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Public Agencies and Interested Parties 
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AUG 28 2019 

STA1E CLEf\R\NGHOUSr 
Subject: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Public Scoping 

Meeting 

The City of Pleasanton (located in the eastern San Francisco Bay Area) will be the Lead Agency 
and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Hidden Canyon 
Residences and Preserve Project (proposed project) in the City of Pleasanton Planning Area and 
partially within the Urban Growth Boundary (Exhibits 1 and 2). The project sponsor, Ponderosa 
Homes II, Inc. , proposes to annex, rezone, and subdivide a 128.5-acre project site to build 31 
single-family detached residential units and roadways on 12.90 acres and permanently preserve 
115.60 acres of open space, both for private residents ' use and proposed dedication of 69.00 
acres of land to the East Bay Regional Park District (Exhibit 3). 

The property is located outside the existing City limits, though the area proposed for residential 
development is within the Urban Growth Boundary. The entire 128.5-acre site would be 
annexed into the City of Pleasanton. The proposed project, its locational information, and 
potential environmental effects are described below. Pursuant to California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15162, the City has determined that an EIR is required 
for the proposed project. 

The public is invited to provide comments in writing as to the scope and content of the EIR. 
Specifically, the City would like to know public views related to potential environn1ental issues, 
reasonable project alternatives, and mitigation measures. 

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, responses must be sent at the earliest possible date, 
but no later than the close of the EIR public scoping period, which runs as follows: Thursday, 
August 22, 2019 through Monday, September 23 , 2019. Commenters are also encouraged to 
attend the EIR public scoping session held as part of the City of Pleasanton Planning 
Commission meeting on Wednesday, September 11 , 2019 at 7 :00 p.m. in the City Council 
Chambers at 200 Old Bernal Avenue in Pleasanton. 
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Please send written responses to Natalie Amos at the address shown below. Public agencies 
providing comments are requested to include a contact person for the respective agency. 

Natalie Amos, Associate Planner 
City of Pleasanton Community Development Department 
200 Old Bernal Avenue 
P.O. Box 520 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
Email: namos@cityofpleasantonca.gov 

IDDDEN CANYON RESIDENCES AND PRESERVE PROJECT 
Project Location, Surrounding Uses, and Access 
The project site comprises four parcels (APNs 941-2500-002, 941-2500-003, 941-2600-002-06, 
and 941-2700-002) located immediately west of the City limit line toward the northwestern 
portion of the City of Pleasanton, Alameda County, California. Two of the four parcels (APNs 
941-2500-002 and 941-2500-003) are currently developed with an existing single-family home 
on each parcel. The project site is roughly bound by Dublin Canyon Road to the north; 
undeveloped land owned and designated as "land bank" by East Bay Regional Park District 
(EBRPD) to the east and south; and privately-owned agricultural lands to the west. Hills and 
ridges dominate the topography of the project site, sloping down to Devaney Creek, which 
roughly parallels the eastern and southern boundaries of the site. 

The project site is bordered on the north, across Dublin Canyon Road, by single-family homes 
within the Canyon Creek subdivision, Canyon Meadows Condominiums, and single-family 
homes on large parcels. The Preserve, Oak Hill Estates, and Kolb Ranch Estates single-family 
home developments are located to the east and southeast. EBRPD's Pleasanton Ridge Regional 
Park is located to the south and agricultural and grazing lands on very large lots and a single­
family home are located to the west. 

Vehicular access to the project site is provided via Dublin Canyon Road. Regional access to the 
project site is provided via Interstate 580 (1-580) Freeway at the San Ramon Road/Foothill Road 
Interchange, which is located approximately 0.73-mile east of the project site. Dublin Canyon 

• Road provides intermittent Class II striping for bicyclists along some segments; however, the 
bicycle lanes do not provide a full 5-foot width in all locations. 

