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RESPONSES TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP)



FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT
3280-A Crow Canyon Road, San Ramon, CA 94583
(925) 552-5986 ¢ FAX (925) 328-0560

November 16, 2010

Planning Division
Mr. David Crompton
Town of Danville

La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

RE: Case Number LEG10-0004(PUD), DEV-0071(SD), DEV10-0072(DP)
Assessor’s Parcel #s 202-050-071,073.074,078,079.080
Assessor’s Parcel #s 202-100-017,019,038,040
Assessor’s Parcel #s 215-040-002

Mr. Crompton:

Thank you for allowing the District the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned project.

The residential project located at Magee Ranch Property will be subject to a residential rate developer fee per
square foot because it is a residential project. The project is within the San Ramon Valley Unified School District.
The resident schools for this project are Green Valley Elementary, Los Cerros Middle, and Monte Vista High
Schools. Due to overcrowding in the District, it is possible that students residing in this subdivision may be diverted
to other schools.

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Karen Delesus
Facilities Planning Analyst



State of California — The Natural Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME John McCamman, Director

Bay Delta Region
7329 Silverado Trail
Napa, CA 94558
(707) 944-5500

www.dfg.ca.gov

December 8, 2010

Mr. David Crompton
City of Danville

510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

Dear Mr. Crompton:

Subject: Magee Ranch SummerHill Development Applicaiton, Notice of Preparation,
SCH #2010112042, Town of Danville, Contra Costa County

Thank you for providing the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) with the opportunity to
comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Magee Ranch SummerHill
Development Application (proposed project). .The proposed project involves subdivision of
a 410-acre property into 85 single-family lots. The following comments are intended to
assist the Town of Danville i in preparatlon of the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the proposed project. :

At a minimum, the text of the EIR should provide a description of each special-status plant
and animal species observed or known to occur within a five-mile radius of the project site,
including each species’ habitat associations, range, threats, and any other information
necessary to support a finding of significance. All species that meet the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) definition of rare, threatened and endangered species
(see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380) should be addressed in the EIR.

Special-status species known to exist in the vicinity of the project site include Alameda
whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus), California tiger salamander (Ambystoma
californiense), California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus),
pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), slender silver moss (Anomobryum julaceum), Diablo
helianthella (Helianthella castanea), Congdon's tarplant (Centromadia parryi ssp.
congdonii), chaparral harebell (Campanula exigua), oval-leaved viburnum (Viburnum
ellipticum), Mt. Diablo manzanita (Arctostaphylos auriculata), Contra Costa manzanita
(Arctostaphylos manzanita ssp. laevigata), Brewer's western flax (Hesperolinon breweri),
Hall's bush-mallow (Malacothamnus hallii), and Mt. Diablo fairy-lantern (Calochortus
pulchellus). The project site is also within one mile of Alameda whipsnake critical habitat.
Birds protected under Fish and Game Code sections 3503 and 3503.5, and the federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act may also use the project site for nesting.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Additional special-status species occurrence data is available from the California Natural
Diversity Database or through DFG’s Biogeographic Data Branch at:
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/subscribe.asp. DFG recommended survey and
monitoring protocols and guidelines for special-status species are available at:
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Im
pacts.pdf. All surveys should be conducted by a qualified biologist (as determined by a
combination of academic training and professional experience in biological sciences and
related resource management activities) during the appropriate detection period for each
species.

Habitat at the project site should be characterized in the EIR by type, quantity, quality and
location. Significant habitat features such as creeks and drainages, wetlands, and mature
trees should be described. Please describe also the existing and historical use(s) of the
project site and the nature and frequency of any disturbances, earthmoving activities, and/or
vegetation removal activities that may have altered natural habitat conditions.

The biological resources section should analyze reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect
changes, both temporary and permanent, that are likely to occur with implementation of the
project. All impacts should be disclosed regardless of their level of significance. Given the
project’s location in an area of rapid development, special consideration should be given to
cumulative impacts, such as a cumulative reduction in the range of a species or obstruction
of a regional wildlife movement corridor. Cumulative impacts may be significant even when
project-specific impacts are not.

The mitigation measures of the EIR should address direct impacts to individuals of impacted
species (e.g. direct take during construction) as well as impacts associated with habitat
loss. If existing habitat for special-status species cannot be preserved on-site, it may be
necessary for the project sponsor to purchase land, purchase credits through mitigation
bank, or provide alternative compensation to mitigate loss of habitat. All project-specific
and cumulative impacts to nesting, foraging, wintering, dispersal, and migration habitat

(i.e., breeding and non-breeding season) should be mitigated to below a level of
significance, or the lead agency should issue findings stating why mitigation is infeasible.

Please be advised that a California Endangered Species Act (CESA) permit must be
obtained if the project has the potential to result in take of species of plants or animals listed
under CESA or their habitat, either during construction or over the life of the project.
Issuance of a CESA permit is subject to CEQA documentation. [f the project will impact
CESA listed species, early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to the
project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA permit.

For any activity that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or
bank (which may include associated riparian resources) of a river or stream, or use material
from a streambed, DFG may require a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA),
pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code, with the applicant. Issuance
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of an LSAA is subject to CEQA. DFG, as a responsible agency under CEQA, will consider
the CEQA document for the project. The EIR should fully identify the potential impacts

to the stream or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation,
monitoring and reporting commitments for completion of the agreement. To obtain
information about the LSAA notification process, please access our website at
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/1600/; or to request a notification package, contact the

Lake and Streambed Alteration Program at (707) 944-5520.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Randi Adair, Environmental Scientist, at
(707) 944-5596; or Mr. Liam Davis, Habitat Conservation Supervisor, at (707) 944-5529.

Sincerely,ﬁ?%wé<

Lo Scott Wilson
Acting Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

cc: State Clearinghouse



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govermnor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
111 GRAND AVENUE
. 0. BOX 23660
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
PHONE (510) 622-5491
FAX (510) 286-5559
TTY 711

December 10, 2010

Mr. David Crompton
Planning Division
Town of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

Dear Mr. Crompton:

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

CC680570
CC-680-R7.55
SCH# 2010112042

Magee Ranch SummerHill Development Application Project — Preliminary Development

(Plan) and Notice of Preparation (NOP)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the early
stages of the environmental review process for the Magee Ranch SummerHill Development
Application project. The following comments are based on the Plan and NOP. As the lead agency,
the Town of Danville (Town) is responsible for all project mitigation, including any needed
improvements to State highways. The project’s fair share contribution, financing, scheduling,
implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed for all
proposed mitigation measures. This information should also be presented in the Mitigation

Monitoring and Reporting Plan of the environmental document. Required roadway improvements
should be completed prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. Since an encroachment
permit is required for work in the state right of way (ROW), and the Department will not issue a
permit until our concerns are adequately addressed, we strongly recommend that the Town work
with both the applicant and the Department to ensure that our concerns are resolved during the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, and in any case prior to submittal of a
permit application. Further comments will be provided during the encroachment permit process.

Traffic Impact Study (TIS)

Please include the information detailed below in the TIS to ensure that project-related impacts to
State roadway facilities are thoroughly assessed. We encourage the Town to coordinate preparation
of the study with our office, and we would appreciate the opportunity to review the scope of work.
The Department’s “Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies” should be reviewed prior
to initiating any traffic analysis for the project; it is available at the following website:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide.pdf

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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The TIS should include;

1. Vicinity map, regional location map, and a site plan clearly showing project access in relation
to nearby State roadways. Ingress and egress for all project components should be clearly
identified. State ROW should be clearly identified.

2. The maps should also include project driveways, local roads and intersections, parking, and
transit facilities.

3. Project-related trip generation, distribution, and assignment. The assumptions and
methodologies used to develop this information should be detailed in the study, and should
be supported with appropriate documentation. '

4. Average Daily Traffic, AM and PM peak hour volumes and levels of service (LOS) on all
significantly affected roadways, including crossroads and controlled intersections for
existing, existing plus project, cumulative and cumulative plus project scenarios. Calculation
of cumulative traffic volumes should consider all traffic-generating developments, both
existing and future, that would affect study area roadways and intersections. The analysis
should clearly identify the project’s contribution to area traffic and degradation to existing
and cumulative levels of service. Lastly, the Department’s LOS threshold, which is the
transition between LOS C and D, and is explained in detail in the Guide for Traffic Studies,
should be applied to all State facilities.

5. Schematic illustration of traffic conditions including the project site and study area roadways,
trip distribution percentages and volumes as well as intersection geometrics, i.e., lane
configurations, for the scenarios described above.

6. The project’s consistency with both the Circulation Element of the General Plan and the Contra
Costa County Congestion Management Agency’s Congestion Management Plan should be
evaluated.

7. Mitigation should be identified for any roadway mainline section or intersection with
insufficient capacity to maintain an acceptable LOS with the addition of project-related and/or
cumulative traffic.

8. Special attention should be given to the following trip-reducing measures:
¢ Coordinating with transit providers, to increase transit use by expanding routes and
emphasizing express service to regional rail stations, and by providing bus shelters with
seating at any future bus pullouts,
e Providing transit information to all future residents, and
Encouraging bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly design.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Please forward three hard copies and one CD of the environmental document, along with
the TIS, including Technical Appendices, and staff report to the address below as soon as
they are available.

Luis Melendez
- Community Planning Office, Mail Station 10D
California DOT, District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the state ROW requires an
encroachment permit that is issued by the Department. To apply, a completed encroachment permit
application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of plans clearly indicating state ROW
must be submitted to the address below. Traffic-related mitigation measures should be
incorporated into the construction plans during the encroachment permit process. See the website
link below for more information. http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/traffops/developserv/permits/

Michael Condie, District Office Chief
Office of Permits
California DOT, District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Please feel free to call or email Luis Melendez of my staff at (510) 286-5606 or
Luis Melendez@dot.ca.gov with any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

Joooe rloont

LISA CARBONI
District Branch Chief
Local Development — Intergovernmental Review

c:  State Clearinghouse

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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December 7, 2010

David Crompton
Town of Danville
Planning Department
510 La Gonda Way
Danville Ca 94526

Subject: Sycamore Valley Regional Open Space Preserve
Magee Ranch Development — Summer Hill Homes
Notice of Preparation

Dear Mr. Crompton:

The East Bay Regional Park District (the ‘District’) has had the opportunity to review
the Notice of Preparation for the proposed development project at Magee Ranch by
SummerHill Homes. The project proposes the subdivision of 85 single-family lots along
Diablo Road and McCauley Road. The development would occur on approximately |19
acres of the proposed project site. The remaining 29! acres is proposed to remain as
permanent open space.

The property is located adjacent to the Sycamore Valley Regional Open Space Preserve
owned and managed by the District as well as protected open space areas managed by
local homeowners association.

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will need to evaluate the potential for impacts
associated with residential development of the 85 single-family lots including the
potential for aesthetic, biologic, recreation, and transportation related impacts.

e Custom lots 64, 63, and 62 identified on Figure 3 of the NOP would encompass
a number of significant oak trees. The EIR should delineate building envelopes
that avoid impacts to oak woodlands.

s The project will increase the use of adjacent open space areas, including the
Sycamore Valley Regional Open Space Preserve. The EIR should mitigate the
potential for impacts associated with increased recreational use by providing
sufficient and permanent funding to ensure long-term stewardship of the
properties resources and to provide for public safety and security. The EIR
should identify a funding mechanism such as a Zone of Benefit or Community
Facilities District to provide for maintenance and operation of protected open




space to ensure the project does not result in significant impacts through
increased recreational use.

e The EIR should also seek to enhance recreational access and opportunities by
connecting trails within the proposed protected open space and the Sycamore
Valley Regional Open Space Preserve by ensuring they are made available for
public use. Providing dedicated public access on recreational trails that connect
to the regional open space preserve will ensure the property provides the
appropriate and necessary recreational access.

¢ The EIR should address access to protected open space areas from Diablo Road.
Currently, no staging area exists in this area. Provision of a staging area along
Diablo Road should be considered as a measure to provide for safe recreational
access to the open space areas.

The District appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Magee Ranch
development and we look forward to reviewing the project EIR. Please feel free to
contact me at (510) 544-2623 or bholt@ebparks.org should you have any questions.

Respectfully,

Brtan W. Holt, AICP
Senior Planner

Ce: Nancy Wenninger — Assistant General Manager
Larry Tong — Interagency Planning Manager



Recycled Paper

EB EAST BAY
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

December 13, 2010

David Crompton, Principal Planner
Town of Danville, Planning Division
510 La Gonda Way

Danville, CA 94526

Re:  Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Magee Ranch
(SummerHill) Development Project

Dear Mr. Crompton:

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Magee Ranch
Development Project located in the Town of Danville (Town). EBMUD has the
following comments.

GENERAL

EBMUD owns and maintains an access road in an EBMUD right-of-way (R/W 1581)
providing access to EBMUD’s Green Valley Reservoir located within the boundary of this
property. The integrity of this right-of-way needs to be maintained at all times. Any
proposed construction activity, including proposed grading, within the right-of-way will
need to be coordinated with EBMUD and may require relocation of the right-of-way, at
project sponsor’s expense. No buildings, trees, or structures, including decorative
pavements shall be constructed in EBMUD’s right-of-way unless specific approval is given
by EBMUD.

Although the entire development is located within EBMUD’s Ultimate Service Boundary,
only part of the development (Parcels 48 — 60) is located within EBMUD’s current service
area. The remaining portion of the development (Parcels 1 — 47 and 61 — 85) is located
outside EBMUD’s current service area and would need to be annexed into EBMUD’s current
service area before receiving water service from EBMUD. Please note that EBMUD will not
deliver water to any annexed property until a formal approval is issued by U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation. A description on the requirements pertaining to annexation is enclosed. The
project sponsor should contact the Contra Costa County Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) to apply for annexation.

375 ELEVENTH STREET . OAKLAND . CA 94607-4240 . TOLL FREE 1-866-40-EBMUD
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WATER SERVICE

EBMUD’s Diablo Pressure Zone, with a service elevation between 450 and 650 feet, will serve
the proposed development. Depending on the final elevations of the development, portions of
the development located above 650 feet (lots 62 - 64), will require a Low Pressure Service
Agreement. A Low Pressure Service Agreement recommends installation and maintenance of
individual storage and pumping facilities (hydropnuematic system) and associated plumbing to-
ensure an adequate water supply at the premises at all times, and would be at the project
sponsor’s expense. Main extensions, at the project sponsor’s expense, will be required to serve
the proposed development. Off-site pipeline improvements, include but are not limited to,
replacement of existing pipelines to the project site, also at the project sponsor's expense, may be
required to serve the proposed development. When the development plans are finalized, the
project sponsor should contact EBMUD’s New Business Office and request a water service
estimate to determine costs and conditions for providing water service to the proposed
development. Engineering and installation of water mains, off-site pipeline improvements, and
services requires substantial lead-time, which should be provided for in the project sponsor’s
development schedule.

The project sponsor should also be aware that EBMUD will not inspect, install or maintain
pipeline in contaminated soil or groundwater (if groundwater is present at any time during the
year at the depth piping is to be installed) that must be handled as a hazardous waste or that may
pose a health and safety risk to construction or maintenance personnel wearing Level D personal
protective equipment. Nor will EBMUD install piping in areas where groundwater contaminant
concentrations exceed specified limits for discharge to sanitary sewer systems or sewage
treatment plants. Applicants for EBMUD services requiring excavation in contaminated areas
must submit copies of existing information regarding soil and groundwater quality within or
adjacent to the project boundary. In addition, the applicant must provide a legally sufficient,
complete and specific written remedial plan establishing the methodology, planning and design
of all necessary systems for the removal, treatment, and disposal of all identified contaminated
soil and/or groundwater.

EBMUD will not design the installation of pipelines until such time as soil and groundwater
quality data and remediation plans are received and reviewed and will not install pipelines until
remediation has been carried out and documentation of the effectiveness of the remediation has
been received and reviewed. If no soil or groundwater quality data exists or the information
supplied by the applicant is insufficient EBMUD may require the applicant to perform sampling
and analysis to characterize the soil being excavated and groundwater that may be encountered
during excavation or perform such sampling and analysis itself at the applicant’s expense.

WATER CONSERVATION

The proposed project presents an opportunity to incorporate water conservation measures.
EBMUD would request that the Town include in its conditions of approval a requirement that
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the project complies with California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Division 2,
Title 23, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 2.7, Sections 490 through 495). The project
sponsor should be aware that Section 31 of EBMUD’s Water Service Regulations requires that
water service shall not be furnished for new or expanded service unless all the applicable water-
efficiency measures described in the regulation are installed at the project sponsor’s expense.

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact David J. Rehnstrom, Senior
Civil Engineer, Water Service Planning at (510) 287-1365.

Sincerely, ,

HE A

William R. Kirkpatrick
Manager of Water Distribution Planning

WRK:AMW:sb
sb10 243.doc

Enclosure:  Annexation to EBMUD Current Service Area Requirements

cc: Wendi Baker
SummerHill Homes
Ref.: Magee Ranch Project
5000 Executive Parkway, Suite 150
San Ramon, CA 94583

Mark Falgout
Ruggeri-Jensen-Azar

Ref.: Magee Ranch Project
4690 Chabot Drive, Suite 200
Pleasanton, CA 94588



ANNEXATION TO EBMUD CURRENT SERVICE AREA REQUIREMENTS

Changes to EBMUD’s water supply commitments, such as supplying water to lands outside
EBMUD’s existing customer service area, requires EBMUD to seek and obtain approval from the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), with whom EBMUD has a contract for supplemental water
supply in dry years. To support its approval of any expansion of EBMUD’s customer service
area, USBR requires environmental documentation that extends beyond what is typically needed
to meet the CEQA requirements. This documentation is required to satisfy federal environmental
laws including the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act NHPA). EBMUD will require
any developer requesting annexation to provide such documentation, which EBMUD will use to
support its request for USBR’s consent to the provision of water service to the annexed area. In
evaluating the adequacy of this environmental documentation, USBR typically consults with
other federal agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. In situations where the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), in fulfilling its obligations for issuing permits and
documenting environmental impacts under the Clean Water Act, ESA, NEPA and other federal
environmental laws, USBR has indicated to EBMUD recently that it would prefer that the Corps
complete all of its requirements under these laws, after which USBR would augment the
documentation only as necessary to fulfill its own requirements to support the expansion of
EBMUD’s customer service area.

Since documentation that fulfills CEQA requirements is generally also sufficient to meet the
majority of NEPA requirements, it is advisable when undertaking work to satisfy CEQA to also
be cognizant of the parallel NEPA requirements as well as those NEPA requirements that go
beyond CEQA requirements. Early discussions with EBMUD in this regard are highly
recommended.

Because the NHPA Section 106 requirements are generally less well understood than other
environmental requirements under USBR’s purview, new guidelines have recently been issued for
conducting studies and preparing documentation to address these requirements. In particular,
USBR requires a stand-alone report addressing Section 106 requirements. EBMUD will review
the developers’ Section 106 report and submit it for USBR’s approval. Once satisfied with
Section 106 report, USBR may forward it to the State Historic Preservation Officer for approval.

It is important to note that EBMUD’s Central Valley Project water supply contract requires
payment of USBR’s costs incurred to review the relevant documentation supporting any
annexation request and to fulfill its own documentation responsibilities under the applicable
federal laws. EBMUD requires the developer of any proposed annexation to reimburse EBMUD
for these costs. Once a developer approaches EBMUD for annexation approval, EBMUD will
require the developer to enter into an agreement (or separate agreements, if necessary) to advance
sufficient funds for any related studies or work, including CEQA documentation if necessary, as
well as the USBR costs that will be charged to EBMUD.

Charges and agreements related to installation of water delivery facilities and connections are
subject to the EBMUD’s Regulations Governing Water Service to Customers of EBMUD.
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December 14, 2010

David Crompton, Project Planner
Town of Danville

510 La Gonda Way

Danville, CA 94526

RE: Sub 9291 Magee Ranch (LEG10-0004, DEV10-0071, & DEV10-0072)
Our File: 1002-9291

Dear Mr. Crompton:

We have received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Magee Ranch—Summerhill Development and the Request for Comments on the
Vesting Tentative Map for Subdivision 9291 Magee Ranch located on the south side of Diablo
Road and Blackhawk Road (APN 202-050-071, -073, -074, -078, etc.). We submit the following
comments:

Notice of Preparation

1. We recommend that the DEIR include a map of the project area and show all parcels
involved in the subdivision.

2. We request that the DEIR provide a map of the watersheds where the project is located,
including watershed boundaries. The eastern portion of the project is located within
Drainage Area 36 (DA 36). Parcels 66-68, located off of McCauley Road, are in DA 91.
These drainage areas define the watersheds for the East Branch of Green Valley Creek
and Lower Green Valley Creek, which ultimately drain to San Ramon Creek. The project
is also located within Flood Control Zone 3B, which encompasses the entire Walnut
Creek Watershed. The existing and planned flood control facilities are designed to
mitigate flooding on Lower Green Valley Creek and further downstream on San Ramon
Creek.

3. In the Hydrology Section, please identify and show all existing watercourses, tributaries,
and man-made drainage facilities within the project site, and that which could be
impacted by this project. The discussion should include an analysis of the capacity of the
existing watercourses.

4. The Hydrology Section should quantify the amount of runoff that would be generated by
the project and discuss how the runoff entering and originating from the site would be
distributed between the natural watercourses, the detention basins (if proposed), and
the man-made drainage facilities.

5. If improvements or work within the natural watercourses are proposed, the DEIR should
discuss the scope of improvements.

"Accredited by the American Public Works Association”
255 Glacier Drive ¢ Martinez, CA 94553-4825
.+ TEL: (925) 313-2000 « FAX: (925) 313-2333
www.cccpublicworks.org
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6.

10.

11.

12.

We recommend that the DEIR address the design and construction of storm drain
facilities to adequately collect and convey stormwater entering or originating within the
development to the nearest adequate man-made drainage facility or natural
watercourse, without diversion of the watershed, per Title 9 of the County Ordinance
Code.

The DEIR should discuss the adverse impacts of the runoff from the project site to the
existing drainage facilities or natural watercourses and drainage problems in the
downstream areas, especially on Lower Green Valley Creek where there are known
inadequate reaches. The Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District (FC District) and the Army Corps of Engineers have performed studies that show
that Lower Green Valley Creek downstream of this project does not have sufficient
capacity for the 100-year flow event considering the ultimate build-out condition. There
are reaches that are unstable and eroding. The effects of this subdivision on these
inadequate reaches of Green Valley Creek are unknown. This should be addressed in the
DEIR and mitigation for those impacts offered.

The Hydrology Section of the DEIR should include a study that uses Contra Costa
County’s hydrology method (HYDRO6). The existing and planned regional drainage
facilities that are affected by development within the San Ramon Creek watershed have
been designed using HYDRO6, which is the only method that the FC District will accept.
Other commonly accepted hydrology methods were developed using runoff patterns
from other regions that do not accurately model the Pacific Coast storm patterns
experienced in Contra Costa County. These methods produce runoff results that have
proven to be significantly less than field observations of local storms made by the FC
District and the Army Corps of Engineers; therefore, please use HYDROS.

The FC District facilities that would be impacted by this development include the Lower
Green Valley Creek in DA 91 and San Ramon Creek Channel. There are utilities, houses,
and other structures that may be impacted on Green Valley Creek. The DEIR should
address these impacts and propose mitigation measures.

The DEIR should discuss any proposed on-site and off-site drainage improvements, and
include maps or drawings for the improvements.

If detention basin facilities are proposed, the DEIR should include a discussion of the
basin design information, (i.e., capacity, sizes of inlet and outlet structures, routing,
etc.) A discussion of how maintenance of these facilities would be performed and funded
should also be included.

The DEIR should address the impacts of this project’s runoff due to the increase in
duration (length of time) of flows as a result of detention and the effect on creeks and
channels downstream of the project. Whereas detention basins are capable of mitigating
peak flows to pre-project levels, they increase the duration (length of time) of flows in
the downstream watercourses, which saturate the channel banks and increase the
potential for stream and channel erosion.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

The Town of Danville (Town) and the Developer should be made aware that residences
adjacent to East Branch Green Valley Creek within the unincorporated Diablo Area along
Alameda Diablo and La Cadena, downstream of the Subdivision, have reported flooding
and erosion issues.

The Hydrology Section of the DEIR should address, in quantifiable terms, how the
proposed storm drain system will modify the hydrology of the East Branch and Lower
Green Valley Creek. For example, it should address how capturing and piping drainage
streams from upland areas to bypass the proposed development will impact peak times,
durations, and volumes on the East Branch of Green Valley creek and, ultimately, Lower
Green Valley Creek. Measures to mitigate any impacts should be proposed.

The DEIR should discuss the impacts of the new outfalls on Green Valley Creek and its
tributaries and discuss mitigation measures.

The FC District should be included in the review of all drainage facilities that have a
region-wide benefit, that impact region-wide facilities, or that impact FC District-owned
facilities. The FC District maintains portions of Green Valley Creek. The FC District is
available to provide technical assistance during the development of the DEIR, including
hydrology and hydraulic information and our HYDRO6 method, under our Fee-for-
Service program.

The DEIR should address a perpetual funding source for maintenance of the new
drainage facilities required to serve the subdivision.

The DEIR should discuss how the development will comply with the current NPDES
(National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) requirements under the City's
Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinances and the C.3 Guidebook.

We recommend that the DEIR request the appropriate environmental regulatory
agencies, such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the State Department of Fish and
Game, and the State Regional Water Quality Control Board, to explore the permits,
special conditions, and mitigation that may be necessary for development of the area.

Vesting Tentative Map

1.

2.

The proposed project is located in Drainage Areas 91 and 36, unformed drainage areas.
Therefore, there are no drainage area fees due at this time.

The project is in the San Ramon Creek watershed. We recommend that all
developments in the San Ramon Creek watershed be required to mitigate their adverse
drainage impact upon the natural creeks. Toward that end, the following should be
added to the conditions of approval for the future developments’ applications:

Mitigate the impact of additional stormwater runoff from those developments draining to
San Ramon Creek by either of the following methods:



David Crompton
December 14, 2010
Page 4 of 6

e Remove 1 cubic yard of channel excavation material from the inadequate portion
of San Ramon Creek for each 50 square feet of new impervious surface area
created by the development. Al excavated material shall be disposed of off-site
by the developer at his own cost. The site selection, land rights, and construction
staking will be performed by the FC District.

OR, upon written request by the developer:

¢ Provide for a cash payment in lieu of actual excavation and removal of material
from the inadequate portion of San Ramon Creek. The cash payment will be
calculated at a rate of $0.10 per square foot of new impervious surface area
created by the development. The added impervious surface area created by the
development will be based on the FC District’s standard impervious surface area
ordinance. The FC District will use these funds to work on San Ramon Creek
annually.

3. This site is also upstream of known inadequate reaches of Green Valley Creek. We
recommend that the Town require any future development on these sites be subject to
the Green Valley Creek Mitigation fee of $0.10 per square foot of newly created
impervious surface area. This fee is based on the FC District's Report on Impervious
Surface Ordinance. The Town should collect the fee for transfer to the County's
Drainage Deficiency Fund.

4. We recommend that the Town condition the applicant to design and construct storm
drain facilities to adequately collect and convey stormwater entering or originating within
the development to the nearest adequate man-made drainage facility or adequate
natural watercourse, without diversion of the watershed.

5. The applicant should be required to submit hydrology and hydraulic calculations to the
Town that prove the adequacy of the in-tract drainage system and the downstream
drainage system. We defer review of the local drainage to the Town. However, the FC
District requests to review the regional drainage study for impacts to Green Valley
Creek.

6. The developer's hydrology and hydraulic report should analyze the effects to Green
Valley Creek upstream and downstream of this development and propose any necessary
mitigation.

7. The FC District and the Army Corps of Engineers have performed studies that show that
Green Valley Creek downstream of this project does not have sufficient capacity for the
100-year flow event considering the ultimate build-out condition. The developer needs
to show that the proposed project will not exacerbate the existing capacity issues on
Green Valley Creek by increasing peak volumes and duration.

8. We are concerned that Green Valley Creek will be affected by the secondary storm drain
system, which appears to be designed to prevent minor tributary drainage flows
upstream of the proposed development from flowing through the development and
requiring C.3 mitigation. Concentrating drainage that normally flows overland in



David Crompton
December 14, 2010
Page 5 of 6

10.

11.

12.

naturally formed ditches into pipes reduces the opportunity for infiltration and may
decrease the time it takes water to arrive at Green Valley Creek, thereby affecting peak
volumes and duration of flows in Green Valley Creek. The hydrology and hydraulic report
should address this concern.

A 26-acre detention basin was proposed on the opposite side of Green Valley Creek
toward the eastern end of this project at the current location of Diablo Creek Place
under Amendment #3 of the San Ramon Watershed Right-of-Way and Improvements
Plan, dated July 1977. The proposed basin was never built at this location. Although it
was determined that Amendment #3 of the Zone 3B plan did not apply anymore during
the FC District’s review of Subdivision 8919 (Matadera), the developer might consider
constructing a detention basin within their proposed development at a similar point
along Green Valley Creek, in order to mitigate impacts along the Creek.

We are concerned about the potential for increased erosion within the reaches of Green
Valley Creek downstream of this project. We recommend that the Town require the
developer to identify and mitigate the potential impact related to erosion due to
increased peak and volume of stormwater from this project by performing an inventory
of Green Valley Creek to identify any critical locations prone to erosion. This requirement
is similar to a mitigation measure that the County required for Subdivision 8905
(Humphrey Property) located in Alamo upstream of Subdivision 9291 in the Green Valley
Creek watershed. FC District and Town records could be used by the developer to
identify areas of past complaints or bank repair.

We recommend that the Town condition the developer to contact the appropriate
environmental regulatory agencies, such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, State
Department of Fish and Game, and State Regional Water Quality Control Board, to
obtain all the necessary permits for this project or show that such permits are not
necessary.

This development should be required to adhere to the Creek Structure Setback
requirements in accordance with Division 914 of the County Ordinance Code. The creek
structure setback line adopted by the FC District is a minimum horizontal distance of 30
feet from the top of the bank (as opposed to 15 feet in the Town Ordinance). Per the
County ordinance, the top of the bank is determined either by a projection of a 2.5:1
slope from the toe of the channel (as opposed to 2:1), or by design stormwater surface
elevation, plus freeboard (not shown on the applicant’s plans), whichever is greater. We
recommend that the Town utilize the County’s Creek Structure Setback requirements for
this development. The applicant should show how the top of the bank was determined
and also show the horizontal and vertical scales on the submitted creek cross-section
drawings.



David Crompton
December 14, 2010
Page 6 of 6

13. The applicant should be required to comply with the current NPDES requirements under
the City Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinances and the C.3
Guidebook. We support the State's goal of providing best management practices to
achieve the permanent reduction or elimination of stormwater pollutants and
downstream erosion from new development. The FC District is available to provide
technical assistance for meeting these requirements under our Fee-for-Service program.

We appreciate the opportunity to review plans involving drainage fee matters and welcome
continued coordination. If you have any questions, please contact me via e-mail at
kschu@pw.cccounty.us or by phone at (925) 313-2179; alternately, you may contact Teri Rie at
trie@pw.cccounty.us or (925) 313-2363.

Sincerely,

Lo JIA -Gk

Kara Schuh-Garibay

Civil Engineer

Contra Costa County Flood Control
& Water Conservation District

KS:cw
G:\fldcth\CurDev\CITIES\Danville\Sub 9291 Magee Ranch\NOP & VTM Magee Ranch Comment Letter 12-2010.docx

c: Tim Jensen, Flood Control
Teri E. Rie, Flood Control
Wendi Baker, SummerHill Homes
5000 Executive Parkway, Suite 150
San Ramon, CA 94583
Diablo Community Services District
Diablo MAC



David Crompton

From: Planning
nt: November 17, 2010 1:27 PM
a: David Crompton
Subiject: FW: Magee Ranch Comment
Sincerely,

David Casteel

Planning Division — Code Enforcement Officer
(925) 314-3335

dcasteel@danville.ca.gov

Town of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

From: tina.olmsted@gmail.com [mailto:tina.olmsted@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2010 9:19 PM

To: Planning

Subject: Magee Ranch Comment

Nata from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 11/16/2010 9:19:09 PM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

Field Value
FirstName Christina
LastName Olmsted
Address 18 Black Oak Court
City | Danville
State CA
Zip 94506
Organization
Title
Email tina.olmsted@gmail.com
Phone
ZJoncerns I am extremely concerned about the proposed development. Traffic on
§Comments Blackhawk road is very congested, especially in the mornings. It can take

1



Field

Value

20-25 min to get from Hidden Oaks to Green Valley. The town MUST do a
traffic study before it can allow 80+ additional houses in this congested
area. I was very disappointed after we moved here and I began to experience
the awful traffic in the morning. The school bus system has helped a bit but
traffic still exists most mornings. In addition, the schools in this area
are already too full. I moved here two years ago and Green Valley was full
and I was diverted to another school. Friends moved here this summer and
they were diverted as well. How can you add 80+ new families when the
schools cannot take the children. Please address these two very important
concerns.

Email "Magee Ranch Comment" originally sent to Planning@danville.ca.gov from tina.olmsted@gmail.com on 11/16/2010 9:19:09

PM.




David Crompton

From: Arlene Reed [radiablo@sbcglobal.net]
nt: November 17, 2010 6:42 PM
9 David Crompton
Subject: SummerHill - Magee Ranch Project

Dear Mr. Crompton,

We bought a lot in Diablo 36 years ago and moved into our home 32 years ago. We chose the area because of
its charm and rural feeling. Danville was like this, too. However, congestion, traffic, pollution, school
overcrowding, road noise have created very adverse conditions. The SummerHill-Magee Ranch Project
proposal will drastically increase all of these problems. We are very much opposed!!

Ralph and Arlene Reed



David Crompton

From: Mary Banfield [tahitibound22@yahoo.com]
nt: November 18, 2010 9:10 AM
N David Crompton
Subject: Please stop the Summerhill Development in Danville
Hi David,

My name is Mary Banfield. I am a 10 year Danville resident and home owner in Danville and live off Diablo
Road. I am voicing my opposition to this proposed development. Please do not allow them to destroy what
makes living in Danville so special by building all these homes in that gorgeous space. This is outrageous.
Please hear us and stop this development.

Mary Banfield



David Crompton

From: Planning

nt: November 19, 2010 8:40 AM
10: David Crompton
Subject: FW: Magee Ranch Comment

| believe you are familiar with this person.
Sincerely,

David Casteel

Pianning Division — Code Enforcement Officer
(925) 314-3335

dcasteel@danville.ca.gov

Town of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

From: jonpat@sbcglobal.net [mailto:jonpat@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2010 7:34 PM

To: Planning

Subject: Magee Ranch Comment

Jata from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 11/18/2010 7:33:32 PM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

Field

Value
FirstName ~ Pat -
LastName lsom
Address 31 OMatadera Ct ,
Clty Danvﬂle
State , CA S
Organization  CCA
fTitle | |
! Emall e ‘ic;hpat@sscgbbal'net
Phone 925-820-2660
Fax o o .
Concems ~ one of the issues noted in the NOP is confomance with the Town's General
Comments Plan. Danville General Plan Policies: Flooding Hazards 22.03 New development

1



Field f Value

'shall not exceed the Town's primary flood control channel's ability to carry
100-year flood flows. Danville was notifed February 22, 2007 by CCC Flood
Control & Water Conservation District that "properties along GVC are subject
to flooding during a 25 year event, which is less than the District standard
ifor flood protection of a .watershed of this size."

Email "Magee Ranch Comment" originally sent to Planning@danville.ca.gov from jonpat(@sbcglobal.net on 11/18/2010 7:33:32 PM.




David Crompton

From: rick@grossrevenues.com
nt: November 20, 2010 1:43 PM
10: David Crompton
Cc: melinda@grossrevenues.com
Subject: LEG10-0004/DEV10-0071/DEV10-0072 - Summerhill Homes Development Application

Dear Mr. Crompton,

We would like to pass on to you our comments re: the application that is being reviewed (Case #'s
referenced above).

We do not see the need for any additional housing to be built in this area. Congestion is already bad on
Blackhawk/Diablo Rd. This development will only make it worse, based on what we have been shown.

We are concerned re: the development's impact on the scenic corridor.
We believe that rezoning the Agricultural Preserve district violates the spirit and intent of that district.

We believe the number of dwellings in this project should be significantly downsized or stopped
completely.

We are surprised that the development is even being contemplated now, with all the foreclosures going on
in and around Danville. There would seem to be plenty of available supply.

f the town needs more inclusionary housing, it would better serve the community and the environment to
ncourage development closer to downtown and/or other high density areas that are close to public
transit.

Sincerely,

Richard and Melinda Gross
2366 Fish Creek Place
Danville, CA

831-9014



San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District
1500 Bollinger Canyon Road
San Ramon, CA 94583
Telephone: (925) 838-6600
Fax: (925) 838-6696

11/17/2010

Town of Danville, Planning Division
ATTN: David Crompton

510 La Gonda Way

Danville, CA 94526

Permit No: PADP20104130
Type of Review: Development Plan

Business Name and Magee Ranch-Summerhill Homes
Address:  Blackhawk/Diablo/McCauley Rd

Applicant Name and
Address: Magee Ranch-Summerhill Homes
Blackhawk/Diablo/McCauley
Danville, CA

The District has reviewed the subject planning application and based upon the information provided we would like
to offer the following comments and recommendations for conditions of approval.

Conditions
1 Fire hydrants are required. All hydrants shall be wet barrel, standard steamer type (1-4 % and 1 — 2 %)
outlet.

2 Identify fire hydrant locations by installing reflective "blue dot" markers adjacent

Fire apparatus roadways (public, private streets, roads and in some instances driveways used for vehicle
access) shall extend to within 150 feet of any portion of an exterior wall of the first story of any building.

4 Fire apparatus roadways in excess of 150 feet in length shall make provisions for approved fire apparatus
turnarounds.

5 Fire apparatus roadways serving up to 2 dwelling units shall have a minimum unobstructed width of 16 feet
and a minimum unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches.

