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OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY  |  ESA helps a variety of 
public and private sector clients plan and prepare for climate change and 
emerging regulations that limit GHG emissions. ESA is a registered 
assessor with the California Climate Action Registry, a Climate Leader, 
and founding reporter for the Climate Registry. ESA is also a corporate 
member of the U.S. Green Building Council and the Business Council on 
Climate Change (BC3). Internally, ESA has adopted a Sustainability Vision 
and Policy Statement and a plan to reduce waste and energy within our 
operations. This document was produced using recycled paper.   
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 

1.1 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Process 

On September 23, 2013, Hall Equities Group (HEG) submitted applications to Contra Costa 
County (County) for the Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (Project).1 Shortly after the 
submittal the County, as Lead Agency under CEQA, determined that an environmental impact 
report (EIR) was required to satisfy the requirements of CEQA. An EIR is an informational 
document prepared by a Lead Agency for the purposes of analyzing the significant environmental 
effects of a proposed project, identifying alternatives, and disclosing possible ways to reduce or 
avoid environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15002[f]). On September 18, 2014, the 
County released the Notice of Availability for the Saranap Village Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR). The public review and comment period for the DEIR began on September 19, 
2014, and ended on November 17, 2014.  

Subsequent to the public review and comment period for the DEIR, HEG proposed a “Mitigated 
Plan Alternative” (MPA) which reduced the Project from 235 to 196 multiple-family units and 
approximately 44,000 to 22,000 square feet of retail/commercial space. On May 5, 2016, the 
County issued the Notice of Availability for the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(RDEIR) to solicit public comments on: the MPA; an updated analysis of the Project’s aesthetic 
impacts (replacing Section 4.1, Aesthetics, in the DEIR); an amendment to the Project description 
adding a roadway classification change for Boulevard Way from “arterial” to “collector;” and a 
minor amendment to the text of County General Plan Implementation Measure 5-w. The public 
comment period for the RDEIR began on May 6, 2016, and ended on July 6, 2016. 

This document responds to all public comments received by the County on the DEIR and RDEIR 
within the public review and comment periods specified above. 

The DEIR/RDEIR together with this Response to Comments Document constitutes the Final EIR 
(FEIR) for the Project. The FEIR must be considered by decision-makers before approving the 
Project and must reflect the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis of the anticipated 
physical impacts of the Project on the environment (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090). CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15132 specifies the following: 

                                                      
1 The term “Project” refers to the Project described in the DEIR analyzed in the DEIR and RDEIR. It is differentiated 

from the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) and all other alternatives. 
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The Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The DEIR or a revision of that draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in a 
summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR. 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in 
review and consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This Response to Comments Document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA and in conformance 
with the State and County CEQA Guidelines. This document incorporates comments from public 
agencies and the general public, and contains responses by the Lead Agency to those comments. 
The FEIR reflects the County’s independent judgment and analysis. 

1.2 Method of Organization 
This Response to Comments Document is organized as follows: 

• Chapter 1, Introduction, describes the CEQA process and the organization of this Response 
to Comments Document.  

• Chapter 2, Project Modifications and Revisions to the DEIR and RDEIR, contains text 
changes to the DEIR/RDEIR. Some changes were initiated by the County; others were 
made in response to comments received on the DEIR and RDEIR.  

• Chapter 3, Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Commenting on the DEIR and REIR, 
lists all agencies, organizations, and persons that submitted written comments on the DEIR 
and RDEIR during the public review and comment periods.  

• Chapter 4, Master Responses, contains comprehensive responses on five topics that were 
discussed frequently in the individual public comments. 

• Chapter 5, Written Comments on the DEIR and Responses to Comments, contains all 
comment letters received during the DEIR public review period and the County’s responses 
to significant environmental points raised in these letters. 

• Chapter 6, Written Comments on the R EIR and Responses to Comments, contains all 
comment letters received during the RDEIR public review period and the County’s 
responses to significant environmental points raised in these letters. 

• Chapter 7, Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearings on the DEIR and 
REIR, contains transcripts of the oral comments submitted during the County Zoning 
Administrator’s public hearings on the DEIR and RDEIR held on November 3, 2014, and 
June 20, 2016, respectively, as well as responses to significant environmental points raised 
in those comments.  

• Chapter 8, Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, contains the proposed 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  
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CHAPTER 2 
Modifications to the DEIR/RDEIR 

2.1 Overview 
This chapter presents all the modifications required to the DEIR/RDEIR. The changes are either 
made in response to public comments received on the DEIR/RDEIR or initiated by staff. Changes 
are made to ensure accuracy and clarity throughout the DEIR/RDEIR. Newly added text is shown 
in double underline format, and deleted text is shown in strikeout format. Changes are listed 
generally in the order in which they would appear in the DEIR/RDEIR. 

2.2 Modifications to the Draft EIR 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 
The first paragraph on page 4.1-2 of the RDEIR has been updated: 

The area in which the Project site is located can be described as a mixed-character 
neighborhood. The general vicinity contains commercial and institutional uses, high-
density residential units, and single-family residential units. Buildings in the project vicinity 
range from one to three stories in height, and represent a variety of architectural styles that 
reflect local building styles and trends of the past several decades. In the area immediately 
surrounding the project site, development is characterized by multi-family high-density, 
multi-family medium-density, and single-family high- higher-density residential to the 
north, west, and south;, and commercial and multi-family medium-density to the northeast 
and southeast. Adjacent development includes Boulevard Terrace Condominiums, a 24-unit 
three-story multi-family condominium community south of Site B, Le Boulevard, a 
three-story, 36-unit wood-clad apartment building built in 1987, and a multi-family 
building north of Site A. Further south and west of the project site are one and two-story 
single-family homes, and newer townhomes across Boulevard Way (on Molly Way) that 
were built in 2002. The Atrium Villas Condominiums is located across Boulevard Way to 
the west. Many properties include mature trees and landscaping. 

The following text is added to Mitigation Measure AES-3 on page 4.1-21. 

Mitigation Measure AES-3d: Additional Height Reduction. In addition to the height 
reductions required by Mitigation Measure AES-1, the applicant shall lower the height of 
the Site A building further. The height of all buildings shall not exceed the maximum 
heights set forth in Figure 4-1, Mitigation Measure AES-3d Height Zone Map. The 
Project shall also employ flat roofs on Site A to avoid any additional height that would be 
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required for gabled roofs. Roof heights on Site A shall be stepped back from Saranap 
Avenue as set forth in Figure 4-1 of the Response to Comments Document/FEIR.  

___________________________ 

Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality 
The following text is added to the bottom of DEIR page 4.9-2: 

According to the current 303(d) list as approved by the US EPA, the following pollutants 
have been identified as impairing Suisun Bay: Chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxin, furan, 
invasive species, mercury, PCB’s and selenium. The sources of these various pollutants are 
listed as “unknown”. 

___________________________ 

Section 4.14, Public Services 
The third paragraph on page 4.14-1 of the DEIR has been updated:  

Police services that cover the project vicinity are provided by the Contra Costa County 
Sheriff’s Office. The Sheriff’s Patrol Division provides uniformed law enforcement 
services to the residents who either live in part of Contra Costa’s 521 square miles of 
unincorporated land, a contract city, or a special district. A network of Station Houses, each 
of which is commanded by a Lieutenant, provides law enforcement services to the 
163,000 residents of the unincorporated areas of the County (Contra Costa County, 2014b). 
The closest Contra Costa County Police station to the project site is the Valley Station, 
located 5.5 miles southeast in the Alamo area. The Valley Station currently serves the 
existing project site. The County Sheriff’s Office has a staff total of approximately 720 
sworn personnel and 332 general employees (Contra Costa County, 2014b). 

___________________________ 

Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic 
The second paragraph on page 4.16-5 of the DEIR has been updated: 

Pleasant Hill Road is a four-lane arterial street that extends from Olympic Boulevard 
through portions of Lafayette, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, and Contra Costa County in a 
north-south direction. At its intersection with Old Tunnel Road, Pleasant Hill Road has 
raised landscaped medians, and left-turn channelization. A full interchange with Highway 
24 is located directly north of Old Tunnel Road. In addition, the Highway 24 eastbound 
off-ramp forms the western leg of the Pleasant Hill Road / Old Tunnel Road / Highway 
24 westbound eastbound off-ramp intersection. Like I-680 and Highway 24, Pleasant Hill 
Road is designated at a Route of Regional Significance.  
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The bullet list on page 4.16-5 of the DEIR has been updated: 

1. Boulevard Way / Olympic Boulevard / Tice Valley Boulevard (signalized)  
2. Boulevard Way / Warren Road (side-street stop controlled) 
3. Boulevard Way / Kinney Drive / Garden Court (side-street stop controlled) 
4. Boulevard Way / Saranap Avenue (side-street stop controlled) 
5. Boulevard Way / Flora Avenue (side-street stop controlled) 
6. Boulevard Way / Nicholson Road (side-street stop controlled) 
7. Boulevard Way / Mt. Diablo Boulevard (signalized) 
8. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / Oakland Boulevard (signalized) 
9. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / Alpine Road (signalized) 
10. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / California Boulevard (signalized) 
11. Olympic Boulevard / Alpine Road (signalized) 
12. Olympic Boulevard / I-680 Northbound Ramps (signalized) 
13. Olympic Boulevard / I-680 Southbound Off-Ramp / Paulson Lane (signalized) 
14. Saranap Avenue / El Curtola Boulevard / Old Tunnel Road (all-way stop controlled) 
15. Pleasant Hill Road / Old Tunnel Road / Highway 24 Westbound Eastbound 

Off-Ramp (signalized) 

Table 4.16-2 on page 4.16-8 of the DEIR has been updated: 

TABLE 4.16-2 
EXISTING PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

Intersection 
Traffic  
Control 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/C Ratio/ 
Delay LOSa 

V/C Ratio/ 
Delay LOSa 

1. Boulevard Way / Olympic-Tice Boulevard Signal 0.43 A  0.46 A 
2. Boulevard Way / Warren Road SSSC 10.2 B 11.2 B 
3. Boulevard Way / Kinney Drive SSSC 10.5 B 11.2 B 
4. Boulevard Way / Saranap Avenue SSSC 11.4 B 12.0 B 
5. Boulevard Way / Flora Avenue SSSC 10.1 B 10.8 B 
6. Boulevard Way / Nicholson Road SSSC 13.1 B 14.5 B 
7. Boulevard Way / Mt. Diablo Boulevard Signal 0.45 A 0.52 A 
8. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / Oakland Avenue Signal 0.40 A 0.47 A 
9. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / Alpine Road Signal 0.49 A 0.60 A 
10. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / California Boulevard Signal 0.40 A 0.54 A 
11. Olympic Boulevard / Alpine Road Signal 0.39 A 0.51 A 
12. Olympic Boulevard / I-680 Northbound Ramps Signal 0.58 A 0.86 D 
13. Olympic Boulevard / I-680 Southbound Off-Ramp / 

Paulson Lane Signal 0.62 B 0.51  A 

14. Saranap Avenue / El Curtola Boulevard / Old 
Tunnel Road AWSC 7.5 A 7.5 A 

15. Pleasant Hill Road / Old Tunnel Road / Highway 24 
Westbound Eastbound Off-Ramp Signal 16.6 B 18.6 B 

 
a Level of service at signalized and all-way stop-controlled (AWSC) intersections represent overall intersection conditions; level of 

service at side-street stop-control (SSSC) intersections represent the turning movement with the worst condition.  

SOURCE: Omni-Means, 2014; Signalized intersection LOS calculations based on CCTA 2.35 methodology (City of Walnut Creek). Contra 
Costa County / City of Lafayette signalized/unsignalized intersection LOS calculations based on HCM 2000 methodology using 
Synchro-Simtraffic software. 
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Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives 
The first paragraph on page 6-15 of the DEIR has been updated: 

… would remain as they currently exist. However, the balance of the view from this 
location would be similar to the Project, except that development at the corner of reduced 
Site A would be four stories as opposed to the seven stories and the impact with respect 
to scenic vistas would be reduced to a less than significant level. Due to the topographical 
depression of reduced Site A, the difference in height between this alternative and the 
Project on Site A is not expected to create a meaningful difference in views from this 
vantage point. Views of Sites B and B1 across Boulevard Way would be similar to those 
of the Project. 

The second to last paragraph on page 6-15 of the DEIR has been updated: 

Overall, this alternative would result in less change from existing conditions when 
compared with the Project. The less-than-significant impact associated with scenic 
resources and vistas would be reduced. Further, the smaller scale of the Reduced Project 
Alternative would avoid the significant impact associated with visual character identified 
for the Project althoughand Mitigation Measure AES-3a through AES 3dc would not 
apply. The Reduced Project Alternative generally would result in reduced less-than 
significant impacts with respect to daytime glare and nighttime lighting as identified for 
the Project.  

The third paragraph on page 6-24 of the DEIR has been updated: 

The view beyond Site A to Site B and B1, along the south side of the Boulevard Way and 
Saranap Avenue intersection, would consist of multi-family residential built to 30 feet in 
height with commercial uses on either side up to a maximum of 35 feet in height. 
Although building heights would be reduced and, the access to scenic vistas and views of 
scenic resources would be less than significantsimilar to those of the Project.  

The sixth paragraph on page 6-24 of the DEIR has been updated: 

New commercial and multi-family residential buildings on Site A would be visible from 
this vantage point. Building heights would be reduced compared with the Project and 
Boulevard Way would dominate the view as the valley oak tree would not be relocated. 
Overall the change would be similar to that of the Project and nNo significant views 
would be impacted under this alternative. 

The second full paragraph on page 6-25 of the DEIR has been updated: 

Despite reduced building heights, this alternative would result in similar changes with 
respect to views and scenic resources. The reduced height and scale of this alternative 
would avoid the significant and mitigatable impact associated with visual character and 
the mitigation measure would not apply. The General Plan Buildout Alternative would 
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result in similar but reduced less-than-significant impacts with respect to daytime glare and 
nighttime lighting as identified for the Project.  

___________________________ 
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CHAPTER 3 
Individuals, Agencies, and Organizations 
Commenting on the Draft EIR and 
Recirculated Draft EIR 

This chapter documents the comments submitted by agencies, organizations, and individuals on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) during the public review period (September 19 
through November 17, 2014) as well as those submitted on the Recirculated Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (RDEIR) during its public review period (May 6, through July 6, 2016). During 
these periods, comments could be submitted by letter, fax, email, voicemail, or orally at public 
meetings. All of the comments received and the responses to those comments are presented in 
Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments document.  

A list of all comment letters received, both for the DEIR and RDEIR, is presented in Section 3.1. 
In total, approximately 500 letters were received, containing more than 500 individual comments. 
Oral comments were made at two Zoning Administrator public hearings. Comment letters 
received for the DEIR and RDEIR, whether emailed, mailed via post, or via fax, are listed under 
Section 3.1, List of Comment Letters Received, speakers at public hearings are listed under 
Section 3.2, Public Hearings.  

3.1 List of Comment Letters Received 
The comment letters received on the DEIR are grouped below under Table 3-1, Comment 
Letters Received on the DEIR. The following agencies, organizations and individuals submitted 
written comments on the DEIR during the public review period (September 19 through 
November 17, 2014). 
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TABLE 3-1 
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DEIR 

Date  Author Type Media 

Agencies (4) 
10/17/2014 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Agency Fax 
11/14/2014 City of Lafayette  Agency Email 
10/15/2014 County Connection Agency USPS 
09/29/2014 East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) Agency USPS 

Organizations (7) 
11/17/2014 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo on behalf of the Saranap 

Area Residents 
Organization Email and USPS 

10/21/2014 Bike East Bay Organization Email 
11/04/2014 Lafayette Homeowners Council Organization USPS 
11/17/2014 Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch  Organization Email 
11/17/2014 Saranap Community Association  Organization USPS 
11/17/2014 Saranap  Homeowners Organization Organization Email 
11/17/2014 Carpenters and Joiners of America Local Union No. 152 Organization Email and USPS 

Individuals (63) 
11/16/2014 Adair, Jan  Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Anonymous  Individual USPS 
10/30/2014 Anzenberger, Mellara Individual Email  
11/17/2014 Arno, Paul and Marilyn Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Baird, James and Jeanette Individual USPS 
12/04/2014 Barrett, Holly Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Barrett, Virginia Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Birdsall, Maureen and Mike Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Bishop, Samara Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Brightbill, Dawn and Peter Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Bruce, Douglas Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Carrillo, Erin and Ismael Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Craig, Casey Individual Email 
11/14/2014 Craner, Cliff and Miriam Individual Email 
11/18/2014 Crinnion, Liz Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Fitterer, Susan Individual Email 
11/14/2014 Floum, D. Alexander Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Follmer, Jean Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Ghirardelli, Robert Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Gregory, Deborah and Timothy Individual Email 
11/15/2014 Grisier, Mary and Bob Pallarino Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Hahn, Brit Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Hayashi, Jan Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Holcomb, Julie  Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Humphreys, Matt Individual  Email 
12/11/2014 Jurgens, Anna Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Jurgens, Rolland Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Mack, Thomas Individual Email 
11/13/2014 McKee, Dorothy Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Mendelsohn, Julie Individual Email 
10/31/2014 Murphy, Linda Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Nelson, Craig Individual Email 
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TABLE 3-1 (Continued) 
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DEIR 

Date  Author Type Media 

Individuals (63) (cont.) 
11/11/2014 Oliver, Kendra Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Osborne, John Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Osterholm, Carl Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Paulsen, Virginia & Royce Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Perry, Patricia Individual USPS 
11/16/2014 Peters, Gayle Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Porcella, Ann Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Rayden, Mary Individual Email 
11/15/2014 Redmond, Mark Individual Email 
11/15/2014 Reimers, Steve Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Rhoads, Sam Individual Email 
11/18/2014 Rhodes, Noel Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Rosenblatt, Marci Individual Email 
11/15/2014 Santi, Paula Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Simmons, Barton Individual USPS 
11/14/2014 Smith, Kathleen Individual USPS 
10/30/2014 Staino, Summer Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Stephanos, Michelle Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Strickland, Pete Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Tish, Dessira and Thomas Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Venanzi, Eric and Krissi Individual Email 
10/13/2014 Waples, Justin J. Individual USPS 
10/30/2014 Weiss, Herb and Mary Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Weyer, David Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Whitehead, Gary Individual Email 
11/15/2014 Whitehead, Lisa Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Whiteman, Kathleen Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Windfuhr, Claudia Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Wopschall, Steven Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Yee, Arnold and Ruane Individual Email 
10/31/2014 Young, Julia Individual Email  

General Comments Regarding Support or Opposition to the Project (153) 
11/14/2014 Agazzi, Bob Individual Email 
11/12/2014 Agnew, Bruce Individual Email 
11/12/2014 Bailey, Ruth Individual Email 
10/22/2014 Barrett, Holly Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Barton, Leonard Individual Email 
11/08/2014 Basaldua, Ed Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Basora, Monika Individual Email 
10/13/2014 Berg, Jill Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Berg, Susan Individual Email 
10/11/2014 Berkowitz, Breese and Barney Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Billeci, Jennifer Individual Email 
11/09/2014 Bissell, Mary Individual Email 
10/06/2014 Blair, Floy Individual Email 
11/03/2014 Borgwardt, Paul Individual Email 
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TABLE 3-1 (Continued) 
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DEIR 

Date  Author Type Media 

General Comments Regarding Support or Opposition to the Project (153) (cont.) 
11/15/2014 Boyan, Craig Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Boyan, Barbara Individual Email 
11/04/2014 Brandt, Peter Individual Email 
10/13/2014 Brann, Josh Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Browne, Merrick Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Burgess, Nancy Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Burkart, Elizabeth Individual Email 
11/04/2014 Byars, Maryanne and Carolyn Campbell Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Campbell, Isa Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Chase, Doug Individual Email 
11/12/2014 Chinn, Elmer Individual Email 
11/09/2014 Chuckovich aka Haskell, Carole Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Cole, John Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Cole, Robineve Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Culler, Elizabeth Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Dacus, J. David Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Davis, Antoinette Individual Email 
11/09/2014 Deward, Robert Individual Email 
11/11/2014 Eames, Patrick and Dawn Individual Email 
10/20/2014 Ellerbock, Ingrid Individual Email 
10/22/2014 Evenary, Annette Individual Email 
11/18/2014 Fairclough, Stephen Individual Email 
11/18/2014 Flannery, Collins Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Forman, Bonnie Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Frangie, Teri Individual Email 
11/04/2014 Gainey, John M.D. Individual Email 
10/13/2014 Gregory, Deborah and Timothy Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Grossman, Ruth M. Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Hansen, Lynda Individual Email 
10/20/2014 Havrilenko, Shelly Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Hedgepath, Joyce Individual Email 
10/28/2014 Hiden, Lynn Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Holcomb, Julie Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Huddleston, Charles Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Hughey, Joan (a) Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Hughey, Joan (b) Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Hughey, Joan (c) Individual Email 
10/16/2014 Janitorial, Force Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Johnson, Mike and Family Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Jurgens, Anna Individual Email 
10/12/2014 Jurgens, Rolland Individual Email 
11/14/2014 Karakashian, Emily Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Kassof, Jeanne Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Kasthuri, Leela Individual Email 
10/06/2014 Kersey, John Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Kiefer, John Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Kirkpatrick, Brigitte and Jim Individual Email 
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TABLE 3-1 (Continued) 
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DEIR 

Date  Author Type Media 

General Comments Regarding Support or Opposition to the Project (153) (cont.) 
11/16/2014 Koffel, Millie Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Kohl, Jeff Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Kohl, Susie Individual Email 
11/06/2014 Lopez, Leilani Individual Email 
11/08/2014 Lynch, Tim Individual Email 
11/15/2014 Marks, Michael Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Marshall, Scott Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Martin, Carolyn Individual Email 
10/16/2014 Mason, Paul Individual Email 
11/09/2014 McGinnis, Jo Ann Individual Email 
11/05/2014 McKee, Dorothy Individual Email 
11/13/2014 McKee, Dorothy Individual Email 
10/31/2014 McNamee, Martha Individual Email 
10/07/2014 Mejia, Mike Individual Email 
11/08/2014 Michael, Maureen Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Miller, Marjie Individual Email 
11/15/2014 Miller, Robin Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Milligan, Morgan Individual Email 
10/28/2014 Monson, Stephanie Individual Email 
11/03/2014 Montandon, Thea Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Moran, Jim Individual Email 
11/06/2014 Munoz, Tracie Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Munoz, Tracie Individual Email 
11/12/2014 Muro, Emily Individual Email 
11/08/2014 Myint, Maung Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Nelson, Laurie Individual Email 
10/06/2014 Nutter, Susan Individual Email 
11/16/2014 O'Leary, Patricia Individual Email 
10/07/2014 Odell, Barbara Individual Email 
10/08/2014 Odell, Barbara Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Ogden, David Individual Email 
10/30/2014 Olson, Christine Individual Email 
11/01/2014 Ory, Rhona and Val Individuals Email 
11/17/2014 Osbourne, John Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Osterholm, Carl Individual Email 
10/06/2014 Peters, Gayle Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Pinkas, Ann Individual Email 
11/14/2014 Pinkas, Catherine Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Pinkas, Giora Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Plumlee, Cherie Individual Email 
11/06/2014 Ponder, Laura Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Quinn, Logan Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Rasmussen, Marvin and Carol Individual Email 
11/15/2014 Rehl, Michael Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Rehl, Michael Individual Email 
10/20/2014 Reimers, Steve Individual Email 
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TABLE 3-1 (Continued) 
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DEIR 

Date  Author Type Media 

General Comments Regarding Support or Opposition to the Project (153) (cont.) 
11/15/2014 Remer, Lillian Individual Email 
11/09/2014 Risman, Lana Individual Email 
11/09/2014 Risman, Steven Individual Email 
09/03/2014 Rogers, Kathy Individual Email 
10/13/2014 Russell, Jennifer Individual Email 
10/14/2014 Russell, Jennifer Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Ryan, Lisa Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Ryssin-Anthony, Joan Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Sanjay,  Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Santi, Paula Individual Email 
11/12/2014 Schmidt, Heidi Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Shafa, Farhad Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Shaw, Clint Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Shulakoff, Allen (a) Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Shulakoff, Allen (b) Individual Email 
11/14/2014 Shulakoff, Allen Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Siegel, Monika Individual Email 
10/02/2014 Smith, Kathleen Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Smith, Kathleen Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Smithwick, Graham Individual Email 
11/17/2014 Spraitzar, Steve Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Srivatsa, Niroop Individual Email 
10/06/2014 Stephenson, Mike Individual Email 
11/04/2014 Strickland, Jim Individual Email 
10/11/2014 Sussenguth, Leilani and Ed Individual Email 
10/15/2014 Swihart, Christine Individual Email 
11/07/2014 Swiney, Merrill and Alice Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Underwood, Lynne Individual Email 
10/26/2014 Usatin, Marc Individual Email 
10/05/2014 Vaiana, Kim Individual Email 
10/05/2014 Vaiana, Mike Individual Email 
10/06/2014 Vesely, Adam Individual Email 
10/07/2014 Walker, Family Individual Email 
10/20/2014 Walker, Shari Individual Email 
11/10/2014 Walker, Tim Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Wallace, Scott Individual Email 
11/13/2014 Wells, Benjamin Individual Email 
11/14/2014 Wells, Karen Individual Email 
10/10/2014 Whelan, Lynn Individual Email 
10/02/2014 Whiteman, Kathleen Individual Email 
10/19/2014 Whittington, Tina Individual Email 
11/16/2014 Wilkins, Yvohne Individual Email 
10/15/2014 Windfuhr, Claudia Individual Email 
10/15/2014 Wing, Lettie Individual Email 
10/02/2014 Wright, Kimberly Individual Email 
11/18/2014 Zawitkowski, Michael Individual Email 
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The comment letters received on the RDEIR are grouped and numbered below under Table 3-2, 
Comment Letters Received on the RDEIR. The following agencies, organizations and 
individuals submitted written comments on the RDEIR during the public review period (May 6, 
through July 6, 2016). 

TABLE 3-2 
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE RDEIR 

Date  Author Type Media 

Agencies (3) 
07/06/2016 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Agency Fax 
06/13/2016 City of Lafayette  Agency Email 
06/14/2016 East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) Agency USPS 

Organizations (2) 
07/06/2016 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo on behalf of the Saranap 

Area Residents 
Organization USPS 

07/05/2016 Saranap Homeowners Organization Organization USPS 

Individuals (50) 
07/06/2016 Agazzi, Bob Individual Email 
07/01/2016 Anonymous  Individual USPS 
06/22/2016 Bell, Todd Individual Email  
06/17/2016 Breed, Martha (1) Individual Email 
06/20/2016 Breed, Martha (2) Individual Email 
06/30/2016 Changaris, Linda Individual Email 
06/30/2016 Chuckovich, Carole Individual Email 
06/29/2016 Craner, Clifford and Miriam Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Culler, Elizabeth Individual Email 
07/05/2016 Culler, Timothy Individual Email 
06/17/2016 Curtis, Jacqueline Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Curtis, Randall Individual Email 
06/30/2016  Doyle, Kathy (1)  Individual Email 
06/30/2016 Doyle, Kathy (2)  Individual Email 
07/05/2016 Ellerbock, Ingrid and Jake Individual Email 
07/04/2016 Fields, Rachel and Robert Individual Email 
06/20/2016 Grassini, Stacey and Melody Barker Individual Email 
07/01/2016 Grisier, Mary Individual Email 
07/05/2016 Grossman, Ruth Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Hotchkiss, Ed  Individual Email 
05/09/2016 Johnson, Patty Individual Email 
06/20/2016 Jurgens, Anna Individual Email 
07/03/2016 Jurgens, Rolland Individual Email 
07/06/2016 Kelly, Darren Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Kersey, John Individual  Email 
07/06/2016 Peters, Gayle Massey  Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Marshall, Darren Scott Individual Email 
06/18/2016 McKee, Dorothy Individual Email 
07/06/2016 Merhoff, Eric (1) Individual Email 
07/06/2016 Merhoff, Eric (2) Individual Email 
06/27/2016 Milanfar, Shahrad Individual Email 
07/06/2016 Murphy, Linda Individual Email 
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TABLE 3-2 (Continued) 
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE RDEIR 

Date  Author Type Media 

Individuals (50) (cont.) 
06/20/2016 Ogg, Ronald Individuals Email 
07/06/2016 Rayden, Mary Individual USPS 
07/03/2016 Redmond, Mark Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Roberts, Corinne and David Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Rogers, Kathy and Family Individual Email 
07/01/2016 Schiller, Gayle Individual Email 
07/04/2016 Smith, Kathleen and Alex Floum Individual Email 
07/06/2016 Stine, Julie Individual Email 
06/28/2016 Sulzberger, Laura Individual Email 
06/29/2016 Tish, Dessira Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Underwood, Lynne Individual Email 
07/05/2016 Vinson, Barbara A. Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Walker, Tim, Shari and Michael Individual Email 
06/29/2016 Walker, Tim and Shari Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Whitehead, Lisa and Gary Individual Email 
06/28/2016 Whiteman, Kathleen Individual Email 
06/27/2016 Wright, Eric Individual Email 
06/18/2016 Wurth, Linda Individual Email 

General Comments Regarding Support or Opposition to the Project (87) 
06/20/2016 Agazzi, Bob  Individual Email 
06/21/2016 Aguilar, Sarah Individual Email 
06/21/2016 Andrews, Gail Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Asher, Narra Individual Email 
06/03/2016 Auzenne, Troy Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Baird, Jeanette Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Barclay, Dottie Individual Email 
07/04/2016 Boyan, Barbara Individual Email 
07/04/2016 Boyan, Craig Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Brunswig, Kathy and Fred Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Buckley, Melissa Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Burkhart, Elizabeth Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Butterfly, David Individual Email 
05/17/2016 Campbell, Isa Individual Email 
06/03/2016 Campbell, Julie Individual Email 
06/21/2016 Carpenter, Robert W. Individual Email 
06/15/2016 Cole, Lynda Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Coleman, Joyce Individual Email 
07/01/2016 Crawford, Tim Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Culler, Elizabeth Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Dacus, Joseph David  Individual Email 
06/20/2016 Dacus, Joseph David  Individual USPS 
06/24/2016 Dacus, Joseph David Individual Email 
06/17/2016 Deitrick, Ronnie Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Dench, Anne Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Dickson, Joyce Merenda Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Donley, Tim Individual Email 
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TABLE 3-2 (Continued) 
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE RDEIR 

Date  Author Type Media 

General Comments Regarding Support or Opposition to the Project (87) (cont.) 
06/16/2016 Evans, Ellen Individual Email 
06/15/2016 Evans, Michael Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Fippin, Jeff Individual Email 
07/06/2016 Flynn, Patricia Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Forman, Bonnie Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Francke, Allan Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Granit, Lorraine Individual Email 
06/03/2016 Harris, Alex Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Hastings, Ira Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Hastings, Karima Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Hedgepath, Joy Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Holcomb, Bob Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Holcomb, Julie Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Hotchkiss, Ed Individual Email 
06/15/2016 Hourany, Dennis Individual Email 
06/20/2016 Huddleston, Charles Individual Email 
07/03/2016 Humphreys, Matt Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Jurgens, Anna Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Kassof, Jeanne  Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Kelley, Patrick Individual Email 
06/26/2016 Kershaw, Jeremy Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Kohl, Jeff Individual Email 
06/26/2016 Kuiken, David Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Lynch, Tim Individual Email 
07/05/2016 Martin, Carolyn Individual Email 
06/17/2016 Mayer, Margaret Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Monson, Stephanie Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Morgan, Kelly Individual Email 
06/23/2016 O'Leary, Patricia (1) Individual Email 
06/24/2016 O'Leary, Patricia (2) Individual Email 
07/06/2016 Olson, Kevin  Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Osborne, John  Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Peters, Gayle Massey Individual Email 
07/06/2016 Petition Against SV (315 signers) c/o Walker, Sheri Individual Email 
06/30/2016 Rasmussen, Carol and Marv Individual Email 
07/02/2016 Remer, Lillian Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Rogers, Kathy Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Santi, Paula Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Sappal, Tina Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Schiller, Gayle Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Schroeder, Traber Individual Email 
06/26/2016 Shafizadeh, Brenna Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Sheriar, Mani Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Siegel, Monika Individual Email 
07/04/2016 Skiff, John Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Stofer, Ginny Individual Email 
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TABLE 3-2 (Continued) 
COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE RDEIR 

Date  Author Type Media 

General Comments Regarding Support or Opposition to the Project (87) (cont.) 
06/21/2016 Stoneman, Heather Individual Email 
07/05/2016 Strickland, Pete Individual Email 
06/11/2016 Svenson, Tait and Lindsay Individual Email 
06/19/2016 Swihart, Christine  Individual Email 
06/24/2016 Ulmer, Jerrold Individual Email 
06/18/2016 Underwood, Lynne Individual Email 
06/20/2016 Wallace, Scott Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Webb, Doug  Individual Email 
06/15/2016 Wells, Benjamin Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Wells, Karen  Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Whiteman, Kathleen Individual Email 
06/16/2016 Williams, Tony Individual Email 
05/12/2016 Windfuhr, Claudia (1) Individual Email 
06/23/2016 Windfuhr, Claudia (1) Individual Email 

 

3.2 Public Hearing 

Zoning Administrator Public Hearings 
The following persons offered public comment during the County of Contra Costa Zoning 
Administrator Public Hearing on the DEIR held at 30 Muir Woods Road in Martinez on 
November 11, 2014: 

• Bill Mitchell 
• Jeanne Kerr: 
• David Dacus 
• Marshall Meyer 
• Leonard Barton 

• Jim Changaris 
• Shari Walker 
• Jeremy Rue 
• Michael Cass 

 
The following persons offered public comment during the Saranap Village RDEIR Zoning 
Administrator Public Hearing on the RDEIR held at 30 Muir Woods Road in Martinez on 
June 20, 2016: 

• David Dacus 
• Bob Holcomb 
• Guy Moore 
• Marshall Stein 
• Randall Curtis 

• Tim Walker 
• Tim Lynch 
• Cindy Ayers 
• Brad Smith 
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CHAPTER 4 
Master Responses 

4.1 Introduction 
California courts have recognized the unlikelihood that any agency could craft a perfect EIR. See, 
e.g., Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees of the California State University 
and Colleges et al., 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 285 (1979). Consequently, key purposes of reviewing a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) include sharing expertise, disclosing agency 
analyses, checking for accuracy, detecting omissions, discovering public concerns, and soliciting 
counter proposals (CEQA Guidelines Section 15200). Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments 
Document contains reproductions of the comment letters (including emails) received during the 
public review period on the Saranap Village DEIR (September 19, 2014, through November 17, 
2014). Chapter 6 contains reproductions of comment letters (including emails) received during 
the public review period on the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) 
(May 6, 2016, through July 6, 2016). Each letter received during these comment periods is 
reproduced in its entirety.1,2 Each comment letter containing comments pertaining to the 
adequacy of the CEQA analysis is designated with the author’s name in the upper right-hand 
corner of the letter. These letters are arranged in alphabetical order. Within each of these 
comment letters, individual comments are labeled with a number in the margin.  

Responses to the numbered comments follow the reproductions of these comment letters in 
chapters 5 and 6. As described further in these chapters, individual responses focus on comments 
that pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the EIR or to other aspects pertinent to the potential 
effects of the Project on the physical environment pursuant to CEQA. Comments that did not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis, did not identify any other 
significant environmental issue, were directed to the perceived merits or demerits of the Project, 
provided information only, or expressed an opinion without specifying why the DEIR/RDEIR 
analysis was inadequate, are beyond the purview of the EIR and CEQA and thus are categorized 
as General Comments. Contra Costa County, as the CEQA lead agency, acknowledges the receipt 
of these types of comments; however, limited responses are provided because these letters do not 
relate to the adequacy of the DEIR/RDEIR. All General Comments are included in the Contra 
Costa County public record and will be provided to the County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when the Project is scheduled for public hearings. For 
ease of review, letters and emails containing only General Comments are reproduced separately in 
Sections 5.2.5 and 6.2.5, following the responses to numbered comments. 
                                                      
1 Comments received outside of either the DEIR or the RDEIR comment periods are not included within this 

Response to Comments document, at the discretion of the Lead Agency, per CEQA Guidelines § 15207. 
2  Correspondence from a Lesley Sheppart is potentially missing from County files. The County has attempted to 

contact Ms. Sheppart multiple times and has not received a response. 
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4.2 Master Responses 
This section presents “master responses” addressing five recurring topics in the comments 
received on the DEIR and RDEIR. The intent of the master responses is to avoid repetition within 
this document and improve readability by giving a single, comprehensive response to the 
recurring comments.  

Comments pertaining to the merits of the Project and other General Comments, as described 
above, are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments. Comments pertaining to the 
scope, assumptions, methodology, or conclusions in the aesthetics, traffic and transportation, 
cumulative impact analyses, and recreation are addressed in Master Responses 2-5, respectively. 
Responses to the individual comments that raise these recurring topics refer the reader to the 
master responses in this chapter. 

Master responses include: 

• Master Response 1, General Comments 

• Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis 

• Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis 

• Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative 
Impact Analysis 

• Master Response 5, Recreation  

4.2.1 Master Response 1, General Comments 
As explained above, the key purposes of reviewing a DEIR include sharing expertise, disclosing 
agency analyses, checking for accuracy, detecting omissions, discovering public concerns, and 
soliciting counter proposals. CEQA Guidelines Section 15204, Focus of Review, in part states:  

(a) In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency 
of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts of the environment 
and the ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or 
mitigated…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. 

(c) 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 [emphasis 
added]. 

(e) This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the 
general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused 
as recommended by this section. 
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The majority of comments received in response to the DEIR/RDEIR do not address the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis in the manner prescribed by the CEQA Guidelines. These comments are 
referred to herein as “General Comments” and are the focus of this Master Response. 

Treatment of General Comments 
The County received two distinct types of correspondence containing General Comments. The first 
is correspondence that does not address the adequacy of the environmental review. This 
correspondence is reproduced in Sections 5.2.5 and 6.2.5 of this Response to Comments Document. 
Many of the comments found in these sections are petitions and form letters that express support 
for, or opposition to, the Project. Other comments express opinions or editorialize on issues that are 
beyond the purview of CEQA and the EIR. The common denominator between these pieces of 
correspondence is that they do not address the adequacy of the DEIR/RDEIR. While the County 
does not provide individual responses to these comments in this Response to Comments Document, 
they are part of the public record on the Project and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) prior to the public hearings on the Project.  

The second type of correspondence addresses at least one issue that is within the purview of 
CEQA and the EIR, but does not offer information that affects the environmental analysis. These 
comments tend to include general, unsubstantiated statements regarding the methodologies used 
in the analysis of impacts related to aesthetics, traffic, noise, and public services. The CEQA 
Guidelines state that the lead agency is not required to respond to such comments. However, 
where the County has identified a comment as being this second type of General Comment, the 
following response, or a derivation thereof, is provided: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present 
information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present 
unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 
3) do not pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 
4) present opinions or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) 
when they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, 
General Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., 
Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.).  

Primarily, concerns expressed about the Project or its alternatives are not typically related to the 
quantifiable, physical environmental issues addressed in the DEIR/RDEIR, which are objectively 
assessed against the significance criteria provided in Contra Costa County’s adopted CEQA 
Thresholds/Criteria of Significance. In cases where the commenter provides an opinion and/or 
concerns about the Project but does not challenge the adequacy of the DEIR/RDEIR, the County 
notes the opinion. Where a commenter offers unsubstantiated assertions and/or opinions about a 
significant environmental impact or the adequacy of the DEIR/RDEIR, the County notes the 
opinion, but does not alter the DEIR/RDEIR or provide additional information, per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15204. 

In cases where a commenter provided relevant new information and/or substantiated new facts, the 
County reviewed the information and evaluated its bearing on the adequacy of the environmental 
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analysis. To the extent that concerns about the Project or its alternatives (i.e., the overall size of the 
Project; impacts to neighborhood character; general support or opposition for the Project; general 
traffic, noise, air quality, and public services effects; desired Project characteristics including the 
quantity and type of proposed uses) could result in physical changes to the environment, such 
potential environmental affects have been identified and fully analyzed in the relevant topical 
sections of the DEIR and RDEIR.  

There are cases where commenters raised issues relating to very specific details of the Project or 
its alternatives (e.g., the exact location of lights, the precise timing of construction activities 
within the overall construction schedule, the visual impact of a specific Project element). The 
County has carefully reviewed all of these comments. If the County determined that the specific 
details referenced are simply constituents of the overall Project, and are within the range of 
attributes normally expected for a large, mixed-use project on an infill site, those details are 
addressed in the analysis of the overall Project by default and those details are not considered 
relevant new information. In all Master Responses and individual responses, references to 
DEIR/RDEIR sections indicate that the cited analysis already exists and addresses the relevant 
environmental issues raised by commenter. 

If the County determined that additional study or discussion was warranted, that study and 
discussion is reflected in the Master Responses in this Response to Comments Document in this 
Section 4.2 and/or in the individual responses to numbered comments in Chapters 5 and 6. 
Revisions have been made to the DEIR/RDEIR where appropriate.  

Each of these Project-related comments and comments that address topics beyond the purview of 
the EIR or CEQA is noted in this document for the public record of this process. The County and 
Project applicant have considered and in many cases addressed (through mitigation measure 
revisions and preparation of the Mitigated Plan Alternative) these Project-related comments. 
Moreover, these concerns will again be considered by the County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) prior to taking action on the Project, as Project details 
pertain to discretionary matters that the County must balance in its deliberations of the Project.  

General Comments Regarding Mitigation Measures 
A number of comments suggest that the County impose additional or more substantial mitigation 
measures upon the Project. Pursuant to CEQA, mitigation is required only for impacts that have 
been identified as potentially significant. Further, mitigations must be related and proportional to 
the impact of concern. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4), Consideration and Discussion of 
Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize Significant Effects, in part states: 

(A) There must be an essential nexus (i.e., connection) between the mitigation measure 
and a legitimate governmental interest. Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 
483 U.S. 825 (1987); and 

(B) The mitigation measure must be “roughly proportional” to the impacts of the project. 
Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994). Where the mitigation measure is an ad 
hoc exaction, it must be “roughly proportional” to the impacts of the project. Ehrlich v. 
City of Culver City (1996) 12 Cal 4th 854.  
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Thus, there must be a clear connection between an impact and a mitigation measure and the 
degree of mitigation must be proportional to the degree of impact. Many comments suggest 
imposition of mitigation measures for impacts that predate the Project or are Project-related but 
not potentially significant, while others suggest mitigation that is disproportionate to the 
identified impact. For example, several comments state that the Project applicant should be 
required to install bicycle facilities along the entire length of Boulevard Way. While such 
facilities would no doubt benefit the community by improving connectivity in the Saranap area, 
their installation would not mitigate a significant impact caused by the Project. Pursuant to 
CEQA, mitigation, such as installation of suggested bicycle facilities, is required only for impacts 
that have been identified as potentially significant. Suggestions like these, which seek mitigation 
that lacks nexus and/or proportionality, are treated as General Comments.  

General Comments Regarding Impacts to Public Services 
A number of comments challenge the DEIR/RDEIR analysis of impacts to public services, such 
as utilities and school districts, claiming that the analysis was either inadequate or not performed 
at all. In addition to specific responses provided in Chapter 5 and 6 of this Response to Comments 
Document, as well as the reasons outlined below, the County disagrees, and maintains that these 
comments constitute unsubstantiated evidence or opinions and are therefore classified as General 
Comments. 

The CEQA process depends heavily on input and analyses conducted by public agencies other 
than the lead agency, particularly responsible and trustee agencies3, because these agencies 
possess special expertise pertaining to the resources and services they provide. Pursuant to the 
CEQA Guidelines, it is the duty of the lead agency to send a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an 
EIR to responsible and trustee agencies so that these agencies can provide comments early on in 
the environmental review process. CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, Response to Notice of 
Preparation and Determination, in part states: 

(b) Response to Notice of Preparation. Within 30 days after receiving the Notice of 
Preparation under subdivision (a), each responsible and trustee agency and the Office 
of Planning and Research shall provide the lead agency with specific detail about the 
scope and content of the environmental information related to the responsible or trustee 
agency’s area of statutory responsibility and that must be included in the draft EIR. 

2) If a responsible or trustee agency, or the Office of Planning and Research fails 
by the end of the 30-day period to provide the lead agency with either a 
response to the notice or a well-justified request for additional time, the lead 
agency may presume that none of those entities have a response to make 
[emphasis added].  

                                                      
3  “Responsible agency” means a public agency which proposes to carry out or approve a project, for which the lead 

agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or negative declaration. For the purposes of CEQA, the term “responsible 
agency” includes all public agencies other than the lead agency which have discretionary approval power over the 
project. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15381) 
“Trustee agency” means a state agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project which 
are held in trust for the people of the State of California. Examples include the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife and the State Lands Commission. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15386) 
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The County provided the NOP for the DEIR and RDEIR to the State Office of Planning and 
Research and all applicable responsible and trustee agencies, as well as other public agencies the 
County determined might have an interest in the Project, such as neighboring cities, public 
utilities, fire districts, and school districts that could be affected. These agencies were also 
provided opportunities to comment on the DEIR and RDEIR during their respective public 
comment periods. Thus, these agencies had no fewer than four formal opportunities to provide 
comments on the environmental analysis. For those agencies that submitted comments, such as 
the East Bay Municipal Utility District and City of Lafayette, the County has provided responses 
in Chapters 5 and 6 of this Response to Comments Document. 

For those agencies that submitted no comments, such as the Central Contra Costa Sanitary 
District and affected school districts, the County presumes that these agencies have no comments 
to make, and the environmental analysis regarding their respective resources and services is 
therefore adequate from their perspective.  

4.2.2 Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis 
Many recurring comments received in response to the DEIR/RDEIR challenge the methodology 
and conclusions of the aesthetics analysis. These include, but are not limited to, comments 
regarding the accuracy of the visual simulations and comments challenging the conclusions 
relating to scenic vistas and visual character. This response directs the reader to Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, in the RDEIR which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. RDEIR Section 4.1 provides an 
analysis of the visual impacts of the Project pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. The RDEIR also 
evaluates the aesthetic impacts of a new alternative, the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA).  

RDEIR and Visual Simulations 
The County agrees with many commenters that the visual simulations in DEIR Section 4.1 were 
inaccurate. The RDEIR included an updated analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in 
a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. The analysis of the Project’s 
potential impacts with respect to scenic vistas and visual character and quality (see significance 
criteria “a” and “c” in Section 4.1.3, Significance Criteria, on page 4.1-6 of the RDEIR) depends on 
the assessment of computer-generated visual simulations of the existing setting and the simulated 
Project massing within the existing setting. A detailed explanation of the methodology for generating 
the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-3 through 4.1-14 of the RDEIR. As explained in 
RDEIR Section 4.1, the locations for simulation viewpoints were selected in consultation with 
County planning staff and views from these locations were photographed with County planning staff 
present. Further, Kier & Wright Engineers performed field surveys to verify viewpoint locations as 
well as locations and heights of existing features within the views. To ensure consistency between 
visual simulations, high resolution digital photographs were taken from each of these locations using 
standard methods, such as a 5.2-foot eye-level and 50 millimeter lens for each photograph.  

The viewpoints comprise a reasonable range designed to represent the impacts of the Project and 
the MPA on sensitive visual resources. While an infinite number of additional viewpoints and 
simulations could theoretically be added to the EIR, these additional viewpoints are not needed to 
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produce a reasonable analysis of aesthetic impacts. The suggestions for additional viewpoints 
would result either in information that is largely duplicative of that presented in the EIR, or the 
viewpoints are too far away to have the potential to reveal any potentially significant impacts. For 
example, the scenic views from State Route 24 (SR 24) are already represented in Viewpoints 1 
(which provides an even closer view than would be seen from SR 24) and 9 (which provides a 
view free of the obstructions that exist along SR 24, such as the soundwall). 

Several commenters requested that the visual simulations be augmented by construction of story 
poles at the Project site. While construction of story poles is an effective way of depicting the 
mass of smaller buildings such as individual single-family homes, this concept is not practical for 
new buildings of the size proposed, as the poles themselves would require foundation systems 
and significant structural elements in order to meet minimum safety standards. Additionally, story 
poles are not necessary to meet CEQA standards for assessment of potential aesthetic impacts. As 
explained in RDEIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the methods employed to develop the computer-
generated simulations are both conservative and adequate to provide information suitable for 
CEQA analysis of Project effects on scenic vistas and neighborhood character.  

Scenic Vistas 
A number of comments indicated that the DEIR/RDEIR failed to adequately analyze the Project’s 
effects on scenic views, asserting that such views would be eliminated in the Project vicinity. The 
County’s analysis is limited to the visual impacts that would be experienced from public places, not 
from private property. As noted on RDEIR pages 4.1-2, 4.1-3, and 4.1-16, the significance 
determinations regarding impacts to scenic public vistas and view corridors are based, in part, on 
the degree of change related to the Project’s visibility from public vantage points such as roadways. 
Comments relating to changes in views from private vantage points, such as balconies or living 
rooms located at nearby apartment or condominium buildings, are noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project (see Master Response 1, above), but are not a consideration under CEQA. 

The Project site is located in a hilly area and the Project will be visible from many public locations. 
However, new buildings and other aesthetic changes in the viewshed of public streets and sidewalks 
do not necessarily represent a substantial change, a substantial adverse change, or a substantial 
adverse effect on a protected scenic vista. Views of two scenic resources—Mt. Diablo and Las 
Trampas Regional Wilderness—are available from within and through the Project site and are 
therefore considered protected under CEQA. These views are captured in Viewpoint Numbers 1, 8, 
and 9 and Project impacts are assessed by considering the computer-generated visual simulations 
within these views. As described in the RDEIR, the unmitigated Project would significantly 
obstruct views of the majority of Las Trampas Regional Wilderness ridgeline and thus would result 
in a significant impact.  

Under the RDEIR analyses of Impact 4.1-1 regarding impacts to scenic vistas, views from 
Viewpoint Number 8, Lucy Lane at Juanita Drive, looking east and from Viewpoint Number 9, 
Camino Diablo, looking southeast, indicated that the Project would not alter views of scenic 
resource. To avoid significant obstruction of the majority of the Las Trampas Regional 
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Wilderness ridgeline when viewed from the bend in Saranap Avenue at Hull’s Mortuary (RDEIR 
Viewpoint Number 1), the maximum roofline height of Site A buildings shall be reduced as 
necessary to substantially eliminate the ridge obstruction. In no case shall the maximum height of 
the Site A buildings exceed the heights reflected in RDEIR Figure 6.5-3 (Mitigated Plan 
Alternative Height Zone Map). This is accomplished through implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AES-1: Reduce Height (see page 4.1-18 through 4.1-19 of the RDEIR).  

The impact, with implementation of the mitigation measure described above, would be less than 
significant. The RDEIR concludes, based on the simulations, that the mitigated Project would not 
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

Visual Character 
A number of comments challenge the DEIR/RDEIR conclusions regarding impacts to neighborhood 
character. Many aspects of a neighborhood’s character are visual and to this extent were 
considered in RDEIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces DEIR Section 4.1. A variety of uses 
combine to create the existing neighborhood character. Generally extending out from Boulevard 
Way, the area transitions from light industrial/commercial, to offices and neighborhood 
businesses, to medium- and high-density multi-family buildings, and finally to single-family 
homes. The area is bordered on two sides by freeways. While many commenters suggested that 
the Saranap area is semi-rural, all of the General Plan land use designations for the area 
(“Commercial,” “Multiple-Family Residential High-Density,” “Single-Family Residential 
Medium-Density,” etc.) are characterized in the General Plan as “urban.”  

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the RDEIR provides an analysis of the visual impacts of the Project 
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. The RDEIR addresses the potential of the Project and 
alternatives to result in an adverse change to the existing visual character of the Saranap area 
through mitigations ensuring varied and textured buildings in terms of color, massing, and style. 
However, many comments suggest that the Project be downsized in order to avoid significant 
impacts to the existing neighborhood character. The County reviewed the information provided 
by all commenters, and determined that additional height reduction mitigation is required to 
ensure that neither the Project nor any of the alternatives substantially degrades the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings (Impact 4.1-3). The applicant accordingly 
proposed, for Site A, further height reductions, flat roofs and a design that steps back the roof 
height from Saranap Avenue. These measures have been reviewed by the County and determined 
to mitigate the impact to less-than-significant levels. Paragraph (d) of Mitigation Measure AES-3 
is added to incorporate these additional height reductions (see Chapter 2, Modifications to the 
Draft EIR/Recirculated Draft EIR, of this FEIR). The following revised mitigation applies to the 
Project and all alternatives other than the No Project Alternative.  

Mitigation Measure AES-3d: Additional Height Reduction. In addition to the height 
reductions required by Mitigation Measure AES-1, the applicant shall lower the height of 
the Site A building further. The height of all buildings shall not exceed the maximum 
heights set forth in Figure 4-1, Mitigation Measure AES-3d Height Zone Map. The 
Project shall also employ flat roofs on Site A to avoid any additional height that would be 
required for gabled roofs. Roof heights on Site A shall be stepped back from Saranap 
Avenue as set forth in Figure 4-1 in the Response to Comments Document/FEIR. 
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This additional mitigation measure incorporates Figure 4-1, Mitigation Measure AES-3d Height 
Zone Map, which reflects maximum heights for Site A that are lower than those proposed for the 
Project and the MPA. The height limits for Sites B/B1 and C in Figure 4-1 are the same as those 
proposed for the MPA. The County would enforce this additional mitigation by ensuring that 
building heights do not exceed the strict, objective requirements of the Height Zone Map before 
issuing building permits. 

A revised Maximum Height Zone map for the Project is included in the RDEIR as Figure 3-5. 
The RDEIR also includes a Height Zone Map for the MPA. This Response to Comments 
Document includes a Height Zone Map (Figure 4-1) as part of the additional mitigation required 
to address aesthetic impacts (see new Mitigation Measure AES-3d, above). All Height Zone 
Maps in this EIR indicate building heights that are one-half foot above the heights depicted in the 
visual simulations because those simulations are based upon preliminary architectural plans. The 
visual simulations rely upon preliminary architectural designs because those designs represent the 
best available information and good faith projection of the development proposed to be built. If 
the Project is approved, the preliminary plans will be further refined and made more precise until 
they reach the level of construction-ready plans. In developing construction-ready plans, some 
adjustments are always needed to accommodate unforeseen issues that arise. Also, projects are 
routinely refined as they undergo processing, when additional mitigation measures, conditions of 
approval, and other requirements are imposed, which also triggers a need for some limited 
flexibility in the design. For these reasons, and as explained in RDEIR Figure 3-5, the additional 
one-half foot in the Height Zone Maps represents the flexibility needed to refine the Project 
design between the preliminary plan stage and construction-ready plans. However, in no case 
would building heights exceed the heights indicated on the Height Zone Maps. 

Lighting and Shadows 
The RDEIR analyzes the Project’s potential to create substantial new sources of light or glare that 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views of the area (see RDEIR page 4.1-24). As addressed 
in the RDEIR, development of the Project would incrementally increase the amount of light 
generated on the Project site and in the vicinity.  

Some comments suggested that the EIR should include a study of the Project’s shadow impacts. 
A shadow study is included in the DEIR to confirm the safety of a pedestrian crosswalk near the 
relocated oak tree included in the Project, not to address aesthetic impacts (see DEIR, page 4.16-28 
and Appendix G). The County does not typically perform shadow studies for aesthetic analyses, 
as the County has no regulations or standards against which to assess shadow impacts. There are 
no known sunlight or air easements on nearby properties that could potentially be impacted by the 
Project.  

As noted above, for all potential impacts, including those related to aesthetics and land use, CEQA 
only requires mitigation of potentially substantial adverse changes in the physical environment.4 

                                                      
4 Public Resources Code Sections 21151, 21060.5, 21068. 
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4.2.3 Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis 
Many comments on the DEIR address traffic impacts that would result from development of the 
Project. For a discussion of potential impacts related to traffic, refer to DEIR Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, and 
associated technical reports. Many of the recurring comments associated with traffic request 
analysis be conducted that is beyond the requirements of comprehensive CEQA review. One 
example is the suggestion that intersections and/or roadways beyond those analyzed in the DEIR, 
which were selected in a manner consistent with the Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
(CCTA) Technical Procedures (CCTA, 2013) and reflect locations most likely to be affected by 
Project traffic, should be analyzed. Another example is the erroneous suggestion that peak of 
school activity in the afternoon represents worst case scenario, rather than the PM peak hour, and 
thus should be analyzed in the DEIR. As noted above, CEQA only requires analysis and 
mitigation of potentially substantial adverse changes in the physical environment.5 A CEQA lead 
agency has authority to require feasible changes to a project (including adoption of mitigation 
measures) in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15041). However, mitigation measures are not required for impacts which 
would not be significant – i.e., impacts that would already be less than significant without 
mitigation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4[a][3]). As such, the following master response 
provides clarification on the methodology used to assess the potential significant adverse traffic-
related impacts of the Project.  

Methodology 

Intersection, Roadway Segment, and Freeway Segment Selection and Analysis 
As noted on DEIR page 4.16-5 under Study Intersections and on page 6 of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) (Appendix G of the DEIR, Transportation and Traffic Technical Reports), the 
15 study intersections were selected for analysis in consultation with Contra Costa County Public 
Works Department staff and in a manner consistent with the CCTA Technical Procedures 
(CCTA, 2013), because they would most likely be affected by Project traffic. Additional 
intersections raised by commenters were also considered. As demonstrated in Appendix F to the 
RDEIR (TIA for the MPA, beginning on page 18),6 these intersections are projected to 
experience only a minimal number of trips (if any) from the Project or MPA, with no significant 
changes in levels of service.  

Roadway segments were selected for analysis in a similar manner. Consistent with the CCTA 
Technical Procedures, the Level of Service (LOS) for signalized intersections located within the 
County or City of Walnut Creek was calculated using the CCTA LOS method. For all 

                                                      
5 Public Resources Code Sections 21151, 21060.5, 21068. 
6 Additional information was provided in connection with: Old Tunnel Road/Leland Drive; Old Tunnel Road/Linda 

Vista Lane; Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive; Pleasant Hill Road/Mt. Diablo Blvd./SR 24 EB on-ramp; Pleasant 
Hill Road/Mt. Diablo Blvd./SR 24 WB on-ramp; SR 24 WB on-ramp (located outside of Lafayette); Pleasant Hill 
Road/Condit Road; Pleasant Hill Road/Olympic Blvd.; Sunset Loop/ Meek Place; Meek Place/Leland Drive; 
Camino Diablo/ El Curtola; Camino Diablo/Stanley Blvd.; Stanley Blvd./Deer Hill Road/Pleasant Hill Road; 
Pleasant Hill Road/Old Tunnel Road/SR 24 EB off-ramp; Old Tunnel Road/Buchan; Juanita Drive/Saranap 
Avenue; and Kinney Drive/Boulevard Way/Garden Court. 
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unsignalized intersections in the County and signalized intersections in the City of Lafayette, 
Synchro-SimTraffic software was utilized. Roadway segment LOS was calculated using the 
2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology.  

As noted on DEIR page 4.16-10 under Subsection Freeway Segment Operations, the three 
directional freeway segments selected for analysis were locations where the effect of project trips 
would likely be the greatest. This determination was based on the Caltrans requirement for the 
analysis of all projects generating between one and 49 trips that could be assigned to a State 
Highway facility experiencing congested or unstable (LOS E-F) flow. Consistent with Caltrans 
guidelines for analysis of freeway segments, Highway Capacity Software (HCS2000) was used to 
determine the LOS on the freeway segments analyzed for the Project. 

This methodology is accepted by the industry as well as Contra Costa County Public Works and 
planning staff as thorough and conservative. Given the assessed project effects, it is reasonable to 
conclude that intersections, roadway segments, and freeway segments not quantified in this 
analysis are too far away and/or would receive even less Project traffic such that no significant 
effects would result. No evidence has been submitted demonstrating that the County’s 
methodology resulted in a flawed impact analysis.  

Analysis Period and Traffic Counts 
Traffic counts provide a snapshot of existing traffic conditions and reflect traffic generated by all 
local and regional trip generators (e.g., schools, retail establishments, residences, and visitors) 
that are active at the time the counts are taken. AM and PM weekday peak periods were selected 
to evaluate worst-case traffic conditions and reflect typical peak commuting conditions. These 
evaluation periods were selected in accordance with the CCTA Technical Procedures (CCTA, 
2013), which is referenced on DEIR page 4.16-5 under Subsection Study Intersections. While 
other peaks in traffic may occur at other times throughout the day and on weekends due to other 
types of activity (e.g., school, leisure, etc.), commuting trips to and from work during the AM and 
PM weekday peak periods are typically found to result in the highest levels of traffic in urban and 
suburban settings and are thus considered the preferred traffic levels to measure for a 
conservative (worst case) analysis. School trips typically have a pronounced effect on overall 
traffic conditions, especially during the AM peak period when students arrive at school.  

Traffic counts for the study intersections were collected in 2012, 2013, and 2014; as noted on 
page 7 of the TIA (see DEIR Appendix G, Transportation and Traffic Technical Reports), traffic 
counts were conducted when all schools were in session during a normal (i.e., non-holiday) 
weekday period (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday). Average daily traffic (ADT) volumes were 
obtained from a traffic analysis conducted on Boulevard Way and Kinney Drive by Baymetrics 
Traffic Resources in 2009 related to the Sufism Reoriented New Sanctuary project. Based on new 
intersection count data (2013), the previously counted ADT volumes were adjusted upwards by 
six percent to reflect any volume increases from currently measured 2013 conditions. Freeway 
volumes were obtained from a traffic analysis conducted by AECOM for the 1500 N. California 
Boulevard project in 2012. No evidence has been submitted demonstrating that the County’s 
methodology resulted in a flawed impact analysis.  
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Trip Generation, Distribution, and Assignment 
The methodology used to calculate Project trip generation, distribution, and assignment is described 
on DEIR pages 4.16-18 and 4.16-19 under Subsection Project Trip Generation. Trip generation was 
calculated for each land use proposed as part of the Project and includes all trips made by 
employees, residents, and visitors. (See DEIR Appendix G, Transportation and Traffic Technical 
Reports, TIA pages 27 and following). The methodology was based primarily on the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition (ITE, 2012), with 
supplemental input provided by Bay Area Starbucks survey data, CCTA Technical Procedures 
(CCTA, 2013), and CCTA staff. A portion of the trips between interrelated land uses in a mixed-use 
project or project that is within walking distance of commercial services can be made without using 
the off-site road system. Such trips are assumed to be walking trips. For example, a trip by a project 
resident to an on-site coffee shop, restaurant, or market could be made by walking rather than 
traveling off-site, thus reducing the project’s overall vehicle trip generation. The internal and pass-
by trip reduction factors used for the Project are lower than the top of the ranges identified by the 
ITE research and studies, with the exception of the coffee shop rate, which is based on a survey of 
local coffee shops, thereby providing a conservative estimate of the potential trip reduction so as not 
to understate the total number of Project trips being added to the transportation network (see DEIR 
pages 4.16-17 through 4.16-18 for an explanation of pass-by trips).  

Project trips were distributed onto the street network based on existing traffic flow patterns on 
Boulevard Way and previous transportation studies conducted for projects along Boulevard Way 
and in the City of Walnut Creek. The assigned Project trips were added to the existing, near-term 
(2016) baseline, and cumulative (2030) baseline volumes to derive the with-Project traffic 
volumes and to determine Project-specific impacts to study area intersections. 

Overall, the methodology employed to estimate and assign Project trips to the roadway network is 
accepted by the industry as well as County Public Works and planning staff as suitably 
conservative for the CEQA analysis. No evidence has been submitted demonstrating that the 
County’s methodology resulted in a flawed impact analysis.  

Cumulative Conditions 
The EIR studies three traffic scenarios. The Existing Plus-Project scenario includes traffic in the 
baseline circumstance (around the time the NOP was initially issued) plus traffic projected to be 
generated by the Project. The Near-Term scenario includes the baseline traffic, plus traffic 
attributable to approved and pending projects. Approved and pending projects that could 
potentially be completed by 2016 were included in the analysis of traffic impacts, as described on 
DEIR page 4.16-22 under Subsection Approved/Pending Projects. The selection of these projects 
was a coordinated effort between the traffic consultant and Contra Costa County Public Works 
and planning staff, and represents a conservative estimate of approved and/or pending project 
traffic in the study area. 

The approved and pending projects include the Sufism Reoriented New Sanctuary, and thus the 
traffic study for the Project does not fail to consider added traffic from that pending project. The 
Sufism Reoriented New Sanctuary EIR, including its traffic study, was the result of thorough 
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public and expert review, and was certified by the County in 2012. That EIR is now conclusively 
deemed valid. Accordingly, this EIR does not re-analyze the projection of traffic to be generated 
by the Sufism Reoriented New Sanctuary project. In any event, no information has been 
presented that would undermine the conclusions of that prior traffic study.  

Projects included in the 2030 cumulative analysis are listed on DEIR page 5-5 under Specific 
Projects Considered in the Cumulative Analysis. It is important to note that the projects included 
in this list are almost the same as those included for the 2016 near-term analysis; however, the 
2030 cumulative traffic analysis uses CCTA’s Central County Travel Demand Model, which 
incorporates traffic from all projects (including some of those identified in the list of specific 
projects) located throughout the County through 2030. As noted on DEIR page 5-14 under 
Subsection Transportation and Traffic, the model volume projections do not include the higher 
amount of residential units being proposed by the Project. Consequently, peak-hour Project trips 
have been added to year 2030 cumulative (no Project) volumes to account for the difference in 
site-specific trip generation and, therefore, provide a conservative analysis of Project impacts. 
These conservative assumptions for the cumulative scenario provide accurate and adequate 
information to assess the potential adverse traffic effects of the Project and to support the 
conclusions in the DEIR. No evidence has been submitted demonstrating that the County’s 
methodology resulted in a flawed impact analysis.  

Operational Analysis 

Boulevard Way 
One of the overriding comments related to proposed right-of-way improvements on Boulevard 
Way (roundabout, diagonal parking, and roadway narrowing from four to two travel lanes) is that 
these improvements will create a “bottleneck” along Boulevard Way related to east-west traffic 
flows. These improvements are described on DEIR page 4.16-26 under Impact 4.16-2 and on 
page 26 of the TIA (See DEIR Appendix G, Transportation and Traffic Technical Reports), as 
well as in RDEIR Section 4.18, Analysis of Boulevard Way Reclassification and General Plan 
Text Amendment, and Section 6.5, Mitigated Plan Alternative and Analysis. Furthermore, as 
identified in some of the aforementioned sections, the proposed change to Boulevard Way from 
an arterial to a collector would generate no physical impacts. The capacity of Boulevard Way, as 
a collector, would not be exceeded by the Project or any development alternative in the near-term 
or cumulative scenarios. 

These improvements would only shift the point at which Boulevard Way transitions from two to 
four lanes (easterly a distance of approximately 625 feet). The purpose of the right-of-way 
improvements is to “calm” traffic flow as it moves east-west through the Project frontage. These 
improvements are considered traffic-calming according to standard planning and traffic 
engineering practices, and are universally encouraged in areas where jurisdictions seek to reduce 
speeds, increase pedestrian functionality, and reduce the risk of accidents. Far from creating a 
bottleneck, the improvements are meant to reduce traffic speeds along the Project frontages to 
create a safer environment for all modes of transit (pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles) in the 
area. The improvements are intentional and provide a safer environment consistent with the 
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“complete streets” guidelines for all travel modes.7 Project uses would not be compatible with a 
four-lane roadway due to higher vehicle speeds and longer pedestrian crossing distances... 

Delivery by trucks would generally be limited to the early morning or late evening hours when 
traffic volumes on Boulevard Way are very light. In addition, loading areas would be provided 
for all the commercial/retail uses (which are proposed on Sites A, Site B, and B1) at locations that 
would remove delivery trucks from the flow of through-traffic on Boulevard Way. Accordingly, 
delivery vehicles are not expected to affect traffic in an appreciable way.  

Diversion of Traffic to Neighborhoods Streets 
As discussed on DEIR page 4.16-21 under Traffic on Neighboring Streets and in Appendix F to 
the RDEIR, neither the Project nor MPA is likely to cause drivers to divert from Boulevard Way 
to neighboring streets. While speeds would be reduced on Boulevard Way through the Project 
area, overall traffic delay would remain relatively low (LOS A at the Boulevard Way/Saranap 
Avenue intersection). Therefore, there would not be incentive for drivers to use neighborhood 
streets, especially since the neighborhood streets have lower capacity, are narrow, have many 
driveways and turns, and would result in longer travel distance. The result of floating car studies 
conducted on SR 24 between Pleasant Hill Road and the Project site indicated that there is 
virtually no difference in travel times between using Pleasant Hill Road and using the Old Tunnel 
Road-Saranap Avenue corridor. Heavily congested conditions on eastbound SR 24 during the PM 
peak commute period are the cause of existing diversion. The trip distribution model does not 
project extensive use of local neighborhood streets and confirms that there would be excess 
capacity at all local study intersections. Project trip assignments were reviewed and approved by 
Contra Costa County Transportation and Public Works staff. As demonstrated in Appendix F to 
the RDEIR, even if a substantial amount of cut-through traffic were assumed, the intersections 
would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service, with no significant impacts. 

Parking 
Comments were received that requested an evaluation of the Project’s effects on parking 
conditions in the area. The DEIR did not include a parking impact evaluation because parking is 
not an environmental impact criterion under CEQA. In general, CEQA does not consider parking 
an environmental topic because parking is not part of the permanent physical environment, 
parking demand can vary by time of day, day of week, and seasonally, and parking conditions 
change over time as people change their travel patterns. 

However, the DEIR did include an analysis of parking supply and demand. As noted on DEIR 
page 4.16-27, the Project would provide on-site garage parking spaces in addition to diagonal and 
parallel on-street parking spaces to accommodate residents, employees, and visitors per County 
Code requirements. Overall, both the Project and MPA would replace the existing on-street 
parallel parking with diagonal and parallel parking to increase on-street parking as compared with 
existing conditions.  

                                                      
7 Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development, General Plan 2005-2020, Chapter 5 

Transportation and Circulation Element, 2005. 
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Comments advocating back-in diagonal parking spaces to lessen the impact of diagonal parking 
on bicyclists are noted and will be taken into account by County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Prior to publication of the 
DEIR, the County studied reverse-angle parking as a potential way to facilitate improved bicycle 
travel and safety through the Project area. The County reviewed literature on the subject and 
examples of reverse-angle parking installed in California and other locations around the country. 
Data regarding its effect related to bicycle safety is sparse and inconclusive. However, there are 
some commonalities in terms of application. For example, reverse-angle parking is often applied 
on only one side of a street or on streets that are one-way or have multiple lanes of travel in the 
same direction. The stretch of Boulevard Way through the Project site would not have these 
characteristics once reconstructed. Reverse-angle parking also is not preferable in locations where 
people would congregate, such as near outdoor seating areas, because vehicle exhaust would be 
directed toward these areas. The merits of diagonal parking (head-in and reverse-in) have been 
addressed in a memo titled, “Analysis of Reverse-Angle Parking Boulevard Way Project 
Frontage” (Omni-Means, 2015), which is included in the RDEIR, Appendix F, Transportation 
Technical Reports. The memo and the County concluded that, while reverse-angle parking may 
be appropriate in some locations, the disadvantages outweigh the advantages at this particular 
location due to the proposed design of the right-of-way and anticipated use of the outdoor spaces. 
In the context of Boulevard Way, head-in parking was preferred over reverse-in diagonal parking 
because it is a familiar, business-friendly form of parking that motorists easily recognize. 
Furthermore, reverse-angle parking is not preferred near outdoor seating areas, such as those 
proposed for the project, because vehicle exhaust would be directed towards these areas. With 
other traffic calming measures and the resulting improvement to bicycle safety, the incremental 
benefit of reverse-angle parking on bicycle safety becomes less.  

Roundabout and Traffic Circle 
As described on DEIR pages 4.16-26 and 4.16-27 in the discussion of Impact 4.16-2, the 
roundabout and traffic circle proposed by the Project are being designed to achieve the following 
operational, safety, and aesthetic benefits: 1) improved motor vehicle safety through vehicle 
accident reduction; 2) improved pedestrian safety from reduced vehicle speeds and division of 
crossing distance; 3) improved intersection capacity (particularly for left-turn movements); 
4) reduced vehicle delays through yielding rather than stopped movements; 5) lower maintenance 
costs (as compared to signals); and 6) improved aesthetics (landscaping/gateway entries). Design 
assumptions, criteria, and options are discussed in the memorandum dated August 2, 2013, in 
DEIR Appendix G, Transportation and Traffic Technical Reports. 

Omni-Means consulted with the Contra Costa County Public Works Department and the Contra 
Costa County Fire Protection District on the design of the proposed roundabout and traffic circle, 
with a focus on the diagonal parking along the approaches to the roundabout and traffic circle, 
their location, pedestrian crossing safety, and overall operations. This correspondence is 
documented in the memorandum dated January 17, 2014, in DEIR Appendix G, Transportation 
and Traffic Technical Reports. 
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As noted on DEIR page 4.16-22 under Subsection Traffic on Neighboring Streets, the roundabout 
and traffic circle also would result in minimal delay, and would cause an average vehicle delay in 
year 2030 Cumulative Plus-Project conditions of less than six seconds, which is considered 
neither substantial nor significant. As described on DEIR page 4.16-29 under the discussion of 
Impact 4.16-3, access by emergency response vehicles would not be affected by the proposed 
roundabout and traffic circle design. As noted on DEIR page 4.16-31 under Subsection 
Pedestrian Access, pedestrian circulation and safety would be improved and enhanced through 
the planned installation of the roundabout and traffic circle. As noted on DEIR page 4.16-32 
under Subsection Bicycle Access, the narrowing of Boulevard Way from four to two lanes and the 
introduction of roundabout and traffic circle features would reduce vehicle speeds, thereby 
reducing the speed differential between bicyclists and motorists and contributing to a safer 
environment. 

Note that although the MPA would include the landscaped roundabout at the intersection of 
Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue, it would not include a traffic circle at Flora Avenue. 
Instead, the MPA would include a median in Boulevard Way.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Consistency and Safety 
The Project would not impact the feasibility of implementing planned bicycle routes and trails, 
such as the Lafayette-Moraga Trail to Iron Horse Trail connection. Based on the adopted Olympic 
Corridor Trail Connector Study Preferred Alignment Report (Contra Costa County, June 2015), 
the preferred alignment for this trail facility would extend along Olympic Boulevard from Reliez 
Station Road to South California Boulevard and Newell Avenue in Walnut Creek. This alignment 
is approximately one-half mile south-southeast from the Project site and would not be impacted 
by the Project.  

Currently, the Contra Costa Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (2009 Update) identifies 
segments of Condit Road, Kinney Drive, and the segment of Boulevard Way between Kinney 
Drive and Mt. Diablo Boulevard as “proposed Class III bicycle facilities.” The Project would be 
required to provide on-site bicycle parking pursuant to the County Code, and would provide 
marked shared bicycle lanes (“sharrows”) along its frontages, thereby implementing a portion of 
the proposed Class III facility. 

As demonstrated in the DEIR’s analysis of bicycle and pedestrian safety under Impact 4.16-5, in 
Appendix F to the RDEIR (the TIA for the MPA, pages 13 through 14, and page 23) and in 
Appendix B to this Response to Comments Document, neither the Project nor the MPA is 
expected to increase the severity of any existing safety hazards. Within the Project site, the traffic 
calming measures, marked crosswalks, and sharrows would reduce speeding and direct 
pedestrians and bicyclists to appropriate parts of the roadway. Furthermore, all driveway 
intersections have been designed to meet sight distance criteria.  

Some commenters raised safety concerns relating to the two-lane segment of Boulevard Way 
south of Kinney Drive. In this area, vehicle sight distance is limited at the Warren Road 
intersection due to existing circumstances. Neither the Project nor MPA would make any physical 
changes to this area, and therefore would not create or exacerbate any hazards that currently exist. 
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In the subject area, County and CHP accident records disclose one vehicle accident at the 
Boulevard Court/Boulevard Way intersection and one vehicle accident at the Warren 
Road/Boulevard Way intersection in the past five years. This equates to accident rates of 0.105 
and 0.11 per million vehicles, respectively, which compares favorably to a basic average accident 
rate for these types of intersections of 0.14 accidents per million vehicles. Accordingly, the 
existing accident rate is not excessive. Moreover, both of these reported accidents were due to 
drivers driving at unsafe speeds. Neither the Project nor MPA would result in any increased 
speeds on this two-lane segment of Boulevard Way, and the additional traffic they would add to 
this segment (while not significantly reducing the level of service for drivers travelling at a 
reasonable speed) would tend to result in less speeding.  

Though not relevant to the impacts of the Project or MPA, it is noted that the approved Sufism 
Reoriented New Sanctuary project includes improvements that greatly enhance vehicle sight 
distance at the Boulevard Way/Kinney Drive intersection. Specifically, the Sufism Reoriented 
project increased the radius of the curve at this intersection, and extended the pedestrian sidewalk 
around the curve to the edge of property.  

Transit Capacity 
As described in RDEIR Appendix F, Transportation Technical Reports (page 26), County 
Connection routes that currently serve the Project site have sufficient capacity to serve the transit 
demand that would be generated by the Project. Discussions with County Connection planning 
staff indicate that there is excess capacity on County Connection Route #1 and #301 (traveling on 
Boulevard Way) and Route #25 (traveling on Olympic Boulevard). CC Route #1 currently 
averages 11 riders per hour during the weekday periods while CC Route #301 averages 7.2 riders 
per hour on the weekends. CC Route #25 has even lower ridership averages and would not be 
affected by increased ridership from the Project. 

Based on the most recent yearly ridership numbers, BART’s average weekday ridership is 
433,394 (BART, 2017). The Lafayette and Walnut Creek BART Stations, those closest to the 
Project site, are located on the Pittsburg/Bay Point line, which carries the highest number of 
weekday riders. The Project would increase population in the Saranap area by an estimated 
525 residents. Even if all the anticipated new residents commuted using BART, the Project’s 
contribution to overall ridership would be slight and too small to make a material difference in 
BART operations or passenger experience. Parking at the nearby BART stations is addressed on 
pages 26 and 27 of the TIA for the MPA, found in Appendix F to the RDEIR. The TIA concluded 
that parking at the nearby BART stations would not be adversely affected by the Project or the 
MPA because of the anticipated increase of only six to seven vehicle trips being generated by the 
Project. This finding is based on the assumption that 10 percent of the Project’s residents would 
use BART and/or other transit modes. Additionally, note that a transit program is included in the 
menu of mitigation measures to reduce Project-generated traffic greenhouse emissions under 
Impact 4.7-2. 
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
As described on DEIR pages 4.16-14 through 4.16-16, significance thresholds established by 
various local, regional, and state agencies were used to assess the magnitude of potential Project 
impacts on intersections, roadways, and freeways. Where the analysis indicated that a less-than-
significant impact would occur as a result of Project-generated traffic (i.e., public transit facilities, 
pedestrian access, emergency access), no mitigation measures were proposed. Where the analysis 
indicated that a significant impact would occur (i.e., increased hazards due to design features, bicycle 
access), mitigation measures were proposed to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Construction 
Construction activities associated with the Project could result in temporary increases in traffic 
volumes on area roadways. However, traffic due to construction would be temporary, 
substantially less than the amount generated by the Project once constructed and operational, and 
would vary throughout the phases of construction. 

Contra Costa County’s standard practices require project applicants to prepare a traffic control 
plan to address temporary, short-term impacts resulting from construction-related activities. Such 
impacts typically include road closures, detours, and use of heavy equipment that could damage 
roadway surfaces. For the Project, this plan would include all area roadways where such impacts 
could occur. To the extent possible, temporary roadway or lane closures would be done outside of 
the peak hour(s) of traffic flow and during low-volume periods in order to minimize vehicle 
delays and neighborhood disruption. Such closures would be coordinated with the County and 
cities of Walnut Creek and Lafayette, if necessary. Project-related truck traffic would be 
restricted to main roadways and would not be allowed on nearby City of Lafayette collector/local 
streets (i.e., Old Tunnel Road, Kinney Drive, Condit Drive, etc.) without the City’s permission. 
The Project applicant would be required to repair any damage to public infrastructure caused by 
construction activities. Finally, the Project applicant would be required to comply with all County 
(and City if applicable) standards, such as use of traffic warning and speed reduction signs, 
barricades, lights, flaggers, and cones.  

4.2.4 Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan 
Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Numerous comments on the DEIR/RDEIR expressed concerns regarding the following issues: 

• The potential for adoption of the Project’s General Plan Amendment (GPA) to lead to 
adoption of similar GPAs in the Saranap area, specifically along Boulevard Way between 
the Project site and Mount Diablo Boulevard; 

• The potential for adoption of the Project’s GPA to result in a local population increase that 
would be greater than the increase anticipated in the Contra Costa County General Plan or the 
General Plan EIR, and the need to analyze this unanticipated increase;  

• The Project’s consistency with the Contra Costa County General Plan; and 

• Assumptions used for the Cumulative Analyses. 
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The following provides additional information and clarification in response to these comments. 

Precedent and Inducement of Growth 
Many comments indicated that approval of the Project could constitute a precedent-setting action 
that would eliminate a barrier to development of projects of a similar character and density in the 
vicinity of the Project site. Other comments indicated that the GPA that would be adopted as part 
of the Project would result in an increase in the number of residents in the immediate area that 
would be greater than that anticipated in the Contra Costa County General Plan or the General 
Plan EIR.  

The DEIR acknowledges the potential for the Project and certain alternatives to encourage (or 
induce) other development in the surrounding area. It therefore does not deny or fail to study the 
Project’s potential growth-inducing impacts. However, it is important to distinguish between 
planned growth that occurs in accordance with the County General Plan and unanticipated growth 
that requires additional GPAs. The DEIR states that the collective impacts of planned growth 
occurring in accordance with the County General Plan have previously been considered in the 
EIR for the General Plan. While implementation of the Project could encourage other properties 
in the area to develop or redevelop, such development will not result in a significant growth 
inducement impact if it is consistent with the development already considered in the County 
General Plan (i.e., if a GPA was not required for such development). The growth potentially 
encouraged by the Project is not significant because it is already planned for in the General Plan. 
Although the Project may encourage (or induce) other development in the surrounding area, the 
collective impacts of any such growth have been previously considered in the EIR for the Contra 
Costa County General Plan and/or have been assessed in the Project EIR’s consideration of 
cumulative impacts (DEIR, page 5-3).  

Whether approval of the Project would set a precedent for similar GPAs is highly speculative. It is 
unlikely that similar GPAs would be sought and granted, in light of the controversy, effort, and 
expense associated with processing the GPA proposed for the Project. Each GPA is an independent 
legislative action requiring authorization by the County Board of Supervisors. As such, the Board of 
Supervisors is under no obligation to approve subsequent GPA requests in the same area or for a 
similar project. Further, while proposals similar to the Project are certainly possible, no aspect of the 
Project or its review process has any effect on review processes required for future projects. The 
Project EIR would not provide CEQA clearance for similar projects in the vicinity and all future 
projects would be obligated to adhere to the CEQA requirements in existence at the time of their 
processing. Future projects would also be subject to all applicable discretionary actions by the 
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors and would require applicable review and 
approval by other public and quasi-public agencies, such as utilities, with jurisdiction over specific 
aspects of these projects.  

Some comments indicated that the DEIR evaluated the Project’s impacts on population at a 
regional/County level, and should have analyzed population impacts on a local level. The 
evaluation of population and housing impacts presented in DEIR Section 4.13, Population and 
Housing, included such a locally-scaled analysis by including U.S. Census data for the census 
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tract in which the Project site is located, which is roughly equivalent to community-level analysis. 
As indicated in the DEIR, in 2014 the Saranap community had an average household size of 
approximately 2.4 persons per household. This number is roughly comparable to the General Plan 
average household size of 2.5 persons per household used in the DEIR for the estimated 
population that would result from the Project. The DEIR’s use of the higher General Plan-based 
average household size of 2.5 to estimate the Project-generated population increase provides for a 
more conservative (higher) estimate of population, and therefore a more conservative appraisal of 
the environmental impacts that could result from the increase in population at the local level. The 
population increase was found to be less than significant in terms of actual numbers and increased 
demand on public services.8 

Project Consistency with the County General Plan 
Numerous comments suggest that the Project is inconsistent with the County General Plan. For 
the most part the Project’s consistency with the General Plan is a land use planning issue to be 
deliberated by the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, not a CEQA issue. 
The CEQA Environmental Checklist (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G) contains relatively few 
questions for which the determination of a potential environmental impact is based on 
consistency with adopted plans, policies, regulations, etc. The DEIR/RDEIR addresses each of 
those questions individually in their respective topical sections (Air Quality, Biological 
Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, etc.). DEIR Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, 
analyzes General Plan consistency to the extent that it is a CEQA issue. The analysis found a less-
than-significant impact relative to this issue.  

Many recurring comments related to General Plan consistency cite Land Use Element Policies 3-
8 and 3-21 and generally claim that various aspects of the Project are at odds with the language of 
these policies. Before addressing the comments relating to these specific policies, however, it is 
helpful to explain how General Plan policies are to be interpreted and applied. County General 
Plan Section 1.7, Definition of Maps, Goals, Policies, and Implementation Measures, provides 
the following guidance:  

Policies are based upon General Plan goals and are arrived at through planning experience, 
studies, and an interpretation of the best available data and information at a particular point 
in time. Decisions as to whether a particular action, program or project is consistent with 
this General Plan will consider whether all aspects of a future action will further the 
objectives and policies of this General Plan without obstructing the attainment of these 
policies. Policies in this General Plan appropriately strike a balance between clarity for 
guiding decision makers and a framework for comprehensively weighing necessarily 
competing policies in a county as diverse as Contra Costa County. The policies expressed 
in this General Plan are intended to be part of an integrated document encompassing 
concerns, which are both compatible and competing, and it is inappropriate to assess 
consistency of a singular policy without reference to this framework. 

                                                      
8 The DEIR also analyzes Project-related population growth in the context of the City of Walnut Creek and its 

Sphere of Influence (SOI) because the Project site is located within the SOI and could theoretically be annexed by 
the City in the future. The analysis found that Project-related population growth would equate to approximately 
three percent of the population growth anticipated for Walnut Creek and its SOI by 2040. This growth was 
determined to be less than significant. 



4. Master Responses 
 

Saranap Village Project 4-22 June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

While cautioning the reader of this General Plan document against myopically focusing on 
a particular policy without reference to its harmonized context, it is important that certain 
of these guiding policies be expressed with stronger levels of commitment than others. 
When considering policies in this General Plan, the use of the word "shall" indicates more 
directive than the use of the word "should." While there are occasions where a proper 
balancing of the hundreds of policies contained in this document, when viewed as an 
integrated whole, would not warrant strict adherence to a particular policy, the level of 
compelling or countervailing policies would appropriately be less to offset competing 
policies using the word "should," than to offset a policy or policies using the word "shall." 

To paraphrase the foregoing, the General Plan includes policies that are compatible and 
competing, and a determination of General Plan consistency requires balancing of the hundreds of 
goals and policies contained therein. The essential question to consider is whether a project or 
action furthers the overarching goals of the General Plan, not whether is it consistent with each 
policy when viewed individually. Further, as policies carry varying degrees of weight, they 
should not necessarily be treated coequally in the decision-making process. To conclude that a 
project is consistent or inconsistent with the General Plan based solely on an interpretation of a 
limited group of policies is in fact a misinterpretation and misapplication of the General Plan. 

Regarding Policies 3-8 and 3-21, the comments suggest that the Project does not meet certain 
“criteria” for locating developments, particularly multi-family developments, and that the EIR 
fails to sufficiently discuss these issues. Policies 3-8 and 3-21 read as follows:  

Policy 3-8: Infilling of already developed areas shall be encouraged. Proposals that would 
prematurely extend development into areas lacking requisite services, facilities and 
infrastructure shall be opposed. In accommodating new development, preference shall 
generally be given to vacant or under-used sites within urbanized areas, which have 
necessary utilities installed with available remaining capacity, before undeveloped 
suburban lands are utilized. 

Policy 3-21: The predominantly single-family character of substantially developed portions 
of the County shall be retained. Multiple-family housing shall be dispersed throughout the 
County and not concentrated in single locations. Multiple-family housing shall generally be 
located in proximity to facilities such as arterial roads, transit corridors, and shopping areas. 

The General Plan has no required “criteria” for locating multi-family housing. As stated in 
Policy 3-8, “preference shall generally [emphasis added] be given to…sites within urbanized 
areas, which have necessary utilities installed with available remaining capacity.” Policy 3-8 
encourages infill development in urban areas and discourages development in areas lacking 
requisite services. As noted in Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, the Project site is in an 
area characterized by urban land uses. As discussed in the DEIR, the Project site is an infill 
development site surrounded by existing urban-type development, with all necessary utility 
connections and services. Further, as stated in Policy 3-21, multi-family housing shall “generally 
be located in proximity to facilities such as arterial roads, transit corridors, and shopping areas 
[emphasis added].” As also discussed in the DEIR, the Project site is located in proximity to 
transit corridors such as County Connection bus routes (i.e., Route 1, along Boulevard Way) and 
BART (the Walnut Creek BART station is located less than one mile from the Project site), and is 
less than one mile from existing shopping and commercial uses, indicating that the Project site is 
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consistent with the General Plan policy to generally site multi-family residential uses in proximity 
to existing transportation, transit, and other facilities.  

Other comments indicated that the Project violates Policy 3-21 because the density is not 
consistent with the existing surrounding single-family residential development. As discussed and 
illustrated in DEIR Figure 4.10-2, the Project site is immediately adjacent to multi-family 
residential uses and established retail and commercial uses, with single-family residential uses 
farther away. The dwelling unit density of the Project and MPA would be approximately 68 and 
56 units per acre, respectively. For comparison, the Sandpiper Apartments, which are located on 
the Project site and would be demolished, have a density of 92 units per acre and the Spanish 
Castle Apartments, located directly across Saranap Avenue from the Project site, have a density 
of 40 units per acre. Several other multi-family developments in the area have densities in the 30-
39 units per acre range. It is therefore true that the Project’s density would be higher than average 
for the neighborhood. However, this is a land use planning issue and not a CEQA issue. Further, 
compliance with Mitigation Measure AES-3a through 3d would result in design changes intended 
to keep the Project’s character consistent with the surrounding multi-family uses.  

Assumptions for the Cumulative Analyses 
Several comments postulate that cumulative effects were omitted from the analysis or that 
inappropriate assumptions were used for the cumulative analysis. DEIR Chapter 5, Other CEQA 
Considerations, as modified for the aesthetics analysis in the RDEIR, presents the analysis and 
conclusions for the Project’s potential growth-inducing and cumulative impacts for each resource 
area covered under CEQA. As explained in that chapter, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, 
Discussion of Cumulative Impacts, states that depending on the resource being analyzed, the EIR 
cumulative analysis will rely on either a plan-based or list-based approach to, a) determine 
whether any significant cumulative impact would occur and, b) if so, assess the proposed 
project’s contribution. DEIR Subsection 5.4.1, General and Regional Plans Considered in the 
Cumulative Analysis, lists adopted planning documents (and summary projections therein) and 
DEIR Subsection 5.4.2, Specific Projects Considered in the Cumulative Analysis, lists specific 
past, present, and probable future projects used as the basis for cumulative analysis.9  

The analysis concluded that the mitigated Project’s less-than-significant individual impacts would 
not considerably increase any existing significant cumulative impacts. Thus, the mitigated 
Project’s contribution would result in a less-than-significant contribution to any cumulative 
impact.  

4.2.5 Master Response 5, Recreation 
Several comments on the DEIR/RDEIR address the Project’s potential impacts related to parks, 
open space, and recreational facilities. Some comments suggest that such impacts either were not 
studied or were studied inadequately. Many note the DEIR’s confirmation that there are no 

                                                      
9 See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, subheading Cumulative Conditions, above for a 

concise explanation of the assumptions used in the traffic and transportation cumulative analysis. 
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neighborhood or community parks within the Saranap area, and as a result, request that the 
DEIR/RDEIR study the possibility of including a park or open space element within the Project. 

Analysis of Potential Impacts to Parks and Open Space 
The Project’s potential impacts to parks and open space are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.15, 
Recreation. Parks are also discussed briefly in DEIR Section 4.14, Public Services, and RDEIR 
Section 6.5, Mitigated Plan Alternative and Analysis. The discussion of Impact 4.15-1, beginning 
on DEIR page 4.15-4, considers the relevant County and City of Walnut Creek (as the Project site 
is within the City of Walnut Creek Sphere of Influence) open space policies with regard to the 
anticipated Project-generated population. The analysis determined that while there are no 
neighborhood parks in Saranap, existing parks and open space areas in the vicinity are adequate 
to serve future Project residents without causing significant physical deterioration of these 
facilities. No evidence has been submitted demonstrating that the DEIR analysis or conclusions 
are flawed.  

Private Recreational Facilities 
It was suggested that the County analyze potential impacts to certain private recreational 
facilities. As explained in DEIR Section 4.15, Recreation, numerous private recreational facilities 
such as sports clubs, gyms/fitness centers, and dance studios exist in the vicinity of the Project 
site. Unlike public parks and open spaces, to which members of the public are entitled entry and 
use, private facilities offer services for a fee and often require memberships. It is not possible for 
Project residents to negatively impact a private facility because the controlling entity reserves the 
right to deny access or use, thereby preventing overcrowding and accelerated deterioration. 
Furthermore, there is no requirement in CEQA to address potential impacts to private recreational 
facilities.  

Compliance with the County Park Dedication Ordinance 
Some comments suggest that the Project should be required to provide a park or open area on-
site, ostensibly for public use. One comment suggests that an alternative should be considered 
wherein as much as 20 percent of the Project site is reserved as “open space.”  

The Project is subject to the requirements of the County’s Park Dedication Ordinance, which 
allows projects to contribute their fair share toward improvement of parks and recreational 
facilities through dedication of parkland, payment of park impact fees, or a combination of the 
two. A project’s land dedication and fee payment obligations are both determined on a per-unit 
basis as specified in the ordinance. Because the dedication requirement is based on a set amount 
of square footage per unit, the County cannot impose an arbitrary land dedication requirement, 
such as 20 percent of the Project site. To fulfill the park impact obligation, the Project applicant 
has proposed payment of park impact fees that, based on the ordinance, would be in excess of one 
million dollars for the Project and MPA. These fees would be used by the County to fund 
acquisition or development of parks in the census tract where Saranap is located. 
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CHAPTER 5 
Written Comments on the Draft EIR and 
Responses to Comments 

5.1 Introduction 
As noted in Chapter 4, this chapter contains reproductions of the written comment letters 
(including emails) received during the public review period on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR; September 19, 2014 through November 17, 2014). Each letter received during this 
comment period is reproduced here in its entirety.1,2 To economize space while facilitating ease 
of review, responses to the numbered comments follow reproductions of these comment letters. 
Responses focus on comments that pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the EIR or to other 
aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the Project on the physical environment pursuant to 
CEQA. Where the text of the DEIR or Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) has been revised in 
response to a comment, the revised text is included as part of the response with revisions shown 
using the following conventions: text changes are shown in indented paragraphs, text added to the 
DEIR/RDEIR is shown in double underline, and text deleted from the DEIR/RDEIR is shown in 
strikethrough. These text changes also appear in Chapter 2, Project Modifications and Revisions 
to the DEIR. 

CEQA Guidelines indicate that a Final EIR should address comments on the DEIR/RDEIR. 
Multiple comments received during the public review period did not address the adequacy or 
accuracy of the environmental analysis or identify any other significant environmental issue 
requiring a response; rather, these comments were directed to the perceived merits or demerits of 
the Project, provided information, or expressed an opinion without specifying why the 
DEIR/RDEIR analysis was inadequate. Issues raised in these comments are beyond the purview 
of the EIR and CEQA and thus are categorized as General Comments. Contra Costa County, as 
the CEQA lead agency, acknowledges the receipt of these types of comments; however, limited 
responses are provided because they do not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the 
DEIR/RDEIR or otherwise raise significant physical environmental issues under the purview of 
CEQA. All General Comments are included in the Contra Costa County’s public record and will 
be taken into account by County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  
                                                      
1 Comments received outside of either the DEIR or the RDEIR comment periods are not included within this 

Response to Comments Document, at the discretion of the Lead Agency, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15207. 
2  Lesley Sheppart may have corresponded with the County during the comment period. However, no copy of this 

correspondence is in the County files. The County has attempted to contact Ms. Sheppart multiple times and has not 
received a response. 
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For ease of review, letters and emails containing only General Comments (comments on the 
merits or demerits of the Project and/or general comments adequately addressed in the 
DEIR/RDEIR) are reproduced separately in Section 5.4, DEIR General Comment Letters, below 
following the responses to numbered comments. 

5.2 Comments and Responses 
As described above, this section presents each letter received during these comment in its 
entirety. Each written comment letter is designated with a name in the upper right-hand corner of 
the letter and arranged in alphabetical order. Within each written comment letter, individual 
comments are labeled with a number in the margin.  
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City Council 

Don Tatzin, Mayor 
Brandt Andersson, Vice Mayor 
Mike Anderson, Council Member 
Mark Mitchell, Council Member 
Traci Reilly, Council Member 

3675 Mount Diablo Boulevard, Suite 210, Lafayette, CA 94549 
Phone: 925.284.1968    Fax: 925.284.3169 
www.ci.lafayette.ca.us 

November 14, 2014 

Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development VIA EMAIL 
Community Development Division 
30 Muir Road 
Martinez, CA 94553 
Attn: William Nelson 

RE: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project 
County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035 

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

Thank you for providing the City of Lafayette with an opportunity to respond to the Notice of Availability of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project.   

The City of Lafayette previously provided a letter, dated April 14, 2014, in response to the Notice of 
Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project, 
outlining critical issues to be analyzed and addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  The 
majority of City’s concerns have not been responded to or addressed by staff or within the DEIR.  We were 
not notified that our scoping requests would not be honored and found out only when we reviewed the 
DEIR.  We are disappointed that your agency did not include our requests and expect that our comments 
and the response to comments will provide a venue for a thorough and accurate assessment of these points. 

The Lafayette City Council has reviewed the DEIR and identified the following deficiencies with the report: 

Aesthetics 
1. The DEIR does not analyze the off-site visibility from the City’s Viewing Evaluation Sites.  Photo

simulations have not been prepared analyzing the Project’s impacts when viewed from the City of
Lafayette’s Viewing Evaluation Sites, such as State Route 24, Camino Diablo, and Juanita Drive. (Note
that this item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.)

2. The DEIR does not analyze the off-site visibility from State Route 24, a designated scenic highway.
The DEIR does not include any photographic evidence or photo simulations to substantiate the claim
that the Project will have a less than significant impact on scenic resources within a state scenic
highway.  (Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.)

Lafayette
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3. Story poles were not installed to demonstrate the height of the proposed buildings.  We request
that they be installed and that you please provide the City with a minimum of 72-hour notice, prior
to erecting the story poles.  The installation of story poles will also serve to inform the public of the
proposed Project.  (Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.)

Population & Housing 
4. The DEIR does not adequately address the potential displacement of existing development,

including residents and employees.  The report identifies the displacement of approximately 63
residents, but does not include any mitigation measures to accommodate the displaced residents.
Furthermore, the DEIR does not address the economic situation of these residents and does not
determine whether any of them are enjoying affordable rents (regardless of the affordable status of
the dwelling in which they live) nor does it propose mitigations to provide equally convenient
affordable housing to any affected residents.  Additionally, the DEIR does not analyze displaced
employees and the associated impact on the economy.  (Note that this item was previously requested when the
NOP was circulated.)

Schools 
5. Investigate the potential impacts on school enrollment and whether high school boundaries will

have to be changed because of increased enrollment, e.g., shifting students from Los Lomas to
Acalanes and from Acalanes to other Acalanes District schools.

Transportation / Traffic 
6. The DEIR fails to adequately study the following intersections:

Old Tunnel Road and Leland Drive
Old Tunnel Road and Linda Vista Lane
Old Tunnel Road and Windsor Drive
Pleasant Hill Road, Mount Diablo Boulevard, and State Route 24 Eastbound On-Ramp
Pleasant Hill Road, Mount Diablo Boulevard, and State Route 24 Westbound On-Ramp
State Route 24 Westbound On-Ramp (located outside of Lafayette)
Pleasant Hill Road and Condit Road
Pleasant Hill Road and Olympic Boulevard
Sunset Loop and Meek Place
Meek Place and Leland Drive
Camino Diablo and El Curtola Boulevard
Camino Diablo and Stanley Boulevard
Stanley Boulevard, Deer Hill Road, and Pleasant Hill Road

Failure to study Pleasant Hill Road and Olympic Blvd. results in excluding the analysis of the access 
route to Saint Mary’s College of California, the Town of Moraga, and the Lafayette-Moraga Trail.  
(Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.) 

7. We note that the DEIR incorrectly identifies Study Intersection 15 as “Westbound Off-Ramp” and
should be corrected to read “Eastbound Off-Ramp,”

8. The DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the potential impacts and possible mitigations for project-
generated traffic and cut-through traffic associated with the proposed project on local residential
and arterial streets.  The analysis should include projected increased volumes, potential for changes
in prevailing speed profile, impacts on driveways and side streets, impacts on pedestrian and bicycle
safety due to a lack of existing sidewalks and bikeways in the neighborhood.  The analysis of
neighborhood traffic focuses solely on congestion on Boulevard Way; however, existing and future
congestion on State Route 24 during peak periods will influence driving patterns.  In the event of
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congestion, the Project residents and employees will likely use the on-ramps and off-ramps in 
Lafayette at Pleasant Hill Road.  Access to the Lafayette on-ramps and off-ramps will be via Lafayette 
streets, such as Saranap Avenue, Old Tunnel Road, Pleasant Hill Road, and Mt. Diablo Blvd.  
Additionally, drivers destined for Saint Mary’s College of California, a major local activity node with 
regional draw, likely will choose to travel via Kinney Drive and Condit Road to minimize congestion 
and traffic signal delay, which will result in increased traffic volume and speeds and a negative 
impact on local streets.  (Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.) 

9. The DEIR fails to analyze the project for consistency with the recommendations of the Corridor
Study of Olympic Boulevard / Reliez Station Road, between east of Pleasant Hill Road and Glenside
Drive North.  The primary focus of said study is traffic control operations and the intersection of
Pleasant Hill Road and Olympic Boulevard and impacts on side street access and safety. (Note that this
item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.)

10. The DEIR should be revised to reflect the on-going Lafayette-Moraga Trail to Ironhorse Trail
Connector Study.  To the extent feasible, the EIR analysis should be consistent with the
recommendations of this study.  With the additional volume of motorized vehicles and foreseeable
volume of bicyclists destined for the Lafayette-Moraga Trail, the Project should contribute its fair
share towards improving bicycle access along planned bicycle routes. At a minimum, the proposed
project should be designed to ensure that it will not impact the feasibility of implementing the
potential connections of the Lafayette-Moraga Trail and the Ironhorse Trail.  (Note that this item was 
previously requested when the NOP was circulated.)

11. The report should identify the location, quantity and type of bicycle parking facilities and assess
their ability to meet the future demands of residents, employees, and visitors.  The Project should
be required to provide sufficient and appropriately located long-term and short-term bicycle parking
for residents, employees, and customers.  ( Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.)

12. The DEIR does not evaluate the actual and affected width of sidewalks and walkways.  It should
determine if there are existing deficiencies and incorporate appropriate mitigation measures.
Further, the project should incorporate separation of walkways from vehicular traffic to encourage
walking.  (Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.)

13. The DEIR does not evaluate project impacts on access and parking capacity (for both motorized
vehicles and bicycles) at the Lafayette and Walnut Creek BART Stations.  It should analyze the
quantity of residents and employees likely to use each BART Station and whether or not there is
sufficient vehicular and bicycle parking at each BART Station to meet the increased demand.  (Note
that this item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.)

14. The DEIR does not evaluate project impacts on the existing or planned level of transit service.  It
should determine whether or not the existing and planned bus transit service is frequent enough to
encourage use of public transportation.  Consider incorporating a mitigation measure where the
developer must provide residents and employees with transit passes to encourage use of public
transportation, especially to and from BART.  (Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was
circulated.)

15. The DEIR should be revised to reflect freight loading and service impacts during construction
activities and post-project completion, particularly along Old Tunnel Road via Saranap Avenue,
which provides a direct route to Pleasant Hill Road and the State Route 24 on-ramps and off-ramps.
Old Tunnel Road is a predominately low-volume, residential street and construction vehicles must
be prohibited from accessing the site using this route.  Require the developer to install temporary
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construction signage on Saranap Avenue south of El Curtola Blvd., as well as on the west end of Old 
Tunnel Road, advising prohibition of construction vehicles in this location. (Note that this item was previously
requested when the NOP was circulated.)

16. The developer should be required to prepare a Construction Access & Staging Plan.  As part of the
plan, the developer should identify travel routes and should be required to document the existing
road conditions before and after all construction activities.  The developer should be required to
restore all public roads to their pre-construction condition or better.  The plan should also identify
exact locations for construction worker parking which does not adversely impact the surrounding
residential neighborhoods.

17. The DEIR should be revised to accurately describe the existing roadway network on Page 4.16-1
through 4.16-5.  Clarifications and modification should include the following:

Regional roadways should include Pleasant Hill Road, which provides access to Pleasant Hill,
Walnut Creek, and Martinez.  Pleasant Hill Road is used as an alternative to Interstate 680
and is used as a way for vehicles to bypass congestion at the State Route 24 / Interstate 680
interchange.  Clarify that Pleasant Hill Road is a Route of Regional Significance north of State
Route 24.
Olympic Blvd. via Reliez Station Road is the primary route to Saint Mary’s College of
California and the Town of Moraga from the Project Site.  Olympic Blvd. has existing Class 2
bike lanes which link to the Lafayette-Moraga Trail and terminate at Olympic Blvd. and
Reliez Station Road.
Mt. Diablo Blvd. in Lafayette provides access to Downtown Lafayette and serves as a bypass
route when State Route 24 is congested.
Saranap Avenue’s description should include the street’s transition to Old Tunnel Road at El
Curtola Blvd.  El Curtola Blvd. provides access to Pleasant Hill Road via Camino Diablo and
Pleasant Hill Road is part of the access route to Acalanes High School, the Lafayette BART
Station, and commercial areas.
Kinney Drive provides a link to Pleasant Hill Road, Sun Valley Swim Club, and the Meher
School.  These recreational facilities, including pools, ball fields, and playground, serve as the
primary recreation source in the area.

18. The DEIR does not indicate whether or not school was in session when traffic data (on Page 4.16-5)
was collected.

19. The trip distribution assessment via Saranap Avenue to/from the north should be revised to
accurately account for congestion on State Route 24.  The DEIR assigned only 10-percent of the
Project’s trips to Saranap Avenue.  Given peak hour commute impacts on State Route 24, trips to
nearby recreational facilities, directness of route (particularly from Project Site A, which has the
largest amount of residential units) and proximity to Downtown Lafayette, it appears that the
assigned trips is low.  Congestion on State Route 24 results in drivers selecting an on-ramp or off-
ramp to minimize delay from mainline congestion.  Currently, Lafayette experiences significant
volumes of traffic exiting at Acalanes Road and traveling via Mt. Diablo Blvd. and Pleasant Hill Road
in the eastbound PM to avoid the State Route 24 / Interstate 680 congestion.  It is foreseeable that
drivers making trips associated with the Project will choose similar traffic routes.

20. The DEIR should be revised to expand the Project Trip Distribution / Assignment list on Page 4.16-19
to include the number of daily trips, and break down the trips by AM and PM and in and out.
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21. The DEIR should be revised to utilize the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) method for calculating
level of service, which is currently used by Lafayette and CCTA.  The volume/capacity methodology is
useful for larger scale planning purposes and typically does not accurately reflect traffic conditions
on the scale of the proposed Project.  To better characterize the nature of existing and future traffic
and to be consistent with the CCTA’s technical requirements, the HCM method should be used for
calculating LOS at all study intersections.

22. The DEIR should be revised to reflect speed analysis and associated impacts that the limited traffic
calming measures along the Project’s frontage would have on surrounding streets.  The Project’s
proposed traffic calming measures occur in a limited segment of the travel corridors of Boulevard
Way and Saranap Avenue.  Without continuity on adjacent portions of the street, it is highly likely
that drivers will increase speeds as they leave this area.  The combination of increased speeds and
increased volumes will negatively impact local streets, such as Saranap Avenue, Old Tunnel Road,
Camino Diablo, etc.

23. The DEIR should be revised to identify what schools residents would attend, particularly Acalanes
High School and the Meher School, and evaluate the travel patterns and additional impacts.

24. The DEIR should be revised to reflect all causes of diversion onto neighboring streets, such as nearby
land uses, roadway network and congestion (freeway and arterial) influence on travel choices.
Analysis of diversion should not be limited to congestion on Boulevard Way.

25. The DEIR does not provide analysis on potential motorized vehicle accident frequency and types of
accidents that may result from the revised street improvements.  It should study how the Project
impacts historical accident data and incorporate mitigations to address this issue to the maximum
extent feasible.

26. The DEIR should be revised to evaluate the Project’s impact on the City of Lafayette’s ability to
implement its General Plan goals, policies, and programs, specifically:

Goal C-2: Regulate traffic so as to preserve the peace and quiet of residential areas.
Goal C-3: Regard the quality of life in Lafayette and maintaining community identity as more
important than accommodating through-traffic.
Goal C-4: Coordinate land use and circulation planning.

Recreation 
27. The DEIR fails to assess the potential impacts on parkland in the surrounding communities, due to a

lack of existing parks within ½-mile of the project site.  The DEIR does not directly address the
impacts on any existing or proposed parks or park facilities within Lafayette.  The DEIR discusses Tice
Valley Park, which is 0.9-miles away, but neglects to discuss closer recreation facilities within
Lafayette, such as the Meher School, which is located 0.7-miles away.  The DEIR should study the
impacts from increased demand and use by Project residents and employees on the closest facilities,
such as the proposed children’s play area, sports field, and dog park at O’Brien Homes, located at
the corner of Deer Hill Road and Pleasant Hill Road, and the existing facilities at the Meher School,
Acalanes High School, and Sun Valley Swim Club.  (Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was 
circulated.)

Public Services 
28. The DEIR fails to adequately study the potential impacts on emergency services, such as police, fire,

or medical response times, specifically in light of the recent closure of one of the three Lafayette fire
stations by the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District.  The DEIR incorrectly identifies the
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closest police station to the Project Site as the Valley Station in Alamo, which is located 5.5-miles to 
the southeast; however, the closest police station is the Lafayette Police Station, which is located 
approximately 4-miles from the Project site.  Additionally, the DEIR does not analyze impacts on 
Lafayette Fire Station 15, which is located a mere 10th of a mile further away from the Project Site 
than Station 3.  (Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was circulated.) 

Cumulative Impacts 
29. The DEIR fails to analyze the growth-inducing impacts of the Project by not adhering to the Contra

Costa County General Plan height or density requirements.  The applicant in a public meeting in
Lafayette indicated their vision is for this project to be a catalyst for substantial change in the
Saranap area in coming years.  Analyze the potential impacts on Saranap and the surrounding
communities when the Project and future projects result in a redesigned community and the
displacement of existing businesses and residents.  Refer to comment #4 for additional concerns
about displacement.

30. The DEIR should be revised to evaluate the proposed phasing and consider the consolidation of
phases to limit the potential construction impacts.  (Note that this item was previously requested when the NOP was 
circulated.)

Alternative Project 
31. The DEIR should be revised to provide more concrete data on the Project Alternative (92 vs. 235

residential units) and its associated impacts besides health risks resulting from emissions of toxic air
contaminants from project grading, excavation and construction (see Impact 4.3-2).  The report
should clarify whether or not the Project Alternative: (a) complies with the existing height and
density requirements that are outlined in the existing General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, (b)
maintains or enhances the existing level of service for all potentially impacted public roads, (c)
retains or enhances bicycle circulation and parking, (d) provides a minimum of 20-percent open
space, and (e) incorporates sustainability elements, such as obtaining a LEED certification for the
development.

The City of Lafayette also requests to receive one hard copy and one digital copy of all plans, supplemental 
reports, and environmental documents that are submitted or prepared as part of this or similar applications, 
when they become available. 

Thank you, once again, for providing the City of Lafayette with an opportunity to review and provide our 
comments on the Saranap Village Mixed-use Project.  We ask that you review the items listed above and 
revise the DEIR accordingly.  If you have any questions about the issues outlined in this letter, please contact 
Michael P. Cass, Associate Planner, at (925) 299-3219 or MCass@lovelafayette.org.  

Sincerely, 

Don Tatzin, Mayor 
City of Lafayette 

C: Contra Costa County Supervisor Candace Anderson (VIA EMAIL) 
Hall Equities Group (VIA EMAIL) 
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November 17, 2014 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

William Nelson  
Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development 
30 Muir Road 
Martinez, CA 94553 
Email: William.Nelson@dcd.cccounty.us 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Prepared for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project in Contra 
Costa County (SCH # 2014032060) 

Dear Mr. Nelson: 

 We submit these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(“EIR”) prepared for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project (“Project”)1 in Contra 
Costa County (“County”) on behalf of Saranap Area Residents for Responsible 
Development (“Saranap Area Residents”).  Hall Equities Group (“Applicant”) is 
proposing the construction of 235 multi-family residential units and approximately 
43,500 square feet of neighborhood-oriented businesses and services at the 
intersection of Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue in unincorporated Contra Costa 
County.  The Project site is addressed as 1285, 1298, 1299, 1300, 1310 and 1326 
Boulevard Way and 1176 and 1180 Saranap Avenue.  The site is situated between 
the cities of Walnut Creek and Lafayette (Assessor Parcel Numbers: 184-010-035, 
184-010-046, 184-450-025, 184-480-025, 185-370-010, 185-370-012,185-370-018,
185-370-033).

Based upon our review of the Draft EIR and supporting documentation, we 
conclude that the Draft EIR fails to comply with California Environmental Quality 

1 Draft Saranap Village Environmental Impact Report, Prepared for Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development (September 2014) [hereinafter DEIR]. 
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Act2 (“CEQA”) requirements.  As explained more fully below, the Draft EIR does not 
comply with the requirements of CEQA because it: (1) fails to set forth a stable and 
finite project description; (2) fails to set forth the environmental baseline for 
hydrological resources and utilities; (3) fails to identify, analyze and mitigate to the 
extent feasible, all the impacts that the Project will have on aesthetic resources, the 
state’s limited hydrological resources and impacts related to Greenhouse Gas 
(“GHG”) emissions; and (4) defers formulation of mitigation measures to post 
approval studies.   

These deficiencies in the Draft EIR are fatal errors.  As a result, the Draft 
EIR fails to identify the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts and 
propose measures that can reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.  
Accordingly, the County may not approve a General Plan Amendment, Rezoning, 
Major Subdivision and Final Development Plan for the Project until the Draft EIR 
is revised to comply with CEQA standards.   

The revised Draft EIR must be recirculated for public review and comment. 
The purpose of recirculation is to give the public and other agencies an opportunity 
to evaluate the new data and the validity of conclusions drawn from it.3  CEQA 
requires recirculation of a Draft EIR when significant new information is added to 
the Draft EIR following public review, but before certification.4  The CEQA 
Guidelines clarify that new information is significant if “the DEIR is changed in a 
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate 
or avoid such an effect.”5 

We have reviewed the Draft EIR and its technical appendices with the 
assistance of technical consultants Matt Hagemann and Anders Sutherland 
(Attachment A). Their expert comments are attached to this letter.6  The County 
must respond to the attached technical comments separately and individually. 