Project Description 
The project sponsor, Ponderosa Homes III, Inc., is proposing to annex, rezone and subdivide the 
project site to build 31 single-family residential lots and roadways on approximately 12.4 acres 
of the project site, and permanently preserve approximately 115 .60 acres as open space, both for 
private residents' use and proposed dedication (approximately 69 acres) to EBRPD. The 
proposed developed area would be on the hillsides in the eastern and central areas of the project 
site and the remaining areas to the south and west of the project site would be preserved as open 
space. Residential lots would range in size from 7,223 square feet (0.17 acre) to 47,943 square 
feet (1.10 acre). The gated residential subdivision would include 29 new single-family homes 
located between Devaney Creek and Dublin Canyon Road and two additional lots/new homes to 
replace the existing homes owned by the Lester family at 11033 and 11021 Dublin Canyon Road, 
located on the northeast side of the project site. The two replacement homes are intended to be 
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retained by the Lester family. The proposed site plan includes bio-retention areas for on-site 
stormwater management near the main entrance from Dublin Canyon Road, along internal 
private "Street A," throughout the project site within the lots. The applicant is also working with 
EBRPD and the City to confirm an alignment for a proposed trail through Parcels B and C alop_g 
the southern boundary of the project site. 

The proposed project would also involve the construction of new internal roadways. Three new 
internal roadways, "Street A," "Street B," and "Court C" are proposed, which would provide 
connection to the project site from Dublin Canyon Road. "Street A" would provide a 20-21-foot­
wide emergency vehicular access via Dublin Canyon Road, and extend southwest within the 
project site to its terminus past "Court C." "Street B" is the main entrance to the project site and 
is proposed to be gated access. "Street B" connects to Dublin Canyon Road west of "Street A" 
and extends south within the project site for connection to "Street A." A public roadway located 
on the northeastern portion of the project site connects via Dublin Canyon Road and provides 
access to the proposed EBRPD staging area. Proposed improvements to Dublin Canyon Road 
include widening the existing road and bridge along the project frontage to continue existing bike 
lanes and incorporate shoulders. Concrete sidewalks 5-feet in width would be constructed along 
the internal streets. Other than the planned/proposed EBRPD trail, described above, the proposed 
project does not include trail construction within the subdivision; however, a driveway easement 
and open space access would be created at the end of "Street A" to allow the EBRPD the ability 
to construct a driveway connection at a future date. 

The project includes dedication of land and construction of a new publicly-accessible staging 
area for the EBRPD. The staging area is proposed to be set back approximately 350 feet from 
Dublin Canyon Road and would include a paved parking area with 16 automobile spaces and 
four pull-through spaces for vehicles with trailers, a vault restroom, water fountain, and horse 
trough. The staging area would provide access to a future EBRPD trail connecting south to trails 
within Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park, although no trail construction is proposed as part of this 
project. 

The proposed project requires the following discretionary approvals: 

• General Plan Amendment- The General Plan Land Use Map would be amended/adjusted 
to reflect the configuration of the proposed development, since some of the lots on the lower 
portion of the property would be located within an area designated as "Open Space-Public 
Health and Safety." The General Plan Land Use Map would be amended to reflect Low 
Density Residential, Open Space, Agriculture and Grazing, and/or Parks and Recreation 
designations, where appropriate. 

• Annexation-Approximately 59.5 acres would be annexed into the city, maintaining the 
existing urban growth boundary; the remaining approximately 69 acres would remain under 
the jurisdiction of Alameda County and would be dedicated to EBRPD. 

• Growth Management Allocation - Pursuant to the City's Growth Management Ordinance 
(Pleasanton Municipal Code Chapter 17.36), the proposed project would require a Growth 
Management Allocation for the 31 proposed units. Approval of the allocation is at the City 
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Council's discretion so long as the total·annual citywide limit on new residential units for the 
year of application is not exceeded. 

• Development Plan and Rezone-The eastern portion of the project site would be rezoned 
from unincorporated and Prezoned-Agriculture to PUD-LDR/OS-PH/AG/PR (Planned Unit 
Development-Low Density Residential/Open Space) District and PUD Development Plan. 
The applicant seeks approval to demolish two existing homes and construct two new single­
family homes between Dublin Canyon Road and the proposed staging area, and construct a 
gated development with 29 two-story, single-family homes, private open space, and related 
project site improvements. 