6  Fire apparatus roadways shall have a minimum unobstructed width of 20 feet and an unobstructed vertical
clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches.

7  Fire apparatus roadways less than 36 feet in width, but more than 28 feet shall be marked as a fire lane on
one side only. Fire apparatus roadways less than 28 feet in width shall be marked as fire lanes on both sides
of the street. :

8  Fire apparatus roadways with restricted parking designated as fire lanes shall be marked with red curbs and
fire lane signs or red curbs and face-of curb stenciling stating: “NO STOPPING FIRE LANE - CVC
22500.1”

9 Other

The maximum grade for a fire apparatus roadway is 20%. Roadways with grades of 16-20 %
shall either be grooved concrete or rough asphalt. Grooved concrete shall be 1/2" wide, 1/2"
deep, and spaced 1 1/2' on center.

10  Fire apparatus roadways shall be capable of supporting the imposed weight of fire apparatus (40,000
pounds) and shall be provided with a paved or concrete surface.

11 Fire apparatus roadways (public or private streets or roads used for vehicle access) shall be installed and fire
hydrants in service prior to commencement of framing: Compliance with this requirement shall be verified
by inspection by the fire district

12 Any/all gates across Fire District access ways shall have a minimum 12 foot clear, unobstructed linear width
and a clear vertical height of 13 feet 6 inches. All locking devices shall provide for Fire District emergency



access.
Proposeed bollards shall be of the collapsable bollard type.

13 Provide a weed abatement program before, during and after construction. Maintain grass or brush clearance
of 100 feet from combustible construction and 30 feet from street and property lines.

14 Other

Residential Automatic Fire Extinguishing Sprinkler Systems shall be required in all residential
occupancies 3,600 sqft and greater and for all residencees for which receive a building permit
after 1/1/2011.

15 Approved numbers or addresses shall be placed on all new and existing buildings in such a position as to be
plainly visible and legible from the street or road fronting the property. Said numbers shall contrast with
their background.

" 16 Other
Fire flow shall be per California Fire Code. Provide flow data from EBMUD to demonstrate that
the fire flow is adequate.

Submittal Requirements

1 Submit (2) full sets of building architectural plans to the San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District for
review and approval.

2 Other

Provide flow data from EBMUD to demonstrate that the fire flow is adequate.

If during the course of the entitlement process the project changes addional requirements may apply. Thank you
for the opportunity to comment on this proposed project. If you have any questions please contact the undersigned
at (925) 838-6600.

Jan Hardage

Plans Examiner



David Crompton

From: Ron Elsdon [renewal@elsdon.com]
“ent: November 18, 2010 8:03 PM

.0: David Crompton

Subject: FW: Opposition to Rezoning Proposal

Dear Mr. Crompton:
We are forwarding this again as we did not receive an acknowledgment that the earfier e-mail was received.

Sincerely Ron and Linda Elsdon.

From: Ron Elsdon [mailto:renewal@elsdon.com]
Sent: Monday, November 08, 2010 7:24 PM

To: 'dcrompton@danville.ca.gov'

Subject: Opposition to Rezoning Proposal

To the Attention of David Crompton: Project Planner
Dear Mr. Crompton:

We are responding to the information sent on November 5 about Rezoning request LEG10-0004, Major Subdivision
request DEV10-0071 and Development Plan request DEV10-0072 concerning the Magee Ranch property. As residents in

the neighboring Hidden Valley subdivision we strongly oppose these proposals on the basis that they will create
<ignificant additional traffic congestion at what is already one of the most congested locations in Danville, and they will
naterially detract from the natural beauty of the surroundings.

Sincerely, Ron and Linda Elsdon.

Ron Elsdon

Elsdon, Inc., Elsdon Organizational Renewal and New Beginnings Career and College Guidance
Revitalizing Workforce Relationships

www.elsdon.com

61 Milano Court

Danville, CA 94526

Tel: 925 838 2362

Fax: 775860 8613

Mobile: 925 586 9039




David Crompton

From: Chris Eidler [chris@eidler.us]
nt: November 22, 2010 12:29 PM
\ 0l David Crompton
Cc: 'Sharon Eidler'
Subject: Magee Ranch Summerhill Project

Hello Mr. Crompton,

Thank you for the NOP for this project. We have a question -- will the traffic analysis

include peak periods? Of particular concern are the morning and afternoon school periods --
traffic is routinely congested from the Green Valley / Diablo Road intersection all the way
past Athenian and past Still Creek. We presume this development will worsen that situation.

Sincerely,

Chris and Sharon Eidler
262 Arency Ct., Danville



David Crompton

From:
nt:

100

Subject:

Sincerely,

David Casteel

Planning

November 22, 2010 1:25 PM
David Crompton

FW: Magee Ranch Comment

Planning Division — Code Enforcement Officer

(925) 314-3335

dcasteel@danville.ca.gov

Town of Danville

510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

From: pedersonpr@yahoo.com [mailto: pedersonpr@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, November 22, 2010 12:31 PM

To: Planning

Subject: Magee Ranch Comment

ata from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 11/22/2010 12:31:10 PM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

Comments

Field ' Value
F lrStName hnda e e
La ,StName pederso.n. S
;Address lé7 merano street
Clty ......... | danvﬂ - e
State T — .Ca
Zip 94526
éOrganizétioh . -
Tiﬂé - |
.vEméil Epedéfsonpr@yahoo.com o
‘Phone 925.-855-1127 o
i;ax e e s e
Céncerﬁé o ‘I'm very concerned about this project from a traffig .én.d scho‘oV]v.m;i.mpact
.perspective. The traffic down Diablo Road is already horrible and this will

1



Field Value

only add to it. In addition, until the housing market comes back, I don't
"think adding to the depreciated market makes sense. My main is concern is
any discussion about potentially linking McCauley Road or Merano Street to
the project in any way. We absolutely do not want McCauley or Merano to be
anything but dead ends. Any change to these streets would greatly impact our
home values and have a devastating impact on our quiet neighborhood.

. Email "Magee Ranch Comment" originally sent to Planning@danville.ca.gov from pedersonpr@yahoo.com on 11/22/2010 12:31:10
PM.




David Crompton

From: Pianning

nt: November 22, 2010 1:25 PM
1 0! David Crompton
Subject: FW: Magee Ranch Comment
Sincerely,

David Casteel

Planning Division — Code Enforcement Officer
(925) 314-3335

dcasteel@danville.ca.gov

Town of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

From: Planning@danville.ca.gov [mailto:Planning@danville.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2010 12:28 PM

To: Planning

Subject: Magee Ranch Comment

ata from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 11/22/2010 12:27:31 PM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

 Field  Value

FirstName ~ Robert

La Sthén.l,e,” - Watson .....
Address 123 Windover Dr

Clty R Danvﬂle _____

State S Ca

i“Ofgénizafion‘ e
Title

Emall e

Phone B

Concerns ~ SummerHill Homes development is inappropriate. This development will

- Comments ‘exacerbate and already bad traffic problem during peak times on Diablo and

1



Field Value

Blackhawk Road. It currently takes 30 mins to drive the 4 miles from MaGee
‘Ranch to Green Valley Road at 8 am on weekdays. Adding another 80+ homes,
and 200+ cars to these roads is very bad planning. Further, the reduction in
open space will impact the wild life of the area. One of the special
qualities of this area is the wildlife: coyote, eagles, pheasents, deer,
bluebirds, mountain lion. Stop the over development. Danville should not
follow the path of San Ramon. Please protect our quality of life in east
Danville.

Email "Magee Ranch Comment” originally sent to Planning@danville.ca.gov from Planning@danville.ca.gov on 11/22/2010 12:27:31
PM.



David Crompton

From: Tom Parker [tparker@parkertechnicalsales.com]
“ent: November 22, 2010 5:11 PM

.0: David Crompton

Subject: Summerhill Home Magee Ranch

Importance: High

Dear Mr. Crompton,

[ strongly urge you to reject the development of Magee Ranch East and West! Traffic along the Diablo Road
corridor between Blackhawk and the intersection of Diablo Road and Green Valley Road has become
horrendous. There are times where you cannot get out of Diablo via Avenida Nueva due to the long lines of
cars. In addition, | am very concerned about water run off and the drainage concerns that already affect
Diablo.

In addition, we are losing the greatest asset of the Danville area which is the feel of being in the country due
to the rolling hills on the south side of Diablo Road and Mt. Diablo to the north. Instead we are starting to
look like L.A. with the open spaces being covered by tract homes that all look the same and traffic on what
used to be bucolic country roads. All you have to do is look at Dougherty Valley to see how Danville will
start to change for the worse.

Please do not allow the environment that we all enjoy be destroyed by more and more homes.

Tom Parker

Phone: 925.362.9450

Fax: 925.955.9520 ;
Cell: 925.413.6017



David Crompton

From: javier chapa [javandmarn@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: November 23, 2010 1:18 PM

J0: . David Crompton

Subject: SummerHill Homes

Dear Mr. Crompton,

| am writing in regards to the SummerHill Homes development. | have, as many in my neighborhood and
Danville do, great concerns. This project is not good for our town. | urge you to please reconsider moving
forward.

Traffic is a major issue on Diablo Road, McCauley Road, and Green Valley Road, especially during times when
parents are dropping off or picking up their children at Green Valley School and the other schools in the area
or during school functions and regular commuting hours. | am in the Hidden Valley development off of
McCauley Road and traffic is a great problem here. | leave for work in the morning as Green Valley parents are
dropping off their children. Children walk and ride their bikes to school, poor and hurried drivers cut others
off, and traffic can get congested. Parents park their cars along the side of McCauley past the red zone. It can
create blind spots and on many occasions | have had these parents pull out in front of me. | have also seen
children step off the sidewalk and children on their bikes roll off the curb unaware of oncoming cars. Just last
month, | came very close to hitting a child on his bike who did not see me and rolled off the curb in front of
me. We don’t need any more traffic on McCauley. Because people in Hidden Valley are going to work and
parents are dropping off their children in the morning McCauley can get very congested as well as Green
Valley Road and Diablo Road. I've been on Diablo Road where | was backed up a couple of miles from Green

alley School and it took me 35 minutes just to get to the light. My mother had to take my father to John Muir
emergency room coming from near Blackhawk one morning during school drop off time. It took her 40
minutes from Still Creek Road to get to the light. How long would it have taken an ambulance? I've been in
directly front of Green Valley School coming home and it took me 20 minutes to get to the light. | leave for
work in the morning as Green Valley parents are dropping off their children. The light may change several
times before | can get through it. We don’t need additional traffic making it even worse. Traffic is a big
problem already. It is not safe as it stands and adding additional traffic with the addition of a new
development will only make it worse. This makes already unsafe areas even more dangerous.

Next, our schools are already impacted. As a teacher in the area | can tell you that we cannot take the weight
of the many children this new development will bring here. | know families who are on the waiting list for one
school and families who have to take one child to one school and their other child to another. This
development will no doubt make this problem worse.

I've been in Danville for 23 years. What attracted me to Danville was that | felt safe here and it is beautiful. |
used to love driving down CaminoTassajara as well as Dougherty road observing the rolling hills. That’s almost
all gone now. We don’t have many areas like that now. This area is one of the last areas where we can see
country and the vast wildlife that lives there. There are turkeys, rabbits, deer, quail, owls, and coyotes. This
development threatens that wildlife and takes the yet another area with natural beauty from Danville. It is
becoming a less desirable place to live. In Sections 32-69 in the Danville Municipal Code’s zoning regulations
clearly state that open space and scenic hillsides will be preserved. | ask then why are they not being
“reserved?



Danville residents do not want this. | ask that you please consider our town and its safety and stop this

development.
. Sincerely,

Marnie Chapa



David Crompton

From: Lynne Southard [ckisouthard@sbcglobal.net]
nt: November 24, 2010 8:47 AM

100 David Crompton

Subject: Magee Ranch - SummerHill Develoment

David,

Thank you for providing a forum to discuss the EIR for the Magee Ranch - SummerHill project. The following
are my comments, for your consideration, related to this project:

Aesthetics

The drive up Diablo Road gives me the feeling of leaving the City and going into the Country. This feeling
comes from the charm of a narrow winding road together with the open space of the land and the creek.
Modifications of this road ie: widening will lessen this country road feeling and will allow for more traffic
volume. Widening the road would involve rerouting the creek into culverts.

Traffic

We have a existing problem of traffic delays caused by funneling of school traffic (Athenian, Monte Vista, Los

Cerros, Green Valley, and Vista Grande) into two intersections: Green Valley/Diablo Road and Mt. Diablo

Scenic Road/Blackhawk Road. In addition, there is an ongoing problem with bicycles and cars using the narrow

lanes of Diablo Road. The addition of new project access road onto Diablo/Blackhawk Roads will increase the
ossibility of more traffic accidents.

Engineering

The soil on the south side of the Diablo Road's curvy section is unstable. The existing retaining wall, built
approximately five years ago, is leaning and soil is still moving over the top of the wall during heavy rains. Any
road widening/creek modifications will require a massive earth removal and a soil stabilization project.

Utilities

Existing utilities are maxed out. A check with PGE, water, sewer... will uncover current problems (carpole/tree
outages and water supply deficiencies). For example, it has recently taken two and a half years to EBMUD to
increase our water pressure in our Arency Court tract. We, at times, were experiencing zero water pressure in
the mornings.

If you require any additional information related to the above, please do not hesitate to call me.

Chris Southard
Registered Civil Engineer
238 Arency Ct.

Danville, CA 94506
phone: 925-831-9340



David Crompton

From: Mary Krouse [diablokr@gmail.com]
nt: November 29, 2010 9:23 AM

.0l David Crompton

Subject: Summerhill Homes

I want to voice my concerns over the proposed Summerhill homes project on Diablo road. I reside in Diablo.

I am strongly against the project on many grounds. The traffic impact would be huge. Currently, to leave the
area on school mornings, one has to be aware of school hours in order to avoid long backups in getting past the
intersection of Diablo Road and Green Valley/McCauley Roads. It can be equally difficult to exit Diablo going
toward Athenian school, and there are long backups in the afternoons near Mt Diablo Senic.

My main concem is to the destruction of the beautiful, rural atmosphere along Diablo Road. Allowing this
project to go forward would forever alter the landscape and remove one of the few remaining open spaces in the
area. Tassajara Road used to be a beautiful, rural area that is no longer recognizable. I would hate to see
Diablo Road become another area such as that.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mary Krouse



David Crompton

From: Erin Kuptz [emkuptz@hotmail.com]
ant: November 28, 2010 4:01 PM
.0: David Crompton
Subject: SUMMERHILL HOMES APPLICATION for MAGEE RANCH PROPERTY

Mr. Crompton,

We are writing with regard to the proposal by SummerHill Homes to develop the Magee Ranch Property as specified in
your 11/5/2010 "Request for Comments" mailed to property owners along Blackhawk Road.

We have been residents of Danville for 17 years. For 12 of these years we have resided on Still Creek Place. We have
experienced first hand the increase in traffic along Blackhawk Road and the increase in student population at Green Valley
Elementary, Los Cerros Middle School and Monte Vista High School since moving to this property. We have also
experienced a degradation in water and communication resources over that time.

The proposed development extending two miles east from the intersection of Diablo Road/Green Valley Road/McCauley
Road including the proposed addition of 85 single family homes and 21 additional dwelling units on these lots would put
additional strain on already taxed infrastructure. Blackhawk Road does not have the capacity to absorb 100 to 300
additional cars during commute hours, nor do the local schools have the capacity to absorb the increase in student
population. We are very concerned about the impact on all of the above resources, as well as, the impact on the following
4 items: the impact of this development on our property values in which we have already experienced a significant
decline; the impact on the air and water quality in the area; the aesthetics of an area identified as being a scenic corridor
and of importance to the town's rural past, and; the impact on the wildlife and vegetation in the area.

We strongly encourage the Town of Danville to reconsider the scope of this project. We would also like to be informed of
the assumptions being used to calculate the proposed number of residents, students and vehicles associated with this

roject. It has been brought to our attention that there is enormous subjectivity in these assumptions and the ones
utilized in some of the Dougherty Valley developments underestimated the increase in population and the demands on
community services. We would also ask to be reassured that the powers of eminent domain will not be invoked as the
town looks for methods to mitigate the impact of the proposed development on the surrounding area.

We appreciate your consideration in this matter.
MICHAEL and ERIN KUPTZ

1304 STILL CREEK PLACE
DANVILLE, CA 94506

ErinvvKupty L



David Crompton

From: Ursula Abella [usachecchi@yahoo.com]
ant: November 28, 2010 10:02 AM

.0: David Crompton

Subject: Summerhill homes

Dear Mr. Crompton:
We have lived in the Hidden Valley development for almost 18 years.
One of the reasons we moved to Danville was the feel of country :
around us. The animals, elbow room, organization of the community were all very appealing.

Slowly over the years, Danville is becoming a jammed packed sardine
can of a mess. We know progress is inevitable, but you can help control
this. Money i1sn't everything in life. We all talk about the quality of our
lives but yet people don't do anything about it because jobs are on the line.

There are ways to go about balancing all this. I hope you will help create
the balance so that everyone benefits.

The traffic coming out of our neighborhood, as you have heard, is packed. The traffic survey
done last month does not account for all the U-turns that are made all day! It only counted
Hidden Valley residents. It's not an accurate count.

We ultimately are against the Summer Hill homes building. The animals around us will be
seriously impacted. They are slowly disappearing or they are right on top of us trying to
survive.

I'm not a person of money like some of the Danville res1dents who can buy there way to the
top of the hill, but I am someone who does care and like most people feels that my voice is
never heard and that no one really cares. Even still, I took the time to send a note during my
hectic seasonal work schedule to let you know that I did attend the Summer Hill meeting and
am writing you to let you know that this whole plan is too much for the area to handle. Please
don't let our area become more
crowded. There are so many foreclosed homes on the market available to people! Low income
too! We don't need more homes to be sold on the market.

I will probably continue to live in my house for another 30 years till I die, so I'm sure I will
continue to experience what may come.

Thanks you for listening and considering a balance and quality of life for all of us affected by
the almighty dollar.

Ursula Abella

Mark Checchi

29 Bormio Court, Danville, CA 94526
Hidden Valley



“Small Town Atmosphere
Outstanding Quality of Life”

November 24, 2010

Maryann Cella
P.O. Box 88
Diablo, CA 94528

Dear Maryann,

Enclosed are the “existing zoning base plans” that show how many legal conforming
lots could be created under the existing five acre zoning. There is also the small area
across from Belgian Drive that allows up to three units per acre.

As you will see, the total lots for the Magee East and Magee West sections totals 78 lots.
Unless the base plan can be modified to find additional legal conforming lots, this is the
maximum number of allowable lots that can be clustered under the proposed P-1;
Planned Unit Development District rezoning approach. As you know, the applicant’s
plans show a total of 85 lots. The applicant has stated that the purpose of showing the
additional lots is to allow for an analysis of the pluses and minuses of the subdivision
design and to determine which lots should be eliminated. As we work through the
process, the number of lots will be reduced so as not to exceed base plan number.

If you have any further questions, feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

David pton

Principal Planner

510 LA GONDA WAY, DANVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94526

Administration Building Engineering & Planning Transportation Maintenance Police Parks and Recreation
(925) 314-3388 (925) 314-3330 (925) 314-3310 (925) 314-3320 (925) 314-3450 (925) 314-3700 (925) 314-3400



David Crompton

From: Dkhlvsvah@aol.com

Sent: November 24, 2010 10:11 AM

Jo: David Crompton

Subject: PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IN DANVILLE - Comment

November 24, 2010
Dear Mr. Crompton:

(It is with regret that we didn't get this email out to you sooner - we recently lost a member of our family and have been
dealing accordingly.)

As residents of Magee Ranch for over 15 years, my husband and | are very concerned about the proposed Summerhill
development. This development would greatly impact the aiready steady stream of heavy traffic along the surrounding
corridors. We both work in Danville and have seen a growing traffic problem. Many times throughout the day there is a
stand still of cars - yes, we have grid-lock in Danville! Also, when moving to Danville over 15 years ago, we were struck
with how wonderful it was to live in a community that still retained "that open country feel". We love our open hills, views,
trees, wildlife - cows, deer, turkeys, etc., and do not wish to see any further development in the proposed location - thus
taking away our country. environment.

We are both for progress, but feel that this proposed development in its proposed location is a wrong move for our
community.

Perhaps the Town of Danville might look into purchasing the property and keep it in its natural state for all to enjoy - future
generations.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our thoughts.
sincerely,
Doug & Vicki Hogendorn

3 Crownridge Drive
Danville, CA 94506



David Crompton

From:
nt:

10

Subject:

Sincerely,

David Casteel

Planning

November 29, 2010 8:41 AM
David Crompton

FW: Magee Ranch Comment

Planning Division — Code Enforcement Officer

(925) 314-3335

dcasteel@danville.ca.gov

Town of Danville

510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

From: cmarshall14@yahoo.com [mailto:cmarshalll4@yahoo.com]

Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2010 9:14 AM

To: Planning

Subject: Magee Ranch Comment

data from form "Comments for the Public Record"” was received on 11/27/2010 9:14:04 AM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

‘ Field
F irstNafrie
LastName
Address

State

Zip

Organization

“Title

: Email

Phone

Fax

- Concerns
Comments.

‘cmarshalll4@yahoo.com

 925-784-3829

Value

Christopher

‘Marshall

12065 Diablo Road
A
o
94528

"Homeowner

‘I respect the right of a landowner to develop their property but the
‘proposed development is of a significantly higher density (median lot size)

1



Field

Value
than the surrounding community. The homes in the immediately adjacent
subdivisions of Danville and Diablo are zoned 20,000 sq. ft. per lot or
larger generally. The homesites proposed on the southeast site plan are

proposed to be P-1{(R-10) minimum. I am respectfully requesting that the
Danville planning consider limiting the density of development to P-1(R-

'20) zoning or larger lots. There is also nothing in the development plan that

precludes the four large lots in the planned developement from being further
subdivded. This should be rectified in the Danville zoning designations for

‘these lots as well in my opinion. I am concerned about the minimum lot size
.from the point of view of additional traffic and congenstion on an already

burdened road system. Most times of the day and week the traffic flows well,
but during morning school rush hours there is a significant backup on Diablo
Road. As a resident that lives on that road on the road the situation is
clear. Diablo Road cannot support more traffic at peak hours. Traffic
mitigation measures such as traffic lights or additional traffic
intersections will only make the problem worse in my opinion. The 10
homesites in the nothwest site plan of the propsed developement in Court "H"
immediately adjacent to Diablo Road are integral to what is now designated a

‘"scenic corridor" by Danville planning's own documentation that has been in
‘place for over a decade. I do not support defacing this "scenic corridor"
zwith additional developement. Thank you for your consideration of my
‘concerns in the planning process.

Email "Magee Ranch Comment" originally sent to Planning@danville.ca.gov from cmarshalll4(@@yahoo.com on 11/27/2010 9:14:04

AM.




David Crompton

From: Louis Leone [leonel@stubbsleone.com]
nt: November 29, 2010 2:35 PM

10: David Crompton

Subject: Magee Ranch Project

Sir: Just to point out the traffic concerns regarding the construction of 85 homes
along Diablo Road. and the increase traffic during peak hours of those additional
100 net additional vehicles, please consider that, for example, today, traffic was
backed up from the Stop Sign at Mt. Diablo Scenic Bivd past the intersection of
Blackhawk Rd and Magee Ranch Road, which is about 3,000 feet. Traffic was also
backed up from the intersection of Green Valley Rd past Clydesdale Rd. This is a
common occurrence in the morning when school is in session. How can the
addition of 100 cars be mitigated to an already bad situation?

Please add this email to the other concerns voiced for this project.

Louis Leone Esq.

Stubbs & Leone

2175 North California Blvd.
Suite 900

Walnut Creek, Ca. 94596
925-974-8600 x105
925-974-8601 (fax)
www.stubbsleone.com

This electronic message is intended only for the addressee(s), and may contain information
that is both privileged and confidential under federal and state law, including the attorney
client privilege. If the recipient of this message is not an appropriate addressee, please cease
reading this message, notify us immediately and destroy both hard and electronic versions
of this communication.



At rmmenill) |

S Mist) i) Al Vil at /TH
R 4774@41%7/ foal ond_ A
_.,__W@w_@%zm%m;
R Foseongs L Lol nedd Mmﬂuﬁg@oﬁ :

z




. 7 y ARy,
__ﬂ : A2l N 4.///’ 7 .ilé_ S 2L A’___ / -2 '/
NN 7 7 P

AAr /3 8 zWa /[J-r/ ¢ LAl ZY 7 FH ’_J WA

7/ [y
Ll / >
g . . Y, . / . 2
Pt /i e, AL Ap U ¢ AL Y7 14 1.// l A2l A 44" _/

. / ,,/ // ) P
LA A JEX (7P AN y -t 2l AN~ A LAY .

75 o L Y //%
o AL KA L QAN T)).

.\‘

Dl 1 1onn Holiand
R & 154 Merano St.
" ] Danville, CA 94526-1969




200

Moy, z9

77 Davd (o Pronl ) F/Qi Qg Pt F Lon SE.
. /Q & o ErV 1 Lo i SrITAL Z'Zmﬁgci’f Foe_
GUMMAC‘{Z///LK_ PPv~¢*<~7

'7'7,‘%25:7 Pf Fove s OF THrs LSTIEE 1S 73 "P@ T codl T

/Y /')“"”u/ WIS ) Raell eF  SUummet L D eveE Lotment /’)/()o¢(927
RN, EJ:S[ Atron 70 THE LeoiDewas 47 2280 Elaciuaol AL

PN B,

TH' s flevse 13 "'fD’ ADSHaeT 7o FRofosEd Mp )
O ENTRUCS RPogd.

Conastns Al AT Jobiows

; / . . P 2 B /—FJ, 4 Y
. /f/ . /\J C18&E S M MYLL T FEap CREO

Yo TRHEFIC Bharing UP AS T 1S sleas

(bﬂ@
DA S ENFERLLT DURNIG  oiiiis w AFTERNooN T

/V)/HU 7 Ve Hicl & or)  Bhpc el Rogh e, T

Q/rHJ@ ﬁfw

FRony Wof ) o "Dl ~ e

- Y R o
ol S AQQQV&ﬁ /;\
ﬁfkﬂr

g o) BElyelc Mgl Depb A< 715 Now i NeoT
ADAQUATES  Fo R eE THs TEECFIC.

AOD v g /3-00/7‘7_97\1)9'{; SYof Siens /g LTS (ol D
on/ky Lespte Moke  Brerup o PeLLU‘/‘, or) e

’ ;,?L/" WHILE T p“iﬂeﬁf?@7 RS Bf~ NG oING Fof
| MoTH S / AR S THre PRo Peir WLl B



{
Ex Poaad 76 meops ece v DusT 2T THeE FoauT
s SN TR of /f@(ﬁi‘;(%‘ . Aocgis Loors Te IH0

s[De'\Q’UJ_ g ) TH s Bss D St Qlims F"‘;“f e
| . - iy “ = l ; | |
MAa  ErYerpoes o I Peefone A & Jlacenify
Wril  B& Qovlsteved D fReap  BSlac ik oo

. 78 Aeeway T

) o N A NN VS Sl S Y e ol T e Ve kuE 0f

I Frier PEefo pT ¥ .

IQ‘O AL / {‘j “7 / "‘/‘,t‘j’—"v / Vl’ 0. AUl ) / O [Ty 'J/' e Pj{l(ﬂ (:‘ﬁ 7
/ /

=, G5 e F o0 LAJOWLD /C‘.? G T CRSATE AT H R




oonmhwqo o%amﬁ_aa oY} YInoIy} $s905€ 21NNy SABY [[IM SOUWIOY 3SOY) SB URI[[If U0 SISUMO Ayodosd ou3 Yim SIoM [[IM [[THIowng.
Ayradord a1y UO Jrexn SpISeRId © 03 U] PINOM Jey [ren / Aemdjem uernsopad e yiim souenuo padedspue] A[1ABIH.

orpuequed siyp uo sawoy Aue uisodord JON ST [[IHIoWNG.

(Kep wergyif yo 1seq) st o[pueyued Auradord oy a10Uym ‘prOY JMEYOR[E JJO 9q P[NOM 0UBNUS }09(01J.

?
QQQM

w g Do g m, 0922 w el

o, B - !
. CSRIMINYM ek ) . P p . |

—~~ S.E..«tq.iwb s
Rt - z, e
-k

: . e AT A 5 KT
g o P . ol

R T LTS IO e P

S TS

JUBIIUL] 1SBH IJTBIA .



Beth and Steve TOPOR
101 Shadewell Drive
Danville, CA 94506

November 21, 2010

David Crompton
Principal Planner
Town of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

Dear Mr. Crompton,

We want to express our concerns with the plans to develop 3 new
neighborhoods in the Magee Ranch hills off of Diablo Road. We feel the
infrastructure cannot support this construction in terms of additional traffic on
Diablo Road, and additional stress to utilities services to the area.

Diablo Road cannot support the traffic already traveling each day, specifically
during the hours 7:00 — 9:00 am and 3:00 — 4:00 pm. Already we experience
traffic back up to the current Magee Ranch due to the stop sign at Athenian and
traffic backed up to St. Timothy’s church due to congestion at Green Valley
Road. From what we read, the measures to allow flow of the new neighborhood
does nothing but exacerbate the problems we have at both these intersections.

Additionally, we currently experience electrical surges and water pressure issues
in our home in Magee Ranch and are concerned that these will increase with
additional homes added to the main power and water lines.

Sincerely,

Steve & Beth Topor

e -

el
Lrr



David Crompton

From: Susan Woodhams [susanwoodhams@yahoo.com]
nt: November 30, 2010 2:55 PM

0! David Crompton

Subject: SummerHill Plan

Dear Mr. Crompton:

My writing 1s in regard to the plan for SummerHill Homes to build homes on the Magee Ranch
property off of Diablo Road.

I am a thirty year resident of Hidden Oaks at Blackhawk and am extremely concerned about the
additional traffic that these homes will generate on Diablo Road. I currently work in downtown
Danville and use Diablo Road to commute to my office less than five miles away. When I
leave my home for the office, I encounter vehicles backed up past my guard gate due to the
heavy volume of traffic. It can take me as long as 20 minutes or LONGER to get to the office!!
I encounter the same issue when I return home depending upon the time of day I utilize Diablo
Road.

Diablo Road and Blackhawk Road are utilized extensively by bicycles riders. When you
encounter a bicycle on Diablo Road it can get very challenging with the heavy vehicle traffic
*hat is also sharing the roadway. The potential for a major accident involving a bicycle already
exists and the addition of more traffic due to more homes is just plain poor judgment on the part
of Danville.

The road from Danville to Blackhawk via Diablo Road is already overwhelmed with traffic and
traffic jams. To add additional homes which will generate several cars per household should
not be approved. Two laned Diablo Road is not adequate nor would it be prudent from a safety
standpoint to add more homes that would generate more cars and traffic.

Please consider my objection to the approval of this project based on my experience as a
resident who drives Diablo Road everyday and can see the negative impact and potential loss of
life this approval would have.

Sincerely,

Susan Woodhams
2012 Pin Oak Place
Danville, CA 94506
925-683-3733



David Crompton

Erom: Todd & Heather [capocoz@sbcglobal.net]
nt: November 30, 2010 8:28 AM

10: David Crompton

Subject: The Project

Mr. Crompton,

My husband, myself, our daughter, our neighborhood (one of the many effected) and a vast majority of residents of
Danville are opposed to this project. The reasons? Too many to count. Hand signed petitions, an overwhelming majority
of our neighborhood's residents, will be shown to our HOA and the town.

| have heard from you and all about town that it is the town's duty to accept all proposed developmental applications. We
want this one stopped!

If this goes forward, you will need to change the town motto from, "Small town atmosphere, outstanding quality of life" to
"Come to Danville, the next San Ramon”.

This project is bloody awful. The town will feel the backlash from it's effected citizenry. The outcry is just beginning.
No need to reply. I've heard all | need to hear.
Sincerely,

A disgusted resident and parent



David Crompton

From: bob francis [bobfrancis24@gmail.com]

Sent: November 29, 2010 5:24 PM

To: sjmenichelli@cs.com; vince.chow@me.com; David Crompton; KathUrb@aol.com
Subject: Fwd: Danville zoning change proposal

—————————— Forwarded message ----------

From: bob francis <bobfrancis24@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 29, 2010 at 5:08 PM

Subject: Danville zoning change proposal

To: ccnletters@bayareanewsgroup.com

Today's Times contained an article regarding a Danville zoning change request by a commercial homebuilder to
subdivide agricultural land for housing.

Development of the property will be a nightmare for existing residents in many ways. Simple math shows the
proposed 85 plus homes and accompanying "casitas" generate over 1000 additional autos per day on what is
essentially a one lane country road. (This is a conservative estimate: 2.5 cars per residence, 2.0 per casitas times
3 trips in and out per day).

There are 4 schools within a 1.5 mile radius of the proposed development Presently school dropoff/pickup
traffic in mornings and afternoons render local traffic simply horrific at these times. Note also that some of the
proposed homes are directly across the street from the existing Green Valley School dropoff/pickup/turnaround
area. Danville schools are already near capacity- in fact some grades are turning away local students. What
needs to be noted is that parents of children whose class levels are at capacity will need to "bus" their children
several miles to a school that, for the moment, has room for the overflow.

Changing existing zoning alters the character and dynamics of a residential area. Local residents all too often
find themselves at the "receiving" end of these profit proposals. "Parcels for Profit" benefits only one party on a
short term basis. The residents live with the repercussions.
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DIABLO COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT
DIABLO MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

P.O. Box 321
Diablo CA 94528
(925) 838 0353
(925 838 8439 (fax)

November 26, 2010

David Crompton, Planner
Town of Danville

510 La Gonda Way
Danville CA 94526

Re: Summer Hill Homes Application
Dear Mr. Crompton

The Summerhill development may have an impact on the roads within Diablo and | request that
the EIR address these issues.

As you know, the roads in Diablo are private roads, are narrow, have narrow or now shoulders,
and serve pedestrian traffic as well as vehicular traffic. At times of high traffic volume, usually in
the mornings, Diablo traffic, is delayed in exiting on to Diablo road. Also, when there is an accident
on Diablo Road, Diablo Road traffic frequently uses Diablo Roads to circumvent the accident site.
Because of the narrow Diablo roads, lack of sidewalks, and lack of adequate shoulders, the
additional traffic generated by the Summerhill development may create additional safety hazards
to vehicular traffic in Diablo and especially to pedestrians on the Diablo Road.

For these reasons, we request that the EIR for the Summerhill project address these issues.

Please call me if you have any questions

Very truly yours,
Diablo Community Service District

i) LA

Kichard J. Breitwiesér ¢
General Manager

Jeff Haug - President Tom Wander - Vice President, Security Commissioner
Marilee Headen - Roads Commissioner Ray Brant Kathy Torru
Richard J. Breitwieser - Secretary, General Manager, Legal Counsel



November 26, 2010

Mr. David Crompton, Project Planner
510 La Gonda Way
Danville. CA 94526

Dear Mr. Crompton:

We are writing to express our concerns about the Summer Hill Homes project, case
numbers LEG10-0004, DEV10-0071, and DEV10-0072, which affects our community of
Hidden Valley, Danville CA. 94526.

First of all, more traffic on McCauley, Diablo, and Green Valley Roads would cause a
serious problem. These roads are main arteries to four local public schools. Due to
backed-up traffic on McCauley Road, we have had to wait as long as four stoplights
when wanting to cross Diablo Road to continue onto Green Valley Road. Also, Diablo
Road is a main access to and from the 680 freeway, via El Cerro Road. Combining school
traffic with commuter traffic makes the situation worse.

In addition, we are concerned about slope slippage in this area. Our homeowners have
already had problems in the area of Savona and Torino Courts, off McCauley Road,
which required costly regarding of the hills in that area.

Also, local families are concerned about the impact of more students attending the local
schools. There are already waiting lists to enter the elementary schools.

Thank you for taking these issues into consideration.

Sincerely,

&Moﬁ( e )lovn )

y
%ﬁ and Yay Thomas
Volterra Court

Danville, CA 94526
925-831-1454



David Crompton

From:
ant:

10

Cc:

Subject:

David,

Lynne Southard [ckisouthard@sbcglobal.net]

December 01, 2010 4:.09 PM

David Crompton

John Place; Bill Ingham; smdinfo@savemountdiablo.org
Magee/Summerhill development

After attending the Nov. 30 City of Danville EIR Scoping Session for Magee/Summerhill property, my
engineering background pushed me to consider a "do nothing” proposal. I am submitting this approach for

inclusion in the EIR.

This alternative proposal would take the form of buying the Magee Property at a fair price and turning it into
open space. The property could in turn be rented out to a cattle farmer and also be used by the public for trails.
Many details would have to be worked out: what government agency would own the property, who would
maintain it, where would the funding to purchase the property come from...

This proposal could meet the property owner's needs and, at the same time, mitigate the adverse impacts of the

proposed project.

Sincerely,

Chris Southard, Registered Civil Engineer

"38 Arency Ct.

Danville, CA 94506

925-831-9340



David Crompton

From: Ellen [ellenfred@aol.com]
nt: December 04, 2010 10:27 AM
. 0! David Crompton
Cc: EllenFred@aol.com
Subject: SUMMERHILL HOMES--BAD TRAFFIC!

Dear Mr. Crompton,

We live on Diablo Road between Avenida Nueva and Mt. Diablo Scenic. Even now, with the tenuously funded school
buses in effect, the traffic --particularly at Monte Vista times-- is terrible. We cannot exit our driveway.

The beauty of this valley is being eroded by traffic, exhaust, and a constant building up of the ranch land. Many of us are
finding that the suburban oasis is no longer. It is more a traffic-hassled city and it's not a far cry until we end up like a
suburb of L.A.

We strongly oppose the addition of so many new homes along this corridor. Everyone will suffer.