2 Pub. Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq. 
3 Save Our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (1981) 122 CalApp3d 813, 822. 
4 Pub. Resources Code § 21092.1.  
5 CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.  
6 Letter from Matt Hagemann and Anders Sutherland, SWAPE, to Meghan A. Quinn, Adams 
Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Re: comments on the Saranap Village Project, Saranap, California 
(November 14, 2014). [hereinafter SWAPE]. Attachment A. 
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I. STATEMENT OF INTEREST

Saranap Area Residents is an unincorporated association of individuals and 
labor organizations that may be adversely affected by the potential public and 
worker health and safety hazards and environmental and public service impacts of 
the Project.  The coalition includes Walnut Creek residents, John T. Champion, 
Brian Lescure and Jonathan Landry, Lafayette resident, Joshua D. Johnson, the 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 302, Plumbers and 
Steamfitters Local 159, Sheet Metal Workers Local 104, their individual members 
and families who live and/or work in Contra Costa County. 

The individual members of Saranap Area Residents and the members of the 
affiliated labor organizations live, work, recreate and raise their families in Contra 
Costa County, including in the Cities of Lafayette and Walnut Creek.  They would 
be directly affected by the Project’s environmental and health and safety impacts.  
Individual members may also work constructing the Project itself.  They will be first 
in line to be exposed to any health and safety hazards that may be present on the 
Project site.  They each have a personal interest in protecting the Project area from 
unnecessary, adverse environmental and public health impacts. 

The organizational members of Saranap Area Residents also have an interest 
in enforcing environmental laws that encourage sustainable development and 
ensure a safe working environment for the members that they represent.  
Development projects that lead to increased traffic congestion, air pollution and 
other adverse environmental impacts and that overtax public service systems can 
limit the potential for future growth and development and undermine future 
employment opportunities for Saranap Area Residents’ members.  Saranap Area 
Residents therefore has a direct interest in enforcing environmental laws to 
minimize the impacts of projects that would otherwise degrade the environment 
adversely impact public service infrastructure.   

Finally, Saranap Area Residents’ members are concerned about projects that 
risk serious environmental harm without providing countervailing economic 
benefits.  The CEQA process allows for a balanced consideration of a project’s 
socioeconomic and environmental impacts, and it is in this spirit that we offer these 
comments. 
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II. LACK OF TIMELY INFORMATION AND POTENTIAL NEED TO
SUBMIT FURTHER COMMENTS

A Notice of Availability (“NOA”) of a Draft EIR was made publicly available 
on September 19, 2014.7  At the time of the Draft EIR’s release, only a select 
number of references, namely, Appendices A through G, Cultural Resource Reports, 
Hazardous Materials Reports, Geological Reports and Utilities Reports, were posted 
to the County’s Department of Conservation and Development (“DCD”) website.  
However, the “References” section of the Draft EIR included an extensive twelve 
page list of documents referenced in the Draft EIR.  For 82 of the documents listed, 
no links, web addresses or other information was provided for where these 
materials could be obtained.  The County eventually posted 75 additional reference 
documents to the DCD website on November 7, 2014, only ten days prior to the close 
of the comment period of the Draft EIR.  The DCD website indicates that the 
remaining seven documents can be found by searching the Contra Costa County 
website.  

Given the voluminous materials that were posted to the County website one 
week prior to the close of the comment deadline, Saranap Area Residents requested 
an extension of the comment period in a letter dated November 10, 2014.8  Saranap 
Area Residents received a denial of their request on November 13, 2014.9  According 
to the County, the reference materials were available to the public for the entirety 
of the public comment period.  However, in phone call discussions with DCD Staff, 
Saranap Area Residents were informed that these materials were in the possession 
of the environmental consultants, and could not be made publicly available until the 
consultants had responded to the request.  CEQA requires that all documents 
referenced in an environmental review document be made available to the public for 

7 See Notice of Availability and Notice of Public Hearing for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project – 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Sept. 19, 2014) available at 
http://www.cccounty.us/DocumentCenter/View/33348.  
8 Letter from Meghan A. Quinn, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, to Theresa Speiker, Chief 
Assistant County Administrator Contra Costa County, John Kopchik, Interim Director Department 
of Conservation and Development Contra Costa County, and William Nelson, Contra Costa County, 
re: Request for Extension of Comment Period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report Prepared 
for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project in Contra Costa County (SCH # 2014032060) (November 
10, 2014). Attachment B. 
9 Letter from John Kopchik, Interim Director Department of Conservation and Development Contra 
Costa County, to Meghan A. Quinn, Adams Broadwell Josephy & Cardozo, re: Request for Extension 
of Public Comment Period for the Saranap village Mixed-Use Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (November 13, 2014). Attachment C. 
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the entire comment period.10  Materials hereby a third party, which cannot be 
reached by members of the public, does not meet CEQA’s requirement that all 
referenced documents be available to the public for the entirety of the noticed 
comment period.   

Furthermore, Saranap Area Residents submitted a Public Records Act 
(“PRA”) Request for all file materials related to the Project on November 5, 2014.11  
On November 7, 2014 we reached the County staff by phone to discuss the materials 
in the County’s possession that were responsive to our request.  By email on 
November 14, 2014, the County informed us that it would be unable to provide all 
the responsive materials until November 20, 2014;12 three days after the close of the 
comment period. 

For these reasons, Saranap Area Residents are unable to review all Draft 
EIR reference documents and supporting materials and other public documents 
associated with the Project prior to the close of the comment period.  The County’s 
failure to make all materials referenced or relied upon by the Draft EIR 
compromises our ability to fully understand the Project and to develop meaningful 
comments.  For these reasons, we reserve the right to supplement these comments 
before the Project reaches the Board of Supervisors for approval. 

III. THE DRAFT EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DESCRIBE THE
PROJECT

The Draft EIR does not meet CEQA’s requirements because it fails to include 
an accurate, complete and stable Project description, rendering the entire analysis 
inadequate.  California courts have repeatedly held that “an accurate, stable and 
finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient 
[CEQA document].”13  CEQA requires that a project be described with enough 

10 See Pub. Resources Code, § 21092, subd. (b)(1); 14 Cal. Code Reg. § 15087, subd. (c)(5). 
11 Letter From Meghan A. Quinn, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, to Theresa Speiker, Chief 
Assistant County Administrator Contra Costa County, John Kopchik, Interim Director Department 
of Conservation and Development Contra Costa County, and William Nelson, Contra Costa County, 
re: Request for Immediate Access to Documents Referenced in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report  and Public Records – Saranap Village Mixed Use Project in Contra Costa County (SCH # 
2014032060) (November 5, 2014). Attachment D. 
12 Email From William Nelson, Contra Costa County to Meghan A. Quinn and Janet M. Laurain, 
Adams Broadwell Josephy & Cardozo, re Response to Public Records Act Request for Saranap 
Village (November 14, 2014). Attachment E. 
13 County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193. 
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particularity that its impacts can be assessed.14  Accordingly, a lead agency may not 
hide behind its failure to obtain a complete and accurate project description.15   

The public cannot make informed comments on a project of unknown or ever-
changing description.  “A curtailed or distorted project description may stultify the 
objectives of the reporting process.  Only through an accurate view of the project 
may affected outsiders and public decision-makers balance the proposal’s benefit 
against its environmental costs….”16  As articulated by the court in County of Inyo 
v. City of Los Angeles, “a curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description draws
a red herring across the path of public input.”17  Without a complete project
description, the environmental analysis under CEQA is impermissibly limited, thus
minimizing the project’s impacts and undermining meaningful public review.18

A. The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Describe the Wastestream
Associated with Demolition of the Onsite Structures

The Draft EIR proposes the demolition of approximately 25 residential units 
and 37,501 square feet of onsite commercial and institutional uses.19  The Project 
also proposes upgrades to underground utilities and storm drains located beneath 
the Project site.20  The only information provided in Draft EIR regarding this 
component of the Project is the statement that “approximately 70,000 cubic yards of 
soil and debris would be removed, and approximately 3,000 cubic yards would be 
excavated and re-compacted.”21  This is insufficient to enable a meaningful 
assessment of the potential impacts from the demolition or the site excavation and 
utility work.  

Given the presence of historical Recognized Environmental Conditions 
(“RECs”) at the Project site, more information is required so that the public and 
decision makers can adequately assess impacts associated with construction and 
disposal of the Project wastestream.  A REC is the presence or likely presence of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that 

14 Id. at 192. 
15 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 311. 
16 Id. at 192-193. 
17 Id. at 197-198. 
18 See, e.g., Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376. 
19 DEIR, p. 3-11. 
20 DEIR, p. 3-17. 
21 Id. 
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indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures on the property or into 
the ground, groundwater, or surface water of the property.22   

According to the Draft EIR, the “construction is not expected to result in the 
generation of unique types of solid waste that would conflict with existing 
regulations applicable to solid waste disposal” at the landfill.23  No further 
explanation is provided.  Reviewing courts have held that such unsupported and 
conclusory statements violate CEQA where an “EIR’s conclusions call for blind faith 
in vague subjective characterizations.”24 The Draft EIR does exactly this by failing 
to require testing of the soil to ensure it is free of hazardous substances or provide 
other substantial evidence to support it conclusion.  The County is required to 
remedy this shortcoming, to ensure that the soil and debris can be properly disposed 
of at the Acme Landfill.  Without more, the public and decision makers will be 
unable to make an informed decision regarding the potential impacts the Project 
may have on the environment.  A Draft EIR that fully characterizes the soil and 
construction debris generated by Project demolition and construction is required. 

B. The Draft EIR Fails to Provide a Consistent and Accurate
Description of the Additional Stormwater Treatment and
Drainage Features that Will Be Installed at the Project Site

The Project components include upgrades to stormwater and drainage 
systems at the Project site.  However, the Draft EIR fails to provide an accurate and 
complete description of the proposed drainage features as required by CEQA.  The 
Draft EIR states that “[s]tormwater management systems would be installed, which 
would bring the existing 1960s-era storm drainage facilities up to modern 
standards, including detention facilities located on-site.”25  Although the Project 
Applicant has submitted Project plans, “[t]he Public Works Department made a 
preliminary determination that additional treatment may be needed beyond that 
initially proposed by the applicant to meet the requirements of the Contra Costa 
Clean Water Program and the NPDES MS4 permit.”26  The Department is 

22 http://www.astm.org/Standards/E1527.htm. 
23 DEIR, p. 4.17-3. 
24 Communities for a Better Env’t v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 85 (internal 
citations omitted). 
25 DEIR, p. 3-17. 
26 Id., p. 4.9-12. 
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reviewing the need for additional measures and capacity that may be located at the 
Project site.27   

It is clear from the Draft EIR that the details of the Project’s stormwater 
management system have not yet been determined:  “A final determination would 
be made by the Public Works Department when it reviews the final project design to 
ensure it incorporates design standards consistent with the requirements of the 
Contra Costa Clean Water Program and the NPDES MS4 permit.”28  CEQA 
requires that the County provide a clear and complete description of the entire 
Project and its associated impacts.  Without a detailed description of the 
stormwater management features of the Project, it is impossible to conduct a 
meaningful evaluation of any potentially significant impacts associated with 
installation of the drainage features and with stormwater run-off generated by the 
Project.   

A complete analysis of the stormwater issues is particularly important due to 
the impaired water quality in Suisun Bay, the water body to which the Project will 
discharge; historic erosion and flooding in the Blade Court area;29 and the presence 
of historical RECs at the Project site.  Without this essential information, the public 
and decision makers are unable to determine the nature of Project impacts on 
groundwater, drainage and public health.  Because the Draft EIR fails to 
incorporate an accurate and complete description of the Project, the public’s review 
of impacts to hydrology and drainage has been impermissibly narrowed.  The 
County must remedy this inadequacy in a legally sufficient recirculated EIR. 

27 Id. 
28 Id. 
29 DEIR, p. 4.9-11; Appendix E: Hydrology Technical Reports, p. 9 [hereinafter Appendix E]. 
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C. The Draft EIR Fails to Describe the Grading and Excavation
Required for Project Construction

The Draft EIR fails to provide an adequate description of the grading at the 
Project site for two reasons. First, the EIR’s description of the area that will be 
graded for improvements is inconsistent.  The EIR states, “[t]he total area that 
would be disturbed by mass grading or trenching, including the off-site 
improvement areas, would be approximately 5.28 acres.”30  The Hydrology Reports, 
however, state that onsite development will occur within a total of 4.59 acres; onsite 
street improvements will occupy an area of 1.11 acres; and offsite improvements of 
.69 acres will take place.31  This brings the total area to be graded and improved by 
the Project to 6.39 acres.  The County must remedy this defect, as the EIR maps 
only depict a 5.28-acre area for grading and improvements associated with Project 
construction.32 

Second, the Draft EIR simply states that “mass grading and trenching” is 
required for installation of new stormwater drainage features and utilities at the 
Project site.33  More information is required regarding the depth and extent of 
trenching.   

According to the EIR, “[t]he Project would require excavation for installation 
of building foundations and underground utilities. Infrastructure improvements, 
both on-site and off-site, would consist of new or relocated utility lines, together 
with all necessary appurtenances and facilities.”34 The EIR fails to provide 
information regarding the depth or extent of the excavation, preventing the public 
from assessing impacts on the groundwater table beneath the Project site, existing 
onsite utilities and gas lines and other existing underground utility appurtenances.  
This information is essential given the historic RECs at the Project site, and 
presence of groundwater approximately 13 feet below the Project site.35  Without 
further information it is impossible to determine whether excavation could lead to 
groundwater contamination, or impacts on water mains and gas lines 

30 DEIR, p. 3-17. 
31 Appendix E, p. 3. 
32 DEIR, Figure ES-2. 
33 DEIR, p. 3-17. 
34 Id. 
35 DEIR, p. 4.9-4. 
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D. The Draft EIR Entirely Fails to Describe the Parking and
Staging Areas Required for Project Demolition and
Construction

A complete description of the Project’s parking and staging areas is necessary 
to assess the Project’s impacts.  The Draft EIR  fails to even mention the necessity 
of a staging area for Project construction.  Project construction will require the use 
of large construction equipment such as excavators, bulldozers, water trucks, 
tractors, pavers, paving equipment, rollers, cranes and forklifts.36  Hauling trucks 
will pick up and remove debris, and delivery trucks and site workers will travel to  
the site.  The Draft EIR fails to identify where delivery and hauling trucks and 
worker vehicles will be parked or where construction equipment will be staged.   

Depending on the use, size, surface composition and location, the Project’s 
staging and parking areas could result in unanalyzed and unmitigated impacts to 
air quality and public health.  Furthermore, the Project site is located in the midst 
of a residential, suburban neighborhood.  If the construction and street 
improvements proposed by the Project adhere to the construction schedule 
described in the Draft EIR, residents will be impacted by the construction for at 
least 19 months.  The County is required to adequately describe the staging and 
parking areas so that the community and decision makers are fully informed of the 
Project’s potentially significant impacts. 

E. The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Describe the Amount of
Water Required for Project Construction and Operation

The Draft EIR fails to fully identify the amount of water required for 
construction and operation of the Project in two respects.  First, the Draft EIR fails 
to provide any information regarding the amount of water required for Project 
construction.  According to the EIR appendices, Project construction will utilize a 
water truck for onsite improvements.37  However, the Draft EIR fails to provide any 
information regarding the amount of water to be used, or the use for which this 
water is proposed.   

Second, the Draft EIR fails to quantify the amount of water required for fire 
suppression at the Project site.  The Draft EIR states only that “[i]t is anticipated 

36 Appendix B: Air Quality Technical Reports, p. 5 [hereinafter Appendix B]. 
37 Id.; see also Appendix F: Noise Technical Reports, p. 10 [hereinafter Appendix F]. 
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that the fire service flows through EBMUD’s existing infrastructure would not be 
adequate to meet fire suppression requirements for the multilevel buildings 
proposed as a part of the Project. Therefore an on-site fire system, including pumps 
and storage tanks, would most likely be required.”38  The EIR stops there.  No 
further information is provided regarding the volume of water that will be stored in 
on-site tanks, the size of the tanks or where the tanks and pumps would be located.  

The Draft EIR notes that “the project site is shown as being in an area that is 
considered a fire threatened community.”39  It is particularly important here that 
the Draft EIR provide additional information regarding the amount of water 
required to ensure that there is a sufficient water supply for fire safety purposes, 
and the impacts associated with the construction, installation and operation of the 
tanks and pumps.  The County must produce and recirculate an EIR that fully 
describes and assesses impacts associated with the fire suppression components of 
the Project, and that clearly identifies the quantities of water required for Project 
construction and operation. 

F. The Draft EIR Entirely Fails to Set Forth A Description of the
Trips Generated By Project Construction

The Draft EIR completely fails to describe the number of trips generated by 
Project construction.  CEQA makes clear that a project description must describe all 
components and activities that are reasonably anticipated to become part of the 
project.40  Indeed, CEQA requires evaluation of the impacts from the “whole of the 
project.”41  Accordingly, every phase of the Project must be assessed with the same 
level of specific details, including the construction phase.  This is because, “[a] 
narrow view of a project could result in the fallacy of division . . . by separately 
focusing on isolated parts of the whole.”42   

All impacts associated with Project construction must be disclosed, analyzed 
and mitigated in the Draft EIR.  However, the Draft EIR’s assessment of impacts to 
traffic and circulation is confined to the operational stage of the Project.  According 
to the Draft EIR, construction will take place over the course of approximately 19 

38 DEIR, p. 4.17-10. 
39 Id., p. 4.8-4. 
40 CEQA Guidelines, §15378 (emphasis added). 
41 CEQA Guidelines § 15378, subd. (a). 
42 Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Auth. v. Hensler (1991) 233 Cal.App.3d 577, 592. 
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months.43  During that time, hauling trucks will pick up and remove debris, while 
delivery trucks and site workers arrive.  Accordingly, information is needed 
regarding the number of trips generated, and the distance of those trips.  CEQA 
requires a description of the “whole of project,” which includes both construction, 
operation and any other anticipated phases of the Project.   

IV. THE DRAFT EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ESTABLISH THE
EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AGAINST WHICH THE
DEIR IS REQUIRED TO ANALYZE THE PROJECT’S POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

The Draft EIR describes the existing environmental setting inaccurately and 
incompletely, thereby skewing the impact analysis.  The existing environmental 
setting is the starting point from which the lead agency must measure whether a 
proposed Project may cause a significant environmental impact.44  CEQA defines 
the environmental setting as the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity 
of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, from 
both a local and regional perspective.45   

Describing the environmental setting accurately and completely for each 
environmental condition in the vicinity of the Project is critical to an accurate and 
meaningful evaluation of environmental impacts.  The importance of having a 
stable, finite and fixed environmental setting for purposes of an environmental 
analysis was recognized decades ago.46  Today, the courts are clear that “[b]efore the 
impacts of a Project can be assessed and mitigation measures considered, an [EIR] 
must describe the existing environment.  It is only against this baseline that any 
significant environmental effects can be determined.”47  In fact, it is: 

[a] central concept of CEQA, widely accepted by the courts, that the
significance of a Project’s impacts cannot be measured unless the DEIR
first establishes the actual physical conditions on the property.  In

43 Id., p. 1-1. 
44 See, e.g., Communities for a Better Env’t v. S. Coast Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (March 15, 2010) 48 
Cal.4th 310, 316; Fat v. City of Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1278, citing Remy, et al.; 
Guide to the Calif. Environmental Quality Act (1999) p. 165.   
45 CEQA Guidelines §15125, subd. (a); Riverwatch v. City of San Diego (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 1428, 
1453.    
46 City of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185.  
47 City of Amador v. El Dorado City Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 952. 

Adams_Broadwell

10
cont.

11

5-20



November 17, 2014 
Page 13 

3199-004cv 

other words, baseline determination is the first rather than the last 
step in the environmental review process.48    

An EIR must also describe the existing environmental setting in sufficient 
detail to enable a proper analysis of project impacts.49  The CEQA Guidelines 
provide that “[k]nowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of 
environmental impacts.”50  This level of detail is necessary to “permit the significant 
effects of the project to be considered in the full environmental context.”51  

The Draft EIR fails to accurately and adequately describe the environmental 
setting for hazardous materials, water quality, stormwater and drainage systems 
that will serve the Project.  Decision makers cannot determine the Project’s impacts, 
and in turn, apply appropriate mitigation for those impacts, without an accurate 
description of the environmental setting.  The County must gather the relevant 
data and revise the Draft EIR to include an accurate and complete description of 
the existing environmental setting.   

A. The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Fails to
Adequately Establish the Environmental Setting for Hazardous
Materials

The Draft EIR fails to fully characterize the potential hazards present at the 
Project site.  The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the Project 
states that there were several Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (“LUSTs”) at 
the Project site.  The tanks have been removed, and a no further action letter was 
filed.  At the time of the no action letter, however, the Project site was zoned for 
commercial use and no residential land uses were present or planned.52  

According to former Environmental Protection Agency hazards expert, Matt 
Hagemann, “[n]ow that the residential land is proposed for the Project, the 1994 
closure of the site should be revisited by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board [Regional Board].”53  As explained in Mr. Hagemann’s 
comments, “[a]ccording to a Regional Board policy, when a residential land use is to 

48 Save our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey City Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 125.  
49 Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Mgmt. Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1121-22. 
50 CEQA Guidelines § 15125, subd.(d). 
51 Id. 
52 SWAPE, p. 3. 
53 Id. 
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be considered (at a location where residential land use was not present previously), 
a site specific human health risk assessment is required.”54  Therefore, Mr. 
Hagemann concludes that soil samples must be taken where the tanks were 
present, and the sample results compared to regulatory screening levels, to ensure 
the safety of potential future residents.55 

B. The Draft EIR Entirely Fails to Set Forth the Existing Water
Quality in the Receiving Water Bodies

The Draft EIR discloses that stormwater runoff from the Project site will flow 
to Suisun Bay, an impaired water body, but fails to set forth the pollutants for 
which the Bay is impaired.  “[D]ecision makers and the general public should not be 
forced to … ferret out the fundamental baseline assumptions that are being used for 
the purposes of the environmental analysis,” nor should the “EIR’s conclusions call 
for blind faith in vague subjective characterizations.”56  

In this case, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project’s stormwater 
discharges will not lead to a significant impact without first setting forth the 
baseline for water quality.  In fact, the Draft EIR contains contradictory 
information.  In direct opposition to the conclusion that the Project will not have an 
impact on water quality, the Draft EIR determines that the Project will add to the 
current pollutant load by increasing the amount of impervious surface area at the 
Project site.  The Draft EIR then finds that “[a]ny increased pollution that would 
violate water quality standards is considered a potentially significant impact.”57  
The County must clarify and address this inconsistency. 

The County must characterize the existing water quality in the receiving 
water bodies so that the public and decision makers can assess the veracity of the 
Draft EIR’s conclusion that the stormwater flows will not have a significant impact 
on water quality.  This information is essential because, “[t]he total amount of 
pollutants entering aquatic systems from these diffuse, nonpoint [stormwater] 
sources is now generally considered to be greater than that from any other source, 
such as pipe discharges.”58  Stormwater generated at the Project site will drain to a 
storm drain system, then, “[s]tormflows empty into Las Trampas Creek 

54 Id. 
55 Id. 
56 Communities for a Better Env’t, 184 Cal.App.4th at 85 (internal citations omitted). 
57 DEIR, p. 4.9-11. 
58 Id., p. 4.9-2. 
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approximately one half mile southeast of the project.”59  Las Trampas Creek is an 
open channelized water body, which ultimately empties into Suisun Bay.   

According to the Draft EIR, Suisun Bay is, “already identified as an impaired 
water of the State.”60  The Clean Water Act (“CWA”) requires each state to maintain 
a list of impaired water bodies.  Pursuant to section 303(d) of the CWA, each state is 
required to detail the water body segments that are impaired, a priority listing of 
the impaired waters, the uses for each water body on the 303(d) list, the total 
maximum daily load (“TMDL”) that may be discharged to the water body, and the 
pollutants for which the water is impaired.61  The Draft EIR fails to fully 
characterize the water body by omitting any details regarding the pollutants for 
which Suisun Bay is impaired.   

More information is required given the fact that 90% of the Project site is 
already covered by impervious surfaces, and the Project proposes the addition of yet 
more impervious surface area.62  Accordingly, a significant amount of runoff will be 
channelized and discharged to Las Trampas Creek, and then to Suisun Bay.  
Without further information regarding the water quality in the Bay, impacts to 
hydrology cannot be fully analyzed and mitigated.  The County must remedy this 
defect in a legally sufficient EIR. 

C. The Draft EIR Fails to Describe the Existing Capacity of the
Stormwater and Drainage Systems to which the Project
Proposes to Discharge

The Draft EIR states that the Project stormwater discharges will not 
overburden the existing downstream drainage system.  However, the Draft EIR and 
Appendices discuss the historic flooding and erosion in the Blade Court area, which 
is located less than one mile from the Project site.63  According to the Hydrology 
Report prepared for the Project, “[t]he Flood Control District indicated that the 
drainage improvement at Blade Court currently does not have sufficient capacity to 
carry 10-year storm runoff, and that there have been complaints about ponding and 
creek bank erosion in the area.”64  The stormwater systems that serve the Project 

59 Id., p. 4.9-3. 
60 Id., p. 4.9-11. 
61 33 U.S.C. § 1313(d) (2012). 
62 DEIR, p. 3-4. 
63 DEIR, p. 4.9-11; Appendix E, p. 9. 
64 DEIR, p. 4.9-11. 
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will flow through the Blade Court area, potentially exacerbating the flooding and 
erosion;65 yet, the Hydrology Report claims that the “facilities have adequate 
capacity to convey th[e] storm water to its point of discharge.”66  The County must 
remedy this inconsistency. 

The Draft EIR violates CEQA by making conclusory statements regarding 
the capacity of the stormwater conveyance system, rather than providing data and 
factual information about the volume that the system can convey, the current 
volume being conveyed and any additional remaining capacity.  Without this 
information, it is impossible to determine the veracity of the claims in the Draft EIR 
and its Appendices.  Flooding and erosion in an area that drains to a stormwater 
system may suggest that the system to which the area discharges is experiencing 
significant stress.  Without information regarding the capacity of the system, and 
the current amount of flow discharged during storm events, the public and decision 
makers will be unable to fully understand and address the Project’s impacts on the 
environment.  The County must remedy this defect in a legally adequate EIR. 

V. THE COUNTY LACKS SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT ITS
CONCLUSIONS IN THE DRAFT EIR REGARDING THE PROJECT’S
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS; THE DRAFT EIR FAILS TO
INCORPORATE FEASIBLE MITIGATION MEASURES NECESSARY
TO REDUCE SUCH IMPACTS TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE

CEQA has two basic purposes, neither of which the Draft EIR satisfies.  
First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers and the public about the 
potentially significant environmental impacts of a project before harm is done to the 
environment.67  The EIR is the “heart” of this requirement.68  The EIR has been 
described as “an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public 
and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
ecological points of no return.”69   

65 Id. 
66 Appendix F, p. 5. 
67 CEQA Guidelines § 15002, subd.(a)(1); Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. 
(2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1354; County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810. 
68 No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 84. 
69 County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810. 
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To fulfill this function, the discussion of impacts in a DEIR must be detailed, 
complete, and “reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure.”70  An adequate EIR 
must contain facts and analysis, not just an agency’s conclusions.71  CEQA requires 
an EIR to disclose all potential direct and indirect, potentially significant 
environmental impacts of a project.72   

Second, if an EIR identifies potentially significant impacts, it must then 
propose and evaluate mitigation measures to minimize these impacts.73  CEQA 
imposes an affirmative obligation on agencies to avoid or reduce environmental 
harm by adopting feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures.74  Without 
an adequate analysis and description of feasible mitigation measures, it would be 
impossible for agencies relying upon the Draft EIR to meet this obligation. 

Under CEQA, an EIR must not only discuss measures to avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts, but must ensure that mitigation conditions are fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.75  A 
CEQA lead agency is precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the 
record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been 
resolved; an agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy or 
feasibility.76  This approach helps “insure the integrity of the process of decision by 
precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under the 
rug.”77 

In this case, the Draft EIR fails to satisfy the basic purposes of CEQA.  The 
Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding aesthetic impacts, biological, hydrological and 
water resources, impacts from greenhouse gas emissions and impacts to public 
services, are not supported by substantial evidence.  In preparing the Draft EIR, the 

70 CEQA Guidelines § 15151; San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus 
(1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 721-722. 
71 See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 568. 
72 Pub. Resources Code § 21100, subd. (b)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2, subd.(a). 
73 Pub. Resources Code §§ 21002.1, subd. (a), 21100(b)(3); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15002, subd. (a)(2) 
and (3); Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1354; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the 
University of Cal. (1998) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400. 
74 Pub. Resources Code §§ 21002-21002.1. 
75 CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(2). 
76 Kings County Farm Bur. v. County of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 727-28 (a groundwater 
purchase agreement was inadequate mitigation because there was no record evidence that 
replacement water was available). 
77 Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 935. 
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County: (1) failed to provide sufficient information to inform the public and decision-
makers about potential environmental impacts; (2) failed to accurately identify and 
adequately analyze all potentially significant environmental impacts; and (3) 
deferred the identification of specific, enforceable mitigation measures.  The County 
must correct these shortcomings and recirculate a revised EIR for public review and 
comment. 

A. The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Identify, Analyze and
Mitigate Significant Impacts Associated with Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

i. The Significant Impacts Associated with Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Are More Severe than Demonstrated by the EIR

The Draft EIR fails to sufficiently identify and analyze the significance of the 
Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) Emissions from the Project.  The Draft EIR understates 
the significance of impacts associated with emissions by improperly taking a 
reduction for new Building Energy Efficiency Standards into its calculations, 
thereby reducing the total emissions estimate.  The California Emissions Estimator 
Model (“CalEEMod”) User Guide Appendix A clarifies that reductions associated 
with the 2008 Energy Efficiency Standards have already been taken into account in 
formulating the calculations.78  Accordingly, when data is entered into CalEEMod, 
those reductions are reflected in the CalEEMod output.   

The EIR should incorporate a reduction in GHG emissions that reflects the 
difference between the 2008 Energy Efficiency Measures and the 2013 Energy 
Efficiency Measures.  Instead, the EIR indicates that “[e]nergy demand was 
adjusted per the California Energy Commission’s 2013 standards for the Building 
Energy Efficiency Program.”79  By improperly applying this reduction, the EIR’s 
calculations resulted in an approximate decrease in the CalEEMod numbers by 25% 
for residential land use and 30% for non-residential land use.80  The County must 
recalculate the GHG Emissions associated with the Project so that the full scope of 
emissions generated can be mitigated.  

78 CalEEMod User Guide, Appendix A, p. 31. Attachment F. 
79 Appendix D: Greenhouse Gas Technical Report, p. 4 [hereinafter Appendix D]. 
80 Id. 
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ii. The Draft EIR Defers Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions in
Violation of CEQA

The GHG Mitigation Plan in the Draft EIR defers the formulation and 
adoption of specific enforceable mitigation measures to an uncertain future date. 
CEQA prohibits a lead agency from deferring the formulation of mitigation 
measures to some future time.81  The Draft EIR’s approach to GHG mitigation 
violates CEQA for two reasons. 

First, the GHG Mitigation Plan provides a vague outline of tentative plans 
for the deferred formulation of mitigation measures.  “Numerous cases illustrate 
that reliance on tentative plans for future mitigation after completion of the CEQA 
process significantly undermines CEQA's goals of full disclosure and informed 
decision-making; and consequently, these mitigation plans have been overturned on 
judicial review as constituting improper deferral of environmental assessment.”82   

In Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond, the court 
invalidated an EIR, which proposed that the applicant adopt feasible mitigation 
measures to “mitigate or avoid” GHG impacts.83  The Court determined that the 
EIR, “merely propose[d] a generalized goal … and then set[] out a handful of 
cursorily described mitigation measures for future consideration that might serve to 
mitigate … emissions resulting from the Project.”84  Similarly, here, the Draft EIR 
sets forth a short non-exclusive list of measures from which the Applicant may 
choose to devise a GHG Mitigation Plan.85  Under the terms of the Mitigation Plan, 
the Applicant may “modify or amend” the recommended measures, and also may 
“substitute measures.”86  The GHG Mitigation Plan will then be approved by the 
County at a later date.  The GHG Mitigation Plan proposed by the Draft EIR is 
analogous to the mitigation proposed in the EIR and rejected by the court in 
Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond.  

Second, the approach taken in the Draft EIR precludes meaningful public 
participation since the absence of a definitive mitigation measures prevents the 
public and decision makers from evaluating the effectiveness of the proposed 

81 CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(1)(B). 
82 Communities for a Better Env’t, 184 Cal.App.4th at 93. 
83 Id. 
84 Id. 
85 DEIR, p. 4.7-14. 
86 Id. 
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mitigation plan.  As explained in the Communities for a Better Environment case, 
CEQA requires that mitigation measures be developed during the public 
environmental review process, not after project approval: 

The development of mitigation measures, as envisioned by CEQA, is not 
meant to be a bilateral negotiation between a project proponent and the lead 
agency after project approval, but rather, an open process that also involves 
other interested agencies and the public.87  

The seminal Sundstrom decision further explains the negative impact on the 
decision-making process that results from post-approval development of mitigation 
plans: 

A study conducted after approval of a project will inevitably have a 
diminished influence on decision making.  Even if the study is subjected to 
administrative approval, it is analogous to the sort of post hoc rationalization 
of agency action that has been repeatedly condemned in decisions 
constructing CEQA.88    

Because the EIR proposes only a “generalized goal” of reducing GHG 
Emissions associated with the Project and leaves the selection of specific mitigation 
measures to the Applicant, the GHG Mitigation Plan proposed by the Draft EIR 
violates CEQA.  The County must remedy this inadequacy in an updated and 
recirculated EIR. 

B. The Draft EIR Lacks Sufficient Evidence to Support its
Conclusion that Project Impacts to Public Health Associated
with Hazardous Materials Will Be Less Than Significant

The Draft EIR concludes that the Project will not cause any significant 
impacts with the implementation of mitigation.89  However, the mitigation 
measures are insufficient to address the potentially significant impacts to workers 
and residents at the Project site.  As previously described in this comment letter, 
the Project site was the subject of a removal action, which was deemed complete in 

87 Communities for a Better Env’t. 184 CalApp.4th at 93. 
88 Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d at 307. 
89 DEIR, p. 4.8-14. 
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1994.  Accordingly, there are additional impacts that have gone unmitigated for two 
reasons. 

First, the EIR admits that “it is possible that construction activities could 
encounter previously unidentified contamination associated with the former 
location of the …USTs or even other past land uses of the site.  If not handled 
appropriately, construction workers or the public could become exposed to 
contaminants that could cause adverse health affects.”90  Mr. Hagemann agrees and 
concludes in his comments that  “[r]eleases of gasoline from USTs may contaminate 
soil and groundwater with petroleum compounds that may pose a risk to 
construction workers during earthmoving activities associated with Project 
developments.”91  The Draft EIR merely proposes the testing of soil once a hazard is 
detected,92 potentially exposing workers to volatile organic compounds.  Testing 
should be conducted prior to the initiation of construction and “incorporated into a 
human health risk assessment to ensure development is protective of the health of 
the construction workers and the future residents.”93 

Second, at the time of the clean up and issuance of the Regional Board’s “No 
Further Action Letter,” the Project site was zoned commercial, but is now proposed 
for residential uses.  As explained in Mr. Hagemann’s letter, “[n]ow that residential 
land use is proposed for the Project, the 1994 closure of the site should be revisited 
by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.”94  Regional Board 
policy requires a site specific human health risk assessment when a residential land 
use is being considered at a location where no prior residential land uses were 
present.95   

In Mr. Hagemann’s expert opinion, the health and safety of workers and 
future residents will be in jeopardy unless soil samples are taken at the former tank 
locations  and compared to regulatory screening levels.96  In the absence of this 
information, there is no substantial evidence supporting the Draft EIR’s conclusion 
that the Project will not have a significant impact on public or worker health due to 
the presence of hazards. 

90 DEIR, pp. 4.8-13 – 14. 
91 SWAPE, p. 3. 
92 DEIR, p. 4.8-14. 
93 SWAPE, p. 3. 
94 Id. 
95 Id. 
96 Id. 
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C. The Draft EIR Lacks Sufficient Evidence to Support its
Conclusion that Project Impacts on Visual Resources Will Be
Less Than Significant With the Incorporation of Mitigation
Measures

The Draft EIR fails to identify mitigation measures sufficient to address 
impacts to visual resources in Contra Costa County.  The Draft EIR concludes that, 
“[t]he Project could substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the 
project site or its surroundings.”97  However, the Draft EIR confines its discussion of 
mitigation measures for impacts on visual resources to construction techniques, 
rather than the preservation of visual resources and tree plantings, as required by 
the Contra Costa County General Plan (“General Plan”).   

The General Plan requires that “[i]n areas designated for urban development, 
the [General Plan] principles … shall be applied in the review of development 
proposals.”98  The General Plan continues, “[i]n order to conserve the scenic beauty 
of the County, developers shall generally be required to restore the natural 
contours and vegetation of the land after grading and other land disturbances.  
Public and private projects shall be designed to minimize damages to significant 
trees and other visual landmarks.”99  According to the Arborist Report in Appendix 
C to the Draft EIR, “63 trees would require removal, all of which would fall within 
the development envelope for the three sites (Table 3, page 8). Of the 63 trees 
identified for removal, 23 qualified as Protected trees.”100  Furthermore, eight of the 
trees on the Project site are coastal redwoods, including both young and mature 
trees.101   

Contrary to the General Plan policies, the Draft EIR fails to consider the 
scenic value of the protected trees and other existing vegetation that would be 
impacted by the Project.  The Draft EIR also fails to require the restoration of the 
trees that will be removed by the Project.  Indeed, the mitigation measures 
proposed by the Draft EIR to address impacts to aesthetics include varying the style 
of housing, breaking up building masses and using a specific color palette.102  The 

97 DEIR, p. 4.1-17 
98 Contra Costa County General Plan, p. 9-5. 
99 Contra Costa County General Plan, Policy 9-15 (emphasis added). 
100 Appendix C: Arborist report, Executive Summary. 
101 Id., p. 3. 
102 DEIR, pp. 4.1-20 – 21. 
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Draft EIR completely fails to discuss how these mitigation measures will address 
the loss of tree line in the community. 

The Draft EIR’s failure to mitigate the removal of such a large number of 
trees that are considered to be visual resources by both the Contra Costa County 
General Plan and the CEQA Guidelines is entirely inexplicable.  The Draft EIR 
offers no explanation for its failure to address the removal of trees, and instead 
emphasizes that the Project will be several feet shorter than the stand of redwoods 
it plans to replace.103  This is wholly inadequate, as condominiums and strip mall 
shopping centers are not the visual equivalent of a majestic stand of redwood trees.  
The Project’s negative effects on views of Mt. Diablo, Las Trampas Wilderness and 
“other features of beauty,” such as live oak and coastal redwoods, constitute a 
potentially significant environmental impact under CEQA.  The County is required 
to consider all feasible mitigation measures, including the planting of replacement 
trees, in order to minimize the Project’s impacts on the  visual resources of the 
Saranap community, and protects those resources as required by the General Plan 
and CEQA. 

D. The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Identify, Analyze and
Mitigate Significant Impacts on Hydrology and Drainage

i. The Draft EIR Lacks Sufficient Evidence to Support Its
Conclusion that the Project Will Result in Less than Significant
Impacts to Hydrology and Drainage

The Draft EIR states the Project will not have significant impacts on 
hydrology with the incorporation of mitigation measures.104  However, the Draft 
EIR fails to provide sufficient evidence to support its conclusion for two reasons.   
First, information in the Draft EIR demonstrates that the Project will exacerbate 
the reported erosion and flooding at Blade Court by adding to stormwater flows.  
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines clearly states that those projects which, 
“[c]reate or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems,” and those that “substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface run-off in a manner which would result in flooding on-or 
off-site,” are considered to have a significant impact.105   

103 See DEIR, p. 4.1-18. 
104 DEIR, pp. 4.9-10 – 16. 
105 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G. 
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The Draft EIR and Appendices discuss the historic flooding and erosion in the 
Blade Court area.106  According to the Hydrology Report prepared for the Project, 
“[t]he Flood Control District indicated that the drainage improvement at Blade 
Court currently does not have sufficient capacity to carry 10-year storm runoff, and 
that there have been complaints about ponding and creek bank erosion in the 
area.”107  The stormwater systems that will serve the Project will flow through the 
Blade Court area, potentially exacerbating the flooding and erosion.108  The County 
is required to acknowledge, analyze and mitigate this potentially significant impact. 

Second, the Project will add 28,283 square feet of impervious surfaces to the 
Project site, creating additional sources of polluted runoff that will be discharged to 
the already-impaired Suisun Bay.  According to CEQA, a Project is considered to 
have a significant impact if it “[v]iolate[s] any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements.”109  Therefore, the County must circulate a Draft EIR that 
discusses the TMDLs established for Suisun Bay and the Project’s potential to 
result in a violation of the established TMDL.   

The Draft EIR acknowledges that “[s]tormwater pollution, during both 
construction and operational phases of the Project, can include oils, fuels, heavy 
metals, pesticides, and other contaminants of concern that originate on rooftops and 
parking lots that are subsequently washed into local waterways during storm 
events.”110  These materials will be discharged into Suisun Bay where “[a]ny 
increased pollution that would violate water quality standards is considered a 
potentially significant impact.”111  Suisun Bay is designated as impaired for 
Mercury, Polychlorinated Biphenyls (“PCBs”) and Dioxin,112 all of which are 
associated with stormwater runoff.113  The Draft EIR provides no information or 

106 DEIR, p. 4.9-11; Appendix E, p. 9. 
107 DEIR, p. 4.9-11. 
108 Id. 
109 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G. 
110 DEIR, p. 4.9-11. 
111 Id. 
112 U.S. EPA, 303(d) Final List (2010) Attachment G. 
113 “The principal route by which dioxins are introduced to most rivers, streams and lakes is soil 
erosion and storm water runoff from urban areas.” U.S. EPA, Persistent Bioaccumulative and Toxic 
Chemical Program available at http://www.epa.gov/pbt/pubs/dioxins.htm.  
EPA has published an entire Handbook on the relationship between stormwater runoff, PCBs and 
their elimination from water sources.  See U.S. EPA, Fact Sheet: Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) 
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analysis as to why the addition of these pollutants, which may exacerbate already 
impaired conditions in Suisun Bay, would not further degrade water quality.  The 
County is required to prepare and recirculate a Draft EIR that provides evidence 
sufficient to demonstrate why this Project will not add to pollutant loading in 
Siusun Bay. 

ii. The Draft EIR Improperly Incorporates Mitigation Measures
Proposed to Reduce Project Impacts to Hydrology and Drainage
into the Project Description

In its description of the Project components, the Draft EIR states that the 
Project will include low-impact development features designed to reduce impacts 
associated with stormwater discharges.114  The Draft EIR’s low-impact design 
elements do not constitute adequate mitigation for two reasons.  First, design 
elements in the Applicant’s project description do not meet the requirements of 
CEQA, as they are not legally enforceable.  CEQA requires that mitigation 
measures be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
measures.”115   

Second, the Draft EIR bases its conclusion that the Project will not have a 
significant impact on design elements set forth in the project description, which 
should be identified and made legally enforceable as mitigation measures in a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program.  Courts interpreting CEQA have 
prohibited lead agencies from conflating the identification of significant impacts and 
mitigation measures into one step.116  In Lotus v. Department of Transportation, the 
EIR under review identified construction techniques which would be used to reduce 
impacts to biological resources.  These construction techniques were proposed in the 
project description and relied upon for a determination of no significant impact.117  
The Lotus Court found that the EIR conflated the analysis, and determined that the 
construction measures should have been properly identified and incorporated as 
legally enforceable mitigation measures.  Furthermore, the court went on to echo 
CEQA’s requirement that an EIR must determine whether a potential impact is 

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Handbook, (2011) available at 
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/upload/pcb-tmdl-handbook-fact-sheet.pdf. 
114 DEIR, pp. 4.9-11- 12. 
115 Pub. Resources Code § 21081.6 subd.(b). 
116 See Lotus v. Dep’t of Transp. (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 655 - 56. 
117 Id. at 653. 
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significant prior to the imposition of mitigation.118  Once an EIR identifies a 
potential impact as significant, only then is it appropriate for the lead agency to 
identify and analyze the effectiveness of available mitigation measures.119  The 
Draft EIR for this Project makes a similar deviation from CEQA’s requirements by 
making its determination of no significant impact based on the low-impact Project 
design measures.  Based on the Lotus holding, these measures would be more 
properly incorporated as enforceable mitigation measures proposed after the lead 
agency has fully analyzed Project impacts on hydrology, absent those measures. 

Reviewing courts “will not provide [a lead agency] a shortcut to CEQA 
compliance by allowing [it] to rely on mitigation measures that have not been 
adequately adopted.”120  In this case, the Draft EIR incorporates low-impact 
stormwater design mitigation measures into the project description and then 
determines that the Project’s impacts will be less than significant.  The courts have 
clearly held that construction measures incorporated into a project description do 
not constitute adequate mitigation measures, and cannot be relied upon for a 
determination that no significant effects will occur.121  The Draft EIR does exactly 
this by incorporating low-impact design measures into the project description, and 
basing its determination on the use of those measures, conflating the analysis.   

The Draft EIR must be rewritten to identify impacts to drainage that may 
result from the addition of impervious surface area, and then identify and analyze 
the adequacy of mitigation measures, ensuring that they contain detailed 
performance objectives, as required by CEQA.122  These shortcomings must be 
corrected in a legally adequate EIR.   

VI. CONCLUSION

The Project presents significant environmental issues that must be addressed 
prior to Project approval.  The Draft EIR’s Project description is improperly 
truncated.  The Draft EIR fails to adequately establish the existing setting upon 
which to measure impacts to hydrological resources and utilities.  The Draft EIR 
also fails to include an adequate analysis of and mitigation measures for the 
Project’s potentially significant impacts.  The County failed to include a reasonable 

118 Id. at 656. 
119 Id.  
120 Id. at 653. 
121 See Lotus, 223 Cal.App.4th at 655 - 56. 
122 See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204. 
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 1640 5th Street, Suite 204 

 Santa Monica, California 90401 
 

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 
  (949) 887-9013 

 mhagemann@swape.com 
 
 
November 14, 2014  
 
Meghan A. Quinn 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000 
South San Francisco, CA  94080 
 
Subject: Comments on the Saranap Village Project, Saranap, California 
 
Dear Ms. Quinn: 

We have reviewed the September 2014 Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (“Project”) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).   The Project, located in the incorporated community of Saranap, 
California, will develop a community with up to 235 multiple family residential units and approximately 
43,500 square feet of businesses and services.  

We have prepared comments on impacts from Project construction and operation on Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG) Emissions and on Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  A revised EIR should be prepared to 
adequately discuss these issues and to identify mitigation measures, where necessary. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The DEIR fails to provide adequate identification of operational GHG mitigation measures for the 
Project, and does not quantify the emission reduction capability attributed to each measure.  The DEIR 
discloses that operational GHG emissions for the proposed Project will exceed the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD, or the "District") annual threshold of 3,740 megatons carbon dioxide 
equivalents (MT CO2e/yr) by approximately 650 MT in 2016.  The Greenhouse Gas Technical Report 
(GHGTR), attached as Appendix D to the DEIR, acknowledges that the overage is expected to decrease 
over time as energy supply becomes greener and automobiles become more efficient (Appendix D, p. 6).  
However, operational GHG emissions would still exceed the BAAQMD annual threshold in subsequent 
years, and neither the DEIR nor Appendix D provided any quantification of GHG emission mitigation 
strategy efficacy. 
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Table 2-1 in the DEIR presents a summary of impacts and mitigation measures associated with 
construction and operation of the Project.  Mitigation Measure GHG-2 is the only mitigation measure 
related to GHG emissions.  The DEIR suggests that the implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-2, a 
Project-Specific GHG Reduction Plan, will reduce GHG impacts to a less than significant level (DEIR, p. 2-
7).  This assertion is proffered without any discussion of the mitigation measures that will be included in 
the GHG Reduction Plan to achieve the approximate 15% reduction in operational GHG emissions 
required to achieve compliance with the District threshold.  It is inappropriate for the DEIR to conclude 
that operational GHG impacts will be less than significant after mitigation without demonstrating the 
specific strategies for reduction. 

The GHG analysis presented in the Project DEIR does not fulfill the CEQA requirements promulgated by 
the BAAQMD.  The DEIR should present quantified estimates of both the reductions that will be 
achieved by the presently unidentified mitigation measures and the projected mitigated annual GHG 
emissions for the document to be considered for approval.  The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 
specifically dictate that, "the air quality analysis should quantify the reduction of emissions associated 
with any proposed mitigation measures and include this information in the CEQA document."1  The 
Project DEIR and GHGTR should be revised to include a discussion of mitigation measures to be 
implemented and calculations demonstrating that the measures will achieve a 15% reduction in GHG 
emissions across the area, energy, mobile, waste, and water GHG sources identified in Table 6b of the 
GHGTR (Appendix D, p. 9). 

The DEIR references the California Air Pollution Control Officer's Association (CAPCOA) document 
entitled Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures in listing the potential mitigation measures 
that may be included in the GHG Reduction Plan.  The CAPCOA document states that, "quantification of 
projects and mitigation under CEQA was the main focus in preparing this guidance document."2  Table 2-
1 of the DEIR superficially lists potential mitigation measures from the CAPCOA document that may be 
implemented, but does not make any effort toward actually quantifying the reductions.  In order to 
demonstrate that the Project's GHG impacts will be less than significant, the DEIR should be revised to 
include an inventory of incremental reductions that will be attributed to each mitigation measure that is 
anticipated to be applied. 

The 2008 CAPCOA document CEQA and Climate Change provides a summary of mitigation measures 
related to traffic, design, building energy efficiency, and social awareness, and their determined efficacy 
in reducing GHG emissions.3  The DEIR should be revised to include the specific combination or 
alternative combinations of mitigation measures evaluated by CAPCOA that will collectively reduce 
Project-level operational GHG emissions below the District threshold.  Until this task is completed, the 
determination of GHG impacts being less than significant after mitigation is unfounded and inaccurate. 

                                                           
1http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/BAAQMD%20CEQA%20Guidelines_
Final_May%202012.ashx?la=en 
2 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf 
3 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
A former automobile service station was located at the Project site.  The service station utilized four 
underground storage tanks (USTs): a 300 gallon waste oil UST, an 8,000-gallon gasoline UST, and two 
4,000-gallon gasoline USTs.  The USTs were excavated in 1987, and records indicate that all USTs were 
intact upon removal except one of the 4,000-gallon USTs “which had holes” (DEIR, p. 4.8-3).  Two soil 
samples were collected from beneath each UST and sample results indicated “less than 10 parts per 
million (ppm) of contaminants of concern” (DEIR, p. 4.8-3).  Following removal of the USTs, the site was 
granted regulatory case closure by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) on August 17, 
1994. 

When the site was closed in 1994, land use was commercial/industrial and no residential land uses were 
present.   Now that residential land use is proposed for the Project, the 1994 closure of the site should 
be revisited by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. According to a Regional 
Board policy, when a residential land use is to be considered (at a location where residential land use 
was not present previously), a site specific human health risk assessment is required.4  To conduct a 
health risk assessment, samples of soil where the tanks were present should be collected and compared 
to regulatory screening levels, a process recommended in the Regional Board policy.  

Releases of gasoline from USTs may contaminate soil and groundwater with petroleum compounds that 
may pose a risk to construction workers during earthmoving activities associated with Project 
development.  Samples were reportedly collected that showed contaminants of concern below 
regulatory screening levels (DEIR, p. 4.8-3).  However, because the site is now being considered for 
residential development, a new round of sampling should be conducted, and results should be 
incorporated into a human health risk assessment to ensure development is protective of the health of 
the construction workers and the future residents.   

Sincerely,  

 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

  

Anders Sutherland 

                                                           
4 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb4/water_issues/programs/ust/closure_criteria/closurecriteria.pdf  
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Danielle Dowler

From: dave.campbell62@gmail.com on behalf of Dave Campbell <dave@ebbc.org>
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 2:54 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Anna Jergens
Subject: Bike East Bay comments on Saranap Village Mixed Use Project 2014032060

William  

Bike East Bay has reviewed the Draft EIR for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project 2014032060 and have the 
following comments: 

1. We appreciate the EIR noting that the addition of diagonal parking to Boulevard Way is a significant impact
to bicyclists. I cannot recall seeing this determination before and it reflects a more multi-modal way of looking 
at traffic impacts. We request, however, that the mitigation include that the diagonal parking be changed to 
'back-in' diagonal parking, which is much safer and does a better job of ensuring drivers see people of bikes 
than do sharrows painted on the roadway, as the EIR's mitigation suggests; 

2. We also request that mitigation measures include class II bike lanes on Boulevard from Kinney Dr to Mt
Diablo Blvd. This street currently and with the added development of this project and its over 400 peak hour 
vehicle trips is going to discourage people from making trips by bike, and this is contrary to adopted policy to 
reduce greenhouse gases by the year 2020 and 2050, both statewide and in the Bay Area. The GHG Reduction 
Plan should include bike lanes on Boulevard Way between Kinney and Mt Diablo Blvd, not just along the 
project site limits and this is due to the fact that 400 peak hour trips will be generated on Boulevard Way (or 
most of them on Boulevard Way) and thus bike lanes are required; 

3. The projects omission of bike lanes on Boulevard Way beyond site limits is also contrary to Contra Costa's
adopted complete streets plan, which needs to be part of the analysis of your EIR. The mitigation in our opinion 
would be the same--bike lanes on Boulevard Way to encourage more trips by bike and give people an option to 
get out of traffic. 

Please let me know if you would like more information about complete streets or great bike lane designs, as we 
have much expertise to offer. Thank you for consideration of these comments into the Final EIR. 

--
Dave Campbell
Advocacy Director 
Bike East Bay
**************************
Office: 495 Embarcadero at Jack London Square in Oakland 
Mail: PO Box 1736, Oakland, CA 94604 
Telephone: (510) 845-RIDE
BikeEastBay.org

Bike East Bay welcomes everyone to be a part of our people-powered movement. After four exciting, 
successful decades as the East Bay Bicycle Coalition, we are reintroducing ourselves with a new name and 
identity. Click here to learn more about our name change. 

Bike_East_Bay
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From: Will Nelson
To: Cooper, Marie (Perkins Coie) (MCooper@perkinscoie.com); CBarclay@perkinscoie.com; Michael Smith

(MichaelS@hallequitiesgroup.com)
Cc: Elizabeth Kanner
Subject: FW: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035 -

DEIR Comment
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 3:53:11 PM

From: Ruth Grossman [mailto:nw.lafayette.ca.rg@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 9:33 AM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Supervisor Candace Andersen
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359,
DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson;

I represent approximately 75 homeowners who comprise the Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive
Neighborhood Watch group here in Lafayette, CA. We banded together several years ago to
ensure the safety and security of our neighborhood.
The residents in our Neighborhood Watch live on Old Tunnel Road between Viela Court and
Linda Vista Lane and includes all of Windsor Drive to Condit Road, together with all the
small courts that extend from Windsor Drive, e.g., Windsor Court, Mars Court, Maryola
Court, and Buckeye Court. Our neighborhood is located approximately 1.1 miles (and three
minutes in 'normal' traffic) from the center of the aforementioned Project.
Therefore, we believe we have a stake in the Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project. 
The purpose of this communication is to advise you of our group's unconditional support of
the City of Lafayette's position with regard to the Project, which is laid out in detail in Mayor
Don Tatzin's extensive letter to you dated November 14, 2014.
We ask that all issues raised in that letter with regard to the inadequacies of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report be seriously considered and addressed by the County of Contra
Costa.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

--
Ruth M. Grossman, Coordinator
(925) 535-9040
nw.lafayette.ca.rg@gmail.com

OTRWDNW SCA
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Saranap Community Association
November 17, 2014 

Mr. Will Nelson, Senior Planner 
Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development 
30 Muir Road 
Martinez, CA 94553 

Re:  Adequacy of Saranap Village Draft EIR 
  County Files: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, and DP13-3035 

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

Having studied and discussed the Saranap Village Draft EIR and considered our neighbors’ 
concerns about document, the SCA board found 

no deficiencies in the Draft EIR, Appendices, or Reports

that the county and its approved consultants have done their due diligence on behalf of the
neighborhood in a proper and professional manner, and that

all the CEQA categories applicable to the project have been investigated, impacts
considered, and necessary mitigations proposed where needed.

Attached are oral and written comments from the community meeting conducted on the Draft 
EIR by the Saranap Community Association on November 6th, and a summary tabulation. 

We look forward to reviewing the staff report on the Draft EIR with responses to community 
comments, and the ZA’s recommendation when available, and to the proposed project moving 
forward to the Planning Commission hearing phase.  

As always, please keep us informed of any developments in the proposed project. 

Sincerely, 

[sent by email attachment] 

J. David Dacus, President
For the SCA Board of Directors 

(4 attachments) 

P.O. Box 2506, Walnut Creek CA 94595-0506  SaranapOnline.org Voicemail: 925.946.9185 

SCA
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Support
Comments on Saranap Village Draft EIR

SCA meeting November 6, 2014
ZIP ID Comment

94549

105 Will be good for the neighborhood

94595

2 Close access to restaurants, shops and café; expansion brings tax revenue ; modernizes the area

3 It will upgrade the neighbor hood in many positive ways

4 I live within yards of this project. A great deal of careful thought has been put into the design and
purpose of this. It will be a huge improvement to our neighborhood.

5 The developers are credible, have a good reputation, and theya re responsive to our community
questions and concerns. Their draft Environmental Impact Report is thorough and thoughtful (and
"long"). I also appreciate the increased walking spaces on Boulevard Way

6 It will bring positive energy and resources to the neighborhood.

8 Attractive design and improved services and housing for the neighborhood.

10 Beautiful plan, well thought out

12 Amplified retail outlets, concise flow of traffic, beautification of now dilapitated area.

13 It will beautify and revitalize the neighborhood. It will create a space for real community. I look
forward to it.

14 Dramatic improvement in neighborhood aesthetically, culturally, and economically.

15 (1) will significantly increas tax revenue for the county (2) will beautify an area of the Saranap that
needs renewal (3) will provide additional needed housing and apartments.

16 I support Saranap Village as it's currently envisioned.

17 I think it will add a lot oto our community. I am not concerned about height or traffic.

18 This would be a vast improvement to the present condition of the area.

20 Upgrade of Saranap area. Shopping Village

21 Rejuvinate area; New housing; More tax revenue

22 Wonderful improvement! Adds character to the neighborhood

26 Upgrades to rundown semi industrial area; Love the traffic calming efforts

30 Uplift of neighborhood

32 This will definitely upgrade the neighborhood and bring vital economic energy. ~ a great mix of
business and residences.

34 Uplifts neighborhood, brings ammenities, improves sense of community

38 I have lived at the Atrium Villas for 18 years and welcome the upgrade to this neighborhood. It will
increase property values and I welcome Hall Equities proposals.

40 The area involved is run down and badly in need of redevelopment
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ZIP ID Comment

43 It's a much needed change to the neighborhood. I can't wait. Having a market/restaurant/etc. close
by will reduce my need to drive. It will look beautiful.

44 More housing available, beautification of the neighborhood, many new services close by.

45 I'm excited about the improvements, increased R/E values, and a coffee shop at my curb!

47 The area is in desparate need of additional housing and single homes are too expensive for many and
with too much maintenance. I fully support the development of this project. It will add greatly to the
beautificatino of the area & meets a great need.

49 It would bring a welcome upgrade to that portion of Walnut Creek.

50 Improving the neighborhood. Bringing stores and restaurants to the area

54 I believe the neighborhood will be enhanced by the project.

55 fresh looks, new businesses

56 Because the vision uplifts the neighborhood However, this may be an opportunity to bring the
neighborhood into a creative vision that harmonizes while addressing the major concerns
Beautifying the neighborhood is an important goal.

59 Well needed improvements will draw a high quality consumer and resident.

60 Meetich [?] to slow traffic however creating new traffic needs to be addressed

61 I believe it will uplift and beautify the neighborhood

70 The area is in desperate need of upgrading. The plan is very attractive and the EIR seems very
complete. Piecemeal development isn't acceptable.

71 I think it will enhance the neighborhood. Altho I would prefer less height, I know that housing is
needed and I hope that there will be some low income units.

73 Area NEEDS IMPROVEMENT I disagree strongly with the neighbors who are against the project due
to NIBY and anti change, anti growth, anti more people. Please note that the overwhelming majority
of the audience was NOT against and did not have issues of height and traffic. Most people did not
applaud with the speakers. I am majorly looking forward to this wonderful, well thought out project.
I do not believe traffic or parking will be horrible.

75 I like the round abouts/love the stores/the apartments look like the will fit plus with the gardens,
parking will there be parking meters only on certain areas or all of Boulevard Way?

79 I support Saranap Village as it's currently envisioned.

82 a great new vision for community and a desperately needed lift for an area blighted for 4+ decades.
The infrastructure changes are wonderful and will make it safer for all.

102 Will be uplifting to the area and add to available services within wlaking distance

103 Lift the neighborhood Stop dangerous street crossings

104 I support Saranap Village as it's currently envisioned.

106 Need to renovate Blvd Way. Looking forward to a more intimate setting

107 It looks wonderful & I'm so glad at the prospect of a beautiful Blvd Way!

108 big improvements in neighborhood bank, food store, sidewalks

109 I support Saranap Village as it's currently envisioned.

110 Positive development of the Saranap Community

111 Safer traffic, more local business, traffic circles
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ZIP ID Comment

112 It seems a more neighborhood friendly use of this space

113 providing upgraded housing and associated shops will very much improve our Saranap neighborhood

114 Very happy to have the neighborhood upgraded!

115 Will renew our neighborhood in a unified way.

116 It will be a great improvement to the neighborhood

117 bring up the neighborhood [and a drawing of a heart]

118 I believe that the development will uplift our neighborhood, provide conveniences via stores for
banking, coffee, groceries, etc. and hopefully decrease the speed of traffic in this area. I've found the
Hall Equities company to be responsive and to have ideas that make an environment liveable and
enjoyable. I truly hope tha the vocal opposition will not cause the county of the developer to have
those standards lowered.

119 In April of this year I retired from the Federal Aviation Administration. In my role as Organizational
Psychologist I traveled to hundreds of American cities. All of them have a street just off the freeway
before entering a city or town. Most of those streets are filled with the requisite gas station,
convenience store, coin operated laundry and sometimes a pawn shop. The Saranap Village project
offers a completely different possibility for Boulevard Way and we are thrilled about the possibilities.
I particularly like that there will be sidewalks and crosswalks. Right now I walk downtown every week
and it is dicey to get safely down Boulevard way.

It is very appealing that the shops planned for the project are upscale. If we don't do something like
this we will end up with "every street America" with a Subway Sandwich shop and a strip mall. Right
now the site of the proposed development is a blight on Walnut Creek and its beautiful surround.

Please encourage the county representatives to approve this project. My family has lived in the
Saranap for over 20 years. We love the idea of it growing in a beautiful and planful way.

120 I support this project as it is currently configured, as it will be a enormous improvement to an area
lacking in amenities and beauty. I believe the project will bring features to my neighborhood that I
would greatly welcome, including:

* Restaurants, gourmet market, and café
* A fitness center
* A pocket park
* Landscaping with large trees and preserving existing large trees
* A blend of residential and commercial, bringing more of a mix into our neighborhood
* A roundabout and other features designed to slow pass through traffic on Boulevard Way

I find the developers' attention to the aesthetic values of the project especially encouraging, including
moving a huge valley oak into a centerpiece position at the project's gateway, a piece of public
sculpture that would also distinguish the project as a mini village and center of activities, rather than
just a drive through street, and the fountain and landscaping planned. That they will make it a
pedestrian and bike friendly area also speaks to their sensitivity to making this a pleasantly habitable
area and one upgraded from its currently not pedestrian friendly condition.

I hope these features will continue to be a prominent part of the project, as I think they add
tremendous value to my neighborhood.
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123 I am a residence of the Saranap area but was not free to attend the recent meeting regarding the EIR
for the proposed Hall Equity project in our neighborhood. I live in Boulevard Terrace at the corner of
Boulevard Way and Saranap so will be directly impacted by the project.

There have been several community meeting with Hall Equities and over all I have found them to be
thoughtful and responsive to neighborhood feedback. They have made a number of modifications to
their original plans, trying to make the project better suited to our neighborhood.

The EIR is extensive. While there are too many details for me to comment on individually, the study
basically researched all possible issues and uncovered no big surprises. I feel that due diligence has
been done and there is no reason for this report to hold up the project of a responsible builder.

At this time, I would like to express my support for the Saranap Village Project by Hall Equities.

124 I am in full support of the Saranap Village project. I look forward to being able to walk to services and
relying less on a car.

I have been a resident of Contra Costa county for over 40 years and a resident of the Saranap area for
over 25 of those. I currently reside at 10 Garden Ct, Walnut Creek, not far from the proposed
development.

oral

139 I’m a 30 year resident of neighborhood. I’m in favor of project. I like Hall’s responsiveness to input. I
like their Napa project and appreciate how it was integrated. I like their spirit of working together
with community

145 I live near Lucy Lane and Juanita. I personally am in favor, but others I spoke to were opposed

64 Total comments in Support
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Support With Concern(s)
Comments on Saranap Village Draft EIR

SCA meeting November 6, 2014
ZIP ID Comment

94549

39 Density too great for traffic mitigation at an acceptable level. This project thrusts Saranap into a
high density/downtown environment.

94595

7 Height of the tallest building

9 Height of building next to our home at 90 Island Court

19 the height of the buildings over 35 feet especially Building C

31 scools [sic] suport the additional students from the project. Traffic, Parking for businesses

37 The height of the buildings they are proposing the 7 story ones. And also concerned with more
housing going in when we already have so many going up in Walnut Creek.

48 Reduce height on Site "A" to 4 stories and add them to Site "B" since that side has established
heights.

50 Traffic

53 The height seems to be somewhat too high.

55 Cost of rent in area, parking.

57 (1) height 7 stories seems out of scale Four to five stories should be the maximum. (2) Diversion
of traffic through the neighborhood due to increse of traffic on Blvd Way and lane reduction.

60 Building heights & density without addressing traffic, parking & general conjestion.

61 height

66 Overall height and size of the project

67 I support having a few retail, sm. Market and improvements to Boulevard Way. I feel any building
over 3 stories is inappropriate for our neighborhood. The neighborhood & city can't handle that
many new residents or the traffic that goes along with it. This impacts the schools in Walnut Creek
as well. Las Lomas is impacted now. Whre will this many students attend school? Pleasae tone
down the scale to a max of 3 stories per building. Thanks.

69 traffic, rental prices

76 Density of populatino and parking needs to be considered and worked with in a way that works for
everyone. I like the idea of bring down the height of the buildings to conform with what is allowed
in Walnut Creek.

78 density, height of buildings

83 Traffic onto Olympic Blvd, Tice Valley Blvd, Blvd Way will not only be dangerous and bottlenect but
critical concern to Rossmoor residents.

86 height and traffic concerns about traffic during building and after. 3 stories maximum. Less arogant
developer.
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88 size & scope of buildings are too large. Traffic issues and the glut it will cause. I also don't
appreciate Mark Hall's arrogance and his refusal to budge or listen to our wishes. Get a new
developer!!!

90 Changing the general plan about the zoning laws. This could set a precedent that could allow
multiple story buildings.

92 Too tall, too dense. Boulevard Way needs full ped & bike lanes. Noise, traffic, no open space,
blocked views.

94 There needs to be pedestrian/bike pathways extending the full length of Boulevard Way to allow
better access to the development and provide for safety of pedestrians.

95 height, density, traffic, precedent, no open space offset. Works: Existing General Plan ( 50 ft & 35 ft)

96 height

103 Short cut traffic from Tice Vly to W.C. on Warren Rd during construction phase

108 senior & low cost rental units are needed

oral

125 I live across the street from the project. I wonder about the traffic circles and think people are not
familiar with them. Will there be signage?

126 Why are hearings or statements being made about this project in Lafayette and in Walnut Creek?
Why isn’t this project being considered in Martinez?

127 I did polling on two streets. Almost all liked the idea of development, but at 90 feet high it was out
of line. How will this be addressed?

128 I talked to neighbors who are for development but height was issue. I thought it was going to be
more of a market hall type thing. This will make it have a more urban feel, and will set a precedent
for future development.

129 . I’ve lived here, in the impact zone, for 30 years. The EIR is a case by the developer, and arguments
for it. There are assumptions behind lighting, and rent versus profit. I’ve read EIR, and have
questions about the assumptions

131 I have a business next to Morucci’s (on the same courtyard) and have concerns about metered
parking with already maxed out parking in the area, and the traffic

133 . I have questions about the SCA board’s view on project? What about the three pages of concerns
from the City of Lafayette? Bike lanes and pedestrian paths do not extend beyond the project. I
want to work together to make changes

134 I live on Warren Rd. I’m concerned about impacts due to the lack of a proper EIR. I talked to
Lafayette. There will be more people. How will traffic not be diverted onto Warren Road during
construction due to backups on Boulevard Way

135 I live on Kendall Ct. I have problems with aesthetics and height. It’s too tall. I look forward to a
revised project

140 I live on Camino Posada. This exciting proposition needs improvement. Seems out of scale and
brings in too many people

146 I live on Warren Rd. I agree with traffic issues. I had to wait to turn from Warren Rd. onto Boulevard
Wy. On my way here tonight. Five levels of apartments will bring in more traffic. Already can’t find
parking. I’m against size
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ZIP ID Comment

147 I live on Lucy Ln. 11 years in area. I’m concerned that county doesn’t have a good plan for us. I
propose a joint effort by both community associations in the area to do something together.

148 I live on Blade Wy. I echo other comments on density and height of project. Adding residents to area
schools that are bursting at the seams is a problem. Schools don’t have room now. How will this be
addressed?

150 I thought the Sufism Reoriented project was good. I’m worried about this project being too large.
The existing General Plan levels are more appropriate

42 Total Support with Concern(s) comments
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Oppose
Comments on the Saranap Village Draft EIR

SCA meeting November 6, 2014
ZIP ID Comment

94549

This will have a direct negative impact on housing values and quality of life. This is not the place for
high density/low income housing!

23

Although I appreciate the idea of revitalization of the commercial area, the height of the apartment
building is shocking and completely out of line! If the plan was in line with the general plan and had
a low profile family friendly feel with only 1 or 2 levels of apartments. 3 stories max!

33

94595

UPHOLD THE GENERAL PLAN. It violates the County General Plan; it will significantly alter the
character of our neighborhood. We need to take control! Let's plan our neighborhood together.

1

I've been in the Saranap since 1985 and I like Blvd Way just the way it is. I do not welcome
development, increased traffic, heavy population density beyond what it is already and destruction
of our semi rural ambiance and quality of life. Downtown W.C. is an abomination! NO MORE! I am
a native San Franciscan. I moved here for this neighborhood character. If I wanted to live in a big
city I'd have stayed in SF and enjoyed its better climate. When I first arrived here and stayed in an
apartment across from the funeral home, there was an active grocery, LaRossa's, a bar, Danny
vanHorn, a gas station, and these were welcome. Condos not so! I then bought my house in 1985
and that was because I liked what was here (or not here). How can not the addition of fo many
residences adversely affect our neighborhood?

11

Do not want zoning change. Will not be good for Saranap. Too many housing units. WC is already
too crowded. Put the development next to Mr. Hall's house.

24

MANY (TO BIG!)25

I oppose the project Belongs in Bay Point. My main concern is traffic on Blvd Way Kinney to
Olympic. This will have to be made a 4 lane highway. Having lived on Warren Road for 40 years
(1974) I what time turning left onto Blvd Way is slowly becoming a nightmare!!!

27

Building heights excessive. We are losing rural feel of the area. It started w/ the sufi building/area
& same problems addressed with county supervisors who seemed to ignore concerns of height,
parking, traffic, etc.

28

Because as planned the General Plan will need to be amended for this project. Why even have a
General Plan when the developers always get them changed. If the project is changed in order to
not amend General Plan I would then support the project. Do not support amending General Plan.
Project too massive as planned. 7 story buildings too high. Traffic for area will increase with the
size of project.

29

accidents due to traffic circles, no one pays to park for gorceries, traffic from people backing out of
the parking spaces, need rapid transit (#1 bus more frequently)

35

To [sic] tall, to [sic] much traffic Its going to ruin our area. 3 stories only36

Changing to a 2 lane road will make it difficult for people to get in and out of our business. I fear
the construction will make it impossible.

41

Page 1 of 5

SCA

1
cont.

5-39



ZIP ID Comment

Construction, meters, 2 lanes on Blvd Way will impact my business negatively42

3 stories would be fine with retail on the bottom.46

Height & Density. Rendersings not to scale. Stay within General Plan!!! 3 stories only.51

Something lower would be fine with retail on the bottom 3 to 4 stories to match the
neighborhood.

52

Far out of scale!! Too tall, too dense Stay to the current general plan.58

Why is it that all the planning is done and practically nailed down BEFORE getting the public
reaction? The cart is before the horse!!! I think our viewpoints are not really heard. Where will all
these extra kids go to school? Who will Smains [?] & build those schools?

62

Density, parking (diagonal), traffic, diversion of vehicles ot side streets, building height, round
abouts, overhead sign announcing Saranap Village

63

Very busy street, lots of traffic, don't change the street lanes, no parking meters effects the
businesses, established, out of poportion [sic] for neighborhood.

64

Traffic density. Population density. Parking density. Scope and magnitude not in character. Seven
stories is a travesty and a dangerous destructive precedent.

68

The project is too tall. Please keep it wihtin the requirements of current general plan72

Must comply with existing General Plan limits on height and density. WC and Lafayette have
enough high end businesses and residences. Small businesses reasonable housing are what we
want. Follow WC bldg guidelines.

74

I am opposed to Saranap Village in its current form. I would support a development that stays
within the (current) general plan. Buildings over 3 stories don't belong in this neighborhood. This
project looks like a transit village that belongs next to BART (not on Boulevard). I am concerned
that the project in its current form will: (1) change the feel of the neighborhood to a much more
urban/downtown feel rather than its current quiet residentail feel (2) Dramatically worsen traffic on
Boulevard. It is already difficult to turn left onto boulevard From Kinney & Warren. 5,000/day
more car trips would make this much more difficult. (3) Set a precedent for other tall downtown
height buildings on Boulevard.

77

Too tall & more work is needed on aesthetic fit with surroundings. Mark Hall asked for feedback at
the end of the meeting on what would work (since all but one speaker was opposed). I suggest
something like the Merchantile in Lafayette

80

I am opposed to Saranap Village in part for these reasons: The height of the project is completely
out of line with what exists in the neighborhood. My suggestion? Stay within the height
requiremetns of the existing general plan!

81

Not enough traffic studies have been done. 3 story heigh maximum with limit on apt bldg. Schools
already impacted. Saranap can and should be renovated and improved but not in the format
proposed.

83

I am opposed to Saranap Village in part for these reasons: The DEIR does not adequately address
issues involving growth density and traffic impacts to the project and surrounding area.

84
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I am mostly opposed to Saranap Village for these reasons: I support reasonable growth Both
Lafayette & Walnut Creek have new buildings that are far more reasonable. It seems that because
we are in the County, we have no plan & no vision. Do not support changing the General Plan. Mr.
Hall's motives ($$) are transparent.

85

proposed height, residential density, dense traffic, schools don't have space or room for such
growth. Let us please re evaluate and plan responsible growth. What works: * establish a height
no taller than 50 ft as other buildings in the area. * lower the density of this proposal. * high end
stores will price out residents.

87

Because Hall Equities wants to change the height limit of buildings in the Saranap area. I would
support the idea of the building if they stuck to the county wide code as it exites [sic]

89

Just too much. We live in a quaint, rustic neighborhood. This project will bring in too many people,
too much traffic & lots of traffic gridlock. Who thinks that our community needs revitalizing? We
don't. With this project, Mr. Hall is opening up a can of worms. And to top it off, he will not be
living there. . . We will. Please go away!!!

91

The project as is is too tall and too dense. It needs to be downsized to fit with the character of our
area. 50 ft height.

93

Traffic will be a very serious problem Currently the area is not neglected [?] commercial &
industrial area. Blvd Way cannot handle this projected add'l vehicles. 3 STORIES MAX

97

I am against ammending the General Plan. (1) The housing is too tall and too dense for our area (2)
traffic concerns, too much will be generated by this project. Blvd Way is main entrance and exit to
and from Saranap community to downtown Walnut Creek & freeway.

98

I oppose changing the General Plan (by Hall) to allow them to get around current development
zoning regulations that we must follow for building in Saranap. Height is 3 floors. Saranap is a quiet
residential community. Blvd is our connector to Mt. Diablo Blvd. 4 lanes is a must. Hall's proposal
needs to be trimmed drastically. Nearly 5,000 more auto trips per day isn't acceptable.

99

Traffic, density, miss seeing Mt. Diablo from our neighborhood.100

The roads can't handle it. Boulevard Way is already super dangerous. It will lower the value of the
neighborhood. It will look ugly. The neighborhood has a lot of character. This project will ruin it. I
grew up here.

101

I have been living in this area zip code 94595 since 1999 and I've been following what has
happened with downtown Walnut Creek and I don't want the same type of disorganized growth to
impact our area that is strictly residential. The streets that lead to the freeways or downtown area
are already busy the way it is and a project like that will just bring more mess to the area with no
other advantage whatsoever.

121
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ZIP ID Comment

I live in the same house in the zip code 94595 since Nov/1999 and what attracted me to this area
wasexactly the fact thatit's a residential area with limitations to the height of any type of
construction. The streets that were opened to access the freeway, the downtown area of Walnut
Creek and other towns, have been created in a way to attend the structure we currently have; not
only in regards to the streets but also public transportation and schools. A project like the one that
is being proposed will only bring higher density to an area that, due to being so close to downtown
Walnut Creek, is already suffering from the disorganized and inappropriate growth imposed on that
area. Nowadays, even finding a parking space close to downtown Walnut Creek has become a
daunting task that is getting close to the same task one experiences in San Francisco.
I do not see any advantage on having a project like that being approved in our area, to our schools,
our community and it will only create a precedent for other projects like that to become a reality in
an area that attracted me exactly because of opposing reasons to such type of growth. Besides, I
do not see any plans ton restructuring the pathways that residents have towards the freeways, no
planned growth to our only local elementary school Parkmead Elementary and nothing either
related to public transportation that would then take the kids to the only middle school and high
school attending this area WCA (Walnut Creek Intermediate) and Las Lomas High School. Of
course, with no such plans, a project like that would bring only more traffic to our area that during
rush hours have already proved to be busy such as in Olympic Blvd, Boulevard Way, Mount Diablo
Blvd that are considered big streets and during school time Newell Ave, Magnolia Way have simply
become horrible for local residents to even leave their own houses to go to work.

122

DTS

I support improvement but it needs to be in harmony with the surroundings. Not so dense, not so
high, much more intimate, more casual.

65

oral

I live and work on Boulevard Way near Morrucci’s deli. I’m worried about my business130

I’m opposed to current plan. It’s another project for a developer and not for residents. I’m worried
about being listened to on the project approach

132

. I live on Kendall Ct. The EIR inadequately addressed growth density and may set precedents for
future development. I’ve heard of concerns by City of Lafayette. It will put large trucks on Old
Tunnel Road

136

. I live on Kendall Ct. I live close to project. I see parking on street at 5:30 pm on Saranap. There are
parking problems on other Hall projects. Friends and family think there is a major parking issue.
High traffic will be created. Walking and riding? Do we need a seven story building in neighborhood?

137

I live on Kendall Ct. Scale is wrong, and the density and height. Area is not blighted but needs
redevelopment. It sets a bad precedent. I’m an engineer and I know how to create reports by the
pound

138

I live on Petersen Place. I’m opposed to height and traffic. There are no sidewalks in neighborhood.
I’m a dog walker. Will be dangerous, traffic diverted onto residential streets will be dangerous

141

I live on Eldorado Rd. Concerned about height and traffic on Olympic Blvd. Did they have the study
review the traffic from the Sufism Reoriented sanctuary?

142

I’ve lived on Boulevard Wy. for all my 21 years. I like it as it is! With just the existing services, I like it
just fine. I’d be happy if nothing changed.

143

I’ve lived on Garden Ct. for 21 years. I got 80 signatures on my poll [?].Walnut Creek has 17 projects
[?]. Lafayette has fewer with 50’ height limits. This is not a transit hub on Boulevard Way

144
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. I’m a city planner in Lafayette. The EIR is inadequate, and grossly underestimates traffic. Area has
properties that were built from 1945 1965. If this is approved, it will cause others to do same
density and cause 10,000 15,000 trips per day. The county should uphold General Plan and the
project will pencil. Hold to GP height and density limits and prepare alternative

149

51 Total Opposed comments
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BY EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

November 17, 2014 

Mr. William Nelson  
Contra Costa County  
Department of Conservation and Development 
30 Muir Road  
Martinez, CA 94553 
Email: william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us 

RE: Comment on Draft EIR for Saranap Village Mixed Use Project EIR SCH # 2014032060 

Dear Mr. Nelson: 

Please accept this letter on behalf of Carpenters Local 152, its members, and Contra Costa 
County resident Mr. Jarin Reardon (collectively, “Local 152”) concerning the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project (SCH # 2014032060) (“Project”). Local 152 
urges the County to decline to certify the EIR and require a new EIR that adequately describes, 
analyzes and mitigates the Project and its impacts. 

I. Local 152 Concurs With the City of Lafayette

Local 152 has reviewed the Draft EIR as well as comments submitted by the City of Lafayette. 
We concur with the City of Lafayette’s contention that the Draft EIR has failed to properly 
analyze and address important issues in terms of Aesthetics, Population and Housing 
(particularly the displacement of existing residents and businesses), Transportation and Traffic, 
Recreation, Public Services, and Cumulative Impacts.  

II. Draft EIR Fails to Properly Identify and Address the Project’s Greenhouse Gas Impacts

The EIR finds that the Project would generate significant amounts of greenhouse gases (“GHG”). 
Unfortunately, the EIR fails to impose adequate, enforceable measures to mitigate these 
impacts.  Nevertheless, the EIR concludes that GHG impacts will be less than significant because 
the developer will be required to develop a GHG reduction plan at some later date after Project 
approval.  The Courts have rejected precisely such deferred GHG mitigation in the case of 
Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 92. Since 
the Project will admittedly exceed GHG significance thresholds, the EIR must acknowledge 
significant GHG impacts and propose feasible mitigation measures.  (Communities for a Better 
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Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 110-114; Guidelines, § 
15064, subd. (b).) The Courts have also found that “mitigation measures timely be set forth, 
that environmental information be complete and relevant, and that environmental decisions be 
made in an accountable arena." (Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp v. County of El Dorado (1990) 225 
Cal.App.3d 872, 885 [274 Cal.Rptr. 720].) . The EIR calls for the eventual mitigation plan to be 
approved by the Director of Community Development. With all due respect to the Director, the 
appropriate “accountable arena” would be the Draft EIR, which is subject to public review and 
comment, and the approval of the elected Board of Supervisors. 

a. The EIR Improperly Defers Mitigation

The EIR does not adopt enforceable mitigation measures.  Instead, the EIR merely states that an 
undefined plan will be devised by the private developer at some later date.  The public simply 
can have no assurance that any such plan will be developed, or that it will be adequate to 
reduce impacts to below significance.  

CEQA does not permit deferring the development of mitigation measures until after project 
approval.  The overall emission reduction efficiency of the proposed mitigation must be 
evaluated in the EIR and subjected to public comment.  CEQA disallows deferring the 
formulation of mitigation measures to until after project approval.  (CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(1)(B); Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308-309.)  An 
agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy or feasibility. (Kings County 
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 727)  This approach helps “insure 
the integrity of the process of decision-making by precluding stubborn problems or serious 
criticism from being swept under the rug.”  (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. 
Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 935) 

The court in Communities for a Better Environment vs City of Richmond approvingly quoted 
earlier court opinions that are directly on point when it comes to mitigation measures that are 
to be devised and approved subsequent to project approval: 

“’A study conducted after approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished 
influence on decision making. Even if the study is subject to administrative 
approval, it is analogous to the sort of post hoc rationalization of agency 
actions that has been repeatedly condemned in decisions construing CEQA." 
(Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 307 [248 
Cal.Rptr. 352] (Sundstrom).) 

Numerous cases illustrate that reliance on tentative plans for future mitigation 
after completion of the CEQA process significantly undermines CEQA's goals of 
full disclosure and informed decision making; and consequently, these mitigation 
plans have been overturned on judicial review as constituting improper deferral 
of environmental assessment. (citations)”1

1 Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond. (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70 at pp 22-23. Available via 
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2010/Communites_for_a_Better_Environment_v_City_of_Richmond.pdf. Emphasis added.
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b. The EIR Improperly Fails to Impose Feasible Mitigation Measure to Reduce GHG
Impacts

The State of California’s CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(c) require lead agencies to consider 
“feasible means, supported by substantial evidence and subject to monitoring or reporting, of 
mitigating the significant effects of greenhouse gas emissions.”  

A large portion of the GHG emissions generated by the Project during the construction phase 
will come from mobile sources – i.e., cars and trucks commuting to and from the site.  CEQA 
requires analysis of such “indirect emissions.”  )  Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines 
mandates an environmental impact report (EIR) to analyze any “…environmental effects of a 
project [that] will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly.”    

One of the most effective measures to minimize commute-related GHG emissions is to impose 
a local hiring preference for workers living less than 100 miles from the Project.  We urge the 
City to impose such a local hiring preference as a feasible measure to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  Obviously, if workers travel extremely long distances to the Project site, this will 
directly increase the Project’s greenhouse gas impacts.  In some cases, developers have even 
flown workers in from other countries.  It is well-documented that airplane travel has extremely 
high greenhouse gas impacts, much higher than automobile travel over comparable distances.  
A local-hiring preference will minimize the use of long-commute workers and air travel, which 
will dramatically reduce the Project’s greenhouse gas impacts.  This and other greenhouse gas 
mitigation measures should be analyzed in a supplemental EIR. 

For the foregoing reasons, Local 152 and Mr. Reardon urges the County to decline to certify the 
EIR, and to instead require the recirculation of a new EIR that adequately describes, analyzes 
and mitigates the Project and its impacts.  

Sincerely, 

Daniel Calamuci 
Research-Analyst 
Carpenters Local 152 

DC:er 
opeiu-29 
afl-cio 
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5. Written Comments on the DEIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

5.2.3 DEIR Comment Letters – Individuals 
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Danielle Dowler

From: Jan <jmadair@pacbell.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 5:03 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Re: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-

Dear Mr. Nelson,
I agree with Paula's email to you (below) requesting that the images in the DEIR for the proposed Saranap Village are
inaccurate. They should be corrected and the DEIR should be recirculated.
Thank you,
Jan Adair
51 Iris Ln
Walnut Creek CA 94595

To: Will Nelson <will.nelson@dcd.county.us>;

Saranap Village Mixed Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13 0003, RZ13 3224, SD13 9359, DP13 3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson,

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project are not accurate. After these are corrected, the DEIR needs
to be recirculated. Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the project will give the neighborhood a
chance to understand the merits and problems associated with the project.

Thank you,
Paula

Adair_J Anonymous
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Danielle Dowler

From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 1:31 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Saranap Village

Original Message
From: Robbins, Joanne [mailto:JRobbins@ci.lafayette.ca.us]
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 8:25 AM
To: 'Mellara Anzenberger'; Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Cc: Cass, Michael
Subject: RE: Saranap Village

Dear Mellara: Your e mail is being forwarded to our staff person who is reviewing the draft Environmental Impact
Report for this project.

Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549
925 284 1968
925 299 3210 (direct)
925 284 3169

Original Message
From: Mellara Anzenberger [mailto:goldyoga@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 5:30 PM
To: Robbins, Joanne; william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us; Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us;
Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us
Subject: Saranap Village

Hello
We live on Freeman Road. We chose our home in part because of the safe streets. We oppose the proposal to amend
the County General Plan and the proposal for a large Saranap Village that is greatly oversized. The project not only
exceeds the allowed height and density, but the associated 5,000 daily car trips would have a very negative impact on
our neighborhood. We live near Old Tunnel Road. The DEIR vastly underestimates the number of cars that will use Old
Tunnel Road to reach highway 24. It also does not factor in all the additional cars that will use Old Tunnel as a cut
through or a diversion to avoid the congestion associated with the project and with downtown Walnut Creek. The DEIR
did not evaluate many of the important intersections in our part of Lafayette. Nor does the DEIR look at the impact on
schools, particularly Acalanes High School. The current proposal should be rejected. And any proposed development
should adequately evaluate the traffic impact on numerous intersections and should include a realistic evaluation of the
number of cars that will use our neighborhood streets and collector streets as a result of the project.
Thank you,
Mellara

Anzenberger_M

5-87



2

Sent from my iPhone

Anzenberger_M
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Danielle Dowler

From: mapawc@att.net
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 8:40 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed Use Project County File #'s GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, 

DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson: 

The images in the DEIR for the Saranap Village Project are not accurate.  After these are corrected, 
then the DEIR needs to be re-circulated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the 
project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems with the project. 

Thank you for your efforts to support the development in more keeping with the Saranap history and 
character.

Respectfully,

Paul and Marilyn Arno 
40 Blade Way 
Walnut Creek, CA  94595 

Arno_P_M
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From: Holly Barrett
To: Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: PROPOSED SARANAP VILLAGE
Date: Thursday, December 04, 2014 8:35:49 PM

Since 1949, four generations of my family have lived in the same home
here in Saranap.  Many things have changed over the years--some for
the good, some not so much. For instance, Olympic is now a four lane
road and hosts on and off ramps for 680 and the odd panhandler--
becoming a commuter bypass for the 24/680 interchange. Once upon a
time we could easily cross Olympic Blvd. to get to Dewing Pool. Today
we have to either drive or go out of our way to cross at the Tice Valley
or Newell Avenue lights. Folks living off the Olympic Blvd. corridor have
noticed an ever increasing traffic and resulting noise that starts early in
the morning and continues into the late evening. Used to be the only
truck you'd see on Olympic was the emergency vehicle or garbage
truck. No longer.  In Walnut Creek's quest to become the
shopping capitol of the Bay Area, traffic and parking in town has now
become a trial.  Today I find myself travelling to Danville, Alamo or
Lafayette to enjoy the quality of life that was once my family's
experience in Walnut Creek. Safeway at Mt. Diablo? No thanks. I no
longer possess the patience or time. It is much easier to go into Alamo
or Lafayette for groceries. And much more pleasant.

In looking at Hall Equities Group proposed Saranap Village and the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), I truly shudder.

What is the impact of traffic for those leaving the proposed site for gas,
groceries, schools, BART and other things (DEIR notes the project
would increase car trips by nearly 4,998 per day!)?  How will that
affect other areas of Saranap, including Olympic and Tice Valley
Blvds.?  The DEIR should be amended to study these traffic issues.
DEIR should also be amended to include the study of the noise impacts
of this project, including additional traffic noise, that will result. Has
DEIR studied the impact of additional bike and pedestrian traffic on
Boulevard Way and the safety issues? What is the impact of substantial
population growth on Saranap, not just the entire County as noted in
DEIR?  I would also be interested in seeing DEIR amended with
accurate visuals of the project.

Barrett_H
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With these things in mind, I believe the proposed DENSITY/mixed
use and HEIGHT of this project is totally out of proportion and
character for our area and as such, I strongly urge you to
OPPOSE changing our zoning laws that would amend the General
Plan (GP). If the Contra Costa County General Plan is amended, it
sets a precedent for more oversized buildings in Saranap--the GP is in
place to ensure that “(T)he predominantly single family character of
substantially developed portions of the county shall be retained.
Multiple family housing shall be dispersed throughout the county and
not concentrated in single locations.”

Sincerely,
Holly Kessler Barrett
32 Willow Avenue
Walnut Creek

Barrett_H
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From: VIRGINIA BARRETT
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Project
Date: Sunday, November 16, 2014 11:19:31 AM

Dear Mr. Nelson,
The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate. After
 these are corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated. Images that more accurately
 reflect the visual impact of the project will give the neighborhood a chance to
 understand the merits and problems associated with the project.

Sincerely,
Virginia Barrett
121 Ponderosa Lane

Barrett_V
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Danielle Dowler

From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 10:15 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Saranap Village

From: Mike Birdsall [mailto:mike@birdsallinteractive.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 9:25 AM 
To: Robbins, Joanne; william.nelson@dcd.ccounty.us; Aruna Bhat; Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us.
Cc: Cass, Michael; Greenblat, Leah 
Subject: Re: Saranap Village 

Thank you

Mike Birdsall

Birdsall Interactive, Inc / FanConneX LLC

961 Moraga Road #C – Lafayette, CA 94549

925 284 5900 (o) / 510 385 4714 (c)

http://www.birdsallinteractive.com

http://www.fanconnex.com

www.linkedin.com/in/mikebirdsall/

From: "Robbins, Joanne" <JRobbins@ci.lafayette.ca.us>
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 at 9:20 AM
To: Mike Birdsall <mike@birdsallinteractive.com>, "william.nelson@dcd.ccounty.us" <william.nelson@dcd.ccounty.us>,
"Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us" <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>, "Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us."
<Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us.>
Cc: "Cass, Michael" <mcass@ci.lafayette.ca.us>, "Greenblat, Leah" <LGreenblat@ci.lafayette.ca.us>
Subject: RE: Saranap Village

Your message is being forwarded to our staff members who are reviewing the project Environmental Impact Report.

Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549
925 284 1968

Birdsall_M
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925 284 3169

From: Mike Birdsall [mailto:mike@birdsallinteractive.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 9:03 AM 
To: Robbins, Joanne; william.nelson@dcd.ccounty.us; Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us;
Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us.
Subject: Saranap Village

We have lived on Lindsey Court in Lafayette for 19 years.  We oppose the General Plan Amendment 
being proposed by the Saranap Village developer.  

The project is too large.  The increased height and density being proposed is far out of scale with the 
current zoning, and the project would negatively impact our neighborhood.  The DEIR did not 
consider the car traffic that would flow onto Old Tunnel Road in connection with this proposed 
project.  It is not just the many of the 5,000 daily car trips that would use Old Tunnel, but it is also all 
the diverted traffic that will end up using Old Tunnel Road in an attempt to avoid the traffic backup 
caused by this project at Pleasant Hill Road and Olympic Boulevard.  The DEIR did not adequately 
consider the impacts on services, including Acalanes High School and emergency responders 
(police, fire, ambulance).

The developer should submit a proposal for a more appropriate project, and the consultant should 
evaluate the various areas of study that our mayor requested in April

Thank you
Maureen and Mike Birdsall 

Mike Birdsall

Birdsall Interactive, Inc / FanConneX LLC

961 Moraga Road #C – Lafayette, CA 94549

925 284 5900 (o) / 510 385 4714 (c)

http://www.birdsallinteractive.com

http://www.fanconnex.com

www.linkedin.com/in/mikebirdsall/

Birdsall_M
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From: Robbins, Joanne <JRobbins@ci.lafayette.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 10:31 AM
To: 'samara d'; Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Cc: Cass, Michael; Greenblat, Leah
Subject: RE: Saranap Village

Dear Ms. Bishop: Your e mail is being forwarded to our staff members who are reviewing the draft Environmental
Impact Report for this project.

Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549
925 284 1968
925 299 3210 (direct)
925 284 3169

From: samara d [mailto:samara_d@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 10:20 AM 
To: Robbins, Joanne; william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us; Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us;
Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us
Subject: Saranap Village 

I am writing as a Lafayette resident because I am opposed amending the County General Plan to 
allow increased height and density. Also, I have concerns about increased car traffic on neighborhood 
streets in Lafayette and I  request that the issues raised by the Lafayette Mayor in his April 2014 letter 
be studied in connection with a new EIR, and oppose this project, which is too big, too dense, and too 
out-of-character for this location.  

As a resident of the Condit neighborhood, what attracted us to Lafayette and the area was the 
serenity and low key atmosphere. This project will have a huge impact on the area and bring in too 
much congestion. I hope that the residents of the area will have a say in the development that 
ultimately impacts our quality of life. 

Samara Bishop 
1038 Lindsey Ct 
Lafayette. CA 94549 
samara_d@yahoo.com 

Bishop_S
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From: Douglas Bruce <douglas.bruce@me.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 7:32 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project

TO: Will Nelson, Principal Planner at Contra Costa County

FROM: Douglas Bruce, resident in zip code 94595 (Saranap)

RE: Saranap Village Mixed Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13 0003, RZ13 3224, SD13 9359, DP13 3035)

I am writing to comment on the Saranap VIllage project DEIR. I do not think the DEIR is an adequate representation of its
true impact and I request several amendments be made to correct this. I will outline the requested amendments below.

Land Use Element

This project calls for two amendments to the General Plan (GP) of Contra Costa County, one of which will permit Hall
Equities to build up to 90 feet. I think this will severely impact scenic vistas in Saranap not just in the immediate project
site but from numerous vantage points in Walnut Creek and Lafayette. I think the visuals of the project provided for the
DEIR do not adequately represent the significantly negative impact on scenic vistas in Saranap and neighboring
communities.

Also, I think this project's DEIR does not adequately address the issue of growth management in accordance with the GP.
The GP states that projects should not be built in areas with insufficient infrastructure or proximity to arterial roads. The
project site's location on Boulevard Way does not meet either of these criteria, since Boulevard is not an arterial road
nor does it have sufficient existing infrastructure. Finally, the density of the project is completely out of line with the
existing predominantly single family residential character.

Traffic

The DEIR has not sufficiently addressed the issue of traffic. It does not include the traffic from employees going to and
from the project. Also, it does not in reality address the county's policies for multi modal transportation. As a member of
the Greenbelt Alliance and Bike Walnut Creek, these issues are of paramount importance to me and the other residents I
know. Hall Equities' plan for pedestrian walkways and bike lanes does not extend much past the project area. I live south
of the project and walk to Morucci's from the area of Olympic and Tice Valley Rd. This is an incredibly hazardous walk as
Boulevard Way has no sidewalks for much of the route.

Housing

I find the DEIR's assessment of the housing element to be incomplete. I ask that the DEIR be amended to include studies
of the following:

1. Whether the project includes housing for all income levels and provides diverse options, 2. The impact of all proposed
Walnut Creek projects, and 3. The impact of substantial population growth on Saranap, not just the entire County.

Open Space
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I would like to request that the DEIR be amended to include a study of open space and a park inside the bounds of the
propose development. This area has no parks and there should be a study of how to integrate more open space and/or a
park, especially considering the scale of the project.

Noise

The DEIR does not adequately address the noise impact in the surrounding residential areas. I request that the DEIR be
amended to include a study of the noise impacts of the project, including traffic noise, on the surrounding
neighborhood.

Safety

The most pressing safety issue that is not sufficiently addressed in the DEIR is the pedestrian issue I mentioned above. I
request that the DEIR be amended to study the impact of additional bike and pedestrian traffic Boulevard Way and
determine if the developer should be required to participate in making Boulevard Way safe for everyone to travel. In
addition, a Traffic Plan for Boulevard Way should be created.

In closing, I would just like to say that I moved to Saranap with my wife almost two years ago. The semi rural, low
density, single family home character of this neighborhood is what drew us in. Not only that but all the natural
landscape like undeveloped hillsides and native trees. I am in my late 30's and my wife and I are expecting our first child.
I want to help preserve this neighborhood with all the qualities that make it great. That doesn't mean it can't change, by
the way. I was initially very excited about the Hall Equities proposal when they presented their first version over a year
ago at a church in Saranap. The project then was described as a "Market Hall" type development. Having come from
Oakland and spent a lot of time in Rockridge and at Market Hall, I was very supportive. However, when the project
became the oversized behemoth it is now, I could no longer support it. It would take too much away from the character
of the community and add only marginal benefits.

I have attended community meeting regarding the Saranap Village proposal and I observed a near unanimous rejection
to the proposal as it stands. Most are still interested in a more modest development that fits better with the
community. I hope you and the Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development will listen to the
residents of Saranap and move forward with these amendments to the DEIR.

Respectfully,

Douglas Bruce
Saranap, 94595
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From: Erin Ismael Carrillo <iecarrillo@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 5:21 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson : 

I am firmly opposed to the proposed Saranap Village project by the developer Mark Hall (Hall Equities).  I am not opposed to 
development, I am just opposed to development that does not fit visibly with the surrounding areas. 

The scale of the proposed development is over-sized, and way too tall--it would never be approved, as is, by the City of Lafayette or the 
City of Walnut Creek—there are reasons why each of these cities have height limitations. 

Why should the height of 80-90 feet for the proposed Saranap Village project be appropriate at the the edge of either of those cities
near a residential neighborhood?  

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate.  After these are corrected, the DEIR needs to be re-
circulated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the project will give the neighborhood residents a chance to 
understand the merits and problems associated with the project. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Erin and Ismael Carrillo 
3 Abbey Ct. 
Walnut Creek, CA  94595 

Carrillo_E_I
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From: c craig <prometheusrising67@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 9:14 AM
To: Will Nelson

Dear Mr. Nelson,

My name is Casey Craig, a resident of the Saranap community.

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate. After these are corrected, the DEIR
needs to be recirculated. Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the project will give the neighborhood
a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with the project.

Thank you for your time,

Casey Craig

Craig_C
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From: Miriam Craner
To: Will Nelson
Subject: DEIR Saranap Village
Date: Sunday, November 16, 2014 2:44:01 PM

November 14, 2014

William Nelson
Contra Costa County
Department of Conservation and Development
30 Muir Rd.
Martinez  CA 94553

Reference Project Numbers: GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

Mr. Nelson:

We are writing to express our concerns with the project known as Saranap
Village and the DEIR submitted by Hall Equities Group.

1. There is no current infrastructure to support this project as
required by the General Plan. Boulevard Way is not a transit corridor.
There are no grocery stores, medical services, schools, shopping areas,
and the only public transportation serving this area is County
Connection Route 1 bus service.  This bus service runs Monday through
Friday, 6:00AM to 7:30PM on an hourly basis, peak and non-peak hours.
There is no weekend service and projected ridership is 390 passengers
per day (Contra Costa Transit Authority’s Short Range Transit Plan
FY2011-2012 through FY2020-2021).

2. This project encompasses approximately 20% of Boulevard Way, yet the
impacts will be felt adversely by 100% of Boulevard Way.  The DEIR
projects a traffic increase of 5000 additional vehicles per day, yet
does not adequately address the traffic impacts on Boulevard Way from
Saranap Ave. to Olympic Blvd. - a NARROW winding, two lane road.  Nor
does the DEIR address the impacts to those residential areas that rely
on Boulevard as an ingress and egress point, and will be greatly
impacted by a project of the proposed size.  Additionally, the impact
on traffic from Mt. Diablo Ave. to Flora Ave., and the inevitable
back-up and gridlock, has not been adequately addressed in the DEIR.
Roundabouts do nothing but slow traffic making ingress to, and merging
on, Boulevard Way fraught with potential for accidents.

3. The DEIR addresses issues at the County level, not at the local
level. This project will degrade the aesthetic nature of this
semi-rural, primarily residential, small business neighborhood. There
are no buildings currently over 35 feet tall, scenic views of Mt. Diablo
will be lost, and traffic and noise will increase significantly.

Craner_C_M
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4. In the proposed plan there is no designated open space or park
planning.  Any proposal for developing this area should include one or
the other to embrace the ambiance of the neighborhood.

5. Are any of the proposed living units to be designated as affordable
housing?  If not, why?

6. Reference was made to people living in the development walking to
work.  Are these people who will be working in the commercial part of
the development, or at near by small businesses?  Those are the only
walk to work opportunities, and they most assuredly will be very small
in number.

In reviewing other Hall Equities Group projects they appear suitable to
their surroundings, but what Hall Equities Group is proposing in Saranap
is a Transit Village in a completely inappropriate location.  The area
needs developing, but it needs smart development suitable for the area,
and mindful of the character neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Cliff and Miriam Craner
440 Center St.
Walnut Creek CA 94595
(925) 932-1739
mpcraner@gmail.com

cc:  Candace Andersen, Supervisor District 2

Craner_C_M
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From: Elizabeth Crinnion <ecrinnion@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 6:29 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson,

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project are not accurate. After these are corrected, the
DEIR needs to be recirculated. Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the project will give the
neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with the project.

Thank you,

Liz Crinnion

Crinnion_L
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From: Susan Fitterer <sufitterer@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 11:58 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Proposed Saranap project

Dear Mr. Nelson,
As a 25 year resident of Walnut Creek, I am very concerned about the proposed Saranap project and it's impact 
on our community. The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate.  After these 
are corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the 
project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with the project. 

Susan Fitterer 
195 Amigo Lane 
Walnut Creek 

Susan Fitterer
Rodan + Fields Executive Consultant
925-788-6017
Web site: sufitterer.myrandf.com
Career opportunities:  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pLMbk6DwenU 

Fitterer_S
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From: a floum <afloum@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 3:41 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: SARANAP VILLAGE DEIR; County File Numbers, GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, 

DPB-3035

D. ALEXANDER FLOUM
1470 Dewing Lane

Walnut Creek, CA 94595

November 14, 2014

William Nelson
Contra Costa County
Department of Conservation and Development
30 Muir Road
Martinez, CA 94553

RE:    SARANAP VILLAGE DEIR; County File Numbers, GPB-0003,

RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I am a Contra Costa County resident, and have been a homeowner in the County for well over a decade.  
I reside at 1470 Dewing Lane, Walnut Creek.  Prior to that, I lived at 2725 Kinney Drive in Walnut Creek.  
Both houses are located in the Saranap area, close to the proposed Saranap Village project (the “Proposed 
Project”).

I am writing to demand that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) prepared by the applicant 
be corrected in several significant ways.

I. STORY POLES

It is essential that story poles be used to depict the actual height of the Proposed Project.
There is a dispute between the two neighborhood associations – the Saranap Community Association 
(“SCA”) and Saranap Homeowners Organization (“SHO”) - as to whose drawings present an accurate 
visual representation of the Proposed Project. 

The standard way to resolve such a dispute is to use story poles.  In addition, the City of 
Lafayette has requested in several letters to the County that story poles be used.  While the City of 
Lafayette is not the decision-maker, it is an interested stakeholder in the Proposed Project. 

For the foregoing reasons, I respectfully demand that story poles be used. 

Floum_DA
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II. ACCURATE VISUAL REPRESENTATIONS

In addition to story poles, new visuals should be provided by the developer to accurately depict the
height, size and scale of the Proposed Project.   SHO’s depictions should be included and – if the developer 
believes they are inaccurate – the developer should explain in detail why they are inaccurate. 

III. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

At the Lafayette city council meeting held on November 10, 2014, the developer, Mr. Hall, admitted that
the applicant’s intent was to construct a “big, bold project” that would “change the entire neighborhood” and 
“set a precedent”.  In addition, the large new Sufism Reoriented temple – which I supported – is near 
completion.  Moreover, there are approximately twelve (12) major development projects currently under 
construction in the Walnut Creek area. The DEIR does not consider cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project 
with these other developments or concerns.  

As the Mayor of Lafeyette, Don Tatzin, pointed out at the November 10, 2014 City Council 
meeting, the DEIR should be amended to reflect these cumulative impacts.  Mr. Tatzin holds a 
Master’s degree in City Planning from M.I.T, as well as a Master’s degree in economics. He also 
worked as a professional City Planner in Boston, Massachusetts. 

I therefore demand that the DEIR be amended to include a comprehensive analysis of 
cumulative impacts from the Proposed Project and other developments and projects in the area. 

IV. IMPACT ON LOCAL SCHOOLS

My eldest daughter attends Walnut Creek Intermediate (“WCI”).  She tells me that WCI teachers are
very concerned that the Proposed Project will adversely impact the quality of the school by dumping hundreds 
of new kids into the local school system.  This issue cannot be analyzed in a vacuum, as there are numerous 
other condominium and apartment construction projects underway in the area.

I therefore demand that the DEIR be amended to analyze the impact on local schools.

IV. ALTERNATIVE WHICH COMPLIES WITH EXISTING HEIGHT LIMITS AND DENSITY
REQUIREMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN

The DEIR includes several “throw-away” alternatives.  None of them are reasonable. Nor are
any of them what the neighbors in the area desire. 

I demand that an alternative which complies with the existing height limits and density 
requirements of the General Plan be include in the DEIR.  (The City of Lafayette has also requested 
such an alternative). 

I believe that everyone in the area would be very happy with a 3-4 story development.  This 
would comply with the General Plan, improve the Boulevard Way corridor, and provide the best of all 
worlds for the County and Saranap. 

VI. GROWTH MANAGEMENT POLICIES

The DEIR does not address the County’s growth management policies, including General Policy 3-8 and
3-21.  The DEIR must be amended to discuss the County’s growth management policies, and address whether
the Proposed Project violates such policies.

Floum_DA
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VII. TRAFFIC

The DEIR does not appear to include additional traffic from employees going to and from the project.
Nor does it address the County’s policies regarding multi-modal transportation.  Sidewalks and bike lanes 
adjacent to the project are insufficient, and - if no one can walk or bike to the project due to the existing hazards 
- they will be required to drive, further increasing the traffic on Boulevard Way.

The Proposed Project also violates the concept of “smart growth” because it generates more cars and is 
counter to the goals of reducing car miles and emissions.  The DEIR also fails to take into account the multi-
jurisdictional projects relating to improved access for bikes and pedestrians, such as the Olympic Corridor Trail 
Plan and the Iron Horse Trail.

In addition, the DEIR’s speed analysis did not look at speed issues on roadways other than the project 
site.  The DEIR failed to address possible impacts to the Walnut Creek BART. And the DEIR provides 
insufficient information on the project’s impact on current transit. 

I therefore demand that the DEIR be amended to properly address the above-described traffic issues.

VIII. HOUSING

The General Plan states: “new residential development shall be accommodated only in areas where it
will avoid creating severe unmitigated adverse impacts upon the environment and the existing community.” (GP 
Policy 3-28).  In addition, the General Plan policies require a balancing of jobs and housing.

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) states that the project would cause significant 
adverse impacts to population and housing if it would induce substantial population growth in the area, or 
displace substantial numbers of existing housing units.

The addition of 235 units is substantial.  The DEIR found that even though the growth was substantial, it 
determined that it would not create a “significant adverse impact.”  But, the problem with the DEIR’s analysis is 
that it only considered a significant impact for the County as a whole, not for Saranap … the area which will be 
impacted b the Proposed Project. 

As a long-time resident of Saranap, I know with certainty that the Proposed Project would destroy the 
semi-rural character of the neighborhood, which is the main reason we bought two houses here.  It would “bring 
downtown” to Saranap.  The density of dwelling units being proposed would change the neighborhood from a 
quiet neighborhood with little traffic to a loud, congested and clogged cityscape   I’ve lived in big cities such as 
San Francisco and Los Angeles. I moved to Saranap to get away from 7-story buildings.  The Proposed Project 
is simply too tall for this predominately 1- and 2- story neighborhood.

Therefore, I demand that the DEIR be amended to include an analysis of the impact of substantial 
population growth on Saranap, not just the entire County.

IX. OPEN SPACE

As the DEIR confirms, there are no parks in Saranap.  This project does not provide any parks or open
space. If the developer wants to put in massive 7-story buildings, the DEIR should be amended to include the 
study of open spaces and parks in the Proposed Project. 

X. NOISE
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The DEIR did not study the increased noise from additional traffic in the surrounding residential areas. 
The DEIR must be amended to include the study of the noise impacts of the Proposed Project - including 
additional traffic noise - on the neighborhood.

XI. SAFETY

There are a lack of bike/pedestrian lanes on Boulevard Way.  It is likely that kids and adults will want to
walk or bike to the development, but will be in grave danger traveling on Boulevard Way.

Both the General Plan and CEQA include policies regarding safety.  The General Plan states that 
physical conflict between vehicular traffic, bicyclists, and pedestrians shall be minimized (GP 5-15).  CEQA 
states that a project would have a significant impact to transportation conditions if it would conflict with 
adopted policies regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities.

The Proposed Project includes a traffic circle, and the DEIR describes this as a “traffic calming” 
measure.  However, as someone who has traveled in Europe, I can vouch for the fact that Americans are 
confused by traffic circles. And given that many elderly people drive up Boulevard to get to the Rossmoor 
retirement community,   I am concerned that a traffic circle could lead to pedestrian fatalities. 

The DEIR admits that it is difficult to merge onto Boulevard Way from Warren Road because of lack of 
visibility.  Ingress and egress will also be difficult for homeowners on Boulevard Way with the increased 
traffic.

I drop my two children off in the morning, and my wife picks them up in the afternoon.  One child goes 
to WCI, and the other to the Meher Schools.  The Proposed Project would make this daily route a nightmare on 
both ends: the Walnut Creek and the Lafayette drive.  Indeed, the Proposed Project would turn our daily 
commute into lengthy urban-like commutes, with an increased danger of automobile-to-automobile and auto-
pedestrian accidents.

I therefore demand that the DEIR be amended to study the impact of additional bike and pedestrian 
traffic on Boulevard Way to determine if the developer should be required to participate in making Boulevard 
Way safe for everyone to travel.  In addition, a Traffic Plan for Boulevard Way should be created.

Respectfully Submitted,

D. Alexander Floum

Floum_DA
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From: Will Nelson
To: Cooper, Marie (Perkins Coie) (MCooper@perkinscoie.com); CBarclay@perkinscoie.com; Michael Smith

(MichaelS@hallequitiesgroup.com)
Cc: Elizabeth Kanner
Subject: Saranap Village DEIR Comment
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 3:37:01 PM

Here is another email.

From: Candace Andersen 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 4:32 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Jill Ray; Gayle Israel
Subject: Fwd: Saranap Village

Will, 

Here is another comment and issue to look at, if you haven't already.

Candace Andersen
Supervisor, District 2
Contra Costa County
Board of Supervisors

candace.andersen@bos.cccounty.us

Office:  (925) 957-8860
Mobile: (925) 768-2163

San Ramon Valley Office
309 Diablo Road
Danville, CA 94526

Lamorinda Office
3338 Mt. Diablo Blvd.
Lafayette, CA  94549

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jean Follmer <jeanfollmer@yahoo.com>
Date: November 10, 2014 at 3:01:45 PM PST
To: Candace Andersen <candace.kay.andersen@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: Saranap Village

Dear Candace:

I am attaching a copy of an email I sent to the Lafayette City Council about the
Saranap Village draft EIR.

As this falls within your jurisdiction, I ask that any impacts to school attendance
be fully explored prior to approval.  I suggest you contact John Nickerson,

Follmer_J
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Acalanes Supt, Patricia Wool, Walnut Creek Supt and Rachel Zinn, Lafayette
Supt.

Many thanks,

Jean Follmer

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jean Follmer <jeanfollmer@yahoo.com>
Date: November 10, 2014 at 2:57:31 PM PST
To: "cityhall@lovelafayette.org" <cityhall@lovelafayette.org>
Subject: Saranap Village

Dear City Council Members:

Thank you for reviewing the Saranap Village draft EIR.  As a
member of the Lafayette School District Governing Board, I
immediately thought of possible impact to school attendance.  As a
Lafayette parent, my thoughts extended to the Acalanes district.

I contacted John Nickerson at the Acalanes district and he confirmed
the village is within the Las Lomas attendance boundaries.
 Presumably, the village would also sit within the Walnut Creek
school district boundaries.

In your response, will you please ask the County to fully investigate
the potential impact to school enrollment? Could this development
cause some Las Lomas students to be redirected to Acalanes, some
Acalanes to be redirected to Campolindo, etc?

In short, Lafayette residents could be impacted by this development
so we need to ensure that any impacts on schools be fully explored.

