP). The qualified
Paleontologist shall prepare a Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation
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MM GEO-26b

MM GEO-26¢

Monitoring Program (PRIMMP). The project proponent/developer shall submit the
PRIMMP to and receive approval from the City/Lead Agency. The PRIMMP will
describe, in addition to industry standards and SVP standards, the level of
monitoring required in the project area, qualifications of the Paleontological monitor
for grading operations, and identification of personnel with authority and
responsibility to temporarily halt or divert grading equipment to allow for recovery
of large specimens. Furthermore, the PRIMMP shall provide direction for any fossil
discoveries to be immediately reported, means and methods to be employed to
quickly salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid construction delays, sampling
procedures and protocol for collecting and processing sediments and specimens,
fossil identification, and reporting and curation procedures to be employed. The
report will include the paleontological records search conducted at the UCMP,
pertinent exhibits, maps and reference procedures for reporting of findings.

On the first day of ground disturbance and prior to the start of any ground-
disturbing activities, the qualified professional Paleontologist that meets SVP
Standard Procedures shall prepare and conduct a project-wide Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training. The WEAP training shall include
a review of applicable federal, State, and local regulations related to paleontological
resources; recognition and understanding of significant paleontological resources
pertinent to the geography and geology of the region and the types of
paleontological resources that may be encountered; procedures to be followed in
the event that such resources are encountered; the protocols that apply in the event
of inadvertent discovery, including who to contact and appropriate avoidance
measures until the find(s) can be properly evaluated and any other appropriate
protocols. In the event construction crews are phased in, additional training will be
conducted for new construction personnel.

During ground-disturbing construction activities, full time paleontological
monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified Paleontological Resource Monitor
meeting SVP standards and best practices, under the supervision of the Principal
Paleontologist. Monitoring shall be restricted to areas that intrude into the
Claremont shale and Monterey formations (i.e., generally below 2 feet) and
undisturbed subsurface areas of marine sedimentary rock units of Miocene-age. In
the event potentially significant paleontological resources are encountered during
ground-disturbing activities, construction-related activities within 50 feet of the find
shall stop. No excavation or other disturbances shall occur within the buffer zone
until the find has been evaluated by the project Paleontologist. The Paleontologist
shall collect samples of sediments which are likely to contain the remains of small
fossil invertebrates, vertebrates, or microfossils. If the resources are found to be
significant, protocol for collecting and processing sediments and specimens, as
outlined in the Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Monitoring Program
(PRIMMP), is to be implemented. The Paleontologist shall have the power to
temporarily halt or divert grading equipment to allow for removal of abundant or

5-16
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large specimens. If no significant specimens are encountered during ground
disturbing activities, full time monitoring can be reduced to spot-checking or
suspended entirely, at the discretion of the qualified professional Paleontologist and
the City/Lead Agency.

MM GEO-26d The Paleontological Monitor shall keep a daily log and photographic record of all
activities involving ground disturbance during the construction phase, as well as
adhering to the procedures outlined in the Paleontological Resource Impact
Mitigation Monitoring Program (PRIMMP). The Monitor’s daily activities, findings,
etc. shall be submitted to the Principal Paleontologist. All relevant details and
findings shall be summarized in a report that shall be prepared at the completion of
ground-disturbing activities and submitted to the City/Lead Agency and UCMP
repository. Additionally, specimens shall be identified and curated into a permanent
accredited repository (such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology
[UCMP]) with permanent curation and retrievable storage.

3.12—Public Services

3.12-1

Additional information was provided through correspondence with the Livermore-Pleasanton Fire
Department (LPFD) and the Pleasanton Police Department (PPD) {AppendixH)}.

3.13—Recreation

3.12-1

The proposed project would include a staging area and a trail connection to EBRPD Pleasanton Ridge
Regional Park. (Exhibit 2-2b7d) The staging area would consist of a parking lot with trailer stalls, a
drinking fountain and horse trough, and a vault restroom.

5.3—Mandatory Findings of Significance

5-4

Potentially significant cumulative impacts related to Biological Resources, Cultural and Tribal Cultural
Resources, Geology and Soils, and Hazards would be mitigated to less than significant levels with the

implementation of MM BIO-1a through MM BIO-5; MM CUL-2 and MM CUL-3; MM GEO-1 and MM
GEO-26a through GEO-26d; and MM HAZ-1.

6.3.1-Impact Analysis
6-4
Cumulative impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. Impacts related to aesthetics,

light, and glare for the proposed project would be less than significant with implementation of MM
AES-4a.
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6.4.1-Impact Analysis

6-13
Cumulative impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. Impacts related to aesthetics,

light, and glare for the proposed project would be less than significant with implementation of MM
AES-4a.

6.5.1-Impact Analysis
6-25
Cumulative impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. Impacts related to aesthetics,

light, and glare for the proposed project would be less than significant with implementation of MM
AES-4a.

6.5.1-Impact Analysis

6-26

As such, this alternative would still require MM AES-4a to ensure that the appropriate design review
is conducted to ensure implementation of best practices to mitigate the potential for adverse light

and glare. With implementation of MM AES-4a, Alternative 3 would have less than significant
impacts related to the addition of light and glare.

6.5.1-Impact Analysis

6-30

As such, this alternative would still require implementation of MM GEO-26a through GEO-26d from
the proposed project to mitigate any potential impacts related to cultural resources. Overall, while
impacts related to proximity to faults, landslides, and liquefaction would be reduced compared to
the proposed project, there is still the potential for impacts related to subsidence and earthquakes.
With the implementation of MM GEO-1 and MM GEO-26a through GEO-26d, this alternative would
have less than significant impact related to geology, soils, and seismicity.
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