Sincerely,

Mark & Ellen Whitfield
2019 Diablo Rd.
Diablo, CA 94528



David Crompton

From: Marcia Davis [mdavis@apr.com]
‘nt: December 04, 2010 12:49 PM

.0: David Crompton

Subject: Diablo Road new subdivision

I am shocked and disappointed that the town of Danville is considering a subdivision in this
area with huge houses, tiny lots, and casitas to increase congestion further. The traffic on
Diablo Road heading west on school days is horrendous already; the area from Green Valley Rd.
to Blackhawk is known for the charm of it's rural setting and this subdivision with turn the
south side into another Windemere. I figured there would eventually be development on these
hills, but assumed it would be in keeping with the area - i.e. large (1/2 acre or more) lots
and controlled numbers as well as density. Additionally, I can imagine the developer carving
down the hills in order to create even more lots in the future, especially with these first
85 as a precedent. How is it possible for the town to change the zoning so dramatically and
negatively for the surrounding homeowners. I am a Diablo property owner, and a Danville
property owner/resident.



David Crompton

From:
nt:

0!

Subject:

Sincerely,

David Casteel

Planning

December 06, 2010 8:53 AM
David Crompton

FW: Magee Ranch Comment

Planning Division — Code Enforcement Officer

(925) 314-3335

dcasteel@danville.ca.gov

Town of Danville

510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

From: outdoor4@pacbell.net [mailto:outdoor4@pachell.net]

Sent: Saturday, December 04, 2010 6:30 AM

To: Planning

Subject: Magee Ranch Comment

‘ata from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 12/4/2010 6:30:19 AM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

Comments

Rt e
T ovale

LastName  Doolittle

i sonaienie

: Clty Danville “

o =

Zip | 04526-1907 W
e

B

TEmail outdoor4@pacbeill;r.iét‘

Phone 9258319887

Concerns s a citizen of the Town of Danville, I do mot think the best interests of

Danville are served by the Magee / Summerhill project, as it's currently

1



Field Value
;cast. The main problems I see are as follows: 1) One of the most scenic and
‘best pieces of potential open-space will remain closed to the public, namely
‘the section along the south side of Diablo Road toward the west end of this
.:project. The people of Town of Danville would be much better served if, as
fpart of the plan, this section along the south side of Diablo Road were
‘included in the open space plan. I'm referring to the section of wooded and
'hilly land, including the creek, south side of Diablo Road from McCauley
Road on the west end and connecting at the east end to the open space in the
currently proposed plan. Both the currently proposed open space section and
the section proposed above should be open space, in a contiguous section. If
‘this were open, access should be allowed across from the current Fairway
Drive, among other possible places. 2) The proposed development across from
‘the current Fairway Drive would wipe out all of the creek and valley habitat
'in that area. It would be appropriate to retain some of this valley habitat
‘in it's native state. 3) Increasing the housing in this area in general will
‘ultimately create pressure on future generations to pay for a Diablo Road
.expansion, thereby saddling future taxpayers (not the current builder) with
‘the financial cost and this project would spoil the existing aesthetics and
‘character of this country road that is lined with remmnants of native oak
'forest. I also share others' concerns that the traffic studies need to be
%properly done and account for typical peak periods. Perhaps there is a way
ito arrange a project like this, while enabling public access to some of the
‘most scenic sections of this land, and preserving the quality of life for

Email "Magee Ranch Comment" originally sent to Planning@danville.ca.gov from outdoord@pacbell.net on 12/4/2010 6:30:19 AM.




David Crompton

From: Jill Thomas [jill_jtt@sbcglobal.net]
ant: December 01, 2010 7:14 PM

«O: David Crompton :

Subject: Sasve Our Creek

Dear Mr. Crompton:

Development of Magee Ranch will cause many serious problems:

1) Traffic. An immediate increase in congestion to an already problematic situation. Future mitigation of this
problem, i.e., addition of more stop lights or changing Diablo Rd., is not feasible.

2) Schools. Crowded enrollment & bussing.

3) Loss of endangered species, trees, cows & creeks for which the area of scenic Mt. Diablo is famous.
Danville is a small country town with so much natural beauty which offers attractions for its residents and
tourists as well. This is the reason we’re living here. Enforce existing zoning laws & stop development that is
ruining our special town.

4) Environmental impact including flood, fire, erosion issues; safety for hikers & cyclists; noise, smog &
water pollution. A qualified independent consultant should perform an extensive environmental investigation
which follows the guidelines of the C.E.Q.A.

The above items summarize our concerns. Please keep us informed.
Sincerely,

Jill Thomas
“nvironmental Chemist, retired



Hand Delivered

December 1, 2010

Lee Schneider

Barbara Nisbet
24 Sierra Vista Place
Danville, CA 94526

David Crompton

Town of Danville

Danville Planning Commission
510 La Gonda Way

Danville, CA 94526

Dear Mr. Crompton:

Recently we became aware of Sommerhill Homes desire to build 85 new homes on a
portion of Magee Ranch.

While we have no outward objection to development in this area or any other area within
the Town of Danville, we do feel that for the Town of Danville to approve a subdivision
of this size in this location that the Town will need to make substantial changes to the
roadways and schools to accommodate the additional traffic and children of school age.

As a Town Planner I am sure that you are aware that currently traffic is intolerable in the
mornings and evenings on Diablo Road from the freeway east to where Camino Tassajara
joins Diablo Road, along Diablo Road where it passes two grammar schools and again in
the area where Green Valley Road intersects Diablo Road. In the mornings the traffic
situation is further compounded by all the parents delivering their children to the schools
in the area.

We would assume that the Town of Danville has some type of plan to mitigate the current
traffic situations we have described above in order for the Town to be considering a
development of this size that will bring more traffic to these roads and more children to
the local school’s, some of which are already impacted with too many children.

Would you please be so kind as to advise us as to what tentative plans the Town of
Danville has to deal with the traffic and school situations if this subdivision is approved?

Si ly, ,
LY

b aa [ b
Lee Schneider
Barbara Nisbet



David Crompton

From: Planning

nt: December 01, 2010 8:59 AM
'« 0: David Crompton
Subject: FW: Magee Ranch Comment

Magee Ranch comment below.

Corinne Horn

Town of Danville - Assistant Planner
Phone: 925-314-3395

Fax: 925-838-0360

Email: CHorn@danville.ca.gov

Toten of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526
www.danville.ca.gov

From: pdmsem@aol.com [maiito:pdmsem@aol.com}
Sent: Wednesday, December 01, 2010 8:19 AM
To: Planning

ubject: Magee Ranch Comment

Data from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 12/1/2010 8:18:42 AM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

Field Value

j FirstName ‘ Patrick

LastName jM{lllin

Address E 118 Léaﬁeld Road

City Danville
State CA
Zip 94506

Organization

i
i

' Title
‘Email 1 pdmsem@aol.com

Phone 9258559110




Field

: Fax

Concerns
Comments

Value
925 8559110

It is now nearly impossible to leave Magee Ranch at 8am. Blackhawk road is a

.parking lot. When testing or finals occur the congestion is doubled. It can
‘‘take 30 minutes to go 7 miles to the freeway. The busses have helped a
‘little however most of the traffic is High School drivers. Adding any more

to this would make the residents captive for 1.5 hours every morning during
school sessions. Traffic lights would make this area very unappealing. We
live here for the quiet and 2 lane streets. I can't imagine any more cars
here. It truly would impact the quality of our lives here in the Magee

‘Ranch/Diablo/Blackhawk roads. We also get traffic from the east Tassajara
-area.

Email "Magee Ranch Comment" originally sent to Planning@danville.ca.gov from pdmsem@aol.com on 12/1/2010 8:18:42 AM.




Statement of Maryann Cella regarding scope of EIR for Summerhill Homes

Magee East and West projects

Mayor Doyle, distinguished council members and planning commission members,
thank Sfou for the opportunity to speak tonight. I am Maryann Cella. My husband
and I and our three children have lived in Diablo for nineteen years in one of the
oldest homes in Diablo. I am an attorney and the former chairperson of the Diablo

Municipal Advisory Council.

I have attended three of the meetings conducted by Summerhill Homes to
familiarize local residents with the proposed development. The most recent of
those meetings was held in Diablo and over a hundred residents turned out despite

it being only days before Thanksgiving Day.

The proposal raises many grave concerns that the EIR needs to address. Perhaps
the most potentially devastating is flooding and erosion in Green Valley Creek.

According to the Contra Costa County Flood Control District, properties along



Green Valley Creek, to which the proposed homes would drain, are subject to
flooding during a “twenty- five- year event”, in other words during the biggest
storm that would be expected to occur in a typical twenty- five- year period of
time. In contrast, the Flood Control District’s standard for waterways it maintains
(and I trust Danville’s standard is no less protective!) is to keep sufficient creekbed
capacity to protect against 100-year storms, in other words the kind of storm that
would occur only once in one hundred years. Clearly, there is no capacity in Green

Valley Creek to absorb ANY additional water during large storms.

Summerhill’s proposal shows a holding pond intended to reduce flow into Green
Valley Creek during storms. It’s going to have to be a huge holding pond to avoid
serious flooding! It must contain an amount of water equal to the difference
between what the creek can reasonably absorb without flooding, and the amount of
flow expected to happen only once every one hundred years. But serious flooding
over the creekbanks and damage attendant thereto isn’t the only drainage concern.
Even without an actual flood spilling over the creek banks, there will be damage

from the project. In Diablo, for example, there are numerous foot and car bridges



that lie just at the top of the banks, and most of those structures have their
supports IN the creek bed. Sewer, water, and gas lines hang down below into the
creekbed below those bridges. During the years I have lived in Diablo, some of
those lines have been ripped off during storms. Luckily, there were no explosions.
In the past, whole bridges have been destroyed. There’s also the problem of
erosion. When the holding pond releases water after a storm, the higher than
normal continuous flow for hours storm creates a significant amount of erosion in
the creek beds. That erosion undermines structures within the bed, and also
undermines homes many feet back from the top of the creek bank. That erosion can
also over time topple the huge oak trees that line the banks of the creek, further
destabilizing the stream bed. At least one such oak has been undermined and
toppled by excessive water flow in the last few years. The EIR needs to address the
possible effect of additional waterflows on homes, structures, utility lines, and

trees downstream from the proposed development.

There’s also the problem of maintaining and administering water flow from the

holding pond. Will Danville be in charge of the pond? Will there be a special



assessment district created to be in charge of it? Will an HOA be in charge? Most
importantly, who will assume liability for the damage downstream caused by
Jailure to maintain the holding pond, or if a flow exceeds the holding pond’s
capacity and damage occurs to downstream properties? Will it be Danville, the
Magee East HOA, Summerhill Homes? Also, who will be liable for damage
occurring from increased flows during storms and from the increased erosion

caused by release of water from the holding pond?

The proposal does not include a holding pond for Magee West water. The same
concerns apply for additional water flows created by the building of those homes.

The EIR needs to address those concerns for Magee West.

Like flooding, traffic is also a grave concern. Just for starters, the EIR needs to
measure the traffic that exists without the TRAFFIX bus. The bus is funded
primarily with Measure J funds. Measure J expires in a couple of decades. Magee
East and West are forever. Moreover, TRAFFIX is reviewed for funding every
few years. It is NOT guaranteed to receive funds as long as Measure J is in effect.

Only if funding is provided by Danville or the developers to ensure the



continuance of the TRAFFIX bus is it appropriate to judge the traffic that exists
with the buses in place. Secondly, the EIR needs to address the level of back-up at
the Green Valley/Diablo Road intersection, not just the number of cars that go
through the intersection. Just a few weeks ago, traffic was backed up over one
mile east of that intersection. Counting the number of cars at an intersection can
provide only part of the story. Another concern is the windy nature of Diablo
Road and what amount of traffic can be safely accommodated by it and at what
speeds. The approximately one-mile stretch contiguous to Diablo is particularly
windy and hilly. There have been many accidents along that stretch. How will
people safely enter Diablo Road from their homes and from the exits out of Diablo
and out of the St. Timothy’s area with an additional 700-1000 car-trips per day
added to Diablo Road? Will traffic lights be placed at the major intersections with
Diablo Road --- Mt. Diablo Scenic, Avenida Nueva, Alameda Diablo, Calle
Arroyo, Fairway Drive, and Clydesdale? How about the new intersection that
would be created by the Magee West clustered homes across from St. Timothy’s

Church? How about the homes that need to exit directly onto Diablo Road? How



much additional time will be added to local residents’ trips down Diablo Road?
Who will assume liability for accidents created by the additional traffic? The EIR

needs to address those questions.

Another matter that needs to be addressed in the EIR is consistency with the
General Plan. The plan states that the “Town strongly supports retention of [the]
... character” of Diablo Road as “an ambling country road.” That character
would be destroyed by the additional traffic that Summerhill plans to add. Who

ever heard of a country road with routine bumper to bumper traffic??

Another concern is wildlife, particularly in the riparian areas. The EIR needs to
address not only the effect of the proposal on wildlife in the area to be developed,
but also the effect of additional waterflows on wildlife in the downstream areas
and in other drainage areas, such as the culvert along Diablo Road south of

Diablo .

A final concern that the EIR needs to address is the cumulative impact on

drainage, traffic, wildlife, and protection of the scenic corridor that could be



expected if additional properties are developed along Diablo Road. Athenian
School has acres of land it could develop. Several years ago Blackhawk Country
Club was considering selling property at its Tennis complex just east of Hidden
Oaks. A huge parcel adjacent to the proposed Magee West currently has one home

but could be much further developed. There are undoubtedly more parcels.

Thank you for your consideration.

Maryann Cella, Esq.

1896 Alameda Diablo

Diablo, CA 94528

cellamfc@aol.com

925-980-6170



DIABLO COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT
DIABLO MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

P.0O. Box 321
Diablo CA 94528
(925) 838 0353
(925 838 8439 (fax)

November 26, 2010

David Crompton, Planner
Town of Danville

510 La Gonda Way
Danville CA 94526

Re: Summer Hill Homes Application
Dear Mr. Crompton

The Summerhill development may have an impact on the roads within Diablo and | request that
the EIR address these issues.

As you know, the roads in Diablo are private roads, are narrow, have narrow or now shoulders,
and serve pedestrian traffic as well as vehicular traffic. At times of high traffic volume, usually in
the mornings, Diablo traffic, is delayed in exiting on to Diablo road. Also, when there is an accident
on Diablo Road, Diablo Road traffic frequently uses Diablo Roads to circumvent the accident site.
Because of the narrow Diablo roads, lack of sidewalks, and lack of adequate shoulders, the
additional traffic generated by the Summerhill development may create additional safety hazards
to vehicular traffic in Diablo and especially to pedestrians on the Diablo Road.

For these reasons, we request that the EIR for the Summerhill project address these issues.

Please call me if you have any questions

Very truly yours,

Diablo Community Service District
by

Lkl 4

Aichard J. BI/eithieser‘
General Manager

Jeff Haug - President Tom Wander - Vice President, Security Commissioner
Marilee Headen - Roads Commissioner Ray Brant Kathy Torru
Richard J. Breitwieser - Secretary, General Manager, Legal Counsel



David Crompton

From: Mike Willard [mwillard@betahg.com]
Sent: v December 06, 2010 10:58 AM

To: David Crompton

Subject: Case LEG10-0004

As a resident of Magee Ranch, | would like you to know that my wife and | are totally against the
proposed residential project by Summer Hill Homes. This project will continue to keep existing
housing pricing at low market levels because of increased inventories, which will continue to keep
property taxes at lower levels than need to support the community and displace wildlife in the area.

Please do not approve this project.
Thank you for your consideration.

Michael Willard



David Crompton

From: Planning

nt: December 08, 2010 8:44 AM
10! David Crompton
Subject: FW: Magee Ranch Comment

Magee Ranch comment below.

Corinne Horn

Town of Danville - Assistant Planner
Phone: 925-314-3395

Fax: 925-838-0360

Email: CHorn@danville.ca.gov

Towen of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danwiile, CA 94526
www.danville.ca.¢ov

From: petercowing@yahoo.com [mailto: petercowing@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 07, 2010 11:12 PM
To: Planning
ubject: Magee Ranch Comment

Data from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 12/7/2010 11:11:38 PM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

_ Field Valﬁe

FirstName ~ Pete -

oo Gy T e e
Address 103 Sunhaven Rd.

City Danville

‘State CA

Zip 94506

i T

e

Phone




Field

Fax

Concerns
Comments

Value

Wanted to register my opposition to the project as it currently stands for
the following reasons: 1. 4 houses (many with casitas) to 1 acre is not in
line with the character of Danville. As the land is currently zoned
rural/agricultural, it would seem that 1/2 acre lots are much more in
keeping with the feel of Mt. Diablo, the surrounding neighborhoods, and

‘Danville. 2. The water pressure in my neighborhood barely meets minimum

standards as things currently stand. Adding additional homes concerns me.
Not only for the increased potential of decreased water pressure but also as
it relates to fire safety. 3. Traffic. Diablo Road is over capacity
currently. The busing program has made things somewhat better, but there is
nc guarantee the program will continue. Additionally, the proposed
development does not allow for a bus turn-around, which means the children
will have to be driven to school adding add'l car trips during peak hours. I
would request that the EIR consider most heavily the traffic studies that
necessitated the Traffix program. The new homes could generate up to an

‘add'l 1000 car trips per day on Diablo Rd. according to my research which
‘would be a lifestyle, safety and fire risk.

Email "Magee Ranch Comment" originally sent to Planning@danville.ca.gov from petercowing@yahoo.com on 12/7/2010 11:11:38

PM.




David Crompton

From: Paul Nielan [paulnielan@mac.com]
nt: December 10, 2010 10:27 AM

10: David Crompton

Subject: Summerhill development

Dear Sir:

We write to lend our voice against this development. The traffic load on Diablo Road is too
high already and current residents face inconvenience and safety issues constantly.

Paul Nielan
5 Crownridge Drive
______ X_.___..._

Paul Nielan
paulnielan@mac.com




David Crompton

From: Birnbaum, Jeff @ Pleasanton [Jeff.Birnbaum@cbre.com]
nt: December 08, 2010 3:03 PM

102 David Crompton

Subject: New Magee Proposed Development

David: I'm a resident of Magee Ranch, located on Leafield Road. No question about it, without widening the Diablo
Road corridor, additional housing stock should not be built. It is wildly insane, that on any given weekday, from the
corner of Magee Ranch Road and Blackhawk Road, to get passed Green Valley school, takes a minimum of 15-20
minutes to travel less than 2 miles on narrow curvy road with very little in the way of sidewalks, etc.

Adding additional vehicles to this well traveled corridor would be negligent on the City’s part.

Best - Jeff

Jeff Birnbaum | First Vice President | Lic. 1185268

CB Richard Ellis | Broker Lic. 00409987 | Office Properties
5000 Hopyard Road, Suite 180 | Pleasanton, CA 94588
T925251 4601 | F925 251 4699
jeff.birnbaum@cbre.com | www.chre.com




David Crompton

From:
nt:

10:

Subject:

Attachments:

Larry Kupeli [lkupeli@hotmail.com]
December 13, 2010 10:29 AM
David Crompton

Magee Ranch Summerhill Project
homes for sale in Danville.jpg

Dear Mr. Crompton,

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to respond to the EIR for the Summerhill Project.

I would like the following taken under consideration:

1. Regarding the proposed homes on McCauley Road:

d.

They will have access directly opposite to the exit for pick-up and drop-off of students at the Green
Valley school. The traffic situation is already very bad at that location. Any additional cars will simply
worsen the traffic conditions. This will be further exacerbated by any school events that take place.
Please contact the Tuscany of Danville Homeowner’s Association. Several years ago, there was a slide
that required significant mitigation. It is difficult to imagine building homes in that area without some
significant grading. With the area’s history of instability, there is no reason to put the area’s residents at
risk for the expense and difficulty of dealing with another slide.

Aesthetically, the area will become an eyesore. The natural beauty of the area will forever be harmed
by the addition of the four homes. There will be fences or walls and structures that disrupt the natural
look and feel of the area. Another visual break from overdevelopment will be eliminated with more
development.

2. Regarding the other developments along Diablo Road:

a.

The addition of those homes will create significant traffic burden at the intersection of Green Valley and
Diablo. With Green Valley School, Los Cerros, and access to Monte Vista, the traffic is extremely difficult
already. Not only will it get significantly worse, the chances of an accident occurring with children as
they go to school will be increased. The probability of accidents during off-hours will also increase.

The area is not the same style and standard as Camino Tassajara, which is essentially a major
throughway. How much more traffic can the residents and current users of Diablo Road and El Cerro
need to endure?

It is uncertain if the local schools have the capacity to handle the extra students. Students now attend
school where there is capacity, not necessarily where it is logical — parents need to put their children on
a list to attend a local school and wait for an opening. In the meantime, they must drive their kids to the
school they’ve been assigned, worsening the traffic problem.

Some consideration must be given to the living standards and conditions of the area. How will the local
residents benefit by this new construction? Will there be environmental improvement? Will there be
cultural improvement? As of this writing, there are close to 600 homes for sale in Danville, half of which
are foreclosures (or on the way — see attached). How does the construction of new homes benefit the
town? What additional resources will be needed to support this development (police, city services,
school, fire protection, etc.) that the town residents will have to shoulder long after the developers have
left?

While  am not unsympathetic to the land owner’s and developer’s financial interests, there are long term costs
‘quantitative and qualitative) that will be endured by the local residents, and the town overall, that the EIR must reflect.
Danville is not an under-developed town needing additional construction. Much thought has been given in the past to
ensure that development planning has been done in a thoughtful, logical manner. Given the proposed location of this
project, the EIR must present the long term impact of such a project.

1



Thank you for your consideration.
~st regards,

Larry Kupeli
925-984-9647
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David Crompton

From: Barbra Nystrom [bnystrom@sbcglobal.net]
nt: December 13, 2010 9:05 PM
10: David Crompton ‘
Subject: Magee Ranch-SummerHill Development Application NOP meeting
Attachments: pat1186559108

Dear Mr. David Crompton,

At the Monday, November 36, 2010, Danville Town NOP Meeting regarding Magee Ranch-SummerHill
Development application, I "heard"” myself in every speaker expressing concerns about the
development.

Regarding the proposed area in question:
For future generations:

want more migratory songbirds than existed this year.

want more heritage oaks than existed this year.

want more lighted creeks than existed this year.

want cleaner healthier breathable air than existed this year.

want a more clean abundant supply of water than existed this year.

HHHHH

Why? Because the world is a better place when you leave the world a better place.
Please make public the process by which Denise Duffy and Associates was chosen to do the EIR.

-n the EIR please conduct an Indirect Source Review
(ISR) measuring indirect pollution in the area that would be caused by SummerHill
development.

Thank you for the opportunity to make comments.
Sincerely,

Barbra Nystrom
PO Box 709
Diablo, CA. 94528

Barbra Nystrom

Landmark Travel, Ltd - Virtuoso
335 Village Square

Orinda, CA 94563-2505
PH(925)253-2600;FAX(925)254-8130
bnystrom@sbcglobal.net

www . landmarktravel.com

CST #2014050-10

IATA #065511693




David Crompton

“vom: Pena, Philomel C [Philomel.Pena@goAAA.com]
:nt: December 14, 2010 4:01 PM

To: David Crompton

Subject: Danville Summerhill Development

Dear Doug Crompton,

My family and | recently moved into the Woodcreek area specifically to enjoy the quiet country-like setting provided by the land that
is currently proposed for development. All of the homes in the area have a beautiful, well-established feel about it. New homes on
small lots do not fit the “look and feel” of what this community has represented. Coming from Lafayette, a city that values current
residents’ opinions, | would be very disappointed in Danville if this project is allowed to continue.

I have 4 young kids (all in elementary school) who enjoy seeing the cows, wild turkeys and open land as we drive to and from school
every day. Not only will the view of our area change, but also the commute. Approving the build of new homes will simply add
congestion to the already busy roads we have currently. And, to be quite frank, | doubt there are any neighbors east of Green Valley
who will embrace the changes proposed. This neighborhood is special, not only in its external appearances but also are its residents
- how we feel about our environment and the country-like surroundings we enjoy daily.

Please do not allow the path to our beautiful homes to be interrupted by a development like Summerhill. Danville, as my family and
neighbors know it, would not be the same. :

Sincerely,

Philomel Pena
A Woodcreek Resident



148 Clydesdale Drive
Danville, California 94526
December 11, 2010

David Crompton, Principal Planner
Town of Danville

510 La Gonda Way

Danwville, California 94526

Dear Mr. Crompton:

Please consider inclusion of the following comments in the Environmental Impact Report for the Magee Ranch -
SummerHill development application.

Diablo Road between Green Valley Road and Avenida Nueva is a two-lane country road. There have been no
significant improvements to this road, other than repaving, since its initial installation. It was not designed for
nor expected to carry the current traffic load. Without significant improvements, additional traffic added by the
proposed Magee Ranch ~ Summerhill development, will further jeopardize the lives and safety of all residents
along this corridor. '

To adequately and safely handle current and anticipated traffic, this section of Diablo Road needs to be a four
lane divided road similar to Sycamore Valiey Road. Such an improvement will be very expensive and resutlt in
complete loss of the current rural character of the region. Below are some details:

From Green Valley Road to Clydesdale Drive: Eliminate the blind curve east of the Diablo Rd - Green
Valley intersection by cutting into the hillside south of Diablo Rd. Construct a large retaining wall to hold
back the hill. Reroute Green Valley Creek into a buried culvert and pave it over, Remove approximately
39 oak trees.

From Clydesdale Drive to Fairway Drive: Reroute Green Valley Creek and pave it over. Remove
approximately 21 mature oak trees. The visual impact of this beautiful section of Diablo Road would be
destroyed.

From Fairway Drive to Avenida Nueva: Eliminate the three blind curves by extensive regrading and
constructing large retaining walls. Remove approximately 34 oak trees. This portion of Diablo Road is
currently very dangerous with private properties on the north side well below road grade.

Diablo Road cannot safely accommodate even existing traffic. Bicycles refuse to use the bike path and drivers, in
their haste, have no problem crossing double yellow lines to get around them. QOncoming cars have had to run
off the road to avoid head-on collisions. in addition, during peak hours, traffic can back up from Green Valley to
Fairway Drive. The lack of adequate shoulders prevents cars from quickly making way for emergency vehicles.
Remember that the loss of life and property during the 1991 Qakland hills firestorm resulted in part from
inadequate roads.

Allowing further residential development along this existing Diablo Road corridor is extremely shortsighted and
very irresponsible.

Sincerely,

e @ 0O

Thomas R. Dittrich



David Crompton

From: Planning

int: December 15, 2010 10:56 AM
10: David Crompton
Subject: FW: Magee Ranch Comment

Corinne Horn

"Town of Danville - Assistant Planner
Phone: 925-314-3395

Fax: 925-838-0360

Email: CHorn@danville.ca.gov

Town of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526
www.danville.ca.gov

From: paulkuelz@sbcglobal.net [mailto: paulkuelz@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, December 14, 2010 6:23 PM
To: Planning

ubject: Magee Ranch Comment

Data from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 12/14/2010 6:22:33 PM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

Field Value

FirstName Paul

LastName Kuelz

iAddress 2715 Mossy Oak Drive
Clty e Danvﬂle e
State o CA R

Zip 94506

Organization

Title

‘Email paulkuelz@sbcglobal.net
Phone 925-831-3128




Field

Fax

Concerns
Comments

Value

My points are aesthetics, consistancy, hydrology, and drainage. Aesthetics
‘and town consistancy go hand in hand. When the home at 1400 Diablo Road was

built several years ago, very special care and committment was done to keep
the home and most importantly the driveway hidden from view while travelling

;on Diablo Road. The town of Danville had done their due diligence and did a
‘very fine job in keeping that area of Diablo Road rural and scenic (no trees
‘cut down, no lights lining the driveway, etc.). The Northwest Site Plan of

lot numbers 65 through 85 is completely inconsistant with this plan. All of

‘the care and attention to the rural and scenic beauty of the area gets
‘thrown out. Hydrology and drainage is also in issue at both sites. As

mentioned at the meeting, the creek carries a tremendous amount of water
during large rain events. Living in Hidden Oaks, we have several winter
creeks and water retention basins. Since Hidden Oaks is not part of

‘Danville, we are under the jurisdiction of Contra Costa County. We cannot do

any type of cleanup unless we get the okay from California Fish and Game. I

‘want to stress to the town and the EIR committee that when large rainfall

events occur, a tremendous amount of water from Hidden Oaks gets sent into
the creek at the Southeast Site. We have two winter creeks that covers the
southwestern watershed of Mt Diablo. Both of the creeks flow into 42" storm

‘drains and daylight at Diablo Road and Jillian. They then run behind the

homes on Jillian and dumps into Green Valley Creek at the development site.

'In the past 10 years we have had two rain events where the 42" storm drains

were unable to handle the rainfall amount and the creek banks overflowed.

{Thank you.

Email "Magee Ranch Comment" originally sent to Planning(@danville.ca.gov from paulkuelz@sbcglobal.net on 12/14/2010 6:22:33
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Memo

To:

David Crompton, Principal Planner

From: Sandra J. Menichelli

Date: December 15, 2010

Re:

Comments on Scope of Analysis in EIR for the Magee Ranch — SummerHill
Development Application

The purpose of this memo is to reiterate and expand on comments | made at the November
30 Planning Commission meeting on the scope of the above referenced EIR.

Selection of EIR Consultant: As the November 30 meeting indicated, there is a
significant amount of opposition to the proposed project for a wide number of reasons.
Most of the reasons raised dovetailed with the subject areas outlined in your November
16 Notice of Preparation memo to be explored by the EIR consultant. The EIR
consultant will therefore play a critical role in the how this project will progress. As many
individuals opposed to the project are suspicious of the approval process for it, the public
interest will be best served by an open and transparent process starting with the detailed
disclosure of the process employed by the Town of Danville to select the EIR consuitant.
The public has been informed of who the consultant is, that it is engaged by the Town
and not SummerHill and that SummerHill will be paying for the EIR. But we have
received no information on the selection process. | am asking for full disclosure on this
subject. What was the selection process? Which Town employees and elected or
appointed representatives took part in the process and how? How many firms received a
request for a proposal (RFP)? How many firms submitted RFPs? How were those
RFPs evaluated and by whom? What criteria were used to make the selection? What
were the qualifications of the firm selected and how did they compare to the other firms
submitting RFPs? Has the selected firm worked previously for SummerHifl directly or
indirectly? For the Town of Danville? Does the selected firm have previous experience
with EIR work in and around Danville? What is the nearest town or area for which the
firm has done work of this nature? Were references obtained on the firm selected? |
request that this information be made public as early as possible and distributed to those
parties who have indicated their interest in this project.

Methods of evaluation: Your November 16 Notice of Preparation memo covered a great
many subject areas of potential impact of the project. It was fairly comprehensive on
what would be studied but did not give any insight into how and by what methods these
subject areas would be studied. There was no mention of standards to be used in the
study of these areas of impact. | request that the public be given more information in this
regard prior to the issuance of the EIR so that further input from the public can enhance
the studies being conducted. 1 ask for this in the interest of openness and transparency.

Cost/benefit analysis: An area of analysis not mentioned in your November 16 Notice of
Preparation memo was cost/benefit analysis of the impact of the project on the Town’s
budget. If the cost of Town services resulting from the population and residence
increase associated with the project increase, will the incremental tax revenues from the



project be sufficient to cover them? While | understand your explanation that the Town
has a duty to Mr. Magee to examine this project fairly so as not to unreasonable diminish
the value of his property, | expect that all residents, property owners and taxpayers in
Danville deserve the same fair treatment and thus a cost/benefit analysis should be
conducted to insure that equal fair treatment. The remaining residents, property owners
and taxpayers in Danville should not have to pay for one property owner’s windfall and a
developer’s profit. Therefore, | request that a thorough analysis of the incremental
revenue and costs to the Town arising from this project be analyzed. | would further ask
that an analysis be done of the impact of the project on home values in the neighboring
area by adding the proposed project. Given the current economy and inventory of
homes on the market, how will adding more homes to the mix impact existing values?
How will the destruction of the area aesthetics (as described below) impact the value of
existing homes in the area? Again, | emphasize that the Town needs to assess this
situation to apply the fairness standard to all property owners. A group of property
owners should not be harmed so that one property owner receives a windfall and a
developer earns profits. The financial impact on existing residents, taxpayers and
property owners needs to be studied to insure that faimess is applied to all.

Aesthetics: Much mention by the public was made at the November 30 Planning
Commission meeting of the negative impact of the project on the aesthetics of the Diablo
Road corridor. Many of us in the areas neighboring the project bought our homes in this
area because of the current aesthetics — a tranquil, rural and open environment. It is that
aesthetic that the Town itself professes to embrace and put forth as its image. Those
opposed to the project want to see that aesthetic preserved and do not believe clustering
of homes along Diablo Road or on McCauley Road is consistent with its preservation. In
addition, many of us bought our homes relying on the current zoning which would
preclude clustering of homes on the road leve! such that all that will be seen as one
walks, bikes or drives along the road is these proposed clustered homes. As |
mentioned above, the destruction of the area aesthetics should also be studied to
evaluate the potential financial impact on existing property owners.

Traffic: Traffic in the area of the project has already been identified in a number of
forums as problematic. Those living in the Hidden Valley subdivision on and around
McCauley Road have only one means of egress. Residents along Diablo Road are
similarly limited in their means of egress. Therefore the traffic congestion at peak times
of the day poses a difficult problem. | am requesting that the traffic study not only look at
the number of cars that travel these two roads in total daily but that measurements be
taken throughout the day. Also, in addition to the number of cars, the traffic study should
also cover the length of backups and times to clear. This data will not only measure the
nuisance factor that currently exists and how the addition of the homes and drivers
associated with the project will further increase the problem but will also have relevance
to my next point ~ safety.

Safety: Given the limited means of egress from the Hidden Valley subdivision and the
residential areas along Diablo Road and Green Valley Road, the addition of more homes
in this corridor will further increase the safety risk associated with evacuation in an
emergency situation. | ask that the lessons learned from the Oakland Hills fire be studied

“and applied to the impact of the project on existing homes in the area. | ask that the EIR

consider a significant fire event and how the roads in this area would handle a large
scale evacuation including the proposed cluster homes, the existing homes and
residential areas along Diablo Road, the existing homes on and around McCauley Road
and the existing homes and residential areas along Green Valley Road.

® Page 2



David Crompton

“rom: CHARLES S WAITMAN [cgwaitman@sbcglobal.net]
ant: December 15, 2010 10:13 PM

To: David Crompton

Subject: Magee Ranch-SummerHill Development EIR Scope

Mr. Compton,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

In reviewing the scope of analysis for the EIR for the Magee Ranch SummerHill project I note several
important issues deserving consideration:

1. Temporary Land Use. There is no assurance that the project will be completed as planned in any given time
period or restored to its original condition if the timetable isn't met. The developer is proposing a project in a
setting of a high quality mature community with abundant open space and a pleasing mixture of open space,
parks, schools, residential developments and agricultural land. Forecasts for rebound of the Real Estate market
couldn't be more uncertain. Destroying a large section of agricultural land while failing to develop a potentially
satisfactory residential development and leaving vacant lots, decaying roads and infrastructure would be a
tragedy. I propose that the project be bonded sufficiently to return the land to its original use until a critical
mass of approximately 50% of the approved structures are owner occupied within a predetermined time of
perhaps 3 years from the start of rough grading. It should be noted that a similar project was proposed in the
past, in a far more positive market, and failed to materialize due to economic considerations not community
opposition.

2. Cultural Resources. The intrinsic value of both well planned and continued agricultural use of any open
space is essential to preserving one of the few remaining properties remeniscent of the ranching heritage of the
community. Additionally, relics of this ranching heritage, such as corrals, water tanks and the like should be
preserved. :

3. Light Pollution. Mount Diablo provides an important venue for astronomers. The Athenian athletic fields
are an attractive and convenient site as are venues such as the camp grounds and parking lots within the Park.
Light pollution should be minimized. No street lights should be allowed. Outdoor lighting should absolutely
minimize light pollution. North facing windows should be covered at night.

4. Density. The developer has been ambiguous in terms of the "Casitas" to be constructed as part of the
subdivision. These, apparently, are structures that could potentially rented to provide low income housing. On
the one hand, the developer wants to count these structures as low income housing units. On the other hand he
seems reluctant to include these in the count of residences per acre. The prospect of these units meeting to
intent of low income housing is remote. They are far more likely to be use as pool houses, guest houses, rec
rooms, mother-in-law rooms, or housing for live-in maids or aupairs Obviously they represent additional -
hardscaped square footage adding to hydrological concerns as well as increasing the number of residents that
will tax the existing infrastructure.

5. Preservation of scenic corridor along Diablo Road is essential. Perhaps through geological good luck, the
character of the creek to the southwest of Blackhawk Road a mile or so north of the main Blackhawk entrance
sreserved a beautiful section of land. The proposed Court H shown on the Northwest Site Plan represent a very
high level of sacrifice for very limited benefit.



6. Ipresently enjoy a view of the land proposed to be sacrificed for the development of Courts C, D, E, and F.

The proposed development will deminish my quality of life and the value of my property. Lower density,

moving structures farther from the creek, keeping them lower on the hills, and preserving corridors for livestock
d the abundant wildlife will reduce but not eliminate the negative impact.

7. Community Values. Voters response to San Ramon's proposition W has expressed the basic fact that
residents of this area value preservation vs continued growth. This sentiment should be considered and honored
as the details of this project and its impacts are developed and analyzed.