• Vesting Tentative and Final Subdivision Map - The subdivision would include homes in 
two distinct clusters. Twenty-nine homes would be located within the central portion of the 
project site. Two residential parcels would accommodate new single-family homes to replace 
the existing single-family residences at 11033 and 11021 Dublin Canyon Road. Additionally, 
two EBRPD parcels and four private open space parcels would require subdivision. 

• EIR Certification - Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Section 15162, the City has determined that an EIR is required for the proposed project based 
on anticipated environmental issues. 

Potential Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 
Consistent with the 2019 CEQA Statute and Guidelines, the EIR will evaluate potential 
environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project. 
Specifically, the following environmental resource categories will be fully analyzed within the 
EIR: 

Aesthetics 
Air Quality 
Biological Resources 
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
Geology and Soils 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy 
Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Land Use and Planning 
Noise 
Public Services and Recreation 

Transportation 
Utilities and Service Systems 

All of the resource categories listed above will be considered in the EIR; however, given the 
location and conditions on the project site, the following issues will be central to the 
environmental analysis: 

• Aesthetics - The project site layout would reduce visibility of the homes from public vantage 
points. Regardless, analysis of the visual impacts of the proposed project, including 
preparation of visual simulations from public vantage points, is required. 

• Air Quality - The EIR will include an evaluation of construction-period toxic air 
contaminant to assess potential construction health risks for local residents. The EIR will also 
include an evaluation of operational air quality effects. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA  GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
Cultural and Environmental Department  

1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100

West Sacramento, CA 95691 Phone: (916) 373-3710 

Email: nahc@nahc.ca.gov 

Website: http://www.nahc.ca.gov  

September 10, 2019 

Natalie Amos 

Pleasanton, City of 

200 Old Bernal Avenue 

P.O. Box 520 

Pleasanton, CA 94566-0802 

RE: SCH# 2019080461, Hidden Canyon Residences and Preserve Project, Alameda County 

Dear Ms. Amos:  

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project 

referenced above.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code §21000 et seq.), 

specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in 

the significance of a historical resource, is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. 

Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)).  If there is 

substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on 

the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080 (d); Cal. 

Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).  In order to determine whether a project 

will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to 

determine whether there are historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).  

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014.  Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) (AB 52) amended 

CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) 

and provides that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 

cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.  (Pub. Resources Code §21084.2).  

Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code 

§21084.3 (a)).  AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice of preparation, a notice of negative declaration,

or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015.  If your project involves the adoption of or

amendment to a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or

after March 1, 2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).  Both

SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements.  If your project is also subject to the federal National

Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal consultation requirements of Section 106 of

the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally 

affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early as possible in order to avoid inadvertent 

discoveries of Native American human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources.  Below is a brief summary 

of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as well as the NAHC’s recommendations for conducting cultural resources 

assessments.   

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with any other 
applicable laws.  

cmartinez
New Stamp
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AB 52  

  

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:   

  

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:  Within 

fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public agency 

to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or tribal 

representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have requested 

notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:  

a. A brief description of the project.  

b. The lead agency contact information.  

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation.  (Pub. 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).  

d. A “California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is on 

the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).  

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).  

  

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe’s Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a 

Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report:  A lead agency shall 

begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native 

American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. (Pub. 

Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated 

negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).  

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4 

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).  

  

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe:  The following topics of consultation, if a tribe requests 

to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:  

a. Alternatives to the project.  

b. Recommended mitigation measures.  

c. Significant effects.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation:  The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:  

a. Type of environmental review necessary.  

b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.  

c. Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural resources.  

d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe may 

recommend to the lead agency.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process:  With some 

exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural 

resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be 

included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to 

the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10.  Any information submitted by a California 

Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a confidential 

appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in writing, to the 

disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).  