Thank you,

Jean Follmer
1477 Reliez Valley Road

Sent from my iPhone

Follmer_J
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From: Bob Ghirardelli
To: Will Nelson
Subject: COUNTY GENERAL PLAN
Date: Sunday, November 16, 2014 8:29:56 PM

The Saranap Village proposal (Project References #GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SBD-9359, Dpb-
303a5) should be DENIED. As an original resident for 62 years on Garden Court, this
 proposal to change the County General Plan to accommodate Hill Equities Redevelopment
 consisting of multiple buildings, some as high as seven stories, is completely out of place" in
 our rural neighborhood. The quiet and serene atmosphere of Saranap is what attracted me and
 many others to this area. The General Plan, formulated years ago had the correct vision for
 this area and I ask you not to grant waivers to Hill Equities. If granted the infrastructure is not
 adequate to handle increased traffic, bicycles, joggers, dog walkers and pedestrians on
 Boulevard Way. Boulevard Way ,with its sharp curve at the three way intersection of Garden
 Court, Kinney Drive, and Boulevard Way could not handle approximately 5000 additional
 cars and trucks. Even now it can take minutes to enter Boulevard Way from Garden Court and
 with the increase traffic of the Sufi development it will only get worse. In the event Hill
 Equities gets their waiver, please include visuals of final project so we know what to expect.
When you consider all the negatives, height of buildings, traffic, noise, safety of narrow road,
 lack of rural ambiance and many more reasons, this project as proposed SHOULD BE
 DENIED. Thanks you for your consideration.
Robert Ghirardelli
41 Garden Court
Walnut Creek, Ca 94595
November 16, 2014
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From: Gregory, Sadie <sgregory@bechtel.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 11:31 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson, 
The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate.  After these are 
corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of 
the project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with 
the project. 
While we welcome improvements to the area, we are vehemently opposed to making exceptions to the 
general plan to do so.

Deborah and Timothy Gregory 
664 Center Street . Walnut Creek . 94595 
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From: Mary Grisier <mgrisier11@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 2:53 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Bob Pallarino
Subject: County File Numbers, GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035,

Dear Mr. Nelson,
We are writing to express our belief that the DEIR for Hall Equities Saranap Village is inadequate. Specifically, 
we do not believe that the DEIR addresses concerns of increased traffic, visual degradation, and overall density 
increases that will come with this project.  We also believe that the general plan should NOT be amended, as 
requested for this project, to allow for double the current height limits and double the current densities. 

The proposed project will substantially degrade the visual quality of the project site, especially for the existing 
residents in the neighborhood. We moved to Saranap because of the semi-rural quality and beautiful views of 
Mt. Diablo. This is a neighborhood of mostly single-family homes, where no current buildings are over 35 feet 
tall.  We are shocked that 90 foot buildings are being proposed in our part of the County.   We don't believe that 
the best interest of the public is being served by this proposal, and it definitely does not follow the general plan.

The General Plan states that multiple family housing shall be located in proximity to facilities such as arterial 
roads, transit corridors and shopping areas. Boulevard Way is not a "transit corridor" or a shopping area.  In 
addition, the general plan holds that the predominantly single family character of substantially developed 
portions of the County shall be retained, and multiple family housing shall be dispersed throughout  the county 
and not concentrated in single locations - Hall's proposal for Saranap Village has a very high concentration of 
units in one small area (approximately 4 acres). This is in disregard to the predominantly single family character 
of Saranap. The General Plan itself states that responsible management of growth in the county is key to 
preserving the quality of life for current and future county residents. The DEIR must be amended to address 
these issues. 

According to the DEIR, the project will create at least 5,000 additional car trips per day in the area. The project 
failed to look at speed issues on any other roads besides the site; the City of Lafayette has serious concerns 
about the DEIR because of the inevitable spillover onto Lafayette roads (Old Tunnel Road) that this project will 
bring. The notion that the bike lanes and sidewalks adjacent to the project are sufficient is ridiculous; they will 
only impact a very small stretch of Boulevard Way, and will not mitigate the safety for the 
pedestrians/bicyclists from the 5,000 additional car trips per day.  The DEIR failed to conduct an adequate 
comprehensive traffic study of the area. A traffic plan for Saranap should be developed.

There are several additional inadequacies in the DEIR. There is no mention of affordable housing - how many 
units will be "affordable"? At least 25 low-income units will be destroyed to build this project. Will the project 
address the needs of people of all income levels? The DEIR should address this issue. 

There is nothing in the Saranap Village plan to create open space. A project of this size and scope should 
include some amount of open space. The DEIR should be amended to include the study of open space for this 
project.

The DEIR finds that even though the growth will be "substantial", that it will have no adverse impact on the 
County. We believe that it will definitely have an adverse impact on Saranap, and this should be an important 
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consideration. It cannot be denied that this project will directly impact the existing residents of Saranap. Those 
impacts should not be diluted by including the entire County as part of the area of direct impact.   

Sincerely,
Mary Grisier and Bob Pallarino 
119 Kendall Road, Walnut Creek 
(925)330-4254
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From: Brithahn
To: Will Nelson
Cc: BRITHAHN@aol.com
Subject: Saranap Village DEIR
Date: Sunday, November 16, 2014 2:51:30 PM

William Nelson
Contra Costa County
Department of Conservation and Development
30 Muir Road
Martinez, CA 94553
RE: County File Numbers, GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson,

Although we support many of the aspects of the proposed Saranap Village
 development we are concerned that the images depicted in the DEIR are not accurate
 and should be revised and the DIER should be recirculated so that the community
 can have the opportunity to see an accurate visual impact. 

In addition we are very concerned about health and quality of life issues that the A
 Site design and proposed height will have on our residents in our 45 unit apartment
 building located at 1162-1172 Saranap. 

Site A Height and Parking Structure 

Parking structure will be 3 floors and will effect the quality of life and health in the 45
 apartment homes located at 1162-1172 Saranap in the following manor 

1) Exhaust fumes from vehicles will be in direct proximity to widow doors and decks
causing severe health threats to all residents including elderly and small children.

2) Noise from vehicles engines, horns and squealing tires will be easily audible at all
hours of the day and night

3) Headlights, turn signals and reverse lights will be clearly visible and illuminate
private decks and living spaces

4) Sounds from residents, visitors and customers loading and unloading, talking and
shouting will be clearly audible at all times of the day and night

The height exemption required to build Site A will dwarf the adjacent 3 story
 apartment building  located at 1172 Saranap and will completely shadow the entire
 backside of all homes in the structure. The visual impact of a structure this massive is
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 completely out scale to any other building in the community and will completely
 eliminate views and sunshine from 100% of the apartments in 1172 Saranap and
 could quite possibly shadow the swimming pool.  

Our hope is that further thought will be given to the design of this project with a little
 more consideration given to the well being and enjoyment of all the folks living in
 the area. 

Thank you,

Brit Hahn, Managing Member

Vista Palms LLC.

1162-1172 Saranap Ave. 

Walnut Creek, Ca. 

415-420-6530
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From: Jan Hayashi <jan.hayashi@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 9:49 PM
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson and Ms. Andersen:

I am firmly opposed to the proposed Saranap Village project by the developer Mark Hall (Hall Equities). I am not
opposed to development, I am just opposed to development that does not fit visibly with the surrounding areas.

The scale of the proposed development is over sized, and way too tall it would never be approved, as is, by the City of
Lafayette or the City of Walnut Creek—there are reasons why each of these cities have height limitations.

Why should the height of 80 90 feet for the proposed Saranap Village project be appropriate at the the edge of either of
those cities near a residential neighborhood?

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate. After these are corrected, the DEIR
needs to be re circulated. Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the project will give the
neighborhood residents a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with the project.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jan Hayashi
1011 El Curtola Blvd
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
925 818 3314 (mobile)

Hayashi_J

1

2

From: Julie Holcomb
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: GP13-0003,RZ13-3224,SD13-9359,DP13-3035
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:32:34 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,
I am writing to express my full support of the Saranap 
Village project, which to me seems aimed at beautifying
and positively transforming the Saranap area. I have 
been a Saranap resident for over 35 years and I am 
greatly looking forward to the EIR being passed by the 
county. The Draft EIR is thorough and I personally do 
not feel there are any deficiencies in the report. I 
believe the county has performed due diligence in 
protecting the environment. The following are a list of 
some of the features I love about this project and look 
forward to seeing in my beloved neighborhood:

The project is pedestrian and bike friendly, and 
there will be ample bike parking.
There will be a beautiful round-about with a lovely 
sculpture.
There will be a neighborhood bank, a fitness center,
and upscale grocery store, a premier coffee shop 
and 2 restaurants! After 35 years, I am anxiously 
awaiting all of these businesses!
A park, beautiful trees, 4 new crosswalks!

I do not think traffic is an issue nor do I feel the project
is too large. I believe thoughtful planning has gone into
this development every step of the way; planning that 
ensures the beauty of the neighborhood and brings 
much needed business into our neighborhood. I think 
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the neighborhood will be benefit greatly and I can 
hardly contain my enthusiasm for this project. Please 
register my support.

With thanks,
Julie Holcomb
Boulevard Way, Walnut Creek, CA

1 cont.
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From: Matt Humphreys <saranappetcare@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 4:56 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village

Dear Mr. Nelson,
I would also like to add my name to those who would like to make sure we are getting an accurate depiction of Saranap
Village by Hall Equities in the DEIR. I want to be to see which residences will lose their views of Mt Diablo.

thank you
Matt Humphreys

Humphreys_M
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From: Will Nelson
To: Cooper, Marie (Perkins Coie) (MCooper@perkinscoie.com); CBarclay@perkinscoie.com; Michael Smith

(MichaelS@hallequitiesgroup.com)
Cc: Elizabeth Kanner
Subject: FW: Saranap Village DEIR - RE: County File Numbers, GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Monday, December 15, 2014 4:13:05 PM

Here is a DEIR comment received last week.

From: Anna Jurgens [mailto:annakjurgens@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 11:36 AM
To: Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Subject: Saranap Village DEIR - RE: County File Numbers, GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-
3035

Dear Mr. Nelson, Ms. Bhat and Supervisor Andersen,

I have serious concerns with the DEIR. It underestimates the environmental impacts of this project on our neighborhood, it
misrepresents the Project’s visual impacts, and it fails to recognize and analyze the growth-inducing impacts that the Project
will have on the rest of Boulevard Way. Given these concerns, I request the County to correct the DEIR and recirculate it to
the public.  CEQA requires recirculation if the DEIR is so fundamentally inadequate and conclusory that meaningful public
review is precluded. (CCR §15088.5)

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

Anna Jurgens

Jurgens_A
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From: Rolland D Jurgens <annakjurgens@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: proposed Saranap Village DEIR inadequacies - County File Numbers, GP13-0003, 

RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

Below I have outlined the inadequacies of the DEIR. 

But first, I would like to point out the importance of the County's General Plan (GP) and that it should only be amended with careful 
consideration.  As you know, it is the "charter" for the County.  Numerous people and thousands of hours were spent building the GP.  In sum, the 
PURPOSE of the GP is clear:  “the goals, policies and implementation programs contained in the GP represent the hopes and concerns of the 
residents of the County in terms of defining and preserving a quality of life.”  The State of California has mandated that the GP should only be 
amended if “in the public interest.” (Govt Code 65358(a)).  Amending the GP twice (for PU1 and lack of 15 acres), was clearly not the intention of 
the framer's of the GP. 

As a member of the Steering Committee of the Saranap Homeowners Organization (SHO) objecting to this project, I am in favor of development, but 
not as currently proposed.  The proposal is a transit project similar to Pleasant HIll (currently a vacant eye sore), but Sananap is not a transit corridor. 
This project represents "our hopes and concerns," and should be built to fit the area.  The primary issues are height, density, traffic, and the lack of 
bike/pedestrian lanes on Boulevard Way.   

I am also concerned about the developer's (HEG) representations.  As you will see below, HEG has submitted new photos of the project, as the prior 
ones are absolute misrepresentations.  The continued argument that the buildings will disappear into a "topographical depression" is 
ridiculous.  Finally, at the recent Saranap Community Association's (SCA) meeting on November 6, Mr. Hall responded to the thundering 
community objection to the height of the project by making the threat:  "be careful what you ask for, or I'll give you a strip mall."  It appears that Mr. 
Hall is unwilling to negotiate.  We are reasonable and desire to work with him, and we hope you will help facilitate negotiations.

You are a planner, so I urge you to plan Saranap accordingly.  This is the second massive project in our area in the last few years.  We need a 
Specific Plan for Saranap.  We all have the same interest, to be proud of the planned development in Saranap (i.e: upscale project near Walnut Creek, 
with multi modal transportation, and a place you want to live).  Please don't ignore the General Plan, State Code, and multi modal transportation 
policies.  The County's reputation is to rubber stamp any and all projects, but I hope you will consider having all the parties (County, Cities of Walnut 
Creek and Lafayette, SHO, SCA, and HEG) work together to build this project. 

THE INADEQUACIES OF THE DEIR

The DEIR considers whether the proposed project complies with the GP and also CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act).  Each element will 
be discussed below. 

1. Land Use Element.
Aesthetics.
There are two issues here. First, the proposed project will have a “substantially adverse effect on a scenic vista.” 
(CEQA).  There is no doubt that the residents near Lucy Lane will lose their beautiful view of Mt. Diablo.  The 
DEIR is based on photos that do not accurately reflect the blockage.  Interestingly, after the Saranap 
Homeowners' Organization (SHO - www.saranap.org) posted accurate photos, the developer responded with 
what it now calls accurate photos but which actually appear very much like the the SHO's photos.  For a 
seasoned developer to be caught submitting inaccurate photos for the DEIR is incredibly irresponsible.   

Second, the proposed project at 90’ tall will “substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the project site or its surroundings.” 
(CEQA).  Just imagine the sight of a 90’ building in our area, a neighborhood of primarily single family homes where no current buildings are over 
35 feet tall.  Moreover, if the GP is amended, it is likely that it will pave the way for additional 90' tall buildings to be built in Saranap. 

The DEIR must be amended with accurate visuals of the project. 

Growth Management/Residential Uses. 
The GP and CEQA are loaded with policies reflecting that this proposal is not appropriate for Saranap. 

For example, the GP states that a proposal shall be opposed if it extends into areas lacking services and infrastructure (GP policy 3-8).  Saranap lacks 
many services and infrastructure, including:  grocery, pharmacy, schools, gas station, medical offices (the list is endless) requiring everyone to drive 
out of Saranap to those services. 
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In addition, the General Plan states that multiple-family housing shall be located in proximity to facilities such as arterial roads, transit corridors 
and shopping areas. (GP policy 3-21). This clearly does not define Boulevard Way, as it is not a transit corridor nor contain shopping areas. 

The GP also states that: “(T)he predominantly single family character of substantially developed portions of the county shall be retained.  Multiple 
family housing shall be dispersed throughout the county and not concentrated in single locations.”  (GP policy 3-21). This project conflicts with the
GP because it has a high concentration of units in a very small area and disregards the predominantly single family character of Saranap. 

Finally, the Growth Management Plan states that: “responsible management of growth in the county is key to preserving the quality of life for 
current and future county residents.”   

The DEIR must be amended to consider these growth management policies.  You have personally stated that there is already muti-family housing in 
the area and therefore this project is appropriate.  But this violates the GP requiring that it be dispersed throughout the County. 

2. Circulation Element.

The DEIR admits that the project would increase car trips by nearly 5,000 per day, but that it would not conflict with current policy.  I disagree. 

First, the DEIR does not include all additional traffic.  The DEIR does not appear to include additional traffic from employees going to and from the 
project.  Moreover, it is true that that the DEIR relies on a traffic study conducted five years ago?   

Second, the DEIR does not take into account the County’s policies regarding multi-modal transportation.  The DEIR and the developer admit that 
Boulevard Way is not conducive to cycling and walking.  However, they argue that sidewalks and bike lanes adjacent to the project are 
sufficient.  This is ridiculous as it amounts to such a small portion of the entire roadway, and is in between two very dangerous portions of the 
road.  The N - S portion of Boulevard Way is already a hazard, and so is the four lane W-E portion, where cars are inclined to speed.  In fact, the 
DEIR noted that many pedestrians jay walk to Moruccis.  

Moreover, if no one can walk or bike to the project due to the existing hazards, they will be required to drive, increasing the traffic on Boulevard 
Way.  We are also concerned about the safety of our Sufi neighbors, as they are required to walk to their Sanctuary. 

This project violates all aspects of smart growth because it generates more cars and is counter to the goals of reducing car miles and 
emissions.  Moreover, the DEIR did not take into account the multi-jurisdictional projects relating to improved access for bikes and pedestrians, such 
as the Olympic Corridor Trail Plan and the Iron Horse Trail.   

It is important to note that the City of Lafayette has also expressed serious concerns about the DEIR.  First, the DEIR’s speed analysis did not look at 
speed issues on roadways other than the project site.  Second, the DEIR did not address possible impacts to the Walnut Creek BART. Finally, the 
DEIR provides insufficient information on the project’s impact on current transit.  

The only mitigation identified in the DEIR is to build a bike lane adjacent to the site.  This is silly for obvious reasons.  In sum, the unnecessary 
improvements  (ie: art work, roundabout, and moved oak tree) offered by the developer should be declined in favor of necessary improvements to 
make Boulevard Way safer and to mitigate the impact of the additional 5,000 (minimum) car trips per day. 

The DEIR be amended to study these traffic issues. 

3. Housing Element.

Both the GP and CEQA have guidelines regarding housing developments. 

The GP states that: “new residential development shall be accommodated only in areas where it will avoid creating severe unmitigated adverse 
impacts upon the environment and the existing community.” (GP Policy 3-28).  In addition, the GP policies include: (1) to create a jobs-to-housing 
balance, (2) create housing opportunities for all income levels, and (3) create a diversity of housing options.  Finally, CEQA states that the project 
would cause significant adverse impacts to population and housing if it would induce substantial population growth in the area, or displace 
substantial numbers of existing housing. 

The addition of 235 units is substantial.  It is unknown if the housing is available to all income levels, but presumably not.  There is no doubt that the 
units will be out of reach of many income levels.  Moreover, the DEIR identifies several projects in Walnut Creek, but it doesn’t appear 
complete.  The project eliminates 25 units of affordable housing and there is no low income housing being constructed. 

The DEIR also discusses the availability of walking to employment, but it seems very unlikely that the employees of the project would be able to 
afford the housing available. 

Finally, the DEIR found that even though the growth was substantial, it determined that it would not create a “significant adverse impact.”  But, the 
problem with the DEIR’s analysis is that it only considered a significant impact for the County as a whole, not for Saranap.  

The DEIR must be amended to include studies of the following:  (1) whether the project includes housing for all income levels and provides diverse 
options, (2) the impact of all proposed Walnut Creek projects, and (3) the impact of substantial population growth on Saranap, not just the entire 
County. 
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4. Open Space.

The DEIR confirms that there are no parks in Saranap.  This project does not provide any parks or open space. This should be requested from the 
developer. 
The DEIR must include the study of open space and/or a park in the proposed development, not just possible tables/chairs in front of the 
development.

5. Noise.

The DEIR did a noise study, but only studied the project site.  The increased noise from additional traffic has not been studied in the surrounding 
residential areas, especially near homes adjacent to Boulevard Way. 

The DEIR must be amended to include the study of the noise impacts of this project, including additional traffic noise, on the neighborhood. 

6. Safety.

There are many safety concerns identified in the DEIR.  Most concerning is the lack of bike/pedestrian lanes on Boulevard Way.  It is likely that kids 
and adults will want to walk or bike to the development, but will be in grave danger traveling on Boulevard Way. 

Both the GP and CEQA have policies regarding safety.  The GP states that physical conflict between vehicular traffic, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians shall be minimized (GP 5-15).  CEQA states that a project would have a significant impact to transportation conditions if it would 
conflict with adopted policies regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities.

The DEIR states that it is difficult to merge onto Boulevard Way from Warren Rd because of lack of visibility.  It will also be difficult for 
homeowners on Boulevard Way to come and go with the increased traffic.  Our neighbors at Boulevard Ct have stated that turning left out of their 
street is already dangerous.  Finally, the DEIR mentions that people are jay walking near Moruccis.   

These safety concerns are not being adequately mitigated by the proposed project.  The only mitigation required of the developer is bike lanes and 
sidewalks immediately adjacent to the project, but this only amounts to a very small portion of Boulevard Way. 

The DEIR must be amended to study the impact of additional bike and pedestrian traffic on Boulevard Way to determine if the developer should be 
required to participate in making Boulevard Way safe for everyone to travel.  In addition, a Traffic Plan for Boulevard Way should be created. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Anna Jurgens 
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From: thomasmack74@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 12:47 PM
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Subject: Building not a good fit

Dear Mr. Nelson and Ms. Andersen: 

I am firmly opposed to the proposed Saranap Village project by the developer Mark Hall (Hall Equities).  I am 
not opposed to development, I am just opposed to development that does not fit visibly with the surrounding 
areas. 

The scale of the proposed development is over-sized, and way too tall--it would never be approved, as is, by the 
City of Lafayette or the City of Walnut Creek—there are reasons why each of these cities have height 
limitations. 

Why should the height of 80-90 feet for the proposed Saranap Village project be appropriate at the the edge of 
either of those cities near a residential neighborhood?   

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate.  After these are corrected, the 
DEIR needs to be re-circulated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the project will give 
the neighborhood residents a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with the project. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely,

Thomas Mack 
1252 Sunset Loop 
Lafayette, CA 94549 
925-952-4620

Sent from Windows Mail
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From: Dorothy McKee
To: Will Nelson
Subject: gp13-0003, Rz13-3224,SD13-9359, Dp13-3035
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 6:58:15 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

 I am writing to let you know that I am in favor of the Saranap Village project and that I look
forward to seeing our village look more beautiful!  There has been a lot of study that has gone into
making sure that the EIR investigations are adequate.  I understand that there will be a time with the
Planning Commission, when we can make comments about some of the concern I see that need to be
modified with this development.  I am, for instance, concerned about having a 7 story building
constructed.  I am in favor of limiting the height of the buildings and complying with the height
restrictions that the City of Walnut Creek has in place.  I am in favor, however, of getting this project
going and beautifying our Saranap area, as it really needs it!

 Thank you,

 Dorothy McKee
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From: Julie Mendelsohn
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 8:31:54 AM

Hello Mr. Nelson!!

The pamphlet of the DEIR regarding the Saranap Village buildings, do not
seem to be correct when I compare them to other models. Is there a
way for a citizen to see EXACTLY what the gig is, without two factions
and a war of words?

Thank You,

Julie Mendelsohn
Saranap Resident for 30 years
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From: Craig Nelson <craig.nelson@usa.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 9:41 AM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: I OPPOSE the amendment to the General Plan for the Saranap Village project as 

requeted by Hall Equities

RE:    General Plan Amendment, Rezone, Major Subdivision, and Final Development Plan
   County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, and DP13-3035

Dear Supervisor Anderson: 

As a homeowner and resident in Saranap since 1991, I would like to express my objection to the 
ammendments to the County General Plan as requested by Hall Equities for the Saranap Villiage 
project.

As currently proposed, the project is both too big (235 units!!) and too tall (7 stories!!!) for the 
neighborhood.  It also will cause a significant adverse affect on the neighborhood as it will increase 
traffic and noise while decreasing pedestrian and bike safety as well as the semi-rural nature of 
Saranap.

I believe that the current DEIR has not fully reflected the impact on the entirety of the 
neighborhood.  Some of the points I would make regarding the current DEIR:

Aesthetics:

The proposed project will have a “substantially adverse effect on a scenic vista” (CEQA).  The 
proposed project at 90’ tall will “substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the 
project site or its surroundings.” (CEQA).  I would request that The current DEIR be amended 
with accurate visuals of the project.

Growth Management/Residential Uses:

The General Plan and CEQA contain numerous policies which would indicate that the currently 
proposed project is not appropriate for Saranap.

For example, the GP states that a proposal shall be opposed if it extends into areas lacking 
services and infrastructure (GP policy 3-8). Saranap lacks many services and infrastructure, 
including: grocery, pharmacy, schools, gas station, medical offices requiring everyone to drive 
out of Saranap to those services.
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In addition, the General Plan states that multiple-family housing shall be located in proximity to 
facilities such as arterial roads, transit corridors and shopping areas. (GP policy 3-21). This 
clearly does not define Boulevard Way, as it is not a transit corridor nor contain shopping 
areas.

The GP also states that: “(T)he predominantly single family character of substantially 
developed portions of the county shall be retained .Multiple family housing shall be dispersed 
throughout the county and not concentrated in single locations.” (GP policy 3-21). This project 
conflicts with the GP because it has a high concentration of units in a very small area and 
disregards the predominantly single family character of Saranap.

Finally, the Growth Management Plan states that: “responsible management of growth in the 
county is key to preserving the quality of life for current and future county residents.”

I would request that the DEIR be amended to consider these growth management policies.

Circulation / Traffic:

The DEIR states that the project would increase car trips by nearly 5,000 per day, but I believe 
that number to be less than fully inclusive of the real number as it does not include all 
additional traffic. 

The DEIR does not take into account the County’s policies regarding multi-modal 
transportation.  The DEIR and developer significantly overestimated for pedestrian and bike 
traffic up-and-down Boulevard Way. People WILL use their cars MORE due to safety 
concerns.  This project violates "smart growth" because it generates more cars and is counter 
to the goals of reducing car miles and emissions. Moreover, the DEIR did not take into account 
the multi-jurisdictional projects relating to improved access for bikes and pedestrians, such as 
the Olympic Corridor Trail Plan and the Iron Horse Trail.

I would also ask that you review the City of Lafayette's concerns about the DEIR.  First, the 
DEIR’s speed analysis did not look at speed issues on roadways other than the project site. 
Second, the DEIR did not address possible impacts to the Walnut Creek or Lafayette BART 
stations. Finally, the DEIR provides insufficient information on the project’s impact on current 
transit.

The DEIR should be amended to study these traffic issues.

Housing:

The GP states that: “New residential development shall be accommodated only in areas where 
it will avoid creating severe unmitigated adverse impacts upon the environment and the 
existing community.” (GP Policy 3-28).  This project in its current form WILL have an adverse 
impact on our Saranap community. 

In addition, the GP policies include: (1) to create a jobs-to-housing balance, (2) create housing 
opportunities for all income levels, and (3) create a diversity of housing options.

CEQA states that the project would cause significant adverse impacts to population and 
housing if it would induce substantial population growth in the area, or displace substantial 
numbers of existing housing.
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The DEIR found that even though the growth was substantial, it determined that it would not 
create a “significant adverse impact.” 

The addition of 235 units in this neighborhood is substantial for the NEIGHBORHOOD and 
absolute WOULD cause an adverse impact for all the reasons identified-- aesthetics (too tall, 
too big), safety, traffic, noise, and much, much more.  The DEIR’s analysis is that it only 
considered a significant impact for the County as a whole, not for Saranap.

Safety:

Boulevard Way is one of the "least friendly" streets in the county for pedestrians and bicycles, 
especially south of Kinney Drive.

The physical conflict between vehicular traffic, bicyclists, and pedestrians are safety concerns 
that are not being adequately mitigated by the proposed project.  The DEIR should study the 
impact of additional bike and pedestrian traffic on Boulevard Way to determine if the developer 
should be required to participate in making Boulevard Way safe for everyone to travel. In 
addition, a Traffic Plan for Boulevard Way should be created.

As a resident in the Lafayette portion of Saranap, I would also specifically ask that you fully review the 
City of Lafayette's objections to the DEIR submitted to Will Nelson, County Planner.   I am in support 
all of the points raised in the document. 

In closing, I am significantly opposed to any amendments to the county general plan for the 
sign-up Village project and ask that you deny any and all amendments to the General Plan. 

I am open to working with the developer to design a project that complies with current County 
Genera Plan requirements, without amendments, and better suits the nature of the neighborhood in 
which we have all chosen--and paid/invested--to live in.

I appreciate you taking the time to read my letter and for considering my thoughts on this 
matter. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or wish to discuss my feelings on this 
project.

Best regards,

Craig Nelson, Saranap resident
1251 Sunset Loop
Lafayette, CA. 94549
925-939-4935
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Danielle Dowler

From: Kendra Oliver <kendraoliver@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 12:08 PM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Opposition to Saranap Village Project as Proposed with Amendments to the County 

General Plan

November 11, 2014 

Dear Supervisor Candace Andersen, 

I am writing in opposition to the currently proposed Saranap Village Project (Ref. #s GPB-0003, RZB-3224, 
SDB-9359, DPB-3035); in particular, my opposition is to proposed amendments to the County General Plan 
which would allow for the increase in development size limits and the associated Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR).  If granted, unprecedented exceptions to the County General Plan would have a 
substantial adverse impact on our Saranap community for numerous reasons.  The following issues remain to be 
addressed:

1. Aesthetics / Visual Impacts:  The proposed Project height (7 stories and 90 feet) would bring negative
visual impact to the scenic community which has been underreported and studied.  Moreover, initial
design documentation produced for DEIR and permitting purposes provides no commitments or
guarantees that the architectural aesthetics of the final design will meet the social and environmental
needs of the Saranap community.

2. Growth Management:  The proposed Project density (235 units) and mixed use is inappropriate for
Saranap’s limited infrastructure and services.  While the Project will bring some new commercial
services to the neighborhood, these will not be adequate or self-sustaining to the Project itself.

3. Traffic Impacts:  The proposed Project claims an increase in traffic of approx. 5,000 trips per
day.  This would have an astronomical impact on the Saranap road network; however, the Project
appears to underestimate number of trips and traffic dispersion, neglects many non-driving means of
transportation, and limits development of the transportation infrastructure to upper Boulevard Way and
the immediate Project site only.

4. Housing Impact: The proposed Project scope does not appear to provide housing for all income levels
and diversity, or analyze the impact of all proposed Walnut Creek projects and substantial population
growth on Saranap.

5. Open Space / Parks:  There are no parks in Saranap; however, the proposed Project has not studied the
open space / park needs of the Saranap community and should mitigate this issue.

6. Noise Impacts:  Noise impact studies of the proposed Project have been limited to the Project site, but
should address all noise impacts on the neighborhood, including traffic.

7. Safety Impacts: Safe bike and pedestrian transit to and from the Saranap Village have not been
adequately addressed.

In summary, the Saranap Village Project, as presently proposed, is not in the public interest and would 
adversely impact quality of life in our current and future Saranap community.  A revised Project scope 
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and amended DEIR are imperative, including reduction in the aesthetics / visual impacts, appropriately 
addressing growth management, traffic, housing, open space / parks, noise and safety impacts, 
pursuing reasonable mitigation measures, and ultimately honoring the intent of the County General Plan.

Best Regards, 
Kendra Oliver 
617 Center St., 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 

Oliver_K
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From: John Connell Osborne
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus; John Osborne
Subject: Saranap Village, Draft EIR, GP13 -0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 7:43:27 AM

Dear Mr. Wilson,

I am writing to express my support for the Saranap Village project now before the 
Planning Commission. I am a long term resident of the Saranap. My family has lived 
here at 60 Island Ct. for 28 years. In addition to all of the traditional involvements that 
come with inhabiting a neighborhood so thoroughly for all these years, I also have my 
business in the Saranap. My office is located at 1280 Boulevard Way. I have been in 
this location for 33 years. I love this neighborhood. I have roots here. I care deeply 
about what happens in this little corner of the county.

I attended one of the presentations the project developers made to the Saranap 
Community Association. I appreciated the comprehensive plan and refined design 
elements connected with the project. I expected as much. What I appreciated most, 
however, was the inspired vision that seems to guide their design approach. The 
developers have thoroughly re-imagined my neighborhood and I couldn't be happier.

For years I have secretly wished that the cities of Lafayette or Walnut Creek would 
annex the Saranap. I thought it was the only way to bring a cohesive sense of beauty 
to a neighborhood that is presently an unholy mixture of residential and commercial 
properties. I felt it was the only way to impose some clarity of vision in a way that 
could fully realize the inherent beauty of this sweet location. Now, however, I am 
convinced that the plan proposed by Hall Equities not only addresses my wishes but 
takes it to a refined level that I could not have imagined.

I have reviewed all aspects of the project - from parking to pedestrian safety. I like it 
all. It fits together in a way that makes sense - like a symphony makes sense. It is 
cohesive, unified, and aesthetically pleasing. It has a flow that we find charming and
very appealing. I believe there is no deficiency in the Draft EIR and that the 
developers have performed their due diligence for the community. Please adopt the 
plan in its entirety. Embrace it! My family looks forward to the amazing changes that 
will occur to our neighborhood. To us it feels like a renaissance.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions and thank you in advance for 
considering my comments.

Regards,

John C. Osborne 

60 Island Ct.

Walnut Creek, CA 94595

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Carl Osterholm <cloverinwc@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 10:54 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village DEIR

Mr. Nelson;
There are major inaccuracies in the DEIR depictions of what Saranap Village will look like.
They need to be corrected and then the DEIR needs to be recirculated. Only then will everyone involved be able to
accurately judge the merits and problems associated with the project.

Carl L. Osterholm
1210 Kendall Ct.
Walnut Creek, Ca. 94595

Osterholm_C
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Danielle Dowler

From: Virginia & Royce Paulsen <3paulsen@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 2:06 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers:  GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

Apparently, there are inaccuracies with the images in the DEIR depicting the referenced Saranap Village 
project.

After these depictions are corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated.  Pictures that more correctly show the 
visual impact of the project will give the neighborhood a better chance to understand the merits and challenges 
associated with the project. 

Thank you for all your efforts to support development more consistent with Saranap's history and current 
character. 

Virginia & Royce Paulsen 

Paulson_V_R Perry_P
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Danielle Dowler

From: Gayle Massey <gaylemp@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 9:43 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035) Dear Mr. Nelson, 

Dear Mr. Nelson,

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project are not accurate. 

After these are corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated. Images that more accurately reflect the visual 
impact of the project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated 
with the project.

Thank you,
Gayle Massey Peters 

Optimist: someone who figures that taking a step backward after taking a step forward is not a disaster, it's a 
cha-cha.

Peters_G

From: Will Nelson
To: Cooper, Marie (Perkins Coie) (MCooper@perkinscoie.com); CBarclay@perkinscoie.com; Michael Smith

 (MichaelS@hallequitiesgroup.com)
Cc: Elizabeth Kanner
Subject: FW: Seranap Village proposal
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 10:22:11 AM

DEIR Comment

From: dporcell@comcast.net [mailto:dporcell@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 1:14 PM
To: cityhall@lovelafayette.org
Cc: Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Subject: Seranap Village proposal

I have lived on Lindsey Ct. in Lafayette for 35 years. I strongly oppose the proposal to amend
the
General Plan in order to accommodate the large Seranap Village project which is incompatible
with the area. Increased traffic on Old Tunnel Rd, Olympic Blvd and Pleasant Hill Rd is sure
to be substantial and likely also on Condit Rd, Leland Dr. and Kinney Dr. I urge that a new
EIR be done and a new proposal drafted complying with the existing height and density
restrictions.

Thank you.

Ann Porcella

Porcella_A
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Danielle Dowler

From: Mary Rayden <1201rayden@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 4:46 PM
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Subject: Opposition to the DEIR for the Saranap Village Project

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

I am strongly opposed to the DEIR for the Saranap Village Project proposal as it does not address, or addresses 
incorrectly some of the issues surrounding this project. 

1. One of the sorely missed evaluations is the effect that the extra traffic will have on Boulevard Way from
Saranap Ave. to Olympic Ave. which is a two-lane road with no pedestrian walkways nor bicycle lanes- it 
ONLY addresses traffic from the "development" to Mt. Diablo Blvd which is already a four-lane road. Since 
this part of Boulevard Way will not be blocked off from the development occupants, they have proposed no 
additional safety measures or increased traffic controls along Boulevard Way to Olympic Blvd. which is 
frequently used by Rossmoor residents to access central Walnut Creek, as well as residents of Walnut Creek 
who use this to access the walking trail which has parking access on Olympic Blvd. 

2. In addition, the DEIR doesn't address the added traffic (some not obeying the traffic laws) around Morucci's
currently, as well as the amount of traffic using the 7-11 store. In proposing diagonal parking spacesalong 
Boulevard Way, the DEIR does not take into account that these cars would need to back out into oncoming 
traffic which even at present is significant and would be dangerous. 

3. In addition, the EIR makes the ASSUMPTION that occupants will walk and/or ride a bicycle for
transportation which would reduce the impact of the project and promote it as being "green". THIS 
ASSUMPTION CANNOT BE TAKEN AS FACT! (unless that requirement is included in the leases.) 

4. The DEIR does not address the proposed "night club" nor the health club in any of the traffic studies as there
is no guarantee that attendees will not use their cars to exit the establishment, there is no indication that the 
night club would be exclusively for occupants of the buildings which raises the issue of what "characters" it 
might attract, and there is no study including parking for these extra attendees. 
TABLE ES-1 
PROPOSED MAXIMUM DEVELOPMENT (Gross Leasable Area [GLA]) 
Use Proposed 

Shopping Areas 3496 
Restaurant 5589 
Grocery 15236 
Coffee Shop 2135 
Micro Bank 690 
Bar / Nightclub 2222 
Fitness Club. 14173 
Total Non-Residential 43541 sf 
Total Residential Units 235 units 

5. "The Project would introduce buildings and streetscape improvements that would create a visual identity. The
proposed buildings would provide a variety of street-level retail and restaurant uses that would be set back 
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sufficiently for pedestrian congregation and the relocated oak tree would create an [entry feature marking the 
Saranap area]." 
This project is not the entrance to the Saranap area. In fact, it would split the Saranap area in two as it would sit 
in the middle of the Saranap area. 

6. I challenge the geological measurements and conclusions as they were taken during one of the driest years in
recent history. When I moved to this area 7 years ago, the travertine tile had just been installed throughout my 
house. Today, there are cracks throughout the tiles from the settlement and movement from the underground 
water. I even paid a geological firm to do a study of the constant water underneath my house even though I have 
a sump pump. The report reflected that this area used to be marsh land, and thus, would always have 
groundwater albeit not as much during drier years. I would propose that the measurements taken regarding the 
depth of the water underground would be different during a rainy season. Thus, the project would require 
different mitigations. 

7. The effects of the construction on the community would, according to the DEIR, be insignificant. However,
the report did not take into effect the ongoing construction on the Sufi temple in the same area which would at 
least extend into 2015. Thus the effects of construction on the community would be doubled by two 
construction sites. 

8.
Table 4.10-1 
Consistency with General Plan Land Use Policies 
Residential Uses 
Policy 3-21 
The predominantly single-family character of substantially developed portions of the County shall be retained. 
Multiple-family housing shall be dispersed throughout the County and not concentrated in single locations. 
Multiple-family housing shall generally be located in proximity to facilities such as arterial roads, transit 
corridors, and shopping areas. 
Consistent. The Project would add high density multiple family housing along an existing arterial roadway, near 
services, offices and shopping areas. New multiple family units would ensure a variety of housing opportunities 
are available in the Saranap area. 
Saranap currently has multiple family units with a 25% vacancy rate.  
In addition, this explanation as "consistent" is contradicted throughout the DEIR by the developer stating that 
the project would provide shopping and services that are lacking in this area. 

9. The pictorial representations emphasize the disparity that the height of this project would cause among the
current architecture. 
See images Figure 4.1-12 and 4.1-11 on pages 4.1-24 and 4.1-25. 

10. "Stormflows empty into Las Trampas Creek approximately one half mile southeast of the project site.
Before reaching Las Trampas Creek, the drainage course passes near Blade Court. Minor erosion has been 
reported by residents near the Blade Court area." 
The DEIR makes no recommendations for mitigating this condition. 

11. While the DEIR addresses the insignificant glare from lights from the project, it has not addressed the glare
off of the windows in the building onto Highway 24 when the sun hits the windows if the project is built at the 
height proposed. As such, no explanation or mitigation has been proposed. 
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Sent from myMail for iOS 

Sent from myMail for iOS  
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Danielle Dowler

From: Mark Redmond <mark.f.redmond@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 10:09 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village

Mr Nelson
I have discovered that the images in the DEIR of the proposed Saranap Village are not accurate.
Please require that these be corrected and recirculated so that the neighborhood correctly understands the scope of the
project.

Mark

Redmond_M
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Danielle Dowler

From: steve_reimers@yahoo.com
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 10:59 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson, 
The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate.  After these are 
corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of 
the project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with 
the project.  

Regards, 
S.Reimers 
Saranap Resident 

Reimers_S
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Danielle Dowler

From: Sam Rhoads <sam@samrhoads.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 12:21 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate.  After these are 
corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of 
the project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with 
the project.   

Thank you for your efforts to support development more in keeping with Saranap's history and current 
character. 

Sincerely,

Sam Rhoads 
Saranap Neighborhood Resident 

Rhoads_S
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Danielle Dowler

From: Noel Rodes <noel.rodes@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 7:31 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson,

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project are not accurate. After these are corrected, the 
DEIR needs to be recirculated. Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the project will give the 
neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with the project.   

There is also inadequate coverage of alternatives within the project (heights, accesses, etc.) which should be 
expanded upon.  The city of Lafayette has also held hearings and made recommendations concerning the DEIR 
that should be included in a revised DEIR.

Thank you,

Noel Rodes 
1241 Kendall Ct. 
Saranap
Walnut Creek, CA  94595 
925-945-6635

Rodes_N
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From: Robbins, Joanne <JRobbins@ci.lafayette.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 11:09 AM
To: 'Marci Rosenblatt'
Cc: Will Nelson; Cass, Michael; Greenblat, Leah
Subject: RE: Saranap Village Project

Dear Ms. Rosenblatt: Your e mail is being forwarded to our staff members who are reviewing the draft Environmental
Impact Report for this project.

Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549

Original Message
From: Marci Rosenblatt [mailto:marci_sherman@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 10:59 AM
To: Robbins, Joanne
Cc: william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us
Subject: Saranap Village Project

I am a current resident of the Saranap area. We have lived here for 12 years, started our family here and enjoyed the
wonderful community, schools, swimming pool/team, and much that the area has to offer. I was initially excited by the
idea of redevelopment of the Olympic corridor. It's long been an eye sore and could be utilized to better serve the
neighborhood. I actually like the idea of having gathering places and infrastructure like a coffee shop, other shops and
restaurants, etc.

However, I do not want that development to compromise the safety and community that it serves with more traffic (the
current number of cars on our curvy/hilly streets are already dangerous enough for my kids on their bikes); buildings
over 3 4 stories, and a large increase on population.

Specifically, I oppose amending the County General Plan to allow increased height and density. I am concerned about
increased car traffic on neighborhood streets in the county and Lafayette sections of the neighborhood. I request that
the issues raised by the Lafayette Mayor in his April 2014 letter be studied in connection with a new EIR.

In it's current proposed state, I oppose this project, which is too big, too dense, and too out of character for this
location.

Thanks for your attention to this matter.

Marci Rosenblatt

Rosenblatt_M
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Danielle Dowler

From: Paula Santi <doulapaulasanti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 7:53 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, 
DP13-3035) 

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project are not accurate.  After these are 
corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual 
impact of the project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and 
problems associated with the project. 

Thank you, 
Paula Santi 

2601 Lucy Lane 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 
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KATHLEEN SMITH
1470 Dewing Lane 

Walnut Creek, CA 94595 

November 14, 2014 

William Nelson
Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development 
30 Muir Road 
Martinez, CA 94553 
william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us    

RE:   SARANAP VILLAGE DEIR; County File Numbers, GPB-0003, RZB-3224, 
SDB-9359, DPB-3035 

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I am a Contra Costa County resident, and have been a homeowner in the County for well 
over a decade.  I reside at 1470 Dewing Lane, Walnut Creek.  Prior to that, I lived at 2725 
Kinney Drive in Walnut Creek.  Both houses are located in the Saranap area, close to the 
proposed Saranap Village project (the “Proposed Project”). 

I am writing to request that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) prepared 
by the applicant be corrected in several significant ways.

I. STORY POLES

It is essential that story poles be used to depict the actual height of the Proposed Project.
There is a dispute between the two neighborhood associations – the Saranap Community 
Association (“SCA”) and Saranap Homeowners Organization (“SHO”) - as to whose drawings 
present an accurate visual representation of the Proposed Project.

The standard way to resolve such a dispute is to use story poles.  In addition, the City of 
Lafayette has requested in several letters to the County that story poles be used.  While the City 
of Lafayette is not the decision-maker, it is an interested stakeholder in the Proposed Project. 

For the foregoing reasons, I respectfully request that story poles be used.

II. ACCURATE VISUAL REPRESENTATIONS

In addition to story poles, new visuals should be provided by the developer to accurately
depict the height, size and scale of the Proposed Project.   SHO’s depictions should be included 
and – if the developer believes they are inaccurate – the developer should explain in detail why 
they are inaccurate. 

Smith_K
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The developer provided a handout with comparisons of the SHO’s pictures side by 
side with pictures they provided that they felt were more accurate at the latest SCA 
meeting. Including the 2 sets of pictures would be one way to add this information to the 
EIR.

III. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

My husband reports that - at the Lafayette city council meeting held on November 10,
2014 - the developer, Mr. Hall, admitted that the applicant’s intent was to construct a “big, bold 
project” that would “change the entire neighborhood” and “set a precedent”.  In many ways this 
(and traffic) are the aspects that I feel may ultimately have the biggest impact on the 
neighborhood and am most concerned about. A ‘big bold project that changes the tone of the 
neighborhood’ means that it potentially changes the feel of the neighborhood for everyone who 
lives in the area, including the nearby homeowners (not just the residents of Boulevard). The 
height of the project would urbanize the area and increase traffic on small irregular roads such as 
Warren which are already a bit dangerous to drive on. Warren, like all of the residential streets in 
the area, does not have sidewalks and is used by cars, children biking and pedestrians walking 
dogs. An increase in traffic increases the risks of accidents and injuries. 

The large new Sufism Reoriented temple (which I supported) is near completion.  There 
are also about twelve (12) major development projects currently under construction in the 
Walnut Creek area. The DEIR does not consider cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project 
with these other developments or concerns.   

I therefore request that the DEIR be amended to include a comprehensive analysis 
of cumulative impacts from the Proposed Project and other developments and projects in 
the area. 

I also request that the DEIR be amended to look at how the project will affect the 
neighborhood from the standpoint of ‘setting a precedent’ for future development and 
growth along Boulevard. 

IV. IMPACT ON LOCAL SCHOOLS

My eldest daughter attends Walnut Creek Intermediate (“WCI”) which the district and
WCI vice principal confirmed is overimpacted at a recent meeting to discuss the Doris Eaton 
Campus.  At the recent school board meeting at the WCI library, the vice principal confirmed 
that he feels the numbers of kid at WCI is approaching unmanageable for the current campus size 
and that he and many of the teachers are already uncomfortable with the current enrollment 
numbers. Several of the elementary schools are overimpacted in addition. My daughter who goes 
to WCI tells me that WCI teachers are very concerned that the Proposed Project will adversely 
impact the quality of the school by dumping hundreds of new kids into the local school system.
This issue cannot be analyzed in a vacuum, as there are numerous other condominium and 
apartment construction projects already underway in the area that will likely contribute more 
students to the current enrollment numbers. I understand that there are fees that the school 
receives from development projects, but ultimately the schools will need to have a campus to 
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place these students and the WCI campus as well as several of the Elementary campuses are 
already strained with the current 

I therefore request that the DEIR be amended to analyze the impact on local schools 
given the current state of overenrollment.

IV. ALTERNATIVE WHICH COMPLIES WITH EXISTING HEIGHT LIMITS AND
DENSITY REQUIREMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN

The DEIR includes several “throw-away” alternatives.  None of them are reasonable. Nor
are any of them what the neighbors in the area desire.

I attended a meeting of the SCA. At the meeting 20 out of 21 comments were against the 
Proposed Project, as it is just too tall, would urbanize and change the character of the 
neighborhood, and add too much traffic. 

I have also gone door-to-door and talked to many of my neighbors. Virtually everyone I 
talked to is opposed to the Proposed Project. Their opposition is also based excessive height, 
urbanization and traffic.   

I request that an alternative which complies with the existing height limits and density 
requirements of the General Plan be include in the DEIR.  (The City of Lafayette has also 
requested such an alternative). I understand that some of the ‘amenities’ such as traffic circles & 
parking meters might need to be eliminated to make this affordable for the developer, but this 
should certainly be looked at as an alternative. 

I believe that almost everyone in the area would find a 3-4 story Saranap Village option 
acceptable (the overwhelming majority of the homeowners in the area are very opposed to taller 
structures on Boulevard). Having spoken to some of the people who live on Boulevard who are 
in favor of the development, their primary wish is for a village feel, but they would be happy 
with a lower height project and some traffic lights to provide safe crossing across Boulevard. I
request that the DEIR be amended to study a 3-4 story (residential over retail) Saranap 
Village alternative that includes a traffic light (rather than traffic circles) at the corner of 
Saranap Ave/Boulevard. This alternative could also eliminate parking meters to help save 
money for the developer. It is possible that is would not fully comply with the current general 
plan but it would be close and I believe the neighborhood would support this alternative and a 
variance to allow it. It would also improve the Boulevard Way corridor and set a less urban 
(more residential friendly) precedent for growth along Boulevard. From the many conversations 
I’ve had with neighbors in Saranap, it is my belief that everyone would support a 3-4 story 
Saranap Village.

VI. GROWTH MANAGEMENT POLICIES
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The DEIR does not address the County’s growth management policies, including General 
Policy 3-8 and 3-21. The DEIR must be amended to discuss the County’s growth 
management policies, and address whether the Proposed Project violates such policies.

VII. TRAFFIC

The DEIR does not appear to include additional traffic from employees going to and from
the project.  Nor does it address the County’s policies regarding multi-modal transportation.  
Sidewalks and bike lanes adjacent to the project are insufficient, and - if no one can walk or bike 
to the project due to the existing hazards - they will be required to drive, further increasing the 
traffic on Boulevard Way.   

The Proposed Project also violates the concept of “smart growth” because it generates 
more cars and is counter to the goals of reducing car miles and emissions.  The DEIR also fails to 
take into account the multi-jurisdictional projects relating to improved access for bikes and 
pedestrians, such as the Olympic Corridor Trail Plan and the Iron Horse Trail.   

In addition, the DEIR’s speed analysis did not look at speed issues on roadways other 
than the project site.  The DEIR failed to address possible impacts to the Walnut Creek BART. 
And the DEIR provides insufficient information on the project’s impact on current transit. 

I therefore request that the DEIR be amended to properly address the above-
described traffic issues.

VIII. HOUSING

The General Plan states: “new residential development shall be accommodated only in
areas where it will avoid creating severe unmitigated adverse impacts upon the environment and 
the existing community.” (GP Policy 3-28).  In addition, the General Plan policies require a 
balancing of jobs and housing. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) states that the project would cause 
significant adverse impacts to population and housing if it would induce substantial population 
growth in the area, or displace substantial numbers of existing housing units. 

The addition of 235 units is substantial.  The DEIR found that even though the growth 
was substantial, it determined that it would not create a “significant adverse impact.”  But, the 
problem with the DEIR’s analysis is that it only considered a significant impact for the County as 
a whole, not for Saranap … the area which will be impacted by the Proposed Project.  

As a long-time resident of Saranap, I know with certainty that the Proposed Project 
would destroy the character of the neighborhood, which is the main reason we bought two 
houses here.  It would urbanize the neighborhood, and “bring downtown” to Saranap.  The 
density of dwelling units being proposed would change the neighborhood from a quiet 
neighborhood with little traffic to a loud, congested and clogged cityscape    
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I’ve lived in big cities such as San Francisco. I moved to Saranap to get away from 7-
story buildings.  The Proposed Project is simply too tall for this predominately 1- and 2- story 
neighborhood.   

Therefore, I request that the DEIR be amended to include an analysis of the impact 
of substantial population growth on Saranap, not just the entire County.

IX. OPEN SPACE

As the DEIR confirms, there are no parks in Saranap.  This project does not provide any
parks or open space. If the developer wants to put in massive 7-story buildings, the DEIR 
should be amended to include the study of open spaces and parks in the Proposed Project if 
the developer wishes to build higher residential density building.

X. NOISE

The DEIR did not study the increased noise from additional traffic in the surrounding 
residential areas. The DEIR must be amended to include the study of the noise impacts of 
the Proposed Project - including additional traffic noise - on the neighborhood.

XI. SAFETY

There are a lack of bike/pedestrian lanes on Boulevard Way.  It is likely that kids and
adults will want to walk or bike to the development, but will be in grave danger traveling on 
Boulevard Way. 

Both the General Plan and CEQA include policies regarding safety.  The General Plan 
states that physical conflict between vehicular traffic, bicyclists, and pedestrians shall be 
minimized (GP 5-15).  CEQA states that a project would have a significant impact to 
transportation conditions if it would conflict with adopted policies regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities.

The Proposed Project includes a traffic circle, and the DEIR describes this as a “traffic 
calming” measure.  I have travelled in Europe and agree that traffic circles work well there. 
However, my experience in California is that they are confused by traffic circles and drive 
erratically around them as a result. I dread the few traffic circles in area (eg - Walnut and Castle 
Rock) because I am never sure what to expect from fellow drivers. Confused drivers are 
dangerous drivers. Additionally, Saranap is very close to Rossmoor and its many elderly drivers 
who may find traffic circles particularly confusing. The idea of pedestrians trying to navigate an 
increasingly busy Boulevard Ave with confused drivers in the mix strikes me as a very 
dangerous combination. Local residents may eventually figure out the traffic circle etiquette, but 
visitors and elderly drivers will likely provide a steady stream of drivers who find the traffic 
circle(s) confusing. I am concerned that a traffic circles are more likely to lead to pedestrian 
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fatalities than a stoplight with pedestrian signals (which would fully stop traffic for pedestrians 
rather than hope that cars stop at the crosswalks when needed).  

The DEIR admits that it is difficult to merge onto Boulevard Way from Warren Road 
because of lack of visibility.  I can attest this is true. Turning left off of Warren will be made 
even more difficult for homeowners with the increased traffic. More traffic might make it
extremely difficult to take a left at all at certain times of day.   

I pick up my two children in the evening, and my husband drops them off in the morning.
One child goes to WCI, and the other to the Meher Schools.  The Proposed Project would make 
this daily much more difficult on both ends.  Indeed, the Proposed Project would turn our daily 
commute into lengthier urban-like commutes, with an increased danger of automobile-to-
automobile and auto-pedestrian accidents.

I therefore request that that the DEIR be amended to study the impact of increased 
traffic on residents who live on Warren or Kinney and need to take a left onto Boulevard 
during commute hours to get to work or take their kids to school.  

I request that the DEIR be modified to look at the effect of traffic circles on traffic 
flow and accidents at intersections in Contra Costa County where this has been 
implemented .In addition, a Traffic Plan for Boulevard Way should be created. 

I additionally request that the DEIR be modified to look at the impact of additional 
bike and pedestrian traffic on Boulevard.  

Respectfully Submitted,

Kathleen Smith
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From: Robbins, Joanne <JRobbins@ci.lafayette.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 1:59 PM
To: 'Summer Staino'; Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Cc: Efrain Staino; Cass, Michael; Greenblat, Leah
Subject: RE: Saranap Village

Dear Ms. Staino: Your message is being forwarded to the staff members reviewing the draft Environmental Impact
Report for the project.

Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549
925 284 1968
925 299 3210 (direct)
925 284 3169

From: Summer Staino [mailto:summerstaino@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 1:54 PM 
To: Robbins, Joanne; william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us; Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us;
candace.andersen@bos.cccounty.us; candace.andersen@bos.cccounty.us
Cc: Efrain Staino 
Subject: Saranap Village 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Our family has lived on Abbey Court in Saranap for just over two years.  We are thrilled with our neighborhood, our 
neighbors, the scenery, the pride of ownership apparent in the properties, the sense of community, and the tranquil and 
natural environment around us.   

We are proponents of progress and of infusing new life into areas of potential, which are ripe for enhancements.  It would 
be lovely to have a good coffee shop, more green space, and a more lively extracurricular atmosphere within walking 
distance.  We think Saranap Village can be just such a place.  

However, I oppose the proposal to amend the County General Plan and Saranap Village in its current form.  

The project exceeds the allowed height and density, and the associated 5,000 daily car trips would negatively impact our 
neighborhood.  The DEIR underestimates the number of cars that will use Old Tunnel Road to reach highway 24.  It fails 
to factor in the additional cars that will use Old Tunnel as a cut through or diversion to avoid the congestion associated 
with the project and with downtown Walnut Creek.  Many significant intersections in our part of Lafayette were left out of 
the evaluation.  As a parent whose children will be making their way to area schools walking and via bus and bike for 
many years to come, I am particularly concerned about the increase in traffic considering our streets already lack 
sidewalks and lighting. 

The current proposal should be rejected.  Any proposed development should adequately evaluate the traffic impact, 
potential noise and light pollution, aesthetic implications, and the overall safety and stability of the area.  We are 
considerably invested in Saranap and look forward to its evolution. 

Respectfully, 
Summer Staino 
510.384.2654  

Staino_S

5-126



Stephanos_M

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Pete Strickland <stukes42@mac.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 8:18 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

To:  William Nelson 
Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development 
30 Muir Road 
Martinez, CA  94553 

Re:  Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-
3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson:

I stand firmly opposed to the proposed Saranap Village project by the developer Mark Hall, backed by the sale 
of land to Mr. Hall by the sufi organization. 

The scale of the proposed development is, quite simply, over the top.  It does not fit the area, clearly would need 
an exemption to current zoning regulations by the County, and, if the County were to approve it, would be a 
dangerous precedent to the Saranap Neighborhood. 

As I’m sure you’re aware, the Lafayette Town Council is also firmly opposed, and has directed the Lafayette 
Mayor to contact the County about the many deficiencies in the DEIR. 

There are 2 versions of images in circulation, reflecting the proposed development.  The one in opposition is 
much starker than the other (and cites ‘accurate to the inch’).  The second version - clearly promulgated by the 
developer - is by a Robert Becker.  His letterhead says it all: “Great presentation is everything!”.  His job is to 
somehow convince people that the proposed Saranap Village is OK - by doing a ‘great presentation’. 

Both versions - the stark one and the ‘great presentation’ one - can’t hide the fact that the proposed development 
is HUGE. 

Further, the images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate.  After these are 
corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the 
project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with the project. 

Additionally, I would expect that the proponents of the proposal erect the sticks and tape (I’m not sure what 
those are called) that will clearly show the outline of the proposed buildings. 

I’ve also heard it stated publicly, and also in writing on the Nextdoor Saranap 
website(www.saranapstation.nextdoor.com), that the over-the-top height (80 or 90 feet!) is somehow mitigated 
by the fact that the proposed development ‘is in a valley’.  I would encourage you and all the County 
Supervisors to drive over there and see.  There’s NO valley there. 
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And, I find that Mr. Hall (and I’ve heard him say this twice, now), who cites his Walnut Creek and Acalanes 
High School background as somehow justifying his self-appointed role to save the area, is way off base.  He 
says that the scale of his proposal will make it possible to do the development, and threatens that not doing 
anything, or doing something on a small scale, would lead to ‘bad business’ or ‘nightclubs’ in the area.  That’s 
threatening, demeaning, and pure hogwash. 

Oh - by the way, my wife was born and raised in the Saranap and also went to Acalanes High School; we 
obviously live here today.  (Where does Mr. Hall live?).  She too thinks this whole idea is terrible. 

Please make certain this email is formally entered as my input FIRMLY OPPOSED to the Saranap Village 
project and that I add my name to the list asking that the DEIR be redistributed, once the images therein are 
corrected. 

Thank you - 

Pete Strickland 
1011 El Curtola Blvd. 
Walnut Creek, CA  94595 
925.948.5746
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From: Dessira Tish <dessiratish@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 7:14 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

To: Will Nelson

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project are not accurate. After these are corrected, the DEIR 
needs to be recirculated. Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of the project will give the 
neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with the project.  

Thank you, 
Dessira and Thomas Tish
107 Kendall Rd
Walnut Creek, Ca 94595

live luxuriously. live playfully.

Dessira Tish

lulee babes
LB Home

www.facebook.com/LuleeBabes
415.793.4592

Tish_D_T
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From: Eric Venanzi <venanzifamily1@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 8:02 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village project

Dear Mr. Nelson,
The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate.  After these are 
corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact of 
the project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems associated with 
the project.

Thank you for your efforts to support development more in keeping with Saranap's history and current character

Eric and Krissi Venanzi 

Venanzi_E_K Waples_J
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From: Mary Weiss <gaucho901234-baby@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 9:53 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village

Dear City of Lafayette and County members, 

We live on Hoedel Court. We chose our home in part because of the safe streets.  We oppose the proposal to amend the 
County General Plan and the proposal for a large Saranap Village that is greatly oversized.  The project not only exceeds 
the allowed height and density, but the associated 5,000 daily car trips would have a very negative impact on our 
neighborhood.  We live near Old Tunnel Road.  The DEIR vastly underestimates the number of cars that will use Old 
Tunnel Road to reach highway 24.  It also does not factor in all the additional cars that will use Old Tunnel as a cut 
through or a diversion to avoid the congestion associated with the project and with downtown Walnut Creek. The DEIR did 
not evaluate many of the important intersections in our part of Lafayette.  Nor does the DEIR look at the impact on 
schools, particularly Acalanes High School.  The current proposal should be rejected.  And any proposed development 
should adequately evaluate the traffic impact on numerous intersections and should include a realistic evaluation of the 
number of cars that will use our neighborhood streets and collector streets as a result of the project.   

Thank you. 
Herb and Mary Weiss 
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From: Robbins, Joanne <JRobbins@ci.lafayette.ca.us>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 11:05 AM
To: 'Dave Weyer'; Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Cc: Cass, Michael; Greenblat, Leah
Subject: RE: Saranap Project - impact on Neighborhood

Dear Mr. Weyer: Your e mail is being forwarded to our staff members who are reviewing the draft Environmental
Impact Report for this project.
Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549
925 284 1968
925 299 3210 (direct)
925 284 3169

From: Dave Weyer [mailto:dweyer1234@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 10:45 AM 
To: Robbins, Joanne; william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us; Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us;
Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us
Subject: Saranap Project - impact on Neighborhood 

All -

I am opposed to this project, and hope you will not allow it to happen. 

I oppose amending the County General Plan to allow increased height and density. 
I am are concerned about increased car traffic on neighborhood streets in Lafayette 
I request that the issues raised by the Lafayette Mayor in his April 2014 letter be studied in 
connection with a new EIR 
I oppose this project, which is too big, too dense, and too out-of-character for this location.

David Weyer 
3143 Stanwood Lane 
36 year resident of Lafayette 
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From: Gary Whitehead <gary_whitehead@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 11:19 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Mr. & Mrs. Gary Whitehead 
2830 Kinney Drive 
Walnut Creek, CA  94595-1059 
November 16, 2014 

William Nelson 
Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development 
30 Muir Road 
Martinez, CA  94553 

Re:  Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-
3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

This letter is regarding the proposed Saranap Village project at the corner of Boulevard Way and Saranap 
Ave.  We oppose the Saranap Village project because it will adversely alter the landscape and the 
neighborhood.  We believe the project is too tall, too dense, and is incompatible with our neighborhood.  Also, 
we object to it because of its potential to affect the burglary rate in the surrounding single-family household 
neighborhood.   

We feel that the draft EIR does not adequately represent the effect that the proposed Saranap Village will have 
on the surrounding neighborhood.  We do not approve of the developer’s plans to get around the current 
zoning regulations for building height, density, traffic and safety.  We believe any development in Saranap 
should comply with existing zoning laws and be in compliance with the existing General Plan. 

The images in the DEIR depicting Saranap Village are not accurate.  Images that more accurately reflect the 
visual impact of the project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the merits and problems 
associated with the project.  The developer has removed the fountain and the arched sign from the project, yet 
the old renderings with the fountain appear in the newspaper of Nov. 09, 2014.  These renderings, showing the 
fountain, the pedestrian round-about and only the smaller of the buildings, cast an inaccurate representation to 
a large number of viewers. 

Saranap is not close to any BART stations and does not need more high-density housing.  We do not want 
more traffic in the neighborhood, especially when this project cuts lanes on Boulevard Way from four lanes to 
two.  We like to drive down Boulevard Way and see our beautiful mountain, Mt. Diablo.  We do not want to 
drive down Boulevard Way and instead see tall, high-density apartment buildings. 

The traffic increase impact of 4,998 vehicle trips per day will substantially affect the surrounding 
neighborhood.  This alone is not a small or “insignificant” impact, as the DEIR implies.  We live in Lafayette 
school district and pay property taxes accordingly, yet we are discriminated against because we live in the 
county, not the city.  Would this high-density village project be approved in the city Lafayette?  

Please keep our neighborhood safe and in keeping with the current character. 
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Gary Whitehead 
925-937-4529
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From: Lisa Whitehead <lisa_whitehead@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 3:20 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: County File Numbers GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

Lisa & Gary Whitehead 
2830 Kinney Drive 
Walnut Creek, CA  94595 
October 27, 2014 

William Nelson 
Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development 
30 Muir Road 
Martinez, CA  94553 

Re:  County File Numbers GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035 

Dear William Nelson, 

This correspondence is regarding the proposed Saranap Village project at the corner of Boulevard Way and 
Saranap Ave.  We oppose the Saranap Village project because it will adversely alter the landscape and the 
neighborhood.  We believe the project is too tall, too dense, and is incompatible with our neighborhood.  Also, 
we object to it because of its potential to affect the burglary rate in the surrounding single-family household 
neighborhood.   

We feel that the draft EIR does NOT adequately represent the effect that the proposed Saranap Village will 
have on the surrounding neighborhood.  We do not approve of the developer’s plans to get around the current 
zoning regulations for building height, density, traffic and safety.  We believe any development in Saranap 
should comply with existing zoning laws and be in compliance with the existing General Plan. 

Saranap is not close to any BART stations and does not need more high-density housing.  We do not want 
more traffic in the neighborhood, especially when this project cuts lanes on Boulevard Way from four lanes to 
two.  We like to drive down Boulevard Way and see our beautiful mountain, Mt. Diablo.  We do not want to 
drive down Boulevard Way and instead see tall apartment buildings. 

The traffic increase impact of 4,998 vehicle trips per day will substantially affect the surrounding 
neighborhood.  This alone is not a small or “insignificant” impact, as the DEIR implies. 

Please keep our neighborhood safe. 

Thank you, 

Lisa Whitehead 
925-937-4529
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From: Kath Whiteman <whiteman1231@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 5:00 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County file Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035(

Mr. Nelson, 

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project are not accurate. After 

these are corrected, the DEIR should be recirculated. Images that more accurately reflect 

the visual impact of the project will give the neighborhood a chance to understand the 

merits and problems associated with the project. 

Kathleen Whiteman

Right-click here to download 
pictures.  To help protect your  
privacy, Outlook prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet. This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is active.
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From: Claudia Windfuhr
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035)
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 1:07:11 PM

 
Dear Mr. Nelson,
The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate. The
building looks so much smaller than what it is in reality, a monster project which will
forever change our neighborhood.

After the pictures are corrected, the DEIR needs to be recirculated. Images that more
accurately reflect the visual impact of the project will give the neighborhood a chance
to understand the merits and problems associated with the project.
 
 

Thank you for your efforts to support development more in keeping with Saranap's history
and current character.

Claudia Windfuhr
17 Acorn Court
Walnut Creek CA 94595
415-425-1230
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From: Steven Wopschall <srwopschall@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 10:53 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village, Boulevard Way Redevelopment Project, DEIR Concerns

Dear Mr. Nelson,

RE: County File Numbers, GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035 

As a new resident of Saranap, I wanted to email you expressing some concerns over the Saranap Village 
project, i.e. the redevelopment of Boulevard Way.  What attracted my wife and I to the area was the semi-rural, 
low density, unincorporated Contra Costa community.  Having lived for several years in San Francisco and 
Emeryville, there is a very strong appeal for the ethos that a place like Saranap projects.  Additionally, having 
lived for years in denser, urban environments, what is beautiful about Saranap are the unobstructed views of 
thousands of Valley Oak trees and unobstructed angles of Mt. Diablo. Being one who is involved in the 
outdoors as a climber and a sportsman, you can imagine what that means to me.  Furthermore, my wife enjoys 
walking to work along Olympic, and we both enjoy walking through the neighborhood streets, where currently, 
the traffic and street parking does not pose a serious problem.  We were attracted to all of these aspects and 
chose to move to the area not simply to move, but to also raise a family for the next 20+ years.  You can 
imagine our enthusiasm upon meeting our neighbors who have lived in the area before we were even 
born.  That longevity in a community is very hard to find these days. As such, you can imagine I have some 
concerns over the redevelopment project.   

As a structural engineer having been involved in mixed use development projects, I know that many times these 
projects are proposed and developed in the size and scale such as this one as a sort of exploitation of the area, 
economy and those who live there.  For example, the massive condo/apt. developments off the I-580 at the 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART station would not exist if there was not a demand for more affordable Bay Area 
housing on a direct line to work in San Francisco.  I truly believe, however, that the massive parking lots, the 
massive parking garages, and the cookie-cutter architecture are not the most sensible way to provide a 
solution.  The exploitation of a need at the bottom most dollar and on the largest allowable scale is usually in 
stark contrast with creating a sense of community.  When I read about the redevelopment project in Saranap and 
saw the architectural renderings, I was immediately reminded of my reaction to seeing the massive development 
off the I-580.

One could hardly make the case that the size and density of the Saranap Village "fits in" with the community 
and its values.  I wholeheartedly believe that Boulevard needs to be redeveloped as it is severely outdated, but 
to amend the general plan in order to do so does not sit well.  Moreover, the mixed use trend these days in 
residential architecture and development suits many areas, but I do not believe it will 100% suit Boulevard 
Way.  The "mixed-use" implementation of the Safeway project on College Ave. and Clairemont, in Rockridge 
is a wonderful example of smart, sensible, community driven architecture.  College Ave. is a premier East Bay 
walking street with a plethora of shops and restaurants, and so street facing commercial space, in what 
otherwise is simply a grocery store project, will absolutely be used to its fullest capacity.  Now I know that isn't 
a residential project, but that community is one in which first story retail will thrive, as an example.  Now had a 
developer built five stories higher full of apartments and condos, I can absolutely guarantee you that those will 
be filled in no time.  There is a demand to live in an area such as Rockridge and a severely limited supply, but I 
would argue that this would have been an exploitation of the area and Rockridge would have lost an element of 
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what makes Rockridge, Rockridge.  As a result, I have concerns over the "mixed-use" part of the Saranap 
Village development and the quantity of commercial space. 

Emeryville is another good example of condos with retail space below.  The Glashaus project is a wonderful 
condo project that has first story retail and very nicely hides its parking garages.  This project is of a sensible 
height and size for the surrounding neighborhood. Hollis Street is a great walking street and one would expect 
first floor commercial space to do very well, however, much of the space was vacant for a number of years after 
the completion of the project.  Now, instead of what was probably advertised, which may have been wonderful 
community restaurants, local businesses, etc., there is a dry cleaners and a Subway, with a Starbucks across the 
street.  I truly believe there is a disconnect between the potential idea, and the reality of that idea.  As a result, 
being that Boulevard Way is in no way a pedestrian street, and that the proposed commercial space is in 
conjunction with a large number of residential units, what is the most logical "need" based commercial groups 
to put in those spaces?  I dare to say that I expect a Starbucks, a dry cleaners, and a Subway.  Perhaps even a 
Kinkos/FedEx, and maybe another pizza shop.  This is hardly the ethos of unincorporated Contra Costa county 
that I have quickly come to enjoy.  What is more, as Boulevard Way is not a pedestrian street such as College 
Ave., I have serious doubts as to whether this proposed project will ever be a "destination" for residents of the 
Saranap community.  I have a two minute drive to that part of Boulevard Way, and what my wife and I love is 
the local run sandwich shop, Marucci's, that is so popular that it always has a line out the door.  It is hard to 
imagine a Subway down the street.  I hardly want to extrapolate for the sake of theatrics, but I can only imagine 
this development, a few more down the street, a new office park, a car dealership, a large hardware store (in 
spite of the ACE on Mt. Diablo), a safeway (in spite of the one on Tice Valley) and a Baja Fresh and a Subway 
and now all of a sudden we have an actual incorporated city.  Pull off the freeway at Dublin/Pleasanton BART 
and this is what you see, all spurred by the influx of residents who fill these large, dense development 
projects.  To argue that this development is making Boulevard Way a walkable, pedestrian street with 
commercial retail, etc., is quite likely not going to be a reality for the residents of Saranap, but only a reality for 
those who live in the "Village".  In that sense, I hardly see how the size and density of this development, with 
inevitable unintended consequences, will enhance the Saranap community, and not adversely affect the lives of 
current residents.  These are my general feelings regarding this project.   My specific concerns are as follows: 

Amendment to the general plan allowing for mixed-use zoning increases the height limit, which will
have an adverse affect on the surrounding community.  Views will be obstructed, views of Mt. Diablo
will likely be obstructed, and the character of the street will be severely altered.    Furthermore, the
DEIR does not do an adequate job showing how the height will affect the visual surroundings from all
significant angles.  (Reference Govt Code 65358(a))
The single family character of Saranap will be sharply contrasted and degraded by this project. (GP 3-
21)
Saranap itself does not have the infrastructure to immediately support the number of residents this
project intends.  The General Plan states that multi-family housing shall be close to such
infrastructure.  The fact that this project is not will either spur continuous development of infrastructure
in Saranap that is intended to support this project and its specific residents, which is in direct
contradiction to the character of the surrounding community, or will certainly increase traffic on
Boulevard Way and surrounding streets for those residents to reach local infrastructure, such as a
grocery store. These projects are often about convenience, hence the commercial space is likely, in
actuality, going to address the needs of only the project residents without the surrounding community in
mind.  Placing this type of project in a location that does not have supporting, convenient infrastructure
(by design) contradicts and adversely affects the future of the surrounding community.  (GP 3-8 and GP
3-21)
The DEIR mentions taking the four lanes section of Boulevard Way in front of the project down to two
lanes with a possible traffic circle etc.  With the proposed number of units, and if this development is
intended to be a destination for residents, which inevitably means driving as Boulevard Way is not a
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pedestrian street, this reduction in lanes will have significant impact on traffic, which is not adequately 
addressed in the DEIR.
In conjunction with the previous point, the number of units with the possible total number of residents
will increase traffic to such a high degree that the winding two lane section of Boulevard Way that
connects to Olympic, and therefore the I-680 will experience a significant increase in traffic, as will the
four lane section leading to the I-24 off Mt. Diablo.  The increase in traffic, and the fact that Boulevard
Way in its entirety is not built as a pedestrian thoroughfare, will diminish any chance of an actual
pedestrian driven community.  There are no alternate forms of transportation, and this project does not
address that.  People will drive, and that is sure to adversely affect the surrounding
community.   Furthermore, with this increase in traffic, and the reduction of lanes, I as a resident living
off Olympic, will surely never again take Boulevard to reach I-24, even though this is the most direct
way.  This type of impact is not adequately addressed in the DEIR.
Lastly on the traffic point, the DEIR does not address the fact of whether there are an adequate number
of jobs in the local area.  The project makes the case that this to allow for residents of the proposed
project to walk to them.  It is my concern that like much of the Bay Area, people do not live near there
work.  Up to 5000 car trips per day will heavily influence the roads of Saranap, the surrounding BART
stations, and general community traffic.
The DEIR does not address open space or public parks.
The significant impact on the transportation conditions experienced by this project will compromise the
safety of pedestrians, bicyclists, and other vehicular traffic (GP 5-15), while any mitigation, such as lane
reductions and traffic circles, will sharply increases traffic congestion and the effectiveness of Boulevard
Way as a commutable road.  These two things in conjunction are not adequately addressed by the DEIR.

Again, I am not opposed to the redevelopment of Boulevard Way, but I am concerned that the proposed plan 
does not have the greater Saranap community in mind, and therefore will adversely affect the existing and 
surrounding community.  Aside from the numerous tangible consequences that will adversely affect the 
surrounding community, my larger concern is that a project like this will result in commercial retailers filling 
the project commercial space whose primary aim is the convenience of the project residents, not the residents of 
the community.  Furthermore, my concern is the future development will be with the project residents in mind, 
thereby filling the "infrastructure gap", and not with the current Saranap residents in mind, nor the values of the 
community.  Redevelopment is certainly needed and is possible, but we must question the model under which it 
is done.  What is right for one community is not necessarily right for another.   

Sincerely,
Steven R. Wopschall, P.E. 
Structural Engineer, 
Ph.D. Candidate, University of California, Davis 

858-344-4573
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Danielle Dowler

From: Ruane Yee <ruane.yee@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 1:01 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson : 

We are strongly opposed to the proposed Saranap Village project by the developer Mark Hall (Hall 
Equities).  We are not opposed to development, we are opposed to development that does not fit 
visibly with the surrounding areas. 

The scale of the proposed development is over-sized, and way too tall--it would never be approved, 
as is, by the City of Lafayette OR the City of Walnut Creek—there are reasons why each of these 
cities have height limitations. 

Why should the height of 80-90 feet for the proposed Saranap Village project be appropriate at the 
the edge of either of those cities near a residential neighborhood?  We are concerned with the 
significant increase in traffic such a development would produce as well. 

The images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project, are not accurate.  After these are 
corrected, the DEIR needs to be re-circulated.  Images that more accurately reflect the visual impact 
of the project will give the neighborhood residents a chance to understand the merits and problems 
associated with the project. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely,

Arnold and Ruane Yee 
1212 Sunset Loop 
Lafayette, CA   94549 
(925) 822-8887 (cell) 

Yee_A

5-135



1

Danielle Dowler

From: Robbins, Joanne <JRobbins@ci.lafayette.ca.us>
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 1:37 PM
To: 'Julia Young'; Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Cc: Cass, Michael
Subject: RE: Saranap Village amendment

Dear Ms. Young: Your e mail is being forwarded to our staff member who is reviewing the draft Environmental Impact
report for this project.

Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549
925 284 1968
925 299 3210 (direct)
925 284 3169

Original Message
From: Julia Young [mailto:young@jyadv.com]
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 12:50 PM
To: Robbins, Joanne; william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us; Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us;
Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us
Subject: Saranap Village amendment

To Whom it May Concern:

Re: Impact of developer proposal to amend County General plan for Saranap Village project

I live on the corner of Sunset Loop and Meek Place, just 1/2 block from Kinney Drive. This street is used by many school
children who walk to the local grammar school just 1 block from my home. In addition, the street is continually used as a
short cut from Walnut Creek to Pleasant Hill Road, and traffic is already a problem. It has been brought to my attention
by many of my immediate neighbors that the proposal for increased height and density beyond currently allowed would
greatly negatively impact our neighborhood. I am not opposed to a development that would be in keeping with our
suburban neighborhoods, and believe that visual improvement of said area is indeed needed. Saranap Village could be
an asset to our area if conservative guidelines are met.

Please consider the following:
* We oppose amending the County General Plan to allow increased height and density * We are concerned about
increased traffic on neighborhood streets in Lafayette * I request that the issues raised by the Lafayette mayor in his
April 2014 letter be studied in connection with a new EIR

Thank you for your consideration.
Julia Young
1132 Sunset Loop
Lafayette, CA 94549
email: young@jyadv.com

Young_J
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5.3 Responses to DEIR Comment Letters 
This section presents responses to issues raised in comments received on the DEIR during the 
review period that are related to physical environmental effects of the Project, are under the 
purview of CEQA, and pertain to the adequacy of the CEQA analysis. 

5.3.1 Agencies 

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS), October 17, 
2014 (page 5-5) 

Response to Comment Caltrans-1: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic-related impacts of the Project on Interstate-680 (I-680) mainline and ramps. As 
noted on DEIR page 4.16-10 under Freeway Segment Operations, the three directional freeway 
segments selected for analysis were locations where the effect of Project trips would likely be the 
greatest. This determination was based on the Caltrans requirement for the analysis of all projects 
generating between 1 and 49 trips that could be assigned to a State Highway facility experiencing 
congested or unstable (LOS E-F) flow. Consistent with Caltrans guidelines for analysis of 
freeway segments, Highway Capacity Software (HCS2000) was used to determine the LOS on 
the freeway segments analyzed for the Project. For further detail, see the Intersection, Roadway 
Segment, and Freeway Segment Selection and Analysis section of Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Caltrans-2: 
The Project would contribute impact fees through the County’s Central County Area of 
Benefit/Traffic Impact Fee program (the fee schedule can be viewed at www.co.contra-
costa.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/44917). Regarding public transportation facilities, the site is 
served by County Connection Routes 1 (weekday) and 301 (weekend), which provide access to 
the Walnut Creek BART Station. As explained on DEIR pages 4.16-29 and 4.16-30, the existing 
bus stops in front of the Project site would be relocated west along Boulevard Way. Final 
locations are subject to approval by the County Public Works Department and County 
Connection.  

City of Lafayette, November 14, 2014 (page 5-6) 

Response to Comment Lafayette-1: 
The County is in receipt of all comment letters submitted by the City of Lafayette. The CEQA 
process has three distinct phases: Notice of Preparation (NOP), DEIR, and Response to 
Comments/FEIR. As demonstrated in the responses below, most of the City’s comments were in 
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fact addressed in the DEIR/RDEIR. For certain comments, the County determined that the 
Response to Comments/FEIR was the most appropriate phase of the process for providing a 
response. The County did not intend to give the impression that the City’s comments were being 
ignored; the intent was to provide responses at the most appropriate step in the process  

Response to Comment Lafayette-2: 
With regard to the comment’s concerns for aesthetics, first note that the RDEIR includes a 
corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 
which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. In response to the comment regarding the Project’s 
visibility from its Viewing Evaluation Sites, the RDEIR includes a new visual simulation, 
Viewpoint Number 9, which depicts the Project and MPA as viewed from Camino Diablo 
approximately 650 feet east of its intersection with El Curtola Boulevard. This location was 
chosen because it offers topographic elevation and a clear view (i.e., no foreground obstructions), 
and is proximate to the Project site relative to other locations identified on the City’s Viewing 
Evaluation Sites map (the closest site identified on the map, Meher School/Sun Valley Swim 
Club, is approximately 900 feet more distant from the Project site). Based on the visibility of the 
Project and MPA as shown in Viewpoint Number 9, and considering the intervening topography, 
trees, and buildings, it is evident that neither the Project nor MPA would be visible from any of 
the sites identified on the Viewpoint Evaluation Sites map.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-3: 
This comment asserts that the DEIR insufficiently analyzed the Project’s visibility from State 
Route 24 (SR 24), a designated scenic highway. The County disagrees with this assertion. 

The analysis of the Project’s visual impacts within a State scenic highway is found on RDEIR 
pages 4.1-18 and 4.1-19. The analysis concluded that views of the Project were either obstructed 
or fleeting, and therefore any impact would be less than significant. The conclusion is based on 
the following rationale: 

• Driving east on SR 24 toward southbound I-680, views would be entirely obstructed by the 
soundwall on the south side of the freeway.  

• Driving east on SR 24 toward northbound I-680, views would be fleeting. In this direction, 
one uses a flyover connector to transition onto north I-680. By the time the connector gains 
sufficient elevation to allow a view over the soundwall, the Project site is approximately 
80-90 degrees to the right of the direction of travel. Thus, to see the Project, it would be 
necessary to turn one’s head to look south and away from the road. This instantaneous 
(fleeting) view would quickly vanish, as the connector immediately veers north, putting the 
Project site behind the viewer. 

• Driving west onto SR 24 from the Mt. Diablo Boulevard onramp, views would be fleeting 
at best. In this direction, one uses an onramp at the base of the interchange to enter SR 24. 
By the time the onramp clears the interchange structure and merges into freeway traffic, the 
Project site is approximately 90 degrees to the left of the direction of travel. Because of the 
superelevated (canted) roadway surface, the Project would be mostly, if not entirely, 
obstructed from view. To obtain any view of the Project, it would be necessary to turn 
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one’s head to look south and be able to see over the roadway. Any available view would 
instantly disappear, as the Project would be behind the viewer and obstructed by the 
soundwall and trees along the south side of the freeway. 

• Driving west onto SR 24 from south I-680, views would be fleeting. In this direction, one 
uses a flyover connector to transition onto SR 24. The Project site would momentarily be in 
front of the viewer. However, by the time the connector gains sufficient elevation to allow 
a meaningful view toward the Project, it is superelevated and veering right. At this point 
the Project site is approximately 45 degrees to the direction of travel. To obtain a view of 
the Project, it would be necessary to turn one’s head to look south and away from the road. 
As the connector touches down, any view of the Project would quickly vanish, as the 
Project would be behind the viewer. 

• Driving west onto SR 24 from north I-680, the Project would be visible, but views would 
still be fleeting. In this direction, one uses a flyover connector to transition onto westbound 
SR 24. As the connector ascends, the Project site becomes more visible. Near the 
connector’s crest, a momentary view is available directly down Boulevard Way to the 
Project site. At this location the Project site is approximately 45 degrees to the direction of 
travel. Thus, to see the Project, it would be necessary to turn one’s head to look southwest 
and away from the road. As the connector continues and begins to descend, the Project site 
would enter one’s peripheral vision, but would not be directly in the field of view. This 
view would quickly be gone as the connector descended into the interchange. 

• This view from the SR 24/I-680 interchange is the only view in which anything more than 
the roof of the Project would be visible. This is also the only view in which the Project 
would visible in the larger context of background hills, trees and other vegetation, and 
surrounding development. From this viewing location, foreground development (including 
the freeway interchange itself) draws the viewer’s attention and is significantly more 
intrusive than background development in the vicinity of the Project site such as the large 
Price Self Storage building, which is approximately 1,500 feet away.  

The analysis of the Project’s potential visual impacts relative to the scenic highway was 
conducted by driving the aforementioned roadways and assessing Google Maps Street View 
images. SR 24 and I-680 are high-speed freeways. The County deemed it unnecessary, due to the 
safety risk involved, to obtain photographs from these locations for the purpose of developing 
photosimulations, when the analysis can be conducted through other means.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-4: 
For an explanation as to why the County declined the City’s request to erect story poles at the 
Project site, see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-5: 
This comment regarding displacement and housing affordability does not address the Project’s 
physical impacts on the environment nor other aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the 
Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA, and thus are beyond the purview of the EIR.  
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15382, Significant Effect on the Environment, defines a significant 
effect on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of 
the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, 
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An 
economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the 
environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change may be considered in 
determining whether the physical change is significant.”  

The relevant issue under CEQA is whether the Project would displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The Project 
and the MPA would initially displace 25 existing residential units, but would replace them with 
hundreds of new housing units. Therefore, neither would cause nor exacerbate a housing 
shortage, and neither would result in a net displacement of housing. Please see DEIR 
Impact 4.13-1 and 4.13-2, where the DEIR describes that while the project would displace 
existing housing units and residents, it would provide a net increase in housing and the change 
would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  

Furthermore, the demolition of 25 units alone would not result in displacement of a “substantial” 
number of existing housing units as they represent only a small fraction of the approximate units 
currently existing in the Saranap area, the City of Walnut Creek’s Sphere of Influence, and 
Countywide. In addition, numerous residential units are either recently constructed or under 
construction in Walnut Creek. In light of these facts, even if no replacement housing were 
included in the Project or MPA, neither would trigger the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. 

Regarding housing affordability, CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), Economic and Social 
Effects, identifies that economic and social effects not related to physical impacts do not need to 
be evaluated in an EIR. While, beyond the purview of CEQA, all new residential development in 
Contra Costa County and in Walnut Creek must comply with the applicable inclusionary housing 
ordinance, which requires the production of affordable housing (or funding for affordable 
housing). Therefore, while not a CEQA issue, concern over the socio-economic effects of 
potential displacement of the existing residential units, and affordable housing in general, is a 
policy issue to be addressed by the County.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-6: 
This comment regarding school impacts is addressed under Section 4.14, Public Services. Refer to 
Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project-generated student population of 
approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high school students and 42 elementary 
students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50 via payment of applicable school fees at 
the time of building permit issuance, the Project would fully mitigate the potential effect of new 
students on public school facilities, including impacts on Acalanes High School.  

Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses opportunities for 
public service providers to comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

5-140



5. Written Comments on the DEIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

Response to Comment Lafayette-7: 
This comment asserts that the DEIR lacked an analysis of 13 intersections in the Project vicinity 
that should have been evaluated. However, no evidence is provided to support this claim that the 
additional analysis is required under CEQA. The SR 24 Westbound On-Ramp was evaluated in 
the DEIR and was labeled incorrectly as intersection #7 (Boulevard Way/Mt. Diablo Boulevard). 
This error was corrected in the MPA TIA and the RDEIR. The other intersections cited in this 
comment were not analyzed in the DEIR; however, they were addressed in the TIA for the MPA 
and the Project, prepared by Omni-Means, and found in Appendix F of the RDEIR. All 
intersections studied in the DEIR were selected in a manner consistent with Contra Costa 
Transportation Authority (CCTA) Technical Procedures and reflect locations most likely to be 
affected by Project traffic. See the Intersection, Roadway Segment, and Freeway Segment 
Selection and Analysis Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as 
well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential 
Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-8: 
The comment is noted and the following text changes have been made to the DEIR. 

The second paragraph on page 4.16-5 of the DEIR has been updated: 

Pleasant Hill Road is a four-lane arterial street that extends from Olympic Boulevard 
through portions of Lafayette, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, and Contra Costa County in a 
north-south direction. At its intersection with Old Tunnel Road, Pleasant Hill Road has 
raised landscaped medians, and left-turn channelization. A full interchange with Highway 
24 is located directly north of Old Tunnel Road. In addition, the Highway 24 eastbound 
off-ramp forms the western leg of the Pleasant Hill Road / Old Tunnel Road / Highway 
24 westbound eastbound off-ramp intersection. Like I-680 and Highway 24, Pleasant Hill 
Road is designated at a Route of Regional Significance.  

The bullet list on page 4.16-5 of the DEIR has been updated: 

1. Boulevard Way / Olympic Boulevard / Tice Valley Boulevard (signalized)  
2. Boulevard Way / Warren Road (side-street stop controlled) 
3. Boulevard Way / Kinney Drive / Garden Court (side-street stop controlled) 
4. Boulevard Way / Saranap Avenue (side-street stop controlled) 
5. Boulevard Way / Flora Avenue (side-street stop controlled) 
6. Boulevard Way / Nicholson Road (side-street stop controlled) 
7. Boulevard Way / Mt. Diablo Boulevard (signalized) 
8. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / Oakland Boulevard (signalized) 
9. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / Alpine Road (signalized) 
10. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / California Boulevard (signalized) 
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11. Olympic Boulevard / Alpine Road (signalized) 
12. Olympic Boulevard / I-680 Northbound Ramps (signalized) 
13. Olympic Boulevard / I-680 Southbound Off-Ramp / Paulson Lane (signalized) 
14. Saranap Avenue / El Curtola Boulevard / Old Tunnel Road (all-way stop controlled) 
15. Pleasant Hill Road / Old Tunnel Road / SR 24 Westbound Eastbound Off-Ramp 

(signalized) 

Table 4.16-2 on page 4.16-8 of the DEIR has been updated: 

TABLE 4.16-2 
EXISTING PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

Intersection 
Traffic  
Control 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/C Ratio/ 
Delay LOSa 

V/C Ratio/ 
Delay LOSa 

1. Boulevard Way / Olympic-Tice Boulevard Signal 0.43 A  0.46 A 

2. Boulevard Way / Warren Road SSSC 10.2 B 11.2 B 

3. Boulevard Way / Kinney Drive SSSC 10.5 B 11.2 B 

4. Boulevard Way / Saranap Avenue SSSC 11.4 B 12.0 B 

5. Boulevard Way / Flora Avenue SSSC 10.1 B 10.8 B 

6. Boulevard Way / Nicholson Road SSSC 13.1 B 14.5 B 

7. Boulevard Way / Mt. Diablo Boulevard Signal 0.45 A 0.52 A 

8. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / Oakland Avenue Signal 0.40 A 0.47 A 

9. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / Alpine Road Signal 0.49 A 0.60 A 

10. Mt. Diablo Boulevard / California Boulevard Signal 0.40 A 0.54 A 

11. Olympic Boulevard / Alpine Road Signal 0.39 A 0.51 A 

12. Olympic Boulevard / I-680 Northbound Ramps Signal 0.58 A 0.86 D 

13. Olympic Boulevard / I-680 Southbound Off-Ramp / 
Paulson Lane Signal 0.62 B 0.51  A 

14. Saranap Avenue / El Curtola Boulevard / Old 
Tunnel Road AWSC 7.5 A 7.5 A 

15. Pleasant Hill Road / Old Tunnel Road / SR 24 
Westbound Eastbound Off-Ramp Signal 16.6 B 18.6 B 

 
a Level of service at signalized and all-way stop-controlled (AWSC) intersections represent overall intersection conditions; level of 

service at side-street stop-control (SSSC) intersections represent the turning movement with the worst condition.  
 
SOURCE: Omni-Means, 2014; Signalized intersection LOS calculations based on CCTA 2.35 methodology (City of 

Walnut Creek). Contra Costa County / City of Lafayette signalized/unsignalized intersection LOS calculations 
based on HCM 2000 methodology using Synchro-Simtraffic software. 

 

Response to Comment Lafayette-9: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the Project-generated 
traffic- and cut-through traffic-related impacts of the Project. The TIA for the MPA, prepared by 
Omni-Means, and found in Appendix F of the RDEIR, further analyzes the Old Tunnel Road-
Saranap Avenue corridor and addresses the potential impact of cut-through traffic diverting from 
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SR 24. See the Intersection, Roadway Segment, and Freeway Segment Selection and Analysis, 
and the Diversion of Traffic to Neighborhood Streets sections of Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-10: 
This comment concerns the Project’s consistency with the Reliez Station Road/Olympic 
Boulevard Corridor improvements. The improvements identified for Pleasant Hill Road/Olympic 
Boulevard and Reliez Station Road/Olympic Boulevard were not fully flushed out at the time of 
DEIR publication. Based on the latest information/updates from the City of Lafayette’s website, 
the City has delayed plans to signalize key intersections along Reliez Station Road. However, it is 
understood that the City has now completed its evaluation and the proposed improvements are 
constructed or planned for future construction. The roundabout at the Olympic 
Boulevard/Pleasant Hill intersection, which was constructed recently, would not result in the 
Project causing any greater traffic impacts than were identified in the DEIR; the Project-related 
trips would simply travel through a more efficient roundabout rather than a less efficient minor 
street stop-controlled intersection. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-11: 
This comment concerns the Project’s consistency with the recommendations of the Lafayette-
Moraga Trail to Ironhorse Trail Connector Study and suggests Project payment toward funding 
the routes. Implementation of the Project would not affect the County’s ability to implement the 
recommendations of the study. As addressed in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Consistency and 
Safety Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, the connector 
identified would not bypass the Project site. Furthermore, Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, which addresses the Project’s consistency with County bicycle and 
pedestrian plans. Lastly, as mentioned in Master Response 1, General Comments, pursuant to 
CEQA, mitigation is required only for impacts that have been identified as potentially significant. 
The commenter fails to establish an essential nexus between the mitigation measure and a 
legitimate governmental interest, and a mitigation measure must be “roughly proportional” to the 
impact of the Project. The commenter fails to provide evidence that either exist in relation to their 
requested Project redesign and contribution to the Lafayette-Moraga Trail.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-12: 
Regarding the identification and provision of bicycle parking on the Project site, the Project is 
required by County Code to provide the on-site bicycle parking. See the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Plan Consistency and Safety Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation 
Analysis, which addresses bicycle parking consistency with the County Code. 
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Response to Comment Lafayette-13: 
This comment concerns the analysis of pedestrian facilities, with a focus on sidewalk design. 
Since no significant pedestrian impacts were identified in the DEIR, no mitigation measures are 
required. Sidewalks are present on both sides of Boulevard Way along the frontage of the Project 
site; the sidewalk on the north side of the roadway extends from the Project site all the way to 
downtown Walnut Creek. Additionally, a sidewalk is present on the west side of Saranap Avenue. 
New sidewalks are currently being constructed along Boulevard Way west of Saranap Avenue as 
part of the Sufism Reoriented Sanctuary project. The Project would enhance pedestrian access 
and safety through incorporation of a vehicle roundabout, reduced travel lanes on Boulevard 
Way, increased pedestrian crossings, and wider sidewalks along the Project frontage. See the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Consistency and Safety Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic 
and Transportation Analysis, which further addresses pedestrian safety and sidewalk design 
consistent with the County Code. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-14: 
This comment concerns the ability of parking facilities at nearby BART stations to accommodate 
Project-generated BART riders, which is addressed in the TIA for the MPA, prepared by Omni-
Means, and found in Appendix F of the RDEIR (see pages 26 and 27). The Project would not result 
in construction or expansion of off-site bicycle or parking facilities (i.e., at the nearby BART 
stations), which would be the subject of an impact analysis. BART manages bicycle parking 
through station planning and maintenance activities; if BART determines that bicycle parking 
becomes too overcrowded, then BART would take steps to add capacity. Most residents living at 
the Project site would find easy access to nearby BART stations via County Connection. 
Conservatively assuming that ten percent of the residential Project component would use BART 
and/or other transit modes, the six or seven residents that may choose to drive and park at a nearby 
BART station would not significantly affect BART access and/or parking demand. Additionally, 
note that a transit program is included in the menu of mitigation measures to reduce Project-
generated traffic GHG emissions under Impact 4.7-2, which would further reduce BART parking 
demand generated by the Project. See the Transit Capacity Subsection of Master Response 3, 
Traffic and Transportation Analysis, for further discussion of transit capacity and parking.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-15: 
Regarding the Project’s potential impact on transit ridership and access at the nearest BART 
Stations, the TIA for the MPA, prepared by Omni-Means, and found in Appendix F of the RDEIR, 
assesses the ability of local transit service and BART to accommodate new riders generated by the 
Project. County Connection routes that currently serve the Project site have sufficient capacity to 
serve the transit demand that would be generated by the Project. Additionally, note that a transit 
program is included in the menu of mitigation measures to reduce Project-generated traffic GHG 
emissions under Impact 4.7-2. See the Transit Capacity Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic 
and Transportation Analysis, for further discussion of transit capacity.  
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Response to Comment Lafayette-16: 
This comment concerns the Project’s potential for construction-related traffic impacts, with 
specific regard to freight traffic and freight traffic routes. Per the County’s standard practices, the 
Project applicant will be required to prepare a traffic control plan to address temporary, short-
term impacts resulting from construction-related activities. The traffic control plan would reduce 
the impact of the Project’s construction activities on transportation to a less-than-significant level. 
Construction routes will not include the Saranap Avenue-Old Tunnel Road corridor. See the 
Construction Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which 
further addresses construction-related requirements for traffic and transportation. In addition, this 
comment notes that freight loading and service impacts were not addressed in the DEIR. Page 25 
of the TIA for the MPA, prepared by Omni-Means, and found in Appendix F of the RDEIR, 
discusses the handling of deliveries on site and concludes that delivery vehicles would not affect 
traffic operations. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-17: 
This comment’s concerns the Project’s potential for construction-related traffic impacts with 
specific regard to the preparation of a Construction Access & Staging Plan. See Response to 
Comment Lafayette-16, above; the traffic control plan would similarly address road conditions 
and construction worker parking. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-18: 
This comment concerns the comprehensiveness of the description of the existing roadway 
network. As stated on page 4.16-1 of the DEIR, the selection of roadways to be described as part 
of the existing roadway network was based on their function in providing access to and through 
the Project site and vicinity, and their inclusion in one or more of the study intersections. Further 
characterization of roadways providing access to the Project site is provided in the TIA for the 
MPA, prepared by Omni-Means, and found in Appendix F of the RDEIR. These clarifications 
and modifications were addressed in the traffic analysis, and the additional information did not 
affect the impact conclusions. See the Intersection, Roadway Segment, and Freeway Segment 
Selection and Analysis Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as 
well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential 
Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-19: 
This comment notes that the DEIR does not state whether traffic counts were collected during 
days when nearby schools were in session. As indicated on pages 6 and 7 of the TIA for the DEIR 
(DEIR Appendix G), all AM and PM peak hour intersection counts were conducted when all 
schools were in session during a normal weekday period (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday).  

Response to Comment Lafayette-20: 
This comment questions the accuracy of the trip distribution methodology, but no evidence is 
provided to support this claim. The result of floating car studies conducted on SR 24 between 
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Pleasant Hill Road and the Project site indicated that there is virtually no difference in travel times 
between using Pleasant Hill Road and using the Old Tunnel Road-Saranap Avenue corridor. 
Heavily congested conditions on eastbound SR 24 during the PM peak commute period are the 
cause of existing diversion. Project trip assignments were reviewed and approved by Contra Costa 
County Transportation and Public Works staff. See the Trip Generation, Distribution, and 
Assignment Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which further 
addresses the methodology used to distribute trips to the roadway network. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-21: 
This comment requests the DEIR be revised to provide additional detail with regard to Project 
Trip Distribution. This level of detail is not provided explicitly in the DEIR as it is not warranted. 
However, it can be calculated by applying the corridor percentages to the Total Net New Project 
Trips numbers in Table 4.16-6. Further, the number of vehicles in the AM and PM peak hours, 
for each study intersection, is provided in the technical appendices of the TIA. This data shows no 
significant impacts during the peak hours; therefore, it can be inferred that there would not be any 
significant impacts outside the peak hours, when traffic volumes are lower. Accordingly, an 
evaluation of ADT at each intersection would not provide any useful information regarding the 
potential for significant impacts. Also refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-19, which 
addresses the DEIR’s treatment of intersection counts. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-22: 
With regard to this comment’s concern for the methodology for level of service calculation, see 
the Intersection, Roadway Segment, and Freeway Segment Selection and Analysis Subsection of 
Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which addresses the DEIRs 
methodology. For the reasons stated in Master Response 3, the methodology that was used is 
deemed more appropriate for use in the Project’s analysis and evaluation under CEQA. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-23: 
This comment suggests that the proposed changes to Boulevard Way (e.g., narrowing, new 
roundabout) would result in increased driving speeds on unaffected parts of Boulevard Way, but 
no evidence is provided to support this claim. As shown in the traffic studies for the Project, the 
proposed street frontage improvements would serve to increase traffic capacity and reduce overall 
accidents. While overall vehicle speeds would be reduced along Boulevard Way along the Project 
site frontage, vehicle speeds beyond the Project site would not change compared to existing 
conditions with no traffic calming measures. Roundabouts add capacity and efficiency while 
reducing overall vehicle delays. In addition, roundabouts have been shown to reduce fatal and 
injury accidents. Studies performed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) indicate 
that roundabouts can reduce all accidents by 70 percent, injury accidents by 88 percent, and fatal 
accidents by 100 percent. There is no evidence to suggest that vehicle speeds outside of the 
roundabout areas would increase compared to existing conditions. See the Boulevard Way 
Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which further addresses 
speed and calming measures along Boulevard Way.  
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Response to Comment Lafayette-24: 
This comment requests an analysis of Project-generated students’ travel patterns. Based on 
previous analyses conducted for residential developments, one (1) K-12 student is typically 
generated for every 20 dwelling units.3 Using this ratio, the Project would generate approximately 
12 students. This number of students is not enough to noticeably affect traffic patterns. These 
students would likely attend any public/private school in the area based on age and advancement. 
A similar ratio for dwelling units and college students is not available. However, even if the 
Project were to produced half as many college students as K-12 students (six students), and all of 
these students attended nearby St. Mary’s College, there would simply be too few trips to 
appreciably affect traffic levels (see September 6, 2016, Response to Comments Report prepared 
by Omni-Means and found in Appendix B of this Response to Comments Document).  

Response to Comment Lafayette-25: 
With regard to this comment’s suggestion for revisions to the traffic analysis to discuss the 
diversion of traffic, this is a central focus of the TIA for the MPA, prepared by Omni-Means, and 
found in Appendix F of the RDEIR. In addition, as noted in the September 6, 2016, Response to 
Comments Report prepared by Omni-Means (see Appendix B of this Response to Comments 
Document), the trip distribution model does not Project extensive use of local neighborhood 
streets and confirms excess capacity at all local study intersections. Accordingly, even if Project 
traffic were diverted from some local streets onto other local streets, there would not be a 
likelihood of a significant impact. The Diversion of Traffic to Neighborhood Streets Subsection of 
Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, also addresses traffic diversion to 
neighborhood streets. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-26: 
With regard to this comment’s suggestion for revisions to the traffic analysis to include accident 
data, see the TIA for the MPA, prepared by Omni-Means, and found in Appendix F of the 
RDEIR. Beginning on page 13, the accident history and safety of Boulevard Way with the Project 
is considered at length. Unsafe speeds and limited sight distances were both identified as 
contributing factors to accidents. The Project would not create any design safety hazards. All 
criteria for safe sight distance, stopping distance, and maneuverability have been met. Since the 
Project would lower speeds on Boulevard Way and would not contribute to the limited sight 
distance, the number of vehicular accidents with the Project would likely improve. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-27: 
The comment suggests that the DEIR should be revised to analyze the Project’s impact on the 
City of Lafayette’s ability to implement its General Plan. CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, 
Question X.b reads as follows:  

“Would the project…Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 

                                                      
3 Fehr & Peers, Traffic Impact Analysis for The Landing Project, City of Walnut Creek, 2013. 
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specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? [emphasis added]” 

The City of Lafayette does not have jurisdiction over the Project. Thus the comment’s suggested 
revision is outside the scope of the CEQA document. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-28: 
The Project’s potential impacts related to parks and open space are discussed in Master Response 5, 
Recreation, as well as DEIR Section 4.15, Recreation, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential 
Cumulative Impacts.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-29: 
Potential Project effects on police and fire protection services are analyzed in Section 4.14, Public 
Services of the DEIR. Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on page 4.14.-5, which estimates that the Project 
would result in a 0.4 percent increase in the Sheriff’s Office service population. This increase 
would not result in a significant impact to facilities or response times. Furthermore, the analysis 
found the Project would be adequately served by the Contra Costa County Sheriff’s Office 
through the County Sheriff’s Office’s Valley Station, which currently serves the Project site, and 
would not result in the need for new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts. The DEIR did not evaluate impacts on City of 
Lafayette police services and infrastructure because the Project site is not in the jurisdiction of the 
Lafayette Police Department. For clarification, the third paragraph on page 4.14-1 of the DEIR 
has been updated:  

Police services that cover the Project vicinity are provided by the Contra Costa County 
Sheriff’s Office. The Sheriff’s Patrol Division provides uniformed law enforcement 
services to the residents who either live in part of Contra Costa’s 521 square miles of 
unincorporated land, a contract city, or a special district. A network of Station Houses, each 
of which is commanded by a Lieutenant, provides law enforcement services to the 
163,000 residents of the unincorporated areas of the County (Contra Costa County, 2014b). 
The closest Contra Costa County Police station to the Project site is the Valley Station, 
located 5.5 miles southeast in the Alamo area. The Valley Station currently serves the 
existing Project site. The County Sheriff’s Office has a staff total of approximately 
720 sworn personnel and 332 general employees (Contra Costa County, 2014b). 

Regarding fire protection, the DEIR does mention recent relevant fire station closures, and 
identifies service capacity and Project-generated demand on the Contra Costa Fire Protection 
District’s (CCFPD) fire protection services overall, which would include Fire Station 15 in 
Lafayette. The County notes that while Station 3 is closest to the Project site and anticipated to be 
the primary servicing station, Station 1, located at 1330 Civic Drive in Walnut Creek, is also a 
shorter driving distance to the Project site than Station 15. The County also notes that the DEIR 
and RDEIR were circulated to the CCFPD for comment and no comments were received. Refer to 
Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses opportunities for public service 
providers to comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 
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Response to Comment Lafayette-30: 
For a discussion of growth inducement and cumulative impacts, see Master Response 4, Growth 
Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. Also see Response to 
Comment Lafayette-5 for a response to the comment’s reference to displacement.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-31: 
The DEIR/RDEIR analyzed a conceptual maximum envelope of development, including reasonable 
projections of buildouts within that envelope. Although a specific construction plan could not be 
proposed, conservative assumptions that the Project might be built all at once (despite staging and 
other difficulties) and a Project construction schedule of 19 months were analyzed. 

Construction details assumed for the Project and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR, including 
estimated duration, are detailed in Chapter 3 of the RDEIR. The EIR also analyzes a conservative 
maximum envelope of development for the MPA. However, because the MPA design is more 
developed, and specific detail is available (i.e. concrete plans for internal locations and sizes of 
uses), a more specific construction plan was prepared for the MPA and recognizes the Project will 
be built in phases, with each Site (A, B/B1 and C) comprising a different phase. Therefore, an 
extended, 28-month construction schedule was analyzed for the MPA.  

The shorter, 19-month construction timeline analyzed for the Project represents the worst-case 
scenario for analysis of potential Project construction-related emissions impacts such as 
construction-related exhaust emissions, sensitive receptors’ exposure to emissions of Toxic Air 
Contaminants, greenhouse gas emissions, as well as more intense generation of ground borne 
vibration and/or noise levels, and periodic increase in ambient noise levels. In contrast, a longer 
construction schedule has the potential to create a more significant noise impact due solely to the 
length of time nearby receptors would experience daily construction noise. As such, altering the 
proposed Project construction schedule to shorten the construction schedule or consolidate 
phasing, would increase most impacts and offer the potential to reduce only noise impacts 
attributable solely to the length of the construction period. The DEIR/RDEIR include mitigation 
measures designed and imposed to reduce impacts of both the Project and the MPA to less-than-
significant levels. Accordingly, additional mitigation is not required. See Master Response 1, 
General Comments, for a discussion on CEQA’s requirements for impact mitigation.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-32: 
This comment concerns the adequacy of the DEIR alternatives analysis. DEIR Chapter 6, 
Analysis of Alternatives, presents four Project alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The 
RDEIR presents and analyzes a fifth Project alternative. CEQA does not require boundless 
alternative considerations. As stated on DEIR page 6-1, the “range of alternatives” is governed by 
the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit 
an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body and informed public participation 
(CEQA Guidelines Section15126.6[f]). Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives shall 
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
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Project. Of those, the County is required to examine those which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic Project objectives. Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No 
Project/No Build Alternative (required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]); 2) No 
Project/Rehabilitation Alternative; 3) Reduced Project Alternative (RPA); 4) General Plan 
Buildout Alternative; and 5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA).  

The comment appears to be focused on the RPA because it references the 92 housing units 
projected under that alternative. The comment states that the DEIR should clarify whether this 
alternative: a) complies with the height and density requirements for the existing General Plan and 
zoning designations; b) maintains or enhances the existing levels of service for all potentially 
impacted public roads; c) retains or enhances bicycle circulation and parking; d) provides a 
minimum of 20 percent open space; and e) incorporates sustainability elements, such as obtaining 
LEED certification.  

The DEIR discusses the RPA in detail at pages 6-12 through 6-22. As stated on page 6-13, Sites B, 
B1, and C would remain essentially the same as proposed under the Project and Site A would be 
restricted to the undeveloped southwest corner and reduced to consist of 9,400 square feet of 
neighborhood-serving retail uses only. As the development would still be mixed-use, it would not 
comply with current General Plan and zoning allowances for uses at the Project site. Existing 
density allowances would also be exceeded, mainly because significant portions of Sites B, B1, and 
C are currently designated “Commercial.” As also explained on page 6-13, Site A would be reduced 
from seven stories to four above finished grade and Sites B, B1, and C would remain the same as 
the Project. These building heights do not comply with current General Plan and zoning height 
limits.  

An alternative that complies with the General Plan’s density and height limitations is discussed in 
DEIR Section 6.4.4, General Plan Buildout Alternative. The unit density and floor area ratios 
specified in the General Plan were used, respectively, to determine the intensity of residential and 
commercial development under this alternative. While the “General Commercial” zoning district 
allows buildings up to 50 feet tall, the analysis used the 35-foot height limit specified for the 
“Commercial” General Plan land use designation because, as explained on page 1-7 of the 
General Plan, the zoning is secondary or subservient to the General Plan. However, because the 
General Plan does not state a maximum height for multiple-family uses, the analysis for the 
residential portion relied on the 30-foot height limitation specified for the “M-29 Multiple-
Family” zoning district. This methodology yielded the most conservative analysis.  

Regarding traffic and levels of service, the DEIR/RDEIR includes a comparison of each 
alternative’s traffic impacts to the traffic impacts of the Project. The Project’s traffic impacts are 
less than significant, the traffic impacts of each of the alternatives analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR 
is less than the Project, and thus the impacts of these alternatives are less than significant. 
Specifically, as explained beginning on DEIR page 6-21, the total daily trips estimated for the 
RPA would be 3,033, as opposed to 4,998 for the Project. AM and PM peak hour trips would be 
reduced by 64 percent and 57 percent, respectively. All study intersections, roadways, and 
freeway segments identified as operating acceptably without the Project (existing, near-term, and 
cumulative conditions without Project) would continue to do so. For those intersections, 
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roadways, and freeway segments identified as already operating unacceptably (without Project 
traffic), addition of the daily and peak hour trips from the RPA would not degrade operations 
below the standards of significance established for these facilities by the agencies with 
jurisdiction. Under the RPA, the impacts related to increased traffic volumes, which were found 
to be less-than-significant under the Project, would be reduced. 

Regarding bicycle circulation and parking, as explained on pages 6-14 and 6-22, the RPA would 
neither narrow Boulevard Way, provide diagonal parking, nor provide the roundabout and traffic 
circle proposed under the Project. Frontage improvements would be limited to installation of new 
curbs, gutters, and sidewalks to meet County standards. Bicycle circulation would not be changed 
relative to current conditions. Some bicycle parking would likely be provided on-site under the 
RPA.  

The request to study an alternative that incorporates a minimum of 20 percent open space as well 
as sustainability elements has no basis in CEQA. The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to 
identify alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
Project. The DEIR found potential impacts related to open space and park/recreational facilities to 
be less than significant under the Project. As the population of the RPA would be significantly 
lower than the population of the Project due to the 61 percent reduction in housing units, the 
impacts of the RPA also would be less than significant. This issue therefore need not be 
addressed in an alternative.  

The same reasoning applies regarding incorporation of sustainability elements. The Project’s 
energy consumption was found to be a less-than-significant impact. The RPA would consume 
less energy than the Project, so it too would result in a less-than-significant impact. The RPA also 
would result in lower greenhouse gas emissions than the Project. An alternative examining these 
issues is therefore not required. The County notes, however, that the Project and RPA are 
inherently more “sustainable” than typical sprawl development because they incorporate “smart 
growth” principles (i.e., mixed-use, infill, located along a transit route, and relatively proximate 
to a commuter rail station). The County also notes that since the DEIR was published in 2014, 
elements of the California Building Code and County Ordinance Code have been amended to 
require greater energy efficiency for new multi-family buildings. Thus, if built today, both the 
Project and RPA would be more energy efficient than anticipated when the DEIR was published 
and the City’s comment was submitted. 

County Connection, October 15, 2014 (page 5-9) 

Response to Comment County_Connection-1: 
The commenter recommends establishment of a fee assessment district for the Saranap area. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. The County cannot require additional 
mitigation as requested because no nexus exists for such mitigation (i.e., no impact has been 
identified that a fee assessment district would mitigate). See Master Response 1, General Comments, 
for information on the concepts of nexus and proportionality as they relate to mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment County_Connection-2: 
The commenter recommends a requirement to provide annual transit passes to residents and 
employers. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA), 
prepared by Omni-Means, and found in Appendix F of the RDEIR, assesses the ability of local 
transit service and BART to accommodate new riders generated by the Project. County 
Connection routes that currently serve the Project site have sufficient capacity to serve the transit 
demand that would be generated by the Project. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider 
the Project. The County is not required to impose additional mitigation as requested because no 
nexus exists for such mitigation (i.e., no impact has been identified that required provision of 
transit passes would mitigate). See Master Response 1, General Comments, for information on 
the concepts of nexus and proportionality as they relate to mitigation measures. Additionally, note 
that a transit program is included in the menu of mitigation measures to reduce Project-generated 
traffic GHG emissions under Impact 4.7-2. See the Transit Capacity Subsection of Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, for further discussion of transit capacity 

Response to Comment County_Connection-3: 
The commenter recommends a requirement to improve bus stop access and amenities. This 
comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments. 