Chuck Waitman
51 Diablo Creek Place
Danville, Ca 94506



David Crompton

From: Planning

ant: December 16, 2010 5:07 PM
10: David Crompton
Subject: FW: Magee Ranch Comment

Corinne Horn

Town of Danville - Assistant Planner
FPhone: 925-314-3395

Fax: 925-838-0360

Email: CHorn@danville.ca.gov

Town of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danuville, CA 94526
www.danville.ca.gov

From: dnesbit@sbcglobal.net [mailto:dnesbit@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 16, 2010 3:54 PM

To: Planning

Subject: Magee Ranch Comment

Data from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 12/16/2010 3:54:22 PM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

Field f | Value

FirstName Doug
LastName ‘Nesbit

Address  25Geldinget
Clty ;Daﬁ.{}jiie/. o

e . CA

o o .5.9.45.26

;Orgﬁnization a

T.iﬂe.

Email . ;dnesbit»@sbcglobal.net” "
Dhone e

Fax



Field Value

ETraffic along Diablo Rd is already horrific in the mornings and evenings and
‘adding additional homes would absolutely make it worse. Morning backups
already extend from Green Valley to Magee ranch. And this would make it
worse. This is not what Danville is supposed to be about! It would
significantly affect the gquality of life in the area and it would reduce

‘values in the area as a result. If I wanted traffic I'd live in Oakland.
:Please don't allow a developer to ruin our town this way.

oncerns
Comments

Email "Magee Ranch Comment" originally sent to Planning(@danville.ca.gov from dnesbit@sbcglobal.net on 12/16/2010 3:54:22 PM.




David Crompton

From: . Bill Hooper [blhooper@pacbell.net]
ent: December 16, 2010 9:14 PM
10: David Crompton
Subject: Magee Ranch — Summer Hill Development Project (alternate form with text of letter in e-mail)
Dear David,

here is the alternate version where the letter is in this e-mail rather than an attachment

William Hooper

wipal Plapnes

Jear David

Re: Magee Ranch — Summer Hill Development Project

Thank you for speaking to me on the phone earlier this month regarding the Magee Ranch — Summer
Hill Development Project. | appreciate you openness of my comments and hope this letter will be

considered. | hope to have summarized here in a way that will follow the Notice of Preparation Letter.
Introduction

For the last 14 years | have lived in Danville and enjoyed so much the Diablo Creek Community. | am
sure that Summer Hill is a fine builder and look to do their best of making this project successful to
them and their client. At the same time, the communities around the area and along Diablo Road

have many concerns. My concerns are noted here.
Project Location

The project location covers multiple areas where the clustered homes are located right near an

existing community, The existing community sits below the rolling hills with protected trees (by size



and species), and land used for agriculture and working ranch. Another location is along Diablo Road
across from a local church where the development would actually cover a historical creek and a

illey and other creek feeders from the adjacent hills. In addition, the access to the planned location
would entail removal of protected trees, as well as other environmental impacts regarding Diablo
Road. The last cluster is right across the street from the San Ramon Fire Station and school.
Existing homes in the area were designed and located to take advantage of the vistas surrounding

these communities. The proposed project will encroach on these vistas.
Project Description

The planned subdivision entails a rezoning of the clustered home area. In my opinion, this is
inconsistent to the environment surrounding the planned development. The existing communities are
zoned R20 with no less than % acre lots and a minimum 35 foot setback, with at least 15 feet on one
side and 20 feet on the other. All the homes are custom homes, not one looks the same or is built the
same way or floor plan. Mix of homes consists of both single and two level homes. There is no
secondary home or “casitas”. The proposed project only provides two or at most four (as presented
at other community meetings), along with a casitas option that could allow for multi-family homes to
reside rather than single family homes. The proposed project also calls out for 10K or at most 12K
Jst sizes with no defined clearly setback requirements. All floor plans in the proposed project are two

levels, not one is single level.

The rezoning proposal is greatly inconstant with the surrounding areas, and will significantly impact
the value of homes in the existing communities. Summer Hill claims to reference examples in other
communities, like Los Altos, where larger homes on a small lot size are actually more valuable. That
comparison does not hold, because the communities in Danville and the homeowners (by survey)
desire the large lot size and larger setbacks and live in the communities for that reason. The Los
Altos communities are not comparable to Danville along or adjacent to Blackhawk Road and Diablo

Road, or in the communities of Diablo Country Club and Diablo Creek Tennis Association.
Probable Description

The planned subdivision will have negative impacts on short-term (construction)) and long-term

(operation).

Aesthetics. The area is considered a scenic and historical area lined with protected trees, creeks,
and other important environmental factors. The proposed home plans do not fit within the existing

community and will negatively impact all communities in the area. Although the proposal tries to find
2



flat areas to build, along Diablo Road the proposed cluster is not on a flat area, and will eliminate or
cover an important “eco” area used by wildlife and populated by protected trees, and will negatively
pact the scenic beauty of Diablo Road as defined and planned to preserve as outlined in the

general plan.

Air Qualify. Based on the proposal, if these homes are built with a casitas that means multiple
families will most likely move in. This will add to the air quality with more cars, residence and use of
fireplaces. Existing residences like mine and others along the creek in Diablo Creek Tennis

Association, to get the resulting impacts of surrounding areas that provide emissions.

Cultural Resources. An inconsistent building plan and one cluster along Diablo Road will significantly
impact the cultural impact of Diablo Road Scenic Drive and the historical beauty that leads into the
area. Mt. Diablo is known and sought after State Park, where visitors come and visit for its historical

significance.

Geology and Soils. The entire area of existing homes prior to its build was a flood control area many
years ago. Consist of high water tables and expansive clay soil all contributing to constant and
significant movement. There is also an earthquake fault in the area. After moving into our home and
“vorking on a remodel, we found the water table at 6 feet depth when drilling friction peers. The soil
moves so much, that when replacing the driveway, we had to have a soils engineer evaluate the
ground for movement and type of soil, where we had to incur additional planning and building cost to
appropriately build the new driveway and our addition, because of the soil. We had to install French
drains, and we chose to do it around the whole house and not just the addition. At the same, we
installed a vapor barrier all due to the expansive clay soil and high water tables. By building on the
existing hills and even below at the foot of the hills in the flat areas, the soil must be addressed and
analyzed at various and significant depths. Samples should be taken and many more locations than

a few.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Increased traffic, homes with fireplaces will negatively impact the
Greenhouse emissions. With not “single” family homes but multi-family homes (with the casitas),

there will be an exponential potential of additional cars not perhaps currently planned.

Hazardous Materials/Health and Safety: We must think about the impacts on the creek and where
those creeks lead to outside of Danville. With more homes and perhaps new families that may not
ippreciate the existing culture and environment of the existing community area, may pollute the

creeks. Along with that, construction will have impacts on the environment, because large machinery

3



and equipment must be located and will change the landscape and natural drainage paths. Sewage

and other drainage must be considered as to the incremental impacts on the existing infrastructure

. lydrology, Drainage and Water Qualify: The impacts of the proposed project are all potentially
negative to the natural drainage paths of the hills and creeks that all work together in the existing
environment. Many of these hills have existing branch drainage into the creeks. Our home has a
private drainage that services many homes, as well as a public drain. Any increase to that load will

negatively impact the private drainage that runs along the west side of our property.

Land Use and Planning: As previously stated, the proposed plan is inconsistent with the existing and
surrounding Land Use and Planning (and/or Zoning) plans. The proposed building plans do not fit
consistent with the existing R20 Custom Single family homes, where the proposed is 10K lots with all
two level multi-family homes with no defined setback and limited proposed floor plans that are more

cookie cutter in nature and not consistent with existing communities.

Noise: Both sound and light noise will be created. One of the key environment factors in the existing
is low noise levels and low street lighting or light noise. The existing community does not want to be

negatively impacted by more noise (sound) and more Lights at night.

’opulation & Housing: Building proposal calls out for casitas or used to meet low income housing
objectives. Basically, without direCtly stating it, these are really multi-family homes, with no clear or
defined limitation to eventually convert them to more multi-family dwellings. Existing homes in the
community are all single family homes, with clear restrictions on building additional buildings for
residency on the properties. More homes, and homes with possible multi-families equates to

exponentially more cars and traffic.

Public Services and Utilities: The new homes as outlined in the proposal will get access to the entire
land area,-including the land placed in a land trust. What about the existing communities that are
losing their vistas and benefits, which property taxes are paid. Perhaps the existing communities
should get compensated with access to such land open space at the cost of the new community.
Current utilities in the area are limited. Arial cable services both electricity and telecommunications
along Diablo Road, up to Diablo Scenic Drive. These services are not at the most current

technologies and could be at their maximum limits.

Traffic and Circulation: As mentioned in many forums the increase on traffic. The impacts are huge.
The existing traffic problems are well known, as coming out of Diablo Creek Place to Diablo Road /

Blackhawk Road making a left hand turn is very difficuit even with a designated intersection non-
4



blocking signage. The 100 net new peak-hours vehicular trips, is much underestimated and does not

clearly measure the real or practical impacts of increased traffic. Bicycle riding is very popular on
‘iablo Road, and currently very dangerous with or without heavy vehicular traffic. Construction and

movement of heavy equipment will have a significant impact on the area for at least two or three

years, followed by increased residence traffic.

Growth Inducement: Must consider the regional population growth and possible types of various or
possible characteristics of population actually occurred after development. Examples are San Ramon
and Dublin in their plans missed on estimating the real or practical population growth, because their
plans were based on certain parameters that excluded characteristics of new population along with
the impacts. In this case, expecting single family homes to have one family residing, there are multi-
family situations residing in a single home. This has caused an increase in hegative impacts
unforeseen, like traffic and additional cars constantly parked on the streets, as compared to the
existing environment where parking on the streets are minimal and few multi-families living in a single
residence. Casitas may appear to be a viable alternative to meeting low cost or affordable housing
measurements required, but they need to have specific limitations that are currently experienced by

zoning of the existing and surrounding areas.

~umulative Impacts: Must consider all regional impacts as resulting from previous development

projects, as any plan or proposal will miss important aspects that could have undetermined impacts.

Alternatives: Please accept no less then 15k or better R20 zoned homes, with single story on the
higher elevations and larger setbacks. This will positively contribute to resolving the negative impacts

that may come from the existing building proposal.

I will be happy to make myself available to any committee or group to discuss and/or negotiate

alternative solutions.

Thank you again for this opportunity of expressing these concerns.

Best Regards,
a/s/a Bill Hooper

Nilliam Hooper

Resident



15 Diablo Creek Court
Danville, CA



David Crompton

From: Planning

nt: December 17, 2010 9:32 AM
10: David Crompton
Subject: FW: Magee Ranch Comment

Sincerely,

David Casteel

Planning Division — Code Enforcement Officer
(925) 314-3335

dcasteel@danvilie.ca.gov

Town of Danville
510 La Gonda Way
Danville, CA 94526

From: jamakey@pacbell.net [mailto:iamakey@pacbell.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 16, 2010 7:47 PM

To: Planning

Subject: Magee Ranch Comment

vata from form "Comments for the Public Record" was received on 12/16/2010 7:46:54 PM.

Magee Ranch - Comments for the Public Record

. Field Value

FirstName ~ Dean -

o Akey e

Address e 1rway S

Gy T

State —

:(jrganizat‘ic‘)vn“ S

Tile

Email iamakey‘ébvécb ellnet

Phone 925 820-5191

Fax  925837-0033 .

Concerns | Traffic on Diablo RA. is already strained. The wildlife in this area is ,
Comments amazing and a real asset to Danville. The ambience of Danville's rual nature

1



Field Value

‘will be forever changed. Other problems: When St. Timothys built their new
‘parking lot and admin building, dozens of moles, voles and gophers migrated
‘accross the streets to residential properties. If the Magee Ranch
;development goes forward, hundreds of moles, voles and gophers will migrate
?away from the developements. They will undermine Green Valley creek banks,
‘adjacent roads and adjacent residential properties. This can and will cause
additonal maintenance problems even after the construction of the proposed
‘project is completed.

Email "Magee Ranch Comment” originally sent to Planning(@danville.ca.gov from iamakey(@pacbell.net on 12/16/2010 7:46:54 PM.



APPENDIX B

AIR QUALITY & GREENHOUSE GAS ANALYSIS



ILLINGWORTH & RODKIN, INC.
/IIIN Acoustics « Air Qual;ty [ /[l
505 Petaluma Boulevard South
Petaluma, California 94952
Tel: 707-766-7700 Fax: 707-766-7790
www.illingworthrodkin.com illro@illingworthrodkin.com

November 27, 2012

Leianne Humble

Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
947 Cass Street, Suite 5
Monterey, CA 93940

VIA email: Ihumble@DDAPIlanning.com

SUBJECT: Magee Ranch Project in Danville, CA — Operational GHG Modeling Results

Dear Leianne:

The purpose of this letter is to summarize operational GHG modeling results for the Magee Ranch Project
in Danville. We understand that the proposed project size and project trip generation rates have changed
since our report to you, “Magee Ranch Development, Danville, CA — Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Analysis,” revised November 10, 2011. The California Emissions Estimator Model Version 2011.1.1
(CalEEMod) was used to predict GHG emissions from operation of the site in 2020. CalEEMod is the
current emissions model recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).
The model predicts emissions of GHGs in the form of CO,e (carbon dioxide equivalency). Our modeling
accounted for the reduced project size of 70 single-family dwelling units and the adjusted project trip rate
of 12.17 (an increase from previously). Default rates for energy consumption were assumed in the model.
Emissions rates associated with electricity consumption were adjusted to account for Pacific Gas &
Electric utility’s (PG&E) projected 2020 CO, intensity rate. This 2020 rate is based, in part, on the
requirement of a renewable energy portfolio standard of 33 percent by the year 2020. CalEEMod uses a
default rate of 641 pounds of CO, per megawatt of electricity produced that is based on PG&E’s 2008
certified rate. The derived 2020 rate for PG&E was estimated at 289.85 pounds of CO, per megawatt of
electricity delivered and is based on the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) GHG
Calculator.!

Table 1 presents the results of the CalEEMod model analysis in terms of annual metric tons of equivalent
CO, emissions (MT of CO.efyr). As indicated in Table 1, the GHG emissions resulting from operation of
the unmitigated project would not exceed the BAAQMD’s threshold of 1,100 MT of COe/yr. Inputs and
assumptions are contained in the CalEEMod modeling data provided in Attachment 1.

! california Public Utilities Commissions GHG Calculator version 3c, October 7, 2010. Available on-line at:
http://ethree.com/public_projects/cpuc2.php. Accessed: November 27, 2012.




Leianne Humble
Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
November 27, 2012 - Page 2

Table 1 Annual Project GHG Emissions in Metric Tons

Source Category 2025 Project Emissions
Project
Area 0
Energy 206
Mobile 689
Solid Waste 37
Water 9
Total 941

This concludes our summary of the GHG emissions modeling results for this project. If you have any
guestions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (707) 766-7700 x35. We appreciate the
opportunity to assist you.

Sincerely,
%{ Comne

Joshua D. Carman
Ilingworth & Rodkin

Attachment 1: CalEEMod Input and Output Worksheets



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 11/26/2012

Magee Ranch, Danville - 2020
Contra Costa County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

- -
Dwelling Unit

Single Family Housing 70

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Climate Zone 4 2.2
Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 58

Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity Factor (289.85 Ib/MWh) for 2020 obtained from CPUC GHG Calculator version 3c.
Land Use - Population: 191

Vehicle Trips - Trip rate from project traffic study.

Woodstoves - No woodstoves, possible gas-powered fireplaces.

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction
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- I I . . _
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 g NBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
- - I - L
2011 1.02 7.26 4.44 0.01 0.28 0.44 0.72 0.11 0.44 0.55 0.00 682.75 682.75 0.08 0.00 684.49
2012 2.56 3.78 2.59 0.00 0.03 0.26 0.29 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 389.41 389.41 0.05 0.00 390.41
Total 3.&% 11.04 7.03 0.01 0.31 0.70 1.01 0.11 0.70 0.81 0.00 1,(?2.16 1,072.16 0.13 0.00 1,074.90
Mitigated Construction
- I I . . __
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 fNBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
I - - L
2011 1.02 7.26 4.44 0.01 0.24 0.44 0.68 0.11 0.44 0.55 0.00 682.75 682.75 0.08 0.00 684.49
2012 2.56 3.78 2.59 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 389.41 389.41 0.05 0.00 390.41
Total 3.&% 11.04 7.03 0.01 0.24 0.70 0.94 0.11 0.70 0.81 0.00 1,(?2.16 1,072.16 0.13 0.00 1,074.90
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
- E— - E— E— -
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 fNBio- CO2Jf Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.71 0.01 0.5-3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.88
Energy 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 204.36 204.36 0.01 0.00 206.08
Mobile 0.48 0.81 4.13 0.01 0.87 0.04 0.92 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 688.11 688.11 0.03 0.00 688.75
Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.28 0.00 16.28 0.96 0.00 36.49
Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.62 4.62 0.14 0.00 8.68
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I Total I 1.20 I 0.94 471 0.01 I 087 I 0.04 I 0.03 I 0.01 I 0.04 I 0.06 I 16.28 I 897.95 I 014.23 I T.14 0.00 940.88 I
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPML0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COZTotaI cozl CHa N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | Pm25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 071 0.01 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.88
Energy 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 20436 | 204.36 0.01 0.00 206.08
Nobile 0.48 0.81 713 0.01 0.87 0.04 0.92 0.01 0.04 0.05 6.00 688.11 | 688.11 0.03 6.00 688.75 |
Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.28 0.00 16.28 0.96 0.00 36.49
Water 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 762 462 0.14 6.00 8.68
Total T.20 0.04 Z71 0.01 0.87 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.06 1628 J 89795 | o14.23 T.14 0.00 940.88

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2011

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
I I I e —
Off-Road 0.10 0.80 0.46 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 68.12 68.12 0.01 0.00 68.29
Total 0.10 0.80 0.46 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 68.12 68.12 0.01 0.00 68.29
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co S02 | Fugitive ] Exhaust JPMI0 Tota Fugitive | Exnaust | PM2.5 [ Bio. CO2 JNBio- CO2] Total CO2] . CHA N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.60 1.60 0.00 0.00 1.61
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.60 1.60 0.00 0.00 1.61
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX co S02 | Fugitive ] Exhaust JPMI0 Tota Fugitive | Exnaust | PM2.5 [ Bio. CO2 JNBio- CO2] Total CO2] . CHA N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.10 0.80 0.46 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 68.12 68.12 0.01 0.00 68.29

4 of 20



I Total I 0.10 I 0.80 I 0.46 0.00 I 0.04 I 0.04 I I 0.04 I 0.04 I 0.00 I 68.12 I 68.12 I 0.01 0.00 68.29
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtive T Exhaust JPMI0 Total Fugitve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 INBio- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fraunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 160 160 0.00 0.00 T.61
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .60 .60 0.00 0.00 T61
3.3 Site Preparation - 2011
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtive T Exhaust JPMIO0 Total Fugitve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 INBio- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pm25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
FUGIIVE DUSE 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road .05 0.45 0.25 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 6.00 36,57 3657 6.00 6.00 36.36
Total 0.05 0.45 0.25 0.00 0.09 0.02 0.11 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.00 36.27 36.27 0.00 0.00 36.36
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPMT0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Vendor 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00
Worker 600 6.00 601 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.06
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.96

Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtive T Exhaust JPMIO0 Total Fugitve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 INBio- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pm25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
FUGIIVE DUST 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road .05 0.45 0.25 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 6.00 36,57 3657 6.00 6.00 36.36
Total 0.05 0.45 0.25 0.00 0.09 0.02 0.11 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.00 36.27 36.27 0.00 0.00 36.36
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPML0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COZTotaI cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | Pm25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Nendor 6.00 6.00 6.00 600 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 6.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.96 0.96 6.00 6.00 0.06
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.96
3.4 Grading - 2011
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPML0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COTotal coz] . Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | Pm25 Total
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Category tons/yr M!I'Iyr
Fugitive DUst 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 033 164 101 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 6.00 17531 1 172.31 0.02 6.00 T72.70
Total 0.23 T.04 T01 0.00 0.15 0.10 0.25 0.06 0.10 0.16 0.00 T72.31 T 17231 0.02 0.00 172.70
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPMT0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COZTotaI cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 6.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 374 374 6.00 6.00 NI
Total 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 374 3.74 0.00 0.00 3.75
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPMT0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COZTotaI cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitve Dust 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.23 194 101 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 606 15531 T 17531 603 600 T72.70
Total 0.23 T.04 T01 0.00 0.15 0.10 0.25 0.06 0.10 0.16 0.00 17231 | 17231 0.02 0.00 172.70

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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_ I - I I
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2]f Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.74 3.74 0.00 0.00 3.75
Total 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.74 3.74 0.00 0.00 3.75
3.5 Building Construction - 2011
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
_ I — I -
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 fNBio- CO2]f Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
I o I o I I —
Off-Road 0.60 3.92 2.34 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.00 357.30 357.30 0.05 0.00 358.31
Total 0.60 3.92 2.34 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.00 35-7.30 35-7.30 0.05 0.00 358.31
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
_ I — I -
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 g NBio- CO2]f Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.01 0.13 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.39 16.39 0.00 0.00 16.40
Worker 0.02 0.02 0.23 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.06 26.06 0.00 0.00 26.10
Total 0.03 0.15 0.32 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 42.45 42.45 0.00 0.00 42.50




Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX cO S0z T Fugtive ] Exhaust JPMIO0 Totall Fugtve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 JNBio- COZ] Total COZN . CH4 NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
s — s — — —— —
Off-Road 0.60 3.92 2.34 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.00 357.30 357.30 0.05 0.00 358.31
Total 0.60 3.92 2.34 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.00 35-7.30 35-7.30 0.05 0.00 358.31
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx [e]e) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust fPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 fNBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.01 0.13 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.39 16.39 0.00 0.00 16.40
Worker 0.02 0.02 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.06 26.06 0.00 0.00 26.10
Total 0.03 0.15 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 42.45 42.45 0.00 0.00 42.50
3.5 Building Construction - 2012
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
- __ - I _ — __
ROG NOx [e]e) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust fPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.49 3.2-7 2.08 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.00 320.65 320.6-5 0.04 0.00 321.49
Total 0.49 3.27 2.08 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.00 320.65 320.65 0.04 0.00 321.49
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOX cO S0z T Fugtive ] Exhaust JPMIO0 Totall Fugtve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 INBio- CO2] Total COZN . CH4 NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.01 0.11 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.75 14.75 0.00 0.00 14.76
Worker 0.02 0.02 0.19 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.90 22.90 0.00 0.00 22.94
— I I e |
Total 0.03 0.13 0.27 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.65 37.65 0.00 0.00 37.70
Mitigated Construction On-Site
- — - - - — -
ROG NOx [e]e) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust fPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr } MT/yr
Off-Road 0.49 3.2-7 2.08 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.00 320.65 320.6-5 0.04 0.00 321.49
Total 0.49 3.27 2.08 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.00 320.65 320.65 0.04 0.00 321.49
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
- — - - - — -
ROG NOx [e]e) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust fPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 fNBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.01 0.11 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.75 14.75 0.00 0.00 14.76
Worker 0.02 0.02 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.90 22.90 0.00 0.00 22.94
Total 0.03 0.13 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.65 37.65 0.00 0.00 37.70
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3.6 Paving - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtive T Exhaust JPMI0 Total Fugitve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 INBio- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.06 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 26.46 26.46 0.00 0.00 26.56
Paving 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00
Total 0.06 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 26.46 26.46 0.00 0.00 26.56
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPMT0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COZTotaI cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | Pm25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 6.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 157 157 6.00 6.00 157 |
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 157 157 0.00 0.00 157
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPMT0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COZTotaI cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | Pm25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.06 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 26.46 26.46 0.00 0.00 26.56
Paving 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Total I 0.06 I 0.36 I 0.21 0.00 I 0.03 I 0.03 I I 0.03 I 0.03 I 0.00 I 26.46 I 26.46 I 0.00 0.00 26.56
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtive T Exhaust JPMIO0 Total Fugitve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 INBio- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pm25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fraunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00
Worker 600 6.00 601 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 157 157 0.00 0.00 167 |
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 T57 157 0.00 0.00 157
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2012
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtive T Exhaust JPMI0 Total Fugitve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 INBio- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
ATCRIL, Coating 107 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 555 555 6.00 6.00 2.56
Total T.08 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.55 0.00 0.00 2.56
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPMT0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Vendor 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 052 052 0.00 0.00 062 |
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.52

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtive T Exhaust JPMI0 Total Fugitve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 INBio- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
"Archit, Coating 1.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 555 555 6.00 6.00 2.56
Total T.08 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.55 0.00 0.00 2.56
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX Co o2 T Fugtve T Exhaust JPMT0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T P25 ] Bo- CO2 INBo- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Co%e
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 ©.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 052 052 0.00 6.00 052 |
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.52

4.0 Mobile Detail
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4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

_ I I I -
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 fNBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total T l
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P o I I
Mitigated 0.48 0.81 4.13 0.01 0.87 0.04 0.92 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 688.11 688.11 0.03 0.00 688.75
Unmitigated 0.48 0.81 4.13 0.01 0.87 0.04 0.92 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 688.11 688.11 0.03 0.00 688.75
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily ?rip Rate Unmitigateg Mitigated_
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Single Family Housing 851.90 705.60 613.90 l,iQ,l% l,iQ,l%
Total 851.90 705.60 613.90 1,779,196 1,779,196
4.3 Trip Type Information
- —
Miles Trip %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-Sor C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-Sor C-C H-O or C-NW
Single Family Housing 12.40 4.30 5.40 26.10 29.10 44.80

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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- I - I I _
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
p— I I v -
Electricity Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 60.23 60.23 0.01 0.00 61.06
PE—
Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 60.23 60.23 0.01 0.00 61.06
" q
NaturalGas Mitigated 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 144.13 144.13 0.00 0.00 145.01
NaturalGas 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 144.13 144.13 0.00 0.00 145.01
" "
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
- e ——— e ——————— . I -
NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust JPM2.5 Tota] Bio- CO2 fNBio- CO2ff Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
I
Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr
Single Family 2.%0986+006 0.01 0.12 0.0-5 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 144.13 144.13 0.00 0.00 145.01
ing
Total 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 144.13 144.13 0.00 0.00 145.01
Mitigated
- - - E—— — —
NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust JPM2.5 Tota] Bio- CO2 fNBio- CO2ff Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
I -
Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr
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Single Family 2.70098e+006 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 144.13 144.13 0.00 0.00 145.01
ing
Total 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 144.13 144.13 0.00 0.00 145.01
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
__ __ - -
Electricity Use ROG NOXx CO S02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr
JE— - I
Single Family 458108 60.23 0.01 0.00 61.06
ing
Total 60.23 0.01 0.00 61.06
Mitigated
__ __ - -
Electricity Use ROG NOXx CO S02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr
JE— - I
Single Family 458108 60.23 0.01 0.00 61.06
ing
Total 60.23 0.01 0.00 61.06

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOX co S0z T Fugtive T Exhaust JPMI0 Total Fugitve T Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 INBio- COTotaI cozl Cha NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 pm25 | Pm25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mﬁgated 0.71 0.01 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.88
Unmitigated 0.71 0.01 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.68
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOX Co S0z T Fugtve T Exnaust JPMI0 Toal Fugtve T Exnaust T PMz5 ] Bio- cO2 JNBo- COZJ Total COZR - Cha N2O Co%e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural Coatingj  0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consumer Products 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.02 0.01 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.88
Total .71 0.01 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.88
Mitigated
ROG NOX co S02 ] Fugitive T Exhaust JPMI0 Totaf Fugitive T Exnaust | PM2.5 T Bio- COZ JNBIo- COTotaI cozl CHa NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 pm25 | Pm25 Total
SubCategory tons/yr } MT/yr
Architectural Coating| 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consumer Productsf 0.4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Landscaping 0.02 0.01 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.88
Total 0.71 0.01 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.88
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
__ I _
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
M-itigated 4.62 0.14 0.00 8.68
Unmitigated 4.62 0.14 0.00 8.68
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/?)utdoor ROG NOx [e]) S0O2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
I
Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr
I e —
Single Family 4.56078 / 4.62 0.14 0.00 8.68
ing 2 37008
Total 4.62 0.14 0.00 8.68
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Mitigated

Indoor/?)utdoor ROG NOx [e]e) SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
I
Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr
e E—
Single Family 4.56078 / 4.62 0.14 0.00 8.68
ing 2 37008
Total 4.62 0.14 0.00 8.68
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Cateqory/Year
ROG NOX co S0z | Tol COZ] | Cha NZO Coze
tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 16.2-8 0.96 0.00 36.49
Unmitigated 16.28 0.96 0.00 36.49
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Disposed ROG NOx CcO SO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr
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P
Single Family 80.22 16.28 0.96 0.00 36.49
ing

Total 16.28 0.96 0.00 36.49
Mitigated
__ - -
Waste Disposed ROG NOXx CO S02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr
JE— —
Single Family 80.22 16.28 0.96 0.00 36.49
ing
Total 16.28 0.96 0.00 36.49

9.0 Vegetation
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of an assessment of potential air quality impacts and greenhouse
gas emission resulting from the development of single-family homes on a portion of the 410 +/-
acre Magee Ranch in Danville, California. The Magee Ranch is located south of Diablo Road
and Blackhawk Road and is surrounded by single-family residential neighborhoods and public
and private open space. The development would include up to 78 single-family homes on
minimum 10,000 square foot lots, which would be clustered on the flatter portions of the site.
Several larger estate lots are included in the plan. The project site would be accessed by a new
driveway from Blackhawk Road just north of Jillian Way, a second driveway from Diablo Road
near Fairway Drive, and a third driveway from McCauley Road. Currently, the project site is
primarily undeveloped and much of the site would remain undeveloped.

This analysis was conducted following guidance provided by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD):. Air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions were computed
for the construction and operation of the proposed Magee Ranch project in Danville.
Specifically, construction emissions were computed for a 3- to 4-year construction period,
operational air quality emissions at the earliest year (assumed to be 2015), and greenhouse gas
emissions in 2020. The URBEMIS2007 model was used to compute daily and annual air
pollutant emissions. The URBEMIS2007 input files were processed with the BAAQMD’s new
Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Model (BGM).

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project site is located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, which is comprised of the
nine-county Bay Area. However, the air basin only includes the southern portion of Sonoma
County and the southwestern portion of Solano County. Air quality in the region is affected by
natural factors such as proximity to the Bay and ocean, topography, and meteorology as well as
proximity to sources of air pollution.

The Bay Area is characterized by its Mediterranean type climate with warm dry summers and
cool wet winters. Danville is located in hilly terrain along the San Ramon valley north of the
Livermore-Amador Valley. The area is in the climatological subregion referred to as the Diablo
and San Ramon Valleys. The Sam Ramon Valley is surrounded on all sides by high hills or
mountains. The only significant break in the east bay hills west of the site is Niles Canyon,
several miles south of the project site.

The terrain of the project area influences both the climate and air pollution potential. As an
inland, protected valley, the project area has generally lighter winds and a higher frequency of
calm conditions when compared to the greater Bay Area. The effects of marine air are less than
many other portions of the Bay Area.

IBAAQMD CEQA Guidelines for Assessing Air Quality Impacts from Projects and Plans, 1996, revised 1999.
2010?



The occurrence of episodes of high atmospheric stability, known as inversion conditions,
severely limits the ability of the atmosphere to disperse pollutants vertically. Inversions can be
found during all seasons in the Bay Area, but are particularly prevalent in the summer months
when they are present about 90 percent of the time in both morning and afternoon.

National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

The ambient air quality in a given area depends on the quantities of pollutants emitted within the
area, transport of pollutants to and from surrounding areas, local and regional meteorological
conditions, as well as the surrounding topography of the air basin. Air quality is described by the
concentration of various pollutants in the atmosphere or the emissions of a pollutant or
contaminant. Units of concentration are generally expressed in parts per million (ppm) or
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m®). Emissions are typically expressed as grams per mile,
pounds per day or tons per year.

As required by the Federal Clean Air Act, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
have been established for six major air pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide
(NOy), ozone (Os), particulate matter, including respirable particulate matter (PMjo) and fine
particulate matter (PM;s), sulfur dioxide (SO,), and lead. Pursuant to the California Clean Air
Act, the State of California has established the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS). Both State and Federal standards are summarized in Table 1. The “primary”
standards have been established to protect the public health. The “secondary” standards are
intended to protect the nation’s welfare and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water,
visibility, materials, vegetation and other aspects of the general welfare. CAAQS are generally
the same or more stringent than NAAQS. Thus, CAAQS are used as the comparative standard in
this analysis.

Criteria Air Pollutants and Effects

Air quality studies generally focus on five pollutants that are most commonly measured and
regulated: CO, Os, NO,, SO,, and suspended particulate matter, i.e., PMjo and PM;s, as listed in
Table 2. In Contra Costa County, ozone and particulate matter are the pollutants of greatest
concern, as measured air pollutant levels exceed these concentrations at times.

Table 2 Criteria Pollutants

Pollutant Characteristics Health Effects Major Sources
Carbon Non-reactive, colorless and odorless gas | Interferes with the transfer of | Automobile exhaust, residential wood
Monoxide that dissipates relatively quickly; oxygen to the brain; causes burning in fireplaces and woodstoves
(CO) ambient CO concentrations generally dizziness and fatigue; can
located near vehicular traffic impair central nervous system

Highest CO concentrations measured in | functions
the Bay Area are typically recorded
during the winter




Pollutant Characteristics Health Effects Major Sources

Ozone Colorless toxic gas and the chief Irritates eyes; impairs Although not directly emitted from a

(05) component of urban smog respiratory function; particular source, it forms in the
Present in relatively high concentrations | interferes with the transfer of | atmosphere through a chemical
within portions of the Bay Area; highest | oxygen, depriving sensitive reaction between reactive organic gas
concentrations occur during summer and | tissues in the heart and brain (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX)
early autumn on days with low wind of oxygen under sunlight; ROG and NOx are
speeds or stagnant air, warm primarily emitted from automobiles,
temperatures, and cloudless skies and industrial sources

Nitrogen Reddish-brown gas that irritates the Irritates lungs; can cause Like O3, NO, is not directly emitted,

Dioxide (NOy)

lungs; NO and NO, are collectively
referred to as NO, and are major

breathing difficulties at high
concentrations

but is formed through a reaction
between nitric oxide (NO) and

contributors to O; formation; NO, also
contributes to the formation of PMyq
Levels of NO, in the Bay Area are

atmospheric oxygen; NO is primarily
emitted from automobile and diesel
truck exhaust, industrial processes,

relatively low

and fossil-fueled power plants

Sulfur Oxides
(SOy)

Primarily SO, sulfur oxides are
colorless gases with a pungent, irritating
odor. Due to the lack of sources, levels
of SO, in the Bay Area are relatively
low.

Increases risk of acute and
chronic respiratory disease;
can cause diminished
ventilator function in children

Product of high-sulfur fuel

combustion from coal and oil used in

power stations, industries, and for

domestic heating; industrial chemical
manufacturing; diesel vehicle exhaust

Suspended
Particulate
Matter
(PM_5/ PMy)

Very small liquid and solid particles
suspended in the air, which can include
smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and
metals; can produce haze and reduce
regional visibility. PMy,: Particulate
matter less than 10 microns in diameter,
about one-seventh the thickness of a
human hair PM,s: Particulate matter

Damages respiratory tract;
increases the number and
severity of asthma attacks;
causes or aggravates
bronchitis and other lung
diseases; reduces the body’s
ability to fight infections

Directly and indirectly emitted.

Motor vehicles; wood burning stoves

and fireplaces; dust from
construction, landfills, and

agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste

burning; industrial sources;
windblown dust from open lands;
atmospheric chemical reactions

2.5 microns or less in diameter

Toxic Air Contaminants

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are a broad class of compounds known to cause a wide range of
health effects. These include acute effects such as eye or throat irritation or headaches and
chronic effects such as morbidity or mortality (usually because they cause cancer). TACs are
found in ambient air, especially in urban areas, and are caused by industry, agriculture, fuel
combustion, and commercial operations (e.g., dry cleaners). TACs are typically found in low
concentrations, even near their source (e.g., diesel particulate matter and benzene near a
freeway). Because chronic exposure can result in adverse health effects, TACs are regulated at
the regional, State, and federal level. California Air Resources Board (CARB) has identified
almost 200 TACs.

Diesel particulate matter is the predominant TAC in urban air, and is estimated to represent over
80 percent of the Bay Area population weighted cancer risk. Diesel exhaust is a complex
mixture of gases, vapors, and fine particles, which makes the evaluation of its health effects a
complex scientific issue. Due to the complex nature of diesel particulate matter, there are no
accepted methods to measure ambient concentrations. CARB previously identified some of the
chemicals in diesel exhaust (e.g., benzene, formaldehyde) as TACs; they are listed as
carcinogens either under the State's Proposition 65 or under the federal Hazardous Air Pollutants
program. California has adopted a comprehensive diesel risk-reduction program. U.S. EPA has




adopted low-sulfur diesel fuel standards that will reduce diesel particulate matter substantially;
these standards went into effect in late 2006. Other common TACs in urban environments
include benzene present in gasoline vapors and vehicle exhaust, and 1,3 butadiene in vehicle
exhaust.

In cooler weather, smoke from residential wood combustion can be a source of TACs. Localized
high TAC concentrations can result when cold stagnant air traps smoke near the ground and,
with no wind, the pollution can persist for many hours. This occurs in sheltered valleys during
the winter. Wood smoke also contains a significant amount of PM;o and PM, 5. Wood smoke is
an irritant and is implicated in worsening asthma and other chronic lung problems.

BAAQMD 2005 data indicate that the cancer health risk from air toxic contaminants in Danville
is about 300 in 1 million, while the risk in the most urbanized areas of the Bay Area exceeds
1,000 in 1 million. Population weighted cancer risk in the Bay Area is just under 500 in 1
million. This risk is expected to decrease substantially in the future.

Air Pollution Potential

Danville’s typical summer weather conditions (clear skies with relatively warm temperatures)
combine with localized air pollutant emissions to elevate O3 levels. Air quality standards for O
traditionally are exceeded when relatively stagnant conditions occur for periods of several days
during the warmer months of the year. Weak wind flow patterns combined with strong
inversions substantially reduce normal atmospheric mixing. Key components of ground-level O3
formation are sunlight and heat; thus, significant O3 formation only occurs from late spring
through early fall. Air pollution potential in the project area is higher than other parts of the Bay
Area because winds generally transport O3 precursor pollutants into the area. Highest
concentrations of Oz occur at monitoring stations in the eastern and southern portions of the Bay
Area, because they are usually downwind of the major urban areas.