  

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document:  If a project may have a 

significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of 

the following:  

a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.  

b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed to 

pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact 

on the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).  
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7. Conclusion of Consultation:  Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the following 

occurs:  

a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a 

tribal cultural resource; or  

b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be 

reached.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).  

  

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document:  Any 

mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2 

shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring and 

reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, 

subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable.  (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).  

  

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation:  If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead 

agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no 

agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if 

substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the 

lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources 

Code §21082.3 (e)).  

  

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse 

Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:  

a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:  

i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context.  

ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally 

appropriate protection and management criteria.  

b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values and 

meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:  

i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.  

ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.  

iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.  

c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate 

management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.  

d. Protecting the resource.  (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).  

e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally recognized 

California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect a California 

prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold conservation 

easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed.  (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).  

f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave artifacts 

shall be repatriated.  (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).  

   

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or 

Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource:  An Environmental 

Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be adopted 

unless one of the following occurs:  

a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code 

§21080.3.2.  

b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise failed 

to engage in the consultation process.  

c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources Code 

§21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days.  (Pub. Resources Code 

§21082.3 (d)).  

  

The NAHC’s PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52:  Requirements and Best Practices” 

may be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf  
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SB 18  

  

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and 

consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of open 

space. (Gov. Code §65352.3).  Local governments should consult the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s  

“Tribal  Consultation  Guidelines,”  which  can  be  found  online  at: 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf.  

  

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:  

  

1. Tribal Consultation:  If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a specific 

plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC by 

requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government must 

consult with the tribe on the plan proposal.  A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to 

request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe.  (Gov. Code §65352.3  

(a)(2)).  

2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation.  There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.  

3. Confidentiality:  Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and Research 

pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information concerning 

the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public Resources 

Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction.  (Gov. Code §65352.3 (b)).  

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation:  Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:  

a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures for 

preservation or mitigation; or  

b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that 

mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or mitigation. 

(Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).  

  

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with 

tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and 

SB 18.  For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands 

File” searches from the NAHC.  The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/  

  

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments  

  

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation 

in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends the 

following actions:  

  

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center 

(http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1068) for an archaeological records search.  The records search will 

determine:  

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.  

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.  

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.  

d. If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.  

  

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing 

the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.  

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted 

immediately to the planning department.  All information regarding site locations, Native American human 

remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and not be 

made available for public disclosure.  

b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the 

appropriate regional CHRIS center.  
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3. Contact the NAHC for: 

a. A Sacred Lands File search.  Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the Sacred 

Lands File, nor are they required to do so.  A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for consultation 

with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project’s APE. 

b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the project 

site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation measures. 

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) does 

not preclude their subsurface existence. 

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for the 

identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code Regs., 

tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)).  In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a 

certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources 

should monitor all ground-disturbing activities. 

b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for 

the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally 

affiliated Native Americans. 

c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for 

the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains.  Health and 

Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5, 

subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be 

followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and associated 

grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address: 
Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov.  
 

Sincerely,  
 

 

 

 

 

Andrew Green  
Staff Services Analyst 

 
 cc:  State Clearinghouse  

r 



























PLANNING COMMISSION -_pl £ASANTONc, _______ M_E_E_TI_NG_M_I_NU_T_E_S 

City Council Chamber 
200 Old Bernal Avenue, Pleasanton, CA 94566 

APPROVED 
Wednesday, September 11, 2019 

CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE, AND ROLL CALL 

The Planning Commission Meeting of September 11 , 2019 was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by 
Chair Allen . 

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Ritter. 

Staff Members Present: Natalie Amos, Associate Planner; Ellen Clark, Planning Manager; 
Dan Sodergren, City Attorney; Stefanie Ananthan, Recording 
Secretary 

Commissioners Present: Commissioners Jack Balch , Justin Brown, Brandon Pace (arrived at 
7:18 p.m.), Herb Ritter and Chair Nancy Allen 

Commissioners Absent: Commissioner Greg O'Connor 

AGENDA AMENDMENTS 

Approval of the minutes were pulled off the Consent Calendar for edits by Commissioner 
Brown: 

Page 7, second paragraph : "Commissioner Brown echoed Commissioner Ritter's comments ... 
He stated that he had to organize a corporate event and he chose a different type of 
recreational event, but he had been sent a video on axe-throwing and thought though safety 
was Rat a concern, he now realizes that this incident was an outlier and appreciated hearing 
the applicant's explanation behind what he'd seen in the video clip . 