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), September 29, 2014 
(page 5-10) 

Response to Comment EBMUD-1: 
The comment references EBMUD’s April 2014 response to the NOP for the EIR. The comment is 
noted. 

Response to Comment EBMUD-2: 
The comment provides information related to possible off-site pipeline improvements that may be 
required for the Project. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment EBMUD-3: 
The comment states that construction activity must be coordinated with EBMUD due to the 
presence of six-inch distribution mains under the Project site and in the immediate area, and that 
EBMUD’s approval is required for improvements constructed within their right-of-way. The 
comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment EBMUD-4: 
The comment requests that the County include a condition of approval requiring the Project to 
comply with the California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance and also states that the 
Project sponsor will be required to adhere to EBMUD Section 31 water service regulations. The 
comment is noted and the County will include the requested condition if the Project is approved.  

5.3.2 Organizations 

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, November 17, 2014 (page 5-15) 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-1: 
This comment serves as a summary of subsequent comments put forth in this letter. This comment 
qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information already 
considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence challenging the 
adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical environment under 
the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in 
Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR 
(i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. Refer to 
Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-2 through -22 below for responses to the environmental 
issues raised in this comment. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-2: 
The County’s response to the Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardoza (Adams_Broadwell) letter 
dated November 10, 2014, cited in this comment and included as an attachment to the 
November 17, 2014, letter on the DEIR, details the County’s compliance with CEQA 
requirements for availability of all reference documents. Specifically, of the 142 individual, non-
duplicative references listed in Chapter 9 of the DEIR, eleven were available on the County's 
website from the beginning of the public comment period along with numerous technical reports 
and studies. Chapter 9 of the DEIR provides web addresses where 50 additional references may 
be accessed. Finally, numerous other DEIR reference materials produced by federal, state, and 
local agencies are readily available online at all times. These include, but are not limited to, 
certain materials produced by Contra Costa County, Association of Bay Area Governments, 
Central Contra Costa Sanitary District, East Bay Municipal Utility District, City of Walnut Creek, 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Department of Water Resources, 
California Department of Transportation, California Employment Development Department, 
California Department of Finance, and the U.S. Census Bureau. Furthermore, the County had 
already granted an extension which brought the comment period to 60 days.  

Regardless of the above, this comment is now moot because the DEIR was recirculated and all 
reference materials were made available during the second public comment period, which ran 
from May 5 through July 6, 2016. Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardoza submitted additional 
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comments during the second public comment period and incorporated all previous comments by 
reference. The County accepted all comments from Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardoza. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-3: 
This comment makes the conclusory statement that the DEIR inadequately describes the Project, 
but does not specify the purported inadequacies. Refer to Chapter 3, Project Description, of the 
DEIR, which provides a clear Project description consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, 
Project Description, and thus includes existing Project site characteristics, surrounding area 
characteristics, Project objectives, Project characteristics, and a list of required discretionary actions.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-4: 
The comment claims the DEIR fails to adequately describe the waste stream associated with 
demolition of the existing on-site structures. As stated beginning on page 4.8-9 of the DEIR, the 
existing structures received some limited sampling for hazardous construction building materials 
including asbestos containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP). While the findings did 
not identify any ACMs or LBP, the DEIR assumes that some may be present. As a result, 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a through HAZ-1e require that all structures receive the necessary 
screening, and if discovered, removal and disposal, in accordance with existing regulatory 
requirements. In addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 on page 4.8-14 of the DEIR would require 
any suspect soils to receive testing to ensure that no contamination is present or, if discovered, 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 provides the necessary protocols to isolate, remove, and dispose of any 
contaminated soils in accordance with transportation laws and the requirements of the licensed 
receiving facility as overseen by the Contra Costa County Health Services Department. Otherwise, 
any hazardous building materials would be addressed by the aforementioned mitigations and in 
accordance with stringent existing regulatory requirements such that no adverse effects are 
anticipated. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-5: 
The comment claims the DEIR fails to provide a consistent and accurate description of the 
additional stormwater treatment and drainage features that would be installed at the Project site. 
As stated beginning on page 4.9-11 of the DEIR, the Project would include the net addition of 
28,283 square feet of new impervious surfaces. Page 4.9-12 of the DEIR provides a list of 
drainage features that would be part of the final drainage control plan which would include 
biofilters, bio-retention facilities, flow-through planters, and landscaped areas that can receive 
stormwater. All drainage facilities would be approved and constructed in accordance with Contra 
Costa Clean Water Program and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4) permit requirements, and must be approved by the 
County Public Works Department prior to issuance of a building permit.  

It is common for drainage plans to be in a preliminary stage when projects undergo CEQA review. 
The preliminary stormwater calculations and determinations of changes to impervious surfaces and 
peak stormwater flows from the proposed improvements are sufficient to identify a reasonable 
range of drainage improvements that would be necessary to meet drainage control requirements as 
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well as the potential impacts of these improvements. The proposed drainage features represent an 
overall improvement to the existing drainage infrastructure at the Project site, which was 
constructed to less stringent drainage control requirements and standards. See also Response to 
Comment Rayden_M-11 that addresses the historic erosion in the Blade Court area and Response to 
Comment Adams_Broadwell-4 above regarding RECs at the Project site. Adherence to the current 
drainage control requirements would result in a less-than-significant impact.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-6: 
The comment claims the DEIR fails to describe the grading and excavation required for Project 
construction and that the DEIR is inconsistent in reporting the amount of area to be disturbed. 
The 5.28 acres that is reported by the DEIR on page 3-17 is the figure that was used throughout 
the DEIR for the analysis of impacts that are affected by the amount of disturbed area, and 
reflects the acreage that will be graded. The hydrology report, referenced in the comment, 
pertains to the areas where the proposed development would occur. Comparing the area reported 
in the DEIR that would be disturbed as part of grading and excavation to the Hydrology report’s 
acreage numbers for where development would occur are not one and the same. Regardless, the 
hydrology report’s focus was on changes to impervious surfaces and resultant peak stormwater 
flows and not the amount of area that requires grading. Therefore, the DEIR consistently studied 
the impacts of disturbing 5.28 acres. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-7: 
The comment claims the DEIR fails to provide the necessary details such as depth of excavation 
for installation of building foundations and underground utilities especially considering the 
presence of historic recognized environmental conditions (RECs) and shallow groundwater. See 
Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-4 above regarding how the DEIR addresses RECs in 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3. The DEIR assumes that RECs may be present and that shallow 
groundwater could be encountered. According to the geotechnical investigation, excavations for 
the proposed building foundations would range from 10 to 20 feet below ground surface. 
Trenching for the installation of utilities would generally be less than 10 feet below ground 
surface. Therefore, based on the expected groundwater level, dewatering during construction may 
be necessary and was addressed in the DEIR on page 4.9-13.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-8: 
The comment asserts that the construction staging could result in air quality and public health 
impacts not analyzed in the DEIR. Although the detailed construction staging plan was not 
available for the Project at the time of the DEIR analyses; the potential impacts from Project 
construction, including the operation of heavy equipment construction machinery and on-road 
sources of emissions (hauling, worker, and vendor trips), were considered and included in the 
analysis of air quality and public health. Construction equipment and materials in use or stored at 
staging sites would be subject to the Project’s mitigation measures regarding idling, dust control, 
engine maintenance, and emission filters (Mitigation Measures AIR-2a through AIR-2c in the 
DEIR as well as dust control conditions listed in Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-4 in 
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Chapter 6 of this Response to Comments Document). See DEIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, 
pages 4.3-12 through 4.3-16 as well as associated technical reports. See also DEIR Section 4.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy, page 4.7-10, for a discussion of potential GHG effects 
from construction equipment and vehicles. 

To the extent that construction staging for a 19-month construction schedule would require the 
temporary use of space within the public right-of-way, the Project applicant would require an 
encroachment permit from the County Department of Public Works. Further detail on 
construction activities and the City’s requirements for managing construction-period traffic is 
provided in Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, where it states that traffic 
due to construction would be temporary, substantially less than the amount generated by the 
Project once constructed and operational, and the impacts with respect to traffic and circulation 
would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-9: 
The Project site is with the jurisdiction of the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). 
Proposed water usage for Project operation was estimated in the DEIR and EBMUD indicated it 
will provide water service contingent upon compliance with its “District Regulations and 
Schedule of Rates and Charges.” As stated on page 4.17-12 of the DEIR, water supply required 
during construction would be only a small increment compared with the volumes estimated for 
Project operation. Therefore, because Project operation would not result in increased demand for 
water supply above existing entitlements or resources, and because Project construction would 
result in a demand for water supply far less than that of Project operation, the impact would be 
less than significant.  

Regarding required infrastructure adjustments for fire service flows, the need for additional above 
ground water infrastructure, if any, would necessarily be developed within the approved Project 
building envelope. As stated on page 4.17-10 of the DEIR, the Contra Costa Fire Protection 
District and the County Building Inspection Division would review the Project construction plans 
and inspect the construction work as it progresses to ensure that proposed buildings meet State 
and local Building and Fire Code requirements. Through compliance with code requirements, the 
specific location and volumes of these systems would be approved with final plans prior to 
issuance of construction permit. Thus, as the Project is obligated by existing State and local 
Building and Fire Code regulatory control requirements no adverse effects would be anticipated, 
and additional analysis is not required. With regard to additional feedback and comments from 
the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District refer to Master Response 1, General Comments.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-10: 
See Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-8, which describes the inclusion of estimated 
construction vehicles, including heavy equipment and on-road vehicles (hauling, worker, and 
vendor trips), in the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions analyses in the DEIR.  
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Regarding construction traffic and the potential for traffic and circulation effects, see Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation 
and Traffic. See Response to Comment Lafayette-16, above; the traffic control plan would 
similarly address road conditions and construction worker parking. 

Overall, traffic generated by Project construction would be temporary and substantially less than 
the amount generated by the Project once constructed and operational, and therefore would be 
less than significant. As such, the less-than-significant impacts related to traffic volumes at 
intersections and on roadways, hazards, and emergency access would be reduced during Project 
construction. The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-11: 
The comment makes the conclusory statement that the DEIR fails to accurately and adequately 
describe the environmental setting for hazardous materials, water quality, and stormwater and 
drainage systems that will serve the Project, but does not specify the purported inadequacies.  

The local setting for hazardous materials begins on page 4.8-2 of the DEIR and includes review 
of a Phase I environmental site assessment prepared for the Project site which consists of a 
thorough assessment in accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 
standards. The setting also includes a review of available environmental databases as well as 
resources from other agencies including California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. In 
areas where detailed reporting was not available, conservative assumptions were used to both 
describe the existing Project site conditions and design appropriate mitigation measures to reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels. This conservative approach is suitable for 
thorough environmental analysis and the comment does not specify how the discussion of 
environmental setting is purportedly inadequate.  

The setting for water quality and stormwater and drainage systems begins on DEIR page 4.9-3 
and relies on a site-specific drainage study conducted for the Project. Sufficient detail was 
provided in this study to adequately describe the existing infrastructure and existing stormwater 
runoff flows that occur during peak storm events. Again, the comment does not specify how the 
discussion of environmental setting is purportedly inadequate.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-12: 
The comment claims the Phase I study used for the DEIR fails to fully characterize the potential 
hazards present at the Project site. The comment suggests that the underground tank closure at the 
site should be retested due to the proposed change in land use. As stated in Response to Comment 
Adams_Broadwell-4, the DEIR assumes that contamination could be present at the site and 
requires Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 to provide the necessary protocols to ensure that any 
discovered contamination is appropriately identified, characterized, and disposed of in accordance 
with current regulatory requirements.  
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Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-13: 
The comment claims the DEIR fails to set forth the existing water quality in the receiving water 
bodies and suggests that the DEIR does not provide the details regarding the pollutants for which 
Suisun Bay is impaired. The comment is noted and the following text is added to the bottom of 
page 4.9-2: 

According to the current 303(d) list as approved by the US EPA, the following pollutants 
have been identified as impairing Suisun Bay: chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxin, furan, 
invasive species, mercury, PCB’s, and selenium. The sources of these various pollutants 
are listed as “unknown”. 

The additional text provides the specific pollutants that have been identified as impairing Suisun 
Bay.  

Additionally, DEIR Impact 4.9-1 addresses the Project’s impact on stormwater pollutants. As 
further described under Impact 4.9-1, while the Project would increase impervious surface area, it 
would minimize additional flow to the existing drainage system and increase water filtration 
through on-site biofilters, and bio-retention systems as well as low impact development (LID) 
features.  

With the exception of the metals (mercury and selenium) and invasive species, the pollutants are 
all pesticide compounds typically associated with past agricultural practices that have 
bioaccumulated. The Project is an urban residential and commercial development and would not 
be a source of substantive additional pesticide compounds. As discussed under DEIR Impact 4.9-1 
the Project would provide treatment measures through implementation of biofilters and bio-
retention flow-through planters to treat stormwater flowing from building roofs, driveways, and 
other various impervious surfaces to provide filtration systems for pollutants such as metals and 
species. These treatment features would be designed in accordance with Contra Costa Clean 
Water Program and NPDES MS4 permit requirements and the final determination would be made 
by the Public Works Department when it reviews the final Project design. Thus, by law, the final 
Project-filtration measures would be effective in ensuring that off-site discharge of any 
stormwater pollutants is reduced to less than significant levels.  

The commenter falsely claims that the DEIR “determines that the Project will add to the current 
pollutant load by increasing the amount of impervious surface area at the Project site.” On the 
contrary, implementation of DEIR Mitigation Measure HYD-3 would ensure that stormflows 
remain at or below pre-project levels, in terms of both the flow rate and volume of water leaving 
the site during the 24-hour, 10-year design storm. As a result, Project stormwater flows would 
remain at or below pre-project levels and would undergo increased water filtration compared with 
existing conditions. As such, the mitigated Project would not add to the current pollutant load and 
may be considered to have beneficial effects with respect to stormwater flows and pollutants.  
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Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-14: 
The comment claims the DEIR fails to describe the existing capacity of the stormwater drainage 
systems and notes that the DEIR mentions potential deficiencies in the area of Blade Court. 
Information on this anecdotal evidence of erosion on page 4.9-3 of the DEIR was provided for the 
purpose of describing existing conditions. As also stated on that page 4.9-3 of the DEIR, the 
Project site drains into an existing 30-inch pipe that eventually empties into Las Trampas Creek 
southeast of the site. As this infrastructure conveys all stormwater flows underground it would 
have no effect on any potential erosion issues on Blade Court which would be considered part of 
the existing baseline. Because the Project would not contribute to any erosion impacts in the 
Blade Court area, it legally cannot be required to mitigate for such impacts.  

With regard to the existing capacity, the DEIR considered the peak stormwater flows from the 
Project as determined in the hydrology study prepared for the Project and found that using the 
Contra Costa County Rational Method (see DEIR Appendix F, Hydrology Reports, for 
calculations) the Project would not substantively increase surface runoff compared to existing 
conditions. As noted in the DEIR on page 4.9-14, the stormwater flows could increase by 
0.12 cubic feet per second over existing conditions, which is relatively small. The hydrology 
report goes on to state that “the flow increase is well within the range of statistical insignificance, 
and is not large enough to cause any appreciable differences in the volume or velocity of flows in 
any storm drain facilities through which it passes during peak flow periods. Accordingly, it will 
not exacerbate any downstream deficiencies in the area of Blade Court, and will not cause storm 
flows to exceed the capacity of that or any other off-site drainage facility.” Regardless, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-3 would ensure that the Project includes sufficient 
detention capacity on-site such that stormwater flows would remain at or below pre-project 
levels. With implementation of these requirements, the Project would not increase storm flows 
compared to existing conditions. As such, the DEIR correctly concludes there would be a less-
than-significant impact with implementation of the mitigation measure.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-15: 
This comment introduces issues that are subsequently addressed in more detail in the Adams 
Broadwell Joseph & Cardoza letter.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-16: 
Project GHG emissions from construction and operation were quantified and used in the GHG 
analysis and evaluation of the Project in the DEIR. The default emission factors used by 
CalEEMod for the calculation of criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions from energy 
(gas and electricity) use are based on the 2008 California Building Energy efficiency (Title 24) 
standards for residential and non-residential buildings which were in effect when CalEEMod 
(version 2013.2.2) was developed. On January 1, 2014, the 2013 Title 24 standards became 
effective which imposed more stringent restrictions on energy use in buildings. The requirements 
in the 2013 Title 24 standards improve the energy efficiency of residential buildings by 
25 percent and make nonresidential buildings 30 percent more efficient than the previous 2008 
standards. Increased energy efficiency translates directly to lower energy use. Therefore, the 
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Project energy use estimates in CalEEMod (based on 2008 standards) were reduced by 25 and 
30 percent, for residential and non-residential Project buildings respectively to account for the 
2013 standards which would be in effect when the Project became operational. The most recent 
2016 Title 24 standards will go into effect beginning January 1, 2017. This would further reduce 
emissions from the Project’s energy use. 

Impact 4.7-2 of the DEIR determined that once operational, GHG emissions generated by the 
Project would exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) service 
population threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e per year per service population and hence without 
mitigation, would lead to a significant impact. The DEIR identified Mitigation Measure GHG-2 
to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The mitigation measure requires the 
preparation of a Project specific GHG Reduction Plan by a qualified expert, that shall identify 
specific measures to reduce GHG emissions to below the threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e per year per 
service population. The Plan shall be subject to approval by the County prior to issuance of 
building permits for construction. The mitigation plan does not defer identification of mitigation 
measures as opined by the commenter, but is intended to allow flexibility for the formulation of a 
plan that includes measures that are both feasible and effective considering the Project-specific 
design details. CEQA provides that an agency can commit itself, through mitigation measures, to 
eventually devising measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time 
of Project approval, as long as the Project is required to meet those performance criteria. The 
mitigation measure commits the Project applicant to reducing GHG emissions by providing a 
quantitative goal. The specific measures the Project would use to meet this goal are best identified 
when additional Project design features become available and the effectiveness of the measures 
identified is quantifiable. The plan would be subject to approval by the County to ensure that the 
proposed Plan would meet all the requirements detailed in Mitigation Measure GHG-2. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-17: 
The comment claims the DEIR lacks sufficient evidence to support its conclusion that impacts to 
public health associated with hazardous materials would be less than significant. As noted above 
in response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-4, Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 addresses the potential 
to encounter any legacy contaminants including those that may have stemmed from the 
underground storage tank closure that occurred in 1994. Petroleum hydrocarbons will naturally 
attenuate over time and these tanks were removed and sampled in 1994, approximately 22 years 
ago. As stated in the DEIR on page 4.8-3, at the time of tank removal in 1987, soil samples 
indicated that the soils beneath the underground storage tanks had petroleum concentrations of 
less than 10 parts per million (ppm). The residential environmental screening level (ESL) for total 
petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline is 100 ppm. Therefore, even without factoring in natural 
attenuation, the data indicates that the residual contaminant concentrations found at the site were 
below the Regional Water Quality Control Board screening levels for residential land uses. 
Regardless, Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would ensure that if any suspect soils are identified, they 
would be isolated, evaluated, and disposed, if necessary, in accordance with regulatory oversight 
(from the Contra Costa County Health Service Department, transportation laws, and the licensed 
receiving facility), and under the guidance of a site specific health and safety plan prepared by a 

5-160



5. Written Comments on the DEIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

licensed professional. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 shall ensure that the 
potential impact to workers and future residents would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-18: 
The comment asserts that the proposal to remove 23 code-protected trees is inconsistent with the 
Open Space Element of the County General Plan and constitutes a significant, unmitigated visual 
impact. To support this claim, the comment cites language from Open Space Element Section 9.6, 
Scenic Resources. However, the cited language is taken out of context and misinterpreted. 
Section 9.6 explains that the main scenic resources in the county are scenic ridges, hillsides, and 
rock outcroppings, and the San Francisco Bay/Delta estuary system. When read in its entirety, 
Section 9.6 clearly focuses on protection of these major scenic resources. General Plan Figure 9-1, 
Scenic Ridges and Waterways, maps many of these resources throughout the county. Neither the 
Project site nor its immediate surroundings are included on the map. While the General Plan 
explains that there are unmapped resources of local importance, such as lakes, isolated hilltops, and 
mature stands of trees, there is nothing in the record demonstrating that the trees proposed for 
removal are a locally-significant scenic resource. 

The comment’s wording also suggests that there may be confusion between the mature, prominent 
stand of redwoods located along Saranap Avenue, directly across from Site A of the Project site, 
and the younger stand on Site B that is generally obstructed from view and proposed for removal. 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and analyzes the visual impacts of the MPA in Section 6.5, Mitigated Plan 
Alternative and Analysis. The visual simulations in the RDEIR depict existing trees on and around 
the Project site to the extent that they are visible from the selected viewpoint locations indicated in 
Figure 6.5-6, Viewpoint Location Map. Several simulations illustrate the prominence of the 
redwoods along Saranap Avenue and show that they would not be impacted by the Project. See 
RDEIR page 4.1-19, Impact 4.1-2, for more discussion of visual impacts related to trees. Also see 
DEIR pages 4.4-11 and 4.4-16 for a discussion of the County’s Tree Protection and Preservation 
Ordinance and its restitution requirements for removal code-protected trees. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-19: 
The comment claims the DEIR fails to adequately identify, analyze and mitigate significant 
impacts on hydrology and drainage. See Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-5 and 
Adams_Broadwell-14 regarding existing conditions at Blade Court. See Response to Comment 
Adams_Broadwell-13 regarding water quality and Suisun Bay. As far as the low-impact 
development features in addition to other on-site filters and planters that would be implemented 
as part of the Project, these are not listed as optional design features as the comment indicates. As 
stated on DEIR page 4.9-12, the County Public Works Department must verify compliance with 
requirements and design standards of the Contra Costa Clean Water Program and NPDES MS4 
permit upon the review of the final Project design. These stormwater design standards and 
requirements are imposed by law. As such, due to legal and enforceable Project compliance with 
the requirements and design standards of the Contra Costa Clean Water Program and NPDES 
MS4 permit, and the applicability of Mitigation Measure HYD-3, the Project would not result in a 
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significant impact with respect to hydrology and water quality. Further, for all potential impacts, 
including those related to hydrology and water quality, CEQA only requires mitigation of 
potentially substantial adverse changes in the physical environment.4 For these reasons, the 
stormwater design standards and requirements detailed in the DEIR area considered required 
Project components and not mitigation measures.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-20: 
See Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-16. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-21: 
See Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-4 and -17 above, which address soil contamination 
risks, and discuss how Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 on page 4.8-14 of the DEIR would reduce the 
potential impact to a less than significant level. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-22: 
See Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-2. 

Bike East Bay, October 21, 2014 (page 5-31) 

Response to Comment Bike East Bay-1: 
This comment requests that Project mitigation measures be revised to include installation of 
“back-in” or “reverse-angle” diagonal parking instead of conventional “head-in” diagonal parking 
in order to increase drivers’ visibility of bicyclists. For detail on the County’s review of reverse-
angle parking, see the Parking Subsection of Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation 
Analysis, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. Overall, the 
County concluded that, while reverse-angle parking may be appropriate in some locations, the 
disadvantages outweigh the advantages at this particular location due to the proposed design of 
the right-of-way and anticipated use of the outdoor spaces. 

The proposed design of Boulevard Way (conventional diagonal parking, median, roundabout, 
narrowed travel lanes, etc.) is consistent with Complete Streets concepts in that it is designed to 
accommodate all forms of travel: vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian. The proposed improvements 
are designed to reduce vehicle speeds and improve safety for all transit modes, including 
bicyclists.  

Response to Comment Bike East Bay-2: 
This comment requests that Project mitigation measures be revised to include installation of 
Class II bike lanes along Boulevard Way from Kinney Drive to Mount Diablo Boulevard in order 
to offset potential safety impacts resulting from increased traffic volumes.  

                                                      
4 Public Resources Code Sections 21151, 21060.5, 21068. 
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Boulevard Way is identified in the 2009 Contra Costa Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
(CBPP) as a proposed Class III bicycle facility. While the Project would increase traffic volumes, 
it includes traffic calming elements that would slow traffic and create a safer environment for 
bicyclists. Some of these traffic calming elements are already proposed to extend approximately 
300 feet beyond the Project frontage itself, to terminate near the Boulevard Way/Flora Avenue 
intersection. Within the Project site limits, “sharrows” would be painted within the vehicle travel 
lanes to indicate they are shared with bicyclists and signage would be installed alerting drivers to 
the presence of cyclists (sharrows were selected because they are identified in the CBPP as 
acceptable for delineating Class III facilities and there is insufficient right-of-way through the 
Project site to construct the proposed Project improvements plus conventional bicycle lanes). The 
County agrees that extended bicycle lanes or sharrows would be preferable. However, in the 
Project area Boulevard Way is currently an open four-lane roadway containing no facilities for 
bicyclists. The right-of-way enhancements proposed with the Project are a substantial 
improvement over existing conditions. The County is not required to impose additional mitigation 
as requested because no nexus exists for such mitigation (i.e., no impact has been identified that 
further extension of bicycle lanes or sharrows would mitigate). See Master Response 1, General 
Comments, for information on the concepts of nexus and proportionality as they relate to 
mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment Bike East Bay-3: 
The comment states that omission of bicycle lanes beyond the Project site limits is contrary to the 
County’s “Complete Streets plan,” and therefore must be analyzed in the EIR.  

The County does not have a “Complete Streets plan,” as suggested. In 2008, the County amended 
the Land Use, Transportation and Circulation, and Open Space Elements of the General Plan to 
include language supporting the Complete Streets philosophy. In July 2016 the Board of 
Supervisors adopted the Complete Streets Policy of Contra Costa County, which builds upon the 
2008 amendments and includes additional specificity, with detailed principles, implementation 
policies, and a mechanism for exceptions clearly defined. Among other things, the Policy specifies 
that streets should be designed for all users and designs should be sensitive to local context and 
conditions. The Policy also provides an extensive list of improvements to be considered in different 
contexts (residential neighborhoods; business districts; urban, suburban, and rural settings; etc.). 

While the Project has been under review with the County since September 2013, and therefore 
predates the 2016 Policy, it nonetheless is consistent. The proposed right-of-way improvements 
are designed to accommodate pedestrians of all ages; those with disabilities; bicyclists; and 
passenger, emergency, public transit, delivery, and service vehicles. The proposed improvements 
include sidewalks, bicycle routes (in the form or sharrows), accessible curb ramps, crosswalks, 
refuge islands, signage, street furniture, street trees and landscaping, bicycle parking facilities, 
and a roundabout (traffic circle), all of which are specifically listed in the 2016 Policy as 
improvements to be considered in the appropriate local context. As indicated in Response to 
Comment Bike East Bay-2 above, installation of the proposed improvements, which are 
consistent with the 2016 Complete Streets Policy, would be a significant upgrade to the existing 
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Boulevard Way right-of-way. As also explained above, there is no nexus for the County to 
require the suggested off-site improvements as Project mitigation. 

Lafayette Homeowners Council, November 4, 2014 (page 5-32) 

Response to Comment LHC-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch, November 17, 
2014 (page 5-34) 

Response to Comment OTRWDNW-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Saranap Community Association, November 17, 2014 (page 5-34) 

Response to Comment Saranap Community Association-1: 
For all intents and purposes, this letter qualifies as a General Comment in its entirety. General 
Comments either: 1) present information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 
2) present unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the 
DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and 
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CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General 
Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, 
Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. 

The County reviewed all 157 individual comments submitted as part of this letter. For the most part, 
these comments are brief and offer opinions or editorialize. Some comments go into more detail, 
but none identify substantiated deficiencies in the DEIR/RDEIR analysis. The comments touch on 
themes that are common throughout the whole of the public comments on the DEIR/RDEIR: 
traffic/transportation impacts; aesthetic/visual impacts; growth inducement/cumulative impacts; 
precedent; consistency with the County General Plan and zoning; etc. These comments are 
addressed throughout this Response to Comments Document, particularly in the Master Responses, 
and in the individual topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Saranap Homeowners Organization, November 17, 2014 (page 5-42) 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-1: 
This comment serves as a summary of subsequent comments put forth in this letter and qualifies as 
a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information already considered in the 
analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the 
analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical environment under the purview of 
the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted 
and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) 
when they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, 
General Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, 
Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. Refer to Response to 
Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-2 through -13, below, for responses to the 
environmental issues raised in this comment. 

Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-2: 
This comment asserts that the objectives of the Project, as stated in the DEIR Executive Summary, 
are inconsistent with the policies of the County General Plan. The Project site is proximate to transit 
corridors including I-680, SR 24, and Boulevard Way. The commenter’s opinions regarding the 
ability of the Project to achieve its other objectives will be presented to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) for their consideration. In addition, this topic is 
addressed in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative 
Impact Analysis, and DEIR Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning.  
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Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-3: 
This comment asserts that the Project is inconsistent with certain goals and policies of the County 
General Plan. This topic is addressed in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan 
Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis, and DEIR Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning. 
In addition, the commenter references General Plan policies regarding residential densities, and 
coordination with plans adopted by others. The plans and policies referenced are not adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact.  

The commenter also references General Plan provisions that pertain to aesthetic issues. The 
heights, aesthetic compatibility of the Project and alternatives, and neighborhood character are 
addressed in this EIR’s analysis of aesthetic impacts (the RDEIR includes a corrected description, 
and analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which 
replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR). The County agrees that the Project would create a significant 
impact on the character of Saranap in terms of aesthetic impacts, and proposes mitigation to 
reduce that impact to a less than significant level.  

The conclusion that neither the Project nor any of the alternatives would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts on traffic is based upon the traffic analyses contained in the DEIR/RDEIR 
and this Responses to Comment document.  

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-4: 
The Reduced Project Alternative is described and analyzed in DEIR Chapter 6, subsection 6.4.3, 
Reduced Project Alternative. The building heights are described, but expressed in stories and not 
feet. This alternative would require a General Plan Amendment because it would exceed the 
building heights allowed under the current General Plan land use designations and these 
designations do not allow for a mixed-use project of the scale proposed. Also, see also Response 
to Comment Lafayette-32.  

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-5: 
The RDEIR includes an updated description of the Project, including a revised Height Zone Map 
in RDEIR Figure 3-5, in new Chapter 3, Project Description, which replaces Chapter 3 in the 
DEIR. The RDEIR also includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics 
in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR in its entirety.  

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-6: 
The comment is partially correct. In terms of residential uses, the Project site abuts areas designated 
in the County General Plan as multi-family high-density, multi-family medium-density, and single-
family high-density. A new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, in the RDEIR replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. 
As such, the first paragraph on page 4.1-2 of the RDEIR has been updated: 

The area in which the Project site is located can be described as a mixed-character 
neighborhood. The general vicinity contains commercial and institutional uses, high-
density residential units, and single-family residential units. Buildings in the project 
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vicinity range from one to three stories in height, and represent a variety of architectural 
styles that reflect local building styles and trends of the past several decades. In the area 
immediately surrounding the project site, development is characterized by multi-family 
high-density, multi-family medium-density, and single-family high- higher-density 
residential to the north, west, and south;, and commercial and multi-family medium-
density to the northeast and southeast. Adjacent development includes Boulevard Terrace 
Condominiums, a 24-unit three-story multi-family condominium community south of 
Site B, Le Boulevard, a three-story, 36-unit wood-clad apartment building built in 1987, 
and a multi-family building north of Site A. Further south and west of the project site are 
one and two-story single-family homes, and newer townhomes across Boulevard Way 
(on Molly Way) that were built in 2002. The Atrium Villas Condominiums is located 
across Boulevard Way to the west. Many properties include mature trees and landscaping. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-7: 
This comment presents a number of concerns focused on the Project site description, scenic 
vistas, Project viewpoints, visual simulations, and impact conclusions. Master Response 2, 
Aesthetics Analysis, provides a detailed response to the visual simulations, scenic vistas, and 
visual character analysis that relates to the impact conclusions.  

The majority of this comment focuses on the accuracy of visual simulations presented in the 
DEIR The RDEIR includes a corrected description, and analysis of the Project’s impacts related 
to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed 
explanation of the methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 
through 4.1-7 of the RDEIR.  

The commenter asserts that the DEIR failed to study the Project’s visual impacts within a State 
scenic highway. Please see Response to Comment_Lafayette-3 explaining that this analysis is 
found on RDEIR pages 4.1-18 and 4.1-19. The analysis concluded that views of the Project were 
either obstructed or fleeting, and therefore any impact would be less than significant. 

Regarding views from adjacent private buildings, the County’s analysis is limited to the visual 
impacts that would be experienced from public places, not from private property. As noted on 
RDEIR pages 4.1-2, 4.1-3, and 4.1-16, the significance determinations regarding impacts to 
scenic public vistas and view corridors are based, in part, on the degree of change related to the 
Project’s visibility from public vantage points such as roadways. Comments relating to changes in 
views from private vantage points, such as balconies or living rooms located at nearby apartment 
or condominium buildings, are noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project (see Master Response 1, 
above), but are not a consideration under CEQA. 

As noted in Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, the County does not typically perform 
shadow studies for aesthetic analyses, as the County has no regulations or standards against 
which to assess shadow impacts. There are no known light or air easements, or County 
regulations imposing any requirements related to light or air easements. 
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Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-8: 
Under the MPA described in RDEIR Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives, the specimen oak tree 
referenced in this comment would remain in its current location, but would still be impacted by 
development of Site B. DEIR Section 4.04, Biological Resources, states that the Project would be 
subject to a Tree Permit and explains that the County may attach conditions to Project approvals 
to ensure compliance with the Tree Protection Ordinance. For the Project, these conditions would 
include submittal of a bond or other financial security for protection of trees to be preserved, 
prohibition of equipment and materials storage within the driplines of trees to be preserved, 
installation of tree protection fencing as recommended by the consulting arborist, and 
implementation of any other measures deemed necessary by the arborist to protect the trees’ 
health. Compliance with the conditions of approval would cause Project-related tree impacts to be 
less than significant.  

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-9: 
With regard to concern for the GHG related mitigation measures, see Response to Comment 
Adams_Broadwell-16. In summary, CEQA provides that an agency can commit itself, through 
mitigation measures, to eventually devising measures that will satisfy specific performance 
criteria articulated at the time of project approval. While flexible, the mitigation requires an 
enforceable quantitative goal.  

With regard to the comment’s suggestion that an additional reduced density alternative be studied 
to mitigate these impacts, this comment concerns the adequacy of the DEIR alternatives analysis. 
Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No Project/No Build 
Alternative (required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]); 2) No Project/Rehabilitation 
Alternative; 3) Reduced Project Alternative (RPA); 4) General Plan Buildout Alternative; and 
5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA). Alternative 2, 3, 4 and 5 all present alternatives with 
reduced density.  

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-10: 
This comment regarding growth inducement and cumulative impacts is addressed in Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 
Also refer to page 5-2 of DEIR Chapter 5, Other Considerations, which presents the DEIR 
analysis of growth-inducing impacts, pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines. 
For analysis of a less dense alternative, see DEIR Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives, along with 
the supplement to this chapter in the RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-11: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. The RDEIR analysis concludes that, as shown in Viewpoint number 1, the Project would 
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substantially degrade the existing quality of the scenic vista (RDEIR page 4.1-18). As such, the 
first paragraph on page 6-15 of the DEIR has been updated: 

… would remain as they currently exist. However, the balance of the view from this 
location would be similar to the Project, except that development at the corner of reduced 
Site A would be four stories as opposed to the seven stories and the impact with respect 
to scenic vistas would be reduced to a less than significant level. Due to the topographical 
depression of reduced Site A, the difference in height between this alternative and the 
Project on Site A is not expected to create a meaningful difference in views from this 
vantage point. Views of Sites B and B1 across Boulevard Way would be similar to those 
of the Project. 

The second to last paragraph on page 6-15 of the DEIR has been updated: 

Overall, this alternative would result in less change from existing conditions when 
compared with the Project. The less-than-significant impact associated with scenic 
resources and vistas would be reduced. Further, the smaller scale of the Reduced Project 
Alternative would avoid the significant impact associated with visual character identified 
for the Project althoughand Mitigation Measure AES-3a through AES 3dc would not apply. 
The Reduced Project Alternative generally would result in reduced less-than significant 
impacts with respect to daytime glare and nighttime lighting as identified for the Project.  

The third paragraph on page 6-24 of the DEIR has been updated: 

The view beyond Site A to Site B and B1, along the south side of the Boulevard Way and 
Saranap Avenue intersection, would consist of multi-family residential built to 30 feet in 
height with commercial uses on either side up to a maximum of 35 feet in height. 
Although building heights would be reduced and, the access to scenic vistas and views of 
scenic resources would be less than significantsimilar to those of the Project.  

The sixth paragraph on page 6-24 of the DEIR has been updated: 

New commercial and multi-family residential buildings on Site A would be visible from 
this vantage point. Building heights would be reduced compared with the Project and 
Boulevard Way would dominate the view as the valley oak tree would not be relocated. 
Overall the change would be similar to that of the Project and nNo significant views 
would be impacted under this alternative. 

The second full paragraph on page 6-25 of the DEIR has been updated: 

Despite reduced building heights, this alternative would result in similar changes with 
respect to views and scenic resources. The reduced height and scale of this alternative 
would avoid the significant and mitigatable impact associated with visual character and 
the mitigation measure would not apply. The General Plan Buildout Alternative would 
result in similar but reduced less-than-significant impacts with respect to daytime glare and 
nighttime lighting as identified for the Project.  
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Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-12: 
This comment concerns the adequacy of the DEIR alternatives analysis. DEIR Chapter 6, 
Analysis of Alternatives, presents four Project alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The 
RDEIR presents and analyzes a fifth Project alternative. CEQA does not require boundless 
alternative considerations. As stated on DEIR page 6-1, the “range of alternatives” is governed by 
the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit 
an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body and informed public participation 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives shall 
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
Project. Of those, the County is required to examine those which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic Project objectives. Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No 
Project/No Build Alternative (required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]); 2) No 
Project/Rehabilitation Alternative; 3) Reduced Project Alternative; 4) General Plan Buildout 
Alternative; and 5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA). The comment on this issue states:  

The DEIR does not provide a reasonable range of alternatives. All the alternatives that 
were studied fall within the lower density range (up to 92 units in the RPA as compared to 
235 units in the Project) and are ruled out as infeasible because they do not meet the 
Project’s objectives. 

The commenter’s statement is incorrect. Far from being dismissed, the Reduced Project 
Alternative is identified in DEIR Section 6.4.5, Environmentally Superior Alternative, as the 
superior alternative. The DEIR states: 

Also, while the Reduced Project Alternative may not meet all of the Project’s objectives, 
based on the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6I(2) criterion and based on the County’s 
preliminarily assessment of this alternative’s merits, the Reduced Project Alternative would 
be marginally superior to the Project because identified environmental impacts would be 
less than those that would occur with the Project, as discussed above and summarized in 
Table 6-12, below.  

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-13: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project. The specific issues mentioned in 
this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence 
demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. For additional information regarding the inclusion of 
the Sufism Reoriented Sanctuary traffic, and total occupancy, see Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, which provides a discussion on cumulative conditions and trip 
generation. Also see DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas 
of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and 
RDEIR. 
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Union 152, November 17, 2014 (page 5-59) 

Response to Comment Union 152-1: 
Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through 32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Union 152-2: 
See Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-16, which addresses the DEIR’s treatment of GHG 
impacts and mitigation. 

Response to Comment Union 152-3: 
See Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-16, which addresses the DEIR’s treatment of GHG 
impacts and mitigation. 

Response to Comment Union 152-4: 
The analysis under Impact 4.7-1 of the DEIR includes GHG emissions from vehicular trips 
generated by Project construction including worker commute trips, construction material 
delivery trips, and off-haul trips. The estimated emissions shown in DEIR Table 4.7-2 were 
developed from CalEEMod runs that also estimated criteria pollutant emissions and include 
emissions from on-road vehicle trips during construction. Refer to DEIR Appendix B, Air Quality 
Technical Report, Table 3, for more details of assumptions and defaults used in the CallEEMod 
run. Table 3 includes the number construction workers during each phase, numbers of different 
types of vehicle trips for each construction phase, and the different trip lengths used in 
CalEEMod. The analysis was conducted assuming that construction work would use local 
construction contractors. In addition, imposing a local hiring preference is not feasible because it 
is not lawful.  

Response to Comment Union 152-5: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments. 
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5.3.3 Individuals 

Adair_J November 16, 2014 (page 5-63) 

Response to Comment Adair_J-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Anonymous November 17, 2014 (page 5-63) 

Response to Comment Anonymous-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-2: 
For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR, offers opinions, and editorializes. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

To the extent that this comment discusses aesthetic impacts that are under the purview of CEQA, 
refer to the RDEIR, which includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to 
aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. Also see 
Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, which provides additional information on the 
methodology and conclusions of the aesthetics analysis.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-3: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. While the information provided is of interest, it 
does not affect the environmental review. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project.  
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Response to Comment Anonymous-4: 
For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project.  

To the extent that this comment discusses aesthetic impacts, refer to the RDEIR, which includes a 
corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 
which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. The RDEIR also analyzes the aesthetic impacts of the 
MPA, which is a new alternative incorporating a smaller design. Also see Master Response 2, 
Aesthetics Analysis, which provides additional information on the methodology and conclusions 
of the aesthetics analysis and includes new mitigation to further reduce the size of the Project.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-5: 
For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment; a significant portion provides 
reiteration of the Project description, and/or opines and provides information not necessarily 
germane to the environmental evaluation of the Project. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project.  

To the extent this comment concerns the issue of growth inducement and the potential for similar 
projects to be constructed along Boulevard Way see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, 
General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis, for additional information and 
discussion on this topic. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-6: 
With regard to the comment’s concern for the scale of the building proposed for Site A, refer to the 
RDEIR, which includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. The RDEIR also analyzes the 
aesthetic impacts of the MPA, a new alternative incorporating a smaller design. Also see Master 
Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, which provides additional information on the methodology and 
conclusions of the aesthetics analysis and includes new mitigation to further reduce the size of the 
Project.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-7: 
With regard to the comment’s concern for potential cumulative impacts and growth inducement, 
see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact 
Analysis, which provides additional information and discussion on this topic. For more specific 
information on cumulative traffic impacts, refer to Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation 
Analysis, as well Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, of the DEIR, along 
with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. The specific traffic-related 
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issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis and the commenter 
submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-8: 
The commenter suggests ambient noise at the Project site will increase in part as a result of new 
hard surfaces amplifying freeway noise. However, no evidence is provided to support this claim. 

Impact 4.12-3 analyzes the impact of Project traffic on the existing ambient noise environment. 
Based on traffic estimates for the Project, and using the Federal Highway Administration Traffic 
Noise Model, it was estimated that the introduction of Project traffic would lead to an increase of 
a maximum of 2 dBA in roadside traffic noise (along Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue) in the 
vicinity of the Project site. A noise increase of 3 dBA would be barely perceptible to the human 
ear and therefore a noise change of less than 3 dBA would not be discernable. As Project-related 
traffic noise increase would be below the 3 dBA discernable level and the 5 dBA significance 
threshold, the impact of Project traffic on ambient noise would be less than significant.  

Noise attenuates rapidly with distance; therefore, traffic noise from SR 24 (located 500 feet north 
of the Project site) and the SR 24/I-680 junction (located more than 2,000 feet from the Project 
site) do not contribute to the ambient noise environment at the Project site. Though it is 
theoretically possible that increasing hard surface area (building facades, paved areas, etc.) would 
increase the reflection of existing noise in the Project vicinity, the proposed development is not a 
solid, continuous, flat building that would reflect traffic noise from adjacent roadways in one 
direction. Project building surfaces as built would be multifaceted, face different directions, and 
be located at varying distances from the traffic noise source, thereby distributing the reflected 
noise in different directions and not cumulatively contributing to an increase in any one direction.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-9: 
For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents 
opinion/speculation regarding the potential cumulative impacts of development that may or may 
not occur along Boulevard Way in the future. To that extent, this comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. For additional discussion though on the topics of growth inducement 
and cumulative impacts, see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, 
and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

This comment also addresses the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential 
significant adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the 
DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is 
flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 
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Response to Comment Anonymous-10: 
Much of this comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinion/speculation 
regarding the potential cumulative impacts of development that may or may not occur along 
Boulevard Way in the future, presents unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the 
DEIR/RDEIR, or editorializes. To that extent, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider 
the Project. For additional discussion though on the topics of growth inducement and cumulative 
impacts, see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative 
Impact Analysis.  

This comment also addresses the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential 
significant adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment either are not under 
the purview of CEQA (e.g., parking capacity) or were addressed in the DEIR analysis. The 
commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation 
and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-11: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinion/speculation regarding 
the potential cumulative impacts of development that may or may not occur along Boulevard 
Way in the future. No information is provided demonstrating that the DEIR analysis or 
conclusions are flawed. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. For additional 
discussion though on the topics of growth inducement and cumulative impacts, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-12: 
The comment primarily describes various concerns regarding the analysis of DEIR Impact 4.1.4 
that relate to aesthetic simulations and light elements. For the visual simulations component of the 
comment, refer to the RDEIR, which includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related 
to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. The 
increased daylight and nightlight levels due to residential, business, and vehicle uses at Site A and 
parking facilities is addressed in the RDEIR Section 4.1 as well as in Master Response 2, 
Aesthetics Analysis.  

Further, with regard to the changes in light, the commenter also postulates that lights from Site A 
including from residential units, business usage, and vehicles using the parking garage would 
substantially change the evening light conditions for neighbors. As addressed in Response to 
Comment Hahn_B-3 below, it is likely that residents using the Project would generate indoor 
evening light. Similarly, it is expected that sidewalks would be lit in the evening, and as described 
in DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, on page 4.16-30, a Project driveway would 
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serve residential uses (accessing the parking garage) on development Site A on the east side of 
Saranap Avenue approximately 200 feet north of Boulevard Way. Further, the CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G Question I.d reads as follows: “Would the Project…Create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?” Thus, 
while it is possible that residential, business, and the associated vehicle lights using the driveway 
could be visible to neighbors, such a change to nighttime lighting would not be considered 
substantial and would not be disruptive to nighttime views in the area. Hahn_B-3 also addressed 
the comment’s concern regarding garage related noise.  

As noted through this Response to Comments Document, CEQA Guidelines Section 15382, 
Significant Effect on the Environment, defines a significant effect on the environment as “a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the 
area affected by the Project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” Aesthetic changes in the viewshed of public streets 
and sidewalks do not necessarily represent a substantial change, a substantial adverse change, or a 
substantial adverse effect on a protected scenic vista. Further, for all potential impacts, including 
those related to aesthetics, CEQA only requires mitigation of potentially substantial adverse 
changes in the physical environment.5 

With regard to the comment’s concern for growth-inducing effects of the Project, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 
Lastly, to the extent this comment questions the exhaust and noise associated with vehicle 
parking, refer to DEIR Sections 4.3, Air Quality (pages 4.3-12 through 4.3-16) and 4.12, Noise 
(pages 4.12-17 through 4.12-18), where air quality and noise issues resulting from Project-related 
traffic are addressed.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-13: 
The commenter states that the level of analysis for CO2 impacts included in the DEIR is 
inadequate as it does not address localized impacts of CO2 from start and stop emissions, stop and 
go traffic, idling, travel at low speeds, and introduction of large delivery trucks. As acknowledged 
by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and BAAQMD, CO2 
impacts are largely regional and global in nature and therefore the analysis methodology 
recommended by the BAAQMD and followed in the DEIR focuses on the cumulative impact of 
the Project’s CO2 emissions. However, recent studies have shown that increased concentrations of 
localized CO2 also lead to health impacts consistent with the commenter’s point. This theory, 
known as the “Jacobson Effect” suggests that though CO2 is a long-lived pollutant that spreads 
across the globe, localized concentrations near major cities have been found to be higher resulting 
in what are called “CO2 domes”. Elevated CO2 levels could increase local temperature, change 
urban water vapor and wind patterns, and stagnate the air column above cities resulting in an 
increase in smog-forming ozone and particulate matter concentrations. In other words, elevated 
CO2 concentrations would lead to conditions that would be more conducible to ozone formation. 

                                                      
5 Public Resources Code Sections 21151, 21060.5, 21068. 
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However, the DEIR’s approach to the analysis of ozone impacts focuses on the analysis of ozone 
precursors (reactive organic gases [ROG] and nitrogen oxides ([NOX]). It is not possible to 
quantify ozone directly as it is a secondary pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a 
complex series of photochemical reactions involving ROG and NOX. Though localized increase 
in CO2, could lead to conditions more conducible to ozone formation, the fact that levels of ozone 
precursors as analyzed would be less than significance thresholds, indicates that the Project would 
not lead to additional violations of the ozone standards and consequently, adversely affect human 
health.  

CO2 emissions from Project mobile sources presented in Table 4.7-3 of the DEIR are based on 
project specific traffic data from Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, of the DEIR using the 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). It is not possible to predict the exact nature 
of traffic flow in terms of the amount of stop and go driving, idling times, variation in speeds, etc. 
Instead, a conservative simplification is used in the model by assuming a lower speed of travel. 
The fleet mix assumed for traffic generated by the proposed uses includes light-duty, medium-
duty as well as heavy-duty vehicles. Therefore, emissions from large delivery trucks have been 
included in the Project inventory.  

Refer to Impact 4.3-1 for an analysis of the criteria air pollutant emissions generated by the 
operation of the Project. An estimation of the localized carbon monoxide concentrations at 
intersections in the vicinity of the Project site is neither necessary nor conducted for the Project as 
explained in the impact discussion. For additional discussion on carbon monoxide emissions, see 
Response to Comment Hahn_B-3, below. 

Regarding cumulative air quality impacts of the Project, refer to the discussion on page 5-7 of 
Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, of the DEIR. The cumulative analysis is based on the 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and determines that the Project would not lead to a cumulative air 
quality impact.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-14: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and editorializes. No 
information is provided demonstrating that the DEIR analysis or conclusions are flawed. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-15: 
To the extent this comment pertains to the Project’s potential to divide an existing community, 
refer to Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, of the DEIR.  

Regarding the comment’s concerns for the subject of displacement and housing affordability that 
do not address the Project’s physical impacts on the environment nor other aspects pertinent to 
the potential effects of the Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA please refer to Response 
to Comment Lafayette-5, above, which addresses these points.  
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Response to Comment Anonymous-16: 
The comment states that the noise analysis in the DEIR does not take into account the interplay 
between the different Project noise sources, the proposed Project buildings, and variable traffic 
patterns associated with the proposed and exiting uses. Though the overall noise environment at 
the Project site is a combination of the components mentioned in the comment, the analysis and 
control of noise can only be achieved by addressing noise sources individually. Therefore, the 
DEIR focusses on the primary sources of project noise.  

The noise analysis in the DEIR addresses not just construction noise but also operational noise 
from mechanical equipment associated with the Project (4.12-1) as well as traffic noise 
(Impact 4.12-3). Noise is a very localized impact and attenuates rapidly with distance. Noise from 
actions of individuals such as talking, idling cars, closing and opening of doors, etc. will not carry 
far enough to affect sensitive receptors significantly. In addition, these noises will take place at 
different points all over the Project site at varying distances from existing and proposed receptors. 
Attenuation between the different sources and receptors would also vary based on the presence or 
absence of structures in the line of sight between sources and receptors. Therefore, noise from 
day to day activities associated with the Project’s proposed uses would not accumulate to affect 
any single receptor significantly.  

Though it is theoretically possible that increasing hard surface area (building facades, paved 
areas, etc.) would increase the reflection of existing noise in the project vicinity, the proposed 
Project development is not a solid, continuous, flat building that would reflect traffic noise from 
adjacent roadways in one direction. Project building surfaces as built would face different 
directions and be located at varying distances from the traffic noise source, thereby distributing 
the reflected noise in different directions and not cumulatively contributing to an increase in any 
one direction. 

Cumulative traffic noise is analyzed on page 5-12 of Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, of 
the DEIR and was found to be less than significant. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-17: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and editorializes. No 
information is provided demonstrating that the DEIR analysis or conclusions are flawed. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Population growth is addressed in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan 
Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. The County notes that the DEIR considered the 
Project’s anticipated population growth in the context of the City of Walnut Creek and its Sphere 
of Influence (SOI) because the Project site is located within the SOI, as well as in the context of 
the much smaller Saranap community. The population increase was found to be less than 
significant in terms of actual numbers, increased traffic volumes, and increased demand on public 
services. Conversely, the comment compared the Project to the Boulevard Way/Saranap Avenue 
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intersection and the immediately-surrounding environs. The comment attempts to characterize the 
projected population increase as significant by comparing the Project only to this small area.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-18: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinion/speculation regarding 
the potential cumulative impacts of development that may or may not occur along Boulevard 
Way in the future. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. For additional 
discussion though on the topics of growth inducement and cumulative impacts, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-19: 
Regarding the comment’s concerns for the subject of displacement and housing affordability that 
do not address the Project’s physical impacts on the environment nor other aspects pertinent to 
the potential effects of the Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA please refer to Response 
to Comment Lafayette-5, above, which addresses these points.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-20: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and editorializes. 
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-21: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic and transportation-related impacts of the Project. Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, addresses the methodology of trip generation and projected level of 
service (LOS) on study area roadways and intersections. This topic also is addressed in DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and the associated technical reports supporting the 
DEIR and RDEIR. The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the DEIR analysis 
is flawed.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-22: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic and transportation-related impacts. Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation 
Analysis, describes the usage of “near term” as does DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and the associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-23: 
Building B and all proposed land use components were included in the Traffic and Transportation 
analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR. 
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Response to Comment Anonymous-24: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to evaluate Cumulative (year 
2030) traffic conditions. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which 
addresses this topic as does DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and the associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-25: 
This comment requests clarification for the date traffic counts were conducted and questions their 
applicability. As indicated on pages 6 and 7 of the TIA for the DEIR (DEIR Appendix G), all 
AM and PM peak hour intersection counts were conducted when all schools were in session 
during a normal weekday period (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday). As stated in Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which addresses this topic, school trips 
typically have a pronounced effect on overall traffic conditions, especially during the AM peak 
period when students arrive at school. For this reason and in accordance with CCTA Technical 
Procedures, traffic counts conducted on a mid-week day when schools are in session, regardless 
of the season or hours of daylight, reflect typical traffic conditions and are appropriate for use in 
the DEIR traffic analysis. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-26: 
This comment notes that the DEIR does not accurately reflect traffic conditions resulting from the 
afternoon peak of school activity. While other peaks in traffic may occur at other times throughout 
the day and on weekends due to other types of activity (e.g., school, leisure, etc.), commuting 
trips to and from work during the AM and PM weekday peak periods are typically found to result 
in the highest levels of traffic in urban and suburban settings and are thus considered the preferred 
traffic levels to measure for a conservative (worst case) analysis. School trips typically have a 
pronounced effect on overall traffic conditions, especially during the AM peak period when 
students arrive at school. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which 
addresses the DEIR’s methodology for establishing the analysis time periods. For the reasons 
stated in Master Response 3, the methodology that was used is deemed more appropriate for use 
in this analysis. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-27: 
With regard to the comment’s questions for the accuracy of the trip distribution and pass-by rate 
methodology, see Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which addresses the 
methodology used to distribute trips to the roadway network. The methodology was based 
primarily on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition 
(ITE, 2012), with supplemental input provided by Bay Area Starbucks survey data, CCTA 
Technical Procedures (CCTA, 2013), and CCTA staff. The commenter submitted no evidence 
demonstrating that the DEIR analysis is flawed. 
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Response to Comment Anonymous-28: 
With regard to the comment’s questions for the accuracy of the trip distribution methodology, see 
Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which addresses the methodology used 
to distribute trips to the roadway network. The methodology was based primarily on the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition (ITE, 2012), with 
supplemental input provided by Bay Area Starbucks survey data, CCTA Technical Procedures 
(CCTA, 2013), and CCTA staff. The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the 
DEIR analysis is flawed. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-29: 
With regard to the selection of street segments presented in the DEIR, refer to to Response to 
Comment Lafayette-7, which addresses street segment analysis.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-30: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic and transportation-related impacts of operational traffic. The comment’s concern 
regarding the design changes to Boulevard Way, vehicle delays, truck deliveries, and parking are 
addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and the associated technical reports supporting the 
DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-31: 
The DEIR’s treatment of parking is addressed under Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-32: 
This comment’s concern regarding the DEIR’s consideration of nearby streets is addressed under 
Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis in discussions of Methodology and 
Operational Analysis. An extensive discussion of cut-through traffic and congestion along SR 24 
can also be found on page 9 of the TIA for the MPA prepared by Omni-Means found in 
Appendix F to RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-33: 
This comment questions the operational efficiency and safety of the redesigned Boulevard Way. 
Boulevard Way improvements are addressed under Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis.  
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Anzenberger, M October 30, 2014 (page 5-87) 

Response to Comment Anzenberger_M-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Anzenberger_M-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Anzenberger_M-3: 
This comment’s concern regarding school impacts is addressed under DEIR Section 4.14, Public 
Services. Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project-generated 
student population of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high school 
students and 42 elementary students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, the 
Project would fully mitigate the potential effect of new students on public school facilities, 
including impacts on Acalanes High School. Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, General 
Comments, which addresses opportunities for public service providers to comment on the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

Regarding the portion of this comment related to traffic impacts, see Response to Comment 
Anzenberger_M-2. 

Arno_P_M November 17, 2014 (page 5-88) 

Response to Comment Arno_P_M-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  
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Baird_J November 10, 2014 (page 5-89) 

Response to Comment Baird_J-1:  
For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 
1) present information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present 
unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not 
pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions 
or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in 
the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, 
Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. 

The comment’s concerns regarding the County General Plan and zoning are addressed in Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

Response to Comment Baird_J-2: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, which includes new mitigation to 
further reduce the mass of the Project. 

Regarding the Project’s potential to set precedent or induce growth, see Master Response 4, 
Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

Response to Comment Baird_J-3: 
See Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact 
Analysis, for a discussion on the Project’s consistency with the General Plan policies cited. 

Response to Comment Baird_J-4: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR 
analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See 
Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along 
with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Baird_J-5: 
This comment qualifies in part as a General Comment because it presents opinions and 
editorializes. No information is provided demonstrating that the DEIR analysis or conclusions are 
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flawed. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

With regard to the comment’s concern for population growth and the impact of projects occurring 
in Walnut Creek, this is addressed, in part, in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General 
Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. Also refer to page 5-3 of Chapter 5, 
Section 5.4, Cumulative Impacts, of the DEIR, which describes the DEIR assumptions for, and 
analysis of, cumulative impacts, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(1). To the extent 
that this comment pertains to issues around housing displacement and/or affordable housing, see 
Response to Comment Lafayette-5. To the extent that this comments pertains to population 
growth in Saranap versus the County as a whole, see Response to Comment Anonymous-17. 

Response to Comment Baird_J-6: 
With regard to the study of parks and open space, see Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as 
DEIR Section 4.15, Recreation, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts. 

Response to Comment Baird_J-7: 
DEIR Section 4.12, Noise, analyzes the Project’s potential noise impacts. Increase in noise due to 
Project traffic is analyzed under Impact 4.12-3. The analysis identified the intersections in the 
vicinity of the Project site most impacted by Project traffic and estimated the associated increase 
in noise level using Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Traffic Noise Model. Roadway 
segments and intersections farther away from the Project would be impacted by Project traffic to 
a lesser extent, if at all. The analysis found that the noise environment along Boulevard Way and 
Saranap Avenue would be most affected by Project traffic and would experience a maximum of 
2 dBA increase in noise over existing noise levels. This increase would be below the 5 dBA 
significance threshold; therefore, the impact of Project traffic on ambient noise would be less than 
significant. Noise increase due to Project traffic at other intersections and roadway segments in 
the Project vicinity would be below 2 dBA and hence also less than significant. The commenter 
submitted no evidence demonstrating that the DEIR analysis is flawed.  

Response to Comment Baird_J-8: 
This comment concerns potential impacts related to bicycle and pedestrian safety. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which addresses vehicle speed and pedestrian 
and bicycle safety measures. Also see DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. The comment provides no evidence demonstrating that the 
DEIR analysis is flawed.  

Response to Comment Baird_J-9: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and editorializes. 
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  
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Barrett_H December 04, 2014 (page 5-90) 

Response to Comment Barrett_H-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Barrett_H-2: 
With regard to the commenter’s request for clarification regarding traffic and noise impacts, see 
Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along 
with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR, which provide analysis of the 
Project’s impacts on traffic. Project-generated noise, including traffic noise is addressed in DEIR, 
Section 4.12, Noise. Refer to Impacts 4.12-1 and 4.12-3. Also see Response to Comment Baird_J-7 
above. The commenter has submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed.  

Response to Comment Barrett_H-3: 
This comment regarding population growth is addressed, in part, in Master Response 4, Growth 
Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. Also refer to page 5-3 of 
Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Cumulative Impacts, of the DEIR, which describes the DEIR assumptions 
for, and analysis of, cumulative impacts, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(1). Also 
see Response to Comment Anonymous-17, which provides additional detail regarding population 
growth within Saranap and the City of Walnut Creek’s Sphere of Influence. 

Response to Comment Barrett_H-4: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Barrett_H-5: 
For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and 
editorializes. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
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Regarding the Project’s potential to set precedent and its consistency with certain General Plan 
policies, see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative 
Impact Analysis. 

Barrett_V November 16, 2014 (page 5-91) 

Response to Comment Barrett_V-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Birdsall_M October 30, 2014 (page 5-92) 

Response to Comment Birdsall_M-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Birdsall_M-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the 
DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is 
flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Birdsall_M-3: 
This comment regarding the need for public services analysis is addressed in the DEIR under 
Section 4.14, Public Services. The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the 
analysis is flawed. Refer to Impact 4.14-1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project-
generated student population of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high 
school students and 42 elementary students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, 
the Project would fully mitigate the potential effect of new students on public school facilities. 
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Impact 4.14-1 also addresses fire, policing, and emergency services that serve the Project site and 
the impacts were found to be less than significant. Again, no evidence was submitted 
demonstrating that the DEIR analysis on these topics is flawed.  

Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses opportunities for 
public service providers to comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

Response to Comment Birdsall_M-4: 
This comment qualifies in part as a General Comment because it presents an opinion. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

With regard to the support for concerns raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of 
Lafayette, refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through 32 which address the City of 
Lafayette’s concerns. 

Bishop_S October 30, 2014 (page 5-93) 

Response to Comment Bishop_S-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

With regard to the support for concerns raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of 
Lafayette, refer to the Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of 
Lafayette’s concerns. 

Brightbill_D_P October 31, 2014 (page 5-93) 

Response to Comment Brightbill_D-1: 
This comment qualifies in part as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present 
information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated 
evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the 
physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or 
speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-
makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the 
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appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, 
Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. 

The portion of this comment regarding school impacts is addressed under DEIR Section 4.14, 
Public Services. Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project-
generated student population of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high 
school students and 42 elementary students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, 
the Project would fully mitigate the potential effect of new students on public school facilities, 
including impacts on Acalanes High School. Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, General 
Comments, which addresses opportunities for public service providers to comment on the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

Finally, with regard to the support for concerns raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the 
City of Lafayette, refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City 
of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Bruce_D November 17, 2014 (page 5-94) 

Response to Comment Bruce_D-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, above and refer to Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Bruce_D-2: 
This comment qualifies in part as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present 
information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated 
evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the 
physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or 
speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-
makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the 
appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, 
Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. 

Growth management in accordance with the County General Plan is addressed in Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

With regard to the adequacy of infrastructure at the Project site, refer to DEIR Section 4.17, Utilities 
and Service Systems, specifically Impact 4.17-2, Impact 4.17-3, and Impact 4.17-4, which discuss 
the Project’s infrastructure/utility demand and the availability of the available services to meet such 
demand. The County notes that the local water and sewer providers were given the opportunity to 
comment on the DEIR/RDEIR and neither indicated an inability to serve the Project. 
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Response to Comment Bruce_D-3: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the 
DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is 
flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Bruce_D-4: 
This comment pertains to issues around affordable housing and population growth. Refer to 
Responses to Comments Lafayette-5 and Anonymous-17, as well as Master Response 4, Growth 
Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

Response to Comment Bruce_D-5: 
Regarding the comment’s request to study inclusion of parks and open space within the Project, 
see Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as DEIR Section 4.15, Recreation, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts. 

Response to Comment Bruce_D-6: 
Project-generated noise, including traffic noise is addressed in DEIR, Section 4.12, Noise. Refer 
to Impacts 4.12-1 and 4.12-3. Also see Response to Comment Baird_J-7 above. The commenter 
has submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed.  

Response to Comment Bruce_D-7: 
Regarding the comment’s concerns for pedestrian and bicycle safety, see Master Response 3, 
Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which addresses vehicle speed and pedestrian and bicycle 
safety measures.  

Regarding the suggestion for preparation of a Boulevard Way traffic plan, this comment qualifies 
as a General Comment because it offers opinions. See Master Response 1, General Comments. 
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. However, the County also notes that 
while there is not an adopted “plan” for Boulevard Way, the Project must comply with numerous 
adopted regulations, ordinances, policies, etc. related to traffic and transportation. The Project’s 
consistency with these adopted regulations is addressed in the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Bruce_D-8: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions and editorializes. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
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Carrillo_E_I November 17, 2014 (page 5-95) 

Response to Comment Carrillo_E_I-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Carrillo_E_I-2: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Craig_C November 17, 2014 (page 5-95) 

Response to Comment Craig_C-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Craner_C_M November 16, 2014 (page 5-96) 

Response to Comment Craner_C_M-1: 
To the extent this comment addresses the availability of public services consistent with the 
General Plan, this is addressed, in part, in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan 
Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. Furthermore, public services analysis is addressed 
in DEIR Section 4.14, Public Services. The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that 
the analysis is flawed. 

To the extent the comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the 
potential significant adverse transit-related impacts of the Project. See Master Response 3, Traffic 
and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR.  
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Response to Comment Craner_C_M-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or the conclusions of the 
analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis and 
the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation 
and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Craner_C_M-3: 
This comment partially qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present 
information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated 
evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the 
physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or 
speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-
makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the 
appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, 
Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. Also see Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as 
DEIR Section 4.15, Recreation, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts.  

Regarding aesthetic impacts, the RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts 
related to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. 
Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

With regard to the comment’s concern for traffic generated noise, refer to DEIR, Section 4.12, 
Noise, Impacts 4.12-1 and 4.12-3. Also see Response to Comment Baird_J-7 above. The 
commenter has submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. 

Response to Comment Craner_C_M-4: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Also see Master Response 5, Recreation, as 
well as DEIR Section 4.15, Recreation, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts.  

Response to Comment Craner_C_M-5: 
To the extent the comment concerns the subject of housing affordability and does not address the 
Project’s physical impacts on the environment nor other aspects pertinent to the potential effects 
of the Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-5, 
above, which addresses these points.  
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Response to Comment Craner_C_M-6: 
This comment requests a clarification regarding Project-generated walking trips. As stated in the 
Trip Generation Methodology section of the DEIR (page 4.16-17), a portion of trips between 
interrelated land uses in a mixed-use project or a project that is within walking distance of 
commercial services that can be made without using the off-site road system are assumed to be 
walking trips. For example, a vehicle trip by a project resident to an on-site coffee shop, 
restaurant, or market could be made by walking rather than traveling off-site, thus reducing the 
project’s overall trip generation. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as 
well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential 
Cumulative Impacts, of the DEIR along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR 
and RDEIR which include all transportation assumptions. 

Response to Comment Craner_C_M-7: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and editorializes. 
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Crinnion_L November 18, 2014 (page 5-97) 

Response to Comment Crinnion_L-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Fitterer_S November 17, 2014 (page 5-97) 

Response to Comment Fitterer_S-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis. 

Floum_D November 15, 2014 (page 5-98) 

Response to Comment Floum_D-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  
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With regard to the City of Lafayette’s request for story poles to be erected at the Project site, see 
Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, for an explanation as to why the County declined this 
request. 

Response to Comment Floum_D-2: 
This comment regarding precedent and the cumulative impact analysis is addressed in Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis, 
and DEIR Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, which presents the DEIR assumptions for, 
and analysis of, cumulative impacts. For the cumulative impact analysis, the County considered 
13 other projects occurring in the Saranap-Walnut Creek-Lafayette area. The commenter refers to 
“approximately 12 major development projects” occurring in the Walnut Creek area, but does not 
identify them. The County therefore cannot determine whether the commenter is referring to 
projects included in the cumulative analysis or not. 

Response to Comment Floum_D-3: 
This comment regarding the impact to schools is addressed under DEIR Section 4.14, Public 
Services. Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14-5, which estimates a Project-generated 
student population of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high school 
students and 42 elementary students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, the 
Project would fully mitigate the potential effect of new students on public school facilities. 
Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses opportunities for 
public service providers to comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

Response to Comment Floum_D-4: 
This comment regarding the adequacy of alternatives is addressed in Chapter 6, Analysis of 
Alternatives, of the DEIR, which presents four Project alternatives consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project. 
The RDEIR presents and analyzes a fifth Project alternative. CEQA does not require boundless 
alternative considerations. As stated on DEIR page 6-1, the “range of alternatives” is governed by 
the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit 
an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body and informed public participation 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives shall 
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
Project. Of those, the County is required to examine those which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic Project objectives. 

Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No Project/No Build 
Alternative (required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]); 2) No Project/Rehabilitation 
Alternative; 3) Reduced Project Alternative; 4) General Plan Buildout Alternative; and 
5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA). The General Plan Buildout Alternative, which is consistent 
with the existing General Plan land use designations, is the alternative requested by the 
commenter.  
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Response to Comment Floum_D-5: 
This comment addresses compliance with the County’s General Plan growth management 
policies, specifically mentioning Policies 3-8 and 3-21. Compliance with these policies is 
addressed in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative 
Impact Analysis. 

Response to Comment Floum_D-6: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project. See Master Response 3, Traffic 
and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

For a discussion on the Project’s consistency with the concepts of “smart growth,” see Response 
to Comment Lafayette-32. 

Response to Comment Floum_D-7: 
This comment qualifies in part as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present 
information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated 
evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the 
physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or 
speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-
makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the 
appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR. 

To the extent that this comment concerns the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan, 
see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact 
Analysis. To the extent that this comment pertains to issues around housing displacement and/or 
affordable housing, see Response to Comment Lafayette-5. To the extent that this comment 
pertains to population growth in the Saranap area, see Response to Comment Anonymous-17. 

Response to Comment Floum_D-8: 
Regarding parks and open space, see Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.15, Recreation, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts. 

Response to Comment Floum_D-9: 
The comment regarding traffic noise is addressed in DEIR Section 4.12, Noise. Specifically, 
increase in noise due to Project traffic is analyzed under Impact 4.12-3, which identified the 
intersections in the vicinity of the Project site most impacted by Project traffic and estimated the 
associated increase in noise level using Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Traffic 
Noise Model. As stated, roadway segments and intersections farther away from the Project study 
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intersection would be impacted by Project traffic to a lesser extent, if at all. The analysis found 
that the noise environment along Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue would be most affected by 
Project traffic and would experience a maximum of 2 dBA increase in noise over existing noise 
levels. This increase would be below the 5 dBA significance threshold; therefore, the impact of 
Project traffic on ambient noise would be less than significant. Noise increase due to Project 
traffic at other intersections and roadway segments in the Project vicinity would be below 2 dBA 
and hence less also less than significant.  

Response to Comment Floum_D-10: 
This comment concerns the potential Project-related traffic hazards and impacts related to bicycle 
and pedestrian safety. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which 
addresses vehicle speed and pedestrian and bicycle safety measures. Also see DEIR Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along 
with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. The commenter has submitted 
no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master Response 1, General 
Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR. 

Follmer_J November 10, 2014 (page 5-100) 

Response to Comment Follmer_J-1: 
This comment regarding school impacts is addressed under Section 4.14, Public Services. 
Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project- generated student 
population of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high school students and 
42 elementary students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, the Project would fully 
mitigate the potential effect of new students on public school facilities, including impacts on 
Acalanes High School. Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, General Comments, which 
addresses opportunities for public service providers to comment on the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis.  

Ghirardelli_R October 30, 2014 (page 5-101) 

Response to Comment Ghirardelli_R-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 
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Response to Comment Ghirardelli_R-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Ghirardelli_R-3: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

As explained in Master Response 2, the County is implementing additional mitigation to lower the 
height of the Project. Updated designs will be available when the Project is considered at public 
hearings before the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.  

Gregory_D_T October 13, 2014 (page 5-101) 

Response to Comment Gregory_D_T-1: 
The RDEIR includes an updated corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics 
in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation 
of the methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 
of the RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis. 

Grisier_M November 15, 2014 (page 5-102) 

Response to Comment Grisier_M-1: 
This comment partially serves as a summary of subsequent comments put forth in this letter. 
Refer to Response to Comment Grisier_M-2 through 4 below for additional responses regarding 
the subjects referred to in this comment. With respect to the visual character of the Project, the 
RDEIR includes an updated analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. For additional clarification on the 
visual character and the aesthetics analysis and conclusions, see Master Response 2, Aesthetics 
Analysis. For further clarification on the proposed General Plan Amendment and assumptions 
used in the DEIR/RDEIR cumulative analysis, refer to Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, 
General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 
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Response to Comment Grisier_M-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or the conclusions of the 
analysis, refer to Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. These sections 
provide a discussion of speed and vehicle safety, spillover traffic, and addresses pedestrian and 
bicycle safety. While the comment indicates the DEIR is not adequate, the commenter submitted 
no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. 

Regarding the suggestion for preparation of a Boulevard Way traffic plan, this comment qualifies 
as a General Comment because it offers opinions. See Master Response 1, General Comments. 
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. However, the County also notes that 
while there is not an adopted “plan” for Boulevard Way, the Project must comply with numerous 
adopted regulations, ordinances, policies, etc. related to traffic and transportation. The Project’s 
consistency with these adopted regulations is addressed in the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Grisier_M-3: 
This comment concerns the subject of housing affordability. It does not address the Project’s 
physical impacts on the environment nor other aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the 
Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA. Refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-5, 
which addresses these points.  

Response to Comment Grisier_M-4: 
This comment regarding the need for additional study of the Project’s impacts related to parks 
and open space is addressed in Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as DEIR Section 4.15, 
Recreation, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts. 

Response to Comment Grisier_M-5: 
This comment regarding growth inducement and/or cumulative analysis is addressed in Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 
Also refer to page 5-2 of Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, of the DEIR, which presents 
the DEIR analysis of growth inducing impacts, pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA 
Guidelines.  
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Hahn_B November 16, 2014 (page 5-103) 

Response to Comment Hahn_B-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Hahn_B-2: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Hahn_B-3: 
With regard to the comment’s concern for the Site A parking structure’s impact on residents in 
terms of exhaust fumes, the County notes that cars using the parking structure could add to a 
localized increase in air pollutants. Carbon monoxide (CO) emissions from incomplete 
combustion of fuel during cold start and idling would be the primary pollutant of concern in 
parking garages. The BAAQMD Revised Draft Options and Justification Report for CEQA 
Thresholds of Significance identifies a proxy threshold of 550 pounds per day of CO from vehicle 
emissions for a potential exceedance of CO ambient air quality standards. As shown in the 
CalEEMod model (see DEIR Appendix A), the Project is estimated to generate 120.5 pounds per 
day of CO, which is substantially below the proxy threshold. A project could create a carbon 
monoxide “hot spot” if it were to increase traffic volumes at an affected intersection to more than 
44,000 vehicles per hour. The Project, however, would generate nearly 5,000 vehicle trips per 
day. While sensitive receptors at the Vista Palms Apartments (1162 – 1172 Saranap Avenue) are 
located adjacent to the Project’s proposed 391-space parking garage, a violation of the carbon 
monoxide ambient air quality standard would not occur because traffic volumes associated with 
the Project would be too low. Also see Response to Comment Anonymous-13, above, for 
additional discussion of impacts related to air quality. 

Regarding the comment’s concern for noise generated by users of the parking garage, much of the 
Project’s garage would be underground and the above-ground portions would be enclosed by 
solid concrete walls, which due to their density are effective noise barriers. Thus, most noise 
generated within the garage would be contained and noise that escaped would be substantially 
dampened simply by virtue of the garage’s design. As noise also attenuates over distance, noise 
escaping the garage would be insignificant once it reached off-site sensitive receptors. 
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The comment also suggests that vehicle lights from Site A garage traffic would be visible from 
private decks and living spaces at the Vista Palms Apartments. Lights inside the garage would not 
be visible because the garage would be enclosed on the side facing Vista Palms. As described in 
DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, a driveway would access the Site A parking 
garage from the east side of Saranap Avenue approximately 200 feet north of Boulevard Way. 
Project-related traffic using this driveway would be visible from some Vista Palms residences, 
but light from such traffic (emanating from headlights, tail lights, turn signals) would have the 
same appearance as light associated with existing traffic on Saranap Avenue. While the Project 
would increase the number of vehicles, the associated light would be typical for a residential 
street in an urban area and would not cause a significant adverse change to nighttime lighting 
conditions or views in the area.  

Response to Comment Hahn_B-4: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. Additionally, see Master 
Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, which includes a revised mitigation measure incorporating 
additional building height reductions on Site A, to ensure that neither the Project nor any of the 
alternatives substantially degrades the existing visual character or quality of the Project site or 
vicinity.  

Response to Comment Hahn_B-5: 
See Response to Comment Hahn_B-2. 

Hayashi_J November 16, 2014 (page 5-104) 

Response to Comment Hayashi_J-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Hayashi_J-2: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  
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Holcomb_J November 13, 2014 (page 5-104) 

Response to Comment Holcomb_J-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Humphreys_M November 16, 2014 (page 5-105) 

Response to Comment Humphreys_M-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Jurgens_A December 11, 2014 (page 5-106) 

Response to Comment Jurgens_A-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

The Project’s potential to result in growth-inducing impacts is addressed in Master Response 4, 
Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

Jurgens_R November 13, 2014 (page 5-106) 

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
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sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-2: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

To the extent that this comment does not pertain to the physical environment or the adequacy of 
the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR, this comment qualifies as a General Comment.  

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-3: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and editorializes. 
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-4: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Additionally, see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, which includes a revised 
mitigation measure incorporating additional building height reductions on Site A, to ensure that 
neither the Project nor any of the alternatives substantially degrades the existing visual character 
or quality of the Project site or vicinity.  

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-5: 
For further clarification on the potential effects of the proposed General Plan Amendment and 
assumptions used in the DEIR/RDEIR cumulative analysis, refer to Master Response 4, Growth 
Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Analysis. 

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-6: 
The comment presents several concerns for the methodology and assumptions used to assess the 
potential significant adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or the 
conclusions of the analysis. Refer to Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as 
well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential 
Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 
These sections provide specific disucssions on the DEIR’s transportation analysis methodology, 
as well as a discussion on speed, traffic spillover, pedestrian and bicycle safety, BART usage, as 
well as incorporation of the County’s multi-modal policies, smart growth policies, and multi-
jurisdictional projects, including local coridor plans.  
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Furthermore, regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of 
Lafayette, refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of 
Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-7: 
For further clarification on the potential effects of the proposed General Plan Amendment and 
assumptions used in the DEIR/RDEIR cumulative analysis, refer to Master Response 4, Growth 
Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Analysis. 

This comment regarding displacement and housing affordability does not address the Project’s 
physical impacts on the environment nor other aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the 
Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA, and thus are beyond the purview of the EIR. See 
Response to Comment Lafayette-5. 

To the extent that this comment pertains to population growth in the Saranap area, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Analysis. 

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-8: 
This comment regarding the need for additional study of the Project’s impacts related to parks 
and open space is addressed in Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as DEIR Section 4.15, 
Recreation, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts. 

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-9: 
See Response to Comment Baird_J-7.  

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-10: 
Regarding the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potentially significant adverse 
traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or the conclusions of the analysis, 
refer to Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along 
with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. The commenter submitted no 
evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. 

Regarding the suggestion for preparation of a Boulevard Way traffic plan, this comment qualifies 
as a General Comment because it offers opinions. See Master Response 1, General Comments. 
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. However, the County also notes that 
while there is not an adopted “plan” for Boulevard Way, the Project must comply with numerous 
adopted regulations, ordinances, policies, etc. related to traffic and transportation. The Project’s 
consistency with these adopted regulations is addressed in the DEIR/RDEIR.  
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Mack_T November 17, 2014 (page 5-108) 

Response to Comment Mack_T-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Mack_T-2: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

McKee_D November 13, 2014 (page 5-108) 

Response to Comment McKee_D-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Mendelsohn_J November 17, 2014 (page 5-109) 

Response to Comment Mendelsohn_J-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis. 
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Murphy_L October 31, 2014 (page 5-109) 

Response to Comment Murphy_L-1: 
Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Murphy_L-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Murphy_L-3: 
This comment qualifies in part as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present 
information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated 
evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the 
physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or 
speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-
makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the 
appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, 
Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. 

This comments also raises the issues of precedent, growth inducement, and cumulative impacts. 
These issues are addressed in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan 
Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Murphy_L-4: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and challenges the conclusions of 
the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, for additional discussion of pedestrian and bicycle 
safety, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of 
Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and 
RDEIR. 
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Response to Comment Murphy_L-5: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it present opinions and editorializes. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Nelson_C November 17, 2014 (page 5-110) 

Response to Comment Nelson_C-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Nelson_C-2: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis. 

Response to Comment Nelson_C-3: 
The issues of General Plan consistency raised in this comment are addressed in Master Response 4, 
Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. For further 
clarification with regard to the Project’s consistency with the General Plan, refer to Section 4.10, 
Land Use and Planning, of the DEIR.  

With regard to the adequacy of Project site infrastructure, refer to DEIR Section 4.17, Utilities 
and Service Systems, specifically Impact 4.17-2, Impact 4.17-3, and Impact 4.17-4, which discuss 
the Project’s infrastructure/utility demand and the ability of the service providers to meet such 
demand. 

Response to Comment Nelson_C-4: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well 
as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential 
Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR, 
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these address the comment’s concern for trip generation, multi-jurisdictional projects, and other 
transit impacts related to BART.  

Regarding the Project’s consistency with “smart growth” principles, see Response to Comment 
Lafayette-32. 

Regarding the comment’s concern for the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the 
City of Lafayette, refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City 
of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Nelson_C-5: 
 See Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact 
Analysis. To the extent that this comment pertains to population growth in Saranap versus the 
County as a whole, see Response to Comment Anonymous-17. Regarding jobs-to-housing 
balance, this is a land use planning issue and not a CEQA issue, and will be addressed by County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project. 

Response to Comment Nelson_C-6: 
Regarding the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potentially significant adverse 
traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or the conclusions of the analysis, 
refer to Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which provides a discussion on 
pedestrian and bicycle safety, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, and associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the 
analysis is flawed. 

Regarding the suggestion for preparation of a Boulevard Way traffic plan, this comment qualifies 
as a General Comment because it offers opinions. See Master Response 1, General Comments. 
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. However, the County also notes that 
while there is not an adopted “plan” for Boulevard Way, the Project must comply with numerous 
adopted regulations, ordinances, policies, etc. related to traffic and transportation. The Project’s 
consistency with these adopted regulations is addressed in the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Nelson_C-7: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it editorializes. This comment is noted 
and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  
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Oliver_K November 11, 2014 (page 5-112) 

Response to Comment Oliver_K-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Oliver_K-2: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. Additionally, see Master 
Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, which includes a revised mitigation measure incorporating 
additional building height reductions on Site A, to ensure that neither the Project nor any of the 
alternatives substantially degrades the existing visual character or quality of the Project site or 
vicinity.  

Response to Comment Oliver_K-3: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR and opinions. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project. See also Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, 
General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis, as well as DEIR Sections 4.14, 
Public Services and 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems. 

Response to Comment Oliver_K-4: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Oliver_K-5: 
To the extent the comment concerns the subject of housing affordability and does not address the 
Project’s physical impacts on the environment nor other aspects pertinent to the potential effects 
of the Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-5. 

5-207



5. Written Comments on the DEIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

To the extent that this comments pertains to population growth in Saranap versus the County as a 
whole, see Response to Comment Anonymous-17. 

Response to Comment Oliver_K-6: 
This comment regarding the need for additional study of the Project’s impacts related to parks 
and open space is addressed in Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as DEIR Section 4.15, 
Recreation, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts. 

Response to Comment Oliver_K-7: 
With regard to noise impacts, including traffic-generated noise increases and potential impacts on 
the Project vicinity, see discussion under Impact 4.12-3 of the Noise section and Response to 
Comment Anonymous-8. 

Response to Comment Oliver_K-8: 
This comment offers an opinion. Refer to DEIR Impact 4.16-2 and Impact 4.16-5, which address 
traffic-related hazards and pedestrian and bicycle safety. Also refer to Master Response 3, Traffic 
and Transportation Analysis, which provides a discussion on pedestrian and bicycle safety, 

Response to Comment Oliver_K-9: 
This comment serves as a summary of previous comments put forth in this letter and qualifies as 
a General Comment because it offers opinions. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider 
the Project. 

Osborne_J November 17, 2014 (page 5-113) 

Response to Comment Osborne_J-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 
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Osterholm_C November 16, 2014 (page 5-113) 

Response to Comment Osterholm_C-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Paulson_V November 14, 2014 (page 5-114) 

Response to Comment Paulson_V-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Perry_P November 13, 2014 (page 5-114) 

Response to Comment Perry_P-1: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Perry_P-2: 
This comment regarding growth inducement and cumulative impacts is addressed in Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Perry_P-3: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 
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Response to Comment Perry_P-4: 
Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Perry_P-5: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers an opinion. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Response to Comment Perry_P-6: 
This comment concerns the adequacy of the DEIR alternatives analysis. DEIR Chapter 6, 
Analysis of Alternatives, presents four Project alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The 
RDEIR presents and analyzes a fifth Project alternative. CEQA does not require boundless 
alternative considerations. As stated on DEIR page 6-1, the “range of alternatives” is governed by 
the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit 
an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body and informed public participation 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives shall 
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
Project. Of those, the County is required to examine those which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic Project objectives. Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No 
Project/No Build Alternative (required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]); 2) No 
Project/Rehabilitation Alternative; 3) Reduced Project Alternative (RPA); 4) General Plan 
Buildout Alternative; and 5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA).  

The comment suggests that two additional alternatives must be studied: one that reallocates the 
portion of Boulevard Way that would be narrowed and converted to diagonal parking as a park-
like area for the community instead, and one that considers the possibility of commercial 
properties on Boulevard Way redeveloping in a manner similar to the Project.  

The request to study an alternative that reallocates a portion of Boulevard Way as a park-like area 
for the community has no basis in CEQA. The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to identify 
alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. 
The DEIR found potential impacts related to open space and park/recreational facilities to be less 
than significant. This issue therefore need not be addressed in an alternative.  

The second alternative request deals with the issues of growth inducement and cumulative 
impacts. These issues are addressed in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan 
Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. The DEIR identified neither growth inducement 
nor cumulative impacts as significant concerns; therefore, they need not be addressed in an 
alternative.  

Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, General Comments. 
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Response to Comment Perry_P-7: 
The effects of the roundabout and traffic circle under cumulative conditions were analyzed in the 
DEIR. As noted on DEIR page 4.16-22 under Traffic on Neighboring Streets, the roundabout and 
traffic circle would result in minimal delay, and would cause an average vehicle delay in year 
2030 Cumulative Plus-Project conditions of less than six seconds, which is considered neither 
substantial nor significant.  

Response to Comment Perry_P-8: 
The comment refers to an arch sign once depicted near the intersection of Boulevard Way and 
Flora Avenue. This sign was not part of applicant’s submittal to the County and is not a part of 
the Project.  

Response to Comment Perry_P-9: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Perry_P-10: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions and suggestions 
regarding the content of the DEIR. The commenter suggests that the DEIR should include more 
information on the history of zoning and the development of the General Plan for the Saranap 
area. While this information would provide additional context for understanding the Project in its 
setting, it would not impact the analysis of environmental impacts. This comment is noted and 
will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) 
when they consider the Project. 

Peters_G November 16, 2014 (page 5-117) 

Response to Comment Peters_G-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  
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Porcella_A October 30, 2014 (page 5-117) 

Response to Comment Porcella_A-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Rayden_M October 30, 2014 (page 5-118) 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Rayden_M-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the 
DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is 
flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-3: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 

5-212



5. Written Comments on the DEIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-4: 
This comment concerns Project-generated walking trips t. As stated in the Trip Generation 
Methodology section of the DEIR (page 4.16-17), a portion of trips between interrelated land uses 
in a mixed-use project or a project that is within walking distance of commercial services that can 
be made without using the off-site road system are assumed to be walking trips. For example, a 
vehicle trip by a project resident to an on-site coffee shop, restaurant, or market could be made by 
walking rather than traveling off-site, thus reducing the project’s overall trip generation. See 
Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along 
with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-5: 
With regard to the comment’s concern for traffic generated by a health or night club, the night 
club and health club are no longer proposed as part of the Project; therefore, their traffic impacts 
need not be analyzed. 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-6: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers and opinion. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Response to Comment Rayden_M-7: 
This comment asserts that the “geological measurements and conclusions” were obtained from a 
very dry year and thus not reflective of accurate conditions which would require different 
mitigations. As stated in the DEIR on page 4.6-2, the measured depth to groundwater during the 
preliminary geotechnical investigation varied from 13 to approximately 20 feet below ground 
surface. These findings as measured within boreholes during drilling are known to be 
approximate and can fluctuate from year to year as well as throughout the seasons. The final 
design-level geotechnical report would include final design recommendations that would be 
based on further site-specific data in accordance with current building code requirements. The 
preliminary geotechnical report was peer reviewed by Darwin Meyers Associates, the County’s 
consulting geotechnical engineer, and found to be adequate and “a suitable basis for preparation 
of the CEQA document.” The final design recommendations would be strictly based on past field 
measurements of groundwater. Current geotechnical engineering standards and practices, in 
accordance with building code requirements, would acknowledge fluctuations in groundwater 
levels such that the context of any drought conditions would be accounted for, making adverse 
effects unlikely.  
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Response to Comment Rayden_M-8: 
The comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the Project’s 
construction traffic-related impacts. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, 
as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of 
Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports for the DEIR and RDEIR. 
With regard to the cumulative analysis associated with this comment, refer to Master Response 4, 
Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Analysis. Also refer to page 5-3 
of DEIR Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Cumulative Impacts, which describes the DEIR analysis of 
cumulative impacts, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(1). Additionally, 
Subsection 5.4.2 identifies specific projects which represent past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects for the cumulative analysis, this includes the in question Sufism Reoriented 
Sanctuary. 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-9: 
 With regard to the comment’s concern for the analysis of General Plan consistency, refer to 
Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Analysis, 
which discusses this topic. 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-10: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Rayden_M-11: 
The comment asserts that no recommendations are given for mitigating the noted erosion that has 
been reported by residents near the Blade Court area. Information on this anecdotal evidence of 
erosion on page 4.9-3 of the DEIR was provided for the purpose of describing existing 
conditions. As also stated on that page of the DEIR, the Project site drains into an existing 30-
inch pipe which eventually empties into Las Trampas Creek southeast of the site. As this 
infrastructure conveys all stormwater flows underground it would have no effect on any potential 
erosion issues on Blade Court which would be considered part of the existing baseline. Because 
the Project would not contribute to any erosion impacts in the Blade Court area, it legally cannot 
be required to mitigate for such impacts.  

Response to Comment Rayden_M-12: 
Daytime glare onto SR 24 from sunlight would not represent a significant impact. The Project 
buildings are south of SR 24 and have a southern exposure. Therefore, the north-facing portions of 
the Project buildings would receive minimal direct sunlight if any. In addition, views of the Project 
site are fleeting from SR 24 and associated ramps.  
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Redmond_M November 15, 2014 (page 5-119) 

Response to Comment Redmond_M-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Reimers_S November 15, 2014 (page 5-120) 

Response to Comment Reimers_S-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Rhoads_S November 17, 2014 (page 5-120) 

Response to Comment Rhoads_S-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Rodes_N November 18, 2014 (page 5-121) 

Response to Comment Rodes_N-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Rodes_N-2: 
This comment regarding the adequacy of alternatives is addressed in DEIR Chapter 6, Analysis 
of Alternatives, which presents four Project alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The 
RDEIR presents and analyzes a fifth Project alternative. CEQA does not require boundless 
alternative considerations. As stated on DEIR page 6-1, the “range of alternatives” is governed by 
the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit 
an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body and informed public participation 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives shall 
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
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Project. Of those, the County is required to examine those which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic Project objectives. 

Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include 1) No Project/No Build Alternative 
(required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]); 2) No Project/Rehabilitation Alternative; 
3) Reduced Project Alternative; 4) General Plan Buildout Alternative; and 5) Mitigated Plan 
Alternative (MPA). The commenter offers the opinion that the alternatives are inadequate, but does 
not explain how the analysis should be improved.  

Response to Comment Rodes_N-3: 
Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Rosenblatt_M October 30, 2014 (page 5-121) 

Response to Comment Rosenblatt_M-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Rosenblatt_M-2: 
Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Rosenblatt_M-3: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions. This comment is noted 
and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Santi_P November 15, 2014 (page 5-122) 

Response to Comment Santi_P-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  
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Simmons_B November 17, 2014 (page 5-122) 

Response to Comment Simmons_B-1: 
Pedestrian safety concerns are addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation 
Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas 
of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and 
RDEIR. 

To the extent that this comment offers opinions, this comment qualifies as a General Comment. 
General Comments either: 1) present information already considered in the analysis in the 
DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in 
the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and 
CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General 
Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, 
Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Simmons_B-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Simmons_B-3: 
Regarding the suggestion for preparation of a Boulevard Way traffic plan, this comment qualifies 
as a General Comment because it offers opinions. See Master Response 1, General Comments. 
This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. However, the County also notes that 
while there is not an adopted “plan” for Boulevard Way, the Project must comply with numerous 
adopted regulations, ordinances, policies, etc. related to traffic and transportation. The Project’s 
consistency with these adopted regulations is addressed in the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Smith_K November 14, 2014 (page 5-123) 

Response to Comment Smith_K-1: 
With regard to the comment’s recommendation for the use of story poles, see Master Response 2, 
Aesthetics Analysis, where the issue of story poles is addressed directly.  
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Response to Comment Smith_K-2: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Smith_K-3: 
To the extent this comment pertains to traffic and transportation issues, the specific issues 
mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no 
evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

To the extent that this comment editorializes, this comment qualifies as a General Comment. 
General Comments either: 1) present information already considered in the analysis in the 
DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in 
the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and 
CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General 
Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, 
Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Smith_K-4: 
This comment regarding cumulative impact analysis is addressed in Master Response 4, Growth 
Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis, and DEIR Chapter 5, 
Other CEQA Considerations, which presents the DEIR assumptions for, and analysis of, 
cumulative impacts. For the cumulative impact analysis, the County considered 13 other projects 
occurring in the Saranap-Walnut Creek-Lafayette area. The commenter refers to “approximately 
12 major development projects” occurring in the Walnut Creek area, but does not identify them. 
The County therefore cannot determine whether the commenter is referring to projects included 
in the cumulative analysis or not. 

Response to Comment Smith_K-5: 
This comment concerns the issue of precedent and the Project’s the potential growth-inducing 
impacts. Refer to Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and 
Cumulative Impact Analysis. Also refer to page 5-2 of Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, 
of the DEIR, which presents the DEIR analysis of growth-inducing impacts, pursuant to 
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines.  
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Response to Comment Smith_K-6: 
This comment regarding impacts to schools is addressed in the DEIR under Section 4.14, Public 
Services. The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the DEIR analysis is flawed. 
Refer to Impact 4.14-1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project-generated student 
population of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high school students and 
42 elementary students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, the Project would fully 
mitigate the potential effect of new students on public school facilities. Furthermore, refer to 
Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses opportunities for public service 
providers to comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

Response to Comment Smith_K-7: 
This comment regarding alternatives is addressed in Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives, of 
the DEIR, which presents four Project alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The 
RDEIR presents and analyzes a fifth Project alternative. CEQA does not require boundless 
alternative considerations. As stated on DEIR page 6-1, the “range of alternatives” is governed by 
the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit 
an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body and informed public participation 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives shall 
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
Project. Of those, the County is required to examine those which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic Project objectives. 

Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No Project/No Build 
Alternative (required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]); 2) No Project/Rehabilitation 
Alternative; 3) Reduced Project Alternative; 4) General Plan Buildout Alternative; and 
5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA). With respect to the level of analysis provided for these 
alternatives, the DEIR/RDEIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d). Thus, the 
alternatives are discussed in less detail than the impact discussions for the Project in Chapter 4. 
The alternative’s analysis is conducted at a sufficient level of detail to provide the public, other 
public agencies, and County decision-makers adequate information to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Project as analyzed in Chapters 4 and 5. 

The commenter requests formulation of an alternative that seems to be a mix of the Reduced 
Project Alternative and General Plan Buildout Alternative. As these alternatives are clearly 
described in the DEIR, and could be treated as bookends per se, there is no need to add an 
alternative that combines the two.  

Response to Comment Smith_K-8: 
This comment concerns the Project’s consistency with the County’s growth management policies, 
specifically mentioning Policies 3-8 and 3-21. This topic is addressed in Master Response 4, 
Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  
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Response to Comment Smith_K-9: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the 
DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is 
flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which provides a discussion 
on pedestrian and bicycle safety, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Smith_K-10: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section  16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Regarding the Project’s consistency with “smart growth” concepts, see Response to Comment 
Lafayette-32. 

Response to Comment Smith_K-11: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the 
DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is 
flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Smith_K-12: 
To the extent that this comment concerns the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan, 
see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact 
Analysis. To the extent that this comment pertains to issues around housing displacement and/or 
affordable housing, see Response to Comment Lafayette-5. To the extent that this comment 
pertains to population growth in the Saranap area, see Response to Comment Anonymous-17. 
Regarding jobs-to-housing balance, this is a land use planning issue and not a CEQA issue, and 
will be addressed by County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) 
when they consider the Project. 
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Response to Comment Smith_K-13: 
See Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as DEIR Section 4.15, Recreation, and Subsection 
5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts. The commenter submitted no evidence 
demonstrating that the DEIR analysis is flawed. 

Response to Comment Smith_K-14: 
With regard to noise impacts, including traffic-generated noise increases and potential impacts on 
the Project vicinity, see discussion under DEIR Section 4.12, Noise, Impact 4.12-3 and Response 
to Comment Anonymous-8. 

Response to Comment Smith_K-15: 
Regarding the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potentially significant adverse 
traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or the conclusions of the analysis, 
refer to Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which provides a discussion on 
pedestrian, bicycle, and pedestrian safety. Also see DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, and associated technical 
reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating 
that the analysis is flawed. 

Staino_S October 30, 2014 (page 5-126) 

Response to Comment Staino_S-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorializes. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Staino_S-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the 
DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is 
flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 
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Response to Comment Staino_S-3: 
For the most part this comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. For further clarification on issues related to 
traffic, noise, and aesthetics (including light), see Master Responses 2 and 3 along with the 
appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Stephanos_M November 17, 2014 (page 5-127) 

Response to Comment Stephanos_M-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Strickland_P November 18, 2014 (page 5-127) 

Response to Comment Strickland_P-1: 
For the most part this comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 
1) present information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present 
unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not 
pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions 
or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in 
the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, 
Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable. 

To the extent that this comment addresses precedent and growth inducement, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 
Also refer to page 5-2 of Chapter 5, Other Considerations, of the DEIR, which presents the DEIR 
analysis of growth-inducing impacts, pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Response to Comment Strickland_P-2: 
Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Strickland_P-3: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
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RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, which includes a discussion regarding 
requests for erection of story poles.  

Response to Comment Strickland_P-4: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because offers statements that do not pertain to 
the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA and presents opinions. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

Tish_D_T November 16, 2014 (page 5-128) 

Response to Comment Tish_D_T-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Venanzi_E_K November 16, 2014 (page 5-129) 

Response to Comment Venanzi_E_K-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Waples_J October 13, 2014 (page 5-129) 

Response to Comment Waples_J-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorializes. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Waples_J-2: 
This comment regarding growth inducement is addressed in Master Response 4, Growth 
Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. Also refer to page 5-2 
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of Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, of the DEIR, which describes the DEIR analysis of 
growth-inducing impacts, pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Response to Comment Waples_J-3: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and unsubstantiated 
evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR. This comment is noted 
and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

Weiss_H_M October 30, 2014 (page 5-130) 

Response to Comment Weiss_H_M-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorializes. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Weiss_H_M-2: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the conclusions 
of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis 
and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Weiss_H_M-3: 
Potential impacts on schools were addressed in DEIR Section 4.14, Public Services. The 
commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the DEIR analysis is flawed. Refer to 
Impact 4.14-1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project-generated student population of 
approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high school students and 42 elementary 
students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, the Project would fully mitigate the 
potential effect of new students on public school facilities. Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, 
General Comments, which addresses public service related opportunities for comment. 
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Response to Comment Weiss_H_M-4: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and refers to 
information already considered in the DEIR analysis. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project.  

Weyer_D October 30, 2014 (page 5-131) 

Response to Comment Weyer_D-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorializes. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Whitehead_G November 16, 2014 (page 5-131) 

Response to Comment Whitehead_G-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Whitehead_G-2: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions on the merits or 
demerits of the Project and editorializes. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project. 
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Response to Comment Whitehead_G-3: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Whitehead_G-4: 
This comment primarily qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions and 
editorializes. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Response to Comment Whitehead_G-5: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it editorializes. This comment is noted 
and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Whitehead_L November 17, 2014 (page 5-132) 

Response to Comment Whitehead_L-1: 
See Response to Comment Whitehead_G-1 through Whitehead_G-5. 

Whiteman_K November 16, 2014 (page 5-133) 

Response to Comment Whiteman_K-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Windfuhr_C November 17, 2014 (page 5-133) 

Response to Comment Windfuhr_C-1: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  
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Wopschall_S November 17, 2014 (page 5-134) 

Response to Comment Wopschall_S-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Wopschall_S-2: 
The comment states that the DEIR does not show “how the height will affect the visual 
surroundings from all significant angles,” but does not specify which additional angles should be 
included. The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics 
in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation 
of the methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 
of the RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Wopschall_S-3: 
For a discussion of the Project’s consistency with the General Plan policies cited in this comment, 
see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact 
Analysis. 

For additional discussion regarding the adequacy of Project site infrastructure, refer to DEIR 
Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, specifically Impact 4.17-2, Impact 4.17-3, and 
Impact 4.17-4, which discuss the Project’s infrastructure/utility demand and the availability of the 
available services to meet such demand. 

Response to Comment Wopschall_S-4: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the 
DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is 
flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. Regarding 
jobs-to-housing balance, this is a land use planning issue and not a CEQA issue, and will be 
addressed by County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. 
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Response to Comment Wopschall_S-5: 
See Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as DEIR Section 4.15, Recreation, and Subsection 
5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts. The commenter submitted no evidence 
demonstrating that the DEIR analysis is flawed. 

Response to Comment Wopschall_S-6: 
This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project and/or challenges the 
conclusions of the analysis. The specific issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the 
DEIR analysis and the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is 
flawed. See Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, which addresses pedestrian, 
bicyclist, and vehicular safety, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Wopshcall_S-7: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions and editorializes. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

Yee_A_R November 17, 2014 (page 5-135) 

Response to Comment Yee_A_R-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Yee_A_R-2: 
The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  
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Young_J October 31, 2014 (page 5-136) 

Response to Comment Young_J-1: 
This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Young_J-2: 
Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 
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1

Danielle Dowler

From: Bob Agazzi <rcagazzi@pacbell.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 9:48 AM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Project

Re: GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

I am a homeowner and resident of the Saranap area and, after reviewing the DEIR, I would like to 
strongly oppose amending the County General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village project. 

Please preserve the beauty of our neighborhood by supporting a version that stays within the 
current zoning regulations. 

Thank you, 

Bob Agazzi 
1278 Bonita Ln. 
Walnut Creek,  CA 
925-937-0583

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:23 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Proposed Saranap Village Project

From: Bruce Agnew [mailto:bruceagnew@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:00 AM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: Proposed Saranap Village Project 

Dear Mr. Bhat, 

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the 
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood. My 
wife and I live on El Curtola Blvd., a short distance from the proposed project site, and we are very 
concerned about an increase in the traffic through our neighborhood if this project is approved as it is 
proposed. The proposed project is much too large for the neighborhood, and the adverse impacts of 
the project on the residents of Saranap would be significant.
Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current General 
Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height and 
density limits for Saranap. 
Thank you, 
Bruce Agnew
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Danielle Dowler

From: ruthless <ruthless53@earthlink.net>
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:00 PM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Project

I am Very Opposed to the new Saranap Project :  GPB-0003, RZB-3224, 
SDB-9359, DPB-3035 
due to the enormous increase in traffic that it will generate on roads built 
decades ago and never
intended to become freeways. There are no plans for additional lanes, and 
the congestion that will 
occur once these high-rises are leased will rival approaches to the Bay 
Bridge! JUST SAY NO!! 

Ruth Bailey 
3302 Beechwood Drive 
Lafayette, CA   94549

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Holly Barrett <grinandbarretts.32@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 10:54 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Proposed Hall Equities Group Saranap Village Project

County File Numbers, GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035 

Dear Mr. Wilson:

My family has had the same home in Saranap since 1949. While I have lived in the home some 20-odd years 
now, I did not grow up here. Visiting as a child, I fondly recall the neighborhood kids riding our bikes all over 
the area. Walking with my girlfriend to the California Blvd. movie theatre—using Olympic Blvd. when it was 
just a two lane road used by residents to get to downtown. And every once in a while (gasp), we’d sneak out on 
a Friday or Saturday night to check out the cruising on Main Street.  We didn't need signs reading "Drive Like 
Your Kids Live Here" or "Caution, Kids Playing." 

Many things have changed over the years—some for the good, some not so much. For instance, Olympic is now 
a four lane road and hosts on and off ramps for 680 and the odd panhandler—becoming a commuter bypass for 
the 24/680 interchange. Once upon a time we could easily cross the road to get to Dewing Pool. Today we have 
to either drive or go out of our way to cross at the Tice Valley or Newell Avenue lights. Folks living off the 
Olympic Blvd. corridor have noticed an ever increasing traffic noise that starts early in the morning and 
continues into the late evening. Used to be the only truck you’d see on Olympic was the fire or garbage truck. 
No longer. 

I have always been a firm believer in supporting your local businesses. Sadly, with the traffic, meters and 
parking garages it has become somewhat of an ordeal to pick up a coffee quickly at the local shop or drop off a 
pair of shoes for repair  downtown (sadly, I do not frequent Tiffany’s). Want to get some take-home Chinese 
food? I drop my husband off to run in and pick it up while I hover illegally on some side street. The last two 
times I took my youngster to the movie downtown, I frustratingly found myself circling the area for 30 minutes 
in search of parking. Another mother lamented the same thing to me, but said now she just leaves even earlier. I 
had left “earlier” too, however, I had thought I was going to the movies ….not the airport. We now go out of 
town to see a movie. Civic Park offers some great amenities for kids. Crowds and parking struggles make it my 
park of last resort. I travel into Danville, Alamo or Lafayette to enjoy the quality of life that was once my 
experience in Walnut Creek. Safeway at Mt. Diablo? No thanks. I no longer possess the patience or time. It is 
much easier to go into Alamo or Lafayette for groceries …. And much more pleasant. 

Hopefully you’ll forgive my rambling and perhaps understand why I shudder with horror when I hear 
the phrase “seven stories,” “multi-purpose” and/or “high density” buildings in Saranap.

I urge you to OPPOSE changing our zoning laws that would amend the General Plan height limits in 
Saranap.

Sincerely,
Holly Kessler Barrett 
32 Willow Avenue 
Walnut Creek 
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From: Leonard G. Barton
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village DEIR inadequacies
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 11:32:40 AM

Greetings Mr. Nelson.

Here are several items of my concern concerning the draft EIR
 (DEIR) for Saranap Village.

1.) The developer (Hall Equities Group, HEG) is proposing
 illuminated trees (and may possibly also add inappropriate
 street/walkway lighting as well as building exterior
 illumination). Such illumination can have upward spillage
 (especially the tree illumination) that impacts a dark night
 sky, that which allows at least a few stars to be visible in
 our area. I have not seen this addressed.

2.) HEG is proposing private parking meters. No consideration
 is given to the spill-over this will force onto portions of
 Saranap Avenue and Lucy Lane as well as Boulevard Way and
 other subsidiary streets. HEG is also proposing skimming
 $75,000 off the top for private lighting and roundabout
 maintenance, this amount seems to me to be excessive and not
 properly documented in the DEIR, since such overdraft will
 impact the availability of funds for Boulevard Way
 improvements beyond the proposed development.

3.) The DEIR does not consider traffic impact for traffic to
 Lafayette via the route:

Boulevard Way - Kinny Drive - Sunset Loop (breaking left, not
 entering the actual loop) - Meek Place, Leland Drive, and
 Condit.

The route described is especially favored by bicyclists as it
 avoids the steep hill on the more northerly Saranap Ave.

The Kinney-Sunset-Meek segment is especially problematic, given
 that it is quite narrow, has no sidewalks, and cannot be
 widened due to the width of the county right-of-way. These
 segments are often used by walkers, and where cars are parked
 on both sides only one-way traffic becomes practical (this is
 not necessarily a bad thing as it does somewhat of have a
 traffic-calming effect).

4.) No concern is given in the DEIR about the growth-inducing
 effects of this maga-development. Without adherence to the
 current zoning, the adjacent light industrial area to the east
 will quickly be acquired for its potential for similar
 constructions.

5.) No concern is given in the DEIR about the loss of
 (relatively) affordable housing at the Sandpiper apartments,
 nor has any proposal been advanced for its continuation in our
 area.

6.) The senior M.Hall of HEG has publicly voiced his disdain
 for the low commercial rents in our area, such higher rents
 typically effecting the citizens in adverse ways such as loss

 of certain businesses and higher prices for those surviving.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. I and my
 fellow citizens have many other concerns beyond the DEIR that
 are best addressed in other forums.

Sincerely,

Leonard G. Barton.

1248 Juanita Drive, Walnut Creek
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Danielle Dowler

From: Ed Basaldua <ed@parkoneprop.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 08, 2014 9:02 PM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village is too tall.

Hi Candace,  

I reside at 1359 El Curtola Blvd, which is in very close proximity to the planned development Saranap 
Village.  I am opposed to the height of this project allowing for 7 stories or 90 feet.  Overall I like the idea of 
this development, but it should not be so tall.  A structure of the size proposed, just does not fit into this 
community and it will stick out like a soar thumb.  Please require the developer to lower the height of this 
structure before approving it. 

Thank  you. 

--
Ed Basaldua
President
Park One Properties, Inc
BRE Lic # 01178254
(925) 746-0500 Office
(925) 899-9405 Cell

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Mondan <mondan@pacbell.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 6:04 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: New growth in the Saranap.

Dear Mr. Nelson: 
I used to live in the Saranap and surrounds for many years and now am at Rossmoor in my older years.. I still almost daily ride through 
that area on Boulebard Way. 
I missed coming to the last meeting , but would like to voice my support of the project. and just wanted to let you know that. Many 
wonderful opportunities for us all. 

Sincerely,
Monika Basora 
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From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:53 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Proposed project at Saranap Village, Walnut Creek

Original Message
From: Jill Michaelsen Berg [mailto:jwmichael@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Candace Andersen; Aruna Bhat
Subject: Proposed project at Saranap Village, Walnut Creek

Dear Supervisor Andersen and Ms. Bhat,

I am a homeowner for 16 years living in Saranap, Walnut Creek behind the Morucci's deli.

Although I love the idea of an improvement on Boulevard Way for the Saranap Village, I deeply oppose the size and scale
of this project. The project needs to fit within the county general plan and local current site zoning. I deeply oppose any
general plan amendment allowing this project to have up to seven stories or 90 feet in height. The traffic impact would
be disastrous. This developer needs to adhere to the current County General plan and zoning for this project. Because of
the size of this project I also feel it is out of character for my neighborhood.

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the general plan to exceed current height and density limits for
Saranap.

Yours truly,

Jill Michaelsen Berg
1265 Dewing Ln
Walnut Creek, CA 94595

Sent from my iPad

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Susan Berg <sue@bigberg.net>
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:47 PM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson; john.goia@bos.cccounty.us; Mary Piepho; Karen Mitchoff; Federal Glover; 

editor@saranap.org
Subject: Opposed to General Plan change in Saranap neighborhood

RE: project reference numbers: GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

Supervisor Andersen,
As I did in August, I am writing you to express my opposition to changing the County General Plan to allow a proposed project to
exceed the height limits in my Saranap neighborhood. I respect an owner’s right to develop his/her property. I ask that the owner do so 
within the requirements of the existing General Plan, as all of us must. 

I’ve lived in my home on El Curtola Boulevard for 30 years and know well the streets impacted by this project. Like many of 
my neighbors, I frequently walk throughout the neighborhood, affectionately referred to as “The Maze” due to its windy streets,
loops, cul de sacs, lanes and other idiosyncrasies of a small, quiet community. One of my regular routes is Saranap to Boulevard to 
Kinney to El Curtola. Great cardio workout, I must say.

In an article about this project in yesterday’s (November 9) Contra Costa Times the developer made two worrisome comments:

1. "Saranap Village would sit in a valley, so the seven-story building would not appear substantially higher than surrounding
trees and structures, most of which contain light industrial businesses and apartments, Hall said.”  I know of no “valley” at
the corner of Saranap and Boulevard Way, or anywhere else in this neighborhood, in which a seven-story building would
appear to be the same height as a three-story one.

2. "Hall said he could design a project that adheres to general plan guidelines, but he thinks residents would like it even less --
think drive-thrus and lower-end stores, he said.” So if Hall doesn’t get to build the imposing development he wants, he’ll
invite in a McDonald’s franchise and a strip mall? We have a variety of architecture in this neighborhood. Many property
owners have updated their homes to be quite modern and attractive, all within the requirements of the General Plan and the
eclectic, small-scale aesthetics of the area.

Also in the Times’ article David Dacus, president of the Saranap Community Association (a group unknown to me), said, "NIMBYs 
come out with projects like this ... they don't like change and they can always find a reason; whether it's credible is arguable," he said. 
"I would be happy to have (Saranap Village) in my neighborhood and it would be on all three sides of my condo so I will be hugely
impacted.”  Two points:

1. I guess it's understandable that someone who lives in a condo development would not object to having a huge condo complex
outside his door. I’m sorry he does not respect the people who live in the homes just a block away who would like to
maintain the small neighborhood they chose to live in.

2. While I do not know Dacus’s group, I’m very familiar with the Saranap Homeowners Organization. For years this dedicated
group of residents has worked not to oppose change, as Dacus asserts, but to assure that new developments maintain the
neighborhood aesthetic. For the most part they have succeeded. In the 60-plus years since young couples bought houses in
the first development here, the neighborhood has had several more added. Except in the case of the Suffi sanctuary,
developers have taken concerns from the Saranap Homeowners Organization and residents who support it into their plans and
designs.

Even as I write this and know others like me are contacting you as well, I have little hope that the County and City decision makers
will require the developer to abide by the existing General Plan. Frankly, based on the County's approval of the Suffi sanctuary
without a single concession to concerns many of us neighboring homeowners raised during the process, I doubt our concerns about
this project will be given the same weight as the developer’s argument for it.  We are seeing more and more of this type of 
multi-unit, multi-use development arise in Walnut Creek and Lafayette. Arguably, it generates more revenue for 
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city and county budgets, which in turn provides better services to all residents. Except that Walnut Creek 
leaders, for all the extensive development they’ve approved in the past 30 years, recently held meetings to 
explain serious budget shortfalls and ask for a parcel or sales tax increase.