Particulate matter is both directly emitted, as well as formed indirectly from precursor chemicals,
such as ROG, NOx, and ammonia (NHs). Like ozone, particulate matter air pollution, especially
PM s, shows a regional effect that is seasonal. Analysis conducted by BAAQMD found that
highest PM_ levels in the Bay Area are closely associated with stagnant weather conditions that
develop in winter. Levels are typically highest after PM, 5 levels have built up for 2 to 4
consecutive days where a wintertime high pressure system results in clear cold nights with very
light winds. The dense cold air converging in the Central and San Joaquin Valleys then flows
through the Carquinez Strait into the Bay Area. In addition, ammonium nitrate, a key component
in forming secondary PM, s or PMyy, is also transported from the inland valleys. Ammonium
nitrates combine with emitted or formed particulate matter levels to result in elevated PM;, and
PM_;5 levels in the Bay Area.

Light winds that are common in winter combine with strong surface-based inversions caused by
cold air trapped near the surface, to trap locally emitted pollutants such as particulates (e.g.,
wood smoke) and CO. This can lead to localized high concentrations of these pollutants.



Air Quality Monitoring Data

The significance of a pollutant concentration is determined by comparing the concentration to an
appropriate ambient air quality standard. The standards represent the allowable pollutant
concentrations designed to ensure that the public health and welfare are protected, while
including a reasonable margin of safety to protect the more sensitive individuals in the
population. The San Francisco Bay Area is considered to be one of the cleanest metropolitan
areas in the country with respect to air quality. BAAQMD monitors air quality conditions at
more than 30 locations throughout the Bay Area. The closest monitoring station to the project
site is in Concord, approximately 8 miles to the northwest. Summarized air pollutant data for
this station is provided in Table 3. This table shows the highest air pollutant concentrations
measured at the station over the last five years.

Attainment Status for State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

Measured levels of Oz and particulate matter (i.e., PMyo and PM,s) exceed ambient air quality
standards in the Bay Area. In Concord, O3 standards are exceeded on about 4 to 8 days per year,
while the Bay Area as a whole exceeds an O3 standard on 9 to 20 days per year. PMjo levels
exceed standards on 0 to 2 measurement days in Concord and 1 to 5 days in the Bay Area. PM;s
levels exceed standards on 1 to 7 measurement days in Concord and 11 to 14 days throughout the
Bay Area. PMjo and PM, 5 are only measured once every six days, in accordance with a national
sampling schedule set by U.S. EPA.

Areas that do not violate ambient air quality standards are considered to have attained the
standard. Violations of ambient air quality standards are based on air pollutant monitoring data
and are judged for each air pollutant. The Bay Area as a whole does not meet either NAAQS or
CAAQS for ground level O3 and PM;5, or CAAQS for PMyo. For Os, the entire Bay Area is
designated as non-attainment at both the federal and State levels.

Under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the EPA has designated the region as marginally non-
attainment for the 8-hour O3 standard. EPA recently revised the standard slightly. However,
EPA is currently reviewing the new standard and is considering a lower O3 standard. It is likely
that the Bay Area will be designated non-attainment for the new 8-hour standard.

The Bay Area does attain the annual NAAQS for PM,s EPA recently designated the Bay Area
Air Basin as “nonattainment” for the 2006 24-hour PM,s standard, as recent monitoring data
indicate levels slightly above the standard. Most PM,s nonattainment areas would have until
2015 to attain the standards, with some extensions to 2020 if necessary.

The Bay Area has met the CO NAAQS for over a decade and is classified as attainment by the
EPA. The EPA grades the region as attainment or unclassified for all other air pollutants, which
include PMy,, NO,, SO,, and lead. An unclassified designation means that there is not enough
data to designate an area as “nonattainment,” but the area likely is in attainment of the standard.
There have not been any recorded violations of these standards.

At the State level, the region is considered serious non-attainment for ground level O3, because
monitoring stations in the region exceeds the 1-hour and 8-hour CAAQS. The region is required
to adopt plans on a triennial basis that show progress towards meeting the State O3 standard (see



Air Quality plans, discussed under Regulatory Setting). The region is also designated non-
attainment for PMyo and PM 5 by the State. Although the region is designated nonattainment for
PM, s under the CAAQS, recent monitoring data indicate that the standard is met. Note that the
CAAQS only address annual concentrations of PM,s. However, most monitoring stations in the
region exceed the annual and 24-hour PMj; CAAQS. The area is considered attainment or
unclassified for all other pollutants regulated under the CAAQS.

Sensitive Receptors

There are groups of people more affected by air pollution than others. CARB has identified the
following persons who are most likely to be affected by air pollution: children under 14, the
elderly over 65, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. These
groups are classified as sensitive receptors. Locations that may contain a high concentration of
these sensitive population groups include residential areas, hospitals, daycare facilities, elder care
facilities, elementary schools, and parks. The sensitive receptors close to project development
include single-family homes opposite Diablo Road from the project site along Belgian,
Clydesdale, and Fairway Drives, single-family homes between the east branch of Green Valley
Creek and Blackhawk Drive along Jillian Way, San Andreas Dr, Cameron Ct, Diablo Creek PI.,
and Creekedge Ct., and the single-family homes, elementary school, and assisted living center
across McCauley Road from the project site. The closest sensitive receptors to portions of the
project site that would be developed are in a residential area located about 100 to 200 feet north
of the site. The closest school is about 450 feet west of the project site.

Regulatory Setting

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
BAAQMD is primarily responsible for assuring that the national and State ambient air quality
standards are attained and maintained in the Bay Area.

Air Quality Plans

BAAQMD, along with other regional agencies (e.g., ABAG and MTC) develop plans to reduce
air pollutant emissions. EPA requires plans to address attainment of the NAAQS for O3 and
PM,s. State law requires a plan to show progress in reducing Oz levels.

The latest plan to directly address the NAAQS of O3 was the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan. This
plan was a proposed revision to the Bay Area part of California's plan (State Implementation
Plan, or SIP) to achieve the 1-hour O3 NAAQS. The plan was prepared in response to EPA's
partial approval and partial disapproval of the Bay Area’'s 1999 Ozone Attainment Plan. The
plan will be updated after EPA makes final designation ruling for the new 8-hour O3 NAAQS.
BAAQMD must develop a plan as part of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the 2006
PM25s NAAQS. The plan must be adopted by BAAQMD, approved by CARB and submitted to
the EPA by December 14, 2012.

Air quality plans addressing the California Clean Air Act with respect to O3 were developed in
1991 and updated about every three years to demonstrate progress toward meeting the more
stringent 1- and 8-hour O3 CAAQS, which the Bay Area is designated nonattainment. In



addition, emissions of ozone precursors (NOx and ROG) contribute to higher ozone levels in
neighboring air basins. State law requires ozone nonattainment areas to include all feasible
measures to reduce O3 precursors and reduce transport of O3 and it’s precursors to neighboring
air basins.

In September 2010, BAAQMD adopted the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP). This CAP
updates the most recent ozone plan, the 2005 Ozone Strategy. Unlike previous Bay Area CAPs,
the 2010 CAP is a multi-pollutant air quality plan addressing four categories of air pollutants:

e Ground-level ozone and the key ozone precursor pollutants (reactive organic
gases and NOX), as required by State law;

e Particulate matter, primarily PM, s, as well as the precursors to secondary
PMzs;

e Toxic air contaminants; and
e Greenhouse gases.

While the CAP addresses State requirements, it will also provide the basis for developing future
control plans to meet federal requirements (NAAQS) for ozone and PM;s. The region is
required to prepare (by December 2012) a federally enforceable plan to meet the NAAQS for
PM_s. Inaddition, U.S. EPA is likely to adopt a more stringent NAAQS for ozone. These new
standards will likely trigger new planning requirements for the Bay Area and more stringent
federally enforceable control measures.

While previous CAPs have relied upon a combination of stationary and transportation control
measures, the 2010 CAP adds two new types of control measures: (1) Land Use and Local
Impact Measures and (2) Energy and Climate Measures. These types of measures would
indirectly reduce air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions through reductions in vehicle use
and energy usage. In addition, the plan includes Further Study Measures, which will be
evaluated as potential control measures.

BAAQMD Requlations

The Bay Area 2010 CAP proposes expanded implementation of transportation control measures
(TCMs) and include public outreach programs designed to educate the public about air pollution
in the Bay Area and promote individual behavior changes that improve air quality. New
measures in the CAP are aimed at helping guide land use policies that would indirectly reduce air
pollutant emissions. Some of these measures or programs rely on local governments for
implementation. The clean air planning efforts for O3 also will reduce PM;o and PM; 5, as a
substantial amount of particulate matter comes from combustion emissions such as vehicle
exhaust. Conversely, strategies to reduce O3 precursor emissions will reduce secondary
formation of PM2s and PMyj.

BAAQMD adopts and enforces rules to reduce particulate matter emissions and develops public
outreach programs to educate the public to reduce PMjo and PM; 5 emissions (e.g., Spare the Air
Program). California Senate Bill 656 (SB 656) requires further action by CARB and air districts



to reduce public exposure to PM;o and PM;s. Efforts identified by BAAQMD in response to
SB656 are primarily targeting reductions in wood smoke emissions and adoption of new rules to
further reduce NOx and particulate matter from internal combustion engines and reduce
particulate matter from commercial charbroiling activities. The Bay Area experiences the
highest PMy and PM, 5 in winter when wood smoke and ammonium nitrate contributions to
particulate matter are highest. BAAQMD rules restrict operation of any indoor or outdoor
fireplace, fire pit, wood or pellet stove, masonry heater or fireplace insert on specific days during
the winter when air quality conditions are forecasted to exceed the NAAQS for PM,s. When
meteorological conditions are conducive to high levels of O; or PM, 5, BAAQMD declares a
Spare the Air day. Uncontrolled wood burning is prohibited in winter during Spare the Air
days. The rule also limits excess visible emissions from wood burning devices and require clean
burning technology for wood burning devices sold (or resold) or installed in the Bay Area. NOXx
emissions contribute to ammonium nitrate formation that resides in the atmosphere as particulate
matter, so a reduction in NOx emissions reduces wintertime PM, s levels.



Table 1 Ambient Air Quality Standards

. o National Standards ©
Averaging California
Pollutant Time Standards
Primary ®© Secondary ®%
8-hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m®) | 0.075 ppm (147 pg/m®) —
Ozone (O3) 3 e i
1-hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m°) — Same as primary
Carbon Monoxide 8-hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m?) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?®) —
(CO) 1-hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m?®) 35 ppm (40 mg/m®) —
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 0.030 ppm (57 pg/m®) 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m®) Same as primary
(NOy) 1-hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m®) | 0.100 ppm" (189 pg/m®) —
Annual — —I —
- 3 _9 _
Sulfur Dioxide 24-hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m*) - e
(SOz) 3-hour — — 5 ppm ( Hg/m’)
1-hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m®) | 0.075 ppm? (196 pg/m®) —
PM Annual 20 pg/m® — Same as primary
10 24-hour 50 pg/m® 150 pg/m? Same as primary
oM Annual 12 pg/m® 15 pg/m®
25 24-hour No Separate State Standard 35 g/ m®
Calendar — 1.5 pg/m? Same as primary
Lead quarter
30-day 3
1.5 pg/m — —
average

Notes: ppm = parts per million

ug/m® = micrograms per cubic meter

mg/m?® = milligrams per cubic meter

(@) Standards, other than for ozone and those based on annual averages, are not to be exceeded more than once a year.

The ozone standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average
concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one.

(b) Concentrations are expressed first in units in which they were promulgated. Equivalent units given in parenthesis.

(c) Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.
Each state must attain the primary standards no later than 3 years after that state’s implementation plan is approved
by the EPA.

(d) Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated
adverse effects of a pollutant.

(e) The national 1-hour ozone standard was revoked by U.S. EPA on June 15, 2005. A new 8-hour standard was
established in May 2008.

() The form of the 1-hour NO, standard is the 3-year average of the 98" percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour
average concentration.

(g) On June 2, 2010 the U.S. EPA established a new 1-hour SO, standard, effective August 23, 2010, which is based on
the 3-year average of the annual 99" percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum. The EPA also revoked both the
existing 24-hour and annual average SO, standards.




Table 3 Highest Measured Air Pollutant Concentrations in Concord

Measured Air Pollutant Levels

Average
Pollutant Time 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Concord
1-Hour 0.098 ppm | 0.117 ppm | 0.105 ppm | 0.119 ppm | 0.106 ppm
Ozone (O3)
8-Hour 0.08 ppm | 0.092 ppm | 0.081 ppm | 0.088 ppm | 0.088 ppm
. 1-Hour 2.2 ppm 1.7 ppm 2.2 ppm 1.6 ppm 1.8 ppm
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
8-Hour 1.5 ppm 1.3 ppm 1.4 ppm 1.1 ppm 1.1 ppm
. o 1-Hour 0.055 ppm | 0.047 ppm | 0.049 ppm | 0.050 ppm | 0.040 ppm
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)*
Annual 0.001 ppm | 0.001 ppm | 0.001 ppm | 0.001 ppm | 0.009 ppm
Respirable Particulate 24-Hour | 42ug/m® | 81ug/m® | 52ug/m® | 51ug/m® | 33ug/m®
Matter (PMo) Annual 16.4 ug/m® | 18.5ug/m® | 16.8 ug/m® | 17.5ug/m® | 14.7 ug/m®
Fine Particulate Matter 24-Hour | 48.9 ug/m® | 62.1ug/m® | 46.2 ug/m® | 60.3 ug/m® | 39.0 ug/m®
(PMzs) Annual | 9.0ug/m® |93ug/m® |84ug/m® |93ug/m® |8.3ugm?

Source: BAAQMD Air Quality Summaries for 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009. Treat Boulevard monitoring

station in Concord.
Note:

ppm = parts per million and ug/m®= micrograms per cubic meter

Values reported in bold exceed ambient air quality standard
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AIR QUALITY IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS
Thresholds of Significance

CEQA Guidelines prepared by BAAQMD are used to establish the significance criteria to judge
the impacts caused by the project’. The recently adopted BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Thresholds for projects were used to evaluate air quality impacts from the project’. The
following are the significance criteria that are used to judge project impacts:

e A cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant or a precursor to that
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable national or
State ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions, which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors). This is judged by comparing direct and
indirect project emissions to the BAAQMD significance thresholds of 54 pounds per day
for ROG, NOx, or PM,s, and 82 pounds per day for PMjo. Annual significance
thresholds are 10 tons per year for ROG, NOx, or PM, s, and 15 tons per year for PMyp.

e A substantial contribution to an existing or projected violation of an ambient air quality
standard would result if the project would cause an exceedance of an ambient air quality
standard.

e EXxpose sensitive receptors or the general public to substantial pollutant concentrations.
This is evaluated by assessing the health risk in terms of cancer risk or hazards posed by
the placement of new sources of air pollutant emissions near existing sensitive receptors
or placement of new sensitive receptors near existing sources.

e Create or expose a substantial number of people to objectionable odors. This is evaluated
based on the potential for the project to generate odors that could affect nearby sensitive
receptors in a manner that would cause frequent complaints. The project is not
anticipated to be a source of objectionable odors that would affect sensitive receptors.

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. This is
evaluated by comparing the project effects on projections used in the latest Bay Area
Clean Air Plan and evaluating the plan features that would implement Clean Air Plan
Transportation Control Measures. The project would not affect population of vehicle
miles traveled forecasts used for Clean Air Plan projections.

Impact 1: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable national or State ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds
for ozone precursors)?

The Bay Area is considered a non-attainment area for ground-level ozone and PM, s under both
the Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act. The area is also considered non-
attainment for PMyo under the California Clean Air Act, but not the Federal Act. The area has
attained both State and Federal ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide. As part of an

2BAAQMD. 2010. California Environmental Quality Act, Air Quality Guidelines. June.
® The BAAQMD thresholds of significance were adopted June 2, 2010.
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effort to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards for ozone, PM,s and PM3y, BAAQMD
has established thresholds of significance for air pollutants. These thresholds are for ozone
precursor pollutants (reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides), PM,s and PMyy.

Construction and operational emissions (area and mobile source) associated with the proposed
project were estimated using the URBEMIS2007 (version 9.2.4) model, which is designed to
model emissions from development projects and recommended for use by the BAAQMD. The
model predicts daily and annual emissions associated with land use developments. For mobile
source emissions the model combines daily traffic activity with emission factors from the State’s
mobile source emission factor model (EMFAC2007).

Temporary Construction Emissions

Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary pollutant emissions, especially
during the grading phases. BAAQMD has established thresholds of significance for
construction-related emissions. These thresholds are 54 pounds per day for NOx, ROG, and
PM, s, and 82 pounds per day for PMy,. The PMyy and PM, 5 thresholds are for exhaust emissions
only. The thresholds are compared against average daily construction emissions. There are no
specific significance thresholds for fugitive dust since the BAAQMD relies on use of Best
Management Practices to mitigate potential dust impacts.

Detailed construction plans have not been developed at this time, so the URBEMIS2007
modeling relied upon model defaults for the proposed project. This is based on a project size of
78 single-family residences. An aggressive two-year construction schedule was assumed in the
modeling. A less aggressive schedule would likely result in lower daily emissions. The
following phases and schedule were assumed in the URBEMIS2007 modeling:

e Grading lasting almost one year that would occur in 2013. In this phase, the model
defaults were used with the addition of 2 scrapers that would be used for grading. This
would yield higher emissions than the model default conditions. A balanced fill was
assumed where substantial amounts of soil material are not imported or exported.

e Trenching for utilities in early 2014 that would last one month. The model default values
were assumed.

e Paving was assumed in 2014 and would last one month.

e Building construction was assumed to occur in 2014. The model defaults were used,
except a crane contained in the model default assumptions would not be necessary since
this project would involve the construction of single-family residences. Typically, diesel
forklifts and truck deliveries are the source of the majority of exhaust emissions. A diesel
powered generator was also assumed to operate each day; although, contractors typically
use line power once the infrastructure is developed.

e Architectural coating, or painting, was assumed to last over a 6-month period in 2014.
The emissions in the model are based on 250 gram per liter volatile organic compound
paint content. The modeled emissions were reduced by 30-percent to reflect BAAQMD
rules and regulations regarding architectural coatings (Regulation 8, Rule 3). The
BAAQMD regulations that pertain to architectural coatings are more stringent for typical
home construction paints than the URBEMIS2007 default values.
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Daily construction emissions for the proposed project were calculated with the URBEMIS2007
model assuming the one phase for construction that included demolition, grading, building
construction, paving and applications of architectural coatings. The predicted average daily
emissions from construction activities are shown in Table 4. These represent the average daily
emissions associated with the phase of the project that had the highest emissions in that year.

Table 4 Project Construction Emissions (pounds per day)

PMyo PM_s

Scenario ROG NOXx Exhaust | Exhaust
qur 2013 Construction 7 56 3 9
Emissions
Year_2014 E'@_Idmg and 33 13 1 1
Coating Emissions
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54
Significant? NO YES NO NO

Emissions of NOx would exceed the BAAQMD significance thresholds during the grading
phase. These emissions would be associated with use of heavy equipment necessary for grading
of the site. The NOx emissions during the grading phase would exceed BAAQMD thresholds
are considered to cause a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure 1: The following measures to control diesel exhaust emissions associated
with grading and new construction shall be implemented:

1. During the grading phase, the developer or contractor shall provide a plan for approval by
the Town or BAAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off-road
vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45
percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average for the
year 2010; This plan should address all equipment that will be on site for more than 2
working days,

2. During the building construction phase, establish on-site electric power to reduce the use
of diesel-powered generators and where feasible, on-site generators with internal
combustion engines shall utilize alternative fuels such as bio-diesel blended fuels;

3. If acceptable to the Town and neighbors, arrange for service to provide on-site meals for
construction workers to avoid travel to off-site locations;
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4. Stage construction equipment at least 200 feet from existing or new habitable residences;

5. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes in accordance with the California
airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations.
Clear signage shall be provided for truck operators and construction workers at all access
points.

6. 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.

7. Encourage use of alternative fuels for construction equipment.

8. Recycle construction waste generated on site to the greatest extent feasible that doesn’t
create new air quality impacts.

9. Require an on-site disturbance coordinator to ensure that the construction period
mitigation measures are enforced. This coordinator shall respond to complaints regarding
construction activities and construction caused nuisances. The phone number of this
disturbance coordinator shall be clearly posted at the construction site and provided to
nearby residences. A log documenting any complaints and the timely remedy or outcome
of such complaints shall be kept.

Significance after mitigation: Construction period NOx emissions would be reduced by 10 to
20 percent with this measure. Therefore, NOx emission with the mitigation measures in place
would be reduce to 51 pounds per day or less. This would be below the BAAQMD emissions
threshold for average daily NOx emissions. The impact would be reduced to less-than-significant
with this mitigation measure.

Operational Project Emissions

Emission sources associated with the proposed project would mostly be from vehicle travel.
There would also be emissions from areas sources that mostly include natural gas combustion for
space and water heating and use of consumer products. Operational emissions for the project
were computed using the URBEMIS2007 model with adjustments. As discussed above, the
maximum project size in terms of the number of single-family dwelling units was input to the
model. Unless otherwise noted below, the model defaults for the San Francisco Bay Area were
used.

Model Year

The model uses mobile emission factors from the California Air Resources Board’s
EMFAC2007 model. This model is sensitive to the year selected, since vehicle emissions have
and continue to be reduced through emission controls installed on new vehicles. The older
vehicles that emit much higher rates of air pollution are being replaced each year by the lower
emitting vehicles through attrition. The EMFAC2007 model predicts the effects of adopted
vehicle emission standards and fleet turnover on future emissions (i.e., standards adopted
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through 2006). Year 2015 was selected for operational air pollutant emissions, since this would
be about the earliest conceived year that the project could possibly be fully occupied. Later
years would have lower emissions.

Traffic

Trip generation rates provided by Hexagon Transportation Consultants were used. These
included the base rate of 9.57 trips per single family residence. Although the project would
include sidewalks, trails and bike paths/lanes, no adjustments to the number of daily trips were
made for these features. The traffic report indicates that, given the project setting, pedestrian and
bike trips would likely make up less than 1 percent of all trips.

Entrained Roadway Dust

In addition, modifications to the road dust model default settings for PM;o and PM, s emissions
were made by adjusting the silt loading on roadways to 0.035 grams per square meter. This is
the value used by BAAQMD for inventorying PM;o emissions from entrained roadway dust on
arterial and collector roadways.

Area Sources
Several adjustments to the model were made to account for area sources. These include:

e Energy efficiency would be 20 percent greater than current Title 24 standards
(prior to the 2008 Title 24 amendments). This should be achievable, because the
project would be subject to the new amendments to the State Building code;

e All residential units were assumed to have natural gas hookups (model defaults
to 60%);

e All units would be equipped with natural gas fireplaces or equivalent;

e At least 20 percent of landscape equipment would be electric powered since the
project would include exterior electrical outlets;

e Architectural coatings used would have VOC content of 30% lower than
assumed in the model, which would be consistent with Regulation 8, Rule 3
limits.

Daily operational emissions from the proposed project are shown in Table 5. These emissions
represent the net increase in emissions from the proposed project site in 2015 when the project
could be fully operational. The total increase in average daily emissions from operation of the
project is estimated to be below the significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD. Since
the average daily emissions from the project would be less than the emission thresholds for all
pollutants, this would be considered a less-than-significant impact.
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Table 5 Project Operational Emissions (pounds per day)

PMyo PMas
Scenario ROG NOx Exhaust | Exhaust
Area Sources 6 2 <1 <1
Operational Sources 4 5 6 1
Total 10 7 6 1
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54
Significant? NO NO NO NO

Impact 2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or

projected air quality violation?

This impact was evaluated in terms of project emissions that affect local air quality. Project
impacts to regional air quality (i.e., ozone, PMyo and PM, 5) were addressed under Impact 1.

Carbon monoxide emissions from traffic generated by operation of the project would be the
pollutant of greatest concern at the local level. Congested intersections with a large volume of
traffic have the greatest potential to cause high-localized concentrations of carbon monoxide.
Air pollutant monitoring data indicate that carbon monoxide levels have been at healthy levels
(i.e., below State and federal standards) in the Bay Area since the early 1990s. As a result, the
region has been designated as attainment for the standard. There is an ambient air quality
monitoring station in Concord that measures carbon monoxide concentrations. The highest
measured levels during the last 3 years are 2.2 ppm for 1-hour averaging periods and 1.4 ppm
during 8-hour averaging periods. These levels are well below ambient air quality standards.

The new BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines include criteria to determine if analysis of
carbon monoxide impacts is necessary. Under the screening criteria, dispersion modeling of
carbon monoxide emissions is only necessary in this situation if the total hourly volume of an
intersection affected by the proposed project exceeds 44,000 vehicles per hour. Intersections
affected by the project would have volumes that would be less than 10 percent of the screening
level volume. Therefore, it is concluded that the proposed project would not cause or contribute
to a violation of an ambient air quality standard and the impact is considered less-than-
significant.
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Impact 3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Dust from Temporary Construction

Dust would be generated during grading, and construction activities. The amount of dust
generated would be highly variable and is dependent on the size of the area disturbed, amount of
activity, soil conditions and meteorological conditions. Typical winds during late spring through
summer are from the west. Nearby sensitive land uses are residences that are separated by
roadways or open space. Closest residences would be about 150 feet from residential
development and about 100 feet from new roadways. Most construction activity would occur at
distances of 200 to 300 feet and further away. However, these nearby residences could be
adversely affected by dust if appropriate control measures are not employed during project
construction. In addition, construction dust emissions can contribute to regional PM;o emissions.

Although these construction activities would be temporary, they would have the potential to
cause both nuisance and health air quality impacts. PMyg is the pollutant of greatest concern
associated with dust. If uncontrolled, PM, levels downwind of actively disturbed areas could
possibly exceed State standards. In addition, dust fall on adjacent properties could be a nuisance.
If uncontrolled, dust generated by grading and construction activities represents a significant
impact.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Include measures to control construction dust emissions.

Implementation of the measures recommended by BAAQMD and listed below would reduce the
air quality impacts associated with grading and new construction to less- than-significant. The
contractor shall implement the following Best Management Practices that are required of all
projects:

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.

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.
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6. 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.

Significance after mitigation:  These mitigation measures would be considered best
management practices for controlling dust (PMio and PM;5) emissions. The impact would be
reduced to less-than-significant with this mitigation measure.

TAC Exposure

Operation of the project is not expected to cause any localized emissions that could expose
existing residences (i.e., sensitive receptors) to unhealthy air pollutant levels. The proposed
project is not located near sources of toxic air contaminants or large air pollution sources that
could result in community risk impacts.

Temporary construction activities would result in localized emissions of dust and diesel exhaust
that could result in temporary impacts to adjacent land uses. Construction equipment and truck
trips would be a temporary source of diesel particulate matter emissions. Existing residences
would be located near some of the construction areas. At some construction areas, residential
dwelling units would be located within 100 to 200 feet of the edge of construction areas.
However, much of the construction area would be more than 300 feet away from residential
dwelling units. An air quality concern from construction activity is excess lifetime cancer risk
from diesel particulate matter exposure. However, this activity would occur over a relatively
short time, so that overall exposure would be low in terms of causing an increase in cancer risk,
non-cancer risk or PM, s exposure. Even taking into account the increased sensitivity of fetuses
or infants to effects of TAC exposure, excess cancer risks would not be significant if appropriate
mitigation measures are included to reduce exposures at residences. Without proper measures to
reduce emissions, significant exposures could occur. As a result, this is considered a potentially
significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-1.

Significance after mitigation: Construction period diesel particulate matter emissions would be
reduced by 35 to 45 percent with this measure. In addition, exposures would be reduced by
staging equipment away from residences and limiting idle times. As a result, exposures would
be reduced to ensure that residences would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations
in the form of diesel particulate matter. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with this mitigation measure.

Impact 4: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
During construction, the various diesel powered vehicles and equipment in use onsite would

create localized odors. These odors would not likely be noticeable for extended periods of time
nor extend much beyond the project’s site boundaries. The proposed project is not near
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identified sources or odors that are likely to cause complaints. The potential for odors is,
therefore, less-than-significant.

Impact 5: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency responsible
for overseeing compliance with State and Federal laws, regulations, and programs within the San
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The BAAQMD, with assistance from the Association of Bay
Area Governments and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission has prepared and
implements specific plans to meet the applicable laws, regulations, and programs. Among them
are the Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan (1994), the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan, and the
Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. The BAAQMD has also developed CEQA guidelines to assist
lead agencies in evaluating the significance of air quality impacts. In formulating compliance
strategies, the BAAQMD relies on planned land uses established by local general plans. When a
project proposes to change planned uses, by requesting a general plan amendment, the project
may depart from the assumptions used to formulate BAAQMD in such a way that the cumulative
result of incremental changes may hamper or prevent the BAAQMD from achieving its goals.
This is because land use patterns influence transportation needs, and motor vehicles are the
primary source of air pollution. The proposed project would not require a General Plan
amendment that would result in greater population growth in Danville than currently projected.
The proposed project would not conflict with implementation of control measures contained in
the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. As a result, the proposed project would not conflict with the
clean air planning efforts and the impact would be less-than-significant.

GHGs and Global Warming

Global temperatures are affected by naturally occurring and anthropogenic-generated (generated
by mankind) atmospheric gases, such as water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous
oxide’.  Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases (GHG). Solar
radiation enters the earth’s atmosphere from space, and a portion of the radiation is absorbed at
the surface. The earth emits this radiation back toward space as infrared radiation. Greenhouse
gases, which are mostly transparent to incoming solar radiation, are effective in absorbing
infrared radiation and redirecting some of this back to the earth’s surface. As a result, this
radiation that otherwise would have escaped back into space is now retained, resulting in a
warming of the atmosphere. This is known as the greenhouse effect. The greenhouse effect
maintains a habitable climate. Natural processes and human activities emit GHGs. Emissions
from human activities, such as electricity production, motor vehicle use and agriculture are
elevating the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere, and are reported to have led to a trend of
unnatural warming of the earth’s natural climate, known as global warming or climate change.
Other than water vapor, the GHGs contributing to global warming include the following gases:

4 IPCC, 2007: Summary for Policymakers. In: Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis.

Contribution of Working Group | to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
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e Carbon dioxide, primarily a byproduct of fuel combustion.

e Nitrous oxide is a byproduct of fuel combustion and also associated with agricultural
operations such as fertilization of crops.

e Methane is commonly created by off-gassing from agricultural practices (e.g. keeping
livestock) and landfill operation.

e Chlorofluorocarbons that were widely used as refrigerants, propellants and cleaning
solvents but their production has been mostly reduced by international treaty.

e Hydrofluorocarbons are now used as a substitute for chlorofluorocarbons in refrigeration
and cooling.

e Perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride emissions are commonly created by industries
such as aluminum production and semiconductor manufacturing.

Gases in the atmosphere can contribute to the greenhouse effect both directly and indirectly.
Direct effects occur when the gas itself absorbs outgoing radiation. Indirect effects occur when
gases cause chemical reactions that produce other GHGs or prolong the existence of other
GHGs. The Global Warming Potential concept is used to compare the ability of each GHG to
trap heat in the atmosphere relative to carbon dioxide (CO;), which is the most abundant GHG.
CO; has a GWP of 1, expressed as CO,e. Other GHGs, such as methane and nitrous oxide are
commonly found in the atmosphere but at much lower concentrations. However, the GWP for
methane is 21, while nitrous oxide has a GWP of 310. Other trace gases, such as
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), which are halocarbons that
contain chlorine, have much greater GWPs. Fortunately these gases are found at much lower
concentrations and many are being phased out as a result of global efforts to reduce destruction
of stratospheric ozone. In the United States, CO, emissions account for about 85 percent of the
CO.e emissions, followed by methane at about eight percent and nitrous oxide at about five
percent.

Thresholds of Significance

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (Environmental Checklist) contains a list of air quality
effects that may be considered significant. The proposed project would have a significant effect
on the environment if it were to:

« Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment or

« Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

The BAAQMD recently adopted thresholds for evaluating GHG emissions from projects and
plans and developed guidelines for assessing these impacts®®. The thresholds include a bright
line emissions threshold of 1,100 metric tons of CO, equivalent (CO,e) per year or an emission
efficiency metric of 4.6 tons of CO.e per year per service population. Service population is the
sum of new residents and full time workers.

* BAAQMD 2010. BAAQMD CEQA Thresholds of Significance. June.
® BAAQMD. 2010. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines. May.
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Impact 6: Create greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment, based on any applicable threshold of significance?

GHG Emissions Analysis Methodology

Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the development of the proposed project were
calculated. ~The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and
BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines provide guidance for calculating project emissions’.
Emissions from area sources, mobile sources and electricity usage are recommended by
CAPCOA and BAAQMD. Area and mobile source emissions were calculated using the
URBEMIS2007 model, as recommended by BAAQMD and CAPCOA. BAAQMD developed
the BAAQMD Greenhouse Gas Model (BGM) that post processes the URBEMIS2007 output to
provide CO, equivalent (or COe) emissions for projects.

URBEMIS2007 is a computer model developed by the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
to estimate air pollutant emissions from land use developments. The model predicts emissions
for construction activities, area sources, and traffic associated with the project. The model uses
the latest statewide emission inventory models for mobiles sources (i.e., EMFAC2007) and
construction equipment (i.e., OFFROAD2007). The model is periodically updated to reflect
most recent emissions estimates for source types and incorporate accuracies in estimating
emission from land use activities. The latest version of this model (i.e., Version 9.2.4) was used
in this analysis. BGM is then used with the URBEMIS2007 modeling to provide operational
GHG emissions.

Construction Period

The BAAQMD does not have an adopted Threshold of Significance for construction-related
GHG emissions. The District recommends calculating the emissions and disclosure that GHG
emissions would occur during construction. BAAQMD also encourages the incorporation of
best management practices to reduce GHG emissions during construction where feasible and
applicable. Best management practices may include, but are not limited to: using alternative
fueled (e.g., biodiesel, electric) construction vehicles/equipment; using local building materials;
and recycling or reusing at least 50 percent of construction waste or demolition materials.

The URBEMIS2007 modeling conducted for the air quality analysis provided the estimate of
construction GHG emissions in the form of CO,. Emissions associated with construction were
assumed to all occur over two years: 2013 and 2014. Under this scenario, construction of the
project would emit 267 to 575 metric tons of CO, annually. This would be the emissions from
construction equipment, truck traffic and associated construction worker traffic.

These emissions, of up to 575 metric tons of CO, annually, were conservatively compared to the
BAAQMD operational threshold of 1,100 annual metric tons and determined to be a less-than-
significant impact for the construction period if appropriate best available control measures are
implemented. Mitigation measures for construction period impacts are identified in Mitigation

" California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, 2008, CEQA & Climate Change, January.
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Measure 1, which are considered consistent with BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines Best
management practices for reducing construction period GHG emissions.

Operation Period Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The URBEMIS2007 modeling file for the Year 2020 was used in the BGM model. This is the
same model input file used to compute project air quality impacts, with the only difference being
that GHG emissions were modeled for year 2020 to be consistent with AB 32 targets used by
BAAQMD to develop GHG significance thresholds. BGM is an Excel workbook tool that uses
the URBEMIS2007 file to provide GHG emissions in the form of equivalent CO, emissions
(CO2e) in metric tons per year. BGM provides emissions for transportation, areas sources,
electricity consumption, natural gas combustion, electricity usage associated with water usage
and wastewater discharge, and solid waste land filling and transport. Annual unmitigated and
mitigated emissions in term of metric tons per year are provided in Table 6 for existing uses
projected in 2020, proposed project full operation in 2020 and the increase caused by the
proposed project.

The proposed project would include features to that increase energy efficiency and reduce the
annual energy consumption of the project either directly or indirectly. These features include:

e Solar Compatibility

e Designed to be GreenPoint rated

e Tankless hot water heaters

e 15% plus over T-24

e High Efficiency irrigation systems

e Low emitting insulation at walls and ceilings

e Insulation on all hot water pipes

e Energy Star appliances

e Low VOC paints, caulking and construction adhesives
e Energy Star bath fans

e Low flow toilets

e HVAC filter MERV 8+

e High efficiency air conditioner with environmentally responsible refrigerants

At a minimum, the project would provide the option for upgrades to include solar panels on
individual residences.

Adjustments were made either in the BGM model or to the model output. These include:
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e Emissions associated with electricity consumption output by BGM were
adjusted to account for Pacific Gas & Electric utility’s (PG&E) lower emission
rate. BGM uses a statewide rate of 805 pounds of CO, per megawatt of
electricity produced, while the rate for PG&E is much lower. The PG&E reports
a certified rate of 559 metric tons of CO, for 2010. PG&E reports that emissions
with compliance under AB 32 would reduce PG&E’s 2020 emission rate to 290
metric tons per year.®. The derived 2020 rate for PG&E was was applied to
expected project electricity usage.

e A waste diversion rate of 50% was assumed.

The per capita rate is the total annual GHG emissions expressed in metric tons divided by the
population (i.e., number of residences). The number of persons that would be living at the
project was calculated assuming that there would be 2.78 persons per single-family unit. This
equates to 217 new residents.