CONSENT CALENDAR - Consent Calendar items are considered routine and will be enacted by one 
motion unless a request for removal for discussion or explanation is received from the Planning 
Commission or a member of the public by submitting a speaker card for that item. 

1. Approve the meeting minutes of August 14, 2019 

Commissioner Brown moved to approve the Consent Calendar with amendments as 
noted. 
Commissioner Balch seconded the motion. 

Planning Commission Minutes Page 1 of 8 September 11 , 2019 



ROLL CALL VOTE: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Commissioners Allen, Balch, Brown, Ritter 
None 
Commissioners O'Connor and Pace 
None 

The Meeting Minutes of August 14, 2019 were approved , as amended. 

MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC 

2. Public Comment from the audience regarding items not listed on the agenda -
Speakers are encouraged to limit comments to 3 minutes. 

There were no members of the audience wishing to address the Commission. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS AND OTHER MATTERS 

3. PUD-130/TRACT 8472/P18-0078/P18-0079/P18-0080/P18-0081, Hidden Canyon 
Residences and Preserve Project, Ponderosa Homes II, Inc., 10807, 11021, and 11033 
Dublin Canyon Road and the property west of 11021 Dublin Canyon Road 
(APN 941-2500-3)- Scoping Session for the Draft Environmental Impact Report that will 
analyze the environmental effects of proposed applications for four parcels totaling 
approximately 128.5 acres, including annexation, General Plan amendments, and Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) rezoning and development plan to demolish two homes, construct 
31 single-family detached homes with related on-and-off-site improvements, and public 
land dedication and improvements. 

Associate Planner Natalie Amos presented the specifics of the item in the Agenda Report. 

Commissioner Balch referred to new Parcel C and asked if there was going to be access 
between the land dedicated to East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD) at this time and the 
staging area, or he asked if this will wait until the Living Trust forms. 

Ms. Amos replied it is her understanding that construction of a trail and access of some type 
will be concurrent with the development. 

Mary Bean with FirstCarbon Solutions continued the presentation . 

Ms. Amos then presented the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review timeline and 
publication of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) which is anticipated for Spring 
2020, following by public hearings and response to comments. 

Commissioner Balch inquired about the knowledge gained from the Johnson Drive process 
and the 19 CEQA Required Environmental Review Topics for this project. 

Planning Manager Ellen Clark responded that each of the 19 high-level topics has a series of 
subtopics and impacts under CEQA which will be analyzed. 
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Commissioner Ritter inquired and wanted confirmation the public comments already received 
will be incorporated into the talking points and FEIR. 

Ms. Amos confirmed. 

Chair Allen inquired as to visual impacts and asked for the process of identifying the locations 
where streetscapes or visual portrayals would be created and what they would look like. 

Ms. Amos confirmed the environmental document will have five viewpoints at various locations 
and will review other vantage points to determine visibility and will include views of before and 
after. 

Commissioner Brown stated he knows the staging area moved in this design and the 
Commission had conducted a straw poll in terms of where it should be, and he asked if this 
plan is reflective of that recommendation. 

Noted Present: 
Commissioner Pace arrived at 7: 18 p.m. 

Ms. Amos confirmed the new location reflected was staff, the majority of the Planning 
Commission, and EBRPD's preferred location. 

Commissioner Brown said in terms of the path , Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) , and staging 
area, while nothing has been finalized, he asked if there were any aspects at this time in terms 
of design. 

Ms. Amos confirmed the design has not been finalized. 

Commissioner Brown asked at what portions of the staging area within Parcel C were subject 
to the living trust and at what portions would become part of the EBRPD. 