Despite my fear that this project is already a done deal, I write in hopes that you and everyone involved in assessing this proposal
carefully consider its impact on the quiet, family-friendly neighborhood in which it will be placed. I invite you all to come out some 
time and wander through the “maze,” perhaps with your dog along, too, as so many walkers here do. I think you’ll like what you see.

Respectfully,
Susan Berg
1319 El Curtola Blvd
Lafayette, CA 94549
925-408-9769
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Danielle Dowler

From: Barney Berkowitz <berkomax@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 11, 2014 10:18 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village EIR -- GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

Dear Board:

We are longtime Saranap residents, and 19/21-year county employees. We send our kids to local schools and 
are fully vested in our county and community.  Though we are not Sufis, we fully support the Sufi community 
and publicly supported the development of the Sufi center throughout its contentious approval process.  Now 
that the Center is being built, we are gratified to see how it is becoming a wonderful addition to our local 
neighborhood mosaic.  We are not anti-development: we want what is best for our neighborhood, neighbors, 
and larger community. 

That said, we feel strongly that the current Saranap Village proposal under consideration is simply too massive 
and too tall.  A seven-story structure on Boulevard Way would be an obscenity, an absurdity, and hard to even 
fathom.  Such an immense structure would be too much for downtown Walnut Creek, let alone our Saranap.

We sincerely hope that common sense and taste prevail, and that the Saranap Village development is limited to 
the building regulations currently in place. 

Breese and Barney Berkowitz 
Juanita Drive 
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From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:16 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 38th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Jennifer Billeci [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 38th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

enough development WC unless the developers want to design plans to maintain the integrity of the 
downtown and provide funding to support the infrastructure.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338133&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338133&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Jennifer Billeci 
walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 

2

public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: MARY BISSELL <bethbissell@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 2:37 PM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Opposed to amending the County General Plan for Saranap Village

Supervisor Andersen, 

I am opposed to amending the County General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 
project.  An oversized project such as the currently proposed Saranap Village would overwhelm the
neighborhood.  I have lived, raised my family on El Curtola for over twenty-five years and had an 
office on Boulevard Way.

I would support a version that stays within the current zoning regulations.

Thank you,

Mary E. Bissell
Owner
1355 El Curtola Blvd.

From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 11:56:23 AM

From: Floy Blair [mailto:floyblair@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 7:24 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Supervisor Andersen,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
 development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of
 character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the
 current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current
 height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you
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From: Paul <pborgwart04@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 9:16 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: No to Amending General Plan for Saranap Village

Dear Mr. Nelson,
I am a 31 year resident and homeowner of the Saranap neighborhood. I am vehemently OPPOSED to amending the
General Plan in the Saranap for the benefit of Hall Equities' proposed Saranap Village project. It's too big, too dense, will
create too much traffic and will have a very negative impact on the area. I understand that change is enviable and that
this area is due for improvements. I would welcome a development that worked within the long established current
General Plan and zoning governance set for this neighborhood.
I urge you and your colleagues to say NO to amending the General Plan for this inappropriate project.
Sincerely,
Paul Borgwardt
2656 W. Newell Ave.

Sent from my iPad
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From: Barbara Boyan <bboyan1@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 2:29 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: GP13-0003, RZ 13-3224, SD13-9359,DP 13-3035

I would like to share my thoughts about the draft EIR for the projected Saranap Village project.  My husband 
and I own a home which is adjacent to the development.  My comments will echo those of my husband, Craig 
Boyan,  who also sent a email on this subject. 

I have a very favorable opinion of the project for a number of  reasons and I look forward to the improvement in 
the neighborhood which this project would bring. 

1. A planned development is preferable to piecemeal development because we know what will be coming to
the area.  We want to have restaurants, a grocery store, attractive buildings, and  a coffee shop here in the 
Saranap.
We do not want a jumble of big stores.  The plan offers a community approach to development which we 
appreciate.

2. Preserving the "condo field" is quite important to me as it adjoins our property.  We welcome the
development of a quiet, grassy area between our backyard and the new development.  This might not be the 
case if the land is developed haphazardly.

3. Parking and traffic, sidewalks and bicycle traffic are important considerations.  I think that slowing the
traffic with traffic circles would be very beneficial.  As regular, almost daily walkers in the Saranap, we look 
forward to having safe places for people to walk and for bicyclists to use.   

I support this development plan and urge you to approve the EIR in order to benefit the Saranap neighborhood. 

With thanks for your consideration, 

Barbara Boyan 
105 Island Court 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 
925-212-4192

.

Boyan_B
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From: Craig Boyan
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus; Craig Boyan
Subject: Comments re GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, November 15, 2014 9:57:08 PM

I am writing with comments on the draft Environmental Impact Report for the Saranap
 Village. My wife and I have owned a home in the Saranap for 13 and 1/2 years. Our lot is
 adjacent to the proposed project on the south. We also rented property in the Saranap for
 some years before buying our home.

I believe that the draft EIR is very thorough and well done. The project is very well planned,
 and will make a very positive impact on our neighborhood.

1. Because the whole project is coordinated by one developer (as opposed to being developed
piecemeal), there is a coherent plan to attract much-needed improvements to the Saranap:
good restaurants, a market, and new housing--some for rental and some for purchase--just to
name a few. Several older buildings and vacant lots will also get a fresh look, which is sorely
needed.

2. The developer is preserving some of the most charming parts of the neighborhood, such as
relocating the large oak tree, keeping a grove of trees near the south of the property, and
preserving part of our small neighborhood "pocket park" called the "condo field." This field
directly behind my own home. If these properties are developed piecemeal, will my backyard
still have such a "buffer"?

3. Parking and traffic have been carefully considered. The improvements along Boulevard
Way (narrower road, attractive sidewalks, new traffic circles, etc.) will make the roadway
safer for pedestrians and bicyclists. In addition, some of the parking fees will be set aside for
improvements in the Saranap--like sidewalks, which we desperately need. A large portion of
the EIR dealt with traffic, and it does not appear that traffic will be greatly increased.

This developer has been flexible and creative. Piecemeal development of this area would not
 provide nearly as good an option. I urge you to approve the EIR as fully adequate, and take
 another step toward making our neighborhood a more vibrant and attractive part of Contra
 Costa County.

Yours truly,

Craig Boyan
105 Island Court
Walnut Creek 94595
(925) 323-2935
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From: Jill Ray <Jill.Ray@bos.cccounty.us>
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 12:09 PM
To: Gayle Israel; Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village

Candace, 

Peter J. Brandt 
1350 Dewing Lane 
Walnut Creek, CA  94595 
peteandpeggy@sbcglobal.net

Mr. Brandt called to voice his concern with the height of the proposed project. He said he sent an 
email to you a while ago and has not rec’d a response. I let him know that we would make sure his 
email address was in our system as well as DCD’s to receive notices of future public meetings 
regarding this project. 

Supervisor Candace Andersen

This message is being sent on a public e mail system and may be subject to disclosure under the California Public Records
Act.
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From: Josh Brann <ak.brann@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 9:16 AM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Aruna Bhat; Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Development - County File Numbers - GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13,9359, 

DP13-3035

Dear Ms. Andersen,

I'm not sure what the status of the Saranap development plans are, but I have received a notification about this 
planned development from the group of concerned Saranap residents.

I live in a nearby neighborhood, Parkmead.  

I would like to submit my input that I strongly support the proposed development of Boulevard Way. Since I 
started visiting the area nearly 10 years ago, and since I moved to the Parkmead area more than three years ago, 
I have always been shocked and dismayed at the poor developmental state of Boulevard way, which some 
portions of are literally eyesores at best.

I understand and appreciate the Saranap residents concerns about the "semi-rural" character of the Saranap 
neighborhood - we have close friends who live on Warren Road who we visit often. However, I do not see the 
proposed re-development of Boulevard Way negatively impacting this character in any way, considering that it 
would be centered on Boulevard Way and not in the middle of any of the neighborhood streets in the area. The 
proposed re-development would be a major improvement over the current state of affairs.

With that in mind, I do have concerns about the proposed height of the re-development. I understand that the 
developer's return-on-investment is significantly influenced by the amount of potential commercial and 
residential space that would be generated. However, I feel the proposed re-development should be limited to a 
maximum of five stories, which would be similar to the aesthetic approach in downtown Walnut Creek - just on 
the other side of the freeway, and to which Boulevard Way is a logical extension. If the zoning laws are going 
to be re-written to allow a taller development, why stop at 7 stories... I'm sure the developer would be happy to 
have permission to build up to 10 stories - 7 stories would be beyond the aesthetic margin so to speak, and 
anything more would not be any more egregious.  

Therefore, I feel everything possible should be done to support re-development of Boulevard Way, while at the 
same time, the proposed development should be limited to a maximum of five stories.  

Thank you for your considering of my comments and input in the planning process.

Kind regards, 

Josh Brann 
131 Camelia Lane 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 
415-312-4508
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From: Browne <gomerrick@mac.com>
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:17 AM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Opposed to amending the County General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 

project.

Dear Mrs. Anderson,

I'm a home owner on Boulevard Way and this email is in regard to project number GPB 0003, RZB 3224, SDB 9359, DPB
3035. We are adamantly opposed you having the county general plan amended.

Please do not amend the plan!

Thank you very much for your time,

Merrick Browne
925 395 1666
1375 Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek
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From: burgov@yahoo.com
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 6:59 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: In support of the Saranap development project. Re: GP13-0003, RZ13-Re: 3224, 

SD13-9359, & DP13-3035 

Dear planners,
I am a resident of the Saranap neighborhood. I'm writing to voice my support for the Hall plan to develop the
neighborhood. I think it will be a beautiful influence on the whole area, even outside the Saranap. The Saranap
neighborhood has been known as a rundown neighborhood for many years. To me, there seems no reason to wish it to
stay that way. I feel confident that the planning has been well done and well evaluated. I like their attempts to make this
a quality neighborhood that is attractive and interesting visually as well as stimulating to the society of the
neighborhood.

The only thing I find difficult about the project is the lack of housing for seniors. It seems that all the rents are going up
in this area already.
Will the least expensive rentals be economical enough for people who are on a fixed income? Some of us are concerned
that we will be priced out of the neighborhood.

Thank you for all your good work. And please note that I am in support of the project.

Sincerely,
Nancy Burgess
1336 Boulevard Way, Apt. 203
Walnut Creek, California
94595

Sent from my iPhone

1
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From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:25 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 42nd signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Elizabeth Burkart [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 42nd signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

Please no more than three stories tall in our neighborhood. Thanks.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338145&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338145&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Elizabeth Burkart 
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
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receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 9:52 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: SARANAP: BUILDING BIG, BAD AND JUST WRONG !!!!!!!!

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Maryanne Byars <mab214@hotmail.com>
Date: November 4, 2014 at 9:28:53 AM PST 
To: "Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us" <aruna.bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Subject: SARANAP: BUILDING BIG, BAD AND JUST WRONG !!!!!!!!

Dear Ms. Bhat, 

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an 
inappropriate development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is 
oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood. 

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which 
adheres to the current General Plan and zoning regulations. 

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General 
Plan to exceed current height and density limits for Saranap. 

We all have lived here for over 20 yrs. and work very hard  to keep 
this area a peaceful and wonderful small community.  

Thank you, 
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Maryanne Byars 

2493 Warren rd. 

Walnut Creek, 94595 

Carolyn Campbell 

2481 Warren Rd 

Walnut Creek 94595 

Campbell_I
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 1:58:33 PM

From: elmer chinn [mailto:chinnedc@comcast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 11:09 AM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
 development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of
 character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the
 current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to
 exceed current height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you

Elmer D. Chinn, Lafayette resident
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From: Carole Chuckovich <ccsunfun@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 9:45 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: Saranap Village Re-zoning Proposal

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Carole <ccsunfun@yahoo.com>
Date: November 9, 2014 at 6:10:07 PM GMT+1 
To: william.nelson@cccounty.us
Subject: Fwd: Saranap Village Re-zoning Proposal

Sent from my NOOK 

Carole <ccsunfun@yahoo.com> wrote: 

    It is vital that you vote in opposition to the proposed zoning changes to the existing zoning 
laws, again.  Most recently, the Board of Supervisors supported a controversal zoning change yet 
hight restrictions were not relaxed.  Why are our elected officials now even entertaining a 
revision of this kind now?  Who will benifit from high density development in an area of narrow 
curbed streets and limited police & public schools & public services? 
    The city of Walnut Creek already has areas zoned for projects of this 
magnitude.  Unincorporated Saranap has zoning laws in place,that respect the needs & physical 
limitations of the area.  New development that stays within the existing guidelines can and 
should be encouraged.  Support of this  proposal smacks of regional autocracy & special interest 
agendas.
     I sincerely hope your vote will oppose the zoning changes requested for this project. 

       Carole C. Haskell 
        Resident for over 50 years 
         Juanita Drive 
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From: John Cole <mojocole@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 12:08 AM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: I support Saranap Village!

re: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035 - Saranap Village
2014-11-17
Will Nelson 
Contra Costa Planning Dept 
I've lived in and near Walnut Creek for 40 years, of which 26 years have been in Saranap. As might 
be imagined, I've seen a lot of changes in the city of Walnut Creek. However, the portion of the 
Saranap between Mt Diablo and Old Tunnel remains the same, uninspiring area.
At one time Boulevard Way was intended to be a major connector from Mt Diablo to Olympic, thus the 
6 traffic lanes. But that plan changed, and now the 'boulevard' extends only 2 blocks long, and will 
never be longer. Now it seems out of place, as drivers go 45 and faster, on their way to and from the 
freeway. It's dangerous to cross the street at dusk, and dangerous to pull out of my driveway any 
time.
Slowing traffic with roundabouts is the safest form of intersection, safer even than stop signs or 
stoplights. The Hall Equities plan for the street will actually improve traffic conditions, I believe. 

I think 'No wonder', as I walk the neighborhood, and see that the buildings along the 'boulevard' can 
only ask for the lowest commercial rent in the Walnut Creek area. The gas station, the old grocery, 
and even the Art Mart have left. Let's keep the remaining businesses. 
Saranap Village would be a welcome transformation! I'd like to have a grocery, coffee shop, and other 
quality neighborhood retailers close to home.
I live on Saranap, and believe that locating multi-family housing here, which will support the shops, 
fits in with the other existing large buildings that line both sides of Saranap. The Villas and Le 
Boulevard will act as transitions down to the neighborhood. 
Please recommend to the Board of Supervisors that they approve the Saranap Village project.  
John
 Cole 
1318 Boulevard Way 
Walnut Creek 
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From: Robineve Cole <robineve7@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 5:10 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: Saranap VillageGP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

From: Robineve Cole <robineve7@gmail.com>
Date: November 16, 2014 at 4:59:55 PM PST 
To: Will.Nelson@dcd.cccounty.us"
Subject: Saranap Village

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

I am a business owner in downtown Walnut Creak and a 30-year resident of the Saranap 
corridor, having owned 3 homes here. 

I am writing to support the Hall Equities plan to enhance an ugly, run- down, under- utilized strip 
of road with vibrant retail and residential spaces. I live near the proposed sites, and though I will 
be inconvenienced for at least a year,  I've always been embarrassed by how shabby the  area is 
around my nice home-- so it's worth it.  

I welcome the retail opportunities, the new energy and new life this mixed use project will bring. 
I can imagine this will create a domino effect all the way up the street, linking to Mt. Diablo 
Blvd., which I anticipate will be upgrading and improving as well in response.  

Saranap Village will become a commercial asset to the area, a destination point for the county, 
and, hopefully, a model for future local communities. I couldn't be happier with the needed 
change. 

Respectfully yours, 
Robineve Cole, CAPS, UDS 

Robineve Interiors 
Universal Design  
2223 No. Main 
Walnut Creek, CA 

From: Danielle Kelly on behalf of Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Saranap Village Objection
Date: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:14:43 AM

From: Beth Culler [mailto:bethculler@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 4:56 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: Saranap Village Objection

Dear Ms. Baht;

My name is Beth Culler and I am writing this letter to urge you to vote to deny the request to
amend the General Plan to exceed current height and density limits for Saranap as requested
by the developers of the Saranap Village. I have lived in the Saranap neighborhood for the
last 14 years and was drawn to it by its sense of community and semi-rural feel. I currently
live two blocks away from the proposed site with my husband and two young children.

One of my concerns with this project is the size of the proposed building structures. At seven
stories high, the proposed buildings will tower above the remaining commercial and
multifamily dwellings. In Mr. Hall's request of a General Plan Amendment Study dated May
6, 2013, he states that the current structures in the area "form a barrier that provides a
substantial separation and buffer area between the proposed Saranap Village project area and
outlying single family areas, thus providing suitable protection of the single family area from
encroachment by incompatible ones". That is simply untrue. There are single family homes
less than a block away from the proposed site. The proposed buildings are not compatible
with the neighborhood and will detract from the sense of community and semi-rural feel that
brought us here. There is nothing of that height in this community, and barely in the city of
Walnut Creek.

Another concern that I have is the increase in traffic that this development will bring. I have
two small children and worry about their safety with the increased number of cars that will be
driving through the neighborhood. I am also concerned with the parking situation and that
cars will park on side streets, such as mine, to avoid paying at meters.

I would like to thank you for taking the time to read my letter and would encourage you to
drive through the area yourself. While I agree that the area in question may benefit from
updating, I feel that the proposed Saranap Village as it stands is just too tall and massive to
be in keeping with the character of our neighborhood. I urge you to vote to deny the request
to amend the General Plan to exceed current height and density limits for Saranap.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Culler
149 Kendall Rd
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From: David Dacus <david@dacushome.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 3:57 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village - CCCo files GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035

Will:

I'm writing to personally respond to the efficacy of the Draft EIR for Saranap Village.

Having followed the project for eighteen months, I have come to know the project well, and also those involved in its
development. I've attended applicant open houses hosted by HEG, Inc., and open houses for residents of the Boulevard
Terrace Condominiums Owners Association. I've read all
1,869 pages of the Draft EIR for the project through multiple times. You have generously assisted my understanding
along the way, and I have greatly appreciated your input and counsel. The SCA, of which I'm president, has additionally
held a community meeting to invite public comment (having sent 2,109 postcards to businesses, homeowners,
apartment renters, and duplex and condo owners).

I've attended the Scoping Meeting for the EIR, and the ZA hearing for the EIR. I've attended the city of Lafayette town
council meeting with yet another updated presentation on the project, and public comment.
I've also followed the project in the media, and been interviewed for the Contra Costa Times, and even the student
newspaper at Las Lomas The Page.

In all my investigation, and in spite hearing many comments to the contrary, I've not found any area of the EIR that
seemed in any way deficient, and further it seems to err on the long side of caution as is the goal to protect the
environment and the community both nearby and beyond.

I give my wholehearted support to this project. I can't wait for it to advance through the hearing process and be built.
Even though this will cause me personal inconvenience for possibly two years, I feel it is so needed and will provide such
a positive lift in this neighborhood I've called my home since moving here in 1981. I sincerely appreciate the efforts of all
involved with the DCD staff, and their consultants, and thank you for the opportunity to support what will make a huge
difference in the area in years to come.

Regards,
David

J. David Dacus, R.A.
1308C Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 1200

Dacus_D

From: Danielle Kelly on behalf of Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Amend Saranap Village Plan
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 2:17:54 PM

From: Antoinette Davis [mailto:antonialourdes05@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:09 AM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: Amend Saranap Village Plan

Dear Ms. Bhat
I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
 development as the propose Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out
 of character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to
 the current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan to exceed
 current height and density limits for Saranap .
Thank you,
Antoinette Davis
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From: Robert Deward
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Proposed Hall Development on Boulevard Way
Date: Sunday, November 09, 2014 2:28:35 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

Below is the text of my letter to Candace Andersen.

Got a reply from her, telling me she won't make up her mind until the Sup's' meeting.

Can you tell me, please, why there is a general plan at all when your office and the
Sups are ready to roll over whenever some monied interest floats a plan that is
contrary
to the interest of homeowners?

How much time and money was wasted putting the general plan together in the first
place?

And how long will it be before Saranap is overwhelmed by a horde of predatory zone
busters?
The Hall development surely looks like its harbinger.

Robert Deward
53 Acorn Court
Walnut Creek 94595

1
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From: Dawn Eames <leosunshine21@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 8:11 AM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson; kent grigg
Subject: Project reference numbers: GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

 We are opposed to amending the County General Plan for the purposes of 
Hall Development building the above, oversized project. It needs to be built 
staying within the existing zoning regulations. Approving an amendment will 
open the door to additional oversized projects as well, that will adversely 
impact the quiet, quaint, single family home Saranap neighborhood and 
quality of life, view, noise and traffic levels that are at capacity now and 
expected to increase manyfold.

Thank you for your consideration.

Patrick and Dawn Eames
Lafayette property owner and Moraga Residents
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From: Danielle Kelly on behalf of Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 11:41:33 AM

From: Jake & Ingrid Ellerbrock [mailto:ingridandjake@me.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 9:13 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow the development of the proposed
Saranap Village, as currently designed. The project is substantially out of proportion for the
site and completely out of character for our neighborhood.  Additionally, the number of
planned residences far exceeds what is currently allowed and by the developer's own
estimation would increase 'trips' in Saranap by nearly 5, 000 per day!  There are not enough
roads in and out of Saranap to handle that level of traffic.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current
height and density limits for Saranap.  I do believe that a development project for that area
can be beneficial for the neighborhood, but not at the scale currently proposed.  The
developer needs to develop a plan that adheres to the current General Plan and zoning
regulations.

Thank you,

-Ingrid Ellerbrock

From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 1:58:41 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Annette Evenary [mailto:onenettie@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 1:12 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project

Annette Evenary

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Will Nelson
To: Elizabeth Kanner
Subject: Saranap DEIR Comment
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 3:57:41 PM

And another…

From: Stephen Fairclough [mailto:srfairclough@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 2:52 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Delay)

Hi Mr. Neslon,

 On Monday, I tried to submit my objections to the Saranap Village, via the email listed on
the county Webpage, but on Tuesday, I received notification that my e-mail bounced (this is
documented below). It appears that the e-mail on the webpage may be wrong. I don't know if
this has affected other communications to you. I have pasted my original comments here:

Dear Mr. Nelson,
As a home owner and resident in the Saranap neighborhood I am writing to
express my concern over the height of the proposed Saranap Village. I
support redevelopment of the area along Boulevard way, and think that many
of the features of the proposal are very nice. However, I find it's height
unacceptable, particularly in light of the fact that it well require an
amending the County's general plan.
Thank you,
Stephen Fairclough

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com>
Date: Tue, Nov 18, 2014 at 5:02 PM
Subject: Delivery Status Notification (Delay)
To: srfairclough@gmail.com

This is an automatically generated Delivery Status Notification

THIS IS A WARNING MESSAGE ONLY.

YOU DO NOT NEED TO RESEND YOUR MESSAGE.

Delivery to the following recipient has been delayed:

will.nelson@dcd.ccounty.us

Message will be retried for 2 more day(s)

Technical details of temporary failure:

DNS Error: MX lookup of dcd.ccounty.us returned error DNS server returned general failure

----- Original message -----

DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;
d=gmail.com; s=20120113;
h=mime-version:from:date:message-id:subject:to:content-type;
bh=ig+4Adv/RvKIst6HTWUjnaM3NQjy2biYszOIAglAr9M=;

b=x2XaRWRnUztUtPZgiHQj2Lr+KIDHU+9QUN1jh9MycitQko2bubhpGCaZqXt9Wp2fem

 1Soy0NkWT+JJajoTW5CcjEifDLr5lQVW/14uOJVbJXnahL6COUe0GFwqs1b4RRzJqwI6

 iL2S/RKUDtXhEiVD2XKYqVNBvyeazdxLi5/VngRLU6mNabadfF+szznDBJrQl0h4YDbS

 RnF67rW2p0Q+8v4Udt/tkIGIMCjdqhk30JWJBuSZD6SK6TczTKlvSBA8vbbMAhxq+pTg

 CuOcT1cSgBjyMwYFZcae0SVIFJf5ictgznrQGFIQcSBcwYsD+gB2DdAkPbyRqvh6T55Y
 jlmw==

X-Received: by 10.194.187.77 with SMTP id fq13mr43800275wjc.14.1416267777059;
Mon, 17 Nov 2014 15:42:57 -0800 (PST)
MIME-Version: 1.0
Received: by 10.194.123.132 with HTTP; Mon, 17 Nov 2014 15:42:36 -0800 (PST)
From: Stephen Fairclough <srfairclough@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 2014 15:42:36 -0800
Message-ID: <CAKFm9_4y35s2S9n=ssBBvJDrsSwiyU=aOF4txAeBwKdNL8H1-
w@mail.gmail.com>
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003,
RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035)
To: will.nelson@dcd.ccounty.us
Content-Type: multipart/alternative; boundary=047d7bb03afac232b80508168978

Dear Mr. Nelson,
As a home owner and resident in the Saranap neighborhood I am writing to
express my concern over the height of the proposed Saranap Village. I
support redevelopment of the area along Boulevard way, and think that many
of the features of the proposal are very nice. However, I find it's height
unacceptable, particularly in light of the fact that it well require an
amending the County's general plan.
Thank you,
Stephen Fairclough
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From: Collins Flannery
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 5:31:36 PM

As a 30-year Saranap resident - who will right next door to it - I welcome this project. The neighborhood
needs retailing and housing that enhances it.

I love the idea of walking to a nice market or coffee bar. And a good gym!

Sincerely
Collins Flannery
1316B Boulevard Way

Sent from my iPhone

5-254



1

Danielle Dowler

From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:25 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 40th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Teri Frangie [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 40th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

get the local community behind you as we all want improvements but at the right cost.  

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338143&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338143&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Teri Frangie 
walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 

2

receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: Robbins, Joanne
To: "John Gainey"; Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Cc: Cass, Michael
Subject: RE: Writing to express my strong opposition to changing the zoning laws for the proposed Saranap Villages

Project.
Date: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:52:08 PM

Dear Dr. Gainey:  Your e-mail is being forwarded to our staff member reviewing the draft
Environmental Impact Report for this project.
 
Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549
925-284-1968
925-299-3210 (direct)
925-284-3169
 
From: John Gainey [mailto:gaineyz@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:50 PM
To: Robbins, Joanne; william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us; Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us;
Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us
Subject: Writing to express my strong opposition to changing the zoning laws for the proposed
Saranap Villages Project.

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am a homeowner and resident of Saranap (2685 West Newell Avenue), and I am very
concerned about the proposed Saranap Villages Project and the zoning changes the
developer is proposing. Not only is the scale and magnitude of this project is completely
incongruous to the neighborhood it is supposed to "enhance", but it will also cause
severe strain to the limited infrastructure of this older, quiet, family-centered
neighborhood.

There can be no justification for the proposed increase in structure height so far above
other structures in the area and in the density of the apartments in these structures
except for simple developer greed and total lack of concern for the neighborhood they
are destroying.  This is not the middle of a city and a "transit village" with no actual
transit hub will do nothing more than increase the traffic burden on streets already in
disrepair.

Further, Lafayette Mayor Don Tauzin raised several important issues in his letter from
April of 2014 that have as yet have not been adequately addressed.  These issues must be
taken into consideration by a new Environmental Impact Study. There is no excuse for
ignoring these concerns.

Since it is not possible to stop this project that was forced upon this community, it is our
responsibility to at least make the project fit into the community it is supposed to be

joining.  Allowing eighty foot buildings to be built so that a developer can increase his
profits is unconscionable and should not even be considered.  Please honor that fact that
representatives are supposed to REPRESENT the citizens in a community and do not
allow this eyesore to be constructed.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully,

John Gainey M.D.
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:54:18 PM

From: Gregory, Sadie [mailto:sgregory@bechtel.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,
We are vehemently opposed to amending the General Plan to allow inappropriate
development such as the currently proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and
completely out of character for our neighborhood. We feel strongly that the
developer should revise their plans to a smaller scale that the Saranap community can
support and which adheres to the current General Plan and zoning regulations. I urge
you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed
current height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you.
Deborah and Timothy Gregory
664 Center Street, Walnut Creek

From: Ruth Grossman
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Supervisor Candace Andersen
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 9:32:25 AM

Dear Mr. Nelson;

I represent approximately 75 homeowners who comprise the Old Tunnel
Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch group here in Lafayette, CA. We banded
together several years ago to ensure the safety and security of our neighborhood.
The residents in our Neighborhood Watch live on Old Tunnel Road between Viela
Court and Linda Vista Lane and includes all of Windsor Drive to Condit Road,
together with all the small courts that extend from Windsor Drive, e.g., Windsor
Court, Mars Court, Maryola Court, and Buckeye Court. Our neighborhood is located
approximately 1.1 miles (and three minutes in 'normal' traffic) from the center of the
aforementioned Project.
Therefore, we believe we have a stake in the Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project.
The purpose of this communication is to advise you of our group's unconditional
support of the City of Lafayette's position with regard to the Project, which is laid out
in detail in Mayor Don Tatzin's extensive letter to you dated November 14, 2014.
We ask that all issues raised in that letter with regard to the inadequacies of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report be seriously considered and addressed by the
County of Contra Costa.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

--
Ruth M. Grossman, Coordinator
(925) 535-9040
nw.lafayette.ca.rg@gmail.com

Grossman_R
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Saranap Project
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 12:05:41 PM

From: Lyndahansen [mailto:lyndahansen@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 11:14 AM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: Saranap Project

I oppose the Saranap Project for the following reasons:
(1) oppose amending the County General Plan to allow increased height and density, (2) am
concerned about increased car traffic on neighborhood streets in Lafayette, (3) request that the
issues raised by the Lafayette Mayor in his April 2014 letter be studied in connection with a
new EIR, and (4) oppose this project, which is too big, too dense, and too out-of-character for
this location. (5) impact on Acalanes school.
Please do not support this project.
Thank you.

Lynda Hansen
925.788.0050
Lyndahansen@pacbell.net

Hansen_L
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From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:16 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 11th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Shelly Havrilenko [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 11th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

I oppose changes to the current development zoning regulations pertaining to the building of the Saranap 
Village.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338135&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338135&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Shelly Havrilenko 
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
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public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: Joy Hedgepath <joyhedgepath@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 6:18 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

I applaud Hall Equities for their thoughtful and detailed EIR for the Saranap Village project. I was impressed 
from the start with their call for feedback from neighbors to influence their design plans, and I feel that those 
comments have been nicely taken into consideration. 

I live at 2480 Warren Road in Walnut Creek, close to the proposed project and there is a great need for more 
rental and condo units in the area. I work and volunteer in the immediate area, and would love to purchase one 
of their units.

Right now the people crossing Boulevard Way at Saranap Avenue at the pedestrian crosswalk must be super 
vigilant because of speeding traffic and drivers unaware of the crosswalk. The proposed roundabouts are much 
needed.

I recently purchased a bicycle and have been using it to get to and from work at The Meher Schools. I quickly 
cross Boulevard Way from Warren Road and then take Kinney to work. I’ve avoided bicycling on Boulevard 
Way because it is currently unsafe to do so. 

I am impressed with the mix of rental units, units for sale, and retail that is being proposed. The proposed short-
term metered parking will allow businesses a good flow of customers. 

I am also grateful for the preservation of a large stand of trees on the south side of the Sufism Reoriented 
building, and green space as a buffer to properties on the south. 

I have looked at the exterior designs and find them to be pleasing and a benefit to the neighborhood.
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I attended the SCA meeting where people objected to the height of the A building.  However upon closer 
examination I was please to learn that its main eave line is between 67 and 78 feet high. It is also clear from the 
EIR that much thought was given to lessening the visual impact of the buildings upon immediate neighbors. 

Parking in building A and B allows for guest and shopping parking beyond what is required by the county and 
will benefit, not deter from the current parking situation. 

I am in favor of this project, as is, and hope that it will be approved. 

Joyce (Joy) Hedgepath 

2480 Warren Road 

Walnut Creek, CA 94595 

925-407-7278

From: "Lynn Hiden" <dandlhiden@comcast.net>
Date: October 28, 2014 at 9:01:22 PM PDT
To: <Undisclosed-Recipient:;>
Subject: Huge Multi-Story Project in Saranap 
Reply-To: "Lynn Hiden" <dandlhiden@comcast.net>

ATTACHMENT

PLEASE FEEL FREE TO FORWARD

Dear All,

If you have a moment, please read the attached. Lafayette's City Council 
will be hearing from Lafayette residents re this application on November 10. 
There is considerable concern that this gigantic development application in
the Saranap will be very hard on Lafayette streets, overly burdened parking, off 
ramps, and neighborhoods  - and possibly schools. The processing schedule 
and addresses are included. Lafayette's City Council will be hearing this issue 
on November 10th, in the Library Community Hall.

Lynn
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From: Julie Holcomb
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: GP13-0003,RZ13-3224,SD13-9359,DP13-3035
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:32:34 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,
I am writing to express my full support of the Saranap 
Village project, which to me seems aimed at beautifying
and positively transforming the Saranap area. I have 
been a Saranap resident for over 35 years and I am 
greatly looking forward to the EIR being passed by the 
county. The Draft EIR is thorough and I personally do 
not feel there are any deficiencies in the report. I 
believe the county has performed due diligence in 
protecting the environment. The following are a list of 
some of the features I love about this project and look 
forward to seeing in my beloved neighborhood:

The project is pedestrian and bike friendly, and 
there will be ample bike parking.
There will be a beautiful round-about with a lovely 
sculpture.
There will be a neighborhood bank, a fitness center,
and upscale grocery store, a premier coffee shop 
and 2 restaurants! After 35 years, I am anxiously 
awaiting all of these businesses!
A park, beautiful trees, 4 new crosswalks!

I do not think traffic is an issue nor do I feel the project
is too large. I believe thoughtful planning has gone into
this development every step of the way; planning that 
ensures the beauty of the neighborhood and brings 
much needed business into our neighborhood. I think 

the neighborhood will be benefit greatly and I can 
hardly contain my enthusiasm for this project. Please 
register my support.

With thanks,
Julie Holcomb
Boulevard Way, Walnut Creek, CA

5-261



1

Danielle Dowler

From: Charles Huddleston <cwhuddles@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 3:19 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: County files GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035 - Saranap Village

Hello, Will: I’d like to address the issue of the proposed Saranap Village project, by the Hall Equities Group (County 
files: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035). I have lived in the Saranap community for 33 years, and 
currently live at the corner of Boulevard Way and Saranap Ave., which puts me at ground zero of the proposed 
project. I have given this proposal a good deal of thought and consideration, and feel that, in the long run, this 
project will be good for this immediate and even the greater area of our community. It’s true that we in the 
community have grown accustomed to the “way it is” and have pretty much taken it for granted and built our lives 
around it. Certainly, the idea of a major and dramatic change is a bit of a shock to the system and takes some 
getting used to, but after the initial shock wears off and some thoughtful deliberation is given to the impact and scale 
of the change, what then occurs is the idea of the benefits that can be realized not only by the current residents of 
this community, but for more residents that will be coming to occupy the spaces created. 

The community as it exists today is very loose-knit, with no central focus of activity or even gathering point. This 
project may not seem a benefit to some in the community, whose main goal appears to be “keep things as they are”. 
Of course, we all know deep down that very little, if anything, remains the same forever, and that change ultimately 
happens. Which brings us to the very critical realization that, if this project doesn’t happen, some other  projects will 
eventually happen and, in these times, who knows what might be proposed. So we’re at a point where we can be 
part of determining how  this immediate project can be achieved to our satisfaction. This is certainly our opportunity 
to do that. 

There is almost always an uproar over anything new, as I’ve said. But once all the input has be collected and the 
furor has died down, the project can go ahead and be completed. It has been my experience, and perhaps your 
own, that once most projects are done, that becomes the new way it is and then people can begin to enjoy the 
benefits of what has been created. I myself am looking forward to seeing the change. 

I believe you and your staff have done a marvelous job of due diligence in assessing and evaluating the draft EIR. It 
most assuredly speaks highly of the county’s attention to detail and respect for the well-being of its residents. 

Best regards, 

Charles Huddleston 
1305 Boulevard Way, #209 
Walnut Creek 94595 

From: muttiandd@aol.com
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Boulevard Way
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 5:12:57 PM

TO William.Nelson, I am a long time resident of Stanwood Lane in Lafayette, and strongly oppose the
 county General plan to allow increased height for buildings, plus the density of apt. and condos.  The big
 increase of traffic on Old Tunnel Road would be way too congested for our area, west of your proposed
 plan.  It just is not acceptable.  PLEASE study the issues the Lafayette Mayor put in his letter of April
 2014.  The buildings you propose are way too much "over kill" for our small homeowners area.  Joan
 Hughey, 3155 Stanwood Lane, Lafayette.
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Boulevard Way, Saranap
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 5:21:40 PM

From: muttiandd@aol.com [mailto:muttiandd@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 5:20 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: Boulevard Way, Saranap

To Aruna Bhat, I am a long time resident of Stanwood Lane, Lafayette, just west of your county
proposal.  I strongly oppose the County General Plan that would allow increased height limit and high
density.  The big addition of many more cars using Old Tunnel Road is just not acceptable.  Our
neighborhood is small and your proposed plan just does NOT fit.  It is way too much "over  kill"
building for this area. Please study the issues our mayor put in his letter of April 2014.  Joan Hughey,
3155 Stanwood Lane, Lafayette.

From: muttiandd@aol.com [mailto:muttiandd@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 5:34 PM
To: Robbins, Joanne
Subject: Boulevard Way Saranap

To City of Lafaytte--I have sent three e-mails to the following to oppose the County proposal for
Boulevard Way and Saranap.  William.Nelson@ dcd.cccounty.us;  Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us;
Candance.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us " I strongly oppose the County General Plan to allow increased
height and density in the Boulevard Way, Saranap area. The heavily increased number of cars using
Old Tunnel Road just would NOT be acceptable. The Old Tunnel Road and Pleasant Hill Interchange
would be much more of a hazard than now.. And the addition of apartments and condos proposed is
way "over-kill" for this area. PLEASE read and study the letter our Lafayette mayor sent in April 2014
and address the issues he writes." Joan Hughey, 3155 Stanwood Lane, Lafayette.
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2014 1:45:21 PM

From: janitorial force [mailto:bajfi@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 9:20 AM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,
I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
 development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of
 character for our neighborhood.
Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the
 current General Plan and zoning regulations.
I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to
 exceed current height and density limits for Saranap.
Thank you

From: Robbins, Joanne
To: "Xpedxmikej@aol.com"; Will Nelson
Cc: Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen; Cass, Michael
Subject: RE: Proposed Saranap Project
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 8:24:28 AM

Dear Johnson Family:  Your e-mail is being forwarded to our staff person who is reviewing the draft
Environmental Impact Report for this project.
 
Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549
925-284-1968
925-299-3210 (direct)
925-284-3169
 

From: Xpedxmikej@aol.com [mailto:Xpedxmikej@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 5:16 PM
To: william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us
Cc: Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us; Robbins, Joanne; candace.andersen@bos.cccounty.us
Subject: Proposed Saranap Project

Dear Sir,

I am a Saranap resident that is very concerned and frankly appalled by the recently
proposed Saranap Village project. As currently designed/proposed, I oppose this
project for the following reasons.

1. The project is too big, too dense and out of character for this location.

2. It is obvious that this project would cause significantly more car traffic on
neighborhood streets in the area.

3. Amending the County General Plan for this project is wrong. The plan exists for a
reason. Because a developer wants to reap large profits is no reason to alter the
plan.

Additionally, I believe the issues raised by Lafayette Mayor Anderson in his April 2014
letter should be studied in connection with a new EIR.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed
current height and density limits for Saranap. Let the developer bring a plan to
Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current General Plan and zoning
regulations.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Mike

Mike Johnson & Family
3319 Freeman Road
Walnut Creek CA 94595
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From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 19th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Anna Jurgens [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 19th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

Hall Equities should be required to comply with the General Plan, as it is the "charter" for the County 
(See, General Plan 2005 -2020).

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338138&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338138&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Anna Jurgens 
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
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public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.

From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:55:03 PM

From: Rolland Jurgens [mailto:rollandjurgens@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October 12, 2014 6:10 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our
neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current
General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current
height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you

Rolland Jurgens

11 Allendale Ct.

Walnut Creek, CA 94595

(925) 954-8639
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From: Emily Karakashian <emilytheok@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 8:32 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Support for Saranap Village Project-GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

Dear Will,

As a longtime resident of the Saranap neighborhood, I wish to express my support for 
the proposed Saranap Village project (GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-
3035). I believe it will turn this neighborhood into a vibrant and beautiful community, with 
shops and services we need and value. I look forward to having sidewalks, safe ways to 
cross the streets in the neighborhood (especially Boulevard Way), beautiful new 
architecture, and businesses that enhance life in the area. 

I have long hoped for something that would bring attractive businesses and residences 
to Boulevard Way. The Saranap Village proposal promises to do just that. I believe the 
Draft EIR has been carefully done and am reassured that the project will improve our 
neighborhood. I believe it will transform the Saranap from a somewhat dilapidated and 
unattractive area to one that is attractive and vibrant. The project will enhance the 
quality of life for all residents. 

With best regards, 
Emily Karakashian 
925-451-5241
65 Island Court 
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From: Jeanne Kassof <jeannekassof@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 6:48 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Positive feedback for Saranap Village

Dear Will, 

I live in the Sandpiper Apt building that is slated for demolition next year and will have to find another place to 
live, and I still would like to see the new Saranap Village project take root. 

On the positive side, Saranap is an old country bumpkin area, which is and was quaint and peaceful, but whose 
time has come to change. Other than the beautiful Sufism Reoriented Sanctuary that is almost finished, there 
hasn’t been any growth and it feels stagnant. There used to be only a Mortuary and a Crematory (later is gone) 
death buildings so I am happy the new Sanctuary is now here to give life to the area and the new shops will do 
the same 

On the other side, just for balance, I would suggest that the building be one or two floors lower, to conform with 
the rest of the area’s views of the mountains. Plus, there will be so many people living in all the apt buildings, 
that there will be young folks with loud cars/motorcycles and lots, and lots of traffic noise and congestion, gas 
fumes/ pollution at all hours. 
I would also suggest a speed bump down around where the Deli Morruci’s is now, as they tend to hot rod down 
Boulevard Way once they get away from the office buildings. 

Since I am poor, as are most of the tenants in Sandpiper, that is why we live there, it would be nice if they 
offered the ones that they are kicking out of Sandpiper some sort of compensation either monetary like last 
month rent free, or to have low rent housing in a % of the new condo buildings for us. 

I saw a beautiful new shopping/condo building that went up in NYC recently, that is high ceiling store reflective 
store fronts all in glass façade, like the new World Trade Center building. That would look so nice instead of 
that brick front that is in the sketches online. 

Hope I didn’t complain too much. I have lived in Saranap for around 36 years and like the new project mostly. I 
do think that so many people living here will make it less community oriented and more of strangers, as in a big 
city, unlike small country districts as is now, that is the only disappointment I think that people unconsciously 
feel as a Saranap community group. But maybe they will mostly be friendly and want to know us and become a 
part of the community, who knows. I have hope. 

Thank you for your good help, 
Jeanne Kassof 
Sandpiper Apts 
94595
GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035
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From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 18th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Leela Kasthuri [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 18th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

Don't destroy this neighborhood!  

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338137&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338137&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Leela Kasthuri 
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
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receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Monday, October 06, 2014 11:36:01 AM

From: John Kersey [mailto:john.r.kersey@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 11:12 AM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Deputy Director Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our
neighborhood. Six and seven story buildings do not belong in a neighborhood where there are
no buildings over three stories, and most are single or two stories.

As is demonstrated by developments in the surrounding areas of Walnut Creek, Lafayette,
Danville, and unincorporated Contra Costa County, attractive mixed-use developments can be
successfully built within the limits of the current General Plan and zoning regulations, and be
consistent with General Plan goals for in-fill while preserving the rural character of our
rapidly developing County.

Based on informal neighborhood meetings and discussions with friends and neighbors
throughout Saranap, I believe the vast majority of Saranap residents are opposed to the
heights and density proposed for Saranap Village and would welcome a proposal consistent
with current requirements, while preserving our current "quality of life" as provided for in the
County's General Plan.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current
height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you,

John Kersey, Saranap resident for 26 years
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From: john kiefer <jhkiefer@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 10:44 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village project/ OPPOSED to amending the County General Plan

M. Nelson,

I oppose the Saranap project, because it would have a significant negative impact on the quality of life for the
surrounding residents, and negatively impact cities like Lafayette thru increased road congestion.

PLESE DO NOT SUPPORT amending the Co. General Plan.

John Kiefer
Lafayette
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From: Brigitte Kirkpatrick
To: Will Nelson
Subject: County files GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035 - Saranap Village
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 3:50:51 PM

Dear Mr. Wilson,

Thank you so very much for your good work with the Saranap Village EIR.
We have been residents of the Saranap for over 30 years and have seen many changes to this
 area. We have reared 4 children here and have always rented homes.

Now we are excited about another big change coming to our neighborhood. The Hall Equities
 proposal for the Saranap Village is very beautiful. The variety of architecture is appealing in
 that it is designed to blend with surrounding existing structures. We are especially attracted
 to the round about traffic calming street formation. Boulevard Way has been a troubling road
 with high speed traffic and is very dangerous to pedestrians.

The plan to include specialty shops with residential units is also a desirable addition to the
 neighborhood. We look forward to walking to shops and not driving and hassling to find
 parking downtown.

The Saranap Village has all the hallmarks of tasteful esthetics lifting the neighborhood.  We
 heartily support the project and accept the EIR findings.

Sincerely,

Brigitte and Jim Kirkpatrick
2480 Warren Road
Walnut Creek, CA 94595

From: Millie
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Support
Date: Sunday, November 16, 2014 10:01:35 PM

Dear Will,

I would like to let you know that I support the Saranap Village project.  It is so nice to see that our
dilapidated area will get a face lift.  I am looking forward to all the exciting things the project will bring
to our area.

Millie
mlkoffel@aol.com
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From: Jeff Kohl
To: Will Nelson
Subject: County files GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035 - Saranap Village
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 6:16:29 PM

I understand it may be too late to send this but…

I have lived in the Saranap for over 20 years and fully support the Hall equities project, Saranap
Village. I think it’s time to clean up the old buildings in the area and finally have some places to shop
and dine. I believe that the project is sized appropriately and should go through all the normal
hearing processes.

Jeff Kohl
1305 Boulevard Way #204
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
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From: Susie Kohl <susie@springtide.org>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 7:10 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Development Project by Hall Equities

My husband and I are extremely supportive of the Hall Equities plan for transforming Boulevard Way into a beautiful
community with neighborhood shopping, exercise facilities, and increased opportunities for housing in different size
condos. The current neighborhood has many areas that are bleak. The street is too wide and the crosswalks are often
dangerous. Hall equities has a vision that will improve the lives of people who have lived here for years, as well those
who move into the new condos.
We are passionately excited about the vision and want it to become a reality.
Susie Kohl
1305 Bouevard Way #204
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
925 451 0668
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From: Tim Lynch <timlynch3@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 08, 2014 6:28 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: Change of Saranap General Plan

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Tim Lynch <timlynch3@gmail.com>
Date: November 8, 2014 at 11:11:29 AM PST 
To: "Candace.Anderson@bos.cccounty.us" <Candace.Anderson@bos.cccounty.us>
Subject: Change of Saranap General Plan

Dear Supervisor Anderson- 
I am opposed to amending the Saranap General Plan. I am concerned that such a change would 
forever radically alter the 'semi rural' character of my neighborhood. The current development 
proposal by Hall Equities Group is too tall, too dense and creates too much traffic for our 
neighborhood. A smaller (4 stories?), less density project would fit our neighborhood better. I am 
NOT opposed to developing the Blvd. Way area. There are better ways to do it. Please oppose 
the amended change to the General Plan and encourage your fellow Supervisors to join you in 
doing so. 
Sincerely 
Tim Lynch 
2735 Acacia Road 
Walnut Creek 94595 
27 year Saranap homeowner 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Michael Marks <mmm@youyouyou.org>
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 12:45 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: In support of Saranap Village (GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson, I'm writing to express my support for the Saranap Village development.  I live in the Saranap 
neighborhood near the site and I consider the proposed development to be a welcome upgrade to the area.  The 
parts of the plan that are most welcome to me are: 
- the overall beautification of the area,
- traffic calming,
- additional high-quality housing,
- more pedestrian and bike friendly,
- a nucleus for a better Saranap neighborhood,
- nearby amenities.

It's puzzling to me, to say the least, that the project would attract vocal opposition. 

Respectfully, 
- Michael Marks
101 Blade Way
94595
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From: Scott Marshall <scottm00@pacbell.net>
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:25 PM
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Cc: Lisa Marshall
Subject: Opposed to Saranap Village Project

Supervisor Anderson and County Planner Nelson, 

I am an owner and resident in the Saranap community at 41 Bonita Court, and I am opposed to the 
Saranap Village Project (project reference numbers: GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035) 
A variance for a 7-story building is outside of the current building codes for the area for a reason: it 
will change the character of the community. 

We specifically moved to the Saranap community 7 years ago because of its small shops, older 
houses, and general small town feeling. Placing a 7-story structure in our midst would be like putting 
a high rise in Mayberry. It is just not the right location for such a structure. 

Please see it in your hearts that this is not the best use our community.  Downtown Walnut Creek is 
where large buildings should be, not small resident communities. 

Sincerely,
Scott Marshall 
scott@marshallsite.com
Owner/Resident of Saranap Community 
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From: Carolyn Martin <carolynmartin22@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 2:08 PM
To: cityhall@lovelafayette.org; Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Subject: Opposed to Proposed Saranap Village

To All, 

I am a resident of Saranap, 1132 Studebaker Road off of Kinney.  I am writing to you regarding the proposed 
Saranap Village.  I certainly would not mind improvements to the area, but I am not in support of the huge buildings 
the developer has planned for Boulevard Way. 

Please do not support this project.  The project needs to be modified to be more reasonable for this area.  

Thank you, 
Carolyn Martin 
1132 Studebaker Road 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 
925-705-9989

From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2014 1:45:33 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: paul MASON [mailto:allamerican94103@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 9:20 AM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the proposed Saranap
 Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current General Plan and zoning
 regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height and density limits
 for Saranap.

Thank you
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From: wcjo24@gmail.com
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 4:36 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Opposed to amend Co Genl Plan for Proposed Saranap Village Project

I am writing to express my dissatisfaction with the proposal to build a 7 story building in the Saranap area
where I have resided for some 23 years. It is far too dense and way too tall, even more so than buildings in
downtown WC. This is a quiet community. Not opposed to change at all, just this design.

REFERENCE: GPB0003, RZB 3224, SDB 9359, DPB 3035

Jo Ann McGinnis
2538 Lucy Lane WC 94595

Sent from Windows Mail

From: Will Nelson
To: Cooper, Marie (Perkins Coie) (MCooper@perkinscoie.com); CBarclay@perkinscoie.com; Michael Smith

 (MichaelS@hallequitiesgroup.com)
Cc: Elizabeth Kanner
Subject: FW: Saranap Village EIR
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 10:16:19 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Dorothy McKee [mailto:kanddmckee@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 8:19 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village EIR

Dear Mr. Nelson,

 I am writing you to strongly advise that, " all the monies generated from the parking meters stay in the Saranap
 Village community and be legally made to support the maintenance and improvement of the system of parking
 meters, sidewalk pavement, lighting, etc.."  I am concerned that the proceeds not be gained for personal use, but
 that they be legally documented and generated solely for the upkeep of the infrastructure of the Saranap Village and
 that this should be stipulated in a document that is legally agreed upon, as a condition of approval for the project  (
 ... if the county approves having the parking meters installed).  Of course, this doesn't include the monies that are
 due to generate revenue solely for the county taxes.

 Of further concern about this project, is the parking issue for visitor of the proposed condos and apartments.
 Because we live on Molly Way, we have limited parking, due to our narrow street.  To have an influx of visitors
 could create a significant parking problem for us, as some of us and friends who are visiting us, already have to
 park along Blvd. Way.

 Please get back to me about these issues.

 Thank you,

 Dorothy McKee
 121 Molly Way
 Walnut Creek,
 Ca

 94595

5-275



From: Dorothy McKee
To: Will Nelson
Subject: gp13-0003, Rz13-3224,SD13-9359, Dp13-3035
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 6:58:15 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

 I am writing to let you know that I am in favor of the Saranap Village project and that I look
forward to seeing our village look more beautiful!  There has been a lot of study that has gone into
making sure that the EIR investigations are adequate.  I understand that there will be a time with the
Planning Commission, when we can make comments about some of the concern I see that need to be
modified with this development.  I am, for instance, concerned about having a 7 story building
constructed.  I am in favor of limiting the height of the buildings and complying with the height
restrictions that the City of Walnut Creek has in place.  I am in favor, however, of getting this project
going and beautifying our Saranap area, as it really needs it!

 Thank you,

 Dorothy McKee
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From: Martha McNamee <jolehmmc@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 08, 2014 10:34 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 

Mixed Use Project

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Martha McNamee <jolehmmc@hotmail.com>
Date: October 31, 2014 at 8:40:58 AM PDT 
To: "Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us" <Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us>
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 
Mixed Use Project

Dear Ms Andersen, 

   I have signed a petition to my opposition to amending the General Plan for the proposed 
Saranap Village but I also wanted to write you to reinforce how much I and many many of my 
neighbors are not happy with the idea of this monstrous plan going forward.  

We are more than amiable to have redevelopment in our area but the magnitude of the proposed 
buildings are overwhelming to the small neighborhood area that we all chose to live in many 
years ago. Downtown Walnut Creek is on it's way to being wall to wall high rise buildings and 
built out to the property boundaries, we don't want that look and that traffic for our more rural 
and quiet area of the town. General Plans are modified for developers who don't care about the 
neighborhoods we live in but about the all mighty buck going in their pockets. What is the point 
of having height regulations and boundary setbacks just to have them relinquished?  

I ask for your understanding and caring of our little slice of Walnut Creek. 
Thank you, 
Martha McNamee 
14 Center Ct 
WC 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I support the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 11:32:37 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Mike Mejia [mailto:mejiamike@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 3:57 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I support the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project

Hi
I support the plan for Saranap Village.
I would like you to ask developer to build sidewalks all the way to downtown under freeway on Blvd
Way.  Also, some nice lighting like they have by apt complex on California Blvd by Target.

The area will be improved by the development.

Thanks for your service.

Thanks
Mike Mejia
21 garden ct.
281-831-8025

From: memichael3@comcast.net
To: Will Nelson
Subject: copy of note to Supervisor Andersen re Saranap area construction
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 11:02:12 PM

From: memichael3@comcast.net
To: supervisorandersen@bos.cccounty.us
Sent: Saturday, October 11, 2014 5:21:02 PM
Subject: re the so-called 'village'

I have written you before...but my prior impression of the plan developed by Hall
 Equities Group for the Saranap area in no way reflects the actual image. It is
 horrible---and this plan is referenced as a village? The height and expanse of the 7
 stories building is an outrage. Would you want this in your neighborhood? The
 enormous main structure plus apartments, condominiums and parking spaces?

Tasteful boutiques and cafes are one thing - although downtown Lafayette is an
 example of boutique fatigue - but the current proposal is way beyond reason and
 common sense. I hope you will only support a very scaled down version of the Hall
 proposal and fairly represent your constituents rather than Hall Equities Group.

Sincerely,

Maureen Michael
Saranap area

p.s. the Sufi domes that have been constructed on the same site are much more
intrusive than appeared to be the case on drawings. The domes are huge and close
to the streets, whereas on the drawings the domes seem further back and of lesser
height. I hope the same mistake is not repeated and with the county's blessing.
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From: Marjie
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village DEIR
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 1:25:20 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen,

I am writing in response to the DEIR for the proposed Saranap Village in Walnut Creek.  (GPB-0003, RZB-3224,
 SDB-9359, DPB-3035).
>> I'm writing to voice my strong opposition to amending the County General Plan as is proposed by Hall Equities
Co.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Robert Miller <robinsnest411@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 10:33 AM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224 DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson

I am writing you in regards the Mark Hall Development planned for Boulevard way in the Saranap neighborhoodwhere I
reside and work.
I have been a resident of this neighborhood for over 30 years. I first moved here as a student in 1981 I lived in the
Saranap ( Birchwood) apartment complex at the corner of Saranap and Boulevard way, right at the "Epi center" of the
planned development. Soon after graduating from dental school, in 1983 , I located my dental practice at 1181
Boulevard Way,just across the street from the existing deli very near the boulevard way entrance to this planned
development ,where I continue to practice. I then purchased a few years later, and continue to live in a home just a few
blocks from Boulevard way on Blade way where I have raised my family, also just a few blocks from the planned
development.
I want you to know that as a long term resident and professional whose office is also located adjacent the planned
development site, I could not be more favorably inclined toward this important and most needed development.

I have attended the presentations by the Mark Hall development company and have been impressed with the care given
the many issues which must be considered in such a development.
I believe that a revitalization of our currently most unappealing"strip" will bring not only new vitality, but badly needed
improvements to a somewhat "dog eared "neighborhood.
Furthermore, the conveniences for those in our community who would like to be able to both live and shop by foot in
their own residential neighborhood is most exciting for us all.
I would myself consider purchasing one of the condominiums just for the privilege of living where I could walk to my
own neighborhood coffee shop, or a small market, a micro bank and more.
I am absolutely confident that the aesthetic impact as well as functionality of the development as it has been presented
will be a great boon to our neighbors, our neighborhood and to the county.
The impression I have of the usual detractors to this program is of the chronic resistance to change held by certain
individuals– even when such change is badly needed and will make for wonderful new beginning's. I believe their view is
not the opinion of the majority of our neighborhood's residents ,and that it is important not to take it as such.
This is a great development and great care has been extended to the planning of the project by the developer and by
our County officers.I commend both on the attention to the impacts that it will have on our community, and I urge my
county officials approve this plan . I have no doubt it will improve not only the quality of my life, but the quality of the
lives of the rest of my neighbors in this community , and further enhance the health , functionality and appeal of our
county as well.
Again,as a long standing resident who plans to continue to live and work in the Saranap for many years to come ,and
immediately adjacent to this wonderful development, I urge your approval of this much needed, well founded and well
planned project.
I would be happy to be contacted by your office or anyone in the county to corroborate or more fully elucidate these
points either by phone or in person.
Sincerely,

Robin Miller DDS
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1181 Blvd Way,
Walnut Creek 94595
( office)

And

41 Blade Way
Walnut Creek, 94595
(Residence)

Cell:
(925) 788 6501
Email:
robinsnest411@gmail.com

Thank you.
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: support for the new Saranap Village development
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 9:58:38 AM

From: Stephanie Monson [mailto:homes@stephaniemonson.com]
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Supervisor Candace Andersen; Aruna Bhat; ':Will.Nelson@dcd.cccounty.us'
Subject: support for the new Saranap Village development

Dear Supervisor Andersen, Ms. Bhat and Mr. Nelson, 

I am a homeowner in the Saranap. I live on Warren Road. I have been a realtor for over 30 years 
with a special interest in the Saranap neighborhood. I have sold over 100 homes in this 
neighborhood to residents who love the central  location, and what many describe as the ‘semi 
rural’ nature of the residential streets. But, the light commercial area along Boulevard Way has 
always been problematic when I show homes in the Saranap.  It has been a very unattractive 
entrance to a desirable residential area. It is not welcoming and does not in any way offer buyers 
a positive impression of the neighborhood. It creates problems for sellers because prospective 
buyers must travel along Boulevard Way to get access to the neighborhood. First impressions are 
important and the drive to the homes does not create a positive impression. 

For this reason, along with many others, I welcome the development planned by Hall Equities 
Group for the Saranap Village. I believe it will improve the area greatly. The new shopping and 
dining destinations, the roundabout and art planned for it, will greatly enhance the area. It will 
bring new energy and many new residents to our community. It will transform to the commercial 
area. It will slow traffic, which is a dangerous ongoing problem. 

I hope that you will approve the plans for the Saranap Village. 

Sincerely, 

Stephanie Monson 

From: Thea Montandon
To: Will Nelson
Subject: *County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035 (APNs: 184-010-035, 184-010-046,

184-450-025, 184-480-025, 185-370-010, 185-370-012, 185-370-018, 185-370-033)*
Date: Monday, November 03, 2014 8:20:48 AM

Mr. Nelson, It will be wonderful to see Boulevard Way transform into a viable and lovely community center with
retail and housing. I am concerned, however, at the lack of affordable senior housing and rent controlled housing.
So many in my community are reached an age when they will have to rely solely on their Social Security. Already
the rents in the Saranap are outrageous, and they're going up all the time. People are forming group homes,
living with friends and extended family, which is not a bad thing, but also not possible for many. Including some
kind of cohousing in the Hall Project would be practical and welcome, especially in the neighborhood of the
Sufism Sanctuary. I will be happy to hear this issue addressed at the upcoming meetings to approve the project.
Thank you for your consideration ... Thea Montandon, Meher Schools Librarian, Ponderosa Lane, Walnut Creek

--
www.theasite.homestead.com
www.greekisland.homestead.com
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From: jmoran7171@comcast.net
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap development height
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 3:11:40 PM

Candace,

As a 30 year resident of Saranap/Lafayette border I am writing to express my opinion
 that the 7 stories/90
feet size for the building proposed on the corner of Boulevard Way/Saranap is too
 high. We would like to
avoid the feel you get when you drive by the buildings near the Bart station made
 before the height limits
were amended in Walnut Creek.

Thank you, Jim Moran

Project reference #'s GPB-0003
 RZB-3224
 SDB-9359
 DPB-3035
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From: Tracie <tracie_munoz@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:52 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Support Saranap Village

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

I am a Saranap resident and homeowner at 1314 Dewing Ln and I am writing to covey our support for the 
General Plan for the Saranap Village project.

I have never written to a supervisor or  county official because I have never felt compelled to do so. However, 
my husband and I do not support the "Saranap Homeowners Association" position and we do not feel they 
represent the community as a whole.  

Please take our input into consideration as we feel strongly that the changes being put forth will benefit this 
community immensely. Further, we admire the work that Hall Equities has done in the area and welcome the 
project here as well.

Sincerely,

Tracie Muñoz 
Dewing Ln Homeowner  
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From: Tracie Munoz Gaber <tracie_munoz@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 4:15 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Jeff Gaber
Subject: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (County File Numbers: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, 

SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Dear Mr. Nelson,
My husband and I have no problem with the images in the DEIR depicting the Saranap Village project; we do not 
have a concern about their accuracy and do not want any further delays in moving forward the project. 
Thank you, 

Tracie Munoz
Dewing Lane Homeowner
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From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:24 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Saranap Project

From: Emily Muro [mailto:emilymuro76@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:45 AM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: Saranap Project 

Dear Ms. Bhat, 

My husband and I recently purchased our home in the Saranap on Kinney Drive.  We bought this 
home specifically to live in this exact neighborhood because of it's rustic charm and undeveloped 
nature. Neighbors all know each other and there is very little traffic or noise.   This is our dream 
home and dream neighborhood. 

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the 
proposed Saranap Village. It is too large and out of character for our neighborhood. 

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current 
General Plan and zoning regulations. 

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height
and density limits for Saranap. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely,

Emily Muro.  Saranap Resident 
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From: maung2395@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, November 08, 2014 7:44 PM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Objection to Saranap Village Project

Hi,
I am a Saranap resident and I strongly oppose Saranap Village Project.  
Thank you in advance for your consideration on behalf of Saranap residents. 
Maung Myint 
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From: Laurie Nelson <laurie.nelson@usa.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 7:51 PM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Opposition to the amendment to the General Plan for the Saranap Village project as 

requeted by Hall Equities

RE:    General Plan Amendment, Rezone, Major Subdivision, and Final Development Plan
   County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, and DP13-3035

Dear Supervisor Anderson: 

As a homeowner and resident in Saranap since 1991, I would like to express my objection to the amendments to the 
County General Plan as requested by Hall Equities for the Saranap Village project.  

As currently proposed, the project is both too big and too tall for the neighborhood.  It also will cause an adverse affect 
on the neighborhood as it will increase traffic and noise while decreasing pedestrian and bike safety.  It also will affect the
semi-rural nature of Saranap.  

I believe that the current DEIR has not fully reflected the impact on the entirety of the neighborhood. 

 I am very opposed to any amendments to the county general plan for the Village project and ask that you deny 
any and all amendments to the General Plan. 
I am open to the developer designing a project that complies with current County General Plan requirements (without 
amendments) and better suits the nature of the neighborhood in which we all live in. 

I appreciate you taking the time to read my letter and for considering my thoughts on this matter. .  

Thank you, 

Laurie Nelson, Saranap resident 
1251 Sunset Loop 
Lafayette, CA. 94549 
925-939-4935 

Nelson_L
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Monday, October 06, 2014 12:32:42 PM

From: Nutter, Sue (slnu) [mailto:SLNU@chevron.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 12:24 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,
I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of
character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the
current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to
exceed current height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you
Susan Nutter
2715 Acacia Rd
Walnut Creek, CA 94595

From: Patricia O"Leary
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Re: County files GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035 - Saranap Village
Date: Sunday, November 16, 2014 8:34:49 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I've been a resident of the Saranap area of Walnut Creek for over 35 years.  In the last 8 years I've lived
 at the Atrium Villas, right next to the Boulevard Way/Saranap Avenue intersection.  After studying the
 plans for the new Saranap Village project and listening to presentations at neighborhood meetings, I've
 concluded that this will be a terrific upgrade for our neighborhood, and should be approved. I
 hope you'll register my voice as a "yes" in the current discussions surrounding the EIR approval.

I think that issues of traffic flow and crosswalks have been thoughtfully addressed, and am thrilled to think
 of the visual upgrade for this area of Boulevard Way. I also like the concept of adding amenities and
 services to our little neighborhood, which has been so desolate and "industrial" for as long as I've been
 here.

With thanks for your consideration,

Patricia E. O'Leary
1305 Boulevard Way #307
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
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On Oct 7, 2014, at 11:22 AM, "baodell@comcast.net" <baodell@comcast.net> wrote:

Dear Ms. Andersen,
Dear Ms. Bhat,

I live on Warren Rd. in Walnut Creek.  The proposed Saranap Village Project will greatly 
affect me.

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow the inappropriate development of 
the proposed Saranap Village.  It is oversized and completely out of character for our 
neighborhood.
Let the developer bring a plan which adheres to the current General Plan and zoning 
regulations.  I would like to see improvement along Boulevard Way. But the size and 
scale of the project is just too big.; 7 stories at 90 Ft. is totally unacceptable.  Please do 
not exceed the current height and density limits that are in place; please do not allow 
this project to proceed as proposed.

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current 
height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you,

Barbara Odell
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From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2014 9:49 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: proposed development of Saranap Village

From: baodell@comcast.net [mailto:baodell@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2014 9:41 AM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: proposed development of Saranap Village 

Dear Ms. Bhat, 

I live on Warren Rd; the proposed development of Saranap Village will greatly affect me. 

I would like to see improvements on Boulevard Way but I am against the size and scale of the 
proposed development of Saranap Village. 
The developers need to come up with a plan that fits the existing zoning regulations and that 
complements the character of our neighborhood. 

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow this oversized and inappropriate development 
on Boulevard Way. Let the developer bring a plan that we can support which adheres to the current 
General Plan and zoning regulations. 

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan to exceed the current height and 
density limits for Saranap.  A building of 6 or 7 stories is just too high. 

Thank you for your time, 
Barbara Odell
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From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:16 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 46th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: David Ogden [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 46th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

Play by the rules. Don't ruin a special community. Greed kills.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338134&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338134&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

David Ogden 
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
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receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 5:25:15 PM

From: Christine Olson [mailto:cosmikat@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 9:36 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our
neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current
General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current
height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you.

Christine Olson

From: Robbins, Joanne
To: "Rhona Ory"; Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat; Candace Andersen
Cc: Cass, Michael
Subject: RE: Saranap Village project opposition to County Plan Ammendment
Date: Monday, November 03, 2014 8:57:05 AM

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ory:  Your e-mail is being forwarded to our staff member who is reviewing the
draft Environmental Impact Report for this project.
 
Joanne Robbins, CMC
City Clerk
City of Lafayette
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549
925-284-1968
925-299-3210 (direct)
925-284-3169
 

From: Rhona Ory [mailto:rhonaory@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 01, 2014 5:41 PM
To: Robbins, Joanne; william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us; Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us;
Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us
Subject: Saranap Village project opposition to County Plan Ammendment

To the policy makers of our community:
I am writing to strongly oppose amending the County General Plan for the Saranap
Village project. As thirty year
residents of this neighborhood, we strongly feel the proposed amendment is highly
inappropriate in our neighborhood. We oppose the increased height and density
allowance, the obvious increase in car traffic and impact on schools. We request that
the issues raised by the Lafayette Mayor in the April 2014 letter be considered with a
new EIR.
This project is too big, too high, and completely out of keeping with our neighborhood
that we value so much.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Rhona and Val Ory
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From: John Connell Osborne
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus; John Osborne
Subject: Saranap Village, Draft EIR, GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 7:43:27 AM

 
 
Dear Mr. Wilson,

I am writing to express my support for the Saranap Village project now before the 
Planning Commission. I am a long term resident of the Saranap. My family has lived 
here at 60 Island Ct. for 28 years. In addition to all of the traditional involvements that 
come with inhabiting a neighborhood so thoroughly for all these years, I also have my 
business in the Saranap. My office is located at 1280 Boulevard Way. I have been in 
this location for 33 years. I love this neighborhood. I have roots here. I care deeply 
about what happens in this little corner of the county.

I attended one of the presentations the project developers made to the Saranap 
Community Association. I appreciated the comprehensive plan and refined design 
elements connected with the project. I expected as much. What I appreciated most, 
however, was the inspired vision that seems to guide their design approach. The 
developers have thoroughly re-imagined my neighborhood and I couldn't be happier.

For years I have secretly wished that the cities of Lafayette or Walnut Creek would 
annex the Saranap. I thought it was the only way to bring a cohesive sense of beauty 
to a neighborhood that is presently an unholy mixture of residential and commercial 
properties. I felt it was the only way to impose some clarity of vision in a way that 
could fully realize the inherent beauty of this sweet location. Now, however, I am 
convinced that the plan proposed by Hall Equities not only addresses my wishes but 
takes it to a refined level that I could not have imagined.

I have reviewed all aspects of the project - from parking to pedestrian safety. I like it 
all. It fits together in a way that makes sense - like a symphony makes sense. It is 
cohesive, unified, and aesthetically pleasing. It has a flow that we find charming and
very appealing. I believe there is no deficiency in the Draft EIR and that the 
developers have performed their due diligence for the community. Please adopt the 
plan in its entirety. Embrace it! My family looks forward to the amazing changes that 
will occur to our neighborhood. To us it feels like a renaissance.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions and thank you in advance for 
considering my comments.

Regards,

John C. Osborne 

60 Island Ct.

Walnut Creek, CA 94595
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Danielle Dowler

From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:25 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 35th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Carl L. Osterholm [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 35th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

Time for you to stand up for the people, not the special interest group that is flooding your office 
w/multiple letters per member!  

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338142&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338142&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Carl L. Osterholm 
Walnut creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
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public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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Danielle Dowler

From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 9:47 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Saranap Village Proposed Plan 

From: Gayle Massey [mailto:gaylemp@att.net]
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 6:43 AM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: Saranap Village Proposed Plan  

Dear Ms. Bhat: 

I live in the Saranap area of Walnut Creek and I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow 
such an inappropriate development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely 
out of character for our neighborhood.  

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current 
General Plan and zoning regulations. Please do not let this plan pass as is. All we ask is that the 
buildings are within the scale of what is currently here (and allowed by law) to keep the look and 
feel of our neighborhood aligned with why we all moved here in the first place; small, quiet and 
peaceful.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height
and density limits for Saranap. 

Thank you, 
Gayle Massey Peters 

Optimist: someone who figures that taking a step backward after taking a step forward is not a disaster, it's a 
cha-cha.
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From: Giora Pinkas <giorapinkas@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 7:47 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village project:County files GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035-

Saranap Village

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I live on Island Court next to the proposed Building C.  I am very excited about this new project.  I like the idea 
of having a market, restaurant, coffee houses, round-a-bouts, etc.  My husband and I have lived on Island Court 
for almost 20 years.  The Saranap can use some updating.  I hope the project can go forward. Ann Pinkas 
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Danielle Dowler

From: catherine.pinkas@gmail.com on behalf of Catherine Pinkas <catherine@pinkas.us>
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 8:37 AM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

I live in the neighborhood and am very much in favor of the proposed development which is much needed in 
our area. In order of importance are the following especially since I live in the Atrium Villas (and have for over 
20 years): 

better lighting and use of the roundabouts- will significantly improve traffic safety 
better pedestrian and bike zones - really necessary in a modern community 
proposed cafe, bank, fitness center - all great amenities for our neighborhood 
metered parking to provide sustainable resources for current and future improvements 
modern buildings - with more owner occupied to stabilize neighborhood 

I believe the developers have done their best to respond to the needs of our growing city and to act responsibly 
with regard to mdernizing and even beautifying (the proposed artwork) our area. 

I highly recommend approval. 

Catherine Pinkas 
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From: Giora <giorapinkas@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 3:53 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Re: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224,SD13-9359 & DP13-3035 - Saranap Village 

Dear Mr. Wilson,

WHY I AM IN FAVOR OF THE NEW SARANAP VILLAGE IMPROVEMENT PLAN:

My wife Ann and I own a duplex on 90 Island Court, adjacent to one of the proposed buildings. We've been living in this
area for for over 30 years and in our present home for over 18 years. Without going into too much details I would just
state that a Saranap upgrade is long overdue!! any improvement will be welcome at this point...but I am especially in
favor of the present plan. It will lift and beautify our neighborhood,raise property value and make Saranap more
attractive and livable.

Even though personally I would prefer that Building C would be lower then planned...I can live with the change because
of the overall effect and benefit to our neighborhood.

Sincerely yours,

Giora Pinkas

Sent from my iPad
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From: Laura Ponder <burges.ponder@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 7:47 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I am opposed to amending the General Plan for Saranap VIllage

Dear Mr Nelson,

I am a homeowner on Old Tunnel Road in Lafayette. Our family is opposed to amending the General Plan to allow
inappropriate development such as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and out of character for our
neighborhood.

Encourage the developer to bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current General Plan and
zoning regulations. All developers propose their biggest most extravagant wishes first just hoping to get away with it.
But the developer would be more surprised than anyone if you (and we) accept their first proposal.

I have not heard anyone say they're opposed to developing the area within the standing zoning regulations and General
Plan, but allowing an amendment of these current regulations would open the floodgates to more over development.

Regards,

Laura Ponder

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Logan Quinn <lquinn1@asu.edu>
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:55 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: Opposed to amending the County General Plan, Saranap Village

I meant to copy you on the email below. Thank you. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Logan Quinn <lquinn1@asu.edu>
Date: November 10, 2014 at 10:53:02 PM PST 
To: "candace.andersen@bos.cccounty.us" <candace.andersen@bos.cccounty.us>
Subject: Opposed to amending the County General Plan, Saranap Village

I would like to inform you that I am opposed to amending the County General Plan for the 
proposed Saranap Village project. I have lived in the neighborhood for 15 years and often visit 
the nearby shops and would not enjoy feeling as though my neighborhood was turned into an 
extension of the downtown area with taller buildings than zoning regulations state. 

The project reference numbers:  
GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035 

Thank you,
Logan Quinn 
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From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:25 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 29th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Marvin & Carol Rasmussen [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 29th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

Please deny the request to amend the County general plan by Hall Equites Group.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338141&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338141&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Marvin & Carol Rasmussen 
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 

2

receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.

5-293



1

Danielle Dowler

From: Michael Rehl <michaelsrehl@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 1:52 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Regarding GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Wilson,

I am writing to let you know of my full support for the Saranap Villiage, in all aspects of design, 
implementation, and consequences. 

Having lived in the Saranap for 11 years and use Boulevard Way several times per day, and because I work at 
1280 Boulevard Way, Suite 211, I feel that my voice carries as much weight (if not more) as anyone else who 
might have an opinion on the matter.  

First of all, this area of the Saranap is currently ugly and bleak, and feels like a more depressed part of Oakland 
or some other area with socioeconomic troubles. It is time for a face lift. 

Second of all, I love the idea of having a market and restaurants and other shops nearby.  This will be nice for 
me to enjoy, but I also think will be helpful for all the businesses currently in the area.  

I love the thought that has gone into this building complex that includes traffic circles, beautiful design elements 
and plantings, and parking improvements.  I love that it is bicycle and pedestrian friendly.

The misinformation sent to me by the Saranap Homeowners Organization troubles me, and I hope you and your 
colleagues see them as a pesky gang of misinformed worry-worts trying any method they can to delay or change 
the proposed project. They are the same group who delayed the Sufism Reoriented Sanctuary by using fear 
tactics and lies. The latest newsletter sent on Oct 10th 2014 states that new project will have nearly double the 
residential units allowed by current zoning and that the increase in traffic will be nearly 5000 more vehicle trips 
per day. Of course this wasn't referenced. Due to the source, I doubt these are true, however, the issue that there 
would be traffic congestion is important to consider, and I would NOT be in favor of a project that created 
neighborhood traffic jams especially in the morning and even when people are on their way to work.  That 
would be unacceptable, not just a nuisance. For example, many of the new residents will have to go down 
Boulevard Way and wait at the light to make a left to get onto Route 24 (at Mt. Diablo Blvd.).  It's already a bit 
crowded on in the morning (and in the afternoon when people are returning for work), so what exactly will 
happen when Saranap Villiage is finished? Please do your due diligence to make sure that the traffic increases, 
new roads and roundabouts are more than adequate for this new exciting project. 

Thank you, 

Michael Rehl 
1447 Boulevard Way 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 
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--
Michael
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From: Michael Rehl <michaelsrehl@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 6:15 AM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Re: Regarding GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

After writing my email I decided to review the traffic situation and found the Saranap Village website and 
traffic impact assessment. After spending considerable time reviewing it and learning that although there will be 
an increase in traffic, it is considered "below significant levels", I wanted to reiterate my full support for the 
project.

Thank you, 
Michael Rehl 

On Sat, Nov 15, 2014 at 1:52 PM, Michael Rehl <michaelsrehl@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Mr. Wilson,

I am writing to let you know of my full support for the Saranap Villiage, in all aspects of design, 
implementation, and consequences. 

Having lived in the Saranap for 11 years and use Boulevard Way several times per day, and because I work at 
1280 Boulevard Way, Suite 211, I feel that my voice carries as much weight (if not more) as anyone else who 
might have an opinion on the matter.  

First of all, this area of the Saranap is currently ugly and bleak, and feels like a more depressed part of Oakland 
or some other area with socioeconomic troubles. It is time for a face lift. 

Second of all, I love the idea of having a market and restaurants and other shops nearby.  This will be nice for 
me to enjoy, but I also think will be helpful for all the businesses currently in the area.  

I love the thought that has gone into this building complex that includes traffic circles, beautiful design elements 
and plantings, and parking improvements.  I love that it is bicycle and pedestrian friendly.

The misinformation sent to me by the Saranap Homeowners Organization troubles me, and I hope you and your 
colleagues see them as a pesky gang of misinformed worry-worts trying any method they can to delay or change 
the proposed project. They are the same group who delayed the Sufism Reoriented Sanctuary by using fear 
tactics and lies. The latest newsletter sent on Oct 10th 2014 states that new project will have nearly double the 
residential units allowed by current zoning and that the increase in traffic will be nearly 5000 more vehicle trips 
per day. Of course this wasn't referenced. Due to the source, I doubt these are true, however, the issue that there 
would be traffic congestion is important to consider, and I would NOT be in favor of a project that created 
neighborhood traffic jams especially in the morning and even when people are on their way to work.  That 
would be unacceptable, not just a nuisance. For example, many of the new residents will have to go down 
Boulevard Way and wait at the light to make a left to get onto Route 24 (at Mt. Diablo Blvd.).  It's already a bit 
crowded on in the morning (and in the afternoon when people are returning for work), so what exactly will 
happen when Saranap Villiage is finished? Please do your due diligence to make sure that the traffic increases, 
new roads and roundabouts are more than adequate for this new exciting project. 
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Thank you, 

Michael Rehl 
1447 Boulevard Way 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 

--
Michael

--
Michael
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From: Danielle Kelly on behalf of Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:14:51 AM

From: Steve Reimers [mailto:steve_reimers@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:36 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,
I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
 development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of
 character for our neighborhood.
Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the
 current General Plan and zoning regulations.
I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to
 exceed current height and density limits for Saranap.
Thank you,
Steve Reimers
Saranap Resident
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Danielle Dowler

From: Lillian Remer <remer@astound.net>
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 8:45 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: support for Saranap Village

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

I waded through most of the Draft EIR and was impressed how much research goes into these documents.  Most of the 
issues I heard discussed at the neighborhood meeting had already been studied (traffic, schools and parking).  While the 
Saranap Village does seem a rather large project for a small neighborhood, I feel that it would be a very positive and 
beneficial improvement.  I wouldn’t want to set a precedent for  9 story buildings in the Saranap, but the designers have 
clearly made an effort to minimize the visual impact of the buildings by tucking them in and stepping them back (especially 
building A).  The inconvenience during construction would be more than compensated by having traffic calming, safer 
sidewalks and a good quality local grocer an easy walk from my home.  I especially appreciate that Hall Equities Group 
has made significant efforts to involve us in their planning, and is trying to make a pleasing new place for Saranap 
residents to gather rather than just developing their property into a retail destination strip mall or yet more boxey 
apartment buildings. 

  Please count me as in support of the Draft EIR and the Saranap Village project. 

  Sincerely, 

-Lilli

Lillian Remer 
1206 Juanita Drive 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595-1025 
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From: Lana <lanarisma@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 11:24 AM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Opposed - RN: GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

RE:

Reference Number:
GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035 

I am opposed to amending the County General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village project! 

Dear Supervisor Andersen, 

I would like to express my opposition to amending the General Plan to allow the proposed Saranap 
Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood. 

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current 
General Plan, zoning regulations and neighborhood character. 

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height and 
density limits for Saranap. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Lana Risman 

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Steven Risman <Steven.Risman@returnonintelligence.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 11:47 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Opposed - RN: GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035

RE:

Reference Number:
GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035 

I am opposed to amending the County General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village project! 

Dear Supervisor Andersen, 

I would like to express my opposition to amending the General Plan to allow the proposed Saranap 
Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood. 

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current 
General Plan, zoning regulations and neighborhood character. 

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height and 
density limits for Saranap. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Steven Risman
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From: Kathy Rogers [mailto:kathrogers19@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2014 5:27 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: Saaranap Village

Sept. 30, 2014

Dear Aruna Bhat:

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the
proposed Saranap Village.

It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood.  I am not opposed to change for
the better!

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current General
Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height and
density limits for Saranap.

Thank you for your consideration,

Kathy Rogers and family
1496 Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek, Calif, 94595
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Danielle Dowler

From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:51 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 

Mixed Use Project

From: Jennifer Russell [mailto:jrrptr@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 4:04 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project 

Dear Ms. Bhat, 

I am very much opposed to an amendment to the CCC General Plan to allow such an inappropriate 
development as the proposed "Saranap Village". It is oversized and would ruin the character of our 
neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that Saranap residents and the County can support which 
follows current General Plan and zoning regulations. 

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height and 
density limits for Saranap. 

The drawing below is a realistic depiction of the immensity of the proposed development.   It is shocking to 
imagine the horrible effects this will have on the entire area and disturbing that a developer would even consider 
something so inappropriate. 
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Sincerely,

Jennifer Russell 
Saranap Resident for 31 years. 

From: Jennifer Russell
To: Will Nelson
Subject: GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035
Date: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 7:53:12 AM
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Nelson,

My neighbors and I are very much opposed to an amendment to the CCC General Plan that would allow such
an inappropriate development as the proposed "Saranap Village”(GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035).
It is grossly oversized and would ruin the character of our neighborhood and overburden our streets with 
traffic.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that Saranap residents and the County can support which follows 
current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to deny the request to amend the General Plan so that development in Saranap does not exceed 
current height and density limits.

The drawing below is a realistic depiction of the immensity of the proposed development. It is shocking to 
imagine the horrible effects this will have on the entire area and very disturbing that a developer would even 
consider something so inappropriate.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Russell
Saranap Resident for 31 years.
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From: Clint and Lisa <clintandlisa@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:07 AM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: PLEASE - do not amend the County General Plan

Dear Supervisor Candace Andersen 

I oppose amending the County General Plan to increase the size 
limit to 7 stories and 90 feet for the proposed Saranap Village 
project. The concept is fine, the size and scope is too large.

Lisa Ryan
1430 Boulevard Way Walnut Creek, CA
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Danielle Dowler

From: Joan Ryssin-Anthony <jryssin@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:34 PM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: OPPOSED to amending the County General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 

project.  

RE: Project reference numbers: GPB 0003, RZB 3224, SDB 9359, DPB 3035

My name is Joan Ryssin Anthony. I live on Center Street. If you are not familiar with the neighborhood it is off Whyte
Park Ave which is off Boulevard Way. I would like to express my opposition to the proposed amendment to the County
General Plan for the proposed "Saranap Village Project." A 90 foot, 7 story structure is completely out of character for
this neighborhood. When I first moved to Walnut Creek from San Francisco 12 years ago I was shocked to see such a tall
ugly building on the corner of Newell and South Main Streets. I was amazed that that structure was allowed to be built.
As I'm sure you are aware that structure has now been demolished.

I agree that some improvements could be made along Boulevard Way, but amending the General Plan to accommodate
a 7 story structure is not an improvement. I hope that you will sincerely take into consideration that the residents of our
special Saranap Community are OPPOSED to this plan. We are the ones who live here, we are the people who pay taxes
here, and our voices need to be heard.

Sincerely,

Joan Ryssin Anthony
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From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:25 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 28th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Sanjay [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 28th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

this project does not belong in our neighborhood. Comply with the General Plan!

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338140&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338140&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Sanjay
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
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receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: Danielle Kelly on behalf of Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I"m the 20th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group"
Date: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:24:28 AM

From: Paula Santi [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org] 
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I'm the 20th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities
 Group"

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General
 Plan by Hall Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to
 pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to
change the law so they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap
Village". "

My additional comments are:

The price for the amenities in this project is extreme height for this area. If the general plan
is complied with, then I will have no dispute.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their
addresses, click this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1338139&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their
addresses, click this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1338139&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Paula Santi
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone
 to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the
 contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If you have any questions, please
 email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to receive further emails updating you on how
 many people have signed this petition, click here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?

e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNjY291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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Danielle Dowler

From: Farhad Shafa <farshafa@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 8:44 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Strong Support for Saranap Village (GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035)

Mr. Will Nelson, Project Planner

I am writing in strong support of the Saranap Village project.  Our condo will have the 
closest proximity to the south end of building C of the proposed development and as such 
is most impacted.  Yet, considering the upliftments and amenities the project will bring to
the neighborhood, as well as to the city and to the county, I am strongly in support of the 
project.

During the Saranap Community Association meeting last Thursday, most were in
favor of the project but objected to the density and height of the project.  What they 
may not have considered is the fact that for the project to attract the
quality stores and vendors that would be truly uplifting to the 
neighborhood and for it to be economically viable, population 
density has to reach the correct level.

I am grateful for your consideration and I hope that you too will put the betterment of 
the community ahead of individual considerations.  

With Warm Regards ... Farhad Shafa, PhD

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Colette Shaw <chacolettie@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:09 AM
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Please don't amend the plan

Dear Supervisor Candace Andersen

I oppose amending the County General Plan for the proposed 
Saranap Village project. The idea is fine, its just to big

Clint Shaw
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Danielle Dowler

From: ALLENAMB@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 6:30 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: david@dacushome.com
Subject: The Saranap Village Project

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

As a Saranap resident of 16 years, I would like to express my full support for this project and for the way the Hall Equities 
Group is presenting it. They have my complete confidence to make this a project that will be beneficial to all of the 
residents of the Saranap neighborhood. 

Sincerely yours, 
Allen Shulakoff 
1336 Boulevard Way #307 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 

From: ALLENAMB@aol.com
To: Will Nelson
Cc: david@dacushome.com
Subject: regarding my recent letter of support for the Saranap Village Project
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 6:35:13 PM

The county file numbers regarding this matter are

GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

Thank you,
Allen Shulakoff
1336 Boulevard Way #307
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
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Danielle Dowler

From: ALLENAMB@aol.com
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:08 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: david@dacushome.com
Subject: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035 

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

As a Saranap resident of 16 years, I would like to express my full support for this project and for the way the Hall Equities 
Group is presenting it. They have my complete confidence to make this a project that will be beneficial to all of the 
residents of the Saranap neighborhood. 

Sincerely yours, 
Allen Shulakoff 
1336 Boulevard Way #307 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Monika Siegel <rogmons@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 10:17 AM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: david@dacushome.com
Subject: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359 &  DP13-3035

To Whom It May Concern, 

Foremost, I wish to express my full support of this upcoming project and I applaud all of the work that has gone into this project and the 
Draft EIR. 

I originally come from Germany and have always enjoyed walking everywhere.   So, I am very excited to see a future for this area that 
includes restaurants, a grocery store, cafe, and of course, all that comes with this to beautify and enliven Boulevard Way.  I just wish that we 
could have had all of this earlier.  I take care of my husband who has Alzheimer's and it would have been so wonderful to have all of these 
amenities in our neighborhood for us to enjoy, without having to drive downtown Walnut Creek. 

I am also glad that something will be done to control the flow of traffic; every time I cross over on Boulevard Way and Saranap, I feel that I 
risk getting hit by cars, that drive way over the 30 mile speed limit. 

During my walk yesterday I looked at the apartment buildings in the Saranap area; many of them now look so outdated and dilapidated and 
depressed.  The proposed new architectural styles will add charm and energy to this area.   

I envision a bustling and lively Saranap Village, energized with new people moving into the apartments, and thus a stronger community that 
will develop and grow in years to come.   

Sincerely, 
Monika Siegel 
20 Garden Court 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 
925-945-7780
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 5:25:28 PM

From: Kathleen Smith [mailto:katasmith@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 9:42 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our
neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current
General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current
height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you

Kathleen Smith, MD

Sent from my iPhone

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:15 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 24th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Kathleen Smith [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 24th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

Too tall !! Should stay within Contra costa general plan.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338131&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338131&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Kathleen Smith 
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
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receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.

1

Danielle Dowler

From: graham smithwick <grahamsmithwick@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:54 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Project: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035`

I strongly support the small community concept of this project with all its diversity and amenities.  I believe the 
only drawback if that one of the buildings at the bottom of the hill needs to be 90' tall to accomplish the overall 
design purpose. Still, on balance, I believe it is the best comprehensive use of the site.     

Right-click here to download 
pictures.  To help protect your  
privacy, Outlook prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.
http://profile.ak.fbcdn.net/hpro
file-ak-
snc4/41671_1037322893_589
0_n.jpg

Graham
510-508-8005
http://www.flickr.com/photos/grahamsmithwick
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Danielle Dowler

From: Stephen Spraitzar <steves@astound.net>
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 2:10 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

I am writing to voice my support for the proposed Saranap Village (SV) project. In my opinion, I think that the 
proposed plan will substantially beautify this area. 

As you know, the Draft EIR for SV is extremely thorough and covers all CEQA areas.  Moreover, it has been 
done in a complete and thorough manner.  In my opinion, the County has performed its due diligence. 

I'm particularly impressed with the proposals regarding traffic.  It is my understanding that there is no incentive 
for drivers to use side streets, which is a big plus.  Roundabouts are proposed to be used and will help maintain 
smoother traffic flow than stop signs or signals. 

Based upon my review, the proposed stores and restaurants will give a nice attractiveness to the SV.

All in all, I think that the plan for the Saranap Village is well thought out and will make this area a more 
pleasant place to live. 

Regards, Steve Spraitzar 

Steve Spraitzar 
steves@astound.net 
415-254-5988

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 14th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Niroop Srivatsa [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 14th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

Uphold the General Plan!!!!

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338136&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338136&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Niroop Srivatsa 
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
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receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181. From: Aruna Bhat

To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Monday, October 06, 2014 10:04:58 AM

From: Michael Stephenson [mailto:mstephenson@cameron-cole.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 10:04 AM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
 development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of
 character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the
 current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to
 exceed current height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you

Mike Stephenson
Principal Scientist
Cameron-Cole, LLC
50 Hegenberger Loop
Oakland CA 94621
office - 510.777.1864
mobile - 510.773.9895
mstephenson@cameron-cole.com
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Danielle Dowler

From: Jim  Strickland <jim@stricklandjn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 6:35 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Saranap Village

From: Jim Strickland
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 6:02 AM 
To: 'candace.andersen@bos.cccounty.us' 
Cc: 'william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.u' 
Subject: Saranap Village 

Reference •GPB 0003, RZB 3224, SDB 9359, DPB 3035

Dear Candice:

I oppose amending the general plan for the proposed Saranap Village development. I spent this past weekend personally
collecting 92 signatures from Saranap neighbors for a petition opposing this amendment, and I was incredibly surprised
at how many households were adamantly against the proposed height and density.

As you are aware, there must be a compelling reason to amend the general plan. Many developers, including Hall
Equities, are able to “pencil out” developments within both Walnut Creek and Lafayette at the current 50 foot height
limits.

WHY does this proposed development, in Mark Hall’s own words, ONLY “pencil out” at 85 feet tall? What is so different
about this plan or location? Greed is not a compelling reason to amend the general plan, and that is the only viable
reason many of my neighbors concluded as I collected their signatures.

Keep, or limit, any modification to the general plan so that similar to the City’s of Lafayette and Walnut Creek,
development heights remain as close as possible to the current 50 feet limit.

I do support this development as long as the heights and density follow the existing general plan limits.

Respectfully.

Jim Strickland
1 Garden Court
Walnut Creek

From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed
Date: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:55:57 PM

From: Leimermaid@aol.com [mailto:Leimermaid@aol.com] 
Sent: Saturday, October 11, 2014 8:18 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
 development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of
 character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the
 current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to
 exceed current height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you,

Leilani and Ed Sussenguth
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:51:15 PM

From: Christine@swiharts.com [mailto:christine@swiharts.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 3:09 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our
neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current
General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current
height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you

Christine Swihart
Sequoia Avenue
Walnut Creek,  CA 94595

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:48 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: We are Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village

From: MSwiney452@aol.com [mailto:MSwiney452@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 5:22 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: We are Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 

Dear Ms. Bhat, 

We are opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the 
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood. 

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current 
General Plan and zoning regulations. 

We urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current 
height and density limits for Saranap. 

Thank you 

Merrill and Alice Swiney 

11 Westminster Place 

Lafayette CA  94549-6050 

5-311



1

Danielle Dowler

From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:15 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 27th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Lynne Underwood [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 27th signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

Stop trying to wreck our neighborhood ,isn't it enough we have the Sufi mess and not the building they 
showed us

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338132&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338132&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Lynne Underwood 
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
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public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 9:19:11 AM

From: Marc Usatin [mailto:musatin@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October 26, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely
out of character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to
the current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to
exceed current height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you

Sent from my iPad

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 8:55 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Saranap Village

Original Message
From: Vaiana, Kim [DH] [mailto:kvaiana@dvhigh.net]
Sent: Sunday, October 05, 2014 2:17 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: Saranap Village

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the proposed Saranap
Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current General Plan and zoning
regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height and density limits
for Saranap.

Thank you,

Kim Vaiana, 20 year Saranap resident

kvaiana@dvhigh.net<mailto:kvaiana@dvhigh.net>
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From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 8:55 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Saranap Village

From: vaianahome87@gmail.com [mailto:vaianahome87@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Mike & Kim Vaiana 
Sent: Sunday, October 05, 2014 2:17 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: Saranap Village 

Dear Ms. Bhat, 

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the proposed 
Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood.  

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current General Plan and 
zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height and density 
limits for Saranap. 

Thank you, 

Mike Vaiana, 20 year Saranap resident 

vaiana@astound.net

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 10:45 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Proposed Hall Equities Group  Development on Boulevard Way in Saranap

From: avesely@comcast.net [mailto:avesely@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 10:44 AM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Cc: avesely; Claire Vesely; annakjurgens@gmail.com
Subject: Proposed Hall Equities Group Development on Boulevard Way in Saranap 

Dear Ms. Bhat   

As a long time resident of the Saranap neighborhood, I have become aware of the Hall Equities 
Group's  proposed development on Boulevard Way. Given what I understand about the proposed 
development I am greatly concerned that it is entirely inappropriate for the area and if approved 
will do irreparable damage to the character of the neighborhood, not to mention have a significant 
negative impact on both general congestion as well as property values in the Saranap neighborhood. 
For these reasons I am strongly opposed to amending the General Plan. 

As a neighborhood resident and property owner, I am not against development per say. However, I 
do strongly feel that any proposed plan should adhere to the existing zoning regulations and General 
Plan. For these reasons I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan as 
proposed by Hall Equities group. 

Respectfully,

Adam Vesely 
10 Allendale Court 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Deny General Plan amendment for Saranap
Date: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 11:38:57 AM

From: Shari and Tim Walker [mailto:stmwalker@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 5:28 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: Deny General Plan amendment for Saranap

We are vehemently opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an
 inappropriate development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is over-sized and
 completely out of character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to
 the current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to vote to deny the request to amend the General Plan to exceed
 current height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you,

The Walker Family

Tim, Shari and Michael

From: Danielle Kelly on behalf of Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: 46 signers: DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group petition
Date: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:25:24 AM

From: Shari Walker [mailto:petitions@moveon.org] 
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: 46 signers: DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group petition

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I started a petition to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall
 Equities Group. So far, the petition has 46 total signers.

You can post a response for us to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to
change the law so they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap
Village". "

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition, including their
addresses, click this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1338146&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their
addresses, click this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1338146&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Thank you.

--Shari Walker

If you have any other questions, please email petitions@moveon.org.

The links to download the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your constituents will remain
 available for the next 14 days.

This email was sent through MoveOn's petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set
 up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of
 petitions posted on our public petition website. If you don't want to receive further emails
 updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNjY291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: Tim Walker
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Project, Ref. Nos. GPB-0003, RZB-3224, SDB-9359, DPB-3035
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:54:50 PM

Dear Ms. Andersen: I am opposed to amending the County General Plan for the
 proposed Saranap Village project, and I also object to the Draft Environmental
 Impact Report for the project.

The sudden and extreme revision to the County General Plan ("CGP") requested
 by Hall Equities, if granted, will irreparably damage the neighborhood and
 permanently vitiate the CGP.  The precedent set by allowing radically increased
 density and height limits completely out of character with the neighborhood, along
 with the uncertainty that comes with the expectation of future similar projects,
 will devalue every single family home in the area.  The CGP's goals of serving the
 hopes, concerns, and quality of life of the area's residents will be defeated.

 The requests by Hall Equities not only to change the zoning of the area to
 mixed use, but to allow that change for a 4.6 acre project (less than a third of the
 current minimum requirement) do the opposite of serving the public interest.  Hall
 Equities is requesting that the law be customized to serve its business interests
 without regard for the public interest.

Lawful development in the neighborhood is welcome.  The Saranap Village
 Project, as currently constituted, does not qualify.

Tim Walker

Attorney

Born in Walnut Creek, first home was on Palana Court

1

Danielle Dowler

From: Scott Wallace <email.scottw@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 6:38 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: J. David Dacus
Subject: Saranap Village (GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035)

Mr. Nelson,

I've lived in the Saranap for 30 years -- and for 30 years I've been distressed by the dead zone from the 
Boulevard Way-Saranap Ave. intersection north to Mt. Diablo Blvd. Development of this area is long overdue, 
and Saranap Village is the perfect first step to revitalizing this blighted area, turning a weed-filled vacant lot and 
cluster of run-down buildings into a vibrant "downtown" for the Saranap.

I'm certainly no expert so, unlike some of my neighbors, I can't comment on the adequacy of the draft EIR -- but
I find it hard to believe that it's deficient in any way. To suggest it is is to question the professionalism and/or 
integrity of those who conducted the studies that make up the report. From what I've heard, those who claim it 
is deficient are people who are unhappy that it doesn't say what they wish it said.   

Given its proximity to downtown Walnut Creek and the freeway entrance/exit, this area has tremendous 
potential, but the only way this potential will be realized is for the General Plan to be amended to allow Saranap 
Village and similar developments to move forward. I shudder to think what this neighborhood would look like 
if developers were forced to adhere to the General Plan.

I wholeheartedly support Saranap Village as currently envisioned and hope that your department will as well.  

Scott Wallace 
173 Flora Ave. 
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From: Benjamin Wells <wells@usfca.edu>
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 8:46 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Support for Saranap Village  GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

I am happy to take one more turn at trying to broadcast pleasure and excitement about 
Saranap Village.  As one of the closest residents to it (less than 50 feet), I have good 
perspective and reason to comment on the positive impact this project will have on our 
neighborhood.  The Saranap commercial corridor along Boulevard Way is 
stagnant.  Saranap Village can lead the way to a Renaissance in this area between 
Walnut Creek and Lafayette.  Do not be misled by the numbers of residents, some 
homeowners like us, who complain about the threat to their rural or semirural lives, but 
live 1/4 to 1 1/2 miles away.  We are in the thick of it, and Saranap Village will be a 
definite improvement and a beacon for the future. 

I lived in Europe for a year.  One of the most common aspects of the European city is a 
pleasant mix of residence and retail.  Saranap Village is a fine example of how this can 
work in the US. 

I urge support for Saranap Village at the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors.  The sooner ground can be broken, the sooner the rebirth of Saranap can 
begin.

Thank you, 

Benjamin Wells 
1314-D Boulevard Way 
Walnut Creek CA 94595
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From: Karen Wells <wellsnewlife@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 7:05 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Saranap Village support  GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, & DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson, 

At the recent Saranap Community Association meeting, I was struck by the sincerity of 
neighbors' concerns about traffic and parking for the proposed Saranap Village 
project.  From my reading of the traffic study, there appears to be no reason for drivers 
to use side streets as the traffic flow provides a steady, smooth passage with the 
roundabouts actually supporting traffic flow.  Three additional crosswalks mean more 
pedestrian and shopper safety, but should also allow the traffic to move smoothly.

Parking meters make spaces available as people stop and go all day.  Parking in the 
buildings seems ample for residents, guests, and shoppers, as it exceeds County 
requirements.

I feel that all these plans are beautiful and thoughtfully designed by a very experienced 
developer.  We will be grateful for the revitalization, landscaping, variety of supportive 
businesses, and new neighbors in our Saranap community. 

With great anticipation, 

Karen Wells 
1314-D Boulevard Way 
Walnut Creek CA 94595
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From: Lynn Whelan <whelanpt@value.net>
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2014 12:38 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village EIR

I wanted to express myself regarding this project. I have been a resident of Saranap for 30 years and bought in this area
because of its unique charm. I am not against change nor improvement and was a supporter of the recent plans for the
building of the religious facility that is going in right now on Boulevard Way. This project however is totally oversized for
the surrounding area and the height in particular is completely out of proportion to the surrounding buildings and
atmosphere. A 2 3 story building is one thing but this enormous set of buildings is inappropriate and I hope others in this
area will let their voices be heard.

Most Sincerely
Lynn Whelan 1176 Dewing Lane
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From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Friday, October 03, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 

Mixed Use Project

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Kath Whiteman <whiteman1231@comcast.net>
Date: October 2, 2014 at 11:52:51 PM PDT 
To: <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 
Mixed Use Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the 
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood. 

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current 
General Plan and zoning regulations. 

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current 
height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you 

Kathleen
Whiteman

1231 Kendall
Court

Walnut Creek,CA

Right-click here to download 
pictures.  To help protect your  
privacy, Outlook prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet. This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is active.
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From: Danielle Kelly <Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us> on behalf of Aruna Bhat 
<Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:25 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I'm the 41st signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by 

Hall Equities Group"

From: Tina Whittington [mailto:petitions-noreply@moveon.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 19, 2014 9:51 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I'm the 41st signer: "DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall Equities Group" 

Dear Aruna Bhat,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled DENY the REQUEST to Amend the County General Plan by Hall 
Equities Group. So far, 46 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for MoveOn.org to pass along to all 
petition signers by clicking here: http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-83181-custom-49789-
20241019-DwHSbD

The petition states:

"It's time to tell Hall Equities Group to play by the rules - not bend them. They want to change the law so 
they can build an over-sized and inappropriate project called "Saranap Village". "

My additional comments are:  

I hope this works. This proposed structure is just TOO big for our neighborhood. Walnut Creek schools 
are already bursting at the seems and traffic is getting worse and worse... Hopefully the voices of the 
residents will be heard.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338144&target_type=custom&target_id=49789

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=1338144&target_type=custom&target_id=49789&csv=1

Tina Whittington 
Walnut Creek, CA

2

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 
own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our 
public petition website. If you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=Pn7qKm9c_oJQcPGyexsap0FydW5hLkJoYXRAZGNkLmNj
Y291bnR5LnVz&petition_id=83181.
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From: Aruna Bhat
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:50:39 PM

From: Windfuhr, Claudia [mailto:cwindfuh@lafsd.k12.ca.us] 
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 5:40 PM
To: Aruna Bhat
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use
 Project

Dear Ms. Bhat,

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate
 development as the proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of
 character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the
 current General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to
 exceed current height and density limits for Saranap.

Thank you

Claudia Windfuhr

Loïc Windfuhr-Durand

17 Acorn Court

WC 94595
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From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:56 PM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village 

Mixed Use Project

From: laurelcr1@aol.com [mailto:laurelcr1@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 12, 2014 1:55 PM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: I am Opposed to amending the General Plan for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project 

Dear Ms. Bhat,
My 91 year old mother has lived in Saranap since 1947 (for 67 years)! Per her request, I 
am writing you this letter.

As a resident, my mother is deeply concerned about the proposed development by Hall 
Equities Group to build a massive commercial complex in Saranap. She lives near the 
proposed complex and feels this project will be harmful to the area.

Hall Equities Group plans to build a project with over 4,000 square feet of commercial 
space, 235 apartments, and 700 parking spaces. The buildings will be over 7 stories high 
and will tower over the residential homes. My mom feels that a project of such magnitude 
and density does not belong in Saranap. It will dramatically increase traffic, noise and 
pollution. Her quiet neighborhood will be altered forever. 

To approve this project, Halls Equities Group must change the current General Plan that 
was established specifically to protect Saranap and its residents. My mother feels Hall 
Equities Group should step up and do the right thing. They should adhere to the General 
Plan.

My mother strongly opposes this development, but will accept a project that falls within the 
guidelines of the current General Plan. She requests that you please help the residents of 
Saranap by doing the following things: 1) Stop Hall Equities Group from changing the 
General Plan and 2) continue to support the Saranap community. 

Thank you for your time and efforts.
Sincerely,
Laurel Wing Crockett for my mother, Lettie Wing (current Saranap resident)
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From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Friday, October 03, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: Saranap Village

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Kelly Wright <kelwright@gmail.com>
Date: October 2, 2014 at 8:42:42 PM PDT 
To: <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Subject: Saranap Village

Dear Ms. Bhat, 

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the 
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood.

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that residents can support which adheres to the current 
General Plan and zoning regulations.

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current 
height and density limits for Saranap. 

Thank you, 

Kimberly (Kelly) Wright 
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From: Aruna Bhat <Aruna.Bhat@dcd.cccounty.us>
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 9:56 AM
To: Will Nelson
Subject: FW: Opposing the Saranap Village Project

From: Mike Zawitkowski [mailto:mike@mikezawitkowski.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 9:54 AM 
To: Aruna Bhat 
Subject: Opposing the Saranap Village Project 

Dear Ms. Bhat, 

I am opposed to amending the General Plan to allow such an inappropriate development as the 
proposed Saranap Village. It is oversized and completely out of character for our neighborhood. 

Let the developer bring a plan to Saranap that we can support which adheres to the current 
General Plan and zoning regulations. 

I urge you to recommend denial of the request to amend the General Plan to exceed current height
and density limits for Saranap. 

Thank you, 

Michael Zawitkowski 

Resident of Saranap 
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Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

CHAPTER 6 
Written Comments on the Recirculated 
Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

6.1 Introduction 
As noted in Chapter 4, this Chapter contains reproductions of the written comment letters 
(including emails) received during the public review period on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
(RDEIR; May 6, 2016 through July 6, 2016). Each letter received during this comment period is 
reproduced here in its entirety.1 To economize space while facilitating ease of review, responses 
to the numbered comments follow reproductions of these comment letters. Responses focus on 
comments that pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the EIR or to other aspects pertinent to 
the potential effects of the Project on the physical environment pursuant to CEQA. Where the text 
of the Draft EIR (DEIR) or RDEIR has been revised in response to a comment, the revised text is 
included as part of the response with revisions shown using the following conventions: text 
changes are shown in indented paragraphs, text added to the DEIR/RDEIR is shown in double 
underline, and text deleted from the DEIR is shown in strikethrough. These text changes also 
appear in Chapter 2, Project Modifications and Revisions to the DEIR/RDEIR. 

CEQA Guidelines indicate that a Final EIR (FEIR) should address comments on the DEIR. 
Multiple comments received during the public review period did not address the adequacy or 
accuracy of the environmental analysis or identify any other significant environmental issue 
requiring a response; rather, these comments were directed to the perceived merits or demerits of 
the Project, provided information, or expressed an opinion without specifying why the RDEIR 
analysis was inadequate. Issues raised in these comments are beyond the purview of the EIR and 
CEQA and thus are categorized as General Comments. Contra Costa County, as the CEQA lead 
agency, acknowledges the receipt of these types of comments; however, limited responses are 
provided because they do not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR/RDEIR or otherwise 
raise significant physical environmental issues under the purview of CEQA.  

However, all General Comments are included in the Contra Costa County’s public record and 
will be taken into account by County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project. For ease of review, letters and emails containing 
only General Comments (comments on the merits or demerits of the Project and/or general 
comments adequately addressed in the DEIR/RDEIR) are reproduced separately in Section 6.2.5, 
below, following the responses to numbered comments. 

                                                      
1 Comments received outside of either the DEIR or the RDEIR comment periods are not included within this 

Response to Comments Document, at the discretion of the Lead Agency, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15207. 
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6. Written Comments on the RDEIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

6.2 Comments and Responses 
As described above, this section presents each letter received during this comment period in its 
entirety. Each written comment letter is designated with a name in the upper right-hand corner of 
the letter based on alphabetical order. Within each written comment letter, individual comments 
are labeled with a number in the margin. This section also presents responses to issues raised in 
comments received on the RDEIR during the review period which are related to physical 
environmental effects of the Project, that are under the purview of CEQA, and that pertain to the 
adequacy of the CEQA analysis.  
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6.2.1 RDEIR Comment Letters – Agencies 
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6.2.2 RDEIR Comment Letters – Organizations 
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November 17, 2014 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

William Nelson  
Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development 
30 Muir Road 
Martinez, CA 94553 
Email: William.Nelson@dcd.cccounty.us 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Prepared for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project in Contra 
Costa County (SCH # 2014032060) 

Dear Mr. Nelson: 

 We submit these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(“EIR”) prepared for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project (“Project”)1 in Contra 
Costa County (“County”) on behalf of Saranap Area Residents for Responsible 
Development (“Saranap Area Residents”).  Hall Equities Group (“Applicant”) is 
proposing the construction of 235 multi-family residential units and approximately 
43,500 square feet of neighborhood-oriented businesses and services at the 
intersection of Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue in unincorporated Contra Costa 
County.  The Project site is addressed as 1285, 1298, 1299, 1300, 1310 and 1326 
Boulevard Way and 1176 and 1180 Saranap Avenue.  The site is situated between 
the cities of Walnut Creek and Lafayette (Assessor Parcel Numbers: 184-010-035, 
184-010-046, 184-450-025, 184-480-025, 185-370-010, 185-370-012,185-370-018, 
185-370-033). 

Based upon our review of the Draft EIR and supporting documentation, we 
conclude that the Draft EIR fails to comply with California Environmental Quality 

1 Draft Saranap Village Environmental Impact Report, Prepared for Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development (September 2014) [hereinafter DEIR]. 

Adam_Broadwell
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Act2 (“CEQA”) requirements.  As explained more fully below, the Draft EIR does not 
comply with the requirements of CEQA because it: (1) fails to set forth a stable and 
finite project description; (2) fails to set forth the environmental baseline for 
hydrological resources and utilities; (3) fails to identify, analyze and mitigate to the 
extent feasible, all the impacts that the Project will have on aesthetic resources, the 
state’s limited hydrological resources and impacts related to Greenhouse Gas 
(“GHG”) emissions; and (4) defers formulation of mitigation measures to post 
approval studies.   

These deficiencies in the Draft EIR are fatal errors.  As a result, the Draft 
EIR fails to identify the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts and 
propose measures that can reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.  
Accordingly, the County may not approve a General Plan Amendment, Rezoning, 
Major Subdivision and Final Development Plan for the Project until the Draft EIR 
is revised to comply with CEQA standards.   

The revised Draft EIR must be recirculated for public review and comment. 
The purpose of recirculation is to give the public and other agencies an opportunity 
to evaluate the new data and the validity of conclusions drawn from it.3  CEQA 
requires recirculation of a Draft EIR when significant new information is added to 
the Draft EIR following public review, but before certification.4  The CEQA 
Guidelines clarify that new information is significant if “the DEIR is changed in a 
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate 
or avoid such an effect.”5 

We have reviewed the Draft EIR and its technical appendices with the 
assistance of technical consultants Matt Hagemann and Anders Sutherland 
(Attachment A). Their expert comments are attached to this letter.6  The County 
must respond to the attached technical comments separately and individually. 

2 Pub. Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq. 
3 Save Our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (1981) 122 CalApp3d 813, 822. 
4 Pub. Resources Code § 21092.1.  
5 CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.  
6 Letter from Matt Hagemann and Anders Sutherland, SWAPE, to Meghan A. Quinn, Adams 
Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Re: comments on the Saranap Village Project, Saranap, California 
(November 14, 2014). [hereinafter SWAPE]. Attachment A. 
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I. STATEMENT OF INTEREST 

Saranap Area Residents is an unincorporated association of individuals and 
labor organizations that may be adversely affected by the potential public and 
worker health and safety hazards and environmental and public service impacts of 
the Project.  The coalition includes Walnut Creek residents, John T. Champion, 
Brian Lescure and Jonathan Landry, Lafayette resident, Joshua D. Johnson, the 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 302, Plumbers and 
Steamfitters Local 159, Sheet Metal Workers Local 104, their individual members 
and families who live and/or work in Contra Costa County. 

The individual members of Saranap Area Residents and the members of the 
affiliated labor organizations live, work, recreate and raise their families in Contra 
Costa County, including in the Cities of Lafayette and Walnut Creek.  They would 
be directly affected by the Project’s environmental and health and safety impacts.  
Individual members may also work constructing the Project itself.  They will be first 
in line to be exposed to any health and safety hazards that may be present on the 
Project site.  They each have a personal interest in protecting the Project area from 
unnecessary, adverse environmental and public health impacts. 

The organizational members of Saranap Area Residents also have an interest 
in enforcing environmental laws that encourage sustainable development and 
ensure a safe working environment for the members that they represent.  
Development projects that lead to increased traffic congestion, air pollution and 
other adverse environmental impacts and that overtax public service systems can 
limit the potential for future growth and development and undermine future 
employment opportunities for Saranap Area Residents’ members.  Saranap Area 
Residents therefore has a direct interest in enforcing environmental laws to 
minimize the impacts of projects that would otherwise degrade the environment 
adversely impact public service infrastructure.   