Table 6 presents a summary of the results of the URBEMIS and BGM model analysis (model
output contained in Attachment 2) in terms of annual metric tons of equivalent CO, emissions
(MT of CO.elyr). The unmitigated project emissions of 1,108 MT of COe/yr would exceed the
BAAQMD threshold of 1,100 MT of CO.e/yr. Therefore, the rate of project GHG emissions (in
terms of annual emissions per person) was compared to the GHG significance threshold of 4.6
MT CO.elyear established by BAAQMD. The project per capita emissions would be 5.1 MT
COqelyear, which would exceed the BAAQMD significance. As a result, the project’s GHG
emissions could be considered to have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
impact and would be considered significant.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Recognizing that developing verifiable measures to reduce vehicle
travel are not practical, mitigation measures are aimed at reducing emissions associated with
energy usage. The project shall include the following features to reduce energy consumption that
could reduce the significant GHG emissions associated with the proposed project.

e Energy Efficient Buildings. During final design, the applicant shall develop Green
Building standards that would reduce energy-related GHG emissions beyond 20 percent
from those that would occur under Year 2005 Title 24 Building Code requirements. The
applicant shall present these to the Town prior the issuance of a building permit;

e Generate Solar Power. A minimum of 30% of the homes shall include solar power,
which would generate at least 100,000 kilowatt hours of electricity per year. A 200-watt
panel would produce about 365 kilowatt hours per year in the Danville area. It is
expected that a typical single family home in the project would include up to 8 panels per
home that provides 2,600 kilowatt hours. This equates to electricity generation of over
60,000 kilowatt hours per year for the project that was input to the BGM model.

e Reduce Water Consumption. The developer shall include drought tolerant landscaping in
all new homes to reduce water consumption;

8PG&E’s Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors Info Sheet .
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Significance after mitigation: By implementing the mitigation measures listed above, annual
GHG emissions would be reduced below the 1,100 MT of CO,e BAAQMD threshold.
Technically, this would be considered less-than-significant. The impact would be reduced to
less-than-significant with this mitigation.

Table 5. GHG Annual Emissions in Metric Tons

Project Name:
Project Years:

Magee Ranch Danville

2020

Emissions of CO2e in Metric Tons Per Year

Model Adjustments:

1) Used URBEMIS2007 trip generation rate for single-family uses
2) Used PG&E emission rates and adjusted for 2020 RPS target
3) Adjusted electricity usage for installation of solar panels

4) Assumed 20% redcution in energy usage due to Build it Green rating

5) Assumed 50% waste diversion through recycling programs

Emissions with Ei?;‘;‘::t;:h Mitigated Emissions BAAQMD
Source Category Unmitigated Emissions Project and City PG&E rates with PG&E rates Threshold of
Conditions i adjusted for RPS Significance
adjusted for RPS
Transportation: 717.3 717.3 717 717
Area Source: 1.0 1.0 1 1
Electricity: 1725 120.0 62 43
Natural Gas: 205.4 164.3 205 164
Water & Wastewater: 14.9 14.5 10 9
Solid Waste: 112.2 56.1 112 56
Total: 1108 991 1,100
New Population 78 Single Family units = 217 persons
based on 2.78 persons per dwelling
Emissions per capita 5.1 4.6 4.6

Impacts of Global Climate Change on the Project.

Global climate change (GCC) is expected to affect water resources in California overall, and in
particular, areas that rely upon the Sierra Nevada snowfall and snow pack. Because this project
is in an area that does not rely on this source of water, it would experience less of an impact due
to this phenomenon. In addition, GCC is expected to influence many interconnected phenomena,

which will in turn affect the rate of climate change itself. Besides effects on water supply for

areas served by Sierra Nevada precipitation, the following are other global climate change issues
that may adversely impact the project:

Sea levels
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Water supplies available in surface reservoirs
Water demand
Surface water quality
Groundwater quality or recharge characteristics
Fisheries and aquatic resources




= Flooding/flood control
= Sudden temperature and other climatic changes

It can be assumed that under a long-term cumulative condition, one or more of the above
significant adverse impacts may occur. For this EIR, a quantitative determination of which and
how the above indirect effects of climate change would affect the project occupants is considered

speculative and, therefore, is not provided.
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ATTACHMENT 1
URBEMIS2007 MODELING OUTPUT

Project Name: Magee Ranch

Construction Period Emissions 2013 and 2014

Source ROG NOXx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CO2
Emissions from Existing Uses in pounds per day tons/year MT tons/year
2013 Construction 6.8 56.4 25 2.3 634.2 575.3
2014 Construction 24.1 134 11 1.0 293.6 266.4
-30% applied to 2014 ROG architectual coatings =-9.2
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54 --

Note that ROG emissions from architectual coatings reduced by 30 percent
to account for BAAQMD Reg. 8, Rule 3.

Project Name: Magee Ranch

Operational Period Emissions 2015

Source ROG NOXx PM10 PM2.5
urbemis Output - Emissions in pounds per day

Area(mitigated) 5.2 1.7 <1.0 <1.0

Operational 3.9 4.0 5.1 1.1

Total 9.1 5.7 5.1 11

BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54




ATTACHMENT 2

Summary of Emissions with Post Processing

Project Name:
Project Years:

Magee Ranch Danville
2020
Emissions of CO2e in Metric Tons Per Year

Emissions with Ez?sr:;:f:::i‘:h Mitigated Emissions BAAQMD
Source Category Unmitigated Emissions Project .ar.ld City PG&E rates wiFh PG&E rates Tli1re:sln10Id of
Conditions adjusted for RPS adjusted for RPS Significance
Transportation: 717.3 717.3 717 717
Area Source: 1.0 1.0 1 1
Electricity: 172.5 120.0 62 43
Natural Gas: 205.4 164.3 205 164
Water & Wastewater: 14.9 14.5 10 9
Solid Waste: 112.2 56.1 112 56
Total: 1108 991 1,100
New Population 78 Single Family units = 217 persons
based on 2.78 persons per dwelling
Emissions per capita 5.1 4.6 4.6

Model Adjustments:

1) Used URBEMIS2007 trip generation rate for single-family uses
2) Used PG&E emission rates and adjusted for 2020 RPS target

3) Adjusted electricity usage for installation of solar panels
4) Assumed 20% redcution in energy usage due to Build it Green rating

5) Assumed 50% waste diversion through recycling programs

Results from The Bay Area Air Quality Management District Greenhouse Gas Model (BGM)




Summary Results

Project Name: Magee Ranch Subdivision

Project and Baseline Years:

2020

Unmitigated Project-
Baseline CO2e (metric

N/A

Mitigated Project-
Baseline CO2e (metric

Results tons/year) tons/year)
Transportation: 717.29 717.29
Area Source: 1.03 1.03
Electricity: 172.45 119.97
Natural Gas: 205.43 164.34
Water & Wastewater: 14.92 14.50
Solid Waste: 112.20 56.10
Agriculture: 0.00 0.00
Off-Road Equipment: 0.00 0.00
Refrigerants: 0.00 0.00
Sequestration: N/A 0.00
Purchase of Offsets: N/A 0.00
Total:| 1,223.32 | 1,073.23

Baseline is currently: OFF

Baseline Project Name:
Go to Settings Tab to Turn On Baseline



Detailed Results

Unmitigated CO2 (metric tpy) CH4 (metric tpy) N20 (metric tpy) CO2e (metric tpy) % of Total
Transportation*: 717.29 58.63%
Area Source: 0.83 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.08%
Electricity: 172.18 0.00 0.00 172.45 14.10%
Natural Gas: 204.91 0.02 0.00 205.43 16.79%
Water & Wastewater: 14.90 0.00 0.00 14.92 1.22%
Solid Waste: 0.78 5.31 N/A 112.20 9.17%
Agriculture: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00%
Off-Road Equipment: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00%
Refrigerants: N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00%
Sequestration: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Purchase of Offsets: N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total:] 1,223.32 100.00%

* Several adjustments were made to transportation emissions after they have been imported from URBEMIS.

After importing from URBEMIS, CO2 emissions are converted to metric tons and then adjusted to account for the "Pavley"

regulation. Then, CO2 is converted to CO2e by multiplying by 100/95 to account for the contribution of other GHGs (CH4, N20, and HFCs [from leaking air cond
Finally, CO2e is adjusted to account for th low carbon fuels rule.

Mitigated CO2 (metric tpy) CH4 (metric tpy) N20 (metric tpy) CO2e (metric tpy) % of Total
Transportation*: 717.29 66.83%
Area Source: 0.83 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.10%
Electricity: 119.78 0.00 0.00 119.97 11.18%
Natural Gas: 163.92 0.02 0.00 164.34 15.31%
Water & Wastewater: 14.48 0.00 0.00 14.50 1.35%
Solid Waste: 0.39 2.65 N/A 56.10 5.23%
Agriculture: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00%
Off-Road Equipment: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00%
Refrigerants: N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00%
Sequestration: N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00%
Purchase of Offsets: N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00%
Total| 1,073.23 100.00%




Mitigation Measures Selected:

Transportation: Go to the following tab: Transp. Detail Mit for a list of the transportation mitigation measures selected (in URBE
Electricity: The following mitigation measure(s) have been selected to reduce electricity emissions.

Onsite Renewable Energy Systems - Solar 61500 kwh/year generated

Natural Gas: The following mitigation measure(s) have been selected to reduce natural gas emissions.

Water and Wastewater: The following mitigation measure(s) have been selected to reduce water and wastewater emissions.

Drought Tolerant Landscaping 10 % Reduction Outdoor Use

Solid Waste: The following mitigation measure has been selected to reduce solid waste related GHG emissions.
Reduce Solid Waste by the Following Percentage 50 Solid Waste Reduction %
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August 2, 2012

Wendi E. Baker

SummerHill Homes

3000 Executive Parkway, Suite 450
San Ramon, CA 94583

Subject: Addendum to the biological evaluation prepared for Magee Ranch in Danville,
California (PN 1385-05)

Dear Wendi:

At your request, Live Oak Associates, Inc. (LOA), has prepared this addendum to the biological
evaluation (LOA 2012) dated July 31, 2012, for the Magee Ranch project in Danville, California.
This addendum addresses revised impacts resulting from a change to the proposed project
described in the July 2012 biological evaluation report.

The project originally proposed 78 residential units, including 10 custom lots, on the 410-acre
Magee Ranch property. The project now proposes 70 residential units, including 7 custom lots,
on the same 410 acres (Ruggeri Jensen Azar & Associates 2012). No changes are proposed for
Magee East. Five production lots and three custom lots have been eliminated from the project
design for Magee West. Magee West is now proposed to have three production lots off of
McCauley Road and three custom lots. A new access road from Diablo Road that would have
crossed East Branch Green Valley Creek and two storm drain outfalls have also been eliminated
from the project design for Magee West.

The revised project proposes to locate the subdivision on approximately 128.4 acres on the flatter
portions of the northern part of the site, avoiding steeper slopes and ridgelines. The 63 single-
family production lots and associated infrastructure (e.g., access roads) would be clustered on
approximately 33.2 acres; the 7 custom home sites would be located on 95.2 acres,
approximately 26.4 acres of which will be placed under a deed restriction (Table 1). In total, up
to approximately 102 acres of the site will be developed.

The biological evaluation report (LOA 2012) identified the following potentially significant
impacts to biological resources:
e Loss of California red-legged frog habitat and potential injury or mortality of individual
California red-legged frogs;
e Potential injury or mortality of individual western pond turtles;



e Disturbance to active raptor and migratory bird nests;

e Disturbance to burrowing owls and active burrowing owl nests;

e Potential injury or mortality of American badgers;

e Loss of riparian habitat and fill of jurisdictional waters; and

e Removal of trees, including northern California black walnuts.

Table 1. Magee Ranch impact and preserved land acreages.
Magee East Magee West
(acres) (acres) Total (acres)

Total area 335 75 410
Permanent impacts (excluding custom lots) 31.4 1.8 33.2
Custom lots 22.0 73.2 95.2
Preserved lands (total) 287.8 20.3 308
Presgr\{ed lands (custom lots under deed 6.1 203 26.4
restriction)

The reduced number of lots would reduce total permanent impacts to upland habitat, riparian
habitat, and jurisdictional waters from 35.4 acres to 33.2 acres, a decrease of 2.2 acres. When
considered against the total permanent habitat impacts, this decrease would not reduce impacts to
a less than significant level.

The original project was determined to result in approximately 0.3 acres of permanent and
temporary impacts to riparian habitat along East Branch Green Valley Creek and the fill of
approximately 0.5 acres of jurisdictional waters. The revised project has eliminated a creek
crossing and two storm drain outfalls from Magee West. Because the elimination of these
features would reduce impacts to riparian habitat and jurisdictional waters by a small amount
(i.e., several hundred square feet), the estimated extent of overall impacts remains the same. As
discussed in the biological report, the final mitigation amounts will be determined by the actual
impacts, which will be calculated during the design phase.

Impacts to California red-legged frogs, western pond turtles, active raptor and migratory bird
nests, burrowing owls and active burrowing owl nests, and American badgers would still be
considered significant.

The project as described in the biological evaluation report (LOA 2012) would have resulted in
the removal of 55 trees. The revised project would result in the removal of 38 trees (HortScience
2012). Of the trees recommended for removal, four have protected status, and none have
heritage status. Five of the trees that are likely to be removed are northern California black
walnuts, a CRPR 1B species. The removal of trees regardless of size would constitute a
significant impact.

All of the respective mitigation measures described in the biological evaluation report (LOA
2012) would adequately reduce the above impacts to a less than significant level.

Live Oak Associates, Inc.



In summary, the revised project would result in a slight decrease in permanent impacts but would
not reduce any impacts to biological resources described in the biological evaluation report
(LOA 2012) to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures described in the report would
adequately offset all impacts resulting from the revised project plans. No new impacts would
result from the revised plans.

If you have any questions regarding our conclusions, please contact me at dohlson@loainc.com
or (408) 281-5886 at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

Davinna Ohlson, M.S.
Senior Project Manager
Plant/Wildlife Ecologist
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Live Oak Associates, Inc., conducted an investigation of the biological resources of the
approximately 410-acre Magee Ranch property located off of Diablo Road and Blackhawk Road
in the Town of Danville, Contra Costa County, California.

The proposed project consists of the development of approximately 68 single-family production
lots and ten custom lots on approximately 128 acres on the flatter portions of the northern part of
the site, along East Branch Green Valley Creek. A minimum of 25% of the lots would
incorporate second dwelling units in order to comply with the Town’s inclusionary housing
requirements. Associated elements include two access roads crossing the creek, several outfalls
along the creek, and a recreational trail. Approximately 308 acres of the site will be preserved as
open space, including placement of approximately 28% of the total area of the custom lots under
a deed restriction.

The site consists of rangelands used for cattle grazing as well as horse corrals. East Branch
Green Valley Creek runs along the site’s northern perimeter. The site also supports a number of
unnamed seasonal drainages and impoundments, including a borrow pit and stock pond.

Protocol surveys were completed for the site in 2011 and 2012 for California red-legged frogs
(CRLF). Adult and juvenile CRLF were detected in East Branch Green Valley Creek, which
functions as a movement corridor for the species but does not provide suitable breeding habitat.
CRLF were also detected breeding in an offsite detention basin. Avoidance and minimization
measures have been provided. The creation and enhancement of riparian and aquatic habitat
within the 308 acres of the site to be preserved as open space, as well as management of the
upland habitats in the preserved lands, would compensate for impacts to riparian and upland
habitat for the California red-legged frog. Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
regarding this species may be required prior to site disturbance.

Western pond turtles may also use aquatic habitats on the site. Mitigation measures
implemented for the California red-legged frog would accommodate impacts to this species as
well.

Larval surveys were completed in 2011 for California tiger salamanders, considered a very good
year for breeding for the species given the nearly 200% of normal rainfall. No California tiger
salamanders were detected in the onsite stock pond and the offsite detention basin immediately
adjacent to the site. While these surveys alone are typically not considered adequate by the
resource agencies to conclude the species is absent, they do provide a basis to estimate the
probability of occurrence onsite. Therefore, it is unlikely that this species breeds or aestivates
within the adjacent upland habitat on the site. Impacts to individual CTS and their habitat are
considered less than significant given the negative results of the larval surveys and the fact that
the closest project element is situated more than 1500 ft. to the north of the onsite pond.

Other California species of special concern that may occur on the site include the western

burrowing owl, yellow warbler, and American badger. These species were not detected and
i
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therefore, the project will result in a less than significant impact to loss of habitat for them. To
accommodate unforeseen future colonization by any of these species, mitigation measures have
been included to ensure individuals are not harmed, injured or killed, particular individual
burrowing owl and badger.

While no nests were observed, the timing of site development could also result in harm or injury
to tree-nesting raptors (both special status raptor and non-special status raptor species), should
they occur on the site in the future prior to development. Preconstruction surveys have been
proposed as mitigation to ensure the project would not harm, injure or kill any tree nesting
raptors and any dependent young.

Jurisdictional waters are present on the site in the form of East Branch Green Valley Creek, an
unnamed seasonal drainage in the south half of the site, various smaller seasonal drainages, and
impoundments, including the stock pond, borrow pit, and a small erosional pit. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the Regional Water Quality Control Board regulate these features. The
creek and drainages are also regulated by the California Department of Fish and Game. Permits
would be required from all three agencies for placement of fill in jurisdictional waters/drainages.
These permits are usually issued after the certification of the CEQA document and they require
the preparation of a mitigation plan that outlines how the project will replace any lost functions
or values of jurisdictional habitats. Typical mitigation measures include the creation of
replacement habitat, habitat enhancement, and/or the preservation of existing habitat via a deed
restriction at a replacement-to-disturbance ratio that accommodates the lost functions and values
of the habitat being replaced..

Northern California black walnuts and a small population of Congdon’s tarplant, both of which
are CRPR 1B species, are present within the development footprint. Mitigation measures to
offset impacts to the walnuts and other trees are provided. The onsite area where Congdon’s
tarplant was found is heavily used by humans and is subjected to ongoing anthropogenic
disturbances. Given the numerous and far larger populations of Congdon’s tarplant in the region,
impacts to Congdon’s tarplant on Magee Ranch would be considered less than significant.
Focused rare plant surveys did not detect the presence of any other special status plant species
within the development footprint.

The removal of trees should be mitigated for according to the formula provided in the Town’s
tree ordinance. Trees to be retained onsite should be protected pursuant to the consulting
arborist’s tree preservation guidelines.

Impacts to habitat for native wildlife, wildlife movements, and degradation of water quality in
seasonal creeks, reservoirs, and downstream waters would be considered less-than-significant.

A future public trail network is being considered on lands to be preserved as open space on
Magee East and while noted in this document, analysis of impacts for this trail will be left to the
entity that chooses to design and construct the trail. This entity would need to prepare a separate
CEQA analysis that analyzes potential impacts and provide for suitable mitigations to reduce any
identified impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, the trail network is only
conceptually discussed and its alignment is expected to occur along existing roads that connect

1l
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the existing Sycamore Valley Open Space trail on lands immediately east of the site. The trail
connection point and any deviations from the existing road alignments could impact special
status plants and animals, waters of the U.S. and sensitive habitats, and trees. Any future

analysis would need to ascertain if impacts occur to rare plants, special status animals, waters of
the U.S. and sensitive habitats, and trees.

iii
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Live Oak Associates, Inc. (LOA), has prepared the following report, which describes the biotic
resources of the approximately 410-acre Magee Ranch property located off of Diablo Road and
Blackhawk Road in the Town of Danville, Contra Costa County, California, and evaluates likely
impacts to these resources resulting from build-out of a residential subdivision and custom
residential lots. The project site is located in the Diablo 7.5” U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
quadrangle in sections 21, 22, 23, 26, and 27 of township 1 south, range 1 west.

Development projects can damage or modify biotic habitats used by sensitive plant and wildlife
species. In such cases, these activities may be regulated by state or federal agencies, subject to
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and/or covered by policies and
ordinances of the Town of Danville. This report addresses issues related to: 1) sensitive biotic
resources occurring on the site; 2) the federal, state, and local laws regulating such resources, and
3) mitigation measures which may be required to reduce the magnitude of anticipated impacts.

As such, the objectives of this report are to:

e Summarize all site-specific information related to existing biological resources;

e Make reasonable inferences about the biological resources that could occur onsite based
on habitat suitability and the proximity of the site to a species’ known range;

e Summarize all state and federal natural resource protection laws that may be relevant to
possible future site development;

e ldentify and discuss project impacts to biological resources likely to occur on the site
within the context of CEQA or any state or federal laws; and

e ldentify avoidance and mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level as identified by CEQA and that are generally consistent with
recommendations of the resource agencies for affected biological resources.

Live Oak Associates, Inc. Magee Ranch Biological Evaluation
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The analysis of impacts, as discussed in Section 3.0 of this report, is based on the known and
potential biotic resources of the site, discussed in Section 2.0. Sources of information used in the
preparation of this analysis included: 1) the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CDFG
2011), 2) the Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California (CNPS 2011),
and 3) manuals and references related to plants and animals of the East Bay. A reconnaissance-
level field survey of the study area was conducted on January 6, 2010, by LOA ecologists
Davinna Ohlson and Melissa Denena and on April 7, 2010, by Ms. Ohlson and LOA ecologist
Nathan Hale, at which time the principal biotic habitats and land uses of the site were identified,

and the constituent plants and animals of each were noted.

A formal wetland delineation of the site was completed on April 16, 2010, and August 23, 2010.
Focused rare plant surveys were completed on March 16, April 22, June 9, and August 24, 2011.
Larval surveys for California tiger salamanders were completed on March 23, April 14, and May
11, 2011. California red-legged frog (CRLF) surveys were completed from February through
June 2011. Supplemental CRLF surveys were conducted from March through July 2012.

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Magee Ranch comprises the approximately 335-acre Magee East site and approximately 75-acre
Magee West site. The project proposes approximately 68 single-family, residential lots with a
minimum 10,000 sq. ft. lot and ten custom lots from 5 to 18.4 acres in area (Figure 2). The
project proposes to locate the subdivision on approximately 128 acres on the flatter portions of
the northern part of the site, avoiding steeper slopes and ridgelines. The 68 single-family
production lots and associated infrastructure (e.g., access roads) would be clustered on
approximately 35.3 acres; the 10 custom home sites would be located on 93 acres, approximately
26.4 acres of which will be placed under a deed restriction. In total, up to approximately 102
acres of the site will be developed.

Live Oak Associates, Inc. Magee Ranch Biological Evaluation
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Approximately 60 production lots and 4 custom lots would be developed on Magee East,
primarily along East Branch Green Valley Creek. These homes would be accessed via a new
road off of Blackhawk Road. Three production lots off of McCauley Road, five production lots
off of a new entrance from Diablo Road, and six custom lots are proposed for Magee West. A
minimum of 25% of the lots would be required to incorporate second dwelling units in order to

comply with the Town’s inclusionary housing requirements.

Associated infrastructure would include the aforementioned access road from Diablo Road and
an access road from Blackhawk Road in the panhandle east of Jillian Way. These access roads
would cross East Branch Green Valley Creek. The access road from Blackhawk Road to the
Magee East portion of the site would follow the general path of the existing ranch road. The

existing access to Magee East via San Andreas Drive would be discontinued.

Six storm-drain system outfalls, four on Magee East and two on Magee West, are proposed to
feed water into East Branch Green Valley Creek. These outfalls are part of a public dual storm
drain system that collects and conveys storm water runoff from hillsides and open space areas to
the creek and also collects and conveys storm water runoff from impervious surfaces to onsite
bioretention basins. Approximately five geotechnical subdrain outfalls across both properties
will also convey water into the creek. The locations of the subdrain outfalls had not been

finalized at the time this report was prepared.

Improvements to existing culverts along the creek are also proposed. These include removal and
replacement of a cattle gate and the clearing of sediment debris at the Clydesdale Drive culvert

and removal and replacement of the cattle gate at the Avenida Nueva culvert.

A recreational trail is proposed to begin at the Blackhawk Road entrance and generally parallel
the proposed access road from this location to the point that the proposed EVA intersects Diablo
Road.

A future public trail network is also being considered on lands to be preserved as open space on
Magee East. The trail network is conceptually proposed for alignment along existing fire and
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private service roads. The applicant would dedicate one or more easements for another agency
to construct and maintain the public trail network. This network would connect to the existing

Sycamore Valley Open Space trail on lands immediately east of the site.

Approximately 308 acres of the site will be preserved as open space (Table 1). This includes
placement of approximately 28% of the total area of the custom lots, or approximately 26.4

acres, under a deed restriction. Approximately 281.6 acres on Magee East will be retained as
open space.

Table 1. Magee Ranch impact and preserved land acreages.
Magee East Magee West
(acres) (acres) Total (acres)

Total area 335 75 410
Permanent impacts (excluding custom lots) 314 4 35.3
Custom lots 22.0 71.0 93.0
Preserved lands (total) 287.8 20.2 308
rP:se::(l:';/iz:)lands (custom lots under deed 6.2 202 26.4

6
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The approximately 410-acre site is located in Danville, California, and is bounded by single-
family residences, Blackhawk Road, and Diablo Road to the north; by rangelands and McCauley
Road to the west; and by rangelands or open space to the south and east. The site ranges in
elevation from approximately 430 ft. (131 m) National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) in the
northwestern corner to approximately 955 ft. (290 m) NGVD in the southern half of the site.
Surrounding land uses include residential and open space. Mt. Diablo State Park is located
approximately one mile northeast of the site. The site itself consists of rangelands, municipal
water storage, cell sites and several small structures (e.g., horse corrals, small equipment storage
buildings, parking areas, access roads, etc.; see Figures 3 and 4) that supported the on-going

ranching operation.

Five soil types from five soil series—Alo, Botella, Cropley, Diablo, and Pescadero—were
identified on the project site (Figure 3; Table 2; NRCS 2007). Of the five soils series, Botella,
Cropley, and Pescadero soils are considered hydric. Hydric soils are soils that are saturated,
flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in
the upper part. Under sufficiently wet conditions, they support the growth and regeneration of
hydrophytic vegetation. The other soil types are not considered hydric, although hydric
inclusions may occur. Alo and Diablo soils are mildly alkaline; as such, they may support
special status plant species that are adapted to these soil conditions. Serpentine soils are absent

from the site.

The East Bay has a Mediterranean climate with warm to hot dry summers and cool winters.
Annual precipitation in the general vicinity of the site is highly variable from year to year.
Average annual rainfall is approximately 16 inches, most of which falls between October and
April. Stormwater runoff readily infiltrates the site’s soils; when field capacity has been reached,
gravitational water drains into the seasonal tributaries on the site as shallow groundwater or as

surface sheet flow.

Lands surrounding the site have been modestly developed with roads and residences. Some

lands immediately west of the site and south of East Branch Green Valley Creek remain as opens

7
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space rangelands. To the north of the site, the residential landscape gives way to the significant
open space areas that make up Mt. Diablo State Park. The intervening residential habitats and
roads constrain, but do not eliminate access of the site for wildlife from these more substantial

open space regions.

Table 2: Soils occurring on Magee Ranch (NRCS 2007).

Map Surface Hardpan/
Soil Series/Soil Symbol Parent Material Permeability Duripan Hydric
ALO SERIES Material weathered from
Alo clay, 30 to 50% slopes AaF shale or sandstone on Slow No No
Alo clay, 50 to 75% slopes AaG mountains

BOTELLA SERIES Alluvial material from

Botella clay loam, 0 to 2% BaA . Moderately slow No Yes
sedimentary rocks

slopes
CROPLEY SERIES Alluvium from mixed rock Slow No Yes
Cropley clay, 2 to 5% slopes CkB sources
DIABLO SERIES Residuum weathered from
Diablo clay, 30 to 50% slopes DdF shale, sandstone, and
consolidated sediments Slow No No
with minor areas of
tuffaceous material.
PESCADERO SERIES Alluvium from sedimentary
Pescadero clay loam Pb roclfs. Poorly drained. Very Slow No Yes
Mild to moderately
alkaline.

2.1 BIOTIC HABITATS

Five biotic habitats and one land use were identified on the project site (Figure 4). For the
purposes of this report, the habitats were classified as “valley oak savannah,” “annual grassland,”
“mixed oak woodland,” “riparian woodland/seasonal drainage,” and “wetland/stock pond.” The
land use was classified as “developed/ruderal.” A list of the vascular plant species observed on
the project site and the terrestrial vertebrates using, or potentially using, the site are provided in
Appendices A and B, respectively.

2.1.1 Valley Oak Savannah

The site primarily consists of valley oak savannah and annual grassland (section 2.1.2). Some
small, moderately dense stands of trees occur near the seasonal drainage channels, while

individual trees are scattered through the remainder of this habitat. Valley oaks (Quercus lobata)

9
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are the dominant trees in this habitat with some coast live oaks interspersed throughout.
Grasslands constitute the oak savannah understory and are dominated by annual grasses and
forbs of European origin. Non-native annual grasses common to this habitat include soft chess
(Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), oats (Avena sp.), Italian ryegrass
(Lolium multiflorum), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum ssp. gussoneanum) and annual
bluegrass (Poa annua). Common non-native forbs include redstem filaree (Erodium
cicutarium), burclover (Medicago polymorpha), curly dock, yellow star thistle (Centauria

solstitialis), and rose clover (Trifolium hirtum).

This habitat and the site’s grasslands provide important habitat to many terrestrial vertebrates.
The presence of oaks scattered within the grassland habitat supports a high diversity of wildlife.
A number of these species are expected to utilize grasslands occurring in the valley oak savannah

habitat occurring on the site throughout all or part of the year as breeding and foraging habitat.

Rotting tree debris, thatch, leaf litter, and small mammal burrows provide cover for several
reptile species that forage in grasslands for small mammals and birds. These include the western
fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis) and California alligator lizard (Elgaria multicarinata),
both of which were observed during field surveys, and gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer). They
may also provide suitable cover and aestivation habitat for amphibians.

Numerous resident and migratory birds breed and forage in oak savannah habitats. Raptors
observed in these areas of the site include the turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), white-tailed kite
(Elanus leucurus), and red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis). Other birds observed in this habitat
include the northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya), western scrub-jay
(Aphelocoma californica), violet green swallow (Tachycineta thalassina), cliff swallow
(Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), dark-eyed junco (Junco
hyemalis), and Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus).

Mammals are common to this habitat. California ground squirrels (Spermophilus beecheyi) and
their burrows were observed throughout the site, and Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomonys bottae)
burrows were also present on the site. Other small mammals likely to occur in this habitat
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include the western harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys megalotis) and California meadow vole
(Microtus californicus). Small mammals often attract predators, including reptiles and birds
previously discussed. The abundance of small mammals also attracts larger mammalian
predators known to occur in the region, including coyotes (Canis latrans), gray foxes (Urocyon
cinereoargenteus), and bobcats (Lynx rufus). Black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus
columbianus) were also present on the site. Bat species such as the Mexican free-tailed bat

(Tadarida brasiliensis) may forage over this habitat for insects.

2.1.2 Annual Grassland

Annual grassland habitat is also prevalent throughout the site and is dominated by the same
constituent grass and forb species making up the grassland matrix within the valley oak savannah
habitat (section 2.1.1). As with floral species, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals found
utilizing the grassland understory of the valley oak savannah habitat would also be expected to
occur in this habitat. Particularly dense areas of ground squirrel burrow complexes were present
on the hillsides near the borrow pit along East Branch Green Valley Creek and near the stock

pond at the southern end of the site.

2.1.3 Mixed Oak Woodland

Vegetation in the western portion of the site is dominated by a fairly dense, naturally occurring
stand of mature oak trees consisting of coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), blue oak (Quercus
douglasii), and valley oak, along with some California buckeye (Aesculus californicus) trees.
Within this habitat type, the understory vegetation is a mix of shade-tolerant woodland shrubs
and forbs and annual grasses and forbs typical of annual grasslands. Some of the woodland
understory sub-shrub and forb species observed include yarrow (Achilla millefolium), shepherd’s
purse (Capsella bursa-pastoris), valley tassels (Castillega attenuata), redstem filaree, wild
geranium (Geranium dissectum), shining peppergrass (Lepidium nitidum), miniature lupine
(Lupinus bicolor), purple sanicle (Sanicula bipinnatifida), poison oak (Toxicodendron
diversilobum), and purple vetch (Vicia sativa ssp. sativa). Non-native annual grasses occurring
in the valley oak savannah and annual grassland habitats were also present.

12
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Logs, fallen branches, leaf litter, tree cavities, and small burrows provide cover for several reptile
and amphibian species that forage in the woodland habitats of the site, including the slender
salamander (Batrachoseps attenuatus), western fence lizard, southern alligator lizard, gopher

snake, and western terrestrial garter snake (Thamnophis elegans).

Numerous resident and migratory birds breed, roost, and forage in woodland habitats. Raptors
observed in these areas of the site include the northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), red-shouldered
hawk (Buteo lineatus), and red-tailed hawk. Other birds observed in this habitat include the wild
turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), acorn woodpecker
(Melanerpes formicivorus), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), American crow (Corvus
branchyrhynchos), western scrub-jay, Steller’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri), dark-eyed junco, white-

breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis), and western bluebird (Sialia mexicana).

Mammal species occurring in the adjacent valley oak savannah and annual grasslands would also

be expected to occur within this habitat.

2.1.4 Riparian Woodland and Seasonal Drainage

East Branch Green Valley Creek generally flows in a northwesterly direction along portions of
the northern perimeter of the site and conveys water perennially. A number of lesser order
seasonal tributary channels and channel fragments are also present on the site but were dry at the

time of the field surveys (Figure 4).

Riparian habitat having a relatively dense, closed canopy is associated with East Branch Green
Valley Creek and a well-defined, unnamed channel in the south half of the site. The overstory
vegetation was dominated by valley oaks, coast live oaks, California buckeye, northern
California black walnut (Juglans hindsii), and willows (Salix spp.). A shrub layer was largely
absent, while the herbaceous understory consisted of such species as mugwort (Artemisia
douglasiana), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), curly dock (Rumex crispus), milk thistle
(Silybum marianum), bristly ox-tongue (Picris echioides), and Baltic rush (Juncus balticus).
Along East Branch Green Valley Creek, cattails (Typha sp.) and watercress (Nasturtium

officinale) were present in the channel itself, although the channel was mostly devoid of
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vegetation. The seasonal drainage channels lacking associated riparian habitat supported upland
herbaceous species similar to that of the surrounding upland habitat (section 2.1.2).

Native California roach (Lavinia symmetricus) and introduced western mosquitofish (Gambusia
affinis) were observed in East Branch Green Valley Creek. The creek and the various other
drainages provide a seasonal source of drinking water for species occurring in the surrounding

habitats and, when wet, also provide breeding habitat for pacific treefrogs (Hyla regilla).

Riparian systems serve as dispersal corridors and islands of habitat for an estimated 83% of
amphibians and 40% of reptiles in California (Brode and Bury 1984). Leaf litter and decaying
logs provide a moist microclimate suitable for amphibians such as the pacific treefrog. Reptiles
that may utilize riparian systems include the western fence lizard, skilton skink (Eumeces
skiltonianus skiltonianus), southern alligator lizard, gopher snake, and common kingsnake
(Lampropeltis getulus).

Many resident and migratory bird species depend on riparian and aquatic habitats. Birds
observed in the riparian woodland include the house wren (Troglodytes aedon) and dark-eyed
junco. Resident species that may be found in this habitat include the red-shouldered hawk, great
horned owl (Bubo virginianus), Hutton’s vireo (Vireo huttoni), western scrub-jay, Steller’s jay
(Cyanocitta stelleri), bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), and downy woodpecker (Picoides
pubescens). Winter migrants may include the sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) and ruby-
crowned kinglet (Regulus calendula). Summer migrants may include the ash-throated flycatcher
(Myiarchus cinerascens) and yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia).

The structural and faunal diversity of riparian zones provide an abundant food source for and
attract a variety of mammalian species. For example, the deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus)
feeds on soil-dwelling larvae as well as a variety of seeds and leaves. A muskrat (Ondatra
zibethicus) was observed along East Branch Green Valley Creek. Other constituent mammals of
riparian woodlands include the brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani), western gray squirrel

(Sciurus griseus), and raccoon (Procyon lotor), whose tracks were observed along the creek.
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2.1.5 Impoundments

A borrow pit for an adjacent horse corral is located along East Branch Green Valley Creek.
Vegetation occurring in this feature includes soft chess, burclover, dwarf peppergrass (Lepidium
latipes var. latipes), and adobe popcornflower (Plagiobothrys acanthocarpus). Cattle have been
observed in the borrow pit, and wildlife species expected to occur in the surrounding habitats

could occasionally pass through this feature as well.

A stock pond is located along the unnamed drainage in the southern portion of the site and
remains inundated for much of the year. Vegetation was largely absent from this feature. Pacific
treefrogs were observed in the stock pond. Wildlife from the surrounding habitats could use this

feature as a seasonal drinking source.

2.1.6 Developed/Ruderal

A handful of small structures, including horse corrals and a small equipment storage building,
are present in the northern part of the site near East Branch Green Valley Creek and support
associated ruderal vegetation. The term “ruderal” refers to habitats that have been heavily
disturbed by human factors and that support vegetation that is adapted to such disturbed
conditions. Vegetation observed in ruderal areas of the site includes such non-native forbs as
common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), redstem filaree, wild

geranium (Geranium dissectum), and cheeseweed mallow (Malva parviflora).

Wildlife species expected to occur in the surrounding habitats could occasionally pass through

these areas as well.

2.2 MOVEMENT CORRIDORS

Many terrestrial animals need more than one biotic habitat in order to perform all of their
biological activities. With increasing encroachment of humans on wildlife habitats, it has
become important to establish and maintain linkages, or movement corridors, for animals to be
able to access locations containing different biotic resources that are essential to maintaining
their life cycles. Terrestrial animals use ridges, canyons, riparian areas, and open spaces to travel

between their required habitats.
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The importance of an area as a movement corridor depends on the species in question and its
consistent use patterns. Animal movements generally can be divided into three major behavioral

categories:

* Movements within a home range or territory;
* Movements during migration; and

* Movements during dispersal.

While no detailed study of animal movements has been conducted for the study area, knowledge
of the site, its habitats, and the ecology of the species potentially occurring onsite permits
sufficient predictions about the types of movements occurring in the region and whether or not

proposed development would constitute a significant impact to animal movements.