Ms. Clark deferred to the applicant's impending presentation for clarification on dedication and 
ownership. 

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED 

Applicant/Project Planning Manager Rick Rosenbaum with Ponderosa Homes gave a brief 
overview of the project history and a presentation. He explained some of the refinements and 
changes that came out of the Planning Commission work session on March 27, 2019, 
revisions to the staging area, reduction of lots in the project, community benefits, water system 
improvements and others. Reversion of the parcel to the EBRPD will be done once the Lester 
family is no longer living on the property. In the interim, the trail easement would be granted to 
the EBRPD for connection from the staging area to where they plan to provide public access. 

They are still refining landscape and visual concepts with the idea of having a private gated 
entry off of Dublin Canyon Road , with significant landscape features and he described the lot 
configuration and EVA point, noting the two residences owned by the Lester family will be 
turned into two large lots with access off of the existing road which will also serve as the 
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staging area access point. There is an EVA point to Dublin Canyon Road which is only meant 
for EVA and he presented a colored rendition of the development components. 

They spent time refining the plan and spoke of Measure PP compliance, slope analysis, Dublin 
Canyon Road improvements with benefits to existing neighborhoods, and access to the 
Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park in the northern area. 

Chair Allen inquired about the comment regarding the open space and that some would be 
reverted to the EBRPD. She asked if the Homeowners Association (HOA) is 38.8 acres and 
asked if this reverts to the HOA 

Mr. Rosenbaum confirmed that would remain with the HOA, and he did not believe the District 
had interest in owning the property proposed HOA open space. 

Public Comments: 

Paolo Di Candia is a resident who lives next to the project and spoke in favor of the project. He 
expressed one concern regarding water runoff from the project but otherwise was in overall 
support. 

Dena Maionchi spoke as a Canyon Meadows resident and requested the staging area and 
project location be moved to a different area due to the current situation related to lack of 
space. She also spoke about the need for a traffic signal due to existing safety issues on 
westbound Dublin Canyon Road and the concern of adding pedestrians into the situation. 

Diane Lester Kolb said she is a resident, voiced support of the project and requested the 
project be expedited to ensure that her mother will see the project to fruition. 

Ted Vinson spoke as a neighboring property owner in regard to a letter he previously provided 
to the Planning Commission at the March 27, 2019 work session which he will restate now. He 
referenced being a property owner of a strip of land in the contiguous area near what is called 
Parcel C and EBRPD. They pay property taxes on this piece and the trail head would have to 
require trespassing over their property. His major concern is the meadow which has been 
addressed with the change in location of the staging area and he thanked all parties involved. 
Beyond that, the other issue is the fencing proposed for the homes around the lots, stating it 
would create terrain disfigurement. He encouraged a photo montage be required for the 
before/after presentation of the landscape with homes and fencing which is part of the 
Alameda County Agricultural Site Development Review Process which he had gone through 
himself to address environmental impacts of his home. 

Pat Johnson spoke as a resident of Canyon Meadows and inquired about the wildlife in the 
project location and the fact that she did not see wildlife information referenced in the staff 
report. She was concerned about which bridges would be widened and not having a left-turn 
lane for the Canyon Meadows neighborhood, although there is a right-hand lane being 
proposed. 

Bob Devany spoke on behalf of his family's ownership of the property east of the EBRPD 
property, and noted that the spelling of "Devaney," although reflected on maps, was not the 
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correct spelling of the family name. He explained that it is strictly used for agricultural purposes 
under the Williamson Act, and he spoke of his ancestry to the east of this property as the Kelly 
brothers who shared several ranches, and as members of the Murray Township which later 
became the areas presently known as Dublin and Pleasanton. Mr. Devany stated the proposed 
project will change this land use from agricultural to residential after 160+ years. His concern is 
his family rely on the Lester's property to gain access to their ranch as other access points to 
his property are impractical. If the project proceeds ahead without granting them access from 
the project to their property, they will cease agricultural activities at their ranch , and this will 
increase fire activities and land will lay dormant. He therefore requested the City consider 
these significant impacts in the EIR and believes there are potential mitigations. Without 
mitigation there may be potential litigation . 