Finally, Saranap Area Residents’ members are concerned about projects that 
risk serious environmental harm without providing countervailing economic 
benefits.  The CEQA process allows for a balanced consideration of a project’s 
socioeconomic and environmental impacts, and it is in this spirit that we offer these 
comments. 
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II. LACK OF TIMELY INFORMATION AND POTENTIAL NEED TO
SUBMIT FURTHER COMMENTS

A Notice of Availability (“NOA”) of a Draft EIR was made publicly available 
on September 19, 2014.7  At the time of the Draft EIR’s release, only a select 
number of references, namely, Appendices A through G, Cultural Resource Reports, 
Hazardous Materials Reports, Geological Reports and Utilities Reports, were posted 
to the County’s Department of Conservation and Development (“DCD”) website.  
However, the “References” section of the Draft EIR included an extensive twelve 
page list of documents referenced in the Draft EIR.  For 82 of the documents listed, 
no links, web addresses or other information was provided for where these 
materials could be obtained.  The County eventually posted 75 additional reference 
documents to the DCD website on November 7, 2014, only ten days prior to the close 
of the comment period of the Draft EIR.  The DCD website indicates that the 
remaining seven documents can be found by searching the Contra Costa County 
website.  

Given the voluminous materials that were posted to the County website one 
week prior to the close of the comment deadline, Saranap Area Residents requested 
an extension of the comment period in a letter dated November 10, 2014.8  Saranap 
Area Residents received a denial of their request on November 13, 2014.9  According 
to the County, the reference materials were available to the public for the entirety 
of the public comment period.  However, in phone call discussions with DCD Staff, 
Saranap Area Residents were informed that these materials were in the possession 
of the environmental consultants, and could not be made publicly available until the 
consultants had responded to the request.  CEQA requires that all documents 
referenced in an environmental review document be made available to the public for 

7 See Notice of Availability and Notice of Public Hearing for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project – 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Sept. 19, 2014) available at 
http://www.cccounty.us/DocumentCenter/View/33348.  
8 Letter from Meghan A. Quinn, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, to Theresa Speiker, Chief 
Assistant County Administrator Contra Costa County, John Kopchik, Interim Director Department 
of Conservation and Development Contra Costa County, and William Nelson, Contra Costa County, 
re: Request for Extension of Comment Period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report Prepared 
for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project in Contra Costa County (SCH # 2014032060) (November 
10, 2014). Attachment B. 
9 Letter from John Kopchik, Interim Director Department of Conservation and Development Contra 
Costa County, to Meghan A. Quinn, Adams Broadwell Josephy & Cardozo, re: Request for Extension 
of Public Comment Period for the Saranap village Mixed-Use Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (November 13, 2014). Attachment C. 
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the entire comment period.10  Materials hereby a third party, which cannot be 
reached by members of the public, does not meet CEQA’s requirement that all 
referenced documents be available to the public for the entirety of the noticed 
comment period.   

Furthermore, Saranap Area Residents submitted a Public Records Act 
(“PRA”) Request for all file materials related to the Project on November 5, 2014.11  
On November 7, 2014 we reached the County staff by phone to discuss the materials 
in the County’s possession that were responsive to our request.  By email on 
November 14, 2014, the County informed us that it would be unable to provide all 
the responsive materials until November 20, 2014;12 three days after the close of the 
comment period. 

For these reasons, Saranap Area Residents are unable to review all Draft 
EIR reference documents and supporting materials and other public documents 
associated with the Project prior to the close of the comment period.  The County’s 
failure to make all materials referenced or relied upon by the Draft EIR 
compromises our ability to fully understand the Project and to develop meaningful 
comments.  For these reasons, we reserve the right to supplement these comments 
before the Project reaches the Board of Supervisors for approval. 

III. THE DRAFT EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DESCRIBE THE
PROJECT

The Draft EIR does not meet CEQA’s requirements because it fails to include 
an accurate, complete and stable Project description, rendering the entire analysis 
inadequate.  California courts have repeatedly held that “an accurate, stable and 
finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient 
[CEQA document].”13  CEQA requires that a project be described with enough 

10 See Pub. Resources Code, § 21092, subd. (b)(1); 14 Cal. Code Reg. § 15087, subd. (c)(5). 
11 Letter From Meghan A. Quinn, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, to Theresa Speiker, Chief 
Assistant County Administrator Contra Costa County, John Kopchik, Interim Director Department 
of Conservation and Development Contra Costa County, and William Nelson, Contra Costa County, 
re: Request for Immediate Access to Documents Referenced in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report  and Public Records – Saranap Village Mixed Use Project in Contra Costa County (SCH # 
2014032060) (November 5, 2014). Attachment D. 
12 Email From William Nelson, Contra Costa County to Meghan A. Quinn and Janet M. Laurain, 
Adams Broadwell Josephy & Cardozo, re Response to Public Records Act Request for Saranap 
Village (November 14, 2014). Attachment E. 
13 County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193. 
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particularity that its impacts can be assessed.14  Accordingly, a lead agency may not 
hide behind its failure to obtain a complete and accurate project description.15   

The public cannot make informed comments on a project of unknown or ever-
changing description.  “A curtailed or distorted project description may stultify the 
objectives of the reporting process.  Only through an accurate view of the project 
may affected outsiders and public decision-makers balance the proposal’s benefit 
against its environmental costs….”16  As articulated by the court in County of Inyo 
v. City of Los Angeles, “a curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description draws
a red herring across the path of public input.”17  Without a complete project 
description, the environmental analysis under CEQA is impermissibly limited, thus 
minimizing the project’s impacts and undermining meaningful public review.18 

A. The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Describe the Wastestream 
Associated with Demolition of the Onsite Structures 

The Draft EIR proposes the demolition of approximately 25 residential units 
and 37,501 square feet of onsite commercial and institutional uses.19  The Project 
also proposes upgrades to underground utilities and storm drains located beneath 
the Project site.20  The only information provided in Draft EIR regarding this 
component of the Project is the statement that “approximately 70,000 cubic yards of 
soil and debris would be removed, and approximately 3,000 cubic yards would be 
excavated and re-compacted.”21  This is insufficient to enable a meaningful 
assessment of the potential impacts from the demolition or the site excavation and 
utility work.  

Given the presence of historical Recognized Environmental Conditions 
(“RECs”) at the Project site, more information is required so that the public and 
decision makers can adequately assess impacts associated with construction and 
disposal of the Project wastestream.  A REC is the presence or likely presence of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that 

14 Id. at 192. 
15 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 311. 
16 Id. at 192-193. 
17 Id. at 197-198. 
18 See, e.g., Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376. 
19 DEIR, p. 3-11. 
20 DEIR, p. 3-17. 
21 Id. 
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indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures on the property or into 
the ground, groundwater, or surface water of the property.22   

According to the Draft EIR, the “construction is not expected to result in the 
generation of unique types of solid waste that would conflict with existing 
regulations applicable to solid waste disposal” at the landfill.23  No further 
explanation is provided.  Reviewing courts have held that such unsupported and 
conclusory statements violate CEQA where an “EIR’s conclusions call for blind faith 
in vague subjective characterizations.”24 The Draft EIR does exactly this by failing 
to require testing of the soil to ensure it is free of hazardous substances or provide 
other substantial evidence to support it conclusion.  The County is required to 
remedy this shortcoming, to ensure that the soil and debris can be properly disposed 
of at the Acme Landfill.  Without more, the public and decision makers will be 
unable to make an informed decision regarding the potential impacts the Project 
may have on the environment.  A Draft EIR that fully characterizes the soil and 
construction debris generated by Project demolition and construction is required. 

B. The Draft EIR Fails to Provide a Consistent and Accurate 
Description of the Additional Stormwater Treatment and 
Drainage Features that Will Be Installed at the Project Site 

The Project components include upgrades to stormwater and drainage 
systems at the Project site.  However, the Draft EIR fails to provide an accurate and 
complete description of the proposed drainage features as required by CEQA.  The 
Draft EIR states that “[s]tormwater management systems would be installed, which 
would bring the existing 1960s-era storm drainage facilities up to modern 
standards, including detention facilities located on-site.”25  Although the Project 
Applicant has submitted Project plans, “[t]he Public Works Department made a 
preliminary determination that additional treatment may be needed beyond that 
initially proposed by the applicant to meet the requirements of the Contra Costa 
Clean Water Program and the NPDES MS4 permit.”26  The Department is 

22 http://www.astm.org/Standards/E1527.htm. 
23 DEIR, p. 4.17-3. 
24 Communities for a Better Env’t v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 85 (internal 
citations omitted). 
25 DEIR, p. 3-17. 
26 Id., p. 4.9-12. 
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reviewing the need for additional measures and capacity that may be located at the 
Project site.27   
 
 It is clear from the Draft EIR that the details of the Project’s stormwater 
management system have not yet been determined:  “A final determination would 
be made by the Public Works Department when it reviews the final project design to 
ensure it incorporates design standards consistent with the requirements of the 
Contra Costa Clean Water Program and the NPDES MS4 permit.”28  CEQA 
requires that the County provide a clear and complete description of the entire 
Project and its associated impacts.  Without a detailed description of the 
stormwater management features of the Project, it is impossible to conduct a 
meaningful evaluation of any potentially significant impacts associated with 
installation of the drainage features and with stormwater run-off generated by the 
Project.   
 
 A complete analysis of the stormwater issues is particularly important due to 
the impaired water quality in Suisun Bay, the water body to which the Project will 
discharge; historic erosion and flooding in the Blade Court area;29 and the presence 
of historical RECs at the Project site.  Without this essential information, the public 
and decision makers are unable to determine the nature of Project impacts on 
groundwater, drainage and public health.  Because the Draft EIR fails to 
incorporate an accurate and complete description of the Project, the public’s review 
of impacts to hydrology and drainage has been impermissibly narrowed.  The 
County must remedy this inadequacy in a legally sufficient recirculated EIR. 
 

                                            
27 Id. 
28 Id. 
29 DEIR, p. 4.9-11; Appendix E: Hydrology Technical Reports, p. 9 [hereinafter Appendix E]. 

Adam_Broadwell

 
November 17, 2014 
Page 9 
 
 

3199-004cv 

C. The Draft EIR Fails to Describe the Grading and Excavation 
Required for Project Construction 

 
 The Draft EIR fails to provide an adequate description of the grading at the 
Project site for two reasons. First, the EIR’s description of the area that will be 
graded for improvements is inconsistent.  The EIR states, “[t]he total area that 
would be disturbed by mass grading or trenching, including the off-site 
improvement areas, would be approximately 5.28 acres.”30  The Hydrology Reports, 
however, state that onsite development will occur within a total of 4.59 acres; onsite 
street improvements will occupy an area of 1.11 acres; and offsite improvements of 
.69 acres will take place.31  This brings the total area to be graded and improved by 
the Project to 6.39 acres.  The County must remedy this defect, as the EIR maps 
only depict a 5.28-acre area for grading and improvements associated with Project 
construction.32 
 

Second, the Draft EIR simply states that “mass grading and trenching” is 
required for installation of new stormwater drainage features and utilities at the 
Project site.33  More information is required regarding the depth and extent of 
trenching.   

 
According to the EIR, “[t]he Project would require excavation for installation 

of building foundations and underground utilities. Infrastructure improvements, 
both on-site and off-site, would consist of new or relocated utility lines, together 
with all necessary appurtenances and facilities.”34 The EIR fails to provide 
information regarding the depth or extent of the excavation, preventing the public 
from assessing impacts on the groundwater table beneath the Project site, existing 
onsite utilities and gas lines and other existing underground utility appurtenances.  
This information is essential given the historic RECs at the Project site, and 
presence of groundwater approximately 13 feet below the Project site.35  Without 
further information it is impossible to determine whether excavation could lead to 
groundwater contamination, or impacts on water mains and gas lines 
 

                                            
30 DEIR, p. 3-17. 
31 Appendix E, p. 3. 
32 DEIR, Figure ES-2. 
33 DEIR, p. 3-17. 
34 Id. 
35 DEIR, p. 4.9-4. 
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D. The Draft EIR Entirely Fails to Describe the Parking and 
Staging Areas Required for Project Demolition and 
Construction 

A complete description of the Project’s parking and staging areas is necessary 
to assess the Project’s impacts.  The Draft EIR  fails to even mention the necessity 
of a staging area for Project construction.  Project construction will require the use 
of large construction equipment such as excavators, bulldozers, water trucks, 
tractors, pavers, paving equipment, rollers, cranes and forklifts.36  Hauling trucks 
will pick up and remove debris, and delivery trucks and site workers will travel to  
the site.  The Draft EIR fails to identify where delivery and hauling trucks and 
worker vehicles will be parked or where construction equipment will be staged.   

Depending on the use, size, surface composition and location, the Project’s 
staging and parking areas could result in unanalyzed and unmitigated impacts to 
air quality and public health.  Furthermore, the Project site is located in the midst 
of a residential, suburban neighborhood.  If the construction and street 
improvements proposed by the Project adhere to the construction schedule 
described in the Draft EIR, residents will be impacted by the construction for at 
least 19 months.  The County is required to adequately describe the staging and 
parking areas so that the community and decision makers are fully informed of the 
Project’s potentially significant impacts. 

E. The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Describe the Amount of 
Water Required for Project Construction and Operation 

The Draft EIR fails to fully identify the amount of water required for 
construction and operation of the Project in two respects.  First, the Draft EIR fails 
to provide any information regarding the amount of water required for Project 
construction.  According to the EIR appendices, Project construction will utilize a 
water truck for onsite improvements.37  However, the Draft EIR fails to provide any 
information regarding the amount of water to be used, or the use for which this 
water is proposed.   

Second, the Draft EIR fails to quantify the amount of water required for fire 
suppression at the Project site.  The Draft EIR states only that “[i]t is anticipated 

36 Appendix B: Air Quality Technical Reports, p. 5 [hereinafter Appendix B]. 
37 Id.; see also Appendix F: Noise Technical Reports, p. 10 [hereinafter Appendix F]. 
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that the fire service flows through EBMUD’s existing infrastructure would not be 
adequate to meet fire suppression requirements for the multilevel buildings 
proposed as a part of the Project. Therefore an on-site fire system, including pumps 
and storage tanks, would most likely be required.”38  The EIR stops there.  No 
further information is provided regarding the volume of water that will be stored in 
on-site tanks, the size of the tanks or where the tanks and pumps would be located.  

The Draft EIR notes that “the project site is shown as being in an area that is 
considered a fire threatened community.”39  It is particularly important here that 
the Draft EIR provide additional information regarding the amount of water 
required to ensure that there is a sufficient water supply for fire safety purposes, 
and the impacts associated with the construction, installation and operation of the 
tanks and pumps.  The County must produce and recirculate an EIR that fully 
describes and assesses impacts associated with the fire suppression components of 
the Project, and that clearly identifies the quantities of water required for Project 
construction and operation. 

F. The Draft EIR Entirely Fails to Set Forth A Description of the 
Trips Generated By Project Construction  

The Draft EIR completely fails to describe the number of trips generated by 
Project construction.  CEQA makes clear that a project description must describe all 
components and activities that are reasonably anticipated to become part of the 
project.40  Indeed, CEQA requires evaluation of the impacts from the “whole of the 
project.”41  Accordingly, every phase of the Project must be assessed with the same 
level of specific details, including the construction phase.  This is because, “[a] 
narrow view of a project could result in the fallacy of division . . . by separately 
focusing on isolated parts of the whole.”42   

All impacts associated with Project construction must be disclosed, analyzed 
and mitigated in the Draft EIR.  However, the Draft EIR’s assessment of impacts to 
traffic and circulation is confined to the operational stage of the Project.  According 
to the Draft EIR, construction will take place over the course of approximately 19 

38 DEIR, p. 4.17-10. 
39 Id., p. 4.8-4. 
40 CEQA Guidelines, §15378 (emphasis added). 
41 CEQA Guidelines § 15378, subd. (a). 
42 Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Auth. v. Hensler (1991) 233 Cal.App.3d 577, 592. 
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months.43  During that time, hauling trucks will pick up and remove debris, while 
delivery trucks and site workers arrive.  Accordingly, information is needed 
regarding the number of trips generated, and the distance of those trips.  CEQA 
requires a description of the “whole of project,” which includes both construction, 
operation and any other anticipated phases of the Project.   
 
IV. THE DRAFT EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ESTABLISH THE 

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AGAINST WHICH THE 
DEIR IS REQUIRED TO ANALYZE THE PROJECT’S POTENTIALLY 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

 
The Draft EIR describes the existing environmental setting inaccurately and 

incompletely, thereby skewing the impact analysis.  The existing environmental 
setting is the starting point from which the lead agency must measure whether a 
proposed Project may cause a significant environmental impact.44  CEQA defines 
the environmental setting as the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity 
of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, from 
both a local and regional perspective.45   
 

Describing the environmental setting accurately and completely for each 
environmental condition in the vicinity of the Project is critical to an accurate and 
meaningful evaluation of environmental impacts.  The importance of having a 
stable, finite and fixed environmental setting for purposes of an environmental 
analysis was recognized decades ago.46  Today, the courts are clear that “[b]efore the 
impacts of a Project can be assessed and mitigation measures considered, an [EIR] 
must describe the existing environment.  It is only against this baseline that any 
significant environmental effects can be determined.”47  In fact, it is: 

 
[a] central concept of CEQA, widely accepted by the courts, that the 
significance of a Project’s impacts cannot be measured unless the DEIR 
first establishes the actual physical conditions on the property.  In 

                                            
43 Id., p. 1-1. 
44 See, e.g., Communities for a Better Env’t v. S. Coast Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (March 15, 2010) 48 
Cal.4th 310, 316; Fat v. City of Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1278, citing Remy, et al.; 
Guide to the Calif. Environmental Quality Act (1999) p. 165.   
45 CEQA Guidelines §15125, subd. (a); Riverwatch v. City of San Diego (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 1428, 
1453.    
46 City of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185.  
47 City of Amador v. El Dorado City Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 952. 
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other words, baseline determination is the first rather than the last 
step in the environmental review process.48    

 
An EIR must also describe the existing environmental setting in sufficient 

detail to enable a proper analysis of project impacts.49  The CEQA Guidelines 
provide that “[k]nowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of 
environmental impacts.”50  This level of detail is necessary to “permit the significant 
effects of the project to be considered in the full environmental context.”51  
 

The Draft EIR fails to accurately and adequately describe the environmental 
setting for hazardous materials, water quality, stormwater and drainage systems 
that will serve the Project.  Decision makers cannot determine the Project’s impacts, 
and in turn, apply appropriate mitigation for those impacts, without an accurate 
description of the environmental setting.  The County must gather the relevant 
data and revise the Draft EIR to include an accurate and complete description of 
the existing environmental setting.   

 
A. The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Fails to 

Adequately Establish the Environmental Setting for Hazardous 
Materials 

 
 The Draft EIR fails to fully characterize the potential hazards present at the 
Project site.  The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the Project 
states that there were several Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (“LUSTs”) at 
the Project site.  The tanks have been removed, and a no further action letter was 
filed.  At the time of the no action letter, however, the Project site was zoned for 
commercial use and no residential land uses were present or planned.52  
 
 According to former Environmental Protection Agency hazards expert, Matt 
Hagemann, “[n]ow that the residential land is proposed for the Project, the 1994 
closure of the site should be revisited by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board [Regional Board].”53  As explained in Mr. Hagemann’s 
comments, “[a]ccording to a Regional Board policy, when a residential land use is to 
                                            
48 Save our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey City Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 125.  
49 Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Mgmt. Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1121-22. 
50 CEQA Guidelines § 15125, subd.(d). 
51 Id. 
52 SWAPE, p. 3. 
53 Id. 
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be considered (at a location where residential land use was not present previously), 
a site specific human health risk assessment is required.”54  Therefore, Mr. 
Hagemann concludes that soil samples must be taken where the tanks were 
present, and the sample results compared to regulatory screening levels, to ensure 
the safety of potential future residents.55 

B. The Draft EIR Entirely Fails to Set Forth the Existing Water 
Quality in the Receiving Water Bodies 

The Draft EIR discloses that stormwater runoff from the Project site will flow 
to Suisun Bay, an impaired water body, but fails to set forth the pollutants for 
which the Bay is impaired.  “[D]ecision makers and the general public should not be 
forced to … ferret out the fundamental baseline assumptions that are being used for 
the purposes of the environmental analysis,” nor should the “EIR’s conclusions call 
for blind faith in vague subjective characterizations.”56  

In this case, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project’s stormwater 
discharges will not lead to a significant impact without first setting forth the 
baseline for water quality.  In fact, the Draft EIR contains contradictory 
information.  In direct opposition to the conclusion that the Project will not have an 
impact on water quality, the Draft EIR determines that the Project will add to the 
current pollutant load by increasing the amount of impervious surface area at the 
Project site.  The Draft EIR then finds that “[a]ny increased pollution that would 
violate water quality standards is considered a potentially significant impact.”57  
The County must clarify and address this inconsistency. 

The County must characterize the existing water quality in the receiving 
water bodies so that the public and decision makers can assess the veracity of the 
Draft EIR’s conclusion that the stormwater flows will not have a significant impact 
on water quality.  This information is essential because, “[t]he total amount of 
pollutants entering aquatic systems from these diffuse, nonpoint [stormwater] 
sources is now generally considered to be greater than that from any other source, 
such as pipe discharges.”58  Stormwater generated at the Project site will drain to a 
storm drain system, then, “[s]tormflows empty into Las Trampas Creek 

54 Id. 
55 Id. 
56 Communities for a Better Env’t, 184 Cal.App.4th at 85 (internal citations omitted). 
57 DEIR, p. 4.9-11. 
58 Id., p. 4.9-2. 
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approximately one half mile southeast of the project.”59  Las Trampas Creek is an 
open channelized water body, which ultimately empties into Suisun Bay.   

According to the Draft EIR, Suisun Bay is, “already identified as an impaired 
water of the State.”60  The Clean Water Act (“CWA”) requires each state to maintain 
a list of impaired water bodies.  Pursuant to section 303(d) of the CWA, each state is 
required to detail the water body segments that are impaired, a priority listing of 
the impaired waters, the uses for each water body on the 303(d) list, the total 
maximum daily load (“TMDL”) that may be discharged to the water body, and the 
pollutants for which the water is impaired.61  The Draft EIR fails to fully 
characterize the water body by omitting any details regarding the pollutants for 
which Suisun Bay is impaired.   

More information is required given the fact that 90% of the Project site is 
already covered by impervious surfaces, and the Project proposes the addition of yet 
more impervious surface area.62  Accordingly, a significant amount of runoff will be 
channelized and discharged to Las Trampas Creek, and then to Suisun Bay.  
Without further information regarding the water quality in the Bay, impacts to 
hydrology cannot be fully analyzed and mitigated.  The County must remedy this 
defect in a legally sufficient EIR. 

C. The Draft EIR Fails to Describe the Existing Capacity of the 
Stormwater and Drainage Systems to which the Project 
Proposes to Discharge 

The Draft EIR states that the Project stormwater discharges will not 
overburden the existing downstream drainage system.  However, the Draft EIR and 
Appendices discuss the historic flooding and erosion in the Blade Court area, which 
is located less than one mile from the Project site.63  According to the Hydrology 
Report prepared for the Project, “[t]he Flood Control District indicated that the 
drainage improvement at Blade Court currently does not have sufficient capacity to 
carry 10-year storm runoff, and that there have been complaints about ponding and 
creek bank erosion in the area.”64  The stormwater systems that serve the Project 

59 Id., p. 4.9-3. 
60 Id., p. 4.9-11. 
61 33 U.S.C. § 1313(d) (2012). 
62 DEIR, p. 3-4. 
63 DEIR, p. 4.9-11; Appendix E, p. 9. 
64 DEIR, p. 4.9-11. 
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will flow through the Blade Court area, potentially exacerbating the flooding and 
erosion;65 yet, the Hydrology Report claims that the “facilities have adequate 
capacity to convey th[e] storm water to its point of discharge.”66  The County must 
remedy this inconsistency. 

The Draft EIR violates CEQA by making conclusory statements regarding 
the capacity of the stormwater conveyance system, rather than providing data and 
factual information about the volume that the system can convey, the current 
volume being conveyed and any additional remaining capacity.  Without this 
information, it is impossible to determine the veracity of the claims in the Draft EIR 
and its Appendices.  Flooding and erosion in an area that drains to a stormwater 
system may suggest that the system to which the area discharges is experiencing 
significant stress.  Without information regarding the capacity of the system, and 
the current amount of flow discharged during storm events, the public and decision 
makers will be unable to fully understand and address the Project’s impacts on the 
environment.  The County must remedy this defect in a legally adequate EIR. 

V. THE COUNTY LACKS SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT ITS 
CONCLUSIONS IN THE DRAFT EIR REGARDING THE PROJECT’S 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS; THE DRAFT EIR FAILS TO 
INCORPORATE FEASIBLE MITIGATION MEASURES NECESSARY 
TO REDUCE SUCH IMPACTS TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE 

CEQA has two basic purposes, neither of which the Draft EIR satisfies.  
First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers and the public about the 
potentially significant environmental impacts of a project before harm is done to the 
environment.67  The EIR is the “heart” of this requirement.68  The EIR has been 
described as “an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public 
and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
ecological points of no return.”69   

65 Id. 
66 Appendix F, p. 5. 
67 CEQA Guidelines § 15002, subd.(a)(1); Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. 
(2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1354; County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810. 
68 No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 84. 
69 County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810. 
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To fulfill this function, the discussion of impacts in a DEIR must be detailed, 
complete, and “reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure.”70  An adequate EIR 
must contain facts and analysis, not just an agency’s conclusions.71  CEQA requires 
an EIR to disclose all potential direct and indirect, potentially significant 
environmental impacts of a project.72   

Second, if an EIR identifies potentially significant impacts, it must then 
propose and evaluate mitigation measures to minimize these impacts.73  CEQA 
imposes an affirmative obligation on agencies to avoid or reduce environmental 
harm by adopting feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures.74  Without 
an adequate analysis and description of feasible mitigation measures, it would be 
impossible for agencies relying upon the Draft EIR to meet this obligation. 

Under CEQA, an EIR must not only discuss measures to avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts, but must ensure that mitigation conditions are fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.75  A 
CEQA lead agency is precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the 
record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been 
resolved; an agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy or 
feasibility.76  This approach helps “insure the integrity of the process of decision by 
precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under the 
rug.”77 

In this case, the Draft EIR fails to satisfy the basic purposes of CEQA.  The 
Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding aesthetic impacts, biological, hydrological and 
water resources, impacts from greenhouse gas emissions and impacts to public 
services, are not supported by substantial evidence.  In preparing the Draft EIR, the 

70 CEQA Guidelines § 15151; San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus 
(1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 721-722. 
71 See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 568. 
72 Pub. Resources Code § 21100, subd. (b)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2, subd.(a). 
73 Pub. Resources Code §§ 21002.1, subd. (a), 21100(b)(3); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15002, subd. (a)(2) 
and (3); Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1354; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the 
University of Cal. (1998) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400. 
74 Pub. Resources Code §§ 21002-21002.1. 
75 CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(2). 
76 Kings County Farm Bur. v. County of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 727-28 (a groundwater 
purchase agreement was inadequate mitigation because there was no record evidence that 
replacement water was available). 
77 Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 935. 
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County: (1) failed to provide sufficient information to inform the public and decision-
makers about potential environmental impacts; (2) failed to accurately identify and 
adequately analyze all potentially significant environmental impacts; and (3) 
deferred the identification of specific, enforceable mitigation measures.  The County 
must correct these shortcomings and recirculate a revised EIR for public review and 
comment. 

A. The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Identify, Analyze and 
Mitigate Significant Impacts Associated with Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

i. The Significant Impacts Associated with Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Are More Severe than Demonstrated by the EIR

The Draft EIR fails to sufficiently identify and analyze the significance of the 
Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) Emissions from the Project.  The Draft EIR understates 
the significance of impacts associated with emissions by improperly taking a 
reduction for new Building Energy Efficiency Standards into its calculations, 
thereby reducing the total emissions estimate.  The California Emissions Estimator 
Model (“CalEEMod”) User Guide Appendix A clarifies that reductions associated 
with the 2008 Energy Efficiency Standards have already been taken into account in 
formulating the calculations.78  Accordingly, when data is entered into CalEEMod, 
those reductions are reflected in the CalEEMod output.   

The EIR should incorporate a reduction in GHG emissions that reflects the 
difference between the 2008 Energy Efficiency Measures and the 2013 Energy 
Efficiency Measures.  Instead, the EIR indicates that “[e]nergy demand was 
adjusted per the California Energy Commission’s 2013 standards for the Building 
Energy Efficiency Program.”79  By improperly applying this reduction, the EIR’s 
calculations resulted in an approximate decrease in the CalEEMod numbers by 25% 
for residential land use and 30% for non-residential land use.80  The County must 
recalculate the GHG Emissions associated with the Project so that the full scope of 
emissions generated can be mitigated.  

78 CalEEMod User Guide, Appendix A, p. 31. Attachment F. 
79 Appendix D: Greenhouse Gas Technical Report, p. 4 [hereinafter Appendix D]. 
80 Id. 

Adam_Broadwell

November 17, 2014 
Page 19 

3199-004cv 

ii. The Draft EIR Defers Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions in
Violation of CEQA

The GHG Mitigation Plan in the Draft EIR defers the formulation and 
adoption of specific enforceable mitigation measures to an uncertain future date. 
CEQA prohibits a lead agency from deferring the formulation of mitigation 
measures to some future time.81  The Draft EIR’s approach to GHG mitigation 
violates CEQA for two reasons. 

First, the GHG Mitigation Plan provides a vague outline of tentative plans 
for the deferred formulation of mitigation measures.  “Numerous cases illustrate 
that reliance on tentative plans for future mitigation after completion of the CEQA 
process significantly undermines CEQA's goals of full disclosure and informed 
decision-making; and consequently, these mitigation plans have been overturned on 
judicial review as constituting improper deferral of environmental assessment.”82   

In Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond, the court 
invalidated an EIR, which proposed that the applicant adopt feasible mitigation 
measures to “mitigate or avoid” GHG impacts.83  The Court determined that the 
EIR, “merely propose[d] a generalized goal … and then set[] out a handful of 
cursorily described mitigation measures for future consideration that might serve to 
mitigate … emissions resulting from the Project.”84  Similarly, here, the Draft EIR 
sets forth a short non-exclusive list of measures from which the Applicant may 
choose to devise a GHG Mitigation Plan.85  Under the terms of the Mitigation Plan, 
the Applicant may “modify or amend” the recommended measures, and also may 
“substitute measures.”86  The GHG Mitigation Plan will then be approved by the 
County at a later date.  The GHG Mitigation Plan proposed by the Draft EIR is 
analogous to the mitigation proposed in the EIR and rejected by the court in 
Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond.  

Second, the approach taken in the Draft EIR precludes meaningful public 
participation since the absence of a definitive mitigation measures prevents the 
public and decision makers from evaluating the effectiveness of the proposed 

81 CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(1)(B). 
82 Communities for a Better Env’t, 184 Cal.App.4th at 93. 
83 Id. 
84 Id. 
85 DEIR, p. 4.7-14. 
86 Id. 
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mitigation plan.  As explained in the Communities for a Better Environment case, 
CEQA requires that mitigation measures be developed during the public 
environmental review process, not after project approval: 

The development of mitigation measures, as envisioned by CEQA, is not 
meant to be a bilateral negotiation between a project proponent and the lead 
agency after project approval, but rather, an open process that also involves 
other interested agencies and the public.87  

The seminal Sundstrom decision further explains the negative impact on the 
decision-making process that results from post-approval development of mitigation 
plans: 

A study conducted after approval of a project will inevitably have a 
diminished influence on decision making.  Even if the study is subjected to 
administrative approval, it is analogous to the sort of post hoc rationalization 
of agency action that has been repeatedly condemned in decisions 
constructing CEQA.88    

Because the EIR proposes only a “generalized goal” of reducing GHG 
Emissions associated with the Project and leaves the selection of specific mitigation 
measures to the Applicant, the GHG Mitigation Plan proposed by the Draft EIR 
violates CEQA.  The County must remedy this inadequacy in an updated and 
recirculated EIR. 

B. The Draft EIR Lacks Sufficient Evidence to Support its 
Conclusion that Project Impacts to Public Health Associated 
with Hazardous Materials Will Be Less Than Significant 

The Draft EIR concludes that the Project will not cause any significant 
impacts with the implementation of mitigation.89  However, the mitigation 
measures are insufficient to address the potentially significant impacts to workers 
and residents at the Project site.  As previously described in this comment letter, 
the Project site was the subject of a removal action, which was deemed complete in 

87 Communities for a Better Env’t. 184 CalApp.4th at 93. 
88 Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d at 307. 
89 DEIR, p. 4.8-14. 
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1994.  Accordingly, there are additional impacts that have gone unmitigated for two 
reasons. 

First, the EIR admits that “it is possible that construction activities could 
encounter previously unidentified contamination associated with the former 
location of the …USTs or even other past land uses of the site.  If not handled 
appropriately, construction workers or the public could become exposed to 
contaminants that could cause adverse health affects.”90  Mr. Hagemann agrees and 
concludes in his comments that  “[r]eleases of gasoline from USTs may contaminate 
soil and groundwater with petroleum compounds that may pose a risk to 
construction workers during earthmoving activities associated with Project 
developments.”91  The Draft EIR merely proposes the testing of soil once a hazard is 
detected,92 potentially exposing workers to volatile organic compounds.  Testing 
should be conducted prior to the initiation of construction and “incorporated into a 
human health risk assessment to ensure development is protective of the health of 
the construction workers and the future residents.”93 

Second, at the time of the clean up and issuance of the Regional Board’s “No 
Further Action Letter,” the Project site was zoned commercial, but is now proposed 
for residential uses.  As explained in Mr. Hagemann’s letter, “[n]ow that residential 
land use is proposed for the Project, the 1994 closure of the site should be revisited 
by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.”94  Regional Board 
policy requires a site specific human health risk assessment when a residential land 
use is being considered at a location where no prior residential land uses were 
present.95   

In Mr. Hagemann’s expert opinion, the health and safety of workers and 
future residents will be in jeopardy unless soil samples are taken at the former tank 
locations  and compared to regulatory screening levels.96  In the absence of this 
information, there is no substantial evidence supporting the Draft EIR’s conclusion 
that the Project will not have a significant impact on public or worker health due to 
the presence of hazards. 

90 DEIR, pp. 4.8-13 – 14. 
91 SWAPE, p. 3. 
92 DEIR, p. 4.8-14. 
93 SWAPE, p. 3. 
94 Id. 
95 Id. 
96 Id. 
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C. The Draft EIR Lacks Sufficient Evidence to Support its 
Conclusion that Project Impacts on Visual Resources Will Be 
Less Than Significant With the Incorporation of Mitigation 
Measures 

The Draft EIR fails to identify mitigation measures sufficient to address 
impacts to visual resources in Contra Costa County.  The Draft EIR concludes that, 
“[t]he Project could substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the 
project site or its surroundings.”97  However, the Draft EIR confines its discussion of 
mitigation measures for impacts on visual resources to construction techniques, 
rather than the preservation of visual resources and tree plantings, as required by 
the Contra Costa County General Plan (“General Plan”).   

The General Plan requires that “[i]n areas designated for urban development, 
the [General Plan] principles … shall be applied in the review of development 
proposals.”98  The General Plan continues, “[i]n order to conserve the scenic beauty 
of the County, developers shall generally be required to restore the natural 
contours and vegetation of the land after grading and other land disturbances.  
Public and private projects shall be designed to minimize damages to significant 
trees and other visual landmarks.”99  According to the Arborist Report in Appendix 
C to the Draft EIR, “63 trees would require removal, all of which would fall within 
the development envelope for the three sites (Table 3, page 8). Of the 63 trees 
identified for removal, 23 qualified as Protected trees.”100  Furthermore, eight of the 
trees on the Project site are coastal redwoods, including both young and mature 
trees.101   

Contrary to the General Plan policies, the Draft EIR fails to consider the 
scenic value of the protected trees and other existing vegetation that would be 
impacted by the Project.  The Draft EIR also fails to require the restoration of the 
trees that will be removed by the Project.  Indeed, the mitigation measures 
proposed by the Draft EIR to address impacts to aesthetics include varying the style 
of housing, breaking up building masses and using a specific color palette.102  The 

97 DEIR, p. 4.1-17 
98 Contra Costa County General Plan, p. 9-5. 
99 Contra Costa County General Plan, Policy 9-15 (emphasis added). 
100 Appendix C: Arborist report, Executive Summary. 
101 Id., p. 3. 
102 DEIR, pp. 4.1-20 – 21. 
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Draft EIR completely fails to discuss how these mitigation measures will address 
the loss of tree line in the community. 
 

 The Draft EIR’s failure to mitigate the removal of such a large number of 
trees that are considered to be visual resources by both the Contra Costa County 
General Plan and the CEQA Guidelines is entirely inexplicable.  The Draft EIR 
offers no explanation for its failure to address the removal of trees, and instead 
emphasizes that the Project will be several feet shorter than the stand of redwoods 
it plans to replace.103  This is wholly inadequate, as condominiums and strip mall 
shopping centers are not the visual equivalent of a majestic stand of redwood trees.  
The Project’s negative effects on views of Mt. Diablo, Las Trampas Wilderness and 
“other features of beauty,” such as live oak and coastal redwoods, constitute a 
potentially significant environmental impact under CEQA.  The County is required 
to consider all feasible mitigation measures, including the planting of replacement 
trees, in order to minimize the Project’s impacts on the  visual resources of the 
Saranap community, and protects those resources as required by the General Plan 
and CEQA. 

D. The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Identify, Analyze and 
Mitigate Significant Impacts on Hydrology and Drainage  

 
i. The Draft EIR Lacks Sufficient Evidence to Support Its 

Conclusion that the Project Will Result in Less than Significant 
Impacts to Hydrology and Drainage 

 
 The Draft EIR states the Project will not have significant impacts on 
hydrology with the incorporation of mitigation measures.104  However, the Draft 
EIR fails to provide sufficient evidence to support its conclusion for two reasons.   
First, information in the Draft EIR demonstrates that the Project will exacerbate 
the reported erosion and flooding at Blade Court by adding to stormwater flows.  
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines clearly states that those projects which, 
“[c]reate or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems,” and those that “substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface run-off in a manner which would result in flooding on-or 
off-site,” are considered to have a significant impact.105   

                                            
103 See DEIR, p. 4.1-18. 
104 DEIR, pp. 4.9-10 – 16. 
105 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G. 
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 The Draft EIR and Appendices discuss the historic flooding and erosion in the 
Blade Court area.106  According to the Hydrology Report prepared for the Project, 
“[t]he Flood Control District indicated that the drainage improvement at Blade 
Court currently does not have sufficient capacity to carry 10-year storm runoff, and 
that there have been complaints about ponding and creek bank erosion in the 
area.”107  The stormwater systems that will serve the Project will flow through the 
Blade Court area, potentially exacerbating the flooding and erosion.108  The County 
is required to acknowledge, analyze and mitigate this potentially significant impact. 
 
 Second, the Project will add 28,283 square feet of impervious surfaces to the 
Project site, creating additional sources of polluted runoff that will be discharged to 
the already-impaired Suisun Bay.  According to CEQA, a Project is considered to 
have a significant impact if it “[v]iolate[s] any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements.”109  Therefore, the County must circulate a Draft EIR that 
discusses the TMDLs established for Suisun Bay and the Project’s potential to 
result in a violation of the established TMDL.   
 
 The Draft EIR acknowledges that “[s]tormwater pollution, during both 
construction and operational phases of the Project, can include oils, fuels, heavy 
metals, pesticides, and other contaminants of concern that originate on rooftops and 
parking lots that are subsequently washed into local waterways during storm 
events.”110  These materials will be discharged into Suisun Bay where “[a]ny 
increased pollution that would violate water quality standards is considered a 
potentially significant impact.”111  Suisun Bay is designated as impaired for 
Mercury, Polychlorinated Biphenyls (“PCBs”) and Dioxin,112 all of which are 
associated with stormwater runoff.113  The Draft EIR provides no information or 

                                            
106 DEIR, p. 4.9-11; Appendix E, p. 9. 
107 DEIR, p. 4.9-11. 
108 Id. 
109 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G. 
110 DEIR, p. 4.9-11. 
111 Id. 
112 U.S. EPA, 303(d) Final List (2010) Attachment G. 
113 “The principal route by which dioxins are introduced to most rivers, streams and lakes is soil 
erosion and storm water runoff from urban areas.” U.S. EPA, Persistent Bioaccumulative and Toxic 
Chemical Program available at http://www.epa.gov/pbt/pubs/dioxins.htm.  
EPA has published an entire Handbook on the relationship between stormwater runoff, PCBs and 
their elimination from water sources.  See U.S. EPA, Fact Sheet: Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) 
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analysis as to why the addition of these pollutants, which may exacerbate already 
impaired conditions in Suisun Bay, would not further degrade water quality.  The 
County is required to prepare and recirculate a Draft EIR that provides evidence 
sufficient to demonstrate why this Project will not add to pollutant loading in 
Siusun Bay. 
 

ii. The Draft EIR Improperly Incorporates Mitigation Measures 
Proposed to Reduce Project Impacts to Hydrology and Drainage 
into the Project Description 

 
 In its description of the Project components, the Draft EIR states that the 
Project will include low-impact development features designed to reduce impacts 
associated with stormwater discharges.114  The Draft EIR’s low-impact design 
elements do not constitute adequate mitigation for two reasons.  First, design 
elements in the Applicant’s project description do not meet the requirements of 
CEQA, as they are not legally enforceable.  CEQA requires that mitigation 
measures be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
measures.”115   
 
 Second, the Draft EIR bases its conclusion that the Project will not have a 
significant impact on design elements set forth in the project description, which 
should be identified and made legally enforceable as mitigation measures in a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program.  Courts interpreting CEQA have 
prohibited lead agencies from conflating the identification of significant impacts and 
mitigation measures into one step.116  In Lotus v. Department of Transportation, the 
EIR under review identified construction techniques which would be used to reduce 
impacts to biological resources.  These construction techniques were proposed in the 
project description and relied upon for a determination of no significant impact.117  
The Lotus Court found that the EIR conflated the analysis, and determined that the 
construction measures should have been properly identified and incorporated as 
legally enforceable mitigation measures.  Furthermore, the court went on to echo 
CEQA’s requirement that an EIR must determine whether a potential impact is 

                                                                                                                                             
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Handbook, (2011) available at 
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/upload/pcb-tmdl-handbook-fact-sheet.pdf. 
114 DEIR, pp. 4.9-11- 12. 
115 Pub. Resources Code § 21081.6 subd.(b). 
116 See Lotus v. Dep’t of Transp. (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 655 - 56. 
117 Id. at 653. 
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significant prior to the imposition of mitigation.118  Once an EIR identifies a 
potential impact as significant, only then is it appropriate for the lead agency to 
identify and analyze the effectiveness of available mitigation measures.119  The 
Draft EIR for this Project makes a similar deviation from CEQA’s requirements by 
making its determination of no significant impact based on the low-impact Project 
design measures.  Based on the Lotus holding, these measures would be more 
properly incorporated as enforceable mitigation measures proposed after the lead 
agency has fully analyzed Project impacts on hydrology, absent those measures. 

Reviewing courts “will not provide [a lead agency] a shortcut to CEQA 
compliance by allowing [it] to rely on mitigation measures that have not been 
adequately adopted.”120  In this case, the Draft EIR incorporates low-impact 
stormwater design mitigation measures into the project description and then 
determines that the Project’s impacts will be less than significant.  The courts have 
clearly held that construction measures incorporated into a project description do 
not constitute adequate mitigation measures, and cannot be relied upon for a 
determination that no significant effects will occur.121  The Draft EIR does exactly 
this by incorporating low-impact design measures into the project description, and 
basing its determination on the use of those measures, conflating the analysis.   

The Draft EIR must be rewritten to identify impacts to drainage that may 
result from the addition of impervious surface area, and then identify and analyze 
the adequacy of mitigation measures, ensuring that they contain detailed 
performance objectives, as required by CEQA.122  These shortcomings must be 
corrected in a legally adequate EIR.   

VI. CONCLUSION

The Project presents significant environmental issues that must be addressed 
prior to Project approval.  The Draft EIR’s Project description is improperly 
truncated.  The Draft EIR fails to adequately establish the existing setting upon 
which to measure impacts to hydrological resources and utilities.  The Draft EIR 
also fails to include an adequate analysis of and mitigation measures for the 
Project’s potentially significant impacts.  The County failed to include a reasonable 

118 Id. at 656. 
119 Id.  
120 Id. at 653. 
121 See Lotus, 223 Cal.App.4th at 655 - 56. 
122 See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204. 

Adam_Broadwell Adam_Broadwell

6-30



ATTACHMENT A 

Adam_Broadwell

1 

1640 5th Street, Suite 204 
Santa Monica, California 90401 

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 
 (949) 887-9013 

mhagemann@swape.com 

November 14, 2014 

Meghan A. Quinn 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000 
South San Francisco, CA  94080 

Subject: Comments on the Saranap Village Project, Saranap, California 

Dear Ms. Quinn: 

We have reviewed the September 2014 Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project (“Project”) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).   The Project, located in the incorporated community of Saranap, 
California, will develop a community with up to 235 multiple family residential units and approximately 
43,500 square feet of businesses and services.  

We have prepared comments on impacts from Project construction and operation on Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG) Emissions and on Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  A revised EIR should be prepared to 
adequately discuss these issues and to identify mitigation measures, where necessary. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The DEIR fails to provide adequate identification of operational GHG mitigation measures for the 
Project, and does not quantify the emission reduction capability attributed to each measure.  The DEIR 
discloses that operational GHG emissions for the proposed Project will exceed the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD, or the "District") annual threshold of 3,740 megatons carbon dioxide 
equivalents (MT CO2e/yr) by approximately 650 MT in 2016.  The Greenhouse Gas Technical Report 
(GHGTR), attached as Appendix D to the DEIR, acknowledges that the overage is expected to decrease 
over time as energy supply becomes greener and automobiles become more efficient (Appendix D, p. 6).  
However, operational GHG emissions would still exceed the BAAQMD annual threshold in subsequent 
years, and neither the DEIR nor Appendix D provided any quantification of GHG emission mitigation 
strategy efficacy. 
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Table 2-1 in the DEIR presents a summary of impacts and mitigation measures associated with 
construction and operation of the Project.  Mitigation Measure GHG-2 is the only mitigation measure 
related to GHG emissions.  The DEIR suggests that the implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-2, a 
Project-Specific GHG Reduction Plan, will reduce GHG impacts to a less than significant level (DEIR, p. 2-
7).  This assertion is proffered without any discussion of the mitigation measures that will be included in 
the GHG Reduction Plan to achieve the approximate 15% reduction in operational GHG emissions 
required to achieve compliance with the District threshold.  It is inappropriate for the DEIR to conclude 
that operational GHG impacts will be less than significant after mitigation without demonstrating the 
specific strategies for reduction. 

The GHG analysis presented in the Project DEIR does not fulfill the CEQA requirements promulgated by 
the BAAQMD.  The DEIR should present quantified estimates of both the reductions that will be 
achieved by the presently unidentified mitigation measures and the projected mitigated annual GHG 
emissions for the document to be considered for approval.  The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 
specifically dictate that, "the air quality analysis should quantify the reduction of emissions associated 
with any proposed mitigation measures and include this information in the CEQA document."1  The 
Project DEIR and GHGTR should be revised to include a discussion of mitigation measures to be 
implemented and calculations demonstrating that the measures will achieve a 15% reduction in GHG 
emissions across the area, energy, mobile, waste, and water GHG sources identified in Table 6b of the 
GHGTR (Appendix D, p. 9). 

The DEIR references the California Air Pollution Control Officer's Association (CAPCOA) document 
entitled Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures in listing the potential mitigation measures 
that may be included in the GHG Reduction Plan.  The CAPCOA document states that, "quantification of 
projects and mitigation under CEQA was the main focus in preparing this guidance document."2  Table 2-
1 of the DEIR superficially lists potential mitigation measures from the CAPCOA document that may be 
implemented, but does not make any effort toward actually quantifying the reductions.  In order to 
demonstrate that the Project's GHG impacts will be less than significant, the DEIR should be revised to 
include an inventory of incremental reductions that will be attributed to each mitigation measure that is 
anticipated to be applied. 

The 2008 CAPCOA document CEQA and Climate Change provides a summary of mitigation measures 
related to traffic, design, building energy efficiency, and social awareness, and their determined efficacy 
in reducing GHG emissions.3  The DEIR should be revised to include the specific combination or 
alternative combinations of mitigation measures evaluated by CAPCOA that will collectively reduce 
Project-level operational GHG emissions below the District threshold.  Until this task is completed, the 
determination of GHG impacts being less than significant after mitigation is unfounded and inaccurate. 

1http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/BAAQMD%20CEQA%20Guidelines_
Final_May%202012.ashx?la=en 
2 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf 
3 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
A former automobile service station was located at the Project site.  The service station utilized four 
underground storage tanks (USTs): a 300 gallon waste oil UST, an 8,000-gallon gasoline UST, and two 
4,000-gallon gasoline USTs.  The USTs were excavated in 1987, and records indicate that all USTs were 
intact upon removal except one of the 4,000-gallon USTs “which had holes” (DEIR, p. 4.8-3).  Two soil 
samples were collected from beneath each UST and sample results indicated “less than 10 parts per 
million (ppm) of contaminants of concern” (DEIR, p. 4.8-3).  Following removal of the USTs, the site was 
granted regulatory case closure by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) on August 17, 
1994. 

When the site was closed in 1994, land use was commercial/industrial and no residential land uses were 
present.   Now that residential land use is proposed for the Project, the 1994 closure of the site should 
be revisited by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. According to a Regional 
Board policy, when a residential land use is to be considered (at a location where residential land use 
was not present previously), a site specific human health risk assessment is required.4  To conduct a 
health risk assessment, samples of soil where the tanks were present should be collected and compared 
to regulatory screening levels, a process recommended in the Regional Board policy.  

Releases of gasoline from USTs may contaminate soil and groundwater with petroleum compounds that 
may pose a risk to construction workers during earthmoving activities associated with Project 
development.  Samples were reportedly collected that showed contaminants of concern below 
regulatory screening levels (DEIR, p. 4.8-3).  However, because the site is now being considered for 
residential development, a new round of sampling should be conducted, and results should be 
incorporated into a human health risk assessment to ensure development is protective of the health of 
the construction workers and the future residents.   

Sincerely, 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

Anders Sutherland 

4 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb4/water_issues/programs/ust/closure_criteria/closurecriteria.pdf 
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January 21, 2015 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

William Nelson  
Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development 
30 Muir Road 
Martinez, CA 94553 
Email: William.Nelson@dcd.cccounty.us 

Re: Supplemental Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for Saranap Village Mixed Use Project (SCH # 
2014032060) 

Dear Mr. Nelson: 

 These comments are submitted on behalf of Saranap Area Residents for 
Responsible Development (“Saranap Area Residents”) to supplement our previous 
comment letter submitted on November 17, 2014 regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) prepared for the Saranap Village Mixed 
Use Project (“Project”) in Contra Costa County (“County”).   

The interests of Saranap Area Residents are described in our November 17th 
comment letter.  In that letter we also described how the County failed to provide 
all documents referenced or relied upon in the EIR for the entire public comment 
period, as required by CEQA, and improperly denied Saranap Area Residents’ 
November 10th request for an extension of the comment period in order to review 
late-received documents.  The November 17th comment letter contained a notice 
that Saranap Area Residents may need to submit supplemental comments after 
reviewing all documents required by CEQA to be provided during the entire public 
comment period.   
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We have now reviewed documents provided by the County just before as well 
as after the close of the public comment period, and we submit these supplemental 
comments to address further deficiencies in the DEIR, in addition to the deficiencies 
raised in our prior comments. 

We have reviewed the DEIR reference documents with the assistance of 
technical consultants Matt Hagemann and Jessie Jaeger, whose expert comments 
are attached to this letter as Attachment A.  

I. THE DEIR’S AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS IS SIGNIFICANTLY FLAWED 

A. Fugitive dust mitigation measures not incorporated 

 “Fugitive” particulate matter emissions (dust) created by construction 
projects are difficult to quantify.  Therefore, the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (“BAAQMD”) has adopted a list of eight “Basic Construction Mitigation 
Measures” to reduce fugitive dust emissions from construction sites.1  As explained 
by Mr. Hagemann and Mr. Jaeger, these measures are recommended for all 
construction projects in the Bay area in order to reduce the potentially significant 
impacts of fugitive dust.2  They are as follows: 

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles,
graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times
per day.

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-
site shall be covered.

1 BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, p. 8-3 (Table 8-1) (Attachment B), available at: 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/BAAQMD%20CEQA%2
0Guidelines%20May%202011.ashx?la=en  
2 Hagemann and Jaeger comments, p. 2 (Attachment A); BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, p. 8-2 
(Attachment B).  (If further revisions are made to the Project’s air quality analysis in a future 
supplemental DEIR—as requested in these comments and the revisions show that the Project will 
exceed any threshold of significance for designated air pollutants, the Project must also implement 
the “additional construction mitigation measures” in Table 8-2 of the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines). 
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3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be
removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per
day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be
completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as
possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off
when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes
(as required by the California airborne toxics control measure Title
13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear
signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access
points.3

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned
in accordance with manufacturer‘s specifications. All equipment
shall be checked by a certified visible emissions evaluator.

8. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to
contact at the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person
shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The Air
District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance
with applicable regulations.4

The DEIR acknowledges that fugitive dust during construction could be 
significant: 

Project construction could generate substantial amounts of dust 
(including PM10 and PM2.5) primarily from “fugitive” sources (i.e., 

3 The DEIR incorporates a 2-minute idling time limit in Mitigation Measure Air-2b, therefore this 
mitigation requirement has been partially met, although the requirement for clear signage has not 
been incorporated. 
4 BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, p. 8-3 (Table 8-1) (Attachment B). 
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emissions released through means other than through a stack or 
tailpipe).5   

However, the DEIR does not contain all of the above-listed mitigation requirements 
to reduce this potentially significant impact.  The only overlapping mitigation 
measure in the DEIR is the 2-minute idling time limitation set forth in Mitigation 
Measure AIR-2b (the BAAQMD requirement for clear signage regarding this time 
limit is not incorporated).   

As noted by Mr. Hagemann and Mr. Jaeger, the DEIR acknowledges that the 
County looks to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines for the air quality standards and 
requirements applicable to the Project.6  The BAAQMD Guidelines make clear that 
CEQA lead agencies should require implementation of the Basic Construction 
Mitigation Measures for all construction projects.  The DEIR must be revised to 
disclose this potentially significant impact and incorporate as mitigation the Basic 
Construction Mitigation Measures in Table 8-1 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  
These measures constitute an adopted set of best management practices designed to 
reduce fugitive dust impacts, and are they apply regardless of whether the other air 
quality impacts of the Project are significant.  Failure to reduce fugitive dust by 
requiring these measures means that impacts from fugitive dust would remain 
potentially significant and unmitigated, which is prohibited by CEQA. 

B. Cancer risks to on-site receptors not analyzed or mitigated 

The BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines state that potentially significant impacts 
from the exposure of “sensitive receptors” such as residents to substantial 
concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TAC) and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 
could occur in two ways:  from siting a new TAC or PM2.5 source near existing or 
planned sensitive receptors, or from “siting a new receptor near an existing source 
of TAC and/or PM2.5 emissions.”7  The BAAQMD recommends that lead agencies 
evaluate and make a CEQA significance determination for each of these situations.8  
As described in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines: 

5 DEIR, p. 4.3-12. 
6 Ibid., p. 4.3-10; Hagemann and Jaeger comments, p. 3 (Attachment A). 
7 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, p. 5-5 (Attachment B). 
8 Ibid. 
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If a project is likely to be a place where people live, play, or 
convalesce, it should be considered a receptor. It should also be 
considered a receptor if sensitive individuals are likely to spend a 
significant amount of time there. Sensitive individuals refer to 
those segments of the population most susceptible to poor air 
quality: children, the elderly, and those with pre-existing serious 
health problems affected by air quality (ARB 2005). Examples of 
receptors include residences, schools and school yards, parks and 
play grounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical 
facilities. Residences can include houses, apartments, and senior 
living complexes. … 

When siting a new receptor, the existing or future proposed sources 
of TAC and/or PM2.5 emissions that would adversely affect 
individuals within the planned project should be examined, 
including: 

the extent to which existing sources would increase risk levels,
hazard index, and/or PM2.5 concentrations near the planned
receptor,

whether the existing sources are permitted or non-permitted by
the BAAQMD, and

whether there are freeways or major roadways near the planned
receptor.

BAAQMD recommends that a lead agency identify all TAC and 
PM2.5 sources located within a 1,000 foot radius of the proposed 
project site. A lead agency should enlarge the 1,000-foot radius on a 
case-by-case basis if an unusually large source or sources of risk or 
hazard emissions that may affect a proposed project is beyond the 
recommended radius. Permitted sources of TAC and PM2.5 should 
be identified and located as should freeways and major roadways, 
and other potential sources. To conduct a thorough search, a lead 
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agency should gather all facility data within 1,000 feet of the 
project site (and beyond where appropriate).9 

Although the DEIR evaluates the potential TAC and PM2.5 exposure for off-
site receptors living near the Project, it fails to evaluate and disclose the potential 
for TAC and PM2.5 exposure for receptors who will live on the Project site.  In fact, 
he air quality data attached to Appendix B of the DEIR indicates that on-site cancer 
risks were calculated, and that nearby sources of TAC and PM2.5 will present an 
unacceptably high cancer risk for Project residents.  The failure to disclose and 
mitigate this significant impact is a violation of CEQA.   

The air quality data attached to the DEIR indicates that cancer risks from 
two nearby sources will exceed the individual-source significance threshold of 10 in 
1 million for on-sight receptors.  These sources include the Hull Walnut Creek 
Chapel (the data estimates a 10 in 1 million risk) and Highway 24 (the data 
estimates a 13 in 1 million risk).10   

Regarding impacts from emissions on nearby Highway 24, the BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines give specific instructions to CEQA lead agencies to first conduct a 
“screening analysis” and then, if thresholds of significance are exceeded, conduct 
site-specific air dispersion modeling or impose mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts: 

The highway and roadway screening tools serve as an easy-to-use 
initial screening process to determine if nearby highway and 
roadway impacts to a new receptor are below BAAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance. The outcome of the screening may be 
used to determine whether no further analysis is needed or if a 
more refined analysis is warranted. BAAQMD recommends the 
following project screening approach: 

1. Determine if the new receptor is at least 1,000 feet from the
nearest high volume roadway defined as a freeway or arterial 
roadway with greater than 10,000 vehicles or 1,000 trucks per day. 
For new residential developments, the receptor should be placed at 

9 Ibid. p. 5-8. 
10 DEIR, Appendix B, “Tables,” pp. 24 and 25 (Tables 15 and 16). 
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the edge of the property boundary. ... 

2. If the receptor is within the 1,000 foot radius of a nearby
highway/roadway that has greater than 10,000 vehicles or 1,000 
trucks per day, then the county specific roadway screening tables 
and the highway screening analysis tool should be used to 
determine the PM2.5 concentrations, cancer risks, and hazards for 
the project. When two or more highways/roadways are within the 
1,000 foot radius, sum the contribution from each highway/ 
roadway. If any of the estimates for PM2.5 concentration, cancer 
risk, and hazards exceed the thresholds, then more refined 
modeling analysis is recommended or the lead agency may choose 
to implement mitigation measures. 11   

The BAAQMD Guidelines provide a diagram to illustrate this process:12 

11 See BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, p. 5-12 (Attachment B).  
12 Ibid., p. 5-9 (Figure 5-3). 
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The BAAQMD Guidelines go on to explain the highway screening analysis tool: 

For all state highways in the Bay Area, BAAQMD has developed an 
online highway screening analysis tool with modeled cancer risk 
and PM2.5 concentrations for each highway link. The online tool 
consists of Google EarthTM kmz files that may be downloaded from 
BAAQMD‘s website, http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-
and-Research/CEQA-GUIDELINES/Tools-and-Methodology.aspx.  
Estimated risk and hazards impacts are listed for each highway 
link based on the distance from the edge of a highway‘s nearest 
travel lane to the project, AADT count, fleet mix and other 
modeling parameters specific to that highway link. The estimated 
risk and hazard impacts are modeled at two different heights, 6 feet 
and 20 feet. The 6 foot height estimates should be used when 
receptors are located on the ground floor of a building; and the 20 
foot height estimates should be used when receptors are located on 
the second floor of a building. In each case, the risk and hazard 
impacts are modeled by distance, from 10 to 1,000 feet on either 
side of the highway. If a project is located between two highway 
links or between two distance points, the higher values should be 
used. If the project is between two distance points in the screening 
table the cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations may be further 
refined by linearly interpolating the distance between the project 
and the highway.13 

The air quality data attached to DEIR Appendix B includes an interpolated 
estimate of lifetime cancer risk to Project receptors of 13 in 1 million from Highway 
24, based on the highway screening analysis tool, assuming a receptor height of 6 
feet and a distance 735 feet from the edge of westbound Highway 24.14  According to 
Mr. Hagemann and Mr. Jaeger, this is likely an underestimation of the risk to on-
site receptors.15  The highway screening analysis tool is intended to represent the 
entirety of Highway 24, not just its westbound lanes, which are farther from the 
Project site.  The edge of the highway’s “nearest travel lane to the project” is less 

13 Ibid. 
14 DEIR, Appendix B, “Tables,” p. 25 (Table 16). 
15 Hagemann and Jaeger comments, pp. 3-4 (Attachment A). 
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than 600 feet, not 735 feet as assumed in the Project data.  Accordingly, the risk is 
likely greater than 13 in 1 million, which is well above the threshold of significance 
for cancer risks from a single source of 10 in 1 million.   

Accordingly, “a more refined modeling analysis is recommended or the lead 
agency may choose to implement mitigation measures.”16  The DEIR fails to disclose 
this significant impact, and also fails to conduct a more refined modeling analysis or 
impose mitigation measures.  Moreover, as explained by Mr. Hagemann and Mr. 
Jaeger, the DEIR fails to analyze the effects of on-site sources of TACs and fine 
particulate matter on Project residents.17  The DEIR must be revised and 
recirculated to disclose and mitigate these potentially significant effects.   

C. CalEEMod output files are incomplete 

The California Emissions Estimator Model or “CalEEMod” is a computer 
model used by lead agencies to quantify criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions 
associated with a proposed project.  “The model quantifies direct emissions from 
construction and operations (including vehicle use), as well as indirect emissions, 
such as GHG emissions from energy use.”18  The California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association represents all 35 air pollution control districts in the state, and 
it maintains and updates the CalEEMod regularly.19   

The BAAQMD has jurisdiction over the proposed Project and has adopted 
CalEEMod as the method by which lead agencies should analyze the air quality 
impacts of proposed projects under CEQA.20  The CalEEMod program uses “default” 
values that were formulated from a survey of construction projects of various types 
and sizes.21  These default values reflect the average air pollutant emissions of 
constructing, for example, a mixed-use project of a certain size.  If more specific 
project information is known, the user can change the default values and input 

16 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, p. 5-12 (Attachment B). 
17 Hagemann and Jaeger comments, p. 4. 
18 CalEEMod website, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
19 CAPCOA websites (Attachment C), available at: http://www.capcoa.org/about/ and 
http://www.capcoa.org/caleemod/ 
20 BAAQMD website (Attachment C), available at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-
Research/CEQA-GUIDELINES.aspx 
21 CalEEMod User Guide, pp. 2, 24 (Attachment D), available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
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project-specific values, but CEQA require that such changes be justified by 
substantial evidence.22 

CalEEMod calculates a project’s air pollution by generating a “report” based 
on the project information entered into the model.23  These project-specific reports 
are sometimes referred to as “output files.”  The output files disclose to the reader 
what information was used in calculating the project’s air pollution emissions, such 
as the number and type of construction equipment that will be used on the site.  
The output files also disclose any changes made to the CalEEMod default settings, 
“to assist reviewers of the program in determining justification for values 
selected.”24 

For this Project, the DEIR’s Appendix B includes part of the CalEEMod 
output files (or report), but does not include key parts of the report, including what 
assumptions were used in applying the model to the Project, what default settings 
were changed, and why.  The omission of this information deviates from the 
technical appendices attached to CEQA documents for other construction projects in 
the Bay area.25  In the opinion of Mr. Hagemann and Mr. Jaeger, without providing 
the entire CalEEMod report, the reviewer cannot fully understand the assumptions 
that were made about the Project, and cannot verify whether those assumptions are 
justified.26  The complete CalEEMod output files should be provided as part of a 
recirculated DEIR.   

D. Air quality analysis incorrectly presumed the use of Tier 3 engines 

Despite the omission of key information from the CalEEMod output files, the 
DEIR provides some indications about the assumptions that were used in 
calculating the Project’s air pollutant emissions.  For example, the DEIR states that 

22 Ibid., pp. 2, 9. 
23 Ibid., p. 44.   
24 Ibid., pp. 7, 13 (A key feature of the CalEEMod program is the “remarks” feature, where the user 
explains why a default setting was replaced by a “user defined” value.  These remarks are included 
in the report.). 
25 Compare DEIR, Appendix A to the Technical Appendix B, “CalEEMod Output Files” (containing 
only the final emissions calculations) with, e.g., Appendix A-2 to the CEQA document prepared by 
the City of Richmond for the Bay Walk Mixed-Use project (Attachment E) (CalEEMod output files 
with descriptions of construction phases, equipment, and changes to default settings). 
26 Hagemann and Jaeger comments, p. 5 (Attachment A). 
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the air quality analysis assumed that all construction equipment would use “Tier 3” 
engines.27  There is no substantial evidence to support this assumption.  Although 
Tier 3 engines are currently being produced and installed in new off-road 
construction equipment, the vast majority of existing diesel off-road construction 
equipment in California is not equipped with Tier 3 engines.28  The California Air 
Resources Board (“CARB”) currently prohibits smaller construction companies from 
adding new engines to their fleet that have Tier 0 engines (the oldest and most 
polluting engines), and prohibits medium and large companies from adding Tier 1 
engines to their fleets.29  However, there is no requirement that off-road 
construction fleets be comprised solely of Tier 3 engines.  Regulations requiring that 
new additions to off-road vehicle fleets be Tier 3 engines or higher will not even take 
effect for years: 

Beginning January 1, 2018, for large and medium fleets, and 
January 1, 2023, for small fleets, a fleet may not add a vehicle with 
a Tier 2 engine to its fleet. The engine tier must be Tier 3 or 
higher.30  

According to the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, using late model engines on 
construction equipment is typically used as a mitigation measure to reduce project 
air pollution.31  The CalEEMod model does not assume that Tier 3 engines will be 
used, but this default can be changed if there is a binding mitigation measure that 
requires the use Tier 3 engines.  The presumption that the Project will use Tier 3 
engines, with no substantial evidence that such engines will be used and no 
mitigation imposing this requirement, results in a significant underestimation of 
Project air pollution emissions.32  

27 DEIR pp. 4.3-12, 4.3-13 (Table 4.3-3, footnote a); 6-16 (Table 6-4, footnote 1); 6-25 (Table 6-8, 
footnote 1);. 
28 Hagemann and Jaeger comments, p. 6 (Attachment A).  In a 2010 white paper, the California 
Industry Air Quality Coalition estimated that less than 1% of all off-road heavy duty diesel 
equipment in California was equipped with Tier 3 engines.  (Attachment F, p. 3), available at:  
http://www.agc-ca.org/uploadedFiles/Member_Services/Regulatory-Advocacy-Page-
PDFs/White_Paper_CARB_OffRoad.pdf 
29 CARB Fact Sheet dated February 2014 (Attachment G), p. 3, available at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/faq/overview_fact_sheet_dec_2010-final.pdf  
30 Ibid. 
31 BAAQMD Guidelines, p. 8-4 (Table 8-2) (Attachment B). 
32 Hagemann and Jaeger comments, p. 6 (Attachment A); CalEEMod User’s Guide, Appendix D, 
Default Data Table 3.5 (Attachment D). 
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As a result, the DEIR only proposes mitigation that requires Tier 4 filters (or 
the equivalent) on small equipment like forklifts, air compressors, skip loaders and 
loaders, which can often be run on propane instead of diesel fuel.  The DEIR 
proposes no pollution reductions or engine tier requirements on the largest and 
most polluting pieces of equipment, such as graders and cranes.  Substantial 
evidence does not support the DEIR’s assumption that construction equipment will 
be equipped with Tier 3 engines, and therefore the DEIR’s conclusions regarding 
environmental impacts are similarly unsupported by substantial evidence. 

E. Number of haul trips during demolition underestimated 

To make room for new Project buildings, the demolition phase of the Project 
will involve demolishing and hauling away construction debris that includes 
building materials from approximately 48,000 square feet of existing on-site 
buildings, plus a large volume of asphalt pavement that currently covers most of the 
Project site.33  This will require a significant number of trips by dump trucks 
travelling back and forth from the Project site to off-site disposal and recycling 
facilities.34  Yet the DEIR indicates that only 60 total haul trips were assumed 
during the demolition phase.35  This is much fewer than will likely be required, and 
therefore it appears that construction-related air pollutant emissions were 
underestimated in the DEIR.  

II. THE DEIR’S STORMWATER ANALYSIS IS INADEQUATE

In conjunction with our previous comments regarding drainage and 
stormwater impacts, the DEIR must be revised to disclose the extent and type of 
“low impact development” (or “LID”) stormwater features that the County will 
require for this Project.  The DEIR incorrectly states that LID requirements are 
“imposed by law and therefore no mitigation is necessary.”36  In fact, the County has 

33 See DEIR, Appendix B, Air Quality Technical Report dated April 17, 2014, “Tables” section, p. 4 
(Table 3). 
34 Hagemann and Jaeger comments, pp. 6-7 (Attachment A) (using estimates from CalEEMod to 
conclude that in order to clear 48,000 square feet of building materials, “the number of haul trips 
needed would be equal to at least 184 total trips, plus haul trips needed for asphalt pavement 
removed from the Project site”).    
35 DEIR, Appendix B, Air Quality Technical Report dated April 17, 2014, p. 5 (Table 3). 
36 DEIR p. 4.9-12. 

Adam_Broadwell

6-39



January 21, 2015 
Page 14 

3199-009j 

discretion to accept less-than-adequate stormwater treatment features, and the 
County cannot defer its exercise of that discretion until after the CEQA process is 
complete.37   

The City’s Municipal Stormwater Permit (“MSP”) covers more than 70 cities 
and towns in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The MSP was issued by the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board in 2009 and revised in 2011.38  
Provision C.3 of the MSP requires the County to place conditions on development 
projects to incorporate site design measures, source controls, and stormwater 
treatment measures.  These measures are intended to address stormwater runoff 
pollutant discharges and prevent increases in runoff flows from new development 
projects.  The C.3 goal is to be accomplished through the implementation of LID 
techniques.  Contrary to the conclusion in the DEIR, it is the County, and not “the 
law,” that imposes project-specific LID requirements.  

The proposed Project is a “Regulated Project” under the MSP provision C.3, 
because the Project would create and/or replace more than 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface area on a site where past development has occurred.39  The 
County, however, has the option of exempting the Project from using 100% LID 
treatment measures if such measures are deemed “infeasible.”40  The County’s 
determination of infeasibility must include “both technical and economic feasibility 
or infeasibility,” and must “contain enough technical and/or economic detail to 
document the basis of infeasibility used.”41   

The DEIR does not adequately show that it would be infeasible for the 
proposed Project to incorporate LID techniques into the design of the Project.  This 
decision cannot be deferred to a later date, but must be disclosed to the public now, 
during the County’s evaluation of the Project’s environmental impacts. As stated in 
the Contra Costa Clean Water Program’s Stormwater C.3 Guidebook, which applies 

37 See ibid. (a final determination regarding the Project’s LID treatment techniques would be made 
by the County Public Works Department in the future). 
38 County’s Municipal Stormwater Permit (Attachment H), available at: 
http://cleanwaterprogram.org/uploads/R2-2009-0074_Revised.pdf  
39 Ibid., p. 21.  
40 Ibid., pp. 33-34, 39. 
41 Ibid.  
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to the Project, “LID has been found to be feasible for nearly all development sites.”42  
If the County will exempt the Project from 100% LID stormwater treatment, this 
must be disclosed to the public in a revised DEIR. 

Furthermore, under the MSP there are four types of LID treatment 
measures:  stormwater harvesting and re-use, infiltration, evapotranspiration, and 
biotreatment.43  Biotreatment may only be considered “if it is infeasible to 
implement harvesting and re-use, infiltration, or evapotranspiration at a project 
site.”44  As explained in the MSP: 

A properly engineered and maintained biotreatment system may be 
considered only if it is infeasible to implement harvesting and re-
use, infiltration, or evapotranspiration at a project site. . . . This 
Provision recognizes the benefits of harvesting and reuse, 
infiltration and evapotranspiration and establishes these methods 
at the top of the LID treatment hierarchy.45 

The DEIR indicates that the County is not even considering a requirement 
that the Project incorporate one or more of the preferred methods of stormwater 
treatment: re-use, infiltration, or evapotranspiration.  Instead, the DEIR describes 
potential LID features for the Project that incorporate only biotreatment 
measures.46  The DEIR does not explain why the three preferred methods of LID 
stormwater treatment are infeasible.  The DEIR’s suggested stormwater treatment 
methods are not supported by substantial evidence.  The fact that the final 
treatment methods will be finalized at a later date is contrary to the requirements 
of CEQA.  Unless the DEIR is revised and recirculated, there remain potentially 
significant and unmitigated stormwater impacts.   

42 Contra Costa Clean Water Program, Stormwater C.3 Guidebook (Feb. 15, 2012) (Attachment I), 
p. 58, available at:
http://www.cccleanwater.org/Publications/Guidebook/Stormwater_C3_Guidebook_6th_Edition.pdf    
43 County’s Municipal Stormwater Permit (Attachment H), p. 28, available at: 
http://cleanwaterprogram.org/uploads/R2-2009-0074_Revised.pdf. 
44 Ibid. 
45 Ibid., Appendix I (“Fact Sheet”), p. App I-29. 
46 DEIR p. 4.9-12. 
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III. THE PROJECT’S INCONSISTENCY WITH THE COUNTY  ZONING
CODE IS A POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

The DEIR notes that the County Zoning Code requires a minimum lot size of 
15 acres in the Planned Unit Development “P-1” zone in order to be approved for 
mixed use.47  The Project occupies only 4.6 acres and is therefore inconsistent with 
this minimum lot size requirement.  The DEIR states that the County is considering 
a revision to its Zoning Code and possibly to its General Plan, which would reduce 
the minimum lot size requirement.  However, for current purposes the Project site 
remains inconsistent with the requirements of the Zoning Code.  Pursuant to the 
CEQA Guidelines, this is a potentially significant impact.48  There is no guarantee 
regarding whether and when the County will approve a revision to its Zoning Code.  
Accordingly, the DEIR should be revised to acknowledge that the Project will create 
a potentially significant land use impact. 

IV. CONCURRENCE WITH OBJECTIONS RAISED BY OTHER
COMMENTERS

A number of commenters objected to the adequacy of the DEIR with respect 
to its analysis and mitigation of (1) visual and aesthetic impacts, particularly 
regarding the height of the proposed Project buildings; (2) traffic impacts and safety 
hazards, in light of the current limitations of the road, pedestrian, and bicycle 
facilities in the Project vicinity, the cumulative impacts of other nearby projects, 
and the DEIR’s failure to analyze a number of affected intersections; (3) population 
and public service impacts, including emergency service impacts, school impacts (for 
example, there is no evidence that the Project applicant will in fact pay school 
impact fees), and recreational impacts, given existing strains on these public 
resources; and (4) greenhouse gas impacts, given the DEIR’s improper deferral of 
mitigation (the mitigation also improperly suggests that future residents will be 
held responsible for compliance, rather than the Project applicant).  Saranap Area 
Residents for Responsible Development concurs with these objections and urges the 
County to recirculate the DEIR to fully address these flaws. 

47 Ibid., p. 4.10-13. 
48 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Section X (“Land Use”). 
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  

Sincerely, 

Ellen L. Trescott 

ELT:ljl 

Attachments* 

* Internet links to attached reference documents are provided herein, and a
compact disc with attachments is provided herewith.  Paper copies of these 
documents will be promptly provided to the County upon request. 
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From: Bob Agazzi
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Candace Andersen
Subject: Saranap Village RDEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 10:09:16 AM

 

 
 
 

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
 

 
 
 
 
I have reviewed the Saranap Village RDEIR and have the following concerns.

 
1/ The photos depicting the building heights are taken from a distance and do not 
accurately represent the true visual impact of a 76 foot high building built right up to 
the sidewalk.

 
2/ The environmental impacts to our community, especially visual and traffic, are 
underestimated.

 
3/ It does not address violations to Contra Costa County’s General Plan that strives to 
protect the existing character of each community.

 
4/ It does not address the precedent that this plan will set allowing other projects with 
similar height and density along Boulevard Way.

 
Sincerely, 
Bob Agazzi
Saranap Resident and Homeowner
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From: Todd Bell
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 9:06:54 AM

I stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed
Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can
be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall
(up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height
limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-
rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along
Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story garage
would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and
balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked
and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would
be deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project,
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not endorse
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Todd Bell

12 year Saranap resident and Walnut Creek native

Thank you!
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On Jun 17, 2016, at 8:22 AM, Martha Breed <rickypaws@yahoo.com> wrote:

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13- 9359, DP13-3035

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

I stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed Saranap
Village project. SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these parcels with a well-
designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting heights above the current
height limits of 30 to 35 feet (up to perhaps 40 to 50 feet) if the project can be thoughtfully
re-designed to fit within this context. 

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up to 88
feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and too dense
(235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-rise homes, condominiums,
apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a precedent
that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable! The six-story garage would be
open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies of 15
Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These neighbors would be exposed to
noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked and circulating vehicles, their views would 
be significantly altered, and they would be deprived of natural sunlight. That is a bad plan.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, about one
block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway dangerous for
pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan to
preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not endorse the MPA, but
rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. I suggest such a friendly neighbor
design is possible on the website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely, 

Martha Breed

1285 Clover Lane 

Walnut Creek, CA 94595
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From: Linda Changaris
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 9:24:33 AM

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed Saranap 
Village project. SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these parcels with a well-
designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting heights above the current height 
limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up to 88 feet 
and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and too dense (235 and 
195 units, respectively) for our community of low-rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and 
business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a precedent that 
will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story garage would be open 
and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies of 15 Saranap 
families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor
and fumes emanating from the parked and circulating vehicles, their views would be 
significantly altered, and they would be deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, about one 
block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway dangerous for 
pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan to preserve
the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not endorse the MPA, but rather 
support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a friendly neighbor design is 
possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Linda Changaris

131 Kendall Rd

Walnut Creek, CA 94595

changaris15@sbcglobal.net
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From: Carole Elaine
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 12:07:21 AM

The Saranap Village project exceeds the general plan height limit of 30 to 35 feet for
buildings in Saranap.  This developer is seeking an increase in building heights to nearly
DOUBLE those allowed in the General Plan.  That is excessive. Let’s be reasonable,  Saranap
is a low-rise county neighborhood. This re-zoning request is not in harmony with the
character of the surrounding neighborhood and community. Allowing this re-zoning for the
Project will set a precedent to allow a long stretch of very tall buildings along both sides of
Boulevard Way. This then contributes to added traffic congestion and pedestrian activity
where there are no stop signs or safe crossing locations.

Our neighboring town of Lafayette has a similar community profile to ours, and there are
high density mixed use projects there that do not require re-zoning to accomplish the same
outcome. Those projects do not exceed the 35ft height limit of their general plan.  Similarly,
the Sufism Reoriented Structure on Boulevard Way respected established height limits by
utilizing underground capacity. This is not uncommon. The development standards proposed
in this project are incompatible with, and exceed standards in Walnut Creek and Lafayette

The REIR should include an alternate design that has a lower height, as in the similar high
density newer projects in Lafayette.  A design with underground parking would allow the
project a more suitable outcome for meeting the objectives of a mixed use structure while
reducing the excessive height of the current proposal.  The current design does not in any
way, encourage or promotes the individuality and unique character of Saranap.

The new REIR also should be accurate in the context and renderings. Parking lot details and
visuals along with setbacks from the sidewalk need to be clearly shown.

The Project neither supports nor respects current residential densities of 20+ du /acre. The
residential density of the Project is more than twice the allowable density; the residential
density of Site A is nearly four times the allowable density.  The new REIR should examine
impact on local school capacities, and the county sheriff resources to support the needs of
these numerous new residents.

Boulevard Way is currently dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists, but with the proposed
Project or the MPA there will be significant increased traffic (up to 4,998 new trips per day
for the Project, or 3,885 for the MPA, See DEIR page 6-35). Our kids will be unable to
safely ride their bikes to Parkmead School, Walnut Creek Intermediate, or Las Lomas High,
to the Dewing Pool, or to downtown Walnut Creek.

Saranap Village needs to be built in compliance with the General Plan.
Changing zoning for these parcels would create significant, unavoidable and unmitigable
impact on the character of Saranap in terms of its visual, traffic, and parking impacts. It
therefore should not be accommodated.

Sincerely,
Carole Chuckovich
Saranap Resident
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From: Miriam Craner
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 12:38:36 PM

June 29, 2016

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224,
SD13-9359, DP13-3035

Candace Andersen, Supervisor Contra Costa Country William Nelson, DCD
Planner Contra Costa County

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the
proposed Saranap Village project.  SHO supports the development of these
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project, and would consider
supporting heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if
the project can be designed to fit with the semi-rural nature of the
Saranap neighborhood.

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are
too tall (up to 88 feet and 75 feet - more than double the current
height limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units) for our community of
low-rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

Additionally, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA
will set a precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall,
densely packed buildings along Boulevard Way.

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable.  The six-story
garage would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the
living rooms and balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista
Palms Apartments. These neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor,
exhaust and fumes associated with the garage, their views would be
significantly altered, and their quality of life would be negatively
impacted.

The proposed "improvements" to Boulevard Way (about 1 block), and the
projected increase in traffic, have the potential to create significant
hazards for pedestrians, cyclists and motorist as quick merging occurs
and vehicles move in and out of parking spaces.

Also, the subject of significantly increased traffic between Saranap
Ave. and Olympic Blvd. has continued to be down-played or ignored
altogether.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County
General Plan to preserve the semi-rural character of their
neighborhood.  Please do not endorse the MPA, but rather support a more
fitting, less intrusive design.

Sincerely,

Miriam P Craner & Clifford E. Craner 440 Center St., Walnut Creek, CA
mpcraner@gmail.com
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From: Beth Culler
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Re: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 4:39:33 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

My name is Elizabeth Culler and I am writing this letter to let you know of my
concerns and opposition to the proposed Saranap Village development.  I have lived
in the Saranap neighborhood for the last 16 years and was drawn to it by its sense of
community and semi-rural feel.  I currently live two blocks away from the proposed
site with my husband and two young children.

One of my primary concerns with this project is the height of the proposed building
structures.  Both the Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative are too tall (up to 88
feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit) for our
community of low-rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.
There are single family homes less than a block away from the proposed site.  These
proposed buildings are not compatible with the neighborhood and will detract from the
sense of community and semi-rural feel that brought us here.  There is nothing of that
height in this community, and barely in the city of Walnut Creek.  I am also very
concerned that this will also set a precedent that will allow a long stretch of
excessively tall buildings along Boulevard Way and further detract from the
neighborhood.

Another concern that I have is that the project is too dense for our community as
well.  This will bring an increase in traffic to the neighborhood.  I have two small
children and worry about their safety with the increased number of cars that will be
driving through the neighborhood.  I am also very concerned with the parking
situation and that cars will park on side streets, such as ours, to avoid paying at the
meters.

I would like to thank you for taking the time to read this e-mail.  While I agree that the
area in question may benefit from updating, I feel that the proposed Saranap Village
is just too tall and massive to be in keeping with the neighborhood and needs a more
fitting, less intrusive design.  Please do not endorse the Project or Mitigated Plan
Alternative as they stand.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Culler
149 Kendall Rd.
Walnut Creek, CA

Culler_B
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From: Timothy Culler
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 10:47:57 PM

Dear Ms. Anderson and Mr. Nelson,

I am writing to you today to share my concerns with you on the proposed
Saranap Village project.  I moved to the Saranap in 1973, at age 3, and
have lived in the area off and on since then, buying my own home on
Kendall Rd about 16 years ago.  I attended the Montecito School when it
was part of the Lafayette school district and, when it closed, I
attended the White Pony school (later rename to the Meher School) for
several years.  I got a PhD from Cal, just over the hills.  I've seen
the neighborhood change and grow over the last 46 years and yes, I've
even watched it grow a bit decrepit lately.

So it was with great joy that I initially heard of the Saranap Village
project.  A boutique grocery store just down the block?! A coffee
shop?!  Truly amazing!  But then I got a chance to sit down and really
look at the plan.  The main building was 75' high--it would tower over
the redwood trees and three-story apartments across the road!  Worse, it
required an amendment to the general plan, more than doubling the
maximum allowed height of the buildings--and potentially leading to a
series of similarly out-sized projects all along Boulevard Way.  Traffic
and parking, currently one of the great joys of the Saranap (especially
having lived in Berkeley for several years!), would become a nightmare.
Needless to say, my enthusiasm for the project waned considerably.

But then I heard that the developer had actually listened to some of the
communities concerns and had scaled the project back, bringing it more
inline with the neighborhood.  With great hope I attended the Hall
Equities Group's presentation at the Saranap Community Association.  It
was, to put it politely, lipstick on a pig.  The height of the main
building was reduced to "only" 62', or roughly the height of two
telephone poles.

If you live in a one-story house like I do, please walk to the nearest
telephone pole this evening when you get home.  Imagine a second
telephone pole stacked on top of that, and then picture a building that
tall being built two blocks away.  I challenge you to find any
residential neighborhood on this side of the hills that such a massive
building would fit into.  Because of this, I would like to strongly urge
you to not endorse the proposed project or it's "mitigated" plan
alternative.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Timothy Culler
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From: Jacqueline Curtis
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Friday, June 17, 2016 11:21:06 AM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, 
DP13- 3035
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

I stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed 
Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these 
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project.  SHO would consider supporting 
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet (up to perhaps 40 to 50 
feet) if the project can be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall 
(up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height 
limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-
rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a 
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along 
Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable.  The six-story garage 
would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and 
balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments.  These 
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the 
parked and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and 
they would be deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, 
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining 
roadway dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General 
Plan to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not 
endorse the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We 
suggest such a friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at
www.saranap.org.

Please pass this along to the planning commission.

Sincerely,

Jackie Curtis

(23 year resident of Saranap @ 16 Peterson Place)

Thank you!

From: Randy Curtis
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 3:25:11 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen,
Saranap Village (County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035) is proposed
near our house. The revised DEIR for this project underestimates the environmental impacts of the
increased traffic and noise on our neighborhood. It paves the way for a “domino effect” of further
large developments along the corridor. The RDEIR violates several goals of the County’s General
Plan; in particular, Goal 3-J, which states that development patterns that promote the individuality
and unique character of each community in the County should be encouraged.

We are not against any development, but would like to see the EIR of a two to three story
development that would reflect the size of existing buildings in our neighborhood as well as those in
adjacent communities.
 
Thank you.
 
Randall Curtis
16 Peterson Place
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
(925) 932-2261
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From: Kathy Doyle
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 6:19:34 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson:

I am writing to comment on the EIR for the proposed Saranap Village Project. Although I am in favor of
developing some of the area on Boulevard Way, I am very concerned about the amount of traffic that
almost 200 housing units will add, not to mention the retail traffic. It appears that in addition to this
large number of housing units, the street will be reduced to one lane in each direction. I can only
imagine how bad this will be during commute hours. People will look for ways around this "bottleneck",
which will force much more traffic onto the neighboring streets, including ours.

I have also noticed the the photos depicting the project are inaccurate, making the buildings seem
smaller than they really are. I feel that this document should contain accurate photos showing how
these structures will change the appearance of our neighborhood.

I don't have children in school, but I image the addition of this many units and the children involved will
also affect our schools.

Based on the above, I strongly suggest that this project be decreased in size.

Sincerely,
Kathy Doyle
1261 El Curtola Blvd.
Lafayette, CA. 94549

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Kathy Doyle
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Subject: Saranap Village, county file numbers GP13 -0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 6:43:16 PM

 
 

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13- 3035 
 
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson, 

I am writing you to let you know I am in agreement with the Saranap Homeowners’ Organization
(SHO) regarding the proposed Saranap Village project.  I, along with a number of my neighbors, 
support the redevelopment of some of the land on Boulevard Way, as long as it is a well-designed
project.

Along with the items below, I am also concerned about the amount of traffic that 200 units plus retail
space will create. Decreasing Boulevard Way to 2 lanes will cause people to use alternate routes, 
putting much more traffic onto our adjoining streets, where our children play. 

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up to 88 feet and 75 
feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, 
respectively) for our community of low-rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business 
buildings. 

In addition, I am concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a precedent that will allow
a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors: 

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable.  The six-story garage would be open and
adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies of 15 Saranap families living in
the Vista Palms Apartments.  These neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating
from the parked and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would be 
deprived of natural sunlight. 

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough: 

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, about one block) are
not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan to preserve the 
semi-rural character of their neighborhood.  Please do not endorse the MPA, but rather support a more
fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at
www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Kathy Doyle
1261 El Curtola Blvd. 
Lafayette, CA 94549 

Thank you! 

 
Sent from AOL Mobile Mail
Get the new AOL app: mail.mobile.aol.com

Doyle_K_2
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From: Jacob Ellerbrock
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Cc: Ingrid Ellerbrock; Jacob Ellerbrock
Subject: Opposed to current MPA for Hall Equities project in Saranap
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 8:56:02 PM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035

Hello,
We would to convey our disapproval of the MPA for Hall Equities Saranap Village project. The 
project's proposed building heights in excess of 70 feet for two of the buildings is an 
unacceptable deviation from the maximum building height of 35 feet approved in the county 
general plan for Saranap. There is absolutely no good reason that the county should be 
considering a proposal (in fact a second revised proposal) that so greatly exceeds (double!) the 
limits outlined in the General Plan by which many residents expected the county to abide by 
when we purchased property in Saranap. We are even more concerned that Hall Equities has not 
'merely' (a word we use with great sarcasm) applied for a zoning variance; he has applied for an 
amendment to the General Plan, thereby extending the long-term negative impact of his FOR-
PROFIT activity greatly, as that change will allow the other property owners along Boulevard Way
to then build to much greater heights OR sell out to Hall Equities to enable him to extract greater
profit at the expense of the Saranap community.

To be clear, we are not against all development and should Hall Equities wish to propose a 
project that is consistent with the General Plan (which is possible to do profitably, according to 
plans done already by a local architect who specializes in mixed-use development and as 
evidenced by several new developments in Walnut Creek of three stories or less) we would be 
supportive of the project. Additionally, we would value some small commercial activity in the 
neighborhood that creates community (coffee shop, wine bar, farm stand). However, it is our 
belief that the county believes that the potential for a grocery store in the Hall Equities project is 
a good reason to so significantly deviate from the General Plan. We disagree. Within 2.5 miles (or
less) of the Saranap neighborhood are two Whole Foods, a Trader Joes and three Safeways - 
meaning that our neighborhood is sufficiently served by grocery stores.

In addition, we find it highly concerning that the county has not required Hall Equities to 
resubmit its proposal with accurate renderings that are to scale and taken from the correct 
neighborhood positions to accurately show the impact to the neighborhood of the proposed 
development. We can't say whether Hall Equities is being deliberately misleading or is 
incompetent, but the stakes associated with what he is asking for are high and no consideration 
should be given to a project that is inaccurately representing its neighborhood impact. 

Sincerely,

Ingrid and Jake Ellerbrock
Saranap Residents (1132 El Curtola Boulevard, Walnut Creek, CA 94595)

Ellerbrock_J
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From: Rachel Fields
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Cc: Robert Fields
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Monday, July 04, 2016 8:43:04 AM

July 4, 2016

Dear Supervisor Andersen and Planning Director Will Neslon,

I am writing in opposition to the size and scale of The Saranap Village Project.

My husband and I have lived in the neighborhood for twenty four years and raised our
three children here. We love this neighborhood and plan to stay here for the rest of
our lives. We bought a home in the Saranap neighborhood twenty four years ago
because of it's charm, the trees, and people, families like ours interested in being
good neighbors.

We are not against development. As a matter of fact, we were first excited about the
Boulevard Way area getting some much needed attention. However, the proposed
development is deeply concerning. We are especially concerned about the RDEIR
which underestimates the environmental impact in terms of noise, traffic, and
population density. If the requested height and density are approved, other
businesses and buildings will also likely get these exceptions. Also, the RDEIR does
not accurately depict the scale, leaves other buildings out, and masks the fact that
this project would dwarf all other buildings, and would have an especially negative
impact on the residents of the Vista Palms Apartment Building due to its ugly six story
garage.

I want to point out that this project violates the County's General Plan, in
particular, Goal 3-J, which says that development patterns which promote
individuality and unique character of each community are the ones that should
be encouraged.

The project, as proposed, is obscene and runs counter to the character of our
sweet neighborhood.

The plans also do nothing to hide the parking, which will be an eye sore to all.

I believe that we are being taken advantage of because we are unincorporated. Just
up the street, in Lafayette, the city has maintained its charm, yet continued to be
progressive, but holding firm to the 35 foot height limit. I believe we should do the
same.

Please consider this carefully. It is possible to have productive development AND to
maintain reasonable limits that respect the unique character of the Saranap
neighborhood.

Fields_R
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Thanks for reading this.

Rachel and Robert Fields
712 Hilton Road
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
(925) 934-4386

Fields_R

From: grassini@earthlink.net
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Subject: Saranap Village project
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 7:22:48 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson and Supervisor Andersen:

We have lived at 1323 El Curtola Blvd in Lafayette for over 20 years. We respectfully request that you DENY any
amendment of the General Plan requested by Hall Equities with respect to its proposed Saranap Village project. 

We welcome Hall Equities' plans to develop the Saranap area, however, only if they abide by the current zoning
regulations for the area. Their currently proposed project is outrageously massive, which we understand includes
a 6-story parking structure, and is inconsistent with the surrounding area and current regulations. Saranap is
NOT downtown Walnut Creek. 

Also, the recirculated draft EIR does not reasonably take into consideration the potential impacts from the
increased traffic generated by the project that will spill onto nearby residential streets, such as Old Tunnel Road. 

Again, PLEASE DENY any requested amendment of the General Plan for any Saranap area development and
make Hall Equities and other developers abide by the current rules for the area.

Thanks for your consideration.

Best regards,

Stacey Grassini and Melody Barker 

Grassini_S
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From: Mary Grisier
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13 -0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Friday, July 01, 2016 10:59:40 AM

 
 
RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13- 
3035
 
 
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,
 
We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed 
Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these 
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting 
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can
be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.
 
The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:
 
Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up
to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and
too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low- rise homes,
condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.
 
In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along 
Boulevard Way.
 
The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:
 
The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story garage would
be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies of
15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These neighbors would be
exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked and circulating
vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would be deprived of
natural sunlight.
 
The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:
 
The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, 
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway 
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.
 
The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan to
preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not endorse the
MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.
 
Sincerely,

Mary Grisier

119 Kendall Road, Walnut Creek

925/330-4254

Grisier_M
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From: Ruth Grossman
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 11:52:33 AM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035

Dear Mr. Nelson:

Though I live in Lafayette, my neighborhood abuts the Saranap area where the proposed Saranap Village would
be constructed.
Therefore, I believe my opinion regarding the (revised) project is valid and appropriate to express:

1. The revised project underestimates its environmental impact on the neighborhood and the adjacent 
neighborhoods in terms of increased traffic, noise, and congestion.

2. The revised project fails to recognize and analyze the growth-inducing impacts that it will have on the rest 
of Boulevard Way if the requested increases in height and density are approved. Other properties on 
Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue are likely to request and receive similar increases.

3. The revised project fails to provide context in visual representations. Adjacent buildings are missing in 
RDEIR. Of particular note is the troublesome proximity of Vista Palms Apartment building with 6 story 
garage.

4. The revised project violates several goals of the County’s General Plan; in particular, Goal 3-J, which 
states that development patterns that promote the individuality and unique character of each community 
in the County should be encouraged.

5. The revised project’s roadway enhancements extend only a short portion of Boulevard Way. This is not 
enough of an improvement to justify such deviations from the General Plan.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Ruth Grossman
3167 Old Tunnel Road
Lafayette, CA 94549
ruthgrossman@comcast.net

Grossman_R
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From: Ed Hotchkiss
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 4:39:47 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I am Ed Hotchkiss and live at 1261 El Curtola Blvd, Lafayette in the Saranap area. I have lived here since 1980 (36
years).
I have major concerns in regards to this Saranap Village project. I am opposed to it in it's current revised form.
RDEIR is very misleading and fails to show accurate visuals of the proposed buildings. This oversized project will
destroy views, increase traffic to unacceptable levels and create excessive noise.

I greatly fear that if this project is approved it will open the gates for further mammoth construction in the area.
Destroying the feel of this neighborhood. We are not Walnut Creek downtown and do not desire to become so. I
moved here to have a little separation from the busy, congested downtown. I can easily walk 25 minutes if I want to
enjoy the big city.

Very worried about how this project with too many units will force more traffic onto my street, El Curtola Blvd. We
already have enough people cutting through and also driving at a high rate of speed.

I am not opposed to a development on Boulevard Way, just want one that better fits this neighborhood I call home.

Thank you very much for listening to my concerns. I sincerely hope you can help us get a project that is in touch
with the Saranap area.

Ed Hotchkiss
1261 El Curtola Blvd
Lafayette, CA 94549

Hotchkiss_E

From: johnpatt@wellsfargo.com
To: Danielle Kelly; Will Nelson
Cc: Hiliana Li
Subject: RE: Notice of Availability and Notice of Public Hearing for Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project
Date: Monday, May 09, 2016 9:29:15 AM

Thank you – I appreciate seeing the revision.  I do see the Notice does not list under “Environmental
Impacts of the Project” the implications of this project to our school districts.   Our schools cannot
handle the increase enrollment a large project like will have.  What is the developer /county doing to
address this?
 
Thank you,
 
Patty
 

From: Danielle Kelly [mailto:Danielle.Kelly@dcd.cccounty.us] 
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2016 2:25 PM
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Hiliana Li
Subject: Notice of Availability and Notice of Public Hearing for Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project

Please see attached

Danielle Kelly
Department of Conservation and Development
30 Muir Road
Martinez, CA 94553
925-674-7789
925-674-7205 Main Line
Danielle.kelly@dcd.cccounty.us

Johnson_P
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From: Anna Jurgens
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13 -0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 5:35:24 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the
proposed Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the
redevelopment of these parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. 
SHO would consider supporting heights above the current height limits of 30
to 35 feet (up to perhaps 40 to 50 feet) if the project can be thoughtfully re-
designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense: 

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall 
(up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height 
limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of
low- rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings. The small 
decrease in height and density of the MPA is not enough! The mass of Site A 
in the MPA is actually larger than the original project (See, massing at 
saranap.org).

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will
set a precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings
along Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors: 

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story garage 
would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and 
balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These 
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the
parked and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and
they would be deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough: 

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, 
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining
roadway dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General
Plan to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not
endorse the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We
suggest such a friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at
www.saranap.org.

Sincerely, 

Anna Jurgens

Thank you!

Jurgens_A
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From: Rolland Jurgens
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Sunday, July 03, 2016 2:54:00 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

I stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed
Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can
be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up
to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and
too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-rise homes,
condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along Boulevard
Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story garage would
be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies of
15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These neighbors would be
exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked and circulating
vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would be deprived of
natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, about
one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not endorse
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Rolland Jurgens

Jurgens_
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From: Darren M. Kelly
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Cc: Linda Baker
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13 -0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 9:21:41 AM

 
 
Supervisor Andersen, DCD planner William Nelson,

 
I stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the
proposed Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the
redevelopment of these parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO
would consider supporting heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35
feet if the project can be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

 
The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too tall and too dense:

 
Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall
(up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height
limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of
low-rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

 
In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along
Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms
Neighbors: The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six story
garage would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms
and balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments.  These
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked
and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would
be deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:
 
The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project,
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway 
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

 
The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General
Plan to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not 
endorse the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We
suggest such a friendly neighbor design is possible on the SHO website at
www.saranap.org.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Darren M. Kelly, Architect
1045 Buchan Drive, Lafayette

 
 
Darren M. Kelly, Architect
Tele 415-350-5209
www.darrenmkellyarchitect.com

 

Sent via iPhone

Kelly_D
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From: John Kersey
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson; Aruna Bhat
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 12:12:47 PM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-
3035
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

I am opposed to the current design of the proposed Saranap Village project. I
support the redevelopment of the parcels covered by this proposal with a well-
designed mixed-use project. I would consider supporting heights above the
current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can be thoughtfully re-designed
to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall
(up to 88 and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and
too dense (235 and 195 units respectively) for our community of low-rise homes,
condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, I am concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along
Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story garage
would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and
balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked
and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would
be deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project,
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not endorse
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. 

Sincerely,

John Kersey

Kersey_J
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From: Scott Marshall
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 3:23:15 PM

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed
Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can
be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up
to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and
too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-rise homes,
condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along Boulevard
Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story garage would
be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies of
15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These neighbors would be
exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked and circulating
vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would be deprived of
natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, about
one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not endorse
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Darren Scott Marshall

41 Bonita Court

Thank you!

Sent from my iPad

Marshall_S
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From: Gayle Massey <gaylemp@att.net<mailto:gaylemp@att.net>>
Reply-To: Gayle Massey <gaylemp@att.net<mailto:gaylemp@att.net>>
Date: Wednesday, July 6, 2016 at 11:05 AM
To: Candace Andersen
<candace.andersen@bos.cccounty.us<mailto:candace.andersen@bos.cccounty.us>>

Subject: Re: Saranap Village - please read 

Dear Supervisor Andersen:

I live in the Saranap area of Walnut Creek and am opposed to the development 
that Hall Equities has proposed in its current state. Although some building 
heights have been reduced, they are still far too high for our neighborhood 
where the height is currently 30—35 feet.

I am not opposed to improvement. Hall Equities seems focused on this 
'penciling out' and is forcing these large-scale buildings with no options. I was 
very surprised and encouraged by a meeting we had where we were shown 
that not only can smaller buildings ‘pencil out’ but can actually reduce costs. 
This not a valid argument from Hall Equities.

We have no Design Review Committee to oversee or assist us with an 
experienced voice. We are presented with an out-of-scale plan grounded in 
deception; buildings that show an actual scale of 28’ instead of the 75’ they 
actually are or showing a proposed view that is not the actual placement of the 
building. These tactics are incredibly disappointing coming from a
“professional” developer. We need concept drawings that demonstrate reality.

Please do not approve this plan at 75 feet. I think that Hall Equities or any
developer should adhere to the zoning laws within reason and take into
consideration the neighborhood and its residents. We are not being heard by 
them, I hope we are being heard by you. 

Sincerely,

Gayle Peters
111 Camino Posada
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
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From: Dorothy McKee
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Comments on the Hall"s Saranap Village Project....
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2016 9:07:35 PM

 
 
Dear Mr. William Nelson and Supervison Candace Andersen,

 
I attended the neighborhood meeting this last week for the SHO, where I heard 
updated information about the Hall’s proposed development in the Saranap. I was 
appalled to learn that, although the project has been “trimmed down a bit,” it is still 
mammoth in height and density and that the building heights are beyond what will fit
in with the neighborhood. I wondered why the parking structures have not been put
underground to comply with the three story maximum height that the other condos and
apartments have honored for the area??? The density of this project does not fit in
with the neighborhood and if it is allowed to go forward as it is, will set  a precedence
for future land development in the neighborhood. It is not a development for a village,
but a densely populated city! We are in a neighborhood, village setting, not a city
setting! Such density will impact the quality of life for all of us who live here in a 
negative and dangerous way.

 
It was also pointed out that the parking structure for the complex on Lucy Lane &

Blvd. Way will face the living room decks for the apartment house which is right next to
it. How unkind an intrusion that will be for those residents. PLEASE thoroughly review
this project with accurate models that present what the project will be and have Hall
Equities comply with the existing plans for the neighborhood of a height of no more 
than three stories! Why are the Hall people presenting such a dense and over-scaled
project for our neighborhood? Perhaps they think that you will not protect us? Would
such a project be passed in Lafayette? We need your help to defend our interests! 
Please, please, please do not let them get away with this! I am all for them building a 
lovely village that will fit in with the neighborhood. What they propose is not that at
this point. Do not pass what they have presented so far. Please have them limit the
height of the buildings to three stories from the ground level up and not three stories
on top of the garage structure!!!

 
I also didn’t know if they were still planning to install parking meters on the street?
Doing that will encourage people to park their vehicles in our residential parking spots. 
I am against this.

Thank you so much for your help! 

Dorothy McKee
121 Blvd. Way
Walnut Creek, Ca 
94595

 
P.S.

 
I know of other homeowners who also want your protection to scale back the height of
this whole project, to comply with established standards that are part of our 
neighborhood.

 

Thank you so much for your help! We need you as our protective
advocate.

McKee_D
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From: emerhoff@pacbell.net
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Comments on Saranap Village Draft Environmental Impact Report
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 8:46:36 AM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035

Please reject the RDEIR.  Inadequacies include:

1. The REDIR underestimates the environmental impacts of this project on the neighborhood. (traffic, noise, visual).

2. The REDIR fails to recognize and analyze the growth-inducing impacts that the Project will have on the rest of
Boulevard Way if the requested increases in height and density are approved. Other properties on Boulevard Way
and Saranap Avenue are likely to request and receive approval for buildings with similar heights.

3. The REDIR fails Fails to provide context in visual representations. Accurate drawings of buildings adjacent to
Site A are missing in the RDEIR. Of particular note is the troublesome proximity of Vista Palms Apartment
building overshadowed by the six story garage. The condos and apartments across Saranap Avenue from Site A
would face a building of up to 75 feet in height shadowing them from sunlight until mid-morning and eliminating
their view of Mt. Diablo.

4, The REDIR violates several goals of the County’s General Plan; in particular, Goal 3-J, which states that
development patterns that promote the individuality and unique character of each community in the County should
be encouraged.

5. The REDIR enhancements to Boulevard Way extend only in front of the project. This is not enough of an
improvement to justify such deviations from the General Plan.

6. The REDIR provision for diagonal parking along Boulevard Way — which is narrowed to one lane in each
direction — creates a hazardous situation for children riding their bikes to and from school, and adults riding bikes
to BART, because bicycle riders will have to use the traffic lanes and because there is potential danger from parked
cars backing out of their spaces.

Regards,

Eric Merhoff
100 Camino Posada, Walnut Creek

Merhoff_E_1
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From: emerhoff@pacbell.net
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: [BULK] Saranap Village
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 8:24:20 AM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-
3035

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed
Saranap Village project.  SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can
be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:
Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up
to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and
too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-rise homes,
condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.
In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along Boulevard
Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable.  The six-story garage would
be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies
of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments.  These neighbors would
be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked and circulating
vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would be deprived of
natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project,
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood.  Please do not endorse
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,
Eric Merhoff
100 Camino Posada, Walnut Creek

Thank you!

1

Merhoff_E
From: Shahrad Milanfar
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Monday, June 27, 2016 9:02:47 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed 
Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these 
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting 
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can be
thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall 
(up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height 
limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-
rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a 
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along 
Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story garage 
would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and 
balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These 
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked 
and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would
be deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, 
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway 
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not endorse
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Thank you!

Milanfar_S
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From: Linda
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap village proposal
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 4:33:39 PM

Dear Supervisor Anderson and Director a Nelson,

I am writing to express my concern about the proposed Saranap Village project. Although the proposal
has been scaled back, its massing far exceeds the current regulations. The proposed project is double
the current height limit, and its density far exceeds the maximum. Additionally, the proposed parking
structure is too tall, and the number of cars associated with the proposal would adversely impact not
just this portion of Saranap, but also key intersections in Lafayette near the Lafayette-Walnut Creek that
are beyond acceptable service levels.

I acknowledge the developer scaled back from the original proposal, but that does not solve the
numerous problems associated with the project which is still far too large and out of character for the
neighborhood. The infrastructure cannot support this project, and given the limited access roads in and
out of Saranap, this project would be detrimental to the existing neighborhoods in Lafayette and nearby
neighborhoods in Walnut Creek.

The developer should propose a project that is agreement with existing height and density requirements.
Boulevard Way is ripe for improvement, but this proposal is far off the mark on so many levels.

I encourage the county and the developer to take to heart the valid concerns of the neighbors and
return with a proposal that is more appropriate for this location and which accurately addresses the
inadequacies of the DEIR, which include the following:

The REDIR underestimates the environmental impacts of this project on the neighborhood in terms of
traffic, noise, and aesthetics.
The REDIR fails to recognize and analyze the growth-inducing impacts that the Project will have on the
rest of Boulevard Way if the requested increases in height and density are approved.  Other properties
on Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue are likely to request and receive approval for buildings with
similar heights.
The REDIR fails to provide context in visual representations. Accurate drawings of buildings adjacent to
Site A are missing in the RDEIR. Of particular note is the troublesome proximity of Vista Palms
Apartment building overshadowed by the six story garage. The condos and apartments across Saranap
Avenue from Site A would face a building of up to 75 feet in height shadowing them from sunlight until
mid-morning and eliminating their view of Mt. Diablo.
The REDIR violates several goals of the County’s General Plan; in particular, Goal 3-J, which states that
development patterns that promote the individuality and unique character of each community in the
County should be encouraged.
The REDIR enhancements to Boulevard way extend only in front of the project. This is not enough of an
improvement to justify such deviations from the General Plan.
The REDIR provision for diagonal parking along Boulevard Way — which is narrowed to one lane in
each direction — creates a hazardous situation for children riding their bikes to and from school, and
adults riding bikes to BART, because bicycle riders will have to use the traffic lanes and because there is
potential danger from parked cars backing out of their spaces.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Linda Murphy
1025 Buchan Dr, Lafayette CA 94549
925-262-3504

Murphy_L
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From: webmaster@saranap.org
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 11:31:41 AM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-
3035
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed
Saranap Village project.  SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project.  SHO would consider supporting
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet (up to perhaps 40 to 50
feet) if the project can be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall
(up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height
limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-
rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along
Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable.  The six-story garage
would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and
balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments.  These
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked
and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would
be deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project,
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood.  Please do not endorse
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Ronald Ogg 

Thank you!
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From: Mark Redmond
To: Will Nelson
Subject: saranap village
Date: Sunday, July 03, 2016 9:32:58 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson:

I want to express my strong opposition to this project for the
following reasons.
1. The size is too large. The heights exceed the current height limits
as well as most or all of the recent residential projects in Walnut
Creek and Lafayette as well as Berkeley. This is not appropriate for
the neighborhood.
2. The traffic impact is grossly under estimated especially when the
new Sufi sanctuary opens.
3. The renderings provided by Hall are misleading and do not
accurately represent the size.
4. The city of Lafayette has also enumerated concerns for this project.

I welcome a reasonable development in this run down part of our
neighborhood but this oversized proposal is not acceptable.

--
Mark

Redmond_M

1.

2.

3.

From: CORINNE DUTRA-ROBERTS
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 10:09:18 AM

Saranap Homeowners Organization (SHO) will register its deep concerns regarding RDEIR with 
the County because it:

1. Underestimates the environmental impacts of this project on the neighborhood. (traffic, noise, 
visual).

2. Failed to recognize and analyze the growth-inducing impacts that the Project will have on the 
rest of Boulevard Way if the requested increases in height and density are approved. Other 
properties on Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue are likely to request and receive similar 
increases.

3. Fails to provide context in visual representations. Adjacent buildings missing in RDEIR. Of 
particular note is the troublesome proximity of Vista Palms Apartment building with 6 story 
garage.

3. Violates several goals of the County’s General Plan; in particular, Goal 3-J, which states that 
development patterns that promote the individuality and unique character of each community in 
the County should be encouraged.

5. Roadway enhancements extend only a short portion of Boulevard Way. This is not enough of 
an improvement to justify such deviations from the General Plan.

Signed,
Corinne and David Roberts

Roberts_C
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From: Kathy Rogers
To: Supervisor Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 3:36:48 PM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed Saranap Village
project.  SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these parcels with a well-designed mixed-use
project. SHO would consider supporting heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the
project can be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up to 88 feet and 75
feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units,
respectively) for our community of low-rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a precedent that will allow
a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable.  The six-story garage would be open and
adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the
Vista Palms Apartments.  These neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from
the parked and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would be
deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, about one block) are not
enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan to preserve the
semi-rural character of their neighborhood.  Please do not endorse the MPA, but rather support a more
fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at
www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Kathy Rogers and family  kathrogers19gmail.com

Rogers_K
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From: Gayle Schiller
To: Supervisor Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Re: Sarnap village, Country File Numbers GP13-0003,RZ13-3224.SD13-9359,DP13-3035
Date: Friday, July 01, 2016 10:40:49 PM

I am a homeowner in the Saranap area since 1966.  I am very concern regarding the future of the area. 

Traffic: around the Saranap Village there are other developments that have been approved or wanting to be 
approved. 

Going West we have Deerhill project in Lafayette within 1/2 mile of the village, going south within 1/2 
mile is the development of homes where the Jewish Community Ctr. used to be. Now the Rossmoor
shopping center is in the process of being redevelopment to bring in more customers, with added drive thru 
coffee, wine, tea and additional restaurants. Also on Tice Valley, we have something being built between 
Bryon Park and Olympic Blvd. 

Yes, I realize we are talking about 2 city- Lafayette, Walnut Creek and then the County. And I am afraid 
that each board of the city or country is not taking in consideration of the whole scheme of things. 

The traffic will be increase with the village 111 apartment or condos which way will they go over Tunnel 
Rd (two lane country road); up over El Curtola overpass to the frontage road, pass the preschool on to 
Springbrook, pass Acalanes High School.  Or maybe they will go to Mt. Diablo Blvd in Walnut Creek and 
hit the freeway going West, or down to Alpine to catch 680 going North or South.  Some of these roads are 
already full in the am. or pm. or when Moms get their kids from school. 

They could also go through on Kinney Dr. pass the Sun Valley swim club, pass White Pony to get Pleasant 
Hill Rd. Or over the two lane Blvd Road from Kinney down to Olympic Blvd. Many ways on a 2 lane 
roads.

Also if there is any accident on hwy 24 or 680, the back up on the freeway occurs, we find drivers
using surface streets. And it gets busy! 

Also since the Sufism Sanctuary is not open yet, we really have no idea of what will happen with the traffic. 

Structure:  The height of the Village is 75-80 feet but our rules state 35 ft, which make it easy on the eyes, 
it will stick out like a sore thumb. Drive by the development on California and Bonaza, there is no setback 
for green space, all you see is a high wall in front of you. What a disaster of a building for Walnut Creek. 
Please do not let not the county do the same thing. And it will set precedent for future building in Saranap. 

Schools: we just voted more $$ to upgrade our schools facilities. Did you know the schools are 
overflowing?  Where will these families send their kids to school. This is crazy!

Awareness: Today I had a visit from an old friend that lives on the top of El Curtola Rd. She was not even 
aware of this Saranap Village project at all.  She will definitely be affected. And I was wondering when was 
the last time there was a mail out from the County regarding this development? The county has a 
responsibility to make sure the homeowners are aware of what is going on. Not all of us have a computer, 
take the paper, or even have TV service due to the cost. The whole development is hushed up. 