Lands surrounding the site have been modestly developed with roads and residences, which
constrain, but do not completely impede, the movement of wildlife between the site and more
open lands further to the north, east, and south. Because of this constraint, East Branch Green
Valley Creek and the various seasonal drainages on the site are regionally important in
facilitating the movement of amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals through the site to these
more open lands. Within the site itself, a number of reptiles, birds, and mammals may use the

upland habitats of the site as part of their home range and dispersal movements.

2.3 SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS AND ANIMALS

Several species of plants and animals within the state of California have low populations and/or
limited distributions. Such species may be considered “rare” and are vulnerable to extirpation as
the state’s human population grows and the habitats these species occupy are converted to
agricultural, urban, and other uses. As described more fully in Section 3.2, state and federal laws
have provided the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) with a mechanism for conserving and protecting the diversity of plant
and animal species native to the state. A sizable number of native plants and animals have been

formally designated as “threatened” or “endangered” under state and federal endangered species
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legislation. Others have been designated as candidates for such listing. Still others have been
designated as “species of special concern” by the CDFG. The CDFG and California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) have developed their own set of lists (i.e., California Rare Plant Ranks, or
CRPR) of native plants considered rare, threatened, or endangered. Collectively, these plants

and animals are referred to as “special status species.”

A number of special status plants and animals occur in the site’s vicinity (Figures 5 and 6).
These species and their potential to occur in the study area are listed in Table 3 on the following
pages. Sources of information for this table included California’s Wildlife, Volumes I, I, and 11
(Zeiner et. al 1988), California Natural Diversity Data Base (CDFG 2011), Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife and Plants (USFWS 2011), State and Federally Listed Endangered and
Threatened Animals of California (CDFG 2011), and The California Native Plant Society’s
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California (CNPS 2011). This
information was used to evaluate the potential for special status plant and animal species to occur
on the site. Figures 5 and 6 depict the location of special status species reported in the California
Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). It is important to note that the CNDDB is a volunteer
database; therefore, it may not contain all known or gray literature records.

A search of published accounts for all relevant special status plant and animal species was
conducted for the Diablo USGS 7.5” quadrangle in which the project site occurs and for the eight
surrounding quadrangles (Walnut Creek, Clayton, Antioch South, Tassajara, Livermore, Dublin,
Hayward, and Las Trampas Ridge) using the California Natural Diversity Data Base Rarefind
(CDFG 2011). All species listed as occurring in these quadrangles on CRPR Lists 1A, 1B, 2, 3,

or 4 were also reviewed.

Serpentine soils are absent from the site; as such, those plant species that are uniquely adapted to
serpentine conditions, such as the pink creamsacs (Castilleja rubicundula ssp. rubicundula), Mt.
Diablo bird’s-beak (Cordylanthus nidularius), phlox-leaf serpentine bedstraw (Galium
andrewsii), woodland woollythreads (Monolopia gracilens), and most beautiful jewel-flower
(Streptanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus), are considered absent from the site. Other plant species
occur in habitats not present in the study area (e.g., chaparral, brackish and freshwater marshes,
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coastal scrub, etc.) and, therefore, are also considered absent from the site. These species include
the coast rock cress (Arabis blepharophylla), Mt. Diablo manzanita (Arctostaphylos auriculata),
Contra Costa manzanita (Arctostaphylos manzanita ssp. laevigata), Brewer’s calandrinia
(Calandrinia breweri), chaparral harebell (Campanula exigua), Hospital Canyon larkspur
(Delphinium californicum ssp. interius), Brandegee’s eriastrum (Eriastrum brandegeeae), Kings
River buckwheat (Eriogonum nudum var. regirivum), Hall’s bush mallow (Malacothamnus
hallii), San Antonio Hills monardella (Monardella antonina ssp. antonina), Lime Ridge
navarretia (Navarretia gowenii), Mt. Diablo phacelia (Phacelia phacelioides), hairless popcorn-
flower (Plagiobothrys glaber), Oregon polemonium (Polemonium carneum), slender-leaved
pondweed (Potamogeton filiformis), chaparral ragwort (Senecio aphanactis), and oval-leaved

viburnum (Viburnum ellipticum).

It should be noted that because the public trail alignment is conceptual in nature, species
addressed in Table 3 only refer to the known development footprint. For a discussion of special
status plants and animals that may occur along the public trail alignment, please refer to section
3.3.16.

18

Live Oak Associates, Inc. Magee Ranch Biological Evaluation



LEGEND
° Special status species observation

Alameda Whipsnake Critical Habitat

Sources:
California Dep. of Fish & Game Natural Diversity Database

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

.......
------

Mt. Diabler falry-lantern oo
" Mt. Diablo jewel- flower
Diablo helianthella ®

................
--------
.....
"

orns beard moss

California red-legged fro -
estern pond tu ?‘ﬁ J .

‘Hall's b\ush-mallow

Mt Diablo
State Park

Alameda whipshake

ads Tea,
o,

\ ° Dlablo
~, Diablo helianthellag

_ .
iablo manzanita

Callforma tlger éalamander

hellanthella

®\t. Diablo’ p‘h.acella

pZ R CE'"’hon ‘Cor}t Costa manzanita Cahfornla red-legged frog
Nyon Ry o Hall's bush-mallow 3
Contra Costa manzanitae Diablo helianthella ,Bre{"er's western flax
Mt Diablo fairy-lantern® oshining navarretia
) Mt. Diablo manzanita ® chaparral harebell
ey R Diabl o %
‘ Mt. Diablo fairy-lantern hglalar?thella .DiaE}!o helianthella

0 ! f
D <E
TS
@©
_
]
Q:
Ed
Las ! @ANWDL&E
Trampas : \
] ™, iDiablo helianthella
Regional )
= pallid bat Callfprnla tiger salamander
) Park 9 Antioch efferian robberfly San oaqum Spearsca|e
/// \\\k\ 0) “‘ \V\
\ % ] -
\\\\ _/g »“‘ Sycamﬂg
R o™ Valley Rd
\ K
_{/y -, Paraiso Dr

2 miles [0 2 miles

approximate scale

—~—=e _Congdon's tarplant
X

Diablo helianthella ®

$Mt. Diablo manzanita

Diablo helianthella o oval ld Contra Gosta manzanita
/ ve H
//’" viburnum
Callifornia red-legged frog )
Ny Callfornle; red- Iegged frog
i%”?w K
alifornia red-legged frog Cal'fsm'? red-legged frog

(o]

prairie falcon (2)

Alameda whipgnake (11)

3
.

(SN a,))/ &
‘96‘ /70 : )
\ @g/ . 7 & /
K 5
s - f
IS /
)

: {

& )
g y
5

* {
.0’ J
3
o ,
S
%
3
o p
s =
$
o
$
o
»
ot /

Live Oak Associates, Inc.

Magee Ranch
Special-status Species

Date

Project # Figure #

1385-03

7/11/2012




LEGEND CONGORD T
I [
A San Joaquin Kit Fox observation S ad/l/
Sources: _ o x""' """"" .
Recovery Plan for Upland Species of he San Joaduin valley o e
Je QP‘\’\/ ~~~~~
& g \O
o pC M BALFOUR RD
X ; Re;
X6 N ,
Q i Rp \
ALNUT ¢
: CREEK © MOUNT DIABLO
= ' "/2% STATE PARK
LARAYETTE ) 2 A1989 \
BERKELEY i)
2 \
< y
e STong _ 1992
; DN\ Alpp- Project MORGAN 4 }
S TERRITORY 4 o
II‘ \ *31}1‘ = Ck “‘ Q'
R 1992} s
i DANVIALE ~>.S4p .
% S?/,l,o A1990 &
%
2]
} W @D 1989 ;
5 207 N A i
LN ) O O HIGHLAND i
AKLAND 2 RD
\\ O ':'
R o, BY ;
3 8]
L% =
®) —— Y 0) s
OO 680 @ \_1“
® 5 &
P oS
™, 1975 £
. =0 .
., < < e
. Ok -
& e @ DUBLRY "
ASTRO ™.\ U\ |~
e Live Oak Associates, Inc.
Magee Ranch
San Joaquin Kit Fox
o e e Date Project # Figure #
approximate scale 3/29/2012 1385-03




PN 1385-03

Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity.

PLANTS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and CNPS 2012)

Species Listed as Threatened or Endangered under the State and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts

chaparral, and valley and
foothill grasslands.
Elevation: 620-1175 meters.
Blooms: April-May.

Common and scientific names Status General habitat description *Occurrence in the project site
Large-flowered fiddleneck FE, CE, Habitat: Cismontane Absent. While suitable habitat is
Amsinckia grandiflora CRPR 1B woodland and valley and present, focused surveys did not detect
foothill grasslands. this species within the proposed
Elevation: 275-550 meters. development area. The nearest
Blooms: April-May. documented occurrences of this
species are more than ten miles from
the site.
Palmate-bracted bird’s-beak FE, CE, Habitat: Alkaline soils of Absent. Focused surveys did not
Chloropyron palmatum CRPR 1B chenopod scrub and valley detect this species within the proposed
and foothill grasslands. development area. Soils on the site are
Elevation: 5-155 meters. not alkaline enough to support this
Blooms: May—QOctober. species.
Santa Cruz tarplant FT, CE, Habitat: Coastal prairie, Absent. Focused surveys did not
Holocarpha macradenia CRPR 1B coastal scrub, and valley and | detect this species within the proposed
foothill grasslands, often on development area. The site occurs
clay or sandy soils. much farther inland (i.e., more than
Elevation: 10-220 meters. ten miles) than the known range of this
Blooms: June—October. species.
Contra Costa goldfields FE, CRPR Habitat: Alkaline soils in Absent. Focused surveys did not
Lasthenia conjugens 1B mesic valley and foothill detect this species within the proposed
grasslands and vernal pools. | development area. Soils on the site are
Elevation: 0-470 meters. not alkaline enough to support this
Blooms: March—June. species. Vernal pools are absent from
the site.
Rock sanicle CR, CRPR Habitat: Rocky soils of Absent. Focused surveys did not
Sanicula saxatilis 1B broadleafed upland forest, detect this species within the proposed

development area. The site occurs at
an elevation well below the known
range for this species, and the site lacks
rocky soils.

Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity. (Cont’d.)

PLANTS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and CNPS 2012)

Other special status plants listed by the CDFG and CNPS

Common and scientific names

Status

General habitat description

*Occurrence in the project site

Bent-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia lunaris

CRPR 1B

Habitat: Coastal bluff scrub,
cismontane woodland, and
valley and foothill
grasslands.

Elevation: 3-500 meters.
Blooms: March—June.

Absent. Focused surveys did not
detect this species within the proposed
development area.
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Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity. (Cont’d.)

PLANTS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and CNPS 2012)

Other special status plants listed by the CDFG and CNPS

Balsamorhiza macrolepis var.
macrolepis

cismontane woodland, and
valley and foothill grassland,
sometimes on serpentine.
Elevation: 90-1555 meters.
Blooms: April-October.

Common and scientific names Status General habitat description *Occurrence in the project site
California androsace CRPR 2 Habitat: Chaparral, Absent. Focused surveys did not
Androsace elongate ssp. acuta cismontane woodland, detect this species within the proposed
coastal scrub, meadows and | development area.
seeps, pinyon and juniper
woodland, and valley and
foothill grasslands.
Elevation: 150-1200 meters.
Blooms: March—June.
Alkali milk vetch CRPR 1B Habitat: Coastal bluff scrub, Absent. Focused surveys did not
Astragalus tener var. tener dunes, coastal prairies, and detect this species within the proposed
valley and foothill grasslands | development area.
on adobe clay.
Elevation: 1-60 meters.
Blooms: March—June.
Heartscale CRPR 1B Habitat: Alkali grassland, Absent. Focused surveys did not
Atriplex cordulata alkali meadow, and detect this species within the proposed
chenopod scrub. development area.
Elevation: 0-375 meters.
Blooms: April-October.
Crownscale CRPR 4 Habitat: Chenopod scrub, Absent. Focused surveys did not
Atriplex coronata var. coronata valley and foothill grassland, | detect this species within the proposed
and vernal pools on alkaline, | development area.
clay soils.
Elevation: 1-590 meters.
Blooms: March—October.
Brittlescale CRPR 1B Habitat: Playas, valley and Absent. Focused surveys did not
Atriplex depressa foothill grasslands, and detect this species within the proposed
vernal pools on alkaline development area.
soils.
Elevation: 0-60 meters.
Blooms: May—October.
San Joaquin spearscale CRPR 1B Habitat: Chenopod scrub, Absent. Focused surveys did not
Atriplex joaquiniana meadows and seeps, playas, | detect this species within the proposed
and valley and foothill development area.
grasslands on alkaline soils.
Elevation: 0-835 meters.
Blooms: April-October.
Lesser saltscale CRPR 1B Habitat: Chenopod scrub, Absent. Focused surveys did not
Atriplex minuscula playas, and valley and detect this species within the proposed
foothill grasslands on development area.
alkaline, sandy soils.
Elevation: 15-200 meters.
Blooms: May—October.
Big-scale balsamroot CRPR 1B Habitat: Chaparral, Absent. While potentially suitable

habitat is present on the site, focused
surveys did not detect this species
within the proposed development
area. The nearest documented
occurrences of this species are more
than ten miles from the site.
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Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity. (Cont’d.)

PLANTS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and CNPS 2012)

Other special status plants listed by the CDFG and CNPS

Common and scientific names Status General habitat description *Occurrence in the project site
Big tarplant CRPR 1B Habitat: Valley and foothill Absent. While potentially suitable
Blepharizonia plumosa grassland. habitat for this species is present on
Elevation: 30-505 meters. the site, focused surveys did not detect
Blooms: July—October. this species within the proposed
development area. The nearest
documented occurrence of this species
is approximately seven miles north of
the site.
Round-leaved filaree CRPR 1B Habitat: Cismontane Absent. Focused surveys did not
California macrophylla woodlands and valley and detect this species within the proposed
foothill grasslands on clay development area.
soils.
Elevation: 15-1200 meters.
Blooms: March—May.
Mt. Diablo fairy lantern CRPR 1B Habitat: Chaparral, Absent. Focused surveys did not
Calochortus pulchellus cismontane woodland, detect this species within the proposed
riparian woodland, and development area.
valley and foothill grassland.
Elevation: 30-840 meters.
Blooms: April-June.
Oakland star-tulip CRPR 4 Habitat: Broadleafed upland | Absent. Focused surveys did not
Calochortus umbellatus forest, chaparral, detect this species within the proposed
cismontane woodland, development area.
lower montane coniferous
forest, and valley and
foothill grassland, often on
serpentinite.
Elevation: 100-700 meters.
Blooms: March—May.
Congdon’s tarplant CRPR 1B Habitat: Valley and foothill Present. Focused surveys detected a
Centromadia parryi ssp. congdonii grassland on alkaline soils. population of 30 individuals of this
Elevation: 1-230 meters. species at the existing entrance to the
Blooms: May—October. Magee East portion of the site from
San Andreas Drive, in an area that is
highly disturbed by vehicular use (i.e.,
parking), foot traffic, and other
activities associated with site uses (i.e.,
stabling of horses, maintenance of
horse corrals, etc.; see Figure 7). This
species was collected near Diablo Road
less than 0.2 miles west of the site in
1934,
Hoover’s cryptantha CRPR 1A Habitat: Inland dunes and Absent. Focused surveys did not

Cryptantha hooveri

valley and foothill grasslands
on sandy soils.

Elevation: 9-150 meters.
Blooms: April-May.

detect this species within the proposed
development area. The nearest
documented occurrence of this species
is from 1908, approximately fifteen
miles from the site.
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Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity. (Cont’d.)

PLANTS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and CNPS 2012)

Other special status plants listed by the CDFG and CNPS

Iris longipetala

lower montane coniferous
forest, and meadows and
seeps in mesic areas.
Elevation: 0-600 meters.
Blooms: March—May.

Common and scientific names Status General habitat description *Occurrence in the project site
Western leatherwood CRPR 1B Habitat: Broadleafed upland | Absent. Focused surveys did not
Dirca occidentalis forest, closed-cone detect this species within the proposed
coniferous forest, chaparral, | development area.
cismontane woodland,
North Coast coniferous
forest, riparian forest, and
mesic riparian woodlands.
Elevation: 50-395 meters.
Blooms: January—March.
Mt. Diablo buckwheat CRPR 1A Habitat: Sandy soils of Absent. Focused surveys did not
Eriogonum truncatum chaparral, coastal scrub, detect this species within the proposed
valley and foothill grassland. | development area. Although this
Elevation: 3-350 meters. species has been documented within
Blooms: April-September. five miles of the site, the most recent
documented occurrence of this species
near the site was in 1933.
Diamond-petaled California poppy CRPR 1B Habitat: Valley and foothill Absent. Alkaline soils are absent from
Eschscholzia rhombipetala grassland on alkaline, clay the site. The nearest and most recent
soils. documented occurrence of this species
Elevation: 0-975 meters. was from 1889, more than fifteen miles
Blooms: March-April. from the site.
Fragrant fritillary CRPR 1B Habitat: Cismontane Absent. Focused surveys did not
Fritillaria liliacea woodland, coastal prairie, detect this species within the proposed
coastal scrub, and valley and | development area.
foothill grasslands. Often
occurs on serpentinite.
Elevation: 3-410 meters.
Blooms: February—April.
Diablo helianthella CRPR 1B Habitat: Broadleaved upland | Absent. Focused surveys did not
Helianthella castanea forest, chaparral, detect this species within the proposed
cismontane woodland, development area.
coastal scrub, riparian
woodland, valley and foothill
grassland.
Elevation: 60-1300 meters.
Blooms: March—June.
Brewer’s western flax CRPR 1B Habitat: Usually occurs on Absent. Serpentine soils are absent
Hesperolinon breweri serpentine soils of chaparral, | from the site. Focused surveys did not
cismontane woodland, and detect this species within the proposed
valley and foothill grassland. | development area.
Elevation: 30-900 meters.
Blooms: May—July.
Coast iris CRPR 4 Habitat: Coastal prairie, Absent. Focused surveys did not

detect this species within the proposed
development area.
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Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity. (Cont’d.)

PLANTS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and CNPS 2012)

Other special status plants listed by the CDFG and CNPS

Common and scientific names Status General habitat description *Occurrence in the project site
Northern California black walnut CRPR 1B Habitat: Riparian forests and | Present. This species is present along
Juglans hindsii riparian woodlands. the East Branch Green Valley Creek
Elevation: 0-440 meters. riparian corridor and in the narrow
Blooms: April-May. field fronting Blackhawk Road.
Bristly leptosiphon CRPR 4 Habitat: Chaparral, Absent. Focused surveys did not
Linanthus acicularis cismontane woodland, detect this species within the proposed
coastal prairie, and valley development area.
and foothill grassland.
Elevation: 55-1500 meters.
Blooms: April-July.
Showy golden madia CRPR 1B Habitat: Cismontane Absent. Focused surveys did not
Madia radiata woodland and valley and detect this species within the proposed
foothill grassland. development area. The last known
Elevation: 25-900 meters. occurrence of this species in the region
Blooms: March—May. was from 1941.
Mt. Diablo cottonweed CRPR3 Habitat: Broadleafed upland | Absent. Focused surveys did not
Micropus amphibolus forest, chaparral, detect this species within the proposed
cismontane woodland, and development area. Rocky soils do not
valley and foothill grassland. | occur on the site.
Occurs on rocky soils.
Elevation: 45-825 meters.
Blooms: March—May.
Robust monardella CRPR 1B Habitat: Broadleafed upland | Absent. Focused surveys did not
Monardella villosa ssp. globosa forest openings, chaparral detect this species within the proposed
openings, cismontane development area.
woodland, coastal scrub,
and valley and foothill
grasslands.
Elevation: 100-915 meters.
Blooms: June—July.
Adobe navarretia CRPR 4 Habitat: Occurs on clay or Absent. Focused surveys did not
Navarretia nigelliformis ssp. serpentinite in vernal pools detect this species within the proposed
nigelliformis and vernally mesic valley development area. Serpentine soils are
and foothill grassland. absent from the site.
Elevation: 100-1000 meters.
Blooms: April-June.
Mt. Diablo jewel-flower CRPR 1B Habitat: Chaparral and valley | Absent. Focused surveys did not
Streptanthus hispidus and foothill grassland on detect this species within the proposed
rocky soils. development area. Rocky soils are
Elevation: 365-1200 meters. | absent from the site. The site is
Blooms: March—June. situated at an elevation below that at
which this species is known to occur.
Saline clover CRPR 1B Habitat: Marshes and Absent. Focused surveys did not

Trifolium depauperatum var.
hydrophilum

swamps, valley and foothill
grasslands on mesic or
alkaline soils, and vernal
pools.

Elevation: 0-300 meters.
Blooms: April-June.

detect this species within the proposed
development area. Strongly alkaline
soils are absent from the site.
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Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity. (Cont’d.)

PLANTS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and CNPS 2012)

Other special status plants listed by the CDFG and CNPS

Common and scientific names

Status

General habitat description

*Occurrence in the project site

Caper-fruit tropidocarpum
(Tropidocarpum capparideum)

CRPR 1B

Habitat: Alkaline soils of
valley and foothill
grasslands.

Elevation: 1-455 meters.
Blooms March-April.

Absent. Focused surveys did not
detect this species within the proposed
development area. Strongly alkaline
soils are absent from the site.

26

Live Oak Associates, Inc.

Magee Ranch Biological Evaluation




LEGEND
Project Boundary ‘@

\/\ Surveyed Areas 1,000 0 1,000 feet
e e e — R —

Congdon's Tarplant approximate scale

(Centromadia parryi ssp. congdonii)

Detail Map v Enlargement Area
See Detail Map Inset

Live Oak Associates, Inc.

Magee Ranch
Congdon's Tarplant Locations

200" 0 200 feet
Date Project # Figure #

approximate scale
3/29/2012 1385-03




PN 1385-03

Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity.

ANIMALS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and USFWS 2012)

Species Listed as Threatened or Endangered under the State and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts

(Ambystoma californiense)

stock ponds of central
California. Adults aestivate
in grassland habitats
adjacent to the breeding
sites.

Common and scientific names Status General habitat description *Occurrence in the study area
Vernal pool fairy shrimp FT Vernal pools of California’s Absent. Vernal pools are absent from
Branchinecta lynchi Central Valley. the site. The onsite stock pond is
inundated for a duration longer than
what is suitable for this species. The
nearest documented occurrences of
this species are more than ten miles
east of the site.
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp FE Deep vernal pools Absent. Vernal pools are absent from
Lepidurus packardi containing clear to highly the site. The onsite stock pond is
turbid water in unplowed inundated for a duration longer than
grasslands of the Central what is suitable for this species. The
Valley. nearest documented occurrence of this
species is more than ten miles
northeast of the site.
San Bruno elfin butterfly FE Coastal mountainous areas Absent. Suitable habitat for this
Callophrys mossii bayensis with grassy ground cover, species is absent from the site.
mainly in the area of San
Bruno Mountain in San
Mateo county.
California tiger salamander FT, CT Breeds in vernal pools and Unlikely. The stock pond along the

creek in the southern portion of the
site and a detention basin at the end of
McCauley Road near the site’s western
boundary are inundated for a duration
suitable for this species, and
aestivation habitat in the form of small
mammal burrows is present on the
site. However, CTS larval surveys of the
two aquatic habitats conducted in the
spring of 2011 did not detect any CTS
larvae (LOA 2011a). Based on aerial
imagery, there are no known or other
potential CTS breeding sites adjacent to
or in close proximity of this site. The
nearest documented occurrence of this
species was from 1952, approximately
two miles west of the site. The project
site is not located within critical habitat
designated by the USFWS for CTS.

28

Live Oak Associates, Inc.

Magee Ranch Biological Evaluation




PN 1385-03

Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity.

ANIMALS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and USFWS 2012)

Species Listed as Threatened or Endangered under the State and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts

Common and scientific names

Status

General habitat description

*Occurrence in the study area

California red-legged frog
Rana draytonii

FT, CSC

Rivers, creeks and stock
ponds of the Sierra foothills
and coast range, preferring
pools with overhanging
vegetation.

Present. During protocol-level surveys
conducted by LOA in 2011 and 2012,
two CRLF egg masses and one juvenile
and two adult CRLF were found in the
offsite detention reservoir at the end of
McCauley Road, immediately west of
the site (LOA 2011a). A CNDDB
occurrence record of CRLF larvae in
East Branch Green Valley Creek across
from the site in 2004 exists. Two
CNDDB occurrence records from April
and May 2011 reported finding egg
masses and frogs in an adjacent
neighborhood Koi pond and swimming
pool. Frogs were apparently released
into creek adjacent to 199 Arends
Drive. Dr. Mark Jennings, noted
authority on the CRLF, did not detect
any CRLF eggs, larvae, juveniles, or
adults in East Branch Green Valley
Creek or the stock pond onsite during
the 2011 surveys. However, four adult
and six juvenile CRLF were detected in
the East Branch of Green Valley Creek
west of the existing entrance to Magee
East during the 2012 surveys. East
Branch Green Valley serves as a
movement corridor for CRLF (section
2.4.2). The site does not occur within
critical habitat designated by the
USFWS for this species.

Alameda whipsnake
(Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus)

FT, CT

Ranges from the inner coast
range in western and central
Contra Costa and Alameda
counties. Typically occurs in
chaparral and scrub habitats
with rock outcrops and talus
pilings. Also occurs in scrub
communities, grasslands,
oak, and oak/bay
woodlands.

Absent. The lack of chaparral onsite
coupled with the largely open
grassland habitat would not be an
attractant for this species. While there
is an Alameda whipsnake population
on Mt. Diablo, East Branch Green
Valley Creek would not be expected to
act as a movement corridor because
the stream flows directly to the
urbanized area of Danville and is
crossed several times by culverts on
Diablo Road (LOA 2011a). The site
does not occur within critical habitat
designated by the USFWS for this
species.
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Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity.

ANIMALS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and USFWS 2012)

Species Listed as Threatened or Endangered under the State and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts

Common and scientific names

Status

General habitat description

*Occurrence in the study area

San Joaquin kit fox
(Vulpes macrotis mutica)

FE, CT

Frequents annual grasslands
or grassy open stages with
scattered shrubby
vegetation. Needs loose-
textured sandy soils for
burrowing and suitable prey
base. Utilizes enlarged (4 to
10 inches in diameter)
ground squirrel burrows as
denning habitat. May forage
in adjacent agricultural
habitats.

Unlikely. Marginal denning and
foraging habitat for the San Joaquin kit
fox is present on the site. There have
been six documented occurrences of
this species within ten miles of the site
since 1975. The nearest observation of
this species was documented
approximately two miles southeast of
the project site in 1990. While open
space is abundant to the east, lands
surrounding the site have been
modestly developed. The proposed
development footprint itself occurs
near existing roads and residences.
Therefore, it is unlikely that a
dispersing individual would traverse
the site. It is highly unlikely that kit
foxes would occur within the proposed
development footprint due to its close
proximity to existing development.

Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity.

ANIMALS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and USFWS 2012)

Species Listed as Threatened or Endangered under the State and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts

(Actinemys marmorata)

marshes, slow-moving
rivers, streams and irrigation
ditches with aquatic
vegetation. Needs basking
sites and sandy banks or
grassy open fields for egg
laying.

Common and scientific names Status General habitat description *Occurrence in the study area
Foothill yellow-legged frog CcsC Frequents partly shaded, Unlikely. East Branch Green Valley
(Rana boylii) shallow, swiftly-flowing Creek and the other drainages on the
streams and riffles with site provide marginal to poor habitat
rocky substrate in a variety for this species. The nearest
of habitats. documented occurrences of this
species are from the 1970s and are
more than twelve miles from the site.
Western pond turtle csc An aquatic turtle of ponds, Possible. East Branch Green Valley

Creek, the stock pond in the south half
of the site, the detention pond just off
the site, and adjacent uplands provide
potentially suitable habitat for this
species. This species is common within
Mt. Diablo State Park.
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Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity.

ANIMALS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and USFWS 2012)

Species Listed as Threatened or Endangered under the State and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts

Common and scientific names Status General habitat description *Occurrence in the study area
Silvery legless lizard CcsC Sparsely vegetated areas of Unlikely. Sandy washes preferred by
(Anniella pulchra pulchra) beach dunes, chaparral, this species are absent from this reach
pine-oak woodlands, desert of East Branch Green Valley Creek. The
scrub, sandy washes, and nearest documented occurrence of this
stream terraces with species is more than ten miles
sycamores, cottonwoods, or | northeast of the site.
oaks.
Coast horned lizard csc Grasslands, scrublands, oak Unlikely. The site provides marginal to
(Phrynosoma blainvillii) woodlands, etc. of central poor habitat for this species. This
California. Common in species has not been documented
sandy washes with scattered | within three miles of the site.
shrubs.
White-tailed kite CcP Open grasslands and Present. This species was observed on
(Elanus leucurus) agricultural areas the site during the January 2010 field
throughout central survey.
California.
Northern harrier CcsC Frequents meadows, Present. Potentially suitable breeding
(Circus cyaneus) grasslands, open rangelands, | and foraging habitat for this species is
freshwater emergent present on the site. An individual
wetlands; uncommon in harrier was observed onsite during the
wooded habitats. April 2010 survey, but nesting was not
confirmed at that time.
Golden eagle CcP Typically frequents rolling Possible. While large trees on the site
(Aquila chrysaetos) foothills, mountain areas, provide potential breeding habitat for
woodland areas, sage- this species, field surveys conducted in
juniper flats, and desert 2010 and 2011 detected no golden
habitats. eagle nests on the site. Foraging
habitat is also present on the site.
Golden eagles are known to occupy a
nest site in Dublin, approximately
seven miles east of the site.
Burrowing owl csc Open, dry grasslands, Possible. No burrowing owls have
(Athene cunicularia) deserts and ruderal areas. been documented within three miles of
Requires suitable burrows. the site. However, ground squirrel
Often associated with burrows that serve as potential nests
California ground squirrels. for burrowing owls are distributed
throughout the grasslands occurring
onsite, including within the
development footprint. Therefore, the
site provides suitable foraging and
breeding habitat for this species.
Yellow warbler csc Nests in riparian thickets, Possible. Potentially suitable breeding
(Dendroica petechia brewsteri) especially in willows. Also and foraging habitat for this species is
frequents shrubby areas and | present on the site.
old fields.
Tricolored blackbird csc Breeds near fresh water, Unlikely. Breeding habitat is absent

(Agelaius tricolor)

primarily emergent
wetlands, with tall thickets.
Forages in grassland and
cropland habitats.

from the site. Marginal foraging
habitat is present on the site.
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Table 3: Special status species that could occur in the project vicinity.

ANIMALS (adapted from CDFG 2012 and USFWS 2012)

Species Listed as Threatened or Endangered under the State and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts

Common and scientific names Status General habitat description *Occurrence in the study area
Townsend’s big-eared bat CcsC Primarily a cave-dwelling bat | Possible. Foraging habitat is present
(Plecotus townsendii townsendii) that may also roost in on the site. Structures on the site do
buildings. Occurs in a variety | not provide suitable roosting habitat
of habitats of the state. for this species.
Pallid bat Ccsc Grasslands, chaparral, Possible. Foraging habitat is present
(Antrozous pallidus) woodlands, and forests of on the site. Suitable roosting habitat is
California; most common in absent.
dry rocky open areas that
provide roosting
opportunities.
Western red bat CcsC Roosts primarily in trees. Possible. Foraging habitat is present
(Lasiurus blossevillii) Prefers habitat edges and on the site. Trees on the site do not
mosaics with trees. comprise a mosaic that would be used
by this species for roosting.
Western mastiff bat Ccsc Forages over many habitats. | Possible. Foraging habitat is present
(Eumops perotis californicus) Requires tall cliffs or on the site. Structures on the site do
buildings for roosting. not provide suitable roosting habitat
for this species.
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat | CSC Hardwood forests, oak Unlikely. The narrow riparian corridor
(Neotoma fuscipes annectens) riparian and shrub habitats. along East Branch Green Valley Creek
provides only marginal habitat for this
species. No woodrat nests were
observed along the creek. The nearest
documented occurrences of this
species are more than nine miles from
the site.
American badger CcsC Found in drier open stages Possible. This species may occupy
(Taxidea taxus) of most shrub, forest and existing burrows or establish new
herbaceous habitats with burrows on the site.
friable soils.
Ringtail CcpP Rocky or talus slopes in Unlikely. Suitable habitat is restricted

(Bassariscus astutus)

semi-arid or riparian
habitats.

to the riparian woodlands onsite, which
are of marginal quality for this species.

*Explanation of Occurrence Designations and Status Codes

Present: Species observed on the sites at time of field surveys or during recent past.
Likely: Species not observed on the site, but it may reasonably be expected to occur there on a regular basis.

Possible: Species not observed on the sites, but it could occur there from time to time.

Unlikely: Species not observed on the sites, and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, as a transient.
Absent: Species not observed on the sites, and precluded from occurring there because habitat requirements not met.

STATUS CODES

FE Federally Endangered

FT Federally Threatened

FPE Federally Endangered (Proposed)
FC Federal Candidate

CNPS  California Rare Plant Rank

CE California Endangered

CT California Threatened

CR California Rare

CP California Protected

CsC California Species of Special Concern
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1A Plants Presumed Extinct in California

1B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in
California and elsewhere

2 Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in

California, but more common elsewhere

3

4
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2.4 ENDANGERED, THREATENED, OR SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND ANIMAL
SPECIES MERITING FURTHER DISCUSSION

Most of the special status plant and animal species that have been documented in the region may
occur rarely or occasionally on the site (Table 3). For these species, sufficient information exists
to evaluate the potential imposed impacts future development may have on them. A few of the
state- or federally-listed species require additional in-depth analysis. Below are detailed
discussions addressing the suitability of the site to support them. For information about the life
history and ecology of these species, refer to appendix C.

2.4.1 California Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense). Federal Listing Status:
Threatened; State Listing Status: Threatened.

The USFWS listed the California tiger salamander as threatened on August 4, 2004 (69 Fed.
Reg. 47212-47248). The California Department of Fish and Game has designated this species as

threatened and as a species of special concern.

Potential to occur on the site. Potentially suitable breeding habitat is present onsite in the form of
the stock pond and offsite in the form of the detention reservoir adjacent to the project site (see
Figure 4), and suitable aestivation habitat in the form of small burrows is present near both of
these features. However, larval surveys for CTS conducted by LOA in the spring of 2011 did not
detect CTS breeding in the onsite stock pond or in the offsite detention reservoir. Based on the
sampling, it appears that CTS did not reproduce in either pond and are probably not present in

the area.

The closest known CNDDB record for CTS is in Danville, approximately two miles west of the
project site. The records are two museum specimens (CAS 84944-84945) that were collected on
July 8, 1952. There is no more specific locality information, and it would appear that this
population is now extinct due to extensive urban development of the San Ramon Valley within
the Town of Danville during the past sixty years. The next closest records are more than five
miles to the southeast in Dougherty Valley. There are extensive roads and urbanization between
these sites and the project site. Thus, there is no chance that CTS could colonize the project site

from the Dougherty Valley locations.
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In summary, while potentially suitable breeding and aestivation habitat is present on the site, it is
unlikely that CTS are present and breeding in the area based on the negative findings of the

larval surveys.

2.4.2 California Red-Legged Frog (Rana draytonii). Federal Listing Status: Threatened;
State Listing Status: Species of Special Concern.

The California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) was listed as threatened by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service under the authority of the Federal Endangered Species Act on May 23, 1996.
The species had been extirpated from 70 percent of its historic range, and remaining populations

are currently threatened by a wide variety of human impacts (66 FR 14626).

Potential to occur on the site. Historically, CRLF larvae were reported in East Branch Green
Valley Creek across from the site in 2004 (CNDDB). Two additional CNDDB occurrence
records have been reported from April and May 2011. The 2011 records reported finding egg
masses and frogs in an adjacent neighborhood Koi pond and swimming pool. Frogs were
apparently removed from these residences and released into the creek adjacent to 199 Arends
Drive; the precise number of frogs and exact location of the release was not provided in the
records.

From February through June 2011, Dr. Mark Jennings, noted authority of the CRLF, conducted
protocol-level CRLF surveys along the East Branch of Green Valley Creek (along the northern
border of the ranch), the offsite detention reservoir at the end of McCauley Road, the onsite
small stock pond, and the unnamed creek upstream of the detention reservoir on Magee East. No
CRLF eggs, larvae, juveniles, or adults were found along the East Branch of Green Valley
Creek, the unnamed creek in the southern half of the site, or in the small stock pond. However,
two CRLF egg masses and one juvenile and four adult CRLF were observed in the offsite
detention reservoir. Dr. Jennings conducted supplemental protocol-level CRLF surveys from
March through July 2012. Again, frogs were detected breeding in the offsite detention basin.

Four adult and six juvenile CRLF were also detected in the East Branch of Green Valley Creek

35

Live Oak Associates, Inc. Magee Ranch Biological Evaluation



PN 1385-03

west of the existing entrance to Magee East. These observations confirm that CRLF are present
in the area and are successfully breeding in the offsite detention basin (see Figure 4).

While the onsite stock pond in the southern part of the site remains inundated for much of the
year, it does not appear to be of a sufficient depth to support CRLF. Additionally, the complete
lack of vegetation in the stock pond makes CRLF vulnerable to predation. The stock pond
occurs along a seasonal drainage channel with associated riparian vegetation. Livestock graze
regularly along the channel, which has denuded the understory vegetation. The absence of

plunge pools along this feature also makes it unfavorable for CRLF.

East Branch Green Valley Creek conveys water perennially and may be used as a movement
corridor by CRLF populations upstream on the slopes of Mt. Diablo. However, the East Branch
receives scouring flows each winter and spring due to channeled runoff from the surrounding
area, which greatly decreases the chance of CRLF successfully reproducing in the stream.
Additionally, there is a significant population of raccoons (Procyon lotor) on the property due to
many trash cans and other food sources in the surrounding residential areas to the north, south,
east, and west of the site. Raccoon footprints were regularly observed in the mud along the
riparian areas, and it is reasonable to conclude that they forage along these areas on a regular
basis. The lack of plunge pools over 3 ft. deep in this part of the East Branch Green Valley
Creek, as well as regular livestock grazing that denudes most or all of the riparian vegetation,

makes any CRLF using the area vulnerable to predation by raccoons.