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED 

Rebuttal - Applicant 

Rick Rosenbaum gave clarification to which bridge would be widened and said the reason to 
widen the bridge will accommodate the bicycle lanes and this is a significant capital 
expenditure, but they would like to decouple that installation from the project as far as timing , 
given permitting issues. They have looked at various ways and the southern side is most 
feasible without impacting traffic and the creek. 

Commissioner Balch noted this is directly southeast of the Canyon Meadows driveway area 
and he confirmed this was immediately east of the driveway on the Jehovah Witness property. 

Mr. Rosenbaum clarified that Ponderosa is proposing the addition of a right-turn lane on Dublin 
Canyon Road to help residents enter into the Canyon Meadows neighborhood, which does not 
currently exist. He explained there is an existing easement granted to the EBRPD by the 
Vinson family that provides public trail access across the parcel Mr. Vinson owns which is an 
existing gravel road. 

Commissioner Balch asked if the staging area would not be located within Mr. Vinson's parcel 
and the easement is for access to a trail. 

Mr. Rosenbaum confirmed the trail is meant to cross the road and access the EBRPD property 
through the easement. Otherwise the trail itself is entirely on the Lester property. 

Commissioner Pace asked for a background and whether the City has done an analysis on 
speed limits on Dublin Canyon Road. 

Ms. Amos responded that the City had recently conducted a speed study and found that a 
higher speed was warranted but they chose not to implement speed at the suggested level but 
kept the posted sign limit which is now in place. 

Commissioner Pace inquired about added residences and potential re-examination of existing 
traffic speeds. 
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Ms. Amos responded this will be part of the traffic analysis and impacts based on this 
development. 

Commissioner Brown inquired about the storm drainage concerns, which he confirmed would 
be covered in the EIR. He then referenced the landscape, fencing and montage, and he 
inquired whether that is a requirement to account for the properties under CEQA. 

Ms. Clark said the review would include an analysis of the aesthetics of the project site. 

Commissioner Brown stated it would be helpful to get a review of the other road being 
referenced through the proposed open space in terms of its access on the west side. He 
believes it is outside of the EIR scope, but it would be helpful to see this. 

Ms. Clark confirmed that Mr. Devany's public comments regarding changes from grazing to 
non-availability of their property will be raised as a scoping issue and considered as to its 
validity in the EIR. 

Chair Allen inquired as to clarification about the open space, noting there are 69 acres 
dedicated to EBRPD, 38.8 acres owned by the HOA as open space and 7.5 acres owned by 
the Lester family. She believes the Lester family acreage would be deeded to EBRPD and 
asked what will happen with the 38.8 acres slated to be HOA lands. 

Principal Planner Neoma Lavalle with East Bay Regional Parks District spoke about public 
lands and public access. She referenced the EVA owned by the District and said the EBRPD 
prefers a buffer between developed areas and public open space lands. In this case, there is 
no public access through the gated community, so access and maintenance would be an 
issue. They have an EVA easement over it and plan on grazing those lands which can be 
accessed, but HOA lands are the steepest areas closest to homes which present a higher risk. 

Chair Allen inquired about the trail connection . 

Ms. Lavalle responded about the trail connection and stated that the District has reviewed 
easement agreements and has also dedicated funds for construction of the trail , to be named 
after Phillip Scholz as the Phillip Scholz Trail. 

Commissioner Balch referenced the staging area and the size and number of spots which has 
decreased and inquired if the EBRPD was comfortable with this size and number. 

Ms. Lavalle responded that the Parks District is not anticipating overflow onto the streets and 
said the District will encourage users to stay in the staging area and educate the public not to 
park on private streets and to utilize what is there . 

Commissioner Balch inquired if the staging area changes, whether the EIR factors this in as an 
alternative. 