Another thing, while I have your ear. I hope you are still reading this. Why are renters have equal say in our 
community?  They can move out tomorrow. 

Were we the homeowner have help maintain our homes, raised our kids and have an investment in our 
community.  Even though I am one of the oldies (as stated by someone on NextDoor). I still voted for the 
school measure to go thru for my neighbor kids. 

Schiller_G
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Last but not least, yes we do need to do something about Blvd Way, but let’s do it right. And take 
everything into consideration. 

I don’t believe this village is the correct answer. Not the way it’s being presented. 

Thanks for hearing me out. 

Gayle Schiller 
20 Stanley Ct 
Walnut Creek, Ca 94595 

From: Kathleen Smith
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Cc: Alex
Subject: Saranap Village
Date: Monday, July 04, 2016 11:00:37 AM

Dear Mr Nelson & Supervisor Anderson,

We live in the neighborhood near the proposed project (1470 Dewing Ln). Although we are in support
of a project that stays within the current guidelines, we are opposed to giving Mr Hall/HEG a general
plan amendment to allow increased height and housing density. Even the mitigated plan is more than
double the typical height in the neighborhood and has 2-3 times the housing density ! These heights
and housing densities are what might be expected near a transit hub (eg next to BART) or perhaps
downtown, but don't fit in Saranap a suburban neighborhood with some up to 3 story apartments. My
husband (Alex Floum) and I strongly urge you to deny HEGs request for a general plan amendment.

The overwhelming majority of the neighborhood would welcome a 3 story (and would tolerate a 4
story) building project, but 5-6 stories is simply unreasonable in the Saranap neighborhood. Please don't
allow HEG to turn our neighborhood into a extension of downtown.

We agree with the SHO that the DEIR

1. Underestimates the environmental impacts of this project on the neighborhood. (traffic, noise,
visual).

2. Failed to recognize and analyze the growth-inducing impacts that the Project will have on the rest of
Boulevard Way if the requested increases in height and density are approved. Other properties on
Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue are likely to request and receive similar increases.

3. Fails to provide context in visual representations. Adjacent buildings missing in RDEIR. Of particular
note is the troublesome proximity of Vista Palms Apartment building with 6 story garage.

3. Violates several goals of the County’s General Plan; in particular, Goal 3-J, which states that
development patterns that promote the individuality and unique character of each community in the
County should be encouraged.

5. Roadway enhancements extend only a short portion of Boulevard Way. This is not enough of an
improvement to justify such deviations from the General Plan.

Thank you,

Kathleen Smith & Alex Floum

Sent from my iPhone

Sent from my iPhone

Smith_K
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From: Julie Stine
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village- Please stop this project
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 3:59:05 PM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, 
DP13-3035
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed 
Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these 
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting 
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can be
thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up 
to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and 
too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-rise homes, 
condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a 
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along Boulevard 
Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story garage would 
be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies of 
15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments. These neighbors would be 
exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked and circulating 
vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would be deprived of 
natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, about 
one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway 
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan 
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood. Please do not endorse 
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a 
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Julie Stine

Thank you!

Stine_J
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From: laura sulzberger
To: Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 5:54:30 PM

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-
3035
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed
Saranap Village project.  SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can be 
thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context. 

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall
(up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height
limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-
rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along
Boulevard Way. 

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable.  The six-story garage
would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and
balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments.  These
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked
and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would
be deprived of natural sunlight. 

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project,
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists. 

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood.  Please do not endorse
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Thank you!

Sulzberger_L
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From: Dessira Tish
To: Will Nelson; Candace Andersen
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035”
Date: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 9:32:13 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed
Saranap Village project.  SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting
heights above the current height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can
be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall
(up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height
limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-
rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a
precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along
Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable.  The six-story garage
would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and
balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments.  These
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked
and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would
be deprived of natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project,
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

Tish_D
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The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood.  Please do not endorse
the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a
friendly neighbor design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

Sincerely,

Dessira Tish
107 Kendall Rd
Walnut Creek, Ca 94595
dessiratish@hotmail.com

www.facebook.com/LuleeBabes
415.793.4592

Tish_D
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From: Lynne Underwood
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 10:21:10 AM

Saranap Homeowners Organization Members (SHO) will register its deep concerns regarding RDEIR with
the County because it:

1. Underestimates the environmental impacts of this project on the neighborhood. (traffic, noise,
visual).

2. Failed to recognize and analyze the growth-inducing impacts that the Project will have on the rest of
Boulevard Way if the requested increases in height and density are approved. Other properties on
Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue are likely to request and receive similar increases.

3. Fails to provide context in visual representations. Adjacent buildings missing in RDEIR. Of particular
note is the troublesome proximity of Vista Palms Apartment building with 6 story garage.

3. Violates several goals of the County’s General Plan; in particular, Goal 3-J, which states that
development patterns that promote the individuality and unique character of each community in the
County should be encouraged.

5. Roadway enhancements extend only a short portion of Boulevard Way. This is not enough of an
improvement to justify such deviations from the General Plan.
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From: Barbara Vinson
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 12:59:47 PM

 
 

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224,
SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the
proposed Saranap Village project. SHO continues to support the
redevelopment of these parcels with a well-designed mixed-use
project. SHO would consider supporting heights above the current
height limits of 30 to 35 feet if the project can be thoughtfully re-
designed to fit within this context.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA)
are too tall (up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double
the current height limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units,
respectively) for our community of low-rise homes, condominiums,
apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA
will set a precedent that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall
buildings along Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms
Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable. The six-story
garage would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the
living rooms and balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista
Palms Apartments. These neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor
and fumes emanating from the parked and circulating vehicles, their
views would be significantly altered, and they would be deprived of
natural sunlight.

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the
project, about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and
remaining roadway dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County
General Plan to preserve the semi-rural character of their
neighborhood. Please do not endorse the MPA, but rather support a
more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a friendly neighbor
design is possible on our website at www.saranap.org.
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Sincerely,

Barbara A. Vinson

137 Kendall Rd

Walnut Creek, CA 94595

_____________
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From: Shari and Tim Walker
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 9:26:12 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

We stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed
Saranap Village project.  SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these
parcels with a well-designed mixed-use project - and we agree and would be
excited to have these amenities nearby.

The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall
(up to 88 feet and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height
limit), and too dense (235 and 195 units, respectively) for our community of low-
rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and business buildings.

In addition, and this is hugely important - SHO is concerned that the Proposed
Project and the MPA will set a precedent that will allow a long stretch of
excessively tall buildings along Boulevard Way.

The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors:

The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable.  The six-story garage
would be open and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and
balconies of 15 Saranap families living in the Vista Palms Apartments.  These
neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and fumes emanating from the parked
and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly altered, and they would
be deprived of natural sunlight. This is unacceptable and not in the interest of the
public at all!

The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough:

The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project,
about one block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway
dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan
to preserve the semi-rural character of their neighborhood.  To consider the area
in need of a "village downtown" is ludicrous. If we wanted to live in a downtown
we would move to the beautiful in-fill condo developments in downtown Walnut
Creek or lafayette. 

The idea that this project is near a transit hub is false. It takes a pedestrian in
our neighborhood 25 minutes to walk to/from the Walnut Creek BART Station.
County Connection buses do run there but on a limited schedule. The only transit
access this project provides is to Hwy 24.

Please do not endorse the MPA, but rather support a more fitting less intrusive
design. We suggest such a friendly and thoughtful neighbor design which can be
found at www.saranap.org.
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Thank you for listening. We hope you will seriously consider the concerns
identified above.

Sincerely,

Tim and Shari Walker

106 Kendall Rd

stmwalker@gmail.com
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From: Shari and Tim Walker
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson; Jen Quallick
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 11:36:45 AM

Supervisor Andersen, Mr. Nelson and Ms. Quallick,

As members of the Saranap Homeowners Organization (SHO), we share serious
concerns about the RDEIR.  When viewing the Mitigated Plan Alternative Viewpoint 2
on page 6-19, we were shocked to see the height of the proposed Building A and
incredibly saddened to have the view of Mount Diablo completely blocked. Our
family gets so excited when driving down Lucy Lane and seeing the mountain
blanketed in winter snow and seeing the moon rise from behind it throughout the
year. It is because of the significant impact this proposed development will have on
our family and our neighborhood that we feel compelled to submit the following
comments.

The RDEIR:

1. Underestimates the environmental impacts of this project on the neighborhood. (traffic, noise,
visual).

2. Fails to recognize and analyze the growth-inducing impacts that the Project will have on the
rest of Boulevard Way if the requested increases in height and density are approved. A
precedent will be set where other properties on Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue will be
likely to request and receive similar increases.

3. Fails to provide context in visual representations. Adjacent buildings missing in RDEIR. Of
particular note is the troublesome proximity of Vista Palms Apartment building with 6 story
garage.

3. Violates several goals of the County’s General Plan; in particular, Goal 3-J, which states that
development patterns that promote the individuality and unique character of each community in
the County should be encouraged.

5. Fails to provide adequate enhancements to roadways in the area. As proposed these
enhancements extend only a short portion of Boulevard Way. This is not enough of an
improvement to justify such deviations from the General Plan.

We cannot emphasize enough our deep concerns about this document in it's current state and
request that additional modifications be required to address these concerns and those of the
residents of Saranap.

Thank you,
Tim, Shari and Michael
The Walker Family
106 Kendall Rd
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From: Lisa Whitehead
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 1:16:43 PM

To: Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us; william.nelson@dcd.cccounty.us

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-
3035

July 02, 2016

Supervisor Andersen and Planning director Will Nelson:

This email is regarding the proposed Saranap Village project at the corner of Boulevard
Way and Saranap Ave. We feel that the RDEIR does NOT adequately represent the effect
that the proposed Saranap Village will have on the surrounding neighborhood. We oppose
the Saranap Village project because it will adversely alter the landscape and the
neighborhood. We believe the project is too tall, too dense, and is incompatible with our
neighborhood.

We do not want more traffic in the neighborhood and less lanes on Boulevard Way,
especially considering the fact that Olympic Blvd. is completely stopped after 2:30 PM
because of commute traffic. Also, we object to the project because of its potential to affect
the crime rate and burglary rate in the surrounding neighborhood.
 
We are homeowners of the house on Kinney Drive, a few blocks from the proposed
development.  We have lived here for twenty-two years.  We love the neighborhood
because it is quiet, beautiful, and dark at night.  We think that the RDEIR underestimates
the environmental impacts of the development project on our neighborhood.

We think that building these large and numerous apartment/retail structures so close to our
home will unnecessarily increase the crime, traffic, noise and light pollution at night.  We
believe that the traffic increase alone is not a small or “insignificant” impact, as the RDEIR
implies.  We love to look at our mountain, Mount Diablo, and this project will block the view
of this exquisite natural phenomenon.

Let us not forget that this proposed project violates several goals of the County’s General
Plan, for example, Goal 3-J, which states that development patterns that promote the
individuality and unique character of each community in the County should be
encouraged. We believe any development in Saranap should comply with existing zoning
laws and be in compliance with the existing General Plan.
 
Please put a stop to the proposed Saranap Village project.
 
Lisa and Gary Whitehead

2830 Kinney Drive
Walnut Creek, CA  94595
925-937-4529
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From: Kath Whiteman
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13 -0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 7:19:11 AM

 
 
 
RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13- 3035 
Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson, 

 
I stand with Saranap Homeowners’ Organization (SHO) regarding the proposed Saranap Village
project.  SHO continues to support the redevelopment of these parcels with a well- designed
mixed-use project. SHO would consider supporting heights above the current height limits of 30 
to 35 feet if the project can be thoughtfully re-designed to fit within this context.

 
The Proposed Project and the MPA are both too Tall and too Dense:

 
Both the Proposed Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA) are too tall (up to 88 feet 
and 75 feet respectively, more than double the current height limit), and too dense (235 and 195 
units, respectively) for our community of low-rise homes, condominiums, apartments, and
business buildings. 

 
In addition, SHO is concerned that the Proposed Project and the MPA will set a precedent 
that will allow a long stretch of excessively tall buildings along Boulevard Way.

 
The Site A Building Garage is Unjustifiable for Our Vista Palms Neighbors: 

 
The MPA’s proposed garage on Site A is unconscionable!!  The six-story garage would be open 
and adjacent (barely twenty feet away) to the living rooms and balconies of 15 Saranap families
living in the Vista Palms Apartments.  These neighbors would be exposed to noise, odor and
fumes emanating from the parked and circulating vehicles, their views would be significantly 
altered, and they would be deprived of natural sunlight.

 
The Proposed Improvements to Boulevard Way are Not Enough: 

 
The proposed improvements to Boulevard Way (solely adjacent to the project, about one 
block) are not enough, and leave the majority and remaining roadway dangerous for 
pedestrians and cyclists.

 
The residents of Saranap have relied on the protections of the County General Plan to preserve
the semi-rural character of their neighborhood.  Please do not endorse the MPA, but rather 
support a more fitting less intrusive design. We suggest such a friendly neighbor design is 
possible on our website at www.saranap.org.

 
Sincerely, Kathleen Whiteman, 1231 Kendall Court, Walnut Creek,CA 

Thank you! 

PS: My suggestion for the Boulevard Way – Saranap Ave. intersection is, a 4-way stop sign. It
would offer far better protection to pedestrians and is much less expensive than an elaborate and
decorative roundabout. 

 
 
 
 

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From: Eric Wright
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Eric Wright
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Monday, June 27, 2016 11:45:58 AM

To: Will Nelson, DCD Principal Planner:

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359,
DP13-3035 

I wanted to share my feedback on the Saranap Village RDEIR and highlight areas
that I feel require more review and/or mitigation in order to be deemed
"acceptable":

1. Scale of project: The proposed 70+ foot height and overall scale of the
project is concerning. Not only does it far exceed the existing Country general
plan guidance, but the sheer scale of the project is not in harmony with the
character of the surrounding neighborhood and community. The closest 6+
story mixed use projects seem to be centered around transit villages (Pleasant
Hill & Concord for example), where access to transit and other amenities are
more readily accessible (especially by foot, bike, etc.). This is not the case for
the Saranap Village location that consists primarily of 3 story (or less)
structures.

2. Traffic: The RDIER does not appear to adequately address the potential for
traffic increases on neighboring streets, especially common “cut-through”
routes to avoid the frequent 680/24 interchange congestion.  I myself used the
Waze navigation app with the Saranap Village address as my destination and
was consistently directed to neighborhood streets:

Coming from Oakland on EB Hwy. 24, I was directed off Pleasant Hill
Road to Old Tunnel Road, and Saranap Ave (as a way to avoid the
680/24 congestion).
Coming from Pleasant Hill (even in non-commute times) I was directed
to exit Olympic Blvd to Boulevard Way
For the morning commute towards Oakland, I was also directed up
Saranap Ave. to access Pleasant Hill Road onramps rather than the
nearby WB 24 onramp on Mt Diablo Blvd. 

Three simple use cases that illustrate potential for increases traffic
through residential neighborhood roads given the addition of hundreds of
new residents and vehicles. The RDEIR underestimates this volume and
fails to adequately address this additional traffic congestion.

3. Schools: The RDEIR does not adequately address potential impact to school
enrollment. As a parent of two children at Parkmead Elementary, looking ahead
I am concerned that future high-school capacity (or redistricting needs) are not
adequately examined.  Los Lomas and Acalanes High School enrollment
capacities are already being tested due to regional growth.  Potential for
redistricting should be assessed further. Additionally, school traffic should also
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be assessed, especially patterns for access to Parkmead elementary and
increased use of Olympic Blvd. and Boulevard Way.

4. Recreation: The Saranap area is already limited in terms of parks & open
space. Residents frequent neighboring Walnut Creek and Lafayette parks and
trails.  Access to these destinations as well as nearby Sun Valley Swim Club or
Dewing Park Swim Clubs would also add to traffic concerns in #2 above).
Additionally, bicycle routes to the Lafayette Moraga trail are limited and frankly
dangerous (Boulevard Way from Olympic to Saranap Ave. specifically). The
RDEIR does not address potential impacts to expanded use or means of access
to neighboring facilities, nor does the project itself include any reasonable
alternatives.

5. Misleading renderings: The imagery provided in the RDEIR as it related to
impact of the project to existing neighborhood vistas or views is misleading
and should be examined further.  Photos taken from far away on Lucy Lane
and Boulevard Way (east of the project location) skew actual height
perspectives and don’t adequately show blocked scenic views of Mt. Diablo or
impact to neighboring properties. As drawn, the renderings appear to disguise
the true scale and impact of a 6 story plus project. A closer, more thorough &
objective set of renderings should be requested and examined.

6. Precedence: The RDEIR does not adequately address the cumulative impact
this project could have over time given it is being positioned as a catalyst for
growth and revitalization of the Boulevard Way. Precedent setting height and
density as proposed, would further exacerbate concerns in items #1-4 above.
This should be considered when reviewing the RDEIR.

Thank you for your time and for allowing public input to this project.

Sincerely,

Eric Wright
531 Lily Street
Walnut Creek, CA 94595

925.285.4859
whatsupedub@gmail.com
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From: Linda Wurth
To: Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2016 1:01:22 PM

Mr. DCD Planner Nelson,
 
I bought my home in 1976 on Whyte Park Avenue in the Saranap area of Walnut Creek. 
 
I strongly oppose the Hall Equities Group revised plan for the mixed use Saranap Village on
Boulevard Way in Walnut Creek.  
 
The height and density of even this recently revised plan far exceeds the CCC Plan.   I understand the
Saranap Village building “A” is currently proposed at 75’high. I also understand their density far
exceeds the county plan.  Why couldn’t Hall Equities Group reduce the number of the units and
propose a reasonable 2 or 3 story building which would fit neatly into the Saranap community.  I
know they have built many other 2 and 3 story sites. Why are they pushing this 6 story building on
our community? Why couldn’t their parking garage be built underground, like so many others in
central CCC?  I’m concerned they are trying to save themselves money while blighting our
community.
 
I’m also concerned about the traffic such a large mixed use site would attract. The amount of traffic
 that would come in & out of this currently proposed development, up & down the Boulevard Way,
as well as, right off the Mt Diablo Boulevard Highway 24 exit raise safety concerns for our
community. I do not believe that the current  traffic assessment is realistic. We don’t even have a
realistic traffic count for the almost completed 66,000 sq. ft. Sufi Center which has not yet opened
down the street.
 
I don’t think anyone opposes some small commercial and reasonable apartments or condos.
However, this current revised proposal as it is, belongs in a city center (if they would even take it),
not on the edge of our rural community.
 
Thanking you in advance for your consideration.
 
Linda Wurth, Senior Care Advisor
Better Care Choices
925-932-1400 or 330-8181
www.BetterCareChoices.com
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6. Written Comments on the RDEIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

6.3 Responses to RDEIR Comment Letters 
This section presents responses to issues raised in comments received on the RDEIR during the 
review period which are related to physical environmental effects of the Project, that are under 
the purview of CEQA, and that pertain to the adequacy of the CEQA analysis. 

6.3.1 Agencies 

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS), July 6, 2016 
(page 6-5) 

Response to Comment Caltrans-1: 

The County is working with TRANSPAC, the Regional Transportation Planning Committee for 
the Central County area, through the multi-jurisdictional collaborative process required under the 
Measure J-2004 Growth Management Program. The Project would contribute impact fees through 
the County’s Central County Area of Benefit/Traffic Impact Fee program (the fee schedule can be 
viewed at www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/44917). Payment of impact fees 
would be a condition of Project approval.  

As an infill project, the proposal makes use of strategies which leverage existing infrastructure 
and services. This approach is consistent with the “Mitigations and Alternatives” 
recommendations found in the Office of Planning and Research document, “Revised Proposal on 
Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA – 
Implementing Senate Bill 743” (1-20-16). 

Response to Comment Caltrans-2: 

This comment concerns both the selection of ramp intersections to be studied and the 
methodology used to assess the potential significant adverse traffic- and transportation-related 
impacts of the Project on Interstate-680 (I-680) ramps.  

Regarding the selection of ramp intersections, the comment indicates that northbound and 
southbound I-680 ramp intersections at Olympic Boulevard are not included in the DEIR analysis. 
This is incorrect. The northbound and southbound I-680 ramp intersections at Olympic Boulevard 
are analyzed in the DEIR and are labeled as study intersections 12 and 13, respectively. The 
comment also indicates that the Scenic Route 24 (SR 24) ramp interchange at Mt. Diablo 
Boulevard is not included in the DEIR analysis. The SR 24 Westbound On-Ramp/Eastbound 
Off-Ramp was evaluated in the DEIR and was labeled incorrectly as intersection number 7 
(Boulevard Way/Mt. Diablo Boulevard). This error was corrected in the Mitigated Plan 
Alternative (MPA) Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) and the RDEIR.  

Regarding ramp intersection analysis methodology, the comment indicates that ramp intersections 
should be evaluated using Synchro. As stated on page 4.16-6 in the DEIR, signalized intersections 
located within the City of Walnut Creek were evaluated following the Contra Costa Transportation 
Authority (CCTA) Technical Procedures, using CCTA version 2.35 software to calculate the 
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6. Written Comments on the RDEIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio and corresponding LOS. The CCTA methodology was used 
consistent with all recent traffic studies conducted within the City of Walnut Creek enabling a 
comparison to, and incorporation of information from, those previous recent transportation studies 
that analyzed the same intersections (see DEIR Appendix G). By using CCTA methodology, 
consistency was maintained when comparing Project’s traffic effects to other development projects 
as well as the requirements of the City of Walnut Creek. Further, this methodology is a standard 
methodology that is frequently employed in the industry, and using this methodology provides 
substantial evidence. 

The commenter is correct in that the Project’s contribution to the SR 24 eastbound/westbound 
ramps/Mt.Diablo Boulevard/Camino Diablo intersection is estimated to be 212 vehicles per hour 
during the PM peak hour. However, those trips would be distributed and the Project is estimated 
to add 38 vehicles to the eastbound Mt. Diablo Boulevard off-ramp and 28 vehicles to the SR 24 
westbound onramp at Mt. Diablo Boulevard. No significant impacts were identified for this 
intersection, and this conclusion is consistent with previous analyses conducted for the City of 
Walnut Creek. 

Similarly, the Project’s contribution to the northbound I-680 on/off ramps/Olympic Boulevard 
intersection would be 103 vehicles during the PM peak hour. Those trips would be distributed and 
are anticipated to add 40 trips to the northbound off-ramp and 24 trips to the northbound on-ramp 
during the PM peak hour. Under Near-Term Plus Project Traffic conditions, the intersection 
would continue to operate within City of Walnut significance thresholds of significance for Level 
of Service and volume-to-capacity ratio. 

In summary, all intersection methodologies were reviewed by Contra Costa County and CCTA 
staff prior to proposed Project analyses. As stated in the DEIR, Project impacts would be less than 
significant at the three study intersections based on the City’s thresholds of significance. See the 
Intersection, Roadway Segment, and Freeway Segment Selection and Analysis section of Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation 
and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment Caltrans-3: 

This comment concerns the potential near-term project impacts at the Olympic Boulevard/I-680 
Northbound Ramp intersection and on northbound I-680 at the same location. As stated on 
page 4.16-24 of the DEIR, this ramp intersection would worsen from LOS D to LOS E during the 
PM peak hour, but the increase in volume/capacity ratio from Project trips (0.02, from 0.91 to 
0.93) would not exceed the threshold of significance set by the City of Walnut Creek. In addition, 
the intersection would continue to operate better than the City’s threshold of LOS E or worse 
(v/c ratio 0.95) for “core area” intersections. Northbound I-680 would operate at LOS C in the 
near term, both with and without the Project, during both the AM and PM peak hours. The 
segment’s measure of effectiveness (based on Caltrans standards) would be maintained, and 
overall LOS would remain unchanged with the Project. Therefore, Project impacts at these 
locations would be less than significant. 
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Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

Response to Comment Caltrans-4: 

By virtue of its design and location, the Project achieves regional vehicle trip reduction. 
Specifically, the Project: 

• Is located near existing transit opportunities (County Connection Routes 1 and 301 and 
Walnut Creek BART Station); 

• Includes density increases relative to the existing land uses; 

• Includes a mix of residential and neighborhood-serving commercial uses; 

• Includes new bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

These strategies are consistent with the most recent State guidance on implementation of SB 743. 
In addition, a Transportation Demand Management Plan will be required per County Ordinance 
Section 82.32.010.  

City of Lafayette, June 13, 2016 (page 6-7) 

Response to Comment Lafayette-1: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-2 and -3 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, 
letter (found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-2: 

See Master Response 2, Aesthetic Analysis, for the explanation as to why the County declined the 
City’s request to install story poles at the Project site.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-3: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-5 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-4: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-6 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-5: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-7 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-6: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-8 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 
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Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

Response to Comment Lafayette-7: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-24 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document).  

Regarding cut-through traffic-related impacts of the Project, the TIA for the MPA, prepared by 
Omni-Means, and found in Appendix F of the RDEIR, further analyzes the Old Tunnel Road-
Saranap Avenue corridor and addresses the potential impact of cut-through traffic diverting from 
SR 24. See the Intersection, Roadway Segment, and Freeway Segment Selection and Analysis, 
and the Diversion of Traffic to Neighborhood Streets sections of Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Lafayette-8: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-10 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-9: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-11 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-10: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-13 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-11: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-14 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-12: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-15 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-13: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-16 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-14: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-17 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 
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Response to Comment Lafayette-15: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-18 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-16: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-20 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-17: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-21 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-18: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-23 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-19: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-24 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-20: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-25 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-21: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-26 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-22: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-27 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-23: 

The Project’s potential impacts related to parks and open space are discussed in Master Response 5, 
Recreation, as well as DEIR Section 4.15, Recreation, and DEIR Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of 
Potential Cumulative Impacts.  

Response to Comment Lafayette-24: 

See Response to Comment Lafayette-29 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 
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Response to Comment Lafayette-25: 

For a discussion of growth inducement and cumulative impacts, see Master Response 4, Growth 
Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. Also see Response to 
Comment Lafayette-5 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter (found in Chapter 5 of 
this Response to Comments Document).  

Response to Comment Lafayette-26: 

See Response to Comments Lafayette-31 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Lafayette-27: 

See Response to Comments Lafayette-32 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter 
(found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document).  

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) June 14, 2016 (page 6-10) 

Response to Comment EBMUD-1: 

The comment provides information on EBMUD’s requirements and protocols regarding 
installation of piping and provision of services in areas where EBMUD staff could be exposed to 
contaminated soils or groundwater. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 includes numerous requirements 
regarding remediation of contaminated soils if they are encountered during Project construction. 

Response to Comment EBMUD-2: 

The comment provides information on EBMUD’s requirements and protocols regarding 
installation of piping and provision of services in areas where EBMUD staff could be exposed to 
hazardous materials such as lead-based coatings and asbestos. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a 
through -1e includes numerous requirements regarding remediation of hazardous materials if they 
are encountered during Project construction. 
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6.3.2 Organizations 

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, July 6, 2016 (page 6-15) 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-1: 

This comment serves as a summary of subsequent comments put forth in this letter. This 
comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable. Refer to Response to Comment Adams and Broadwell-2 through -22 below 
for responses to the environmental issues raised in this comment. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-2: 

The comment incorrectly refers to the analysis in the RDEIR as a revision of the Project analysis in 
the DEIR, when it actually is the analysis of a new alternative, the MPA. The commenter is also 
incorrect in stating that the RDEIR analysis avoids significant construction impact(s) identified in 
the DEIR analysis hence requiring fewer mitigation measures. Neither the Project analyzed in the 
DEIR nor the MPA analyzed in the RDEIR are estimated to exceed the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District’s (BAAQMD) emission thresholds for construction. When the Project 
(which is larger than the MPA) is not expected to result in significant air quality impacts during 
construction (refer to pages 4.3-12 and 4.3-13 of the DEIR), it is not possible that the smaller 
alternative would result in significant impacts even if it is built on the same construction schedule as 
assumed for the Project. Although neither the Project nor the MPA require mitigation measures to 
address construction air quality impacts, both require Mitigation Measures 2a, 2b, and 2c to reduce 
construction toxics impacts to a less-than-significant level. These measures would also reduce the 
already less-than-significant criteria air pollutant emissions during construction.  

It is not arbitrary, uncommon, or necessarily impactful for a project applicant to alter a project 
construction timeline as long as the most conservative possible scenario is evaluated and covered 
in the EIR analysis. As noted in the comment, a reduced construction timeline could result in 
higher estimated average daily emissions. Therefore, the DEIR analysis conservatively assumed 
Project construction in a single 19-month phase. For additional detail, see Response to Comment 
Lafayette-31 of the City of Lafayette’s November 14, 2014, letter (found in Chapter 5 of this 
Response to Comments Document). 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-3: 

With regard to the RDEIR’s presentation of a clear project description, refer to DEIR Chapter 3, 
Project Description, which provides the Project description consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124, Project Description, and thus includes the Project location and site characteristics, 
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existing Project site characteristics, surrounding area characteristics, Project objectives, Project 
characteristics, and discretionary actions. More specifically, refer to page 3-11, within Chapter 3 
of the DEIR, which presents the maximum development envelop anticipated under the Project. 
By presenting, and therefore analyzing this maximum development envelop the DEIR and 
RDEIR thus consider the most conservative analysis of the proposed Project.  

Responses to the Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo November 17, 2014 letter (found in 
Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document) provide additional detail. Regarding 
construction staging, see Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-8. Regarding construction 
traffic, see Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-10. Regarding project water requirements, 
see Response to Comments Adams_Broadwell-5, Adams_Broadwell-9, Adams_Broadwell-11, 
Adams_Broadwell-13, Adams_Broadwell-14, and Adams_Broadwell-19. For potential hazards in 
the soil and proper disposal, see Response to Comments Adams_Broadwell-4 and 
Adams_Broadwell-12. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-4: 

Based on the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, the Project would result in a significant construction 
air quality impact if the quantitative significance thresholds for construction are exceeded. As 
shown in Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR, Project construction emissions would be below these thresholds. 
Hence the DEIR concluded that a less-than-significant impact would occur and no mitigation was 
required. Nonetheless, the County would include the following as a condition of Project approval:  

BAAQMD Basic Construction Mitigation Measures 
The Project applicant shall implement the following applicable BAAQMD Basic Construction 
Mitigation Measures to reduce emissions of fugitive dust and equipment exhaust: 

• All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and 
unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day. 

• All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered.  

• All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet 
power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is 
prohibited. 

• All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 

• All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as 
possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or 
soil binders are used. 

• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic 
and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

• Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the 
Lead Agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective 
action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure 
compliance with applicable regulations. 
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Potential effects of the environment on a Project are legally not required to be analyzed or 
mitigated under CEQA. This was reiterated by the California Supreme Court’s December 17, 
2015, decision in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District. Consequently, the cumulative TAC impacts of the existing sources in the Project’s 
vicinity to the Project’s receptors is not required to be analyzed or mitigated under CEQA. 
Nevertheless, Tables 15 and 16 of DEIR Appendix B show the estimated exposure of the 
Project’s on-site receptors to cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations for informational purposes. 
The combined cancer risk from existing sources in the Project vicinity would be 28 in one 
million, well below the 100 in one million cumulative threshold. Therefore, the impact of existing 
TAC sources to the Project’s receptors would be less than significant. For additional discussion 
on the DEIR analysis of TACs, see Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-10, below. 

For discussion on assumed number of haul trips during the demolition phase, see Response to 
Comment Adams_Broadwell-13, below. 

The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-5: 

See Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-16 of the Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
comment letter dated November 17, 2014 (found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments 
Document). The response addresses the DEIR’s analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-6: 

See Responses to Comments Adams_Broadwell-4, -12, and -17 of the Adams Broadwell Joseph 
& Cardozo (Adams_Broadwell) comment letter dated November 17, 2014 (found in Chapter 5 of 
this Response to Comments Document). The responses address the DEIR’s analysis of hazardous 
materials associated with the past removal of the underground storage tanks.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-7: 

This comment concerns the CEQA Guidelines, specifically Appendix G, Section X, Land Use, 
which asks whether a project would conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  

County Ordinance Code Chapter 84-66, P-1 Planned Unit District, requires minimum acreages 
for Planned Unit (P-1) zoning districts, including a 15-acre minimum for mixed-use districts. 
Policy 6.3 of the County General Plan Housing Element identifies this minimum acreage 
requirement as a constraint to the development of adequate housing and calls for its elimination. 
Until this requirement is eliminated from the zoning code, variances can be granted to allow P-1 
districts that do not meet the minimum acreage. The County has granted several variances 
allowing for smaller P-1 districts, primarily to facilitate infill development. The County’s 
requirement pertaining to the appropriate acreage for a mixed-use development reflects a 
particular approach to land use planning; it is not a regulation adopted for the purpose of 
protecting the environment. Accordingly, that fact that the Project does not meet the minimum 
acreage requirement for a P-1 district is not a significant environmental impact under CEQA.  
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Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-8: 

See response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-2 in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments 
Document. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-9: 

See response to Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-4, above. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-10: 

The impact of the environment (existing permitted stationary sources, major roadways and 
highways, and construction emissions from the Project within 1,000 feet of the Project site) are 
evaluated in the cumulative air quality discussion on Chapter 5, pages 5-7 and 5-8 of the DEIR. 
The commenter is using the incorrect significance threshold in stating that cancer risks from two 
nearby sources (SR 24 and Hull Walnut Creek Chapel) will exceed the individual-source 
significance threshold of 10 in1 million for on-sight receptors. When assessing the impact of 
existing and future sources on receptors (existing or introduced by a project), which is typically 
done as part of the cumulative analysis, the appropriate thresholds to be used are 100 in a million 
for Cancer Risk, 10 for Chronic Hazard Index and 0.8 µg/m3 for PM2.5 concentration. The 
individual-source thresholds are used to evaluate the impact of the Project’s TAC emissions on 
the existing receptors as discussed in pages 4.3-14 through 4.3-16 of the DEIR. 

The TAC impact of emissions from SR 24 was analyzed using the BAAQMD’s Highway 
Analysis Screening Tool. As shown in Table 16 in Appendix B: Air Quality Reports of the DEIR, 
emissions from each of the SR 24 ramps as well as the Highway itself have been considered and 
the risks were calculated using the BAAQMD’s Highway Analysis Screening Tool. The Project 
site is located near the junction of SR 24 and I-680. The distance of 735 feet to SR 24, which the 
commenter questions, refers to the Project site’s distance to the westbound lanes continuing from 
I-680 as SR 24. The eastbound lanes of Highway branch off into three ramps towards I-680 
North, I-680 South, and Mount Diablo Boulevard. The impact from traffic on these three 
eastbound ramps as well as the two westbound ramps from Mount Diablo Boulevard and I-680 
North have all been considered separately. The risk associated with these is summed up to get the 
total risk from SR 24. This risk was considered in the cumulative scenario along with permitted 
stationary sources within 1,000 feet of the site, as well as impacts from Project construction and 
compared to the BAAQMD’s cumulative thresholds. The impact was found to be less than 
significant (see Chapter 5, pages 5-7 and 5-8). 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-11: 

In peer reviewing the technical analysis for air quality and greenhouse gases, the County’s EIR 
consultant, ESA, determined it had more than sufficient information to peer review and confirm 
the analysis based on the summary tables that were attached to the technical reports (see 
appendices B and D to the DEIR). However, the detailed computer output files are attached as 
Appendix A to this Response to Comments Document. The information in the detailed computer 
output files was adequately reported in the summary tables and confirms the conclusions stated in 
the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-12: 

The unmitigated emissions calculation assumes all Tier 3 construction equipment. If the 
construction fleet were to include a combination of Tier 2 and 3 equipment, uncontrolled 
emissions would be higher. The Project proposes use of Tier 3 equipment and thus Tier 3 
equipment was assumed for the uncontrolled scenario calculated in the air quality technical report 
(see Appendix B to the DEIR). However, to ensure that Tier 3 equipment is used, Mitigation 
Measure AIR-2a sets the following performance standard:  

Contractors shall be required, as a condition of contract, to only operate construction 
equipment with Tier 4 engines or CARB-certified Level 3 Verified Diesel Emission 
Control System (VDECS), such as a diesel particulate filter (DPF), installed on Tier 3 
equipment…At a minimum, these Tier 4 protections shall be implemented on all skip 
loaders, loaders, forklifts, and air compressors used by contractors.  

The mitigation measure requires other equipment to still be Tier 3 equipment with CARB-
verified diesel emission control strategies, such as diesel particulate filters, which have found to 
reduce diesel particulate matter in combustion exhaust by up to 85 percent. Implementation of 
this mitigation measure would not only mitigate health risk impacts, but also reduce emissions of 
criteria pollutant emissions from construction activities (as noted in the impact discussion on 
DEIR page 4.3-12).  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-13: 

The comment claims that the number of haul trips during the demolition phase of Project 
construction was underestimated. In a conservative and good faith estimate, the Project sponsor, 
HEG, assumed 60 haul trips during the demolition phase of Project construction.  

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-14: 

In the responses to the Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo comment letter dated November 17, 
2014, found in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comments Document, see Response to Comment 
Adams_Broadwell-5 and Adams_Broadwell-14 regarding existing conditions at Blade Court, and 
Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-13 regarding water quality and Suisun Bay. See also 
Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-19, which address stormwater drainage features. It 
would be premature at this stage of planning to have detailed designs of drainage features, 
however, as noted in the DEIR on page 4.9-11, the Project could potentially decrease the total 
flows offsite during peak storm events or at most slightly increase flows. Regardless, the existing 
conditions contain no LID features and thus with no net increase in stormwater flows, the 
implementation of any feasible LID features would provide a likely improvement over existing 
conditions. 

While the commenter is correct in that the County has the option of exempting the Project from 
using 100 percent LID features, it cannot exempt the Project from meeting the Contra Costa 
Clean Water Program and the NPDES MS4 permit requirements. The Project must achieve water 
quality standards, and the methods of doing so won’t affect that obligation; water leaving the 
Project site will be cleaner post-project than it is today. Nonetheless, the Project was studied with 
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non-LID treatment methods because it was only conceptual and 100 percent LID treatment was 
not assured (see Appendix E to DEIR, Hydrology and Hydraulics Report 5/8/2014, Executive 
Summary). As discussed under DEIR Impact 4.9-1, any non-LID measures would be those 
acceptable to the Public Works Department and would also be located within the Project site. As 
such, the potential for non-LID methods, rather than LID methods, to ensure compliance with 
water quality standards was considered in the DEIR and no significant environmental impacts 
were found. That said, concurrent with the environmental review process, drainage features for 
the MPA are under development and current designs show feasibility for 100 percent LID 
methods to ensure that stormwater leaving the site will meet water quality standards. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-15: 

See Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-7 above. 

Response to Comment Adams_Broadwell-16: 

This comment summarizes concerns raised by other commenters on the DEIR and states 
concurrence. This comment qualifies as a General Comment; it is noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider 
the Project. 

Saranap Homeowners Organization, July 04, 2016 (page 6-46) 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-1: 
This comment serves as a summary of subsequent comments put forth in this letter and qualifies 
as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information already considered in 
the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy 
of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical environment under the 
purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in 
Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the 
DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when 
applicable. Refer to Response to Comment Saranap Homeowners Organization-2 through -13, 
below, for responses to the environmental issues raised in this comment. 

Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of Lafayette, refer to 
Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-2: 

See Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-2 for the Saranap Homeowners 
Organization comment letter dated November 17, 2014, found in Chapter 5 of this Response to 
Comments Document. 
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Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-3: 

See Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-3 for the Saranap Homeowners 
Organization comment letter dated November 17, 2014, found in Chapter 5 of this Response to 
Comments Document. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-4: 

See Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-6 for the Saranap Homeowners 
Organization comment letter dated November 17, 2014, found in Chapter 5 of this Response to 
Comments Document. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-5: 

See Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-7 for the Saranap Homeowners 
Organization comment letter dated November 17, 2014, found in Chapter 5 of this Response to 
Comments Document. As noted, the RDEIR includes an updated analysis of the Project’s impacts 
related to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. The 
visual simulations within the RDEIR Section 4.1 represent the Project, including the relocated oak 
tree, whereas the aesthetics impacts of the MPA are analyzed in RDEIR Section 6.5, Mitigated Plan 
Alternative and Analysis.  

The simulation of the Project from Viewpoint 4 on page 4.1-8 of the RDEIR correctly shows the 
large oak tree relocated to the roundabout, since that relocation is proposed as part of the Project. 
Because the relocated oak tree is part of the Project, it would be inappropriate to omit the tree from 
the visual simulation. The commenter may intend to refer to the MPA, which does not include 
relocation of that tree. A simulation of the MPA from Viewpoint 4 appears in the RDEIR on 
page 6-22. This simulation shows a typical landscape tree, rather than the large oak, in the traffic 
circle near Flora. This typical landscape tree does not shield substantial portions of the buildings of 
the MPA, and so is not critical to the analysis of aesthetic impacts. Subsequent refinements of the 
MPA design resulted in substitution of a median for the traffic circle near Flora. See RDEIR, 
page 6-1 and Figure 6.5-1. 

With regard to the analysis of height and bulk, this is a land use and planning issue, which is 
addressed under Section 4-10, Land Use, of the DEIR, and specifically page 4.10-7, and 
Table 4.10-1, which present a comparison of the General Plan goals and policies that ensure the 
protection of environmental resources with the features of the Project. General Plan consistency 
findings also will be considered by County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) during public hearings on the Project. 

Additionally, see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, which includes a revised mitigation 
measure incorporating additional height reductions to building height on Site A, to ensure that 
neither the Project nor any of the alternatives substantially degrades the existing visual character or 
quality of the Project site or vicinity. 
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Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-6: 

Potential concerns regarding a parking garage on Site A, for either the Project or the MPA, are 
addressed in Response to Comment Bell_T-1, below. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-7: 

See Response to Comment Adams and Broadwell-16 within Chapter 5 of this Response to 
Comment Document.  

With regard to the comment’s suggestion that an additional alternative be studied of a reduced 
density to mitigate these impacts, this comment concerns the adequacy of the DEIR alternatives 
analysis. Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No Project/No Build 
Alternative [required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)]; 2) No Project/Rehabilitation 
Alternative; 3) Reduced Project Alternative (RPA); 4) General Plan Buildout Alternative; and 
5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA). Alternative 2, 3, 4, and 5 all present alternatives with reduced 
density. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-8: 

This comment is similar to comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-6. See the response to 
that comment above. See Response to Comment Hahn_B-3 in Chapter 5 of this Response to 
Comment Document. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-9: 

This comment is similar to comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-5. See the response to 
that comment above. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-10: 

This comment regarding growth inducement and/or cumulative analysis is addressed in Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Analysis. Also refer 
to page 5-2 of Chapter 5, Other Considerations, of the DEIR, which presents the DEIR analysis 
of growth inducing impacts, pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Specifically, see the discussion under the subheading, Precedent and Inducement of Growth, 
within Master Response 4, which includes a discussion of the effects of the increase in population 
at the local level. For analysis of a less dense alternative, see Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives, 
in the DEIR along with the supplement to this chapter in the RDEIR.  

To the extent that this comment does not pertain to the physical environment or the adequacy of 
the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR, this comment is noted and will be taken into account by County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project. See Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses General Comments, and 
refers the reader to the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR. 
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Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-11: 

This comment regarding growth inducement and/or cumulative analysis is addressed in Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency and Cumulative Analysis. Also refer 
to page 5-2 of Chapter 5, Other Considerations, of the DEIR, which presents the DEIR analysis 
of growth inducing impacts, pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines. For 
analysis of a less dense alternative, see Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives, in the DEIR along 
with the supplement to this chapter in the RDEIR.  

The commenter suggests the effects of the Project on the reclassified Boulevard Way were not 
analyzed. The RDEIR includes Section 4.18, Analysis of Boulevard Way Reclassification and 
General Plan Text Amendment, that addresses any significant environmental impacts of the 
change to the Project description to include reclassifying Boulevard Way from “arterial” to 
“collector.” The analysis in this section is applicable to the Project and all alternatives and the 
conclusion is that the change would result in no impact to any of the CEQA topic areas. 

For an analysis of transportation and traffic related effects of the Project on the Boulevard Way, 
see Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along 
with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-12: 

This comment concerns the adequacy of the DEIR/RDEIR alternatives analysis and requests 
analysis of a “General Plan-compliant” alternative. DEIR Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives, 
presents four Project alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, Consideration 
and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The RDEIR presents and analyzes a fifth 
Project alternative. CEQA does not require boundless alternative considerations. As stated on DEIR 
page 6-1, the “range of alternatives” is governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to 
set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the 
decision-making body and informed public participation [CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)]. Pursuant 
to the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. Of those, the County is required to examine those 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic Project objectives. Alternatives presented and 
analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No Project/No Build Alternative [required under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)]; 2) No Project/Rehabilitation Alternative; 3) Reduced Project 
Alternative; 4) General Plan Buildout Alternative; and 5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA). The 
General Plan Buildout Alternative is the alternative requested in this comment. 

Response to Comment Saranap_Homeowners_Organization-13: 

See Response to Comment Saranap Homeowners Organization-13 for the Saranap Homeowners 
Organization comment letter dated November 17, 2014, found in Chapter 5 of this Response to 
Comments Document. 
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6.3.3 Individuals 

Aggazzi_Bob July 6, 2016 (page 6-55) 

Response to Comment Agazzi_B-1: 

The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Agazzi_B-2: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Agazzi_B-3: 

This comment regarding growth inducement and the Project’s consistency with the County 
General Plan is addressed in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, 
and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

Anonymous July 1, 2016 (page 6-55) 

Response to Comment Anonymous-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-2: 

For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and 
editorializes. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers when they 
consider the Project. Regarding the “limited” scope of the RDEIR, the MPA is smaller than the 
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Project in terms of residential units and commercial square footage. Thus, the DEIR analysis of 
the larger Project sufficiently analyzed the potential impacts of the smaller MPA. Also, the 
County acknowledges the DEIR’s flawed analysis of the Project’s aesthetic impacts. DEIR 
Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, was corrected in the RDEIR for the purpose of providing an accurate 
analysis of the Project. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-3: 

See Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact 
Analysis. Regarding minimum acreages for Planned Unit (P-1) zoning districts, see Response to 
Comment Adams_Broadwell-7, above. 

Response to Comment Anonymous-4: 

This comment regarding growth inducement and the DEIR/RDEIR cumulative impact analysis is 
addressed in Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative 
Impact Analysis. As described in Master Response 4, under subheading, Assumptions for the 
Cumulative Analyses, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, Discussion of Cumulative 
Impacts, a cumulative impact analysis should include either a list of past, present, and probable 
future projects, or a summary of projections contained in an adopted local planning document, 
such as a General Plan. The DEIR/RDEIR cumulative impact analysis includes both. As far as 
“probable” future projects are concerned, as explained in Master Response 4, it is highly speculative 
to assume that if the Project is approved, then the stretch of Boulevard Way east of the Project site 
will necessarily redevelop in a similar manner. For that reason, the “copy-cat” growth described in 
the comment was not factored into the cumulative analysis. Furthermore, the concerns regarding the 
methodology and assumptions used to assess cumulative traffic-related impacts of the Project are 
addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-5: 
DEIR Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives, presents four Project alternatives consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed 
Project. The RDEIR presents and analyzes a fifth Project alternative. CEQA does not require 
boundless alternative considerations. As stated on DEIR page 6-1, the “range of alternatives” is 
governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives 
necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body and informed 
public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the 
alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the Project. Of those, the County is required to examine those which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic Project objectives. 

Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No Project/No Build 
Alternative (required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]); 2) No Project/Rehabilitation 
Alternative; 3) Reduced Project Alternative; 4) General Plan Buildout Alternative; and 
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5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA). The RDEIR analysis of the MPA is supplemental to, not a 
replacement of, the DEIR alternatives analysis.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-6: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents information already 
considered in the DEIR/RDEIR analysis as well as opinions. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers when they consider the Project. The issues discussed in this 
comment (traffic, noise, aesthetics, etc.) are addressed in Master Responses 2 and 3 in this 
Response to Comments Document and the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-7: 

This comment regarding roundabouts does not pertain to the physical environment or the 
adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR, this comment is noted and will be taken into 
account by County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they 
consider the Project. Please see Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses General 
Comments, and refers the reader to the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-8: 

This comment relates to the modifications to Boulevard Way and concern related elements 
including lane reduction, parking, site access, loading, and pedestrian access that could generate a 
traffic bottleneck. Comments relating to the methodology and assumptions used to assess the 
potential significant adverse traffic and transportation related impacts of the Project are addressed 
in Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along 
with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. Master Reponse 3 also 
provides a specific response to modifications along Boulevard Way. 

To extent this comment offers opinion of the development and does not pertain to the physical 
environment or the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR, this comment is noted and will 
be taken into account by County decision-makers ( Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Please see Master Response 1, General Comments, 
which addresses General Comments, and refers the reader to the appropriate topical sections of 
the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-9: 

This comment relates to the modifications to Boulevard Way with specific concerns related to 
diagonal parking and methodology for analysis. Comments relating to the methodology and 
assumptions used to assess the potential significant adverse traffic and transportation related 
impacts of the Project are addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, 
as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of 
Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and 
RDEIR. Master Reponse 3 also provides a specific response to modifications along Boulevard 
Way. 
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To the extent this comment offers opinion of the development and does not pertain to the physical 
environment or the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR, this comment is noted and will 
be taken into account by County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Please see Master Response 1, General Comments, 
which addresses General Comments, and refers the reader to the appropriate topical sections of 
the DEIR/RDEIR.  

Response to Comment Anonymous-10: 

This comment regarding growth inducement and/or cumulative analysis is addressed in Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Analysis. 
Specifically, see the discussion under the subheading, Precedent and Inducement of Growth, 
within Master Response 4. Also refer to page 5-2 of DEIR Chapter 5, Other Considerations, 
which presents the DEIR analysis of growth inducing impacts, pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of 
the CEQA Guidelines.  

The concerns regarding the methodology and assumptions used to assess the adverse traffic and 
transportation related impacts of the Project is addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and 
Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR.  

To the extent that this comment does not pertain to the physical environment or the adequacy of 
the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR, this comment is noted and will be taken into account by County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project. Please see Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses General Comments, 
and refers the reader to the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR. 

Bell_Todd June 22, 2016 (page 6-66) 

Response to Comment Bell_T-1: 

A portion of this comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present 
information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated 
evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the 
physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or 
speculation; or 5) editorialize. To the extent that this is a General Comment, it is noted and will 
be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in greater detail in Master 
Response 1, General Comments. 

Regarding the topics of precedent and growth inducement, see Master Response 4, Growth 
Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

With regard to the comment’s concern for the Site A parking structure’s impact on residents in 
terms of exhaust fumes, the County notes that cars using the parking structure could add to a 
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localized increase in air pollutants. Carbon monoxide (CO) emissions from incomplete combustion 
of fuel during cold start and idling would be the primary pollutant of concern in parking garages. 
The BAAQMD Revised Draft Options and Justification Report for CEQA Thresholds of 
Significance identifies a proxy threshold of 550 pounds per day of CO from vehicle emissions for a 
potential exceedance of CO ambient air quality standards. As shown in the CalEEMod model (see 
DEIR Appendix A), the Project is estimated to generate 120.5 pounds per day of CO. The new daily 
vehicle trips estimated for the MPA would be reduced when compared with the Project (3,885 trips 
versus 4,998) and thus pounds per day of CO also would be reduced. The Project and the MPA 
pounds per day of CO would be substantially below the proxy threshold. A project could create a 
carbon monoxide “hot spot” if it were to increase traffic volumes at an affected intersection to more 
than 44,000 vehicles per hour. The MPA, however, would generate nearly 4,000 vehicle trips per 
day. While sensitive receptors at the Vista Palms Apartments (1162 – 1172 Saranap Avenue) are 
located adjacent to the proposed 315-space parking garage, a violation of the carbon monoxide 
ambient air quality standard would not occur because traffic volumes associated with the MPA 
would be too low. Also see Response to Comment Anonymous-13, in Chapter 5 above, for 
additional discussion of impacts related to air quality. 

With regard to the comment’s concern for noise generated by users of the garage, noise from 
activities at the parking structure such as opening and closing of doors, engines starting and 
accelerating, sounding of horns, squealing tires, and vehicle alarms would be distributed 
throughout the hours of operation and take place at different locations within the parking 
structure. Therefore, such noises are not likely to cumulatively add up and carry through to the 
nearby sensitive receptors. In addition, distance to the adjacent receptors would attenuate any 
noise that carries outside the parking structure. This noise impact would be felt more within the 
parking structure and not as much at the adjacent sensitive receptors. Further, the activity at the 
parking garage would be significantly less during nighttime hours. Similarly, noise associated 
with loading and unloading, customers talking, etc. would primarily take place during daytime 
hours when the ambient noise level at the Project site and the adjacent receptors would be higher. 
Therefore, although some nuisance noise may be audible at times from the nearby receptors off-
site, given the distributed nature of these noise sources, the cumulative noise level would not be 
significant enough to result in a significant impact under CEQA. 

The commenter also postulates that vehicle lights from Site A garage traffic would be visible 
from the Vista Palms Apartments (1162 – 1172 Saranap Avenue) private decks and living spaces. 
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Question I.d reads as follows: “Would the project … Create a 
new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area?” While it is likely that vehicle lights using the Site A garage could be visible from further 
north along Saranap Avenue including the Vista Palms Apartments (1162 – 1172 Saranap 
Avenue), these light sources would be intermittent and only noticeable during the brief period of 
time required for vehicles to travel along Saranap Avenue or to their parking destination. Such a 
change to nighttime lighting is within the range of attributes normally expected for a mixed-use 
project on an infill site, would not be considered substantial, would not be disruptive to nighttime 
views in the area, and would not result in a significant impact under CEQA.  
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As noted through this Response to Comments Document, CEQA Guidelines Section 15382, 
Significant Effect on the Environment, defines a significant effect on the environment as “a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the 
area affected by the Project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance. Aesthetic changes in the viewshed of public streets 
and sidewalks do not necessarily represent a substantial change, a substantial adverse change, or a 
substantial adverse effect on a protected scenic vista. Further, for all potential impacts, including 
those related to aesthetics, CEQA only requires mitigation of potentially substantial adverse 
changes in the physical environment.2 

In addition, as noted in Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, the County’s analysis is limited 
to the visual impacts that would be experienced from public places, not from private property. 
Comments relating to changes in views from private vantage points, such as balconies or living 
rooms located at nearby apartment or condominium buildings, are noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers when they consider the Project (see Master Response 1), but are not a 
consideration under CEQA. 

In summary, regarding the MPA’s relationship to the Vista Palms Apartments, the RDEIR 
analysis found no significant noise, odor, or air pollutant impacts associated with the Site A 
garage itself. Aesthetic impacts, including impacts to views, were analyzed from public locations, 
as private views are not protected under CEQA or the County General Plan or zoning code. 
Further, neither CEQA nor County regulations provide protections for access to sunlight. That 
being said, when considering the merits of a project, the County assesses compatibility with 
adjacent properties. The County would not approve the open garage proposed by the Project 
applicant as part of the MPA. The County would impose a condition to require enclosure of all 
but the uppermost (roof) level of the garage to help maintain the quality of life for Vista Palms 
residents by further reducing the less-than-significant noise, odor, and air pollutant impacts. The 
County would also require significant landscaping to soften the appearance of the enclosed 
garage.  

Regarding the issue of pedestrian and bicycle safety, see Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation. Also see Master Response 1, where the issues of nexus and proportionality are 
discussed. 

Regarding a potential adverse change to the existing visual character of the Saranap area, see 
Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, which provides additional information on the 
conclusions of the aesthetics analysis and includes new mitigation to further reduce the size of the 
Project. 

                                                      
2 Public Resources Code Sections 21151, 21060.5, 21068. 
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Breed_Martha June 17, 2016 (page 6-67) 

Response to Comment Breed_M_1-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and about pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Breed_Martha June 20, 2016 (page 6-67) 

Response to Comment Breed_M_2-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Changaris_Linda June 30, 2016 (page 6-68) 
Response to Comment Changaris_L-1:The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to 
previously. See response to Comment Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the 
Project and MPA proposals, the Site A parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Chuckovich_Carole June 30, 2016 (page 6-69) 

Response to Comment Chuckovich_C-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Chuckovich_C-2: 

This comment regarding the adequacy of alternatives is addressed in DEIR Chapter 6, Analysis of 
Alternatives, which presents four Project alternatives consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The 
RDEIR presents and analyzes a fifth Project alternative. CEQA does not require boundless 
alternative considerations. As stated on DEIR page 6-1, the “range of alternatives” is governed by 
the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit 
an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body and informed public participation 
[CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)]. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives shall be 
limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
Project. Of those, the County is required to examine those which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic Project objectives. 
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Alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIR/RDEIR include: 1) No Project/No Build 
Alternative [required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)]; 2) No Project/Rehabilitation 
Alternative; 3) Reduced Project Alternative; 4) General Plan Buildout Alternative; and 
5) Mitigated Plan Alternative (MPA). The General Plan Buildout Alternative, which is consistent 
with the existing General Plan allowances for height, is essentially the alternative requested in 
this comment.  

Response to Comment Chuckovich_C-3: 

The RDEIR includes an updated analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. The primary purpose of the visual simulations is to depict general building scale and 
massing, not architectural details or colors. The building mass depicted in the simulations 
represents the outside parameters of the Project. The simulations are conservative because some 
of the building mass depicted would not be present in the final architectural designs. 

Response to Comment Chuckovich_C-4: 

This comment regarding impacts to police protection services and schools is addressed under 
DEIR Section 4.14, Public Services. Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on page 4.14.-5, which estimates that 
the Project would result in a 0.4 percent increase in the Sheriff’s Office service population. This 
increase would not result in a significant impact to facilities or response times.  

Impacts to schools are addressed under the same discussion on DEIR page 4.14.-5. The Project-
generated student population was estimated to be approximately 78 students comprised of 
approximately 36 high school students and 42 elementary students. As stated in the DEIR, by 
complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, the Project would fully mitigate the potential effect of new 
students on public school facilities, including impacts on Acalanes High School. Furthermore, 
refer to Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses opportunities for public service 
providers to submit comments on the adequacy of the environmental review.  

Response to Comment Chuckovich_C-5: 

The specific safety issues mentioned in this comment were addressed in the DEIR analysis and 
the commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the analysis is flawed. See Master 
Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation 
and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated 
technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Chuckovich_C-6: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
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Craner_Miriam June 29, 2016 (page 6-69) 

Response to Comment Craner_M-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and about pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Culler_Beth July 2, 2016 (page 6-70) 

Response to Comment Culler_B-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  

Regarding the Project’s potential to set precedent or induce further growth in the area, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Culler_Timothy July 5, 2016 (page 6-70) 

Response to Comment Culler_T-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  

Curtis_Jacqueline June 17, 2016 (page 6-71) 

Response to Comment Curtis_J-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 
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Curtis_Randy July 2, 2016 (page 6-71) 

Response to Comment Curtis_R-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  

Regarding the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan and its potential to set 
precedent or induce further growth in the area, see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, 
General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

For analysis of a smaller and less dense alternative, see DEIR Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives, 
along with RDEIR Chapter 6, which supplements the DEIR chapter. 

Doyle_Kathy June 30, 2016 (page 6-72) 

Response to Comment Doyle_K_1-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Doyle_K_1-2: 

The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Doyle_K_1-3: 

This comment regarding school impacts is addressed under DEIR Section 4.14, Public Services. 
Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project-generated student 
population of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high school students and 
42 elementary students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, the Project would fully 
mitigate the potential effect of new students on public school facilities, including impacts on 
Acalanes High School. Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, General Comments, which 
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addresses opportunities for public service providers to submit comments on the adequacy of the 
environmental review.  

Doyle_Kathy June 30, 2016 (page 6-72) 

Response to Comment Doyle_K_2-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Ellerbrock_Jacob July 5, 2016 (page 6-73) 

Response to Comment Ellerbrock_J-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  

Regarding the Project’s potential to set precedent or induce further growth in the area, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Ellerbrock_J-2: 

The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Fields_Rachel July 4, 2016 (page 6-73) 

Response to Comment Fields_R-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  
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Regarding the Project’s potential to set precedent or induce further growth in the area, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Fields_R-2: 

The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Fields_R-3: 

Regarding the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan and its potential to set 
precedent or induce further growth in the area, see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, 
General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Fields_R-4: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Grassini_Stacy June 20, 2016 (page 6-74) 

Response to Comment Grassini_S-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Grassini_S-2: 

This comment regarding the potential adverse traffic and transportation related impacts of the 
Project is addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative 
Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Grassini_S-3: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it editorializes. This comment is noted 
and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  
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Grisier_Mary July 1, 2016 (page 6-75) 

Response to Comment Grisier_M-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Grossman_Ruth July 5, 2016 (page 6-75) 

Response to Comment Grossman_R-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Grossman_R-2: 

Regarding the Project’s potential to set precedent or induce further growth in the area, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Grossman_R-3: 

The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A detailed explanation of the 
methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the 
RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Response to Comment Grossman_R-4: 

Regarding the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan, see Master Response 4, 
Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Grossman_R-5: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents information already 
considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR as well as opinions. This comment is noted and 
will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) 
when they consider the Project. See the discussion of nexus and proportionality in Master 
Response 1.  
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Hotchkiss_Ed July 2, 2016 (page 6-76) 

Response to Comment Hotchkiss_E-1: 

For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 
1) present information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present 
unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not 
pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions 
or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in 
the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Regarding the visual simulations, the RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s 
impacts related to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the 
DEIR. A detailed explanation of the methodology for generating the visual simulations is 
included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics 
Analysis.  

Johnson_Patty May 9, 2016 (page 6-76) 

Response to Comment Johnson_P-1: 

This comment regarding school impacts is addressed under Section 4.14, Public Services. Refer 
to Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project-generated student population 
of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high school students and 42 
elementary students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, the Project would fully 
mitigate the potential effect of new students on public school facilities, including impacts on 
Acalanes High School. Furthermore, refer to Master Response 1, General Comments, which 
addresses opportunities for public service providers to submit comments on the adequacy of the 
environmental review.  

Jurgens_Anna June 20, 2016 (page 6-77) 

Response to Comment Jurgens_A-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Jurgens_Roland July 3, 2016 (page 6-77) 

Response to Comment Jurgens_R-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 
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Kelly_Darren July 6, 2016 (page 6-78) 

Response to Comment Kelly_D-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Kersey_John June 23, 2016 (page 6-78) 

Response to Comment Kersey_J-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Marshall_Scott June 24, 2016 (page 6-79) 

Response to Comment Marshall_S-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Massey_Gayle-Peters July 6, 2016 (page 6-79) 

Response to Comment Massey_G-1: 

For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 
1) present information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present 
unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not 
pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions 
or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the 
Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in 
the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Regarding the visual simulations, the RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s 
impacts related to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the 
DEIR. A detailed explanation of the methodology for generating the visual simulations is 
included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics 
Analysis.  
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McKee_Dorothy June 18, 2016 (page 6-80) 

Response to Comment McKee_D-1: 

For the most part, this comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 
1) present information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present 
unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not 
pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or 
speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-
makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the 
appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) 
when applicable.  

Regarding the Project’s potential to set precedent or induce further growth in the area, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Regarding the visual simulations, the RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts 
related to aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. A 
detailed explanation of the methodology for generating the visual simulations is included on 
pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the RDEIR. Also see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis.  

Merhoff_Eric (1) July 6, 2016 (page 6-80) 

Response to Comment Merhoff_E_1-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Merhoff_E_1-2: 

Regarding the Project’s potential to set precedent or induce further growth in the area, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Merhoff_E_1-3: 

The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. The RDEIR also includes an 
analysis of the MPA’s visual impacts. A detailed explanation of the methodology for generating 
the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the RDEIR. Also see Master 
Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, and Response to Comment Bell_T-1, which includes additional 
discussion on the treatment of visual impacts as they relate to private properties.  
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Response to Comment Merhoff_E_1-4: 

Regarding the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan, see Master Response 4, 
Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Merhoff_E_1-5: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents information already 
considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR as well as opinions. This comment is noted and 
will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) 
when they consider the Project. See the discussion of nexus and proportionality in Master 
Response 1.  

Response to Comment Merhoff_E_1-6: 

This comment regarding bicycle safety is addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, along with 
associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR.  

Merhoff_Eric (2) July 6, 2016 (page 6-81) 

Response to Comment Merhoff_E_2-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Milanfar_Shahrad June 27, 2016 (page 6-81) 

Response to Comment Milanfar_S-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Murphy_Linda July 6, 2016 (page 6-82) 

Response to Comment Murphy_L-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable.  
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Response to Comment Murphy_L-2: 

Regarding the Project’s potential to set precedent or induce further growth in the area, see Master 
Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Murphy_L-3: 

The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. The RDEIR also includes an 
analysis of the MPA’s visual impacts. A detailed explanation of the methodology for generating 
the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the RDEIR. Also see Master 
Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, and Response to Comment Bell_T-1, which includes additional 
discussion on the treatment of visual impacts as they relate to private properties.  

Response to Comment Murphy_L-4: 

Regarding the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan, see Master Response 4, 
Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Response to Comment Murphy_L-5: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents information already considered 
in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR as well as opinions. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they 
consider the Project. See the discussion of nexus and proportionality in Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment Murphy_L-6: 

This comment regarding bicycle safety is addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, along with 
associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. Specifically, see the discussion 
under subheadings, Parking and Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Consistency and Safety, in Master 
Response 3. 

Ogg_Ronald June 20, 2016 (page 6-82) 

Response to Comment Ogg_P-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Rayden_Mary July 6, 2016 (page 6-83) 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
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environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) when applicable. 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-2: 

This comment concerns the methodology, assumptions, and mitigations considered relating to the 
potential significant adverse traffic and transportation related impacts of the Project. As discussed 
on page 4.16-17 and 4.16-18 of the DEIR, trip generation was calculated for each land use 
proposed as part of the Project (not just residential) and includes all trips made by employees, 
residents, and visitors. As such, the traffic analysis takes into account all land uses included as 
part of the Project. This comment is addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation 
Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Subsection 5.4.3, Areas 
of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and 
RDEIR. With regard to the comment’s concern for implementation of commute trip reduction 
programs, as included under Impact 4.7-2 of the DEIR, refer to Response to Comment 
Adams_Broadwell-16 in Chapter 5 of this Response to Comment Document which describes 
implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-2. 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-3: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and information that 
does not pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Response to Comment Rayden_M-4: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents information already 
considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR and editorializes. This comment is noted and will 
be forwarded to County decision-makers when they consider the Project. The County notes that 
under the MPA, the (oak) tree mentioned in this comment would not be relocated from Site B.  

Response to Comment Rayden_M-5: 

The comment claims the DEIR/RDEIR analysis inaccurately looked at the dry season and that 
there are other geologic concerns. See response to Comment Rayden_M-7 in Chapter 5 of this 
Response to Comments Document. 

Response to Comment Rayden_M-6: 

The proposed reclassification of Boulevard Way from “arterial” to “collector” does not require 
approval by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as the comment suggests. 
The RDEIR was circulated to the cities of Walnut Creek and Lafayette, the Contra Costa 
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Transportation Authority’s Southwest Area Transportation Committee, and Caltrans. No 
comments were received regarding the proposed reclassification.  

Response to Comment Rayden_M-7: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions and information that 
does not pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

Redmond_Mark July 3, 2016 (page 6-84) 

Response to Comment Redmond_M-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Redmond_M-2: 

The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. The RDEIR also includes an 
analysis of the MPA’s visual impacts. A detailed explanation of the methodology for generating 
the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the RDEIR. Also see Master 
Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis. 

Response to Comment Redmond_M-3: 

Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, and June 13, 2016, letters from the City of 
Lafayette, refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through -32 in Chapter 5, and Response to 
Comment Lafayette-1 through -27 in Chapter 6, which address the City of Lafayette’s concerns.  

Roberts_Corinne July 2, 2016 (page 6-84) 

Responses to Comments Roberts_C-1 through Roberts_C-5: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Responses to 
Comments Merhoff_E-1 through Merhoff_E-5. 
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Rogers_Kathy June 23, 2016 (page 6-85) 

Response to Comment Rogers _K-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Schiller_Gayle July 1, 2016 (page 6-85) 

Responses to Comment Schiller_G-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

With regard to the distribution of students, impacts to schools are addressed under DEIR 
Section 4.14, Public Services. Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5 which estimates a 
Project-generated student population of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 
36 high school students and 42 elementary students. As stated in the DEIR, by complying with 
Senate Bill (SB) 50, the Project would fully mitigate the potential effect of new students on public 
school facilities, including impacts on Acalanes High School. 

Responses to Comment Schiller_G-2: 

Based on the submittal date of this comment letter Based on the last notice of the project that was 
mailed out prior to that was the “Notice of Availability” of the RDEIR which was mailed out on 
May 5, 2016. Posting and distribution of the Notice of Availability of the DEIR and RDEIR for 
public review was administered by the County in compliance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15087, Public Review of Draft EIR. More specifically, notice was provided to a newspaper 
of general circulation in the area affected by the Project, to the State Clearinghouse, to all owners 
and occupants of properties contiguous to the Project site, to any organization/individual who may 
have submitted comments or specifically requested to be noticed, and on the County website. 

Smith_Kathleen July 4, 2016 (page 6-86) 

Responses to Comments Smith_K-1 through Smith_K-5: 

The comments in this letter generally mirror comments responded to previously. See Responses 
to Comments Merhoff_E-1 through Merhoff_E-5. However, unlike the Merhoff letter, this letter 
begins with commentary regarding the appropriateness of the Project. This comment qualifies as 
a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information already considered in the 
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analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of 
the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical environment under the purview 
of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 5) editorialize. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master 
Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR 
(i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, etc.) when applicable.  

Stine_Julie July 6, 2016 (page 6-87) 

Response to Comment Stine_J-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Sulzberger_Laura June 28, 2016 (page 6-87) 

Response to Comment Sulzberger_L-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Tish_Dessira June 29, 2016 (page 6-88) 

Response to Comment Tish_D-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Underwood_Lynne July 2, 2016 (page 6-89) 

Responses to Comments Underwood_L-1 through Underwood_L-5: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Responses to 
Comments Merhoff_E-1 through Merhoff_E-5. 

Vinson_Barbara July 5, 2016 (page 6-89) 

Response to Comment Vinson_B-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 
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Walker_Shari June 29, 2016 (page 6-90) 

Response to Comment Walker_S_1-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Walker_Shari July 2, 2016 (page 6-91) 

Responses to Comments Walker_S_2-1 through Walker_S_2-5: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Responses to 
Comments Merhoff_E-1 through Merhoff_E-5. 

Whitehead_Lisa July 2, 2016 (page 6-92) 

Response to Comment Whitehead_L-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Regarding the Project’s consistency with the County General Plan, see Master Response 4, 
Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact Analysis.  

Whiteman_Kathleen June 28, 2016 (page 6-92) 

Response to Comment Whiteman_K-1: 

The comments in this letter mirror comments responded to previously. See Response to Comment 
Bell_T-1, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project and MPA proposals, the Site A 
parking garage, and pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Wright_Eric June 27, 2016 (page 6-93) 

Response to Comment Wright_E-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
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5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  

Response to Comment Wright_E-2: 

This comment concerns the methodology and assumptions used to assess the potential significant 
adverse traffic- and transportation-related impacts of the Project, specifcally related to cut-through 
traffic. This comment is addressed in Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as 
well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Section 5.4.3, Areas of Potential 
Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. 

Response to Comment Wright_E-3: 

This comment regarding impacts to schools is addressed under Section 4.14, Public Services. 
Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a Project-generated student 
population of approximately 78 students comprised of approximately 36 high school students and 
42 elementary students. As stated, by complying with Senate Bill 50, the Project would fully 
mitigate the potential effect of new students on public school facilities. Furthermore, refer to 
Master Response 1, General Comments, which addresses opportunities for public service 
providers to submit comments on the adequacy of the environmental review.  

Response to Comment Wright_E-4: 

Regarding impacts to recreational facilities, see Master Response 5, Recreation, as well as DEIR 
Section 4.15, Recreation, and Section 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts.  

Regarding alternatives, the DEIR/RDEIR presents an alternatives analysis that is compliant with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed 
Project. Because the DEIR/RDEIR analysis found no significant impacts to recreational facilities, 
no alternative that reduces impacts to such facilities is required under CEQA.  

Response to Comment Wright_E-5: 

The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to aesthetics in a new 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces Section 4.1 in the DEIR. The RDEIR also includes an 
analysis of the MPA’s visual impacts. A detailed explanation of the methodology for generating 
the visual simulations is included on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-7 of the RDEIR. Also see Master 
Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis. 

Response to Comment Wright_E-6: 

Regarding the Project’s potential to set a precedent or induce further growth in the area, see 
Master Response 4, Growth Inducement, General Plan Consistency, and Cumulative Impact 
Analysis.  
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Wurth_Linda June 18, 2016 (page 6-94) 

Response to Comment Wurth_L-1: 

This comment qualifies as a General Comment. General Comments either: 1) present information 
already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence 
challenging the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical 
environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 
5) editorialize. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers 
(Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. Comments of 
this type are addressed in Master Response 1, General Comments, and in the appropriate topical 
sections of the DEIR/RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, 
etc.) when applicable.  
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6.4 RDEIR General Comment Letters 
As noted above, CEQA Guidelines indicate that a Final EIR should address comments on the 
DEIR. Multiple comments received during the public review period did not address the adequacy 
or accuracy of the environmental analysis or identify any other significant environmental issue 
requiring a response; rather, these comments were directed to the perceived merits or demerits of 
the Project, provided information, or expressed an opinion without specifying why the 
DEIR/RDEIR analysis was inadequate. Issues raised in these comments are beyond the purview 
of the EIR and CEQA and thus are categorized as General Comments and reproduced in this 
section. Contra Costa County, as the CEQA lead agency, acknowledges the receipt of these types 
of comments; however, limited responses are provided because they do not relate to the adequacy 
or accuracy of the DEIR/RDEIR or otherwise raise significant physical environmental issues 
under the purview of CEQA. Response to these comments is provided in Master Response 1, 
General Comments, and in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR.  
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From: Bob Agazzi
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-303
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 2:54:58 PM

To: Supervisor Candace Andersen, District II
              309 Diablo Road, Danville, CA 94526
 
              William Nelson
              Contra Costa County
              Department of Conservation and Development
              30 Muir Road
              Martinez, CA 94553

From:    Bob Agazzi
              rcagazzi@pacbell.net
              925-937-0583

Date:     06/20/2016

RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359,
DP13-3035

Dear Supervisor Andersen and DCD planner William Nelson,

Although I cannot attend today’s Contra Costa County Zoning Administrator Meeting,
I would like to express my concern about the proposed Saranap Village Project.

I am a homeowner and longtime resident of the Saranap community. I have no
problem with well planned development along Boulevard Way but the proposed
Saranap Village Project is way too tall for the area.
6 story buildings are suitable for downtown Walnut Creek or near transportation hubs
but not in our community. There are many examples of well-designed 2 to 3 story
multi-use projects in Lafayette and Walnut Creek that fit into the surrounding
community and I assume were profitable for the developers.

So please do not authorize any project in the Saranap area that exceeds the existing
3 story limit.

Thank you for your consideration,

R. C. Agazzi

From: fiaaguilar@gmail.com
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Candace Andersen
Subject: Saranap development
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 5:09:54 PM

Greetings,
I own and live in a home on Juanita. I have lived here for nearly 10 years and am raising a 10year old
and 5 year old.
My father, and grandfather, are developers and I have worked on their behalf many times energizing
and gaining public support.
I recognize how difficult that can be.
I was prepared to support the development on Blvd UNTIL I was made aware of the parking structure
plans.  It's unconscionable to consider that as appropriate in this neighborhood.  Please allow only
structures that are fitting.
I will be joining the growing group of neighbors who wish to do anything to stop it.
Regards,
Sarah Aguilar
940 Juanita Dr
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From: iminwc@gmail.com
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I do not support the Saranap Village project
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 2:49:39 PM

Contra Cost County Department, I do not support the development of Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way unless it’s changed to fit our primarily
residential neighborhood. The condos on Saranap Ave. will be overshadowed by the huge
building right across the street, not only blocking their view of Mt. Diablo but the building
will keep the condos in shade until late morning. The “Proposed alternative design” on the
Hall website makes  it look like the building along Saranap Ave. is only 4 stories tall when it
is actually 6 stories. This is very deceptive.

Please stop this design!

Gail Andrews

From: Narra Asher
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 33rd signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 5:44:18 PM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 34 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

It would be such an improvement in this mostly seedy strip of Boulevard Way.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1819001&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1819001&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Narra Asher
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
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&petition_id=111528. From: TA
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Friday, June 03, 2016 8:16:49 PM

Contra Cost County Board of Supervisors, I support the development of Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much
anticipated amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap Village
and what it will bring to our area!

Troy Auzenne
Property owner
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From: Jeanette Baird
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 44th signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:14 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

I have lived in Saranap for 60 years, my parents and brother live here as well.
That speaks highly for this community. While I embrace a community store,
restaurant and housing, this project is not in scale with our community. Thank
you for your attention in this matter.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817225&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817225&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Jeanette Baird
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

From: Dottie Barclay
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 38th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 6:38:11 PM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 38 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

I think this project will be a great improvement to our OLD nieghborhood

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1819046&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1819046&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Dottie Barclay
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
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&petition_id=111528. From: Barbara Boyan
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Comments on Saranap Village proposal
Date: Monday, July 04, 2016 6:41:24 PM

As a homeowner whose property adjoins the proposed development, I am writing in
support of the Hall Equities proposal for Saranap Village.
The company has been responsive to requests to scale back the proposal.  The
scaled back version of the plan maintains the positive features of the original plan
such as improvements to traffic, a traffic circle, shops and off-street parking, while
making the buildings smaller.
I feel that Hall Equities has a plan for the area that is more than just commercial
development or more housing.  I support this proposal which could make the area
more attractive. I think it will do more to improve the neighborhood than random
development of various parcels.
With thanks for your consideration of this comment,
Sincerely,
Barbara Boyan
105 Island Court
Walnut Creek
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From: Craig Boyan
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Supporting Saranap Village
Date: Monday, July 04, 2016 6:50:18 PM

I am a homeowner in the Saranap area. I am writing to support of the Hall Equities
Saranap Village proposal, specifically the scaled-back version.

This plan shows a vision for the Saranap area, which is preferable to having parcel-
by-parcel projects. The improvements to traffic flow  and the new retail shops, as
well as the parking, are well thought-out, and they have reduced the size of the
buildings. Hall Equities has been responsive to requests to scale back the proposal.

The proposal will make the area more attractive. It would be even nicer if they could
scale it back a little more, but it seems like change is coming to our area of the
county, and all things considered, Hall's vision will do more to improve the
neighborhood than random development of various parcels.

Yours truly,

Craig Boyan
105 Island Court
Walnut Creek

From: Kathy Brunswig
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Fred Brunswig
Subject: Re Saranap Village
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 8:08:36 AM

June 16, 2016

Dear Mr. Nelson,

We are writing this letter to express our support of Mark Hall’s Saranap 
Village.  We have lived in the Saranap for over 30 years.  Unlike other people who 
may be writing you about this project, it is quite literally in our “front yard” 
and will impact us directly on two sides.  As currently planned, when we look 
out our front windows, we will see Building B and to the east, outside our bedroom, 
a swimming pool for condominium residents. The direct impact on our daily life is 
potentially huge, but we are excited about having a village and neighborhood feeling
right outside our front door!

There are neighborhoods in San Francisco, Berkeley, and Lafayette that have 
the feeling of a village.  We enjoy leaving Walnut Creek to walk around in those 
settings.  Boulevard Way is a dangerous place for pedestrians.  Kathy once saw her 
elderly mother crossing Boulevard Way in the only available crosswalk, while cars 
passed her on both sides heading downtown or to the freeway on one side and to 
Rossmoor or beyond on the other.  Boulevard Way is used as an easy route to get 
someplace else and cars race by.  It won’t be as easy for cars to use this route with 
Mr. Hall’s vision.

Boulevard Way is not a visually attractive street.  We like what Mr. Hall is 
proposing for stores and greenery.  So, we are very happy with the neighborhood 
feel of the Saranap Village concept and look forward to seeing how it unfolds.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.

Kathy and Fred Brunswig

1316C Boulevard Way

Walnut Creek, CA  94595
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From: Melissa Buckley
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 2:19:40 PM

Contra Cost County Department,

As a Saranap resident, I support the development of Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our
neighborhood much anticipated amenities that will improve the quality of our
community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it will bring to our area!

Thank you. 

From: Elizabeth Burkart
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 11th signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:11 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

Way too tall if more than three stories.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817224&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817224&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Elizabeth Burkart
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.
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From: David J. Butterfly
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village (NOT a form letter so please read)
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 11:07:16 AM

Good Day!

I am not a member of the Homeowners Association but I am a homeowner at
1217 Juanita Drive in Saranap.  I have NO issues whatsoever with the
current 75 foot plan and frankly I wish you would encourage this company
to purchase the other eyesore property at 2508 across the street and the
property next door with the hardware company and garage.  These are some
of the ugliest store front buildings I have ever seen.  The hardware /
Garage complex has visible loading docks in front of some of the
buildings.. and more parking lot than is needed by double.  It's design
is surreal.

The multi-use facility with store and retail, a grocery, restaurant,
coffee would be wonderful and welcomed... We can revitalize this
blighted area and this is the beginning.  This revitalization would have
the direct effect of raising our property values.

Don't buy into the "rural" BS given to you by the HOA.  With the
exception of a few chickens and no street lights there isn't anything
rural about Saranap.  All of my direct neighbors who are 50 and under
agree, this is a good thing.. it's mostly the older entrenched
homeowners with $750,000 in equity who are fighting this.  Change is
good.. especially when we can upgrade what certainly is the most
blighted street within a couple of miles.

Kind Regards,

David

David Butterfly
1217 Juanita Drive
Walnut Creek CA 94595

--

From: Isa Campbell
To: Will Nelson
Cc: isacampbell25@gmail.com Campbell
Subject: RE: File Numbers: GP13-0003,RZ13-3224,SD13-9359,DP13-3035
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 10:31:08 AM

Dear Mr.  Nelson,

I wholeheartedly support the plan to develop Boulevard Way.  I live just off Boulevard way on Iris Ln.

In my frequent walks downtown I notice how derelict the area looks.  there is an abandoned market, an
empty lot and soon to be empty Sufi Center.

It seems to me that Hall Equities  has done due diligence and compromised the design sufficiently to
mollify the noisy minority of neighbors who abhor change.

Often a street off of a freeway ramp is unsightly with coin operated laundries, Subway Sandwich stores
and the like.  We would like to see something different here in our neighborhood.

When family come to visit I direct them to approach the other end of Boulevard way so they don’t see
what a B neighborhood we live in.

My husband and I have lived and owned homes in the Saranap for over 25 years.  Our sons were raised
here and one still resides in the Saranap.

My son and his wife just purchased a small condo in the Saranap off Boulevard way. They are naturally
concerned about housing values if the neighborhood is not developed.

My husband and I also own our home and we love it here. It would be great to have a small grocery
store and maybe a coffee shop.

It would also be great to reconfigure the road so that the traffic on Boulevard way slows down.  I think
that will happen with this new plan.

don’t know what it takes in this county to move things forward , but if there is anything else I can do
please let me know.

Thank you for your time and for including my comments in your decision making.

Sincerely,

Isa Campbell
30 Iris Ln
Walnut Creek, 94595
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From: Julie Campbell
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Friday, June 03, 2016 10:52:33 PM

Contra Cost County Board of Supervisors, I support the development of Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much
anticipated amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap Village
and what it will bring to our area!

I am especially looking forward to the boost of modern convenience this project will afford my family
and the much needed lift of beauty in this section of the neighborhood. I am directly effected since I
am a homeowner on the opposite side of Saranap Ave. from the proposed Building A. And, I expect that
we will enjoy the benefit of increased property values. As a property manager, I enthusiastically support
the Saranap Village project.

Sincerely,

Julie Campbell

From: Robert W Carpenter
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village Proposal from Hall Equities
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 11:31:17 AM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I live in the Saranap on Boulevard Way adjacent the proposed project.  I am in
total support of this development and feel that Hall Equities has a plan that will
greatly improve this marginalized section of Boulevard Way.  As you are
probably aware, this area is not semi-rural by any definition or stretch of the
imagination, but a suburban industrial area badly in need of redevelopment.
The EIR fully addresses all relevant environmental concerns and it is my hope
that the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors will move quickly
to approve this important project that will bring much needed new residential
units and high quality commercial space into this area.

Sincerely,

Robert W Carpenter
1300 Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
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From: Lynda L Cole
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 4:51:11 PM

Contra Cost County Department, I support the development of Saranap Village at the intersection of
Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much anticipated
amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it
will bring to our area!

Lynda Cole

From: Joyce Coleman
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 47th signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:48:20 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

Dear County Officials and Employees, The Hall Equities' proposed project
requires a general plan amendment. A general plan amendment involves public
input for a reason. If the majority of property owners within the local area view
the overall proposed project as a detriment to the area rather than a benefit
because of the massive size of the project in terms of height, units, light, and
traffic impacts, shouldn't the County listen to them? Many people prefer living
in the Saranap because of its rural country feel and local wildlife. Yes, we have
deer, racoons, possums, coyotes, skunks, heron, geese, turkeys, etc. We
currently enjoy a high quality of life from being spread out and not overbuilt.
We are able to enjoy sunrises and sunsets and substantial night sky viewing
and views of Mount Diablo that have a calming effect on people that will go
away with too tall and massive buildings and more night lights and heavier
traffic through our neighborhoods. The charm of living here is not being
overcrowded and having open spaces and wildlife and the many people and
dogs who walk our streets because our vehicle traffic is not too heavy to be
overly dangerous. This is why we chose to buy in this area. Massive structures
and the negative impacts that come with them will have a detrimental impact
on our neighborhood's quality of life. Please hear what we are saying. Yes, we
need housing and we could use some local improvements along Boulevard
Way but we do not need to add so much housing to our more rural area
where people buy to get away from the sights and sounds of the busy city. We
also do not have the water needed to support exponential growth. We are
already cutting back on our water use and doing away with our lawns and the
local cities around us have been approving massive housing projects. Maybe it
would be better to not move such a massive project into our more rural area.
Thank you for your time and consideration!

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
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http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817234&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817234&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Joyce Coleman
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

 
From: Tim Crawford <timothyjohncrawford@gmail.com> 
Date: Friday, July 1, 2016 at 10:22 AM 
To: Jennifer Quallick <jen.quallick@bos.cccounty.us> 
Cc: Candace Andersen <Candace.Andersen@bos.cccounty.us> 
Subject: Saranap Village Project 

 
 

Hi my name is Tim Crawford and I live at 3330 Freeman Rd in the unincorperated part of 
Walnut Creek.  I have lived in the Saranap Area for most of my life. (1957-2016)  I love the 
rural feel of the Saranap area and chose to raise my family in Saranap. 
I am strongly opposed to the current plan for Saranap Village although not opposed to the 
entire development.  I could live with and accept a much lower profile structure and some 
consideration to the neighbors around the structure not to be looking at a 6 story parking 
garage. I believe change can be good but I also believe the developer is trying to make as 
much money off the project as he is allowed with little consideration to the existing 
neighbors in the area.  That is where the county needs to input some good common sense 
into the project by rejecting this project as currently presented and asking for this project to 
be resubmitted to fit our area's lower profiles to not make it an extension of downtown 
Walnut Creek.....its not downtown. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my view,  

 
Tim Crawford 
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From: Elizabeth Culler
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 23rd signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:48:44 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

I wholeheartedly agree with this petition and feel that the height of these
buildings is too tall and out of character with our neighborhood

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817228&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817228&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Elizabeth Culler
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

From: J. David Dacus
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 15th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 8:57:25 AM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 15 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

I've lived at or near this intersection for 35 years. This has been a semi-
blighted area of non-improvement and no development for that whole period.
This is the part of the great Saranap community where near all multi-family
projects in the neighborhood have been located. This is where most of the
service retail and offices have been located. THIS is the place for this project
and the beautiful infrastructure changes that will bring a heart to the
community and a wonderful sense of place and arrival ... a gateway for the
community. I urge support for this project that has been greatly modified in
answer to neighbor suggestions. Now is the time!

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818528&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818528&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

J. David Dacus
Walnut Creek, CA
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This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111528.
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From: David Dacus
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village RDEIR
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 1:30:28 PM

Mr Nelson:

I'm writing to let you know I support the proposed Saranap Village project, in the
Mitigated Plan Alternative form. While I previously supported the larger version, I see
the extent to which HEG has worked with neighbors to tailor the project for a much
better fit. the process was lengthy and has resulted in a better project.

I am grateful to HEG for their vision of the infrastructure changes that will greatly
contribute to the "village feel" at this important gateway into our community: the
sculpture planted roundabout; the three protected cross walks with center safety
zones (now two lanes to cross instead of four + parking each side); the additional
crossing at Saranap Avenue; the street furniture/signage/lighting; their attention to
detail in the mix and execution of the architectural styles; an appropriate mix of unit
offerings (both rental and for sale) that address needed requirements for smaller or
studio spaces for those on fixed income; the potential for a coffees shop with street
seating, green grocery market with entry plaza, restaurant (that opens to the
preserved oak tree), and other retail; and the provision of more parking than
required plus the addition of angled parking in support of the retail. All these
changes, and more, are reflected in the reduction in impacts in the RDEIR, with 34
impacts lessening, 15 unchanged, and 2 increased. I am glad that ALL may be
successfully mitigated to less than significant levels (recognizing that some of the
impacts identified may not even exist and are potential only).

I am happy for the supportive change of Boulevard Way from an outdated and not
utilized Arterial to Collector status that is more appropriate and both puts it in line
with current traffic levels, but also in line with projected project traffic effects, and
future growth that may be associated with other surrounding projects in years to
come.

As an architect, I have read the entire RDEIR with interest and understanding (as I
had the prior one), and find the steps taken to correct a few errors in the prior
exhibits to be satisfactory, and to demonstrate the reduced impacts successfully. 

I live and work in my condo that will be wrapped on three sides by the new project
sites. I have appreciated HEG's attention to detail in addressing the concerns of my
neighbors about views, distances, overlooks, and planting screens. Their many open
houses, presentations to community associations (over four years), and new
information center, have answered many questions of neighbors and brought both
understanding and appreciation of their efforts. They have even agreed to keep a
small neighborhood park area near the Building B1 pool, where neighbors have been
used to letting their dogs run and play for many decades. While there will be short
term impacts of noise and inconvenience during construction, it will be worth it to
realize the final results that will be a greatly beautified and service strengthened
area of our community much underloved for nearly fifty years!

Thanks to the CCC DCD for their efforts to provide good/helpful information all along
the way. I can't wait for them to break ground and complete the project! I

support it wholeheartedly.

Regards,

Joseph David Dacus, Registered Architect
1308-C Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
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From: Ronnie Deitrick
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Saranap Village
Date: Friday, June 17, 2016 7:01:39 AM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I am writing to you to express my support of the Saranap Village project. I have lived in
the Saranap area for over 35 years. This little neighborhood is conveniently located near
the center of Walnut Creek's richly developing downtown area, and yet a bit apart. It has
easy access to the freeway, buses, and is well-trafficked as a by-way from main street
arteries.

The proposed development along Boulevard Way which includes retail shops and more a
variety of upgraded residential choices would be so welcome. I would greatly look forward
to being able to walk to stores and markets and most especially, would enjoy
improvements to the aesthetics of the neighborhood.

Traffic improvements and considerations would also be a big plus, especially as I live in
the Boulevard Terrace complex with its very challenging street entrance onto Boulevard
Way.

The developers have been careful to listen to residents and have made many changes to
their original plans. It is time to approve this project and get it going!

I urge officials in Contra Costa to support Saranap Village which is both practical and
visually appealing, enhancing an adjacent neighborhood to the vibrant destination of the
Walnut Creek downtown.

Sincerely,
Ronnie Deitrick
1318 A Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek, Ca 94595

From: Anne Dench
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 35th signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:12 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

I have lived here for 64 years and I agree that this proposal is wrong for our
area and will have a negative impact to our property values and resources.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817226&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817226&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Anne Dench
WALNUT CREEK, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.
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From: td1988@aol.com
To: Aruna Bhat; Will Nelson
Subject: The proposed Saranap Village Mixed Use Project
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 10:38:48 AM

Dear Ms. Bhat and Mr. Nelson,

RE: County File Numbers, GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035

It is our understanding that a meeting will be held June 20, 2016 to review the environmental impact
and progress of the proposed Saranap Village.  It would be hard to imagine that a project of this
magnitude in our small community would not have a negative environmental impact.

We have seen the distorted drawings submitted by Hall Equities and the corrected scale done by
Saranap Homeowners Organization and submitted to your department.  The deception on the part of
the builder is very disturbing.  In the revised proposal, the builder concedes only one story (from 8 to
7) from his original plan!  Why do the rules and building limitations not apply to him?  Disregarding
current regulations will affect all future projects in Contra Costa County and set a dangerous
precedent.

We hope that the money and power of this developer does not take precedence over the wishes of an
established community.  We see all the massive overdevelopment in our once little town of Walnut
Creek and now they are trying to expand to the quiet neighborhoods beyond downtown.  What, then, is
the attraction to our area, “Welcome to New York City”?  Can we all just take a breath and determine if
the multiple new residences created in all corners of downtown are enough?  Once the construction is
done and all the developers are home counting their money, what will the city and county do if the
buildings sit empty?

We appreciate your time in listening to our concerns and fairly evaluating the situation.  We ask that
you stop this hideous overreach of a greedy developer.

Thank you.

Joyce Merenda Dickson, daughter
of Alice Merenda, owner
2461 Warren Road
Walnut Creek, CA  94595

 
 

From: Tim Donley
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 37th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 6:32:14 PM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 37 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

Big improvement to an up and coming neighborhood,

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1819035&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1819035&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Tim Donley
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
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&petition_id=111528. From: Ellen Evans
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Support for Saranap Village
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 11:01:52 AM

Mr. Nelson,
I am writing in support of the Saranap Village Plan.  I live in the Boulevard Terrace Condominiums,
clearly the most impacted homes in the neighborhood, since the new structures will be directly adjacent
to our property.  I look forward to the changes that this project will bring.  I like the revisions to the
plan very much, especially the inclusion of studio apartments.  The traffic calming aspects are critically
important….cars speed through Boulevard Way and at this point it is quite dangerous trying to cross the
street!!
I look forward to the shops, restaurants,etc.  And most of all, I believe the plan will upgrade the entire
neighborhood which at this point needs that kind of help!
I do hope that the project can begin, so we can begin to enjoy it as it move to completion!
Sincerely,
Ellen Evans
1316 D  Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek
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From: Michael Evans
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Michael Evans
Subject: Saranap VIllage
Date: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 11:41:32 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

Please count me among the ardent supporters the proposed Saranap Village 
development. It is hard to imagine what could be a greater boon to our local 
community, and the Walnut Creek region as a whole. The Hall Equities Group has 
been a model for collaboration and consideration of what would be most helpful to 
all–I certainly give them my wholehearted support for success this vital project.

With thanks for considering my view,

Respectfully,

Michael A. Evans
Senior Executive Advisor
Managing Principal, Leadership Development Practice
R3 Government Solutions
Voice (925) 942-2731
Fax (877) 502-2547

From: Jeff Fippin
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 13th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 8:31:30 AM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 13 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

This portion of Boulevard is out of place in the neighborhood. With the
developer required streetscape improvements, this project will result in great
improvements to the walkability and visual impacts of the public right-of-way.
While I wish the densities and heights were somewhat lower, I believe the
improvements to the public infrastructure offset this concern in my mind. I am
in favor of this project.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818454&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818454&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Jeff Fippin
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
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does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111528.

From: Patty Flynn
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Development
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 11:34:32 AM

Dear Ms. Andersen and Mr. Nelson,
I oppose the current plan for the development proposed for Saranap. I am now living in the house I
grew up in. My childhood doctor, pharmacist, as well as the small grocery store we called “Louie’s”
for Mr. La Rossa, were all located in Saranap. I have knowledge of the area going back 53 years. It
was never the most glamourous spot, but the current proposal for development is just too big. We
live on Lindsey Ct., off of Buchan which is off of Old Tunnel Road. Turning left off of Buchan is
currently risky due to visibility.
 
Our neighborhood is negatively impacted by Moraga traffic using Reliez Station Road to Pleasant Hill
Road and by Walnut Creek traffic using Olympic Blvd. to Pleasant Hill Road. If the proposed Saranap
Development is approved, we will have a dangerous situation on Old Tunnel Road, which was not
built to be an artery.
 
Please vote NOT to approve the current proposal, I’m sure something great can be built in Saranap
that will draw people in without a negative impact on the neighbors.
 
Thanks,
Patricia Flynn
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From: Bonnie Forman
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 10th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 8:31:33 AM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 13 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

I support this project. It may not be perfect, but compromises were made, and
that's what it's about. I'd like to add that I am one of the people that is
IMPACTED the most as I live on the corner of Boulevard Way and Saranap Ave.
Right THERE in the middle of it all. I think this will be an awesome project
replacing a depressed area when it's done.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818453&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818453&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Bonnie Forman
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If

you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111528.
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From: Allan Francke
To: Will Nelson
Subject: In support of the proposed Saranap Village development
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 8:48:37 AM

I support the proposed Saranap Village development project. The developer has 
responded to input from the Saranap community, which will ultimately benefit 
despite a few loud complainers.

I live adjacent on three sides to the proposed buildings and will lose sight of part of 
the neighborhood. I can live with that for the greater benefit of more retail amenities
and safer traffic due to rezoning!

Allan Francke
925-457-3027
1314 Boulevard Way, Apt. B
Walnut Creek, CA 94595

From: Lorraine J.
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Saranap Village Project
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 4:13:41 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I live at the Boulevard Terrace Condominiums which will be most impacted by the project. I
think it will be a boon by beautifying and upscaling the neighborhood, bringing a more stable
element into the area, providing useful services to neighbors, and slowing traffic in an area
where crossing the street is unsafe.

Dr. Lorraine Granit
1312A Boulevard Way
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From: Alex Harris
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Friday, June 03, 2016 12:20:11 PM

Contra Cost County Board of Supervisors, I support the development of Saranap
Village at the intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will
bring our neighborhood much anticipated amenities that will improve the quality of
our community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it will bring to our area!

From: Ira Hastings
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 6th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 8:31:30 AM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 13 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

Please put this project through. This area is a dump. People dump trash at this
corner all the time.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818452&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818452&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Ira Hastings
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
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From: Karima Hastings
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 34th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 5:44:15 PM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 34 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

I'm really looking forward to a neighborhood with walking distance to a
grocery store, coffee shoppe, family restaurants and other specialty stores. I
really hope development leans in that direction.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1819002&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1819002&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Karima Hastings
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,

click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111528.
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From: Joy Hedgepath
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 2nd signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 8:31:27 AM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 13 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

I hope Saranap Village is approved. It is well planned, thoughtful of the
community, and I hope to see it in the near future.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818451&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818451&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Joy Hedgepath
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?

e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111528.
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From: Bob Holcomb
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 5:19:29 PM
Importance: High

Contra Cost County Department,
I am a homeowner, condo, at 1295 Boulevard Way #202.  My wife and I live as close as
anyone to the proposed project.
I give 100% support to the development of Saranap Village at the intersection of Saranap
Avenue and Boulevard Way.
 
To say the least, with over 30 years of living in the immediate neighborhood, the area has
always  had a rundown look.
 
I have studied the revised proposal.  The Saranap Village development will change the area
from marginal to vital.
 
In my professional work I have been to many multi-unit developments in central county as
well as the greater bay area.
This project stands out because it is designed to create a pedestrian friendly neighborhood
that has been sorely lacking.
 
The revised plan has eliminated all of my initial concerns of too much density and too much
height.
The new designs do not overwhelm the area with structures.  The design for the village
creates a living space with amenities that will improve the quality of our community.
I look forward to Saranap Village and what it will bring to our area!
 
Bob Holcomb

From: Julie Holcomb
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 21st signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 2:54:10 PM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 21 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

Hall has been very responsive to neighborhood concerns and has designed a
beautiful project that I look forward to just across my street. Eager for the
project to get going and refresh an otherwise very tired-looking neighborhood.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818865&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818865&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Julie Holcomb
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
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click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111528.

From: Ed Hotchkiss
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 5:33:01 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen,

I am Ed Hotchkiss and have lived at 1261 El Curtola Blvd, Lafayette since 1980 in the Saranap area.
I am very opposed to the Saranap Village project in it's current and revised forms by Hall.
I am not opposed to development if in a smaller form befitting our Saranap neighborhood.

The buildings are too tall and massive with an excessive number of units. I would be ok if they kept to
the general plan and not be freakishly oversized for the area. I did not move to this Saranap area to
live close to densely packed huge structures. We are not downtown Walnut Creek and have no desire to
become so.
When I want to enjoy downtown Walnut Creek I simply walk 25 minutes and I am there. I don't want a
downtown IN my immediate neighborhood.

Also concerned if this project is allowed to build so big it will set a precedent for further development.

Increase traffic in our neighborhood is also a real concern if they build too many densely packed units.
People already speed down our streets which have few sidewalks. This project will force more drivers
onto our streets including mine.

It would be nice to revitalize some sections of Boulevard Way with 3-4 story housing  that have
underground parking. I know many people would like a small grocery, coffee shop and a restaurant BUT
it has to befit a quiet neighborhood like ours. The great charm of Saranap is it's wonderful family
neighborhood feel that is close to both downtown Lafayette and Walnut Creek.
I do not want the downtown coming any closer. A smaller project yes but not this too large
development.

Thank you for listening to my concerns. I hope you can help steer this project in a more appropriate
smaller way.

Sincerely,

Ed Hotchkiss
1261 El Curtola Blvd
Lafayette, CA 94549
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From: Dennis Hourany
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 4:26:30 AM

Dear Contra Cost County Department,

I support the development of Saranap Village at the intersection of Saranap Avenue
and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much anticipated
amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area!

Dennis Hourany
PO Box 122
Freedom, WY
925-766-2875 Cell
dennis@elitetileusa.com

From: Charles Huddleston
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village DEIR
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 9:38:09 AM

Hello, Will:

I am taking this opportunity to say that I believe the analysis of alternatives of the MPA of
the Project is adequate and thorough, and accurately reflects the scope and nature of the
proposal.

I would like to add that I feel Hall Equities Group has done a fine job of responding to local
community concerns and modifying the Project to fit the atmosphere of this part of the
larger Saranap region. It certainly poses significant changes in the area, and is a concern of
some in the community. I do believe, though, that change is inevitable, and the
responsibility for providing input and feedback for any and all proposals certainly is largely
in the hands of the community. I have the distinct impression that is happening, and for the
better. I am keenly interested in the outcome. 

Yours truly,

Charles Huddleston
1305 Boulevard Way, #209
Walnut Creek  94595
925-708-8501
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From: Matt Humphreys
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village
Date: Sunday, July 03, 2016 12:49:12 PM

Dear Supervisor Andersen and Mr. Nelson,

 I am writing regarding the Saranap Village project proposal by Hall
Equities, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359,
DP13-303.  My input is that I prefer that any project along Boulevard
that would be of a similar height to the buildings already there, 3
stories or so.  I don't relish the idea of having 5 story buildings
along that corridor, but I think I would get used to the change. And I
understand the concern of supporters as to what would be built if this
were rejected by the county.  Is it possible or likely that a 3 story
project could be approved which would be as good as the 5/6 story one
being considered?  This is something for which I don't have the answer.
But if the county thinks it is likely that good changes could be made on
Boulevard Way while staying within General plan limits I prefer that.

 For me the most important improvement that could be made to
Boulevard Way at Saranap Ave. is that it become more pedestrian
friendly-that it's easier to cross the street.  I don't feel a pressing
need to have retail added along Boulevard Way, although I think it could
be a nice addition.

 Besides the height of the project in general, and the parking
structure especially, the only other concern I have regarding Saranap
Village is that I worry about the potential for community support to be
concentrated mostly within the same organization that sold the
properties to Hall Equities.  I saw some indication of that with the
previous proposal at 7 stories and I don't know how it stands now.  I
just hope there is a heterogeneous base of support.

thank you

Matt Humphreys

From: Anna Jurgens
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 52nd signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:08 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

Listen to your constituency and follow the law! Don't tell us that the project
needs to pencil out for the developer, that the project has been significantly
scaled back when the mass has actually increased, that our area is not
attractive, and most importantly, don't tell us that Saranap is similar to to an
industrial park allowing heights over 60' when the GP specifically designates a
max build height of 35' or less. Go to saranap.org to learn more.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817221&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817221&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Anna Jurgens
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.
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From: Jeanne Kassof
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 29th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 5:13:06 PM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 30 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

Thank you!

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818949&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818949&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Jeanne Kassof
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--

&petition_id=111528.
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From: Pat Kelley
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 10:38:15 AM

07/02/2016

Dear Ms. Andersen and Mr. Nelson,

My name is Patrick Kelley and I am very concerned about the proposed project referenced
above. I have a disability and purchased a condominium on Boulevard Way 15 years ago as
a location with less traffic  to accommodate my own safety needs. I have other neighbors
who also purchased homes on Boulevard Way for the same reason. 

Please take the concerns of local residents seriously before approving further development
which will increase traffic and sacrifice the safety of local residents.

Sincerely,

Patrick Kelley, M.S.
Cell: (925) 705-0124 

From: Jeremy Kershaw
To: Will Nelson
Cc: "Miranda I. Kershaw"
Subject: In support of the propose Saranap Village development
Date: Monday, June 27, 2016 12:58:29 PM

My wife, daughter, and I are longtime residents in the Saranap neighborhood. In fact, both my wife
and I are lifetime residents of Walnut Creek.
 
We own and reside in a condominium at 1310 Boulevard Way, unit C. As you can see from the
address, we would be greatly affected by the proposed Saranap Village development, which we
understand you are reviewing for the county.
 
I’m writing to express our support for the project. There will be pros and cons, but on balance we
think it would improve overall quality of life in the neighborhood, which could use an infusion of
new, well-conceived residential and commercial properties.
 
With thanks for your consideration,
 
Jeremy Kershaw
1310 Boulevard Way, Unit C
Walnut Creek, CA
94595
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From: jeff kohl
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 4:06:08 PM

I am a longtime resident and a near neighbor of the proposed saranap village project. I support the
project and believe it would be a good addition to my neighborhood.
 
Jeff Kohl
1305 Boulevard Way
#204
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: David Kuiken
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Sunday, June 26, 2016 6:51:09 PM

Contra Cost County Department, I support the development of Saranap Village at the intersection of
Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much anticipated
amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it
will bring to our area!

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Tim Lynch
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 19th signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:09 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

Too tall, too much dencity, diagonal parking on Blvd Way will be impossible

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817227&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817227&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Tim Lynch
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

From: Carolyn Martin
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 11:58:58 AM

Dear Ms. Anderson and Mr. Nelson,

I live at 1132 Studebaker Road in Walnut Creek which is down the road
from the proposed Saranap Village. While I would love to see
improvements on Boulevard Way, the proposed project seems too big for
our neighborhood.

The buildings seem too tall and out of character with this area. We
already have had to deal with the unsightly Sufisim Reoriented building
and should not have to endure more huge buildings that do not add to
the neighborhood at all.

I am concerned that it will affect the housing prices in this area.
Lafayette has done it right, but it seems that because we are

unincorporated, anything goes in this area.

Please do not let Hall developers do whatever they want to this area
despite the major concerns of the residents. 

Thank you,
Carolyn Martin
1132 Studebaker Road
Walnut Creek, CA
94595
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From: Margaret Mayer
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: SaranapVillage
Date: Friday, June 17, 2016 2:31:54 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I understand that the Zoning Administrator will soon be reviewing the Saranap Village
Project by Hall Equities.

I am a resident and homeowner in the Saranap area, living on Boulevard Way, in the
heart of the proposed project.

I will not be free to attend the hearing on June 20, but I would like to express my
support for this project.

Hall Equities has been responsive to community feedback, has proposed a solid plan
to blend with and enhance the neighborhood and has minimized the environmental
impacts.  Overall, I doubt if any better plan will come along for our area.

So consider me a resident in favor of this application.

Sincerely,

Margaret Mayer
1314A Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek, CA 94595

From: Stephanie Monson
To: Will Nelson
Cc: david.saranap@gmail.com
Subject: Saranap Village Draft EIR
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 6:31:31 AM

Dear Mr. Nelson,
As a resident of the Saranap neighborhood and member of the SCA Board of Directors, I have reviewed the changes
made in the current document and think that it has adequately addressed all the community concerns as well as
explained that all environmental impacts can be mitigated.

I have reviewed the revisions to the project that HEG has made to accommodate the requests of community
members. HEG has been very responsive to the concerns in its modifications of the overall project.

I think that this proposed development in our neighborhood will be a positive improvement to the Saranap.

Thank you for commitment to serving our county's residents.

Sincerely,
Stephanie Monson

Stephanie Monson
Community Service Chairman
Board of Directors
Saranap Community Association

Coordinating Committee Member
White Pony Express Free General Store

6-170



From: Kelly Morgan
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 33rd signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:15 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

This development plan is not agreeable or condusive to the Saranap life style.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817231&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817231&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Kelly Morgan
Walnut creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

From: Patricia O"Leary
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Friday, June 03, 2016 11:32:51 AM

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I am a homeowner at 1305 Boulevard Way in Walnut Creek, and I support the 
development of Saranap Village at the intersection of Saranap Avenue and 
Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much anticipated 
amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap 
Village and what it will bring to our area!

Best regards,

Patricia O'Leary
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From: Patricia O"Leary
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 18th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 11:29:28 AM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 18 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

I own a condo right on the corner of Boulevard Way and Saranap Avenue,
right at the intersection where the new project will be built. I think Saranap
Village will improve this physically depressed neighborhood tremendously, so I
don't even mind that I will have construction going on outside my window for a
few years. It will be well worth it!

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818647&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818647&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Patricia O'Leary
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If

you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111528.
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From: Kevin Olson
To: Candace Andersen
Cc: Will Nelson
Subject: RE: Saranap Village, County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 10:09:00 AM

Hi Candace,
I wish to express my concerns regarding the size and proposed density of the Saranap Village project
specific to its direct impact on the substantial increase in traffic (and more importantly speeding) on Old
Tunnel Road through Lafayette, as a result of the scope and size of this specific development.  I
definitely do not feel a variance in "density" should be increased for the land in question for this project.
I feel I offer a very valid and unique perspective specific to this project, as I am an 8yr resident living
directly off Old Tunnel Rd in Lafayette (1054 Roderick Court) and work in the Saranap district. To be
more specific, my office is located at 1295 Boulevard Way ( the proposed site for Saranap Village) and
my landlord is Hall Equities Group, and was Sufism Reoriented before they sold to Hall.
I drive on Old Tunnel down Saranap to Boulevard Way multiple times per day , and have done so for
the past 7 years. There are 3 stop signs along this route, and due to the steep grade of the hills, I
regularly see people speeding in excess of 20mph over the speed limit when descending down the hills,
not because they're in a hurry but simply because they take their foot off the brake. (It's that steep) As
a result, many roll through the stop sign at the bottom of Old Tunnel heading West bound which
becomes heavily shaded by the canopy of trees entering Lafayette. Many people and children walk their
dogs, run throughout the day, and bicycle here, and it's already a concern.  The Acalanes Cross Country
track team runs this route regularly due to the close proximity and hills.
I support some type of development, and feel Hall Equities has a right to improve and develop their
properties but they should be held to current zoning requirements to limit the scope of the
development. Any change will set a dangerous precedent for the area ( including Lafayette), with the
substantial increase in traffic heading down Old Tunnel Road being unavo

Sincerely,

Kevin Olson
925-255-3405 (Cell)

Sent from my iPhone

Sincerely,

Kevin Olson
925-255-3405 (Cell)

Sent from my iPhone

From: John Osborne
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 28th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 5:07:12 PM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 28 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

I fully agree with the plan to upgrade our neighborhood.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818931&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818931&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

John Osborne
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--

6-173



&petition_id=111528. From: Gayle Massey Peters
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 43rd signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:13 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

Please enforce the height restriction laws as these plans exceed the limit for
our neighborhood.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817232&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817232&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Gayle Massey Peters
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.
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From: Shari Walker
To: Will Nelson
Subject: 315 signers: Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood petition
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 9:42:13 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I started a petition to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our
neighborhood. So far, the petition has 315 total signers.

You can post a response for us to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-20260706-
1yob0g

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated alternative,
propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan amendments, this
project is just too big and out of harmony with the surrounding neighborhood. "

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition, including their
addresses, click this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1825255&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their
addresses, click this link: http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1825255&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Thank you.

--Shari Walker

If you have any other questions, please email petitions@moveon.org.

The links to download the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your
constituents will remain available for the next 14 days.

This email was sent through MoveOn's petition website, a free service that allows
anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does
not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If you
don't want to receive further emails updating you on how many people have
signed this petition, click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw-
-&petition_id=111477.

From: Carol Rasmussen
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fwd: Saranap Village county file numbers GP13-0003,RZ13-3224,SD13-9359,DP13-3035
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 8:18:27 PM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Carol Rasmussen <carol9672@att.net>
Date: June 30, 2016, 6:13:16 PM PDT
To: "supervisorandersen@bos.cccounty.us"
<supervisorandersen@bos.cccounty.us>
Cc: "william.nelson@dcd.ccounty.us" <william.nelson@dcd.ccounty.us>
Subject: Saranap Village county file numbers GP13-0003,RZ13-
3224,SD13-9359,DP13-3035

Dear planner William Nelson,

Please do not allow Hall Equites to amend the County general plan for
height limits in theSaranap area of Blvd Way. It will surly open the flood
gates of inappropriate developments for our charming and quaint area if
this project is allowed as it is proposed. 

We would like to see Blvd Way improved but not to the extent of
buildings that are too tall. 75 feet is far too tall. 

Please support a less intrusive plan.
We are relying on you to protect the semi rural character of our
neighborhood.

I hope you will take our comments into consideration.

Sincerely,
Carol and Marv Rasmussen
2434 Warren Rd
Walnut Creek, Ca 94595

Thank you.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Lillian Remer
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village
Date: Saturday, July 02, 2016 9:16:30 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson and Supervisor Andersen,
  I have been impressed with the efforts of Hall Equities to involve the neighbors in their planning
and with their responsiveness to the very vocal objections of a few of my neighbors.  I wasn’t
planning to write to you because it seemed obvious that their project would be a huge improvement
to the neighborhood with traffic calming elements, retail amenities, much needed housing, and
major upgrades to the unsightly, aging, light industrial look of Boulevard Way. The proposed Saranap
Village would insure a residential, neighborhood feel and seems an excellent use of the
underutilized and run down properties currently in that area.  Furthermore, the Saranap Village
project is far preferable to some of the options that we might have gotten such as big box stores or
fast food places that would have drawn additional non local traffic while providing nothing for the
neighborhood.
  I appreciate that change can be uncomfortable but the more the project is forced to downsize, the
fewer infrastructure improvements can be offered and if the vocal few prevail, the project may
become non-viable.  I feel it is time to move forward on the Saranap Village project and I wanted to
be sure that you know that my family and I support the project even though we are not bombarding
you with correspondence.
  Sincerely,
  Lillian Remer
  1206 Juanita Drive
  Walnut Creek, CA 94595  

From: Kathy Rogers
To: Supervisor Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Hall Equities Project, Saranap Couinty file numbers GP13-003, RZ 13-4223, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 3:32:12 PM

The proposed project, both versions, is too tall and too dense for our neighborhood, and sets a
dangerous precedent for future development here.  We would love to support something more
appropriate!  A 6-floor garage looming over current housing is appalling.
A very reputable Lafayete citiy planner, Niroop, and a prominent multi-use project architect, Isaiah
Stackhouse, have outlined how the developer can build something in line with our Saranap, and still
make gobs of money. Please listen to their suggestions!  Thank you, Kathy Rogers
kathrogers19@gmail.com
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From: Paula Santi
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 32nd signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:12 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

75 feet is too tall for this area.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817222&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817222&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Paula Santi
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

From: Tina Sappal
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 24th signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:14 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

Too tall for the area, stay within general plan guidelines of 35 ft.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817229&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817229&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Tina Sappal
Lafayette, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.
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From: Gayle Schiller
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 29th signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:15 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

Out of character for the neighborhood to tall for the area, should not be over 3
stories.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817230&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817230&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Gayle Schiller
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

From: Traber Schroeder
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project!!
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 12:08:39 AM

Dear Contra Costa County Planning Department -

No doubt you have heard loud and clear from a very vocal few members of
my community who are particularly active on the NextDoor.com website
about how horrendous and how awful this development is. Frankly, I think
their accusations are absurd.  I have lived in the Saranap neighborhood
most of my life - having been moved here by my father when I was 3 years
old and living here until my current age of 32.  During that 29 year gap
I have seen only decline along Boulevard Way - businesses shuttering,
companies relocating, and empty lots lying fallow.  The area is bleak,
uninteresting, and in dire need of improvement.

The Hall Equities Group have provided a MUCH needed shot of life into
the area with their proposed design - it is fresh, inspiring, and
immensely respectful of the space around it.  Don't listen to the NIMBY
know-nothing naysayers who want nothing more than to shut the door on
any improvement to the neighborhood - they disguise their complaints in
veiled accusations of 'too tall' or 'out of character' but I ask you -
how can you be out of character with a place that HAS NONE?  Boulevard
Way NEEDS a project of this magnitude to bring life, light, and youthful
activity back to the area.  It will lend a great boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and
conveniences that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too darn tall!

The area is a low-lying section of the neighborhood bounded on three
sides by buildings of between 3-4 stories if you count a soft story on
the first floor.  It will not impinge on anyone's views, and it will not
disrupt the vibe of the neighborhood.  I think it would be a wonderful
edition, and the care and patience with which Hall Equities group has
reached out to and engaged with the community during this design and
review process is demonstrative of just how much effort they are putting
into listen to the community at large, and balance our concerns against
the need for a healthy return on investment.  I strongly urge you to
disregard the loud and raucous choir of a vocal minority of curmudgeonly
neighbors, and instead look to the silent majority of homeowners eager
to see convenience, vitality, and property value added to their
neighborhood.

Contra Cost County Department, I support the development of Saranap
Village at the intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The
project will bring our neighborhood much anticipated amenities that will
improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap Village
and what it will bring to our area!  Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality!

Sincerely,
Traber Lee Schroeder
1135 Juanita Dr., Walnut Creek, CA
925-348-4928 cell
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From: Brenna Shafizadeh
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Sunday, June 26, 2016 4:37:42 PM

Contra Cost County Department, I support the development of Saranap Village at the intersection of
Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much anticipated
amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it
will bring to our area!

Sent from my iPhone

From: Mani Sheriar
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 8:15:27 AM

Contra Cost County Department, I support the development of Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our
neighborhood much anticipated amenities that will improve the quality of our
community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it will bring to our area!

I can't wait to have this excellent development near my home! :)

MANI SHERIAR

web www.sheriardesigns.com
email mani@sheriardesigns.com
office 925.222.5049
mobile 925.914.0741

Sheriar Designs
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From: Monika Siegel
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 11th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 8:31:29 AM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 13 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

Looking forward to this new project.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818450&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818450&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Monika Siegel
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--

From: John Skiff
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Monday, July 04, 2016 6:50:27 PM

Contra Cost County Department, I support the development of Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our
neighborhood much anticipated amenities that will improve the quality of our
community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it will bring to our area!

The roundabouts are extremely important. I'm in a wheelchair. Crossing Blvd. Way is
too dangerous the way that things are now. I think that making the area pedestrian
friendly is exactly what is needed. Don't listen to people who claim to fear increased
traffic. Their real fear is that they won't be able to drive through the area going to
fast any more.

Thanks,

John Skiff
2515 Lucy Ln. (condos at the corner of Saranap Av.)
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
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From: Ginny Stofer
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 21st signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:07 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

Anything more than 3 stores is too large! Doesn't fit in with the surrounding
area. Want to see a project that keeps with the harmony of the neighborhood.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817220&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817220&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Ginny Stofer
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

From: Heather Stoneman
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 10:30:58 AM

Contra Cost County Department, I support the development of Saranap Village at the intersection of
Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much anticipated
amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it
will bring to our area!

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Pete Strickland
To: Candace Andersen; Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village development on Boulevard Way - opposed
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 10:09:39 PM

Dear Supervisor Anderson and Mr Nelson:

I am writing tonight to express my firm opposition to the development of the 
Saranap Village project, as it is currently conceived.

This is the project proposed on Boulevard Way, in the Saranap neighborhood, 
immediately to the west of Walnut Creek. The property is evidently owned by the 
Hall Equity Group, with an additional portion of the proposed development land 
owned by the Hall family itself.

Please note, before I dig into a few details, that I’m not opposed to real estate 
development; indeed, I own several investments in real estate myself.

There are several obvious problems with Hall’s proposed development. The 
proposed height is over twice what’s currently permitted by zoning in that area, and 
the proposed density is way over that currently zoned for neighborhoods like 
Saranap.

We all hear a lot of comments about ‘the area is down on its luck’, or ‘the area 
should be improved’. I agree (although we all need to be mindful not to insult the 
people who currently live there, nor the businesses on Boulevard Way).

That does NOT, however, mean the proposed Hall development is the correct 
solution. If you and the County agree, and do not grant the zoning exemptions Hall 
must achieve in order to build the project, others with a much more reasonable 
approach, or indeed Hall himself, can come along with a proposal that fits the 
neighborhood and the current zoning regulations.

To that end - and obviously you’re aware of this - witness all the development on 
the main drag in Lafayette. All within zoning requirements, with underground 
parking, and which fits the area. Walnut Creek manages to accomplish the same - 
although its height requirements are greater than Lafayette’s.

I went to a presentation last week, where a bright, astute, and articulate architect 
very easily countered Hall’s assertion that ‘it doesn’t pencil in’. (By the way, I’ve 
heard Hall himself say that). Developers and architects ‘make it pencil in’ all the 
time - again - witness Lafayette, for starters.

All the obvious are true. An exposed, six-story garage, the overall project height 
easily twice that permitted, the density being way over zoning - all those details 
mean I hope you’ll agree with my assertion that this is the WRONG development for 
the area. I’d further speculate that if the kind of proposal Hall is showing came 
before either Lafayette or Walnut Creek - if it even got that far - both those 
communities would reject it out-of-hand. If I hear this correctly, the County doesn’t 
seem to have as strong a development-approval process. If that’s the case, it’s 
unfortunate, to be polite.

A few more thoughts:

1) This is the 2nd proposal from Hall, and I’ve seen a newspaper article where the 
spin was that ‘he’d listened to the neighborhood and reduced the proposed size’. 
Comparing his first and current proposals counters that ‘public position’. The 
‘massing’ is not significantly reduced, in any meaningful way, from the first proposal.
Especially with some of the photos Hall presents (great distances), or incompletely 
presents (ignoring some of the more unfortunate views), or the fact that his six-
story garage is proposed immediately behind another apartment building, I’m 
concerned that Hall thinks he can ‘push this through’, or that ‘nobody will notice’.
2) My wife and I lived in Boston for years, before moving here to Saranap 11 years 
ago. (Yes - I’d written to you on the previous Hall proposal over a year and a half 
ago - my wife grew up here in Saranap, on Abbey Court). Anyway, one of the major
mistakes Boston made was to permit an indoor shopping mall, and associated hotel, 
in the Downtown Crossing area - smack dab in the middle of the city. Perhaps the 
interior mall was nice; its external, street-facing sides were nothing but concrete. 
The development failed. I say ‘perhaps it was nice’, because I had the opportunity 
to walk through that mall, after its economic demise. Nothing but dusty concrete, 
store windows all knocked out, only emergency lighting, etc. While the Boulevard-
Way-facing aspects of the proposed Hall development don’t suffer from the exposed 
concrete walls like that Boston mistake, the back sides of Hall’s proposal, and 
especially the parking garage, should also be understood in the context of their 
neighborhood-unfriendly presentation - another reason to reject the current proposal
and send Hall back to the drawing board.
3) I grew up in Pennsylvania; my mother grew up in Decatur, Georgia - a suburb on
the east side of Atlanta. We’d always make the drive from PA to GA as the family 
vacation, over the summer. I have strong memories, as a kid, of all the 
development in Decatur - a couple of big banks, and the razing of the older 
downtown area if favor of the newer buildings, parking lots, and yes - the parking 
garages. When I’d visit my grandmother during and after my college days, it was 
plain that this kind of architecture really wasn’t all that good for small cities like 
Decatur. They too realized their mistake, and were working hard to attract small 
business and restaurants back to the area. Indeed, if I have this correct, cities have
learned from these kinds of mistakes, and are smarter about proper development, 
now, which benefits the community and the people who live and work there.
4) Lastly, I’d point to Danville. Towns like Danville (and Lafayette) don’t look the 
way they do - and aren’t as successful as they are - without solid zoning that 
manages growth appropriately, and specifically to the mutual benefit of the citizens 
of the town (and not some individual corporation (HEG) looking to profit from an 
area ‘down on its luck’). We must not let the allure of a ‘savior’ developer (and I’ve 
also heard Hall convey himself in that way) threaten us by implying that if he 
doesn’t get his way, the area will deteriorate further (and I’ve heard him say that, 
too, that bars and nightclubs would come in, instead).

It is the job of the corporation to project itself in the best possible way - to sell its 
goods - and it is the job of the rest of us to insist that, especially in our 
neighborhoods, development is consistent with the law - the zoning regulations that 
protect all of us - all the investments we’ve made in our homes, or our apartments 
or condos, our school districts - indeed - the very character of where we live.

Finally, it’s been pointed out that the Contra Costa County website is now updated 
with accurate information for the proposed development, and that the CCC website 
actually has the accurate proposed height figures, and has published them. Thank 
you both for that - presenting the necessarily unbiased perspective, based on facts.

6-182



I strongly urge you to reject the current Hall proposal for Saranap Village on 
Boulevard way in Contra Costa County.

Thanks -
Pete Strickland
1011 El Curtola Blvd
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
925.948.5746 (c)
925.934.6254 (h)

From: Tait Svenson
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Saturday, June 11, 2016 2:26:11 PM

Contra Cost County Department, I support the development of Saranap Village at the intersection of
Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much anticipated
amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it
will bring to our area!

Sincerely,

Tait and Lindsay Svenson
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From: Christine Swihart
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I do not support the Saranap Village project!!
Date: Sunday, June 19, 2016 10:37:56 AM

Contra Cost County Department, I am against the development of Saranap
Village at the intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. While
I'm in favor of revitalization of the area, the height and size of this
project is too great for our semi rural neighborhood even with the
revisions.

I would be in favor of a smaller project where the height of the
proposed buildings do not exceed that of the surrounding buildings.

Kind Regards,
Christine Swihart
248 Sequoia Avenue, Walnut Creek 94595

From: Jerrold Ulmer
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 19th signer: "Support the Saranap Village - Breathe Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline i..."
Date: Friday, June 24, 2016 12:28:32 PM

Dear William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Support the Saranap Village - Breathe
Life and Growth, not Fear and Decline into our community!. So far, 19 people have
signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111528-custom-72541-
20260624-Rbna7j

The petition states:

"I support the development of the Mitigated Alternative Saranap Village at the
intersection of Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The Project will provide a
MUCH needed shot of life into a neglected and uninspiring stretch of road with
the proposed design - it is fresh, invigorating, and immensely respectful of the
space and community around it. It will lend a much needed boost to the local
housing stock, define a neighborhood with services, stores, and conveniences
that it currently lacks, and it will NOT be too tall! I look forward to Saranap
Village and what it will bring to our area! Please make this Revised Plan an
Approved Reality! "

My additional comments are:

Yes please bring the beauty of that project next to my home

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818726&target_type=custom&target_id=72541

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1818726&target_type=custom&target_id=72541&csv=1

Jerrold Ulmer
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=F4naCmcbEKSV6GzDJSiHj3dpbGwubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
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&petition_id=111528. From: Lynne Underwood
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Hall project
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2016 8:28:40 PM

He's welcome to build his building if he keeps in within the areas height limits. We don't want that tall
of building and ugly parking lot. He must revise plans to stay in our heights limits.why can he come
here and ignore  our limits when he would never get away with that in Walnut Creek or Lafayette

Please someone help us to make him stay within the set limits of our area....
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From: Scott Wallace
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Saranap Village ZA meeting
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 8:39:52 PM

I wasn't at today's ZA meeting. If I had been, I'd have spoken in favor of the project
in its current iteration. Hall deserves credit for taking this back to the drawing board
and paring it back to address the concerns of the neighborhood. I'm a 30-plus-year
Saranap resident, and I think this is a great project. 

Development of this area was inevitable -- and is long overdue. I'm grateful that it's
a class act like Hall that took the initiative.

s.

From: Doug Webb
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Saranap Village RDEIR Zoning Administrator Hearing
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 8:40:11 AM

Will, I just heard of the Saranap Village RDEIR Zoning Administrator Hearing coming up 
Monday and wanted to communicate our enthusiastic support for the project.

My wife, Evelyn, and I, originally from the East coast, have lived in the Saranap 
neighborhood of Walnut Creek for 33 and 25 years respectively! We’ve been following the 
Saranap Village project closely and would like to see it move forward.

I’m sorry the project has been scaled back, but still believe it will enhance the neighborhood 
significantly.

- Doug Webb
Boulevard Terrace Condominiums
1312B Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek, CA 94595

6-186



From: Benjamin Wells
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Support for Saranap Village
Date: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 10:50:25 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

As a nearest neighbor (Boulevard Terrace Condominiums owner), I
support the revised plan for Saranap Village.

Thanks,

--Benjamin Wells
1314-D Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek CA 94595

From: Karen Wells
To: Will Nelson
Cc: David Dacus
Subject: Support for Saranap Village
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 5:17:03 PM

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I support the revised plan for Saranap Village.  As an owner in the Boulevard Terrace
Condominiums, I am a close neighbor, and I welcome this needed development on the
Boulevard Way corridor in Saranap.

Sincerely,

Karen Wells
1314-D Boulevard Way
Walnut Creek CA 94595
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From: kathleen whiteman
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 22nd signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:12 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

There are no buildings this tall for nearly a mile in every direction. This
building is completely inappropriate for this site.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817223&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817223&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

kathleen whiteman
walnut creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

From: Tony Williams
To: Will Nelson
Cc: Sean Tully
Subject: I support the Saranap Village project
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 5:32:01 PM

Contra Cost County Department, I support the development of Saranap Village at the intersection of
Saranap Avenue and Boulevard Way. The project will bring our neighborhood much anticipated
amenities that will improve the quality of our community. I look forward to Saranap Village and what it
will bring to our area!

Sincerely,
Tony Williams
Saranap Homeowner

6-188



From: Claudia Windfuhr
To: Will Nelson
Subject: Fw: Saranap Village: County file # GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 6:47:19 PM

On Tuesday, May 10, 2016 7:51 PM, Claudia Windfuhr <windfuhrclaudia@yahoo.com> wrote:

Dear Mr. Nelson,

I am a resident of Saranap (17 Acorn Court) and I would like to voice my opposition to the
planned construction. Even though the site is now smaller it is still much too big for the
neighborhood. I understand that in order to make it smaller, all of the proposed "community"
facilities, such as a neighborhood fitness place, were taken out. What is left is just apartments
for rent, lots of additional cars that will impact the small street and pollute the air.

This area is semi rural. We already have the monster Sufi temple which looks more and more
like an UFO has landed. It does not fit. Now another huge construction will be added.

What about all the changes that need to happen to the zoning laws and plans to make this even
possible?
How does this possible permit open the path for more and more of such big projects?

A semi rural neighborhood does not need a complex for 196 apartments. This would be the right
project for downtown but not for our little area.

Sincerely yours,

Claudia Windfuhr

From: Claudia Windfuhr
To: Will Nelson
Subject: I"m the 46th signer: "Saranap Village: Too tall and not in harmony with our neighborhood"
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 6:47:13 AM

Dear Mr. William Nelson,

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Saranap Village: Too tall and not in
harmony with our neighborhood. So far, 53 people have signed the petition.

You can reach me directly by replying to this email. Or, post a response for
MoveOn.org to pass along to all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-111477-custom-72481-
20260623-Di2Z2x

The petition states:

"Both versions of the Saranap Village Project, the original and the mitigated
alternative, propose buildings over 75 feet tall. Besides requiring General Plan
amendments, this project is just too big and out of harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood. "

My additional comments are:

I agree, SV is too high.

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817233&target_type=custom&target_id=72481

To download a CSV file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=1817233&target_type=custom&target_id=72481&csv=1

Claudia Windfuhr
Walnut Creek, CA

This email was sent through MoveOn's public petition website, a free service that
allows anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn
does not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If
you have any questions, please email petitions@moveon.org. If you don't want to
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition,
click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=DsNnH25iBwJo6Nn4bQngaXdpbGxpYW0ubmVsc29uQGRjZC5jY2NvdW50eS51cw--
&petition_id=111477.

6-189



6. Written Comments on the RDEIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

This page intentionally left blank 

6-190



Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

CHAPTER 7 
Responses to Comments Received at the 
Public Hearings on the Draft EIR and 
Recirculated Draft EIR 

The Contra Costa County Zoning Administrator held a public hearing to accept comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on November 3, 2014, and held a second public 
hearing to accept comments on the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) on 
June 20, 2016. The following includes transcripts of the comments received at the public 
hearings, followed by responses. Some of the topics raised are discussed in Chapter 4, Master 
Responses, of this Response to Comments Document, as indicated below. 

Many of the comments submitted during the public hearings qualify as General Comments. 
General Comments either: 1) present information already considered in the analysis in the 
DEIR/RDEIR; 2) present unsubstantiated evidence challenging the adequacy of the analysis in 
the DEIR/RDEIR; 3) do not pertain to the physical environment under the purview of the EIR and 
CEQA; 4) present opinions or speculation; or 5) editorialize. General Comments are noted and 
will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) 
when they consider the Project. Comments of this type are addressed in Master Response 1, 
General Comments, and when applicable, in the appropriate topical sections of the DEIR/RDEIR 
(i.e., Aesthetics, Transportation and Traffic, Cumulative Impacts, etc.). 
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7. Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

7.1 Environmental Topics Raised and Responses to 
Comments from November 3, 2014 Hearing 

7.1.1 DEIR Public Hearing Transcript (PH.1) 
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November 3, 2014, Zoning Administrator Meeting Page 1 of 5 
Item #7: Saranap Village 
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report

Public Hearing

Aruna Bhat:

Sharon Gong:

Aruna Bhat:

Bill Mitchell:

Transcript (PH.1)
November 3, 2014, Zoning Administrator Meeting Page 2 of 5 
Item #7: Saranap Village 
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report

Aruna Bhat:

Bill Mitchell:

Aruna Bhat:

Jeanne Kerr:

Aruna Bhat:

David Dacus:

Aruna Bhat:

Transcript (PH.1)
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November 3, 2014, Zoning Administrator Meeting Page 3 of 5 
Item #7: Saranap Village 
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report

Marshall Meyer:

Aruna Bhat:

Leonard Barton:

Aruna Bhat:

Jim Changaris

Aruna Bhat:

Jim Changaris:

Aruna Bhat:

Jim Changaris:

Aruna Bhat:

Jim Changaris:

Transcript (PH.1)
November 3, 2014, Zoning Administrator Meeting Page 4 of 5 
Item #7: Saranap Village 
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report

Aruna Bhat:

Shari Walker:

Aruna Bhat:

Jeremy Rue:

Aruna Bhat:

Transcript (PH.1)
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November 3, 2014, Zoning Administrator Meeting Page 5 of 5 
Item #7: Saranap Village 
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report

Michael Cass:

Aruna Bhat:

Transcript (PH.1)
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7. Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

7.1.2 DEIR Public Hearing Responses (PH.1) 

PH.1 Bill Mitchell 
PH.1-1 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it does not pertain to the 

physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

PH.1 Jeanne Kerr 
PH.1-2 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions on the 

perceived merits or demerits of the Project. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

PH.1 David Dacus 
PH.1-3 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it editorializes. This 

comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project.  

PH.1 Marshall Meyer 
PH.1-4 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions on 

perceived merits or demerits of the Project and its physical attributes. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. The 
County notes that the DEIR/RDEIR does not analyze impacts to views from 
private properties. See Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis, for further 
discussion on this topic.  

PH.1 Leonard Barton 
PH.1-5 This comment regarding neighborhood cut-through traffic is addressed in Master 

Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as well as DEIR Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, along with associated technical reports supporting 
the DEIR and RDEIR. 

PH.1-6 Neither the State CEQA Guidelines nor the County’s adopted CEQA 
Thresholds/Criteria of Significance address shadows and shading. Therefore, this 
comment qualifies as a General Comment because it is beyond the purview of the 
EIR and CEQA. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to County 
decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they 
consider the Project. 
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7. Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
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PH.1-7 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions on 
perceived merits or demerits of the Project and its physical attributes. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

PH.1 Jim Changaris 
PH.1-8 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it does not pertain to the 

physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

PH.1 Shari Walker 
PH1.-9 Regarding traffic, see Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, 

as well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Section 5.4.3, 
Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR.  

Regarding the Project’s potential to set a precedent or induce further growth in 
the area, see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement and Cumulative Impact 
Analysis.  

Potential impacts to school are addressed under DEIR Section 4.14, Public 
Services. Refer to Impact 4.14.1, on DEIR page 4.14.-5, which estimates a 
Project-generated student population of approximately 78 students comprised of 
approximately 36 high school students and 42 elementary students. As stated, by 
complying with Senate Bill (SB) 50, the Project would fully mitigate the potential 
effect of new students on public school facilities, including impacts on Acalanes 
High School.  

PH.1 Jeremy Rue  
PH.1-10 The RDEIR includes a corrected analysis of the Project’s impacts related to 

aesthetics in a new Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces DEIR Section 4.1. Also 
see Master Response 2, Aesthetics Analysis. As explained in the Master 
Response, the analysis of view impacts is limited to views experienced from 
various public vantage points, not private properties. 

PH.1 Michael Cass 
PH.1-11 Regarding the points raised in the November 14, 2014, letter from the City of 

Lafayette, refer to Response to Comment Lafayette-1 through 32, which address 
the City of Lafayette’s concerns. 
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7.2.1 RDEIR Public Hearing Transcript (PH.2) 

7-11



7. Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

This page intentionally left blank 

 

7-12



June 20, 2016, Zoning Administrator Meeting 
Item #2a: Saranap Village 
Comments on Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Page 1 of 5 

(Recording marker: 00:00:02) 
Aruna Bhat, Zoning Administrator (ZA): Welcome to the June 20th, 3:30 session of the Zoning 
Administrator’s meeting. The first item on the agenda is Public Comments. Is there anyone here that 
would like to make a comment on an item that is not listed on the agenda, but that is within the purview 
of the Zoning Administrator? Ok, I see no one. So I’m going to move on to the main item on the agenda 
which is item #2a. Jaclyn, could you please read that? 

Jaclyn Isip: Hall Equities Group as the Applicant/Owner, Atrium Villa Home Owners Association as the 
Owners for County File Numbers GP13-0003, RZ13-3224, SD13-9359, DP13-3035. This is a hearing to 
accept comments on the adequacy of the recirculated draft environmental impact report for the Saranap 
Village mixed-use project. The applicant requests approval of a general plan amendment, rezoning, major 
subdivision, and a final development plan to allow redevelopment of a portion of Boulevard Way into a 
mixed-use village containing 235 multi-family residential units and approximately 43,500 square feet of 
neighborhood-oriented businesses and services. The project site is approximately 4.6 acres addressed as 
1285, 1298, 1299, 1300, 1310, and 1326 Boulevard Way, and 1176 and 1180 Saranap Avenue, in the 
Saranap area. 

ZA: Great, thank you. So as Jaclyn just said, this is a hearing to accept comments on the adequacy of the 
recirculated draft environmental impact report for the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project. The notice was 
sent out on May 5th, and the last day to submit written comments is Wednesday, July 6th, by 5:00 p.m. 
This hearing is only to accept comments on the adequacy of the draft environmental impact report; 
this hearing is not regarding the merits of the project, so I ask that you please limit your comments 
to environmental issues, thank you.  

I have a few speaker cards here, so I’m just going to go, and if you want to speak regarding this item, 
submit your comments; you can submit written comments but you can come in and testify too, but please 
fill one of these green speaker cards, thank you. The first speaker I have is Reed Onate, the applicant. 

(Recording marker: 00:03:01) 
Reed Onate, Project Applicant: Hello, good afternoon, my name is Reed Onate, I’m with Hall Equities 
Group and specifically in regards to the adequacy of the EIR, Hall Equities Group has taken the time to 
respond to certain comments from the community that came out of the September 2014 Draft EIR that 
came out and so that is what brought about the recirculated document and we feel that, you know, many 
of the topics, aesthetics, air quality, greenhouse gas, biology, cultural resources, geology, soils, 
hazardous materials, hydrology, noise, transportation, utilities, have all been addressed between the two 
documents and certainly the conclusions are there are no impacts, all the impacts have been reduced to 
a less than significant level. The project overall, I’ll mention in the recirculated draft EIR, included a 
new plan, a mitigated alternative, which reduces the size and scope of the project, which further reduces 
the amount of environmental impacts that were analyzed. And so we are always happy to work with the 
community, and that what’s brought up this latest design, which has lowered impacts, such as the height of 
the building had been lowered by one to two stories, between the two different sides A and B, and I’m 
just here to answer any questions and provide those comments as part of the process of the EIR. 
Thank you very much. 
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ZA:  Thank you. Next speaker is David Dacus. 

(Recording marker: 00:04:55) 
David Dacus: Thank you, and my name is David Dacus, and I’m the president of the Saranap Community 
Association and a 35 year resident of the Saranap area of unincorporated Contra Costa County. I am also a 
licensed architect in private practice here and a consultant to the Community Development Department of 
San Joaquin County and also to the Mountain House new town just across the Altamont Pass. In this 
capacity I have performed design reviews for all the buildings constructed there in the last ten years. 
That’s residential, commercial, office, and industrial. I’m the chair of the SCA Application Review 
Committee and together with my colleague board member Charles Huddleston, we have read the 
recirculated draft EIR, visited the sites, and discussed the identified impacts in the report on the new 
mitigated plan alternative. We note that of the 51 impacts and the 10 categories, 34 have lessened 
over the original project, 15 have remained the same, and 2  have increased slightly in impact. 
However, all may be mitigated to less-than-significant levels and the greater number will require less 
mitigation due to the applicant changes. I live in a condo that will be surrounded on three sides by 
parts of the project, and even though there will be temporary inconveniences to me and my family, and 
my neighbors, I am in favor of the enhancement that this project will bring to our community. The 
recirculated draft EIR represents the second full look at the proposed mixed-use development after that 
of the original project. It has had multiple studies of all the CEQA aspects and we feel secure in the 
knowledge that the neighborhood environment and all its aspects will be protected fully by the time the 
project is completed. We would like to commend the staff for their help to us throughout this process and 
their due diligence. We also want to extend a special thanks to the applicant, Hall Equities Group for their 
many open houses, information center and willingness to respond to comments that they have received 
over a four year period. I personally have attend six open houses and staff of HEG have given public 
presentations on all the iterations of the project at our Saranap Community Association annual meetings 
for the last four years, and will give yet another one at our next annual meeting on July the 7th. It is the 
unanimous view of our SCA Board of Directors that the project recirculated draft EIR is sound, deserving of 
approval and certification, and we encourage this outcome for the betterment of our community. 

ZA: Thank you for your comments. Next speaker is Bob Holcomb. 

(Recording marker: 00:07:37) 
Bob Holcomb: My name Bob Holcomb. I live at 1305 Boulevard Way, one of the condominiums right 
across the street from the whole development. I have lived in the area about 25 years in different 
locations but all in the immediate area. After reviewing the EIR revised draft, any of the oppositions I felt 
at the beginning, I felt were taken care of for lowering the building and height and moving the spaces 
back, so there was more site lines and more open space, I think will go very well with the neighborhood. 
Overall, I think it will improve the environment tremendously, creating a pedestrian favorite, a pedestrian 
area where people can really enjoy walking. It will make the street safer; I, myself, was almost run down 
by a speeding car along Boulevard Way. The planned traffic circle will go a long way to making it a safer 
area for crossing streets and I think just beautifying the neighborhood where there is a lot of very old and 
run-down buildings will create an environment that is very positive and nurturing for people who live 
there. So I speak in support of the project and feel that the environmental impact is really well taken care 
of. Thank you. 
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ZA: Thank you. The next speaker is Guy Moore. 

(Recording marker: 00:09:11) 
Guy Moore: Good afternoon, my name is Guy Moore and I’m a 27-year resident of 840 Juanita Drive, 
which is in the neighborhood of the affected development. I am a little bit new to this process but the 
environmental impact report ought to consider what will happen to the neighborhood after the 
property is built. Given that the height of the buildings are, would require a variance or some change to 
the general plan, it definitely does not fit when you look at the existing properties. I think most residents 
agree that the area does need development. It does need to be upgraded and modernized, but when 
you’re talking about six, seven story buildings, it is just outrageous and not something that fits in with the 
neighborhood at all. Thank you. 

ZA: Since your comment was about height, I just wanted to make a point regarding height. The County’s 
General Plan does stipulate height restrictions, specifically for commercial, office, and industrial uses. 

And it does go up to 60 feet. I just wanted to make a comment on that. Of course we will address all the 
comments that we have received this afternoon in the Final Environmental Impact Report. Thank you for 
your comments. The next speaker is Marshall Stein. 

(Recording marker: 00:10:52) 
Marshall Stein: Good afternoon, my name is Marshall Stein. I’m a 25-year resident in the Saranap area 
on Kendall Court. Just around the corner from Juanita. Looking at the EIR and what it covers, and I 
understand that there are several points and aesthetics, air quality, etc. My comment is strictly on the 
aesthetics, and that the building that is proposed, whether it’s six or seven stories, and I’m talking 
about Building A in particular on the corner of Boulevard Way and Saranap, really is out of scale, out of 
proportion for our neighborhood. I know others reflect, have the same opinion and that we do welcome 
a project similar to this. That is the major sticking point that I’ve, I still feel I’m in opposition to. Perhaps 
the only one really is the height of the building, and hope that is taken in consideration whether 
approving or accepting the DEIR as written. Thank you. 

ZA: Thank you. The next speaker is Randall Curtis. Anyone else that wishes to speak, please fill out one of 
those green speaker cards, thank you. 

(Recording marker: 00:12:13) 
Randall Curtis: So my name is Randall Curtis. I have also lived in Saranap on Peterson Place for 23 years 
and our issues also have to do with the height.  It seems as though all of the development in the 
surrounding cities is at the two- to three-story level development, and it feels as though we are a little bit 
more vulnerable to a larger development because we are in the County and not subject to a design 
committee that would be in place in a different, like Lafayette, Walnut Creek, that have been 
keeping the height limit a little bit lower than a six story, for example, parking structure. 

ZA: Thank you. Tim Walker. 

(Recording marker: 00:13:08) 
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Tim Walker: Good afternoon. My name is Tim Walker. I live at 106 Kendall Road, which is in the 
neighborhood west of where the project is. I did, I looked at the document, the recirculated draft 
environmental impact report and I saw one of the visual impact project viewpoint photos that really 
struck me, and that’s Figure 6.5-8, it’s on page 6-19. The general conclusion was that from, this is about 
where I live, at the intersection of Kendall Road and Lucy Lane, that that view point would not be affected 
and oh my gosh take a look at that picture because when you look down that road, Lucy Lane is like, how 
everybody gets in and out of the neighborhood. And as you walk down that street, you see Mt. Diablo. It’s 
right there. It’s very relaxing and its part of the neighborhood. Look at 6.5-8 and see what happens. It’s 
blocked out by the parking structure and the conclusion in the recirculated draft EIR is that’s not a 
significant effect on the visual plain and I disagree with that conclusion. I think it’s wrong. And given that 
conclusion about that particular viewpoint, I don’t live in the areas of the other project viewpoints, but I, I 
just walked out there today and took a picture. If that’s the conclusion of the EIR, that that’s not a 
significant effect, how could, it throws doubt in my mind on the other conclusions. On the visual impact, if 
they say that it has no effect, because boy when you take a look at that picture it’s just occults [SIC (meant 
‘OBSTRUCTS’)] the mountain when you look down that street and everybody uses that street to come in 
and out. And as far as the document goes that’s it, that’s all I have. 

ZA: Thank you. Next speaker is Tim Lynch. 

(Recording marker: 00:15:09) 
Tim Lynch: Good afternoon my name is Tim Lynch. I’m president of the Saranap Homeowners 
Organization. The homeowners association is not opposed to developing Boulevard Way, in fact we 
welcome it. But a project of this massive scale will set precedence for future developments. I want to 
remind you that this development is 1/10 of a mile and Boulevard Way is much longer that. So as far as 
changing the whole dynamics of the area, it will have a small area but a huge, huge impact. We object to 
the conclusions that it’s a less-than-significant level of changes on the DEIR. As far as the aesthetics go, the 
heights, they’re significantly over the current General Plan and zoning ordinance of 35 feet. The massive 
building is inappropriate for the area. As designed as a, say, transit village, set in a semi-rural 
community, not in an urban or transit center. Air quality, the increase in traffic for both the residents and 
commercial concerns will deplete the current air quality; the proposed six-story garage in building A, which 
will serve buildings A and B, will be detrimental to the residents of the Vista Palms, which will back up a 
few feet from the six-story building. There are two-story residences right now. So they will be 
impacted, detrimentally impacted in both air quality and quality of life. The parking structure will be 
feet away from the two-story balconies, the garage will decrease air quality, and the placement of the 
structure will totally destroy their current views, decrease their sunlight as it will on other dwellings near 
the proposed project. Because of the density of the development, local roads will be significantly 
impacted, especially the side residential streets and please refer to the objections from the City of 
Lafayette. Thank you. 

ZA: Thank you for your comments. Next speaker is Cindy. 

(Recording marker: 00:17:42) 
Cindy Ayers: Hi, my name is Cindy Ayers and I have lived in Saranap my entire life, and I am not opposed 
to having businesses come in and even to have even a three-story complex put in. But I feel that a six-story 
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complex is just going to be too much for our neighborhood and I would appreciate if you would 
reconsider and make it just three stories tall. Thank you. 

ZA: Thank you for your comments. All I have is one more speaker card. So anyone else that wishes to 
make a comment regarding this environmental impact report, please submit a speaker card. Brad Smith. 

(Recording marker: 00:18:36) 
Brad Smith: Good afternoon, I’m associated with the project directly adjacent to building A. It starts at 
1283 Boulevard Way. It’s a 2½-acre parcel there. I’ve been associated with that property for about the last 
20 to 25 years. If you look at diagram, figure 6.5-10, you can just see that the magnitude of building A is 
going to totally dwarf everything that we have adjacent to it there. I don’t know if you have seen that 
picture? We already have a two-story building there and this one skies above that. So that is first concern 
is the element in regards to the height there. The second one is with regards to the off-site street 
improvements are going to be done directly in  front of our property, and  looks like there’s a couple of 
different alternatives, one being the roundabout, one being a center island. We currently have four 
driveways that enter our property for four different locations and so we are concerned about trucks 
being able to get in and out, make deliveries to our tenants, and that kind of thing. So we appreciate the 
opportunity to have greater input as the process continues. Thank you. 

ZA: Anyone else? 

(A question was asked by an audience member - inaudible) 

ZA: That’s the limitation for a business park within the General Plan, and goes to 50 feet for office. We also 
have several mixed-use designations in the County and so the height is, is anywhere from 35 feet to 60 
feet. 

(A question was asked by an audience member - inaudible) 

ZA: This parcel is with 35 to 50 foot also. You are correct. OK, I have no more speaker cards for this item. 
So I do want to say that the last day to submit comments is July 6th by 5:00 p.m. You are most welcome to 
submit any comments you have, any additional written comments you have. I also have the project 
planners here, both Will Nelson and Sean Tully here. If you have any specific questions that you have 
regarding driveways or anything regarding height, please take time to meet with them after this meeting. 
Thank you so much for providing comments. So that concludes the Zoning Administrator’s meeting of June 
20th. Thank you. 

Transcript (PH.2)

8
cont.

9

10

7-15



7. Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

This page intentionally left blank 

7-16



7. Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

Saranap Village Project  June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

7.2.2 RDEIR Public Hearing Responses (PH.2) 

PH.2 David Dacus 
PH.2-1 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions and 

presents information that does not pertain to the physical environment under the 
purview of the EIR and CEQA. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project.  

PH.2 Bob Holcomb 
PH.2-2 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it presents opinions on 

perceived merits or demerits of the Project. This comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

PH.2 Guy Moore 
PH.2-3 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions on the 

physical attributes of the Project. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. Building heights and massing, and the Project’s 
potential impacts related to neighborhood character, are addressed in RDEIR 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces DEIR Section 4.1, and Master Response 2, 
Aesthetics Analysis. 

PH.2 Marshall Stein 
PH.2-4 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions on the 

physical attributes of the Project. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. Building heights and massing, and the Project’s 
potential impacts related to neighborhood character, are addressed in RDEIR 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces DEIR Section 4.1, and Master Response 2, 
Aesthetics Analysis. 

PH.2 Randall Curtis 
PH.2-5 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions on the 

physical attributes of the Project. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. Building heights and mass, and the Project’s potential 
impacts related to neighborhood character, are addressed in RDEIR Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, which replaces DEIR Section 4.1, and Master Response 2, Aesthetics 
Analysis.PH.2 Tim Walker 
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PH.2 Tim Walker 
PH.2-6 The commenter erroneously states that the RDEIR analysis of the MPA’s visual 

impacts, as assessed from Viewpoint Number 2, would not result in a significant 
impact. As stated on page 6-17 of the RDEIR, visible portions of the building at 
Site A would result in substantial changes to the view and the visual character 
from Viewpoint Number 2, and Mitigation Measure AES-3 would apply.  

Further, as noted in the RDEIR, Viewpoint 2, at the intersection of Lucy Lane 
and Laural Oak Lane, is included in this RDEIR because the 2014 Draft EIR 
erroneously marked that intersection on the viewpoint location map. Viewpoint 2 
is located close to the Project site, along a narrow residential street, where views 
of the Project site are already obstructed with telephone poles and trees. 
Accordingly, this close-up view is not appropriate for evaluating the impact of 
the Project on scenic vistas. See RDEIR page 4.1-3. 

PH.2 Tim Lynch 
PH.2-7 Regarding the commenter’s concern for the Project’s potential to set a precedent 

or induce further growth in the area, see Master Response 4, Growth Inducement 
and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

The Project’s effects related to air quality, including from mobile emissions 
(including potential air quality issues resulting from project-related traffic), are 
addressed in the DEIR Section 4.3, Air Quality (pages 4.3-12 through 4.3-16).  

With regard to the comment’s concern for the parking structure’s potential 
impacts, see Response to Comment Bell_T-1 in Chapter 6 of this Response to 
Comment document, which addresses the concerns raised about the Project’s and 
MPA’s proposals for the Site A parking garage.  

For an analysis of transportation and traffic related effects of the Project on 
Boulevard Way, see Master Response 3, Traffic and Transportation Analysis, as 
well as DEIR Section 4.16, Transportation and Traffic, and Section 5.4.3, Areas 
of Potential Cumulative Impacts, along with associated technical reports 
supporting the DEIR and RDEIR. As noted in Master Response 3, for all 
potential impacts, including those related to traffic, CEQA only requires analysis 
and mitigation of potentially substantial adverse changes in the physical 
environment.1 The commenter submitted no evidence demonstrating that the 
analysis is flawed. 

                                                      
1 Public Resources Code §§ 21151, 21060.5, 21068. 
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PH.2 Cindy Ayers 
PH.2-8 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it offers opinions on the 

physical attributes of the Project. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to 
County decision-makers (Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) when 
they consider the Project. Building heights and massing, and the Project’s 
potential impacts related to neighborhood character, are addressed in RDEIR 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, which replaces DEIR Section 4.1, and Master Response 2, 
Aesthetics Analysis. 

PH.2 Brad Smith 
PH.2-9 This comment is categorized as a General Comment because it presents 

information already considered in the analysis in the DEIR/RDEIR. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 

PH.2-10 This comment qualifies as a General Comment because it does not pertain to the 
physical environment under the purview of the EIR and CEQA. This comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to County decision-makers (Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors) when they consider the Project. 
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CHAPTER 8 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program 

This chapter sets forth a proposed Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). An 
MMRP must be adopted in connection with any approval of the Project or any alternative, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 20181.6. The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure that 
mitigation measures will actually be implemented. Though an MMRP need not be included in an 
EIR, the County has directed that one be presented in this Response to Comments document. 

The following MMRP incorporates all mitigation measures from the DEIR, as modified or 
supplemented in the RDEIR and the Response to Comments document, along with some clerical 
corrections. Because the project sponsor proposed the MPA, this MMRP sets forth the mitigation 
measures that would be required for both the Project and the MPA. All listed impacts and 
mitigation measures apply to both the Project and the MPA except where expressly noted.  
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ABBREVIATIONS:  
 Condition of Approval (COA) Community Development Division (CDD)      Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
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SECTION 1: AESTHETICS 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.1-1) The Project would have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista. 

Mitigation Measures: 

AES-1: Reduce Height. To avoid significant obstruction of views of the major Las Trampas Regional 
Wilderness ridgeline when viewed from the bend in Saranap Avenue at Hull’s Mortuary (RDEIR 
Viewpoint Number 1), the maximum roofline height of Site A buildings shall be reduced as necessary to 
substantially eliminate the ridge obstruction. In no case shall the maximum height of the Site A buildings 
exceed the heights reflected in Figure 6.5-3 (Mitigated Plan Alternative Height Zone Map) in this RDEIR. 
[Applies to the Project and the MPA. This mitigation is already incorporated into the MPA.] 

Implementing Action: COA 

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building or grading permits  

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of construction plans to the CDD.  

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.1-3) The Project could substantially degrade the visual 
character or quality of the project site or its surroundings. 

Mitigation Measures: 

AES-3a: Variety of Styles. To avoid monotony of style and to be compatible with the eclectic nature of 
the surrounding development, the project applicant shall employ differing architectural styles which 
shall include, at a minimum, at least three of the following styles: 

• Contemporary 
• Cottage Townhome 
• Craftsman 
• European Village 
• Contemporary Saltbox 
• Contemporary Lodge 

AES-3b: Design Features. To soften or break up building masses, the project applicant shall include the 
following design elements: 

• The same level of architectural detail shall be extended to all building exteriors, and no large blank 
walls on any side of any building shall be visible from any public street or off-site location.  

• The exterior vertical surfaces of all buildings shall be broken up and a monolithic appearance shall 
be avoided. The arrangement and size of design elements shall be varied. Buildings shall include 
variations in color, building components, materials, and window placement.  

This requirement may be accomplished with design elements such as projections, recesses, modulation, 
and corner treatments. Other treatments that would satisfy this condition include, but are not limited to, 
columns, awnings, canopies, recessed entrance areas, special entrance treatments, decks, railings, louvers, 
vents, wall panels, curtain walls, and slope glazed systems and variety in the building components. 
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SECTION 1: AESTHETICS (continued) 

• For ground-level retail under residential uses, the project applicant shall use a distinctive parapet, 
horizontal band, or other design element to distinguish the retail from the upper residential floors. The 
project applicant shall ensure that design elements are incorporated into the ground level retail uses to 
create a sense of openness from the sidewalk into the retail space, using such items as visually 
penetrable storefront windows, roll-up window walls, nano-walls, or other types of window walls. 

• Along the northern side of Boulevard Way, a clearly defined base and roof edge shall be included to 
provide a distinct base, middle, and top of the façade. 

AES-3c: Color Palette. The project applicant shall ensure that primary color palettes and materials for 
the project buildings are appropriate to the architectural styles chosen pursuant to Mitigation Measure 
AES-3a. 

AES-3d: Additional Height Reduction. In addition to the height reductions required by Mitigation 
Measure AES-1, the applicant shall lower the height of the Site A building further. The height of all 
buildings shall not exceed the maximum heights set forth in Figure 4-1, Mitigation Measure AES-3d 
Height Zone Map. The project shall also employ flat roofs on Site A to avoid any additional height that 
would be required for gabled roofs. Roof heights on Site A shall be stepped back from Saranap Avenue 
as set forth in Figure 4-1, in the Response to Comments Document/FEIR. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building or grading permits 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of construction plans to the CDD. 

SECTION 3: AIR QUALITY 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.3-2) The Project would expose sensitive receptors to 
emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants. 

Mitigation Measures: 

AIR-2a: Contractors shall be required, as a condition of contract, to only operate construction equipment 
with Tier 4 engines or CARB-certified Level 3 Verified Diesel Emission Control System (VDECS), such 
as a diesel particulate filter (DPF), installed on Tier 3 equipment. Level 3 DPFs remove at least 85 percent 
of diesel particulate matter. DPF installation can also result in co-benefits for other CAPs, such as NOx 
and ROG (CARB, 2014). At a minimum, these Tier 4 protections shall be implemented on all skip loaders, 
loaders, forklifts, and air compressors used by contractors. [Applies only to the Project.] 

AIR-2a: The project applicant shall ensure that all off-road construction equipment has Tier 3 rated 
engines. The project applicant shall also ensure that the following construction equipment has a Diesel 
Particulate Filter (DPF): excavators in both the demolition and excavation construction phases, forklifts in 
the building construction phase, air compressors in the architectural coating phases, and rollers in the street 
improvements phase of construction. [Applies only to the MPA.]  

AIR-2b: Reduced Idling. Contractors shall be restricted to a 2-minute idling limit on all construction 
equipment. 
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SECTION 3: AIR QUALITY (continued) 

AIR-2c: Achieve Performance Standard. As an alternative to measures 2a and 2b above, the Project shall 
achieve a performance standard of not exceeding the BAAQMD thresholds relating to cancer risk and 
PM2.5, which shall be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the County by a qualified air quality consultant. 
Alternative means of achieving this Performance Standard include using Tier 4 equipment, or Level 3 
VDECS on Tier 3 equipment, for construction equipment other than the equipment identified in measure 
2a above; use of alternative fuels (biodiesel/biofuel and/or hybrid electrification); and MERV filters. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to issuance of building/grading permits (contract, 
air quality report); throughout construction-related 
activity. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Contractor, Air Quality Consultant, 
and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of construction contract to the CDD; submittal 
of air quality consultant report/plan to the CDD; field-
verification by Contractor. 

SECTION 4: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.4-1) The Project could have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mitigation Measures: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a: Pre-construction/Pre-disturbance Nesting Surveys. For construction 
activities expected to be initiated during the nesting season (i.e., between February 1 and August 31), the 
project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds to 
ensure that project activities do not result in the “take” of fertile eggs, nestlings, or nesting raptors, or the 
abandonment of active nests. Surveys shall be conducted no more than ten days prior to the initiation of 
project activities. During the survey, the biologist shall inspect all trees and other potential nesting habitats 
(e.g., shrubs, and buildings) within 500 feet of the project site. If an active nest is found sufficiently close 
to work areas to be disturbed by project activities, the biologist shall determine the extent of a work-free 
buffer zone to be established around the nest (in urban areas such as the project site, buffers are typically 
300 feet for raptors [i.e., hawks and owls] and 75 feet for common songbirds) to ensure that no nests of 
species protected by the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code will be disturbed during project 
implementation. The extent of the work free buffer zone shall be determined by the biologist based on the 
species’ sensitivity to disturbance (which can vary among species); the level of noise or construction 
disturbance; line of sight between the nest and disturbance; ambient noise levels; and consideration of 
other topographical or artificial barriers. Work-free buffer zones shall be demarcated with painted orange 
lath or via the installation of orange construction fencing and maintained until the breeding season is 
complete (typically by August 1), or until after the qualified biologist determines the young have fledged 
(usually late June through mid-July) or that the nesting cycle is otherwise complete. 
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SECTION 4: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued) 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: After CDD stamp-approval of construction plans, but 
prior to issuance of building or grading permits and any 
site disturbance. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Consulting Biologist, and CDD 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of biologist’s preconstruction survey report 
and photographic evidence of buffer zone demarcation 
(as needed) to the CDD.  

BIO-1b: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys. No more than 10 days in advance of tree removal or the 
demolition and removal of buildings or structures, the project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct pre-construction surveys for bat roosts. If a colony of special-status bat species is located within 
and immediately adjacent to the impact areas during pre-construction surveys, the biologist shall determine 
the extent of a work-free buffer zone to be established around the colony to ensure that the colony will not 
be disturbed during project implementation. The extent of the work free buffer zone shall be determined 
by the biologist based on the species’ sensitivity to disturbance (which can vary among species); the level 
of noise or construction disturbance; line of sight between the nest and disturbance; ambient noise levels; 
and consideration of other topographical or artificial barriers. Work-free buffer zones shall be demarcated 
with painted orange lath or via the installation of orange construction fencing. If there is a maternity 
colony present, demolition of that tree or structure shall not commence until after young are flying (i.e., 
after July 31, confirmed by a qualified bat biologist) and shall be completed before maternity colonies 
form the following year (i.e. prior to March 1). 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: After CDD stamp-approval of construction plans, but no 
more than 10 days prior to issuance of building or 
grading permits and any site disturbance. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Consulting Biologist, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of biologist’s preconstruction survey report 
and photographic evidence of buffer zone demarcation 
(as needed) to the CDD. 

SECTION 5: CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.5-2) Implementation of the Project could result in a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. 

Mitigation Measures: 

CUL-2: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f), if prehistoric or historic-period archaeological 
resources are encountered, all construction activities within 100 feet shall halt and the Contra Costa 
County Department of Conservation and Development shall be notified. The project applicant shall retain 
an archaeologist that meets the qualifications listed in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines to inspect the find within 24 hours of discovery. If the find is determined to be potentially 
significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the Contra Costa County Department of Conservation 
and Development and the culturally-affiliated Native American group(s) shall determine whether 
preservation in place is feasible. Consistent with Section 15126.4(b)(3), this may be accomplished through  
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SECTION 5: CULTURAL RESOURCES (continued) 

planning construction to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open space; capping and 
covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. If avoidance is not 
feasible, a qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the lead agency and the culturally-affiliated Native 
American group(s), shall prepare and implement a detailed treatment plan. Treatment of unique 
archaeological resources shall follow the applicable requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for 
most resources would consist of (but would not be not limited to) sample excavation, artifact collection, 
site documentation, and historical research, with the aim to target the recovery of important scientific data 
contained in the portion(s) of the significant resource to be impacted by the Project. The treatment plan 
shall include provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a timely 
manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to local and 
state repositories, libraries, and interested professionals. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Within 24 hours of encountering a resource and prior to 
resuming construction activity; throughout construction-
related activity. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Consulting Archaeologist, Culturally-
Affiliated Native American Group(s), and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Notification and submittal of consulting archaeologist’s 
report to the CDD staff (as needed); submittal of 
treatment plan to the CDD (as needed) 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.5-3) Implementation of the Project could directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature. 

Mitigation Measures: 

CUL-3: In the event of an unanticipated discovery of a fossil or fossilized deposit during construction, the 
project applicant shall notify both a qualified paleontologist (as approved by the County) and the County 
of unanticipated discoveries. The qualified paleontologist, under contract to the project applicant, shall 
subsequently document the discovery. Excavations within 100 feet of the find shall be temporarily halted 
or diverted until a qualified paleontologist examines the discovery. The paleontologist shall notify the 
Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development to determine procedures that would 
be followed before construction is allowed to resume at the location of the find. The paleontologist shall 
oversee implementation of these procedures once they have been determined. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Subsequent to an unanticipated fossil or fossilized 
deposit and prior to resuming construction activity; 
throughout construction-related activity. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Consulting Paleontologist, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Notification and submittal of consulting paleontologist’s 
report to the CDD (as needed). 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.5-4) Implementation of the Project could disturb human 
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 



8. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 

ABBREVIATIONS:  
 Condition of Approval (COA) Community Development Division (CDD)      Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

Saranap Village Project 8-7 June 2017 
EIR Responses to Comments 

SECTION 5: CULTURAL RESOURCES (continued) 

Mitigation Measures: 

CUL-4: In the event that any prehistoric or historic subsurface human remains are discovered during 
ground disturbing activities, the project applicant shall ensure that all work within 100 feet of the 
resources halt. The project applicant consults with the County and a qualified archaeologist (as approved 
by the County) to assess the significance of the find per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(e)(1), below, shall be followed: 

(e) In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other 
than a dedicated cemetery, the following steps should be taken: 

(1) There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably 
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until: 

(A) The coroner of the County in which the remains are discovered must be contacted to 
determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required, and 

(B) If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 

1. The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours; 
2. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it 

believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American; 
3. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the person 

responsible for the excavation work for means of treating or disposing of, with 
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in 
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98; or  

(2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representative shall 
rebury the Native American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate 
dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance:  

(A) The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely descendent 
or the most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation within 48 hours after being 
notified by the Commission;  

(B) The identified descendant fails to make a recommendation; or  

(C) The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the 
descendant, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to 
provide measures acceptable to the landowner. 

Implementing Action: COA 

Timing of Verification: Subsequent to the discovery of prehistoric or subsurface 
human remains and prior to resuming construction 
activity; throughout construction-related activity. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent, Consulting Archaeologist, County 
Coroner, Native American Heritage Commission, and 
CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Notification and submittal of archaeologist’s report to 
the CDD (as needed). 
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SECTION 7: GREENHOUSE GASES 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.7-2) Project operations would result in emissions of 
greenhouse gases that could contribute to global climate change. 

Mitigation Measures: 

GHG-2: Implement a Project-Specific GHG Reduction Plan. The project applicant shall prepare a GHG 
Reduction Plan. The GHG Reduction Plan, which shall be prepared by a qualified expert, shall be subject 
to approval by the Director of Community Development, and shall either demonstrate what additional or 
recurring mitigation efforts are projected to be required, or that no such additional or recurring mitigation 
efforts are required. Development permits shall be issued only for such development as is covered by an 
approved GHG Reduction Plan. The Plan shall demonstrate specific methods to achieve a GHG reduction 
performance standard for total project GHG emissions of no more than 4.6 MT CO2e per year per service 
population. The GHG Reduction Plan shall specify the methods, and quantify the projected emissions 
reduction that would be achieved. Methods that may be included in the GHG Reduction Plan include, but 
are not limited to, the following: 

• Implement Mitigation Measures to Reduce Project-Generated GHG emissions from Mobile 
Sources (Vehicular Traffic). Listed below are several mitigation measures to reduce project-
generated traffic GHG emissions, as identified in the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA) guidance for GHG mitigation measures (CAPCOA 2010). The GHG 
Reduction Plan may include any one or more of the following for implementation: 

Mitigation Category Potential Mitigation Measure 
Neighborhood/Site 
Enhancements 

Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements 
Provide Traffic Calming Measures 
Implement a Neighborhood Electric Vehicle Network 
Incorporate Bike Lane Street Design (on-site) 
Provide Bike Parking in Non-Residential Projects 
Provide Electric Vehicle Parking 

Parking Policy/Pricing Limit Parking Supply 
Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Cost 
Implement Market Price Public Parking (On-Street) 

Commute Trip 
Reduction Programs 

Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program – Voluntary 
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program – Required 
Implementation/Monitoring 
Provide Ride-Sharing Programs 
Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program 
Provide End of Trip Facilities 
Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedules 
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing 
Implement Preferential Parking Permit Program 
Implement Car-Sharing Program 
Provide Employee-Sponsored Vanpool-Shuttle 
Implement Bike-sharing Programs 
Price Workplace Parking 
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SECTION 7: GREENHOUSE GASES (continued) 
 

Mitigation Category Potential Mitigation Measure 
 Implement Employee Parking “Cash-Out” 
Transit System 
Improvements 

Provide a Bus Rapid Transit System 
Implement Transit Access Improvements 
Expand Transit Network 
Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed 
Provide Local Shuttles 

Reference: CAPCOA. Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. August 2010. 
(http://capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf) 

 
• Install a Solar Photovoltaic System. Installation of solar photovoltaic system(s) that would remain 

in place as a component in achieving the performance standard 

• Purchase GHG Emission Offsets. The project sponsor could purchase GHG Emission offsets. The 
offsets could include any of the following sources: (1) The California Air Resources Board (ARB) 
quarterly allowance auctions held as part of its Cap-and-Trade Program or (2) The Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Exchange (GHG Rx); or (3) Climate Action Reserve Climate Reserve Tonnes (CAR CRTs). 

The GHG Reduction Plan may be modified or amended to address changes in emissions, substitution of 
methods by which the Project achieves the performance standard, and advances in the science, 
circumstance or technology related to greenhouse gas reduction, avoidance or offsets. These factors may 
eventually result in a GHG Reduction Plan that demonstrates the Project will achieve the performance 
standard without further mitigation. Such modifications or amendments shall be effective only if 
prepared by a qualified expert, and approved by the County. 

The project applicant shall form one or more property owner’s association(s) that encompasses all 
privately-held non-residential condominium properties within the project site. These associations shall 
be responsible for implementing the approved GHG Reduction Plan. Beginning no more than two years 
after the final County building inspection for the first building containing non-residential uses, these 
associations shall prepare, and submit, an Annual GHG Emissions Reduction Report (Annual Report) to 
the County for review and approval. The CC&Rs referenced below shall remain in force and the Annual 
Report shall be required for each operational year of the Project until two consecutive Annual Reports 
demonstrate that no mitigation is required to reduce Project-related GHG impacts to a less-than-
significant level. The Annual Report shall summarize the Project’s implementation of GHG reduction 
measures over the preceding year, intended upcoming changes, compliance with the 
conditions/requirements of the GHG Reduction Plan, and include a brief summary of the previous year’s 
Annual Report results (starting with the second report). The Annual Report shall include a comparison 
of annual project emissions to the baseline emissions reported in the GHG Reduction Plan. The 
requirements of the GHG Reduction Plan shall be considered fully attained when project emissions are 
below applicable numeric BAAQMD CEQA thresholds. 

To ensure implementation of the GHG Reduction Plan by the non-residential property owners’ 
association(s), the applicant shall comply with all of the following: 

• The applicant shall ensure that Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) are adopted and 
recorded against all privately-owned, non-residential condominium properties within the project 
site, and that the CC&Rs bind each subsequent non-residential condominium property owner. 
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SECTION 7: GREENHOUSE GASES (continued) 

• Such CC&Rs shall obligate all owner(s) of non-residential condominium properties, jointly and 
severally, to implement and fund the costs of implementing this mitigation measure, including any 
enforcement costs, and shall provide that this funding obligation is secured by that owner’s non-
residential condominium property.  

• Such CC&Rs shall obligate the non-residential condominium property owners’ association to 
implement and enforce this mitigation measure. 

• Such CC&Rs shall identify Contra Costa County as a third party beneficiary of any provisions 
relating to implementation or enforcement of this mitigation measure, shall enable the County to 
enforce any such provisions, and shall preclude amendment of any such provisions without the 
express written consent of the Director of the Department of Conservation and Development or the 
County Zoning Administrator. 

• Such CC&Rs shall obligate the non-residential property owner(s) to forfeit their right to operate under 
the Planned Unit District zoning for any period during which a violation of this mitigation measure 
exists, as determined by Contra Costa County.  

This measure will be enforced by the County against the owner(s) of the non-residential condominium 
properties in the Project. Enforcing this measure against only non-residential condominium properties is 
appropriate in light of the BAAQMD significance threshold, which assigns emissions on a per capita basis, 
and includes the per capita emissions generated by employees, customers and visitors. The per capita 
emissions assigned to residential uses include only the emissions generated by residents. Accordingly, if 
the non-residential condominium properties cease to operate, emissions would not exceed the per capita 
emission threshold. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans (GHG Reduction 
Plan); prior to final County building inspection for the 
first building containing non-residential uses (CC&Rs and 
non-residential condo property owners’ association 
formation document); no more than two years after the 
final County building inspection for the first building 
containing non-residential uses (Annual Report); 
throughout project operation until GHG reduction 
mitigations are no longer needed (Annual Report)  

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent, Air Quality Expert, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of GHG Reduction Plan, copy of recorded 
CC&Rs document, non-residential property owners 
association formation document, and Annual Report to 
the CDD  

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.7-3) The Project could conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

GHG-2: Implement a Project-Specific GHG Reduction Plan (above) 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.8-1) The Project would include the routine transport, use and 
disposal of hazardous materials during construction and operation, and could create a significant hazard 
to the public or environment. 
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SECTION 8: HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Mitigation Measures: 

HAZ-1a: Prior to issuance of any demolition permit, the project applicant shall submit to the County a 
hazardous building material assessment prepared by qualified licensed contractors for each structure 
intended for demolition indicating whether LBP or lead-based coatings, ACMs, and/or PCB-containing 
equipment are present. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building permits allowing demolition. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Contractor, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of hazardous building material assessment to 
the CDD. 

HAZ-1b: If the assessment required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a indicates the presence of LBP, 
ACMs, and/or PCBs, the project applicant shall create and implement a health and safety plan in 
accordance with local, state, and federal requirements to protect demolition and construction workers 
and the public from risks associated with such hazardous materials during demolition or renovation of 
affected structures. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building permits allowing demolition (health and safety 
plan); throughout demolition activities. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of Health and Safety Plan to the CDD (as 
needed). 

HAZ-1c: If the assessment required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a finds presence of LBP, the project 
applicant shall develop and implement a LBP removal plan for the County’s review and approval. The 
plan shall specify, but not be limited to, the following elements for implementation: 

• Develop a removal specification approved by a Certified Lead Project Designer. 

• Ensure that all removal workers are properly trained. 

• Contain all work areas to prohibit off-site migration of paint chip debris. 

• Remove all peeling and stratified LBP on building and non-building surfaces to the degree necessary 
to safely and properly complete demolition activities according to recommendations of the survey. 
The demolition contractor shall be responsible for the proper containment and disposal of intact LBP 
on all equipment to be cut and/or removed during the demolition.  

• Provide on-site personnel and area air monitoring during all removal activities to ensure that workers 
and the environment are adequately protected by the control measures used. 

• Clean up and/or vacuum paint chips with a high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter. 

• Collect, segregate, and profile waste for disposal determination. 

• Properly dispose of all waste. 
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SECTION 8: HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (continued) 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building permits allowing demolition; throughout 
demolition activities 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of LBP Removal Plan to the CDD. 

HAZ-1d: If the assessment required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a finds asbestos, the project applicant 
shall prepare an asbestos abatement plan for the County’s review and approval. The plan shall ensure that 
asbestos abatement is conducted by a licensed contractor prior to building demolition. Abatement of 
known or suspected ACMs shall occur prior to demolition or construction activities that would disturb 
those materials. Pursuant to an asbestos abatement plan a state-certified asbestos consultant shall be 
retained and approved by the County, and all ACMs shall be removed and appropriately disposed of by a 
state certified asbestos contractor. 

Implementing Action: COA 

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building permits allowing demolition (asbestos abatement 
plan, contract); throughout demolition activities  

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, State-certified Asbestos Consultant 
and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of asbestos abatement plan and contract with 
state-certified asbestos consultant to the CDD (as 
needed). 

HAZ-1e: If the assessment required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a finds PCBs, the project applicant 
shall ensure that PCB abatement is conducted prior to building demolition or renovation. PCBs shall be 
removed by a qualified contractor and transported in accordance with Caltrans requirements. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building permits allowing demolition; throughout 
demolition activities. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Qualified Contractor, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of contract with qualified contractor to CDD. 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.8-3) The Project would be located on a site that is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and could 
result in a safety hazard to the public or environment through exposure to previous contamination of soil 
or groundwater. 
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SECTION 8: HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (continued) 

Mitigation Measures: 

HAZ-3: The contractor shall cease any earthwork activities upon discovery of any suspect soils (e.g., 
petroleum odor and/or discoloration) during construction. The contractor shall notify the Contra Costa 
County Health Services Department and retain a qualified environmental firm to collect soil samples to 
confirm the level of contamination that may be present. If contamination is found to be present, any 
further proposed groundbreaking activities within areas of identified or suspected contamination shall be 
conducted according to a site specific health and safety plan, prepared by a licensed professional. The 
contractor shall follow all procedural direction given by Contra Costa County Health Services 
Department to ensure that suspect soils are isolated, protected from runoff, and disposed of in 
accordance with transportation laws and the requirements of the licensed receiving facility. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Upon discovery of suspect soils (notification, soils report 
health and safety plan); throughout construction 
activities. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Qualified Environmental Firm, 
Contra Costa County Health Services, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of proof of notification to County Health 
Services, soil sample results report, and health and safety 
plan to the CDD (as needed). 

SECTION 9: HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.9-3) The Project would not alter the drainage pattern of the 
site such that it would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off the site. 

Mitigation Measures: 

HYD-3: Pre-project stormflow levels. No construction shall be permitted anywhere on the project site 
unless the applicant demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the Director of the Public Works Department, 
either of the following:  

(a) Upon completion of such construction, there will be sufficient detention capacity on the project site 
to detain the incremental increase in stormflow volume that occurs during the 24-hour, 10-year 
design storm, which incremental increase is due to the increase in impervious surface above pre-
project levels. This standard could be met with a detention vault with capacity for approximately 
12,300 cubic feet of stormwater on Site B, through smaller detention vaults, tanks or other facilities 
on each of the four privately-owned sites (Sites A, B, B1 and C), or through other means; or 

(b) Upon completion of such construction, the total square footage of impervious surface area 
throughout the project site will remain at or below pre-project levels. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building or grading permits. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent, Public Works Department, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of Public Works Department Approval to CDD. 
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SECTION 9: HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (continued) 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.9-5) The Project would not create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of existing drainage systems or provide additional sources of polluted 
runoff. 

Mitigation Measures: 

HYD-3: Pre-project stormflow levels. (above) 

SECTION 12: NOISE 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.12-1) The Project would result in the exposure of persons to, 
or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. 

Mitigation Measures:  

NOI-1a: Performance Standard for Mechanical Equipment. The project applicant shall have mechanical 
equipment designed such that noise levels do not result in an increase by 5 dB or more at adjacent 
properties. This performance standard may be achieved by selecting quieter equipment models, strategic 
siting, equipment setback, noise barriers or enclosures, acoustical louvers, and equipment noise 
attenuators. A qualified acoustical professional shall be retained by the project applicant and shall advise 
the design team regarding effective noise reduction measures. Prior to issuance of building permits for 
each building, the qualified acoustical professional shall verify that each building design incorporates 
the recommended noise reduction measures necessary to prevent an increase of 5 dB or more at adjacent 
properties. The project applicant shall submit such verification to Community Development Division 
staff for review and approval. Prior to the final building inspection for each building, the qualified 
acoustical professional shall verify in the field that the required noise reductions have been achieved. 
The project applicant shall submit such verification measurement data to Community Development 
Division staff for review and approval. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building permits for each building.  

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Consulting Acoustician, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of noise reduction measures assessment and 
construction plans reflecting design recommendations to 
the CDD. 

NOI-1b: Exterior Noise Exposure Reduction through Design and Building Materials. The project 
applicant shall reduce on-site noise levels at Site A common use areas to the extent required to achieve 
compliance with General Plan Policy 11-2, as determined by the County according to the County’s 
customary interpretation and application of that policy. A qualified acoustical professional shall be 
retained by the project applicant to recommend effective noise reduction measures, and verify that such 
measures have been incorporated into Site A building design. The project applicant shall submit such 
verification to Community Development Division staff for review and approval. Prior to the final 
building inspection for Site A, the qualified acoustical professional shall verify in the field that the 
required noise reduction measures have been installed. The project applicant shall submit such 
verification measurement data to Community Development Division staff for review and approval. 
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SECTION 12: NOISE (continued) 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building permits on Site-A (noise reduction measures 
report and implementing plans); prior to final inspection 
of buildings on Site-A (field verification report). 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Consulting Acoustician, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of noise reduction measures report, Site-A 
construction plans, and field verification report to the 
CDD.  

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.12-2) The Project would result in the exposure of persons to 
or generation of, excessive ground born vibration or ground borne noise levels. 

Mitigation Measures: 

NOI-2a: Construction Hours Limitations. The project applicant shall incorporate the following practice 
into the construction contract agreement documents to be implemented by the construction contractor, to 
the satisfaction of the Community Development Division:  

• Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Monday through 
Friday and shall be prohibited on State and Federal holidays. Exceptions to the hours limitations 
may be granted when reasonably necessary to allow construction to proceed (for example, to 
complete a single concrete pour). 

Implementing Action: COA 

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance 
of building or grading permits (contract); 
throughout construction activity 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent, Contractor, and CDD 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of construction contract to the CDD 

NOI-2b: The project applicant shall adequately isolate vibration-generating mechanical equipment per 
ASHRAE Guidelines to reduce ground-bourne vibration levels at neighboring properties to or below the 
Caltrans vibration criteria of 0.1 inches per PPV. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: After CDD stamp-approval of plans, but prior to 
issuance of building or grading permits (contract); 
throughout construction 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent, Contractor, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of construction contract to the CDD. 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.12-3) Noise generated from project related activities could 
result in a significant permanent increase in ambient noise levels at existing adjacent properties. 
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SECTION 12: NOISE (continued) 

Mitigation Measures: 

NOI-3: The project applicant shall install signage in the pool area for Site B with language substantially 
similar to the following:  

• Pool hours are from 7:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. on weekends and holidays, and 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
on other days. This pool area may be used only during pool hours. 

• The Contra Costa County Code (Chapter 82-44) precludes events of 75 people or more without a 
Temporary Event Permit or a Land Use Permit. 

• No amplified live music is allowed in this pool area without a Temporary Event Permit or a Land 
Use Permit. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to final inspection for pool permit at Site-B. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project Proponent and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of photographic evidence of sign installation 
to the CDD. 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.12-4) Project construction could result in substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 

Mitigation Measures: 

NOI-4: Noise Controls During Construction. The project applicant shall incorporate the following 
practices into the construction contract agreement documents to be implemented by the construction 
contractor, to the satisfaction of the Community Development Division: 

• During construction, mufflers shall be provided for all heavy construction equipment and all 
stationary noise sources in accordance with the manufacturers’ recommendations. 

• Limit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (generally no more than 2 minutes). 

• Stationary noise sources and staging areas shall be located as far as is feasible from existing noise 
sensitive receivers. Locating stationary noise sources near existing roadways away from adjacent 
properties is preferred. If located otherwise, stationary noise sources are to be enclosed or shielded 
from neighboring noise-sensitive properties with noise barriers to the extent feasible. 

• Air compressors and pneumatic equipment shall be equipped with mufflers, and impact tools should 
be equipped with shrouds or shields. 

• A construction liaison shall be designated to ensure coordination between construction staff and 
neighbors to minimize disruptions due to construction noise. Neighboring property owners within 
300 feet of construction activity shall be notified in writing of the contact information for the 
construction liaison. Additionally, a sign shall be posted at the project site with the construction 
liaison’s name and contact information.  

• Neighboring property owners within 300 feet of construction activity shall be notified in writing of 
the construction schedule and at least 30 days prior to loud noise-generating activities. Notification 
is to include the nature and estimated duration of the activity. 
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SECTION 12: NOISE (continued) 

Prior to construction, a qualified acoustical professional shall review specific equipment and site 
locations that would be expected to generate noise levels above DNL 90 dB (one-hour Leq) at adjacent 
residential properties and DNL 100 dB (one hour Leq) at adjacent commercial properties. The study 
shall determine additional mitigation measures, as feasible, to reduce noise levels by at least five 
decibels and below the aforementioned limits. Additional measures might include local barriers around 
specific construction equipment or property line barriers. The location, height, and extent of the barriers 
should be provided by the acoustical professional. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp-approval of plans for issuance of 
building or grading permits (acoustical study); after 
CDD stamp-approval of plans, but prior to issuance of 
building or grading permits (contract, liaison contact, 
project site sign); throughout construction activity. 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent, Consulting Acoustician, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of acoustical study, construction contract, 
liaison contact information, photographic evidence of 
sign installation, construction plans with acoustician 
recommendations incorporated (as needed), and copy of 
notice to neighbors to the CDD. 

SECTION 16: TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.16-2) The Project would not substantially increase hazards 
due to a design feature or incompatible uses. 

Mitigation Measures: 

TRA-2a: The tree canopy shall be kept 15 feet above the surface of the street pavement. The tree shall 
be pruned, selectively thinned, and secured by guy wires for at least three years pursuant to the 
recommendations of the Project landscape architect according to standard industry practices. The 
mechanism that is created to fund and maintain other street and public improvements shall fund and 
implement these obligations, to the satisfaction of Contra Costa County. [Applies only to Project. Does 
not apply to MPA. The MPA does not include a relocated tree in an area above the surface of the street 
pavement, thus this impact is less than significant without mitigation.] 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to recordation of first Final Map (language for 
maintenance funding mechanism); prior to final 
inspection of roadway improvements (guy wires); 
throughout the life of the project 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent, Public Works, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of language for maintenance funding 
mechanism and photographic evidence of guy wire 
installation to the CDD  
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SECTION 16: TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC (continued) 

TRA-2b: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall undertake an inspection of Boulevard 
Way, from Olympic Boulevard to Mt. Diablo Boulevard. To the extent the applicant claims any damage 
is pre-existing, such damage shall be thoroughly documented by photographs, mapping and reference 
markings or measurement points to assist in determining whether any damage or movement has 
occurred as a result of construction. 

Prior to the final building inspection for each building, the project applicant shall conduct a similar 
survey to identify any damage caused by the Project. Applicant shall be responsible for repairing any 
damage caused by the Project to the satisfaction of the Public Works Department. 

TRA-5: Design Changes to Improve Bicycle Access (below). 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: After CDD stamp-approval of plans, but prior to 
issuance of grading permits (roadway inspection report); 
prior to final inspection for each building (post- 
construction roadway inspection report) 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent, Public Works Department, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of roadway inspection reports to CDD and 
Public Works Department; field inspection by Public 
Works Department staff. 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.16-5) The Project could conflict with adopted policies and 
standards regarding site access by automobiles, pedestrians and bicyclists. 

Mitigation Measures: 

TRA-5: Design Changes to Improve Bicycle Access. The Project applicant shall work with the County 
to designate the segment of Boulevard Way with diagonal on street parking spaces as a Class III bike 
route with shared bicycle lane pavement markings. Shared lane markings shall be installed near the 
street centerline along the Boulevard Way project frontage to guide bicyclists away from parked 
vehicles. The travel lane adjacent to parallel parking spaces along Boulevard Way shall be at least 
approximately 16.7 feet wide. 

Implementing Action: COA  

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp approval of plans for issuance of 
building or grading permits (plans/documentation for 
designation process); prior to final inspection of roadway 
improvements (lane markings) 

Responsible Department or Agency: Project proponent, Public Works Department, and CDD. 

Compliance Verification: Submittal of plans/documentation to Public Works 
Department (as needed); field verification by Public 
Works Department staff 
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SECTION 17: UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Potentially Significant Impact: (Impact 4.16-2) The Project would not substantially increase hazards 
due to a design feature or incompatible uses. 

Mitigation Measures: 

HYD-3: Pre-project stormflow levels. (above) 
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B-1 Omni Means Letter, 
September 6, 2016 



 
 

 

1901 Olympic Boulevard  l  Suite 120  l  Walnut Creek, CA 94596  l  p. 925.935.2230  l  omnimeans.com 

Napa  I  Redding  l  Roseville  l  San Luis Obispo  l  Visalia  l  Walnut Creek 

 
 
 
September 6, 2016 
 
 
Mr. Reed Onate 
Vice President-Forward Planning 
Hall Equities Group 
1855 Olympic Boulevard, Suite 300 
Walnut Creek, CA  94596 
 
 
RE: Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project RDEIR; Response to Comments Related to 
Anonymous (July 1, 2016), City of Lafayette (June 13, 2016), Pedestrian/Bicycle Routes, 
and New Design Circulation Improvements at the Flora Avenue/Boulevard Way 
Intersection  
 
 
Dear Mr. Onate: 
 
The following sections provide new and/or supplemental information related to comment letters 
on the Proposed Saranap Village Mixed-Use Project RDEIR Traffic section (May, 2016).  
Specifically, transportation issues in the comment letters from “Anonymous” (July 1, 2016) and 
the City of Lafayette (June 13, 2016) have been reviewed.  In addition, non-vehicular modes of 
transit associated with bicycle and pedestrian routes have been more fully described in terms of 
safe routes to downtown Walnut Creek as well as the Lafayette-Moraga Trail-Iron Horse Trail 
connection.  Finally, the most recent design circulation improvements proposed for Boulevard 
Way at the Flora Road/Boulevard Way intersection (eastern project gateway) have been 
evaluated.   The response efforts for these project comments/components are as follows: 
 
Anonymous (July 1, 2016): 
 
Page 2:  One of the overriding comments related to proposed circulation improvements on 
Boulevard Way (roundabout, diagonal parking, and roadway narrowing from 4 to two travel 
lanes) is that these improvements will create a “bottleneck” along Boulevard Way related to 
east-west traffic flows.  Please note--the improvements would only shift the point at which 
Boulevard Way transitions from two to four lanes (a distance of approximately 625 feet).  The 
purpose of the circulation improvements of the Project and the Mitigated Plan Alternative is to 
“calm” traffic flow as it moves east-west through the proposed project frontage.  These 
improvements are considered traffic-calming according to standard planning and traffic 
engineering practices, and are universally encouraged in areas where jurisdictions seek to 
reduce speeds, increase pedestrian functionality and reduce the risk of accidents.  The 
commenter cites no evidence to support his or her claim that the improvements would not calm 
traffic.  Far from creating a bottleneck, the circulation improvements are meant to reduce traffic 
speeds along the project frontages to create a safer environment for all modes of transit 
(pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles) in the area. The circulation improvements are intentional 
and provide a safer environment consistent with the “complete streets” guidelines for all travel 
modes (more on bicycles and diagonal parking later).   Proposed project uses would not be 
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compatible with a four-lane roadway due to higher vehicle speeds, longer pedestrian crossing 
distances, and interaction between various project uses. 
 
Pages 6-7:  The traffic analyses for the Project and for the MPA did not assume that the retail 
uses would survive on walk in or pass through traffic, and studied all trips to be generated by 
the non-residential uses.  The proposed grocery store development for Site A is not nearly as 
big as the existing Sprout’s development on Geary Road (25,000 square feet vs. 7,150 square 
feet).  In addition, the Geary Road Retail Center (where Sprout’s is located) also contains very 
high vehicle trip generators including The Habbit Grill, LA Coffee and Tea, and High Tech 
Burrito (to name a few).  For these reasons, proposed project retail uses for Site A would have a 
smaller impact relative to trip generation and parking demand than the existing Geary Road 
Retail Center. 
 
Page 8:  The proposed Saranap Village Project and the Mitigated Alternative both attempt to 
strike a balance between all modes of transportation along the Boulevard Way frontage and 
overall streetscape plan.  This would include the construction of wider pedestrian sidewalks and 
pedestrian crosswalks (including speed table), reduction in vehicle travel lanes, a roundabout at 
the Saranap Avenue/Boulevard Way intersection, diagonal “head-in” parking spaces on 
Boulevard Way, pedestrian bulb-outs/crosswalks, traffic circle/landscaped median just west of 
the Flora Avenue/Boulevard Way intersection, and new east-west bus transit stops on 
Boulevard Way.  The combination of these traffic calming measures (in particular the lane 
reductions, roundabout, diagonal “head-in” parking, and either the traffic circle or the median) 
are directly aimed at reducing the speed of vehicle travel within the project frontage to 25 mph 
or less.  
  
The reduction of vehicle speeds through the proposed project and MPA frontage is important for 
increasing safety and reducing bicycle/vehicle conflicts.  With both bicyclists and vehicles 
traveling at approximately the same travel speeds, the potential for accidents is greatly reduced.  
In this way, the proposed project and MPA balance the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, 
vehicles, and transit through the Boulevard Way corridor.  In addition, bicyclists traveling along 
Boulevard Way would be expected to ride in the vehicle travel lane (through the roundabout) 
and through the project frontage travel lanes indicated with “sharrows”.   The bicyclists would be 
riding in the actual travel lane closer to the centerline (in line with sharrow markings) and not 
directly behind diagonal parked vehicles.  This travel method for bicyclist would be the same for 
the roundabout; bicyclists would be riding directly in the vehicle travel lane and not against the 
outside curb/lane. 
 
As the commentator correctly indicates, there would be established loading zones for 
UPS/FedEx deliveries and it is illegal for delivery trucks to block through-traffic by stopping 
directly in the travel lane. For project Site A, the majority of deliveries and pickups would occur 
off of Saranap Avenue.  For project site B, an internal delivery/loading area has been designed 
in the parking garage area to remove delivery trucks from through-traffic flow along Boulevard 
Way.   Accordingly, it is not anticipated that delivery trucks would stop in the travel lane.  If such 
an unexpected event did occur, the vehicle travel lanes are wider than standard travel widths 
(12-feet).  The northbound vehicle travel lane on Saranap Avenue would be approximately 18.5 
feet in width.  East-west vehicle travels lanes on Boulevard Way would be approximately 16.7 
feet wide.  Given a typical vehicle width of 8-9 feet, these vehicle travel lane widths would allow 
motorists to slowly bypass the stopped delivery vehicles without significant encroachment into 
the opposing travel lane.  
 



Mr. Reed Onate         Page 3 
September 6, 2016 
 

 

Pages 9-10:  See Response (Page 2). 
 
Page 11:  The westbound approach leg of Olympic Boulevard (at Boulevard Way) actually 
contains a de-facto right-turn lane (unstriped) onto Boulevard Way that extends for 150 feet or 
storage for about six vehicles.  Vehicle queues for this westbound direction are caused by the 
single westbound through-lane that continues through the intersection on Olympic Boulevard.   
However, this westbound through-movement (and right-turn movement) receives significant 
green time due to the dual “lead-lag” phasing of the westbound left-turn movements from 
Olympic Boulevard onto southbound Tice Valley Boulevard.  Consequently, delays to 
westbound vehicle traffic are minimal and all westbound traffic clears the intersection during a 
single cycle length. 
 
Pages 11-12:  See Responses for Pages 2, 6, and 8. 
  
Page 12.  Electric/Hybrid vehicles (and their silent operation) are problematic for all 
pedestrians/bicyclists everywhere.   This issue is not specific to this project. The project and 
MPA help address this problem by creating an atmosphere of high activity and low speeds, 
which will encourage all present to be more alert to roadway activity than would be the case in 
baseline circumstances.   
 
Page 13.  The Rossmoor to BART County Connection bus has headways of every hour on 
Boulevard Way travelling between Olympic Boulevard, Kinney Way, Saranap Avenue, and 
beyond towards Mt. Diablo Boulevard.  With the minor exception of bus stops immediately north 
of Olympic Boulevard on Boulevard Way, all existing bus stops on Boulevard Way in this 
roadway segment allow the bus to pull out of the through-lane of travel in either direction.  No 
motorists are “stuck” behind the bus.  In addition, County Connection buses have been 
observed to travel at the speed limit in this area and motorists situated behind the bus in the 
two-lane section are no more delayed than if behind another vehicle traveling the same 
segment (based on actual field observations/travel).  The project will not affect the frequency of 
busses along this route. 
 
Pages 13-14: Please see responses 2, 6, and 8.  In addition, traffic “calming” typically refers to 
reducing overall vehicle speeds on roadways through various physical measures, signage, 
and/or vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle amenities.  One traffic calming measure is to reduce 
overall roadway width or lane configurations.  It would not be considered a traffic calming 
measure to increase a roadway configuration from two travel lanes to four travel lanes. 
 
Page 14:  Please see response for page 6. 
 
Page 15:  For both the project and the MPA, intersection LOS calculations were conducted for 
all proposed garage entrances for proposed project sites.  All entrances/exits would operate 
acceptably. 
 
Pages 15-16:  Please see Phase III Saranap Boulevard/Boulevard Way Roundabout Feasibility 
Analysis (June, 2015—Omni-Means). 
 
Page 16:  It is noted that retail garage entrances for the proposed project would not have control 
barriers/gates to slow down vehicle entry.  In addition, the requirements for installing a separate 
left-turn lane (for Site A) on Boulevard Way would be based on minimum volume warrants 
established by the American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials 
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(AASHTO) and Caltrans.   The installation of a left-turn lane is typically required to prevent 
vehicle queuing and delays on the major roadway with warrants based on vehicle speeds, 
vehicle sight distance, and volumes.  With proposed project traffic, the minimum volume (100 
left-turn vehicles) would not be met.1    
 
Page 16-17: Pedestrian traffic will not significantly delay through-vehicle traffic on Boulevard 
Way within the project frontages, but will simply act as part of the general traffic calming 
intended to keep vehicles at safe speeds as they travel past the project frontage.  Pedestrian 
crosswalks designed as part of the roundabout at Saranap Avenue all provide “splitter” refuge 
areas for pedestrians to stage as vehicles travel through the roundabout and would not affect 
overall operations or cause significant delays. 
 
Page 18:  The diagonal parking has been addressed in the Fehr & Peers letter (F&P, January 
17th, 2014 Response to Comment Regarding the Saranap Village Roundabouts – Diagonal 
Parking).  The merits of diagonal parking (head-in and reverse-in) have also been addressed in 
the Omni-Means letter (Omni-Means, August 15, 2105, Analysis of Reverse-Angle Parking 
Boulevard Way Project Frontage). 
 
In addition, diagonal parking is present in many Contra Costa communities including Walnut 
Creek (Locust Street), Pleasant Hill (Crescent Drive), and Concord (Mt. Diablo Street).  
Motorists are backing out of these diagonal parking spaces into through-traffic with minimal 
impacts or vehicle delay.   
 
Pages 19-20: All average daily traffic (ADT) volumes used in the Fehr and Peers study were 
collected as part of the overall traffic analysis for the proposed Saranap Village Mixed-Use 
project.  Daily traffic counts were collected on Boulevard Way during normal weekday periods 
when all schools were in session.  In addition, all future ADT volumes projected for Boulevard 
Way were provided by the Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s (CCTA) Central County 
Transportation Demand Model projections for year 2030 and year-2040.  Volume projections 
were provided directly by CCTA staff for the Boulevard Way roadway segment.   As noted in the 
proposed project TIA, transportation growth rates rarely exceed 1-2% per year when projected 
over a 30-year period.  Traffic volumes on Boulevard Way were assumed to increase by 17% 
(westbound direction) and 26% (eastbound direction), which results in a highly conservative 
study.  Boulevard Way does not attract a significant amount of regional or “cut-through” traffic 
due to the primary alternative route used by most motorists accessing downtown Walnut Creek, 
Tice Valley, or Lafayette (Olympic Boulevard).  Olympic Boulevard is the primary arterial route 
for those motorists travelling between Lafayette and Walnut Creek (in addition to SR-24) based 
on daily volume traffic 
 
Page 20:  With proposed project circulation improvements, Boulevard Way would continue to 
operate as a two-lane collector street with traffic calming components that strive to maintain 
vehicle speeds at 25 mph or less.  25 mph or less is considered the “prima facea”: or default 
speed limit where no other specific speed limit is posted.  These areas or roadway segments 
are typically found in residential areas (local and collector streets) as well as downtown urban 
streets with more dense development and parking. The vehicle speed limit on Boulevard Way 
between Olympic Boulevard and Saranap Avenue is 25 mph.  Between Saranap Avenue and 

                                                 
1 American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), A Policy on Geometric Design of 
Highways and Streets, Chapter 9—Intersections, 2011. 
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Mt. Diablo Boulevard, the vehicle speed limit is 30 mph.  Proposed project improvements would 
extend the 25 mph speed limit for 650 feet between Saranap Avenue and Flora Avenue.   
 
Page 21:  Comments noted (g, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9).  The traffic analysis understands that the 
primary route to I-680 is via Boulevard Way, Mt. Diablo Boulevard, Alpine Road, and to the 
north-south I-680 ramps.  That is why the majority of proposed project traffic distributed to I-680 
is using these ramps.  However, the traffic analysis has to account for those project trips that 
may use downtown Walnut Creek and Lawrence Way as a potential route to/from I-680 north.  
Certainly not the most convenient route to the freeway but the previous Oakland Boulevard 
route to north I-680 is no longer viable.   
 
Access to SR-24 (westbound) in the AM commute period (from the proposed project site) is 
much more convenient via eastbound Boulevard Way to the Mt. Diablo Boulevard westbound 
on-ramp.  Travel time studies have indicated almost no difference in commute times between 
using the SR-24 westbound on-ramp/eastbound off-ramp at Boulevard Way/Mt. Diablo 
intersection and using ramps at Pleasant Hill Road.  This route may not be true for those 
residents living in east Saranap. 
 
City of Lafayette (June 13, 2016) 
 
5.  The State Route 24 Westbound On-Ramp (outside of Lafayette) has been evaluated in the 
DEIR.  It was identified as intersection #7 (Boulevard Way/Mt Diablo Boulevard).  However, this 
was corrected and the intersection is identified as Boulevard Way/Mt. Diablo Boulevard/Camino 
Diablo/SR-24 WB-EB on-off ramps in the MPA TIA and RDEIR.  The clerical error in the DEIR 
does not affect the substance or conclusions of the analysis.  . 
 
It is also noted that previous transportation studies conducted for the Leland Drive/Meek 
Place/Condit Drive intersection indicate LOS A operations during both the AM and PM peak 
hours and this would not change with proposed project trips. (Impact Sciences, Hidden Oaks 
(Tract #8438) Environmental Impact Report, Volume II DREIR, City of Lafayette, March 2003). 
The Sunset Loop/Meek Place intersection is directly east of Leland Drive.  AM and PM peak 
hour volumes extending through this intersection total 150 vehicles or less during these time 
periods which would indicate acceptable operations. Therefore, the Sunset Loop/Meek Place 
intersection would not experience a significant increase in vehicle trips from proposed project 
uses that would cause operational impacts.  The proposed project would be adding less than 8 
peak hour trips to the Camino Diablo/Stanley Boulevard intersection and this would not affect 
overall intersection operations. 
 
6. The intersection #15 (Pleasant Hill Road/Old Tunnel Road/SR-24 EB off-ramp) has been 
corrected to indicate the proper off-ramp direction (eastbound rather than westbound).  This 
clerical correction does not affect the substance or conclusions of the analysis. 
 
 7.  There is no basis for projecting that the project or the MPA would result in reassigning 
students.  Based on previous analyses conducted for residential development, there is typically 
one (1) student per 20 dwelling units.2  For the 235 units of the projects, this equals 12 students.  
Based on 196 units in the MPA, one could expect approximately 10 students.  This is not 
enough students to affect traffic patterns.  These students would likely attend any public/private 
school in the area based on age and advancement.  The traffic modeling assigns project trips to 

                                                 
2 Fehr and Peers, Traffic Impact Analysis for the Proposed “The Landing” Project, City of Walnut Creek, 2013. 
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specific “gateways” outside the immediate project area including the Olympic Boulevard-
Pleasant Hill  Road area (St. Mary’s) and  determines likelihood of turns at any given study 
intersection based upon  existing operations, which is factored into the trip distribution analysis 
for the project.   
 
It is understood that St. Mary’s College generates numerous trips through the Lafayette 
neighborhoods to/from St. Mary’s Road.  The trip assignment for proposed project and for the 
MPA has 20% of the vehicle trips using the Saranap Avenue-Old Tunnel Road corridor, Kinney 
Drive, or Olympic Boulevard to/from the west.  Even if the project and the MPA produced half 
again as many college students as K-12 students (5-6 students), and the only college all these 
students attended was St. Mary’s, and every such student used these roadways to access the 
College during peak hours on weekdays, there would not be a significant impact.  There would 
simply be too few trips to appreciably affect traffic levels.  In addition, the most efficient route 
from the proposed project site to St. Mary’s would be to use the Saranap Avenue-Old Tunnel 
Road corridor and then travel south on Pleasant Hill Road.  Using Kinney Drive, Sunset Loop, 
Meeks Place, Leland Drive, and Condit Road is a very time-consuming route with numerous 
stop-signs and would not be the route of choice to/from Pleasant Hill Road from the proposed 
project site. 
 
8.  Project statements were correct at the time of DEIR publication.  However, it is understood 
that the City of Lafayette has completed its evaluation of the Olympic Boulevard-Reliez Station 
Road corridor between Pleasant Hill Road and Glenside Drive.  Based on the latest 
information/updates from the City’s website, the City has currently delayed plans to signalize 
key intersections along Reliez Station Road (temporarily).  However, the planned roundabout for 
the Olympic Boulevard/Pleasant Hill Road intersection is currently under construction (July, 
2016).  That roundabout will not result in the project or the MPA causing any greater traffic 
impacts than were identified previously.  The project- and MPA-generated trips would simply 
travel through a more efficient roundabout rather than a less efficient minor street stop- 
controlled intersection.   
  
9.  In no way will the proposed project or the MPA impact the feasibility of implementing the 
potential connections of the Lafayette-Moraga Trail and Iron Horse Trail connections.  Based on 
the most recent Olympic Corridor Trail Connector Study Preferred Alignment Report (Contra 
Costa County—June 2105), the preferred alignment would extend along Olympic Boulevard 
(from Reliez Station Road) to S. California Boulevard and Newell Avenue.   Currently, the 
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (2009 Update) identifies the segments of Condit Road, 
Kinney Drive, and the segment of Boulevard Way between Kinney Drive and Mt. Diablo 
Boulevard as “proposed Class III bicycle facilities.”  Development of proposed project uses 
would not change these designations. 
 
10.  There are no significant impacts of the project or the MPA relating to pedestrian use, and 
therefore no occasion for mitigation.   Also, existing pedestrian sidewalks exist along both sides 
of Boulevard Way in the project site area.  The sidewalk on the north side of Boulevard Way 
extends from proposed project site to downtown Walnut Creek.  There is also a sidewalk along 
the west side of Saranap Avenue.  New pedestrian sidewalks are currently being constructed 
along Boulevard Way west of Saranap Avenue as part of the approved Sufism Sanctuary 
project that will provide improved access to/from the Kinney Drive neighborhood.  The proposed 
project and the MPA would greatly enhance pedestrian access and safety through the 
incorporation of vehicle roundabouts, reduced travel lanes on Boulevard Way, increased 
pedestrian crossings, and wider pedestrian sidewalks.  The project and MPA will accordingly not 
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overburden pedestrian facilities, and there will be safe walking paths for the future residents of 
the project.  

11.  Neither the project nor the MPA would result in construction or expansion of off-site bicycle 
or parking facilities, the construction or operation of which would cause significant impacts.  
Even if numerous project residents or employees biked to BART stations, the result would be 
more parked bikes, and even if the bicycle parking at BART were overcrowded, then more than 
one bike would be chained or locked to some bicycle parking racks.  This is not a significant 
impact on the environment.   

12.  There are no significant transit impacts that the proposed measure would mitigate.  
Accordingly, transit mitigation is not appropriate. 

13.  Construction routes to/from the proposed project site would be established well before any 
on-site activity.  Construction routes will not include the Saranap Avenue-Old Tunnel Road 
corridor and can be signed as such.  See response to Comment 14 below. 

14.  Contra Costa County’s standard practices require the project applicant to prepare a traffic 
control plan for all construction-related activities (should the proposed project be approved).  
This would include all roadways where vehicle travel would be affected by construction traffic 
and post-project completion to ensure adequate vehicle progression and design standards 
consistent County guidelines.  In addition, during periods of construction, it could be necessary 
to partially close travel lanes/roadways.  To the extent possible, any temporary roadway or lane 
closures would be done outside of the peak hour(s) of traffic flow during low-volume periods to 
keep vehicle delays to a minimum.  The project applicant would apply for an encroachment 
permit through the County in accordance with all associated requirements.  This would include 
traffic warning signs, barricades, lights, flaggers, cones, and speed reduction signs.  Since the 
partial close of travel lanes and/or roadways would be temporary in nature, the proposed project 
would not significantly disrupt existing traffic flows.  In addition, lane/roadway closures would 
have short durations, site-specific to selected roadways, and coordinated through local agency 
permitting and regulations.  Traffic control plans would limit truck access to main arterial 
roadways to/from the site and trucks would not use City of Lafayette collector-local streets to 
access project site (i.e. Old Tunnel Road, Kinney Drive, Condit Drive, etc.). 
 
15.  These clerical corrections were made in the study of the MPA.  This clerical correction does 
not affect the substance or conclusions of the analysis. 
 
16.  Please see the TIA for the MPA, which addressed trip distribution for both the project and 
the MPA.  Floating car studies conducted on SR-24 to gauge travel times between Pleasant Hill 
Road and the proposed project site indicate there is relatively no difference in travel times 
between this route and using the Old Tunnel Road-Saranap Avenue corridor.  Extreme 
congestion (vehicle speeds less than 5-10 mph) on eastbound SR-24 during PM peak commute 
period (between 4:00-6:30 p.m.) presently causes diversion.  However, extreme congestion on 
SR-24 does not occur on a daily basis to warrant changing overall project trip distribution.  
Project trip assignments have been reviewed by Contra Costa County Transportation and Public 
Works staff and found to be acceptable. 
 
17. The commenter refers to a table in the Draft EIR (not the RDEIR, to which the comment 
letter applies), which states trip distribution for the project. The number of daily trips and peak 
hour trips is broken out by AM and PM trips, and in and out trips, and is stated in table 4.16-6.  
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Simple mathematical application of the trip distribution percentages to each of those numbers 
yields a distribution breakdown of each of the gateway areas project trips are traveling to/from.   
 
Further, the number of vehicles in the AM peak, and in the PM peak, for each study intersection 
is set forth in the technical appendices to the project TIA, which are included in Appendix G to 
the DEIR.  This data shows no significant impacts in the peak periods.  Therefore, there will be 
no significant impacts when traffic volumes are lower, outside of the peak hours.  Accordingly, 
evaluation of ADT at each intersection would yield no useful information regarding the potential 
for significant impacts.  No further information is needed to confirm there will be no significant 
transportation impacts.    
 
18. The commenter cites no evidence that relocating the point where Boulevard Lane narrows 
from four lanes to two, and adding the roundabout proposed for the Saranap Avenue/Boulevard 
Way intersection and curb cuts, median, bulb-out improvements located just west of Flora 
Avenue, would trigger drivers to increase speed in unaffected portions of Boulevard Way 
beyond baseline travel speeds.  As shown in the traffic studies for the project and the MPA, the 
proposed project street frontage improvements would actually serve to increase traffic capacity 
and reduce overall accidents.  While overall vehicle speeds would be reduced along Boulevard 
Way through the project frontage areas between Flora Avenue and Saranap Drive, vehicle 
speeds would not increase outside of these areas beyond what current vehicle speeds are 
today in these areas with no traffic calming measures.  Roundabouts add capacity and 
efficiency while reducing overall vehicle delays.  In addition, roundabouts have been shown to 
reduce fatal and injury accidents.  Studies performed by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) indicate that roundabouts can reduce all accidents by 70%, injury accidents by 88%, 
and fatal accidents by 100%.  Vehicle speeds outside of the roundabout areas do not increase 
beyond current roadway conditions experienced today.   
 
19. See response to comment 7. The traffic modeling for the project and the MPA, pursuant to 
standard industry practice, did not assign specific attractors to specific trips from the project site.  
Also, it is not possible to “verify where residents would attend and/or work” since that activity is 
in the future.  The TIA uses standard industry methodology and practices, based upon historical 
data, to project trip distribution.   
 
20. The DEIR addresses the potential of diversion of traffic onto local streets due to construction 
impacts which are temporary in nature.   The RDEIR addresses operational diversion and also 
takes into account freeway congestion and presents a cutting-edge, sophisticated analysis of 
the potential to divert using floating car studies.  The trip distribution model does not project 
extensive use of local neighborhood streets and confirms excess capacity at all local study 
intersections.  Accordingly, even if project traffic were diverted from some local streets onto 
other local streets, there would not be a likelihood of a significant impact.   
 
21.   The project and MPA have been demonstrated not to create any design safety hazards.  
All criteria for safe sight distance, stopping distance and maneuverability have been met.  The 
historical accident data on roadways outside the project area provides the best, most reliable 
data for predicting future accidents.  As noted in Appendix F to the RDEIR, based on Caltrans 
guidelines, an accident problem exists at any intersection that is experiencing three or more 
accidents per year.  
 
Based on County collision report history, there has been one accident at the Boulevard 
Court/Boulevard Way intersection and one vehicle accident at the Warren Road/Boulevard Way 
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intersection over the past five years.  That amounts to 0.2 accidents per year at each 
intersection.  Accidents at either intersection would need to increase 15 fold to create an 
accident problem.  There are no special attributes of the project or the MPA to indicate that 
project-generated traffic would be any more accident-prone than existing traffic.  Accordingly, a 
15-fold increase in traffic volume would be required to create a 15-fold increase in accidents.  
As shown in Table 4.16-4 of the DEIR, average daily volume on Boulevard Way near Warren 
Road runs 4,484 vehicles per day.  Neither the project nor the MPA will create anything near a 
15-fold increase in the amount of daily traffic on this segment of Boulevard Way.   
 
22. Many of the comments Lafayette makes appear to address Lafayette’s understandable goal 
to implement its plans and programs designed to preserve what Lafayette considers a lifestyle 
pleasing to the psyche of its residents.  These subject matters are not relevant to the question 
whether the Project will cause significant impacts on the environment, which is what an EIR 
studies.  Nonetheless, we have determined that the minimal traffic impact(s) of the project and 
the MPA means that neither will not interfere with nor hinder implementation of the plans 
Lafayette mentions. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Routes; Lafayette-Moraga Trail and Downtown Walnut Creek 

The extensive public frontage improvements more than offset the impact caused by bicycle and 
pedestrian use to be generated by the project and the MPA, so there is no nexus for any further 
requirements.  Also, there are no significant impacts on the environment related to project-
generated bicycle and pedestrian use, and therefore mitigation measures would not be 
appropriate. 
 
Nonetheless, we have addressed issues of general public interest regarding safe bicycle and 
pedestrian routes from the proposed project site to the Lafayette-Moraga Trail, should the 
County wish to include consideration of these issues in any upcoming general planning 
initiatives.  Previous traffic analyses conducted by the County eliminated the street segments 
between Condit Road and Boulevard Way (Leland Drive, Sunset Loop, Meek Place, Kinney 
Drive) for its consideration of connecting the Lafayette Moraga Trail--Iron Horse Trail.  However, 
there will be pedestrian improvements on Boulevard Way along its entire frontage between 
Warren Road and Molly Way (south side) west of the proposed project site as part of the Sufism 
Reoriented Sanctuary project.  These improvements will include new pedestrian facilities 
(sidewalks, crosswalks), a larger radius curve on Boulevard Way at Kinney Drive, and minor 
widening of the eastbound travel lane on Boulevard Way (many of these improvements have 
been installed as the construction phase progresses).  These circulation improvements would 
help to improve bicycle safety in this segment of Boulevard Way above baseline circumstances.  
In other segments of Boulevard Way, there is no right-of-way the County could use for bicycle 
improvements, particularly between Olympic Boulevard and Warren Road, even if the County 
found the funding for such public improvements.  .  However, the County does not intend that 
this segment be used as a bicycle route.  This segment of Boulevard Way is not classified as a 
Class III bike route and is not encouraged for bicycle or pedestrian use.   
 
At this time, the best route(s) for pedestrians/bicyclists to connect to the Lafayette-Moraga Trail 
from the proposed project site would be to use the lower volume streets between Pleasant Hill 
Road and Saranap Avenue (Boulevard Way, Kinney Drive, Meek Place, Sunset Loop, Leland 
Drive, and Condit Road).  This route is a proposed Class III bike route.  An alternative route 
would be to use Old Tunnel Road and Saranap Avenue between Boulevard Way and Pleasant 
Hill Road.  Note that both routes have limited pedestrian sidewalks along their street segments, 
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but they also avoid the segment of Boulevard Way between Kinney Drive and Olympic 
Boulevard about which the commenter complains.   Either route would allow 
pedestrians/bicyclist access to the Lafayette-Moraga via Pleasant Hill Road (south) to Olympic 
Boulevard (west) to the trailhead. 
 
The best route for pedestrians/bicyclists to connect to downtown Walnut Creek from the 
proposed project site would be to use Boulevard Way (east) to Mt. Diablo Boulevard (east) to 
California Boulevard.  From California Boulevard, there are existing bicycle facilities on the 
roadway that provide access to the Iron Horse Trail (via Newell Avenue).  Alternatively, 
pedestrians/bicyclists can continue east on Mt. Diablo Boulevard to the trail.  It is noted that 
there are no established bicycle facilities on the Mt. Diablo Boulevard roadway segments east of 
Boulevard Way.  However, pedestrian sidewalks exist along their entire length. 
 
Finally, two “unofficial” routes exist to Olympic Boulevard from the proposed project site.  
Pedestrians/bicyclists can use Boulevard Way east to Nicholson Road, Clover Lane, and then 
Bonita Court.  From Bonita Court, a dirt trail exists between the court extending through the 
Caltrans ROW and connects to the Contra Costa County flood/easement channel trail along Las 
Trampas Creek.  This trail provides direct access to Olympic Boulevard at its intersection with 
the I-680 southbound off-ramp at Paulson Lane.  As an alternative route, pedestrian/bicyclists 
can also use Boulevard Way east to Nicholson Road.   From Nicholson Road, they would then 
travel south all the way to the end of Dewing Lane to access a paved easement path to the 
Contra Costa County flood/easement trail along Las Trampas Creek.  Pedestrians would then 
follow the trail 0.30 miles east to the Olympic Boulevard/I-680 SB off-ramp/Paulson Lane 
intersection.  Both these routes are used regularly by residents living in the local neighborhoods 
as well as school children accessing Las Lomas High School, Parkmead Middle School, and/or 
downtown Walnut Creek. 
 
Proposed Circulation Improvements for Boulevard Way at the Flora Avenue/Boulevard 
Way Intersection (eastern project gateway) 
 
The project proposes a mini-roundabout in Boulevard Way just west of its intersection with Flora 
Avenue (designated as the eastern project gateway).  The MPA replaces this mini-roundabout 
with pedestrian curb enhancements (bulb-outs), a raised median, and two-way-left-turn-lane 
(refuge area) at the intersection of Boulevard Way and Flora Avenue.  As shown in the 
comparison exhibit (attached), the new design would channelize Boulevard Way into a two-lane 
facility immediately east of Flora Avenue.  Curb returns and bulb-outs would extend further into 
Boulevard Way, shortening the north-south pedestrian crossing distance with a pedestrian 
crosswalk on the west side of the intersection.  A short, raised median (45-50 feet) would divide 
the vehicle travel lanes west of Flora Avenue.  A two-way-left-turn-lane would be striped 
immediately west of this median and extend for approximately 75 feet to provide access to 
existing driveways on either side of Boulevard Way.  An east-west pedestrian crosswalk would 
also be striped across Flora Avenue at Boulevard Way (where none currently exist).  A new 
westbound left-turn lane would be striped on Boulevard Way at Flora Avenue as part of these 
overall improvements. 
 
As with the initial mini-roundabout design, the alternative design proposed by the MPA for this 
section of Boulevard Way would maintain existing driveway access and does not encroach into 
the established right of way.  The curb returns/bulb-outs at the intersection also provide 
pedestrian crosswalk opportunities and improved visibility from approaching vehicles.  The 
raised median in the center of Boulevard Way would help to slow vehicle speeds as they 
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transition into the project frontage and diagonal parking areas (intentional). Accordingly, this 
alternative design would provide the same traffic-calming benefits as the Project’s mini-
roundabout.   
 
 
 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Omni-Means, Ltd. 
 
 
 
Peter Galloway 
Transportation Planner 
 
 
Cc: Ms. Marie Cooper (Perkins-Coie), Mr. Ron Boyle & Mr. George Nickelson, P.E. (Omni-Means) 
 
Enc: Comparison Figure: Mini-Roundabout/Median Design Boulevard Way 
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Appendix B. Transportation Technical Reports 

 

B-2 Omni Means Letter,  
April 17, 2017 

 



 
 

1901 Olympic Boulevard  l  Suite 120  l  Walnut Creek, CA 94596  l  p. 925.935.2230  l  omnimeans.com 

Napa  l  Redding  l  Roseville  l  San Luis Obispo  l  Visalia  l  Walnut Creek 

 
April 17, 2017 
 
 
Mr. Reed Onate  
Vice President—Forward Planning 
Hall Equities Group 
1855 Olympic Boulevard, Suite 300 
Walnut Creek, CA  94596 
 
 
RE: Caltrans Comment Letter (July 6, 2016); Response to Comments Related to the 
Proposed Saranap Village Project 
 

This addendum letter reflects our response efforts related to the Caltrans letter (dated 7-
6-16) and the proposed Saranap Village project. Specifically, our response effort 
focuses on comments related to intersections at the on-ramps and off-ramps referenced 
below.  These comments and analyses pertain to the Project studied in the 2014 EIR and the 
2014 traffic analysis undertaken for that Project.  The Re-circulated Draft EIR included 
additional studies Caltrans had requested in its comments on the 2014 Draft EIR (even 
though they were not considered necessary) for the Mitigated Plan Alternative.  It is unclear 
why Caltrans, in 2016, is submitting belated comments on the 2014 analysis.  The following 
comments pertain to the Project.  Because the Mitigated Plan Alternative would generate 
fewer trips, its impacts would be even less. 

 
Synchro and queuing analyses were not performed or considered necessary to assess 
the impacts of the Project or the Mitigated Plan Alternative on the I-680 northbound and 
southbound ramps at Olympic Boulevard intersection, or the SR-24 eastbound-westbound 
ramps/Mt. Diablo Boulevard intersection.  Analysis of these intersections was performed 
using the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) methodology for signalized 
intersections. CCTA methodology yields a volume/capacity ratio and associated 
intersection LOS (A-F). This methodology was selected in consultation with CCTA staff, 
County staff, and City of Walnut Creek staff, and was considered adequate by all these 
agencies as the operations methodology for these intersections. In addition, using CCTA 
methodology enables a comparison to, and incorporation of information from, previous recent 
transportation studies conducted for the City of Walnut Creek that analyzed the same 
intersections (AECOM, 1500 N. California Boulevard, City of Walnut Creek, 2012). By 
using CCTA methodology, consistency was maintained when comparing proposed 
project impacts to other development projects as well as the requirements of the City of 
Walnut Creek (Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, 2014).  This methodology is a 
standard methodology that is frequently employed in the industry, and using this 
methodology provides substantial evidence  

 
The commenter mentions the project’s contribution to the SR 24 off-ramp at Mt. Diablo 
Boulevard.  The project’s contribution to the SR-24 eastbound/westbound ramps/Mt. 
Diablo Boulevard/Camino Diablo intersection is 212 vehicles per hour during the PM 
peak hour for the entire intersection. However, as shown in the traffic analysis for the 
proposed project (Omni-Means, Traffic Impact Analysis for the Proposed Saranap 
Village Project, March, 2014); the proposed project would add just 38 vehicles to the 
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eastbound Mt. Diablo Boulevard off-ramp and 28 vehicles to the SR- 24 westbound on-
ramp at Mt. Diablo Boulevard. A s  s h o w n  i n  t h e  E I R ,  n o significant impacts 
were identified for this intersection, and this conclusion is consistent with previous 
analyses conducted for the City of Walnut Creek. 

 
The commenter mentions the project’s contribution to the I-680 off-ramp at Olympic 
Boulevard, and “degradation” to the northbound I-680 Olympic ramps.”  The project 
contribution to the northbound I-680 on/off ramps/Olympic Boulevard intersection would 
be 103 vehicles during the PM peak hour for the entire intersection. The project would 
be expected to contribute 40 trips to the northbound off-ramp and 24 trips to the 
northbound on-ramp during the PM peak hour. Project specific impacts were identified 
for this intersection under near-term plus project conditions as follows: 
 

With proposed project traffic, the only intersection operating below LOS D 
would be the Olympic Boulevard/I-680 Northbound ramps intersection at 
LOS E (0.93 v/c ratio). However, the intersection would continue to 
operate within City of Walnut significance thresholds of 0.95 v/c (or less) 
and proposed project trips would increase the v/c ratio by 0.02. Again, 
this increase in v/c ratio is well within the City’s significance criteria. With 
regard to freeway segment operation, the westbound segment of SR-24 
would continue to operate      at LOS E conditions during the AM peak 
hour commute period with proposed project traffic   (with or without 
proposed project traffic). However, the segment’s measure of 
effectiveness (MOE’s based on Caltrans standards) would be maintained 
and overall LOS would remain unchanged from near-term (no project) 
conditions. For these reasons, the addition of proposed project traffic 
would be considered less-than-significant.  All freeway segments in the 
study area would continue to operate at LOS D or better during the AM 
and PM peak   hour commute periods with near-term (no project) 
volumes.  

 
Thus, the EIR explained that, though the project would contribute trips, the 
number is not enough to create a significant difference in intersection operations 
despite the existing deficiency.  With cumulative plus project conditions, project 
specific impacts were identified as follows: 

 
Under year 2030 cumulative plus project conditions, the intersections of 
Olympic Boulevard/I-680 Northbound ramps and Olympic Boulevard/I-680 
Off-Ramp/Paulson Lane would continue to operate at deficient levels based 
on City of Walnut Creek LOS significance thresholds (with or without 
proposed project traffic).  Specifically, the Olympic Boulevard/I-680 
Northbound ramps intersection would be operating at LOS F (1.18 v/c ratio) 
during the PM peak hour.   In addition, the Olympic Boulevard/I-680 Off-
Ramp/Paulson Lane would be operating at a “high” LOS D (0.86) during the 
AM peak hour.  Based on the City of Walnut Creek’s significance thresholds 
for intersections within and outside the “core area,” the proposed project 
would result in an impact to these intersections if the volume/capacity ratio 
increases by more than 0.05.  Since the addition of project traffic would only 
result in volume/capacity ratio increases of 0.03 and 0.01 (respectively) at 
these intersections, these impacts resulting from proposed project trips 
would be considered less-than-significant. 

 
 
It is noted that City of Walnut Creek staff were contacted for potential mitigation plans for the I- 
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680 northbound on-off ramp/Olympic Boulevard intersection. City engineering staff indicated 
that poor operation at this intersection during the PM peak hour is in large part due to “ramp- 
jumping” to avoid slow progression on northbound I-680, which occurs in the current 
circumstances, and not due to development. Specifically, northbound motorists on I-680 exit 
the Olympic Boulevard off-ramp and get right back on the Olympic Boulevard on-ramp to avoid 
congestion on northbound I-680 during the PM peak hour. These “ramp-jumping” motorists 
contribute significantly to congestion and poor operation of the intersection during the PM 
peak hour. City staff indicated that they are working with Caltrans on potential ways to 
eliminate the northbound through-movement between the off and on-ramps, and are 
considering, at a conceptual level, a physical barrier on Olympic Boulevard, or “no through 
traffic” signs.. 

 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Omni-Means, Ltd. 
 
 
 
Peter Galloway 
Transportation Planner 
 
 
Cc: Ms. Marie Cooper, Perkins-Coie 
       Mr. George W. Nickelson, P.E. 
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