Ms. Clark responded that it depends upon the amount of change, and how significant those 
changes are in terms of environmental impacts. A different location of the staging area it could 
be reviewed as an alternative as well. 
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Commissioner Balch commented that the size of the staging area needs to be a factor as it 
could be different. 

Commissioner Ritter brought up two main points, including safety and the addition of a right­
turn lane from Dublin Canyon Road, but that there is not much surrounding a left-turn . He 
viewed this as an important analysis that needs to be included in the EIR. The second point is 
the viewscape from the residents on the hill and showing what the project would look like from 
a bird 's eye view with fences and trees, and the viewscapes on the entrance and egress. He 
also referenced a meandering trail and whether or not there should be a traffic light or 
crosswalk for safety to encourage people to use the trail. 

Commissioner Balch echoed many of Commissioner Ritter's comments . He referenced the 
viewscapes from the Preserve development as critical. He referred to the moving of the 
staging area and said he feels this has improved and resolves many of the tree concerns. He 
agreed about Canyon Meadows and consideration to add a way for pedestrians to cross. He 
appreciates the bridge widening and what Ponderosa proposes. His other minor comments are 
the grading plans specifically for the EVA of the 29 homes on that side of the hill on the 
Jehovah Witness side that connects to the driveway and what the bridge expansion might 
mean at that location . 

Chair Allen echoed comments of both Commissioners Ritter and Balch. She referenced Dublin 
Canyon Road and believes the viewpoints need to be clear and include a precise montage of 
what is proposed . She agreed about public safety and the need to ensure this is taken into 
consideration. When the project comes back before the Planning Commission, she suggested 
a better understanding be made regarding Measures PP and QQ and the need for 
understanding the implication of removing two existing lots, slopes especially around the 
Shriner property and getting clarity about what is still left that may need to be evaluated . 
Lastly, although this meeting is not about alternatives, because views have become a critical 
issue in this project, if the Commission finds views from Dublin Canyon Road, even with the 
two homes removed, are still a major issue including potential Measure PP issues, one 
alternative should be the consideration of removing homes that would be problematic from a 
PP and QQ perspective, so the Commission can have that information and understand what 
the project would look like. 

Commissioner Brown asked that Ms. Amos discuss with City Traffic Engineer Mike Tassano in 
regard to road safety and whether there is a potential for a crossing point, for instance a 
flashing red pedestrian light to alert drivers that pedestrians are crossing . He also inquired 
about the staging area and Commissioner Balch 's comments regarding the sufficiency of the 
staging area size and an option for a revised number of parking spaces from 16 to something 
greater and this viewpoint, given it has not been finalized . 

Ms. Clark clarified that the Commission was asking for the EIR to analyzed an increased 
footprint for the staging area so as not to have to re-evaluate it later on. 

Commissioner Brown paraphrased Commissioner Balch's comments that indicate the 
Commission would like to see a range for the size and spaces. 
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Commissioner Pace echoed safety of the road, discouraging parking outside of the staging 
area for the park and to discourage parking on Dublin Canyon Road. He also agrees visuals 
were also important. 

Commissioner Brown thanked those who gave presentations and public comments. 

Chair Allen asked Ms. Amos to recap on the next steps and timeline. 

Ms. Amos referenced the slide of information showing the project timeline. 

MATTERS INITIATED BY COMMISSION MEMBERS 

Commissioner Ritter mentioned the Chamber of Commerce mixer event at the Pacific Pearl 
project and questioned signage for the entrance/exits which he commented were difficult to 
find. 

MATTERS FOR COMMISSION'S REVIEW/ACTION/INFORMATION 

4. Reports from Meetings Attended (e.g., Committee, Task Force, etc.) 

There were no reports from meetings attended. 

5. Future Planning Calendar 

Ms. Clark gave a brief overview of future items for the Commission's review. 

6. Actions of the City Council 

No action was taken. 

7. Actions of the Zoning Administrator 

No action was taken. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Allen adjourned the meeting at 8:26 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted , 

~~ l¼\aAi\fuCU\_ 
Stefanie Ananthan 
Recording Secretary 
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