2.4.3 Western Pond Turtle (Actinemys marmorata). Federal Listing Status: None; State
Listing Status: Species of Special Concern.

Potential to occur onsite. Western pond turtles were not observed on the site during any of the
field surveys. The closest known CNDDB record is approximately four miles east of the site in
Alamo Creek. However, western pond turtles are common in riparian habitats in the overall
Danville area and within Mt. Diablo State Park. The aquatic areas and adjacent uplands onsite
provide suitable breeding, feeding, nesting, and aestivation habitats for this species. This would

include the East Branch of Green Valley Creek riparian corridor as well as the stock pond.
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2.5 JURISDICTIONAL WATERS

Jurisdictional waters include rivers, creeks, and drainages that have a defined bed and bank and
which, at the very least, carry ephemeral flows. Jurisdictional waters also include lakes, ponds,
reservoirs, and wetlands. Such waters may be subject to the regulatory authority of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). See Section 3.2.4 of this

report for additional information.

A formal wetland delineation and waters of the U.S. analysis was completed for the site (LOA
2011b; LOA 2011c). A jurisdictional determination for Magee East was issued by the USACE
on January 12, 2012. The USACE determined that East Branch Green Valley Creek, the
unnamed seasonal drainage in the south half of the site, smaller ephemeral drainages, and various
impoundments, including the borrow pit and stock pond, are subject to their regulatory authority.
A preliminary field verification by the USACE has also determined that the ephemeral drainages
on Magee West are also under their jurisdiction. The jurisdictional determination for Magee

West was pending at the time this report was prepared.

East Branch Green Valley Creek conveys water perennially. The creek and the unnamed
seasonal drainage in the south half of the site are represented as USGS blue line features, are
characterized as having a defined bed and bank, and flow into Green Valley Creek, which is
hydrologically connected to Suisun Bay via San Ramon Creek and Walnut Creek. Various
smaller seasonal drainages on the site may convey modest amounts of water during storm events
but are dry for most of the year. These features have a defined bed and bank that eventually lose
channel definition; however, these appear to be hydrologically connected to either East Branch

Green Valley Creek or Green Valley Creek.

The limit of USACE jurisdiction over East Branch Green Valley Creek and the other seasonal
drainages determined to be jurisdictional tributary waters, as well as that of the RWQCB, is the
ordinary high water mark. These features would also likely be subject to the jurisdiction of the
CDFG up to the top of bank or the edge of associated riparian vegetation, whichever is greater.
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A stock pond is present along the unnamed seasonal drainage in the south half of the site and
remains inundated for most of the year. A second impoundment, a borrow pit, is present
adjacent to the horse corral along East Branch Green Valley Creek; a culvert drains overflow
water from this feature into the creek. Stock ponds are only considered to be jurisdictional by
the USACE if they connect to other waters of the United States per the U.S Supreme Court
decision Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(SWANCC Decision) and Rapanos v. United States and Carabell v. U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (referred together as the Rapanos decision). Since both of these impoundments have
an apparent hydrologic connection to other waters of the U.S., they are regulated by the USACE
as well. These features are also regulated by the RWQCB.
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3.0 IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS
3.1 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Approval of general plans, area plans, and specific projects is subject to the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The purpose of CEQA is to assess the impacts
of proposed projects on the environment before they are carried out. CEQA is concerned with
the significance of a proposed project’s impacts. For example, a proposed development project
may require the removal of some or all of a site’s existing vegetation. Animals associated with
this vegetation could be destroyed or displaced. Animals adapted to humans, roads, buildings,
pets, etc., may replace those species formerly occurring on the site. Plants and animals that are
state and/or federally listed as threatened or endangered may be destroyed or displaced.

Sensitive habitats such as wetlands and riparian woodlands may be altered or destroyed.

Whenever possible, public agencies are required to avoid or minimize environmental impacts by
implementing practical alternatives or mitigation measures. According to Section 15382 of the
CEQA Guidelines, a significant effect on the environment means 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 interest.”

Specific project impacts to biological resources may be considered “significant” if they would:

e Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means;
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e Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites;

e Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; or

e Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan.

Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a) states that a project may trigger the
requirement to make a “mandatory findings of significance” if the project has the potential to

Substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened
species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history
or prehistory.

3.2 RELEVANT GOALS, POLICIES, AND LAWS

3.2.1 Threatened and Endangered Species

State and federal “endangered species” legislation has provided the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) with a mechanism for
conserving and protecting plant and animal species of limited distribution and/or low or
declining populations. Species listed as threatened or endangered under provisions of the state
and federal endangered species acts, candidate species for such listing, state species of special
concern, and some plants listed as endangered by the California Native Plant Society are
collectively referred to as “species of special status.” Permits may be required from both the
CDFG and USFWS if activities associated with a proposed project will result in the “take” of a
listed species. “Take” is defined by the state of California as “to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or
kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture or kill” (California Fish and Game Code, Section
86). “Take” is more broadly defined by the federal Endangered Species Act to include “harm”
(16 USC, Section 1532(19), 50 CFR, Section 17.3). Furthermore, the CDFG and the USFWS
are responding agencies under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Both
agencies review CEQA documents in order to determine the adequacy of their treatment of
endangered species issues and to make project-specific recommendations for their conservation.
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3.2.2 Migratory Birds

State and federal laws also protect most birds. The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16
U.S.C., scc. 703, Supp. I, 1989) prohibits killing, possessing, or trading in migratory birds,
except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior. This act

encompasses whole birds, parts of birds, and bird nests and eggs.

3.2.3 Birds of Prey

Birds of prey are also protected in California under provisions of the State Fish and Game Code,
Section 3503.5, which states that it is “unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the order
Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of
any such bird except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant
thereto.” Construction disturbance during the breeding season could result in the incidental loss
of fertile eggs or nestlings, or otherwise lead to nest abandonment. Disturbance that causes nest

abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort is considered “taking” by the CDFG.

3.2.4 Wetlands and Other Jurisdictional Waters

Natural drainage channels and adjacent wetlands may be considered “Waters of the United
States” (hereafter referred to as “jurisdictional waters™) subject to the jurisdiction of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The extent of jurisdiction has been defined in the Code of
Federal Regulations but has also been subject to interpretation of the federal courts.
Jurisdictional waters generally include:

« All waters which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to
use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the
ebb and flow of the tide;

o All interstate waters including interstate wetlands:

o All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent
streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa
lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could affect
interstate or foreign commerce;

o All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under
the definition;

o Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (a)(1)-(4) (i.e. the bulleted items above).
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As recently determined by the United States Supreme Court in Solid Waste Agency of Northern
Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (the SWANCC decision), channels and wetlands
isolated from other jurisdictional waters cannot be considered jurisdictional on the basis of their
use, hypothetical or observed, by migratory birds. However, the U.S Supreme Court decisions
Rapanos v. United States and Carabell v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (referred together as the
Rapanos decision) impose a "significant nexus" test for federal jurisdiction over wetlands. In
June 2007, the USACE and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established guidelines for
applying the significant nexus standard. This standard includes 1) a case-by-case analysis of the
flow characteristics and functions of the tributary or wetland to determine if they significantly
affect the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of downstream navigable waters and 2)
consideration of hydrologic and ecologic factors (EPA and USACE 2007).

The USACE regulates the filling or grading of such waters under the authority of Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act. The extent of jurisdiction within drainage channels is defined by “ordinary
high water marks” on opposing channel banks. Wetlands are habitats with soils that are
intermittently or permanently saturated, or inundated. The resulting anaerobic conditions select
for plant species known as hydrophytes that show a high degree of fidelity to such soils.
Wetlands are identified by the presence of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils (soils saturated
intermittently or permanently saturated by water), and wetland hydrology according to
methodologies outlined in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (USACE
1987).

All activities that involve the discharge of fill into jurisdictional waters are subject to the permit
requirements of the USACE (Wetland Training Institute, Inc. 1991). Such permits are typically
issued on the condition that the applicant agrees to provide mitigation that result in no net loss of
wetland functions or values. No permit can be issued until the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) issues a certification (or waiver of such certification) that the proposed activity
will meet state water quality standards. The filling of isolated wetlands, over which the USACE
has disclaimed jurisdiction under the SWANCC decision, is regulated by the RWQCB. It is
unlawful to fill isolated wetlands without filing a Notice of Intent with the RWQCB. The

RWQCB is also responsible for enforcing National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
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(NPDES) permits, including the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. All projects
requiring federal money must also comply with Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands).

The California Department of Fish and Game has jurisdiction over the bed and bank of rivers,
lakes and streams according to provisions of Section 1601 and 1602 of the California Fish and
Game Code (2003). Activities that would disturb these drainages are regulated by the CDFG via
a Streambed Alteration Agreement. Such an agreement typically stipulates that certain measures

will be implemented which protects the habitat values of the drainage in question.

3.2.5 Local Ordinances, Policies, and Habitat Conservation Plans

Tree ordinance. The Town of Danville has a tree preservation ordinance (Chapter 32, Section 79
of the Municipal Code) that regulates the removal and preservation of trees. The tree
preservation ordinance applies to “protected trees,” which include certain types of native trees
“having a trunk or main stem which measures ten (10) inches or greater in diameter measured
four and one-half (4-1/2) feet above natural grade or, for a multiple trunked tree, a combination
of trunks totaling twenty (20) inches or greater in diameter measured four and one-half (4-1/2)
feet above natural grade;” heritage trees, which have a trunk diameter of 36” or greater
regardless of species; and memorial trees as defined in the municipal code; trees shown to be
preserved on an approved development plan or specifically required by the planning
commission; and trees planted as mitigation for the removal of a protected tree. Protected trees
and heritage trees cannot be removed or destroyed without a Town-approved tree removal permit
and are subject to all other provisions of the Town’s tree preservation ordinance. Mitigation for
removal of trees may be required and may include the on- or off-site planting of replacement
trees “which are of a cumulative diameter necessary to equal the diameter of the tree(s) which

are approved for removal.”

Creek setback. The Town of Danville has an ordinance regulating structure setbacks along
major and non-major creek channels (Chapter 31, Section 29 of the Municipal Code). In
summary, new structures must be set back from the top of bank of the channel by a required

minimum amount based on the channel depth plus an additional amount calculated by the
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channel’s side slopes and creek depth. The minimum structure setback distance from the top of
bank of any unimproved channel is 12 ft.

HCCPs/NCCPs. No known habitat conservation plans are in effect for this property. The
property lies outside of the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural

Community Conservation Plan area.

3.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECT SITE

The following analysis assumes that the site would be developed as a residential subdivision, as
currently represented in the site plans provided by Ruggeri Jensen Azar & Associates (2011) and
shown in Figure 8. Any appreciable difference in either scope or general location of the
proposed project would require an additional impact assessment to ensure that unanticipated
impacts to biotic resources are not likely to occur.

3.3.1 Loss of Habitat for Special Status Plants

Potential Impacts. Focused surveys for special status plants potentially occurring within the
project development footprint detected two species, northern California black walnut and
Congdon’s tarplant (Table 3). No other special status plant species were detected during any of
the surveys. Therefore, these species are presumed to be absent from the development footprint,

and proposed project activities would have no impact on them.

Sixteen northern California black walnuts, a CRPR 1B list species (“Plants rare, threatened or
endangered in California and elsewhere”), are naturally occurring along the East Branch Green
Valley Creek riparian corridor and have been planted in the panhandle fronting Blackhawk Road
(HortScience 2011). Some of these trees are likely to be removed as part of project buildout.
Impacts to this species, including tree removal, would be considered significant under CEQA
(see detailed discussion in section 3.3.11).

The focused rare plant surveys detected a population of thirty individuals of Congdon’s tarplant,

also a CRPR 1B species (Figure 6); this species does not have federal or state listing status. The
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population of Congdon’s tarplant occurring onsite is located at the existing entrance to the
Magee East portion of the site from San Andreas Drive, in an area that is highly disturbed by
vehicular use (e.g., parking), foot traffic, and other activities associated with site uses (i.e.,

stabling of horses, maintenance of horse corrals, etc.).

Two CNDDB occurrences of Congdon’s tarplant are located within three miles of Magee Ranch.
One occurrence was observed near Diablo Road less than 0.2 miles west of the site in 1934 and
is presumed to be extirpated due to development at that location. The other occurrence is located
approximately 0.5 miles south of the site, along Camino Tassajara in 1998, where approximately
8,800 individuals were observed. Sixteen additional CNDDB occurrences are located within ten
miles southeast of the site on private lands, with populations ranging from a few thousand to

hundreds of thousands of individuals.

The Congdon’s tarplant population mapped onsite occurs in the proposed footprint of the access
road and a cul-de-sac (RJA 2011). Therefore, proposed development of the site would result in

the loss of approximately 30 individuals occurring within this footprint.

To date, sixteen occurrences of Congdon’s tarplant have been reported to the CNDDB within ten
miles southeast of the site on private, undeveloped lands. It is expected that unreported
populations of Congdon’s tarplant have been found in the region as well. These populations
range from a few thousand to hundreds of thousands of individuals. The population of
Congdon’s tarplant occurring onsite represents less than 0.1% of the population known to occur
regionally.

The location of the Congdon’s tarplant on the project site is heavily used by humans and is
subject to ongoing anthropogenic disturbances. Given the disturbance of the tarplant and the
existence of numerous and far larger populations of Congdon’s tarplant in the region, impacts to

Congdon’s tarplant on Magee Ranch would be considered less than significant.

Mitigation. Muitigation measures for impacts to Congdon’s tarplant are not warranted. For a
discussion of mitigation for impacts to northern California black walnuts, see section 3.3.11.
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3.3.2 Loss of Habitat for Special Status Animals

Potential Impacts. Twenty-three special status animal species occur, or once occurred,
regionally (Table 3). With the exception of the California tiger salamander, California red-
legged frog, western pond turtle, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, golden eagle, burrowing owl,
yellow warbler, Townsend’s big-eared bat, pallid bat, western red bat, western mastiff bat, and
American badger, all of these species would be absent from or unlikely to occur on the site due
to unsuitable habitat conditions. Proposed development activities would have no effect on these

species because there is little or no likelihood that they are present.

While suitable habitat conditions are present on the site, based on existing survey information,
the California tiger salamander would also be unlikely to occur on the site. However, in the
unlikely event that CTS do occur on the site, impacts to individuals and their habitat would be

considered significant (section 3.3.4).

White-tailed kites and northern harriers have been observed foraging over the site. The golden
eagle, yellow warbler, Townsend’s big-eared bat, pallid bat, western red bat, and western mastiff
bat may also occur more frequently as regular foragers or may be resident on the site. These
species either occur on the site incidental to home range and migratory movements, thus using
the site infrequently, or may forage on the site year-round or during migration. Project buildout
would have a minimal effect on the breeding success of these species and would, at most, result
in a relatively small reduction of foraging and/or roosting habitat that is abundantly available
regionally. Therefore, the loss of habitat for these species would be considered less than
significant.

The remaining four species—the California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, burrowing owl,
and American badger—may occur on the site more frequently. Construction activities may
result in some habitat loss or mortality to individuals of these species, which would be
considered significant (sections 3.3.3, 3.3.5, 3.3.7, and 3.3.8).

47

Live Oak Associates, Inc. Magee Ranch Biological Evaluation



PN 1385-03

Mitigation. Mitigation measures for impacts to the California red-legged frog, California tiger
salamander, western pond turtle, burrowing owl, and American badger are discussed in sections
3.3.3, 3.3.4, 3.3.5, 3.3.7, and 3.3.8, respectively. For the remaining species discussed above,

mitigation measures are not warranted.

3.3.3 Impacts to California Red-Legged Frogs

Potential Impacts.

Impacts to riparian habitat. Several CRLF were detected along East Branch Green Valley Creek
during the focused survey effort. CRLF may use the creek as a movement corridor between
areas of more suitable habitat (e.g., Mt. Diablo and the offsite detention reservoir off of
McCauley Road). Therefore, construction activities, particularly construction of the two access
road creek crossings, occurring in the East Branch Green Valley Creek riparian corridor may
result in mortality to individual CRLF. The proposed homes and trail alignment would also
increase human access to the creek, which could result in harassment and harm to individual
frogs. All of these potential impacts may reduce the use of the site, adversely affect regional
movements of the CRLF, or result in actual injury or death of an individual CRLF. The creek
crossings would also result in approximately 0.3 acres of temporary and permanent impacts to
riparian habitat along the creek that could be used by CRLF. Development in the upland habitats
adjoining the creek would result in the loss of potential aestivation habitat. While there is no
evidence that CRLF are breeding in the creek, it is reasonable to expect them to disperse through
this reach of the creek from time to time. Frogs located in this reach may seek refuge in upland
habitats adjacent to the creek during large storm events. These potential impacts to CRLF and

their aquatic and aestivation habitat would be considered significant.

Impacts to jurisdictional waters. CRLF are known to breed in the detention reservoir adjacent to
the property and were detected along East Branch Green Valley Creek but were not found in the
onsite stock pond or the unnamed drainage. The proposed project would result in the permanent
loss of approximately 0.5 acres of jurisdictional waters that could be used to facilitate the
movement of CRLF through the site. These aquatic features consist of the borrow pit, a small
erosional pit, and remnants of ephemeral drainages in the upland habitats of the site. These

features are of a degraded quality and have low value as CRLF habitat, as they do not function in
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a way that is substantially different from the adjacent upland habitats (i.e., they typically do not
contain or convey surface water and are dry for most of the year). Nonetheless, it is possible that

these features could facilitate CRLF movements during the wet season.

Impacts to upland habitat. The cluster homes, custom lots, and street rights-of-way would result
in the loss of up to 102 acres of upland habitat that could be used by CRLF during the wet

season. These impacts to CRLF habitat would be considered significant.

Regulatory issues. In addition to evaluating the potential of the project to affect the CRLF under
CEQA, the applicant would need to comply with provisions of the federal Endangered Species
Act. This will be accomplished through an ESA Section 7 consultation with the USFWS as part
of the Clean Water Act permitting the process through the Army Corps of Engineers.

The following mitigations are expected to reduce impacts to aquatic and upland habitats of the

CRLF and avoid and minimize impacts to individuals from construction.

Mitigation. The primary approach to mitigate impacts to CRLF would be based upon 1)
avoidance of riparian and aquatic resources to the maximum extent practicable, 2)
implementation of minimization measures, 3) compensation for impacts to riparian habitats and
other waters and upland habitat; and 4) preservation of open space lands that contain suitable
upland characteristics adjacent to the offsite breeding pond, along with opportunities to enhance

onsite aquatic features.

Avoidance. Avoidance of a sensitive resource is usually considered the preferred mitigation for
any project. Therefore, from a standpoint of avoiding impacts to CRLF, the project should be
designed in ways that avoids impacts to riparian, aquatic, and upland habitats to the maximum
extent practicable. As the only feasible access to the site would be by crossing East Branch
Green Valley Creek, impacts to the riparian corridor, while they have been minimized to two
access points, cannot be avoided entirely. Clustering and siting of the project, as well as placing

a portion of the custom lots under a deed restriction, has allowed for the preservation of 308
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acres of open space. Again, while this has minimized impacts to upland and other aquatic
habitats, it is not feasible to avoid potential impacts entirely.

Minimization. The project should be designed, built, and operated in ways that minimize both
direct and indirect impacts to the CRLF. Clustering and siting of the project, as well as placing a
portion of the custom lots under a deed restriction, has allowed for the preservation of 308 acres
of open space and minimized impacts to CRLF habitat. Implementation of the following
measures, partially summarized below and described more fully in Appendix D, should be taken
during any construction occurring in or along East Branch Green Valley Creek to avoid take of
individual CRLF.

e Prior to the start of construction, a qualified biologist should train all construction
personnel regarding habitat sensitivity, identification of special status species, and
required practices.

e Pre-construction surveys should be conducted to ensure that CRLF are absent from the
construction area. If CRLF are present, a qualified biologist possessing all necessary
permits should relocate them, or they should be allowed to move out of the construction
area on their own.

e Immediately following the pre-construction surveys and a determination that CRLF are not
present in the construction zone, the construction zone should be cleared, and silt fencing
should be erected and maintained around construction zones to prevent CRLF from
moving into these areas.

e A biological monitor should be present onsite during times of construction within the
riparian habitat of East Branch Green Valley Creek to ensure no CRLF are harmed,
injured, or killed during project buildout.

Additionally, typical neighborhood activities and use of the creekside trail could result in an
artificial increase in small mammalian predators, particularly the raccoon, along East Branch
Green Valley Creek. Signage could be posted along the trail cautioning the public not to feed

wildlife.

Compensation: riparian restoration. The project would impact approximately 0.3 acres of
moderate-quality riparian habitat resulting from construction of the vehicular bridges across East
Branch Green Valley Creek. Therefore, the project should replace the lost value of this impact

by restoring the impacted riparian habitat at a minimum of a 1:1 replacement-to-loss ratio. The
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final mitigation amounts will be based on actual impacts to be determined during the design
phase. If impacts are lessened, then the amount of mitigation will be appropriately reduced.

The implementation of compensation measures for impacts to riparian habitat will sufficiently
mitigate for the loss of CRLF habitat in the East Branch Green Valley Creek riparian corridor,
reducing impacts to a less-than-significant level (see section 3.3.10 for details related to restoring
impacted riparian habitats). The following are various components that will or can be

implemented to reduce impacts to a less than significant level:

e The existing wet crossing and asphalt near the panhandle (i.e., where the new bridge
is to be constructed) will be removed. The silt and sediment buildup that has
occurred behind and adjacent to the wet crossing and asphalt will also be removed,
and the creek bed will be lowered to restore the natural flow of this portion of the
creek.

e The existing crossing from San Andreas Drive will be removed, and the creek will
be restored in this region.

e The two existing cattle grates that are on Magee West near the existing culverts will
be removed. One of these, in particular, is causing sediment to build up and is
having a significant adverse impact on the creek. The natural flow of this channel
will be restored back to its original condition prior to the original installation of the
grates.

e The riparian corridor along the East Branch of Green Valley Creek will be enhanced
with suitable planting and placement of riparian vegetation along the recreational
trail on Magee East (Figure 9). Approximately 2 acres along East Branch Green
Valley Creek between the creek and the recreational trail is available to
accommodate the minimum 0.3 acres of riparian enhancement plantings. The

enhancement area will be planted with native species appropriate for the corridor.
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Compensation: jurisdictional waters. The project would impact approximately 0.5 acres of
jurisdictional waters that are of a degraded quality and marginal value for the CRLF. The project
should replace the lost functions and value of this impact to aquatic habitats at a minimum of a
1:1 replacement-to-loss acreage ratio. The final mitigation amounts will be based on actual
impacts to be determined during the design phase. If impacts are lessened, then the amount of
mitigation will be appropriately reduced.

Habitat replacement via creation of and/or enhancements to existing waters should occur onsite.
Onsite lands proposed to be preserved as open space are within the same watershed as the offsite
detention basin known to support breeding CRLF and are expected to fully accommodate
creation of and/or enhancements to aquatic habitats that would be of substantially higher value to
CRLF than the impacted waters. Therefore, compensation for impacts to jurisdictional waters to
benefit the CRLF will include all of the aforementioned components discussed under
“Compensation: riparian restoration,” along with improving the wetland character of the onsite
stock pond and enhancing the associated riparian habitat between the stock pond and the
detention basin. The implementation of compensation measures for impacts to waters of the
U.S. will sufficiently mitigate for the loss of aquatic habitat for CRLF, reducing impacts to a
less-than-significant level (see section 3.3.10).

Compensation: upland habitat. The project proposes to preserve approximately 308 acres of the
ranch as open space. This amount of open space would sufficiently compensate for any loss of
CRLF upland habitat. This open space area should be permanently preserved and managed in
perpetuity for CRLF and other suitable species. Areas to be preserved should be placed under a
conservation easement or deed restriction to prohibit construction and preserve conservation
value. A suitable financial vehicle should be identified and secured to provide suitable funding

for management and long-term maintenance of the site.

Areas proposed for preservation include upland habitats adjacent to the offsite detention basin
and onsite stock pond. As discussed above, this open space provides opportunities to enhance
some of the aquatic features within it that will improve the quality of the habitat for CRLF, by
increasing the size and depth of the onsite pond, enhancing riparian habitats associated with the
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unnamed creek, and managing livestock grazing to maximize the quality of the habitat for CRLF
and reduce impacts to aquatic habitats potentially used by CRLF. Therefore, potential
opportunities for enhancement include enlarging and deepening the stock pond so that it retains
water for more of the year and enhancing it with wetland vegetation to provide cover from
predators. Enhancement of the channel and riparian corridor (e.g., formation of plunge pools)
between the stock pond and the detention basin would also maximize opportunities for CRLF to
disperse from the higher-quality breeding habitat offsite to the onsite pond. Because most of the
proposed open space consists of upland habitats (i.e., grasslands and oak savannah), any aquatic
features that are created or enhanced within this area would have sufficient associated uplands.
Upland habitats should be managed via a long-term management plan to maintain the quality of

the habitat for the movement and dispersal of CRLF.

An open space management plan should be prepared for the explicit purpose of managing the
open space area. This plan should be submitted to the Town for review and approval prior to

grading. At a minimum, this plan should:

e ldentify the location of the restoration efforts for replacing jurisdictional waters and
riparian habitats. The replacement ratio for both habitats will be at a minimum of a 1:1
ratio;

e ldentify the approaches to be used, including the extent that the onsite stock pond be
expanded, reconfiguring of the pond bottom and increase in depth, and providing
evidence that a sufficient water budget exists for any proposed enhancement;

e Identify a suitable planting regime for restoring wetland and riparian habitats;

e ldentify success criteria for monitoring both the wetland and riparian habitats that are
consistent with similar habitats regionally;

e Monitor restored wetland habitats for at least 5 years and restored riparian habitats for 10
years;

e Define and identify maintenance and management activities to manage the open space
habitats to meet the stated goals of support habitat characteristics suitable for the CRLF.

This would include suitable fencing so as to control access, limited cattle grazing or other
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procedures to manage grass height and forage production at levels that benefit the CRLF,
removal of trash;
e Define and provide for a financial mechanism such as a non-wasting endowment or an

assessment district that funds the management of the open space into perpetuity.

These measures that replace lost wetland and riparian habitats at a minimum of 1:1 ratio, provide
for the preservation and management of 308 acres of upland habitat, and provide monitoring of
construction activities to avoid harm, injury and death of individual CRLF during construction

would reduce impacts to CRLF to a less-than-significant level.

3.3.4 Impacts to California Tiger Salamanders

Potential Impacts. While protocol level surveys as defined by the USFWS and CDFG (e.g.,
pitfall trapping arrays during the winter rains) were not conducted, larval surveys were
conducted in the spring of 2011, a year of over 150% of normal rainfall. These surveys failed to
detect any breeding activity in the only potential habitat onsite and offsite, in the detention pond.
Other potential breeding habitat does not occur within close proximity to the site, which is
surrounded by modest levels of residential development.

While a single set of larval surveys are not sufficient to conclusively determine CTS absence,
they are adequate to infer that CTS are unlikely to breed within these two ponds, both on and
offsite, and, given the absence of any other potential breeding habitat in the vicinity, that CTS are not

expected to occur in adjacent upland habitats on the project site (Figs. 4 and 8).

Mitigation. No mitigation is warranted for impacts associated with CTS.

3.3.5 Impacts to Western Pond Turtles

Potential Impacts. The project will result in minor encroachment into habitat (0.3 acres impact
to riparian habitat) that likely supports western pond turtle. The loss of this habitat is considered

less than significant, as the amount of habitat affected is quite small.
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However, construction activities, particularly construction of the two access road creek
crossings, occurring in the East Branch Green Valley Creek riparian corridor could result in
mortality to individual western pond turtles. The loss of individual turtles would constitute a

significant impact under CEQA.

Mitigation. Implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures for the

CRLF (see section 3.3.3) would adequately address impacts to western pond turtles.

The project should also implement the following construction-related measures (see Appendix D
for a more complete set of minimization measures):

e Prior to the start of construction within the East Branch Green Valley Creek riparian area, a
qualified biologist should train all construction personnel regarding habitat sensitivity,
identification of special status species, and required practices.

e Pre-construction surveys should be conducted to ensure that western pond turtles (WPT)
are absent from the construction area. If WPT are present, a qualified biologist
possessing all necessary permits should relocate them.

e Immediately following the pre-construction surveys and a determination that western pond
turtles are absent from the construction zone, the construction zone should be cleared, and
silt fencing should be erected and maintained around construction zones to prevent WPT
from moving into these areas.

e A biological monitor should be present onsite during times of construction within the
riparian habitat of East Branch Green Valley Creek to ensure no WPT are harmed,
injured, or Killed during project buildout.

3.3.6 Disturbance to Nesting Raptors and Migratory Birds

Potential Impacts. The loss of habitat, particularly when taken into context with the 308 acres
to be preserved and managed as open space for the CRLF and other regional species, is
considered a less than significant impact for nesting raptors and migratory birds. However,
construction related activities that result in harm, injury or death of individuals, or abandonment

of an active nest would constitute a significant impact.

Although no stick nests have been observed, trees throughout the oak savannah, oak woodland,
and riparian woodland habitats of the site provide suitable nesting habitat for tree-nesting raptors

and migratory birds. Yellow warblers, a California species of special concern, may also nest in
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the riparian habitat along East Branch Green Valley Creek. If a raptor or other migratory bird
(including yellow warblers), regardless of its federal or state status, were to nest on or adjacent to
the site prior to or during proposed construction activities, such activities could result in the
abandonment of active nests or direct mortality to these birds. Construction activities that
adversely affect the nesting success of raptors or result in mortality of individual birds constitute
a violation of state and federal laws (see section 3.2.3) and would be considered a significant
impact under CEQA.

Mitigation. To the maximum extent practicable, trees planned for removal should be removed
during the non-breeding season (September 1 through January 31). If it is not possible to avoid
tree removal or other disturbances during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31), a
qualified biologist should conduct a pre-construction survey for tree-nesting raptors and other
tree- or ground-nesting migratory birds in all trees or other areas of potential nesting habitat
within the construction footprint and within 250 ft. of the footprint, if such disturbance will occur
during the breeding season. This survey should be conducted no more than 14 days prior to the
initiation of demolition/construction activities during the early part of the breeding season
(February through April) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of these activities
during the late part of the breeding season (May through August). If nesting raptors or migratory
birds are detected on the site during the survey, a suitable construction-free buffer should be
established around all active nests. The precise dimension of the buffer (a minimum of 150 ft.,
up to a maximum of 250 ft.) would be determined at that time and may vary depending on
location and species. Buffers should remain in place for the duration of the breeding season or
until it has been confirmed by a qualified biologist that all chicks have fledged and are
independent of their parents. Pre-construction surveys during the non-breeding season are not
necessary, as the birds are expected to abandon their roosts during construction activities.
Implementation of the above measures would mitigate impacts to tree-nesting raptors and other
migratory birds to a less-than-significant level.

3.3.7 Impacts to Burrowing Owls

Potential Impacts. Although no burrowing owls have been observed on the site, suitable

nesting habitat for burrowing owls is present throughout the site in the form of small mammal
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burrows. If a burrowing owl were to nest in the proposed development area prior to the start of
construction, construction activities could result in the abandonment of active nests or direct
mortality to these birds. Construction activities that adversely affect the nesting success or result
in mortality of individual owls constitute a violation of state and federal laws (see section 3.2.3)

and would be considered a significant impact under CEQA.

The loss of potential foraging habitat for burrowing owls is less than significant due to the onsite
preservation of 308 acres of suitable foraging habitat. This land set aside would more than

sufficiently accommodate any potential loss of habitat for this species.

Mitigation. In order to avoid impacts to active burrowing owl nests, a qualified biologist should
conduct pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls within the construction footprint and within
250 ft. of the footprint no more than 30 days prior to the onset of ground disturbance. These
surveys should be conducted in a manner consistent with the CDFG’s burrowing owl survey
methods (CDFG 2012b). If pre-construction surveys determine that burrowing owls occupy the
site during the non-breeding season (September 1 through January 31), then a passive relocation
effort (e.g., blocking burrows with one-way doors and leaving them in place for a minimum of
three days) may be necessary to ensure that the owls are not harmed or injured during
construction. Once it has been determined that owls have vacated the site, the burrows can be
collapsed, and ground disturbance can proceed. If burrowing owls are detected within the
construction footprint or immediately adjacent lands (i.e., within 250 ft. of the footprint) during
the breeding season (February 1 through August 31), a construction-free buffer of 250 ft. should
be established around all active owl nests. The buffer area should be enclosed with temporary
fencing, and construction equipment and workers should not enter the enclosed setback areas.
Buffers should remain in place for the duration of the breeding season or until it has been
confirmed by a qualified biologist that all chicks have fledged and are independent of their
parents. After the breeding season, passive relocation of any remaining owls may take place as

described above.
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3.3.8 Impacts to American Badgers

Potential Impacts. Impacts to the American badger would be similar to those for the burrowing
owl. Conversion of grasslands to urban development would result in a less-than-significant loss
of habitat for the American badger but could result in harm or injury to individuals of this

species, which would constitute a significant adverse impact.

The loss of potential habitat for badgers is less than significant due to the onsite preservation of
308 acres of suitable habitat. This land set aside would more than sufficiently accommodate any

potential loss of habitat for this species.

Mitigation. Pre-construction surveys conducted for burrowing owls should also be used to
determine the presence or absence of badgers in the development footprint. If an active badger
den is identified during pre-construction surveys within or immediately adjacent to the
construction envelope, a construction-free buffer of up to 300 ft. (or distance specified by the
resource agencies, i.e., CDFG) should be established around the den. Because badgers are
known to use multiple burrows in a breeding burrow complex, a biological monitor should be
present onsite during construction activities to ensure the buffer is adequate to avoid direct
impact to individuals or nest abandonment. The monitor would be necessary onsite until it is
determined that young are of an independent age and construction activities would not harm
individual badgers. Once it has been determined that badgers have vacated the site, the burrows

can be collapsed or excavated, and ground disturbance can proceed.

3.3.9 Potential Impacts to Golden Eagles

Potential Impacts. The site supports suitable breeding and foraging habitat for golden eagles.
However, golden eagles have not been reported nesting on the site, and surveys conducted by
LOA in 2010 and 2011 have not detected any eagle nests on the site. The closest known nests
are approximately seven miles away in Dublin. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected
to impact golden eagle nests. While eagles have not been reported historically to nest on the site
and have not been found recently on the site, they may forage occasionally on the site. The loss
of potential foraging habitat is less than significant due to the onsite preservation of 308 acres of

suitable foraging habitat.
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Mitigation. Mitigation measures are not warranted.

3.3.10 Disturbance to Waters of the United States or Riparian Habitats

Potential Impacts. A formal wetland delineation of Magee Ranch was conducted by LOA in
2010. The USACE has determined that East Branch Green Valley Creek, the unnamed seasonal
drainage in the south half of the site, various smaller ephemeral tributaries, the borrow pit, and
the stock pond are subject to their regulatory authority. The Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) will take jurisdiction over these features as well, and the California

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) will exert jurisdiction over the drainages.

Except for the creek crossings, East Branch Green Valley Creek and its riparian corridor will
remain essentially intact. The Town of Danville has determined that the proposed project
conforms to their creek setback ordinance (see section 3.2.5) to preserve sensitive riparian
habitats and maintain watershed health. The emergency vehicle access road passes under the
riparian canopy at one location, but this is in the location of the existing ranch road. All other
project elements, including homes, the main neighborhood road, the remainder of the emergency
vehicle access road, and recreational trail, appear to be sited anywhere from several feet to
approximately 50 ft. outside of the riparian corridor.

Approximately 0.5 acres of jurisdictional waters would be filled as a result of proposed project
activities. This includes impacts to East Branch Green Valley Creek from the proposed
vehicular creek crossings and fill of several ephemeral drainages, the borrow pit, and the
erosional pit to accommodate build-out of the clustered and custom lots.

Construction of the creek crossings would also result in permanent and temporary impacts to
approximately 0.3 acres of riparian habitat, including the removal of riparian trees, along East
Branch Green Valley Creek. Construction of the outfalls would result in additional small
permanent impacts to the banks of East Branch Green Valley Creek at each location. The
placement of fill within these features and the loss or degradation of associated riparian habitat

value would constitute a significant adverse impact under CEQA.
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The discharge of water from the proposed outfalls would result in those reaches of the bed and
bank of East Branch Green Valley Creek at and immediately downstream of the outfall locations
receiving more water for longer durations than before and, therefore, possibly an increase in
riparian vegetation along the creek banks at each location. This could result in a net benefit to
the riparian habitat along East Branch Green Valley Creek.

Thus, the loss of approximately 0.5 acres of jurisdictional waters and 0.3 acres of riparian habitat
constitutes a significant impact of these sensitive habitats. The following mitigations measures
would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.

Mitigation.  The project proponent should implement avoidance, minimization, and/or
compensation measures to reduce impacts to jurisdictional waters and riparian habitats to a less-

than-significant level.

Avoidance. The preferred method of mitigation would be avoidance of all waters of the U.S. and
State by designing the project so that it avoids the placement of fill within potential jurisdictional
waters and impacts to riparian habitat.

The Town of Danville has determined that the proposed project conforms to their creek setback
ordinance (see section 3.2.5) to preserve sensitive riparian habitats and maintain watershed
health. However, even with a riparian setback in place, full avoidance of the riparian corridor is
not feasible due to the need for culvert repairs and maintenance, a storm drain and subdrain

system, and vehicular access to the site across East Branch Green Valley Creek.

Additionally, to avoid the site’s steeper slopes and ridgelines, the proposed project is confined to
the flatter areas in the northern part of the site, which requires fill of ephemeral drainages in

these areas.

Minimization. Because full avoidance is not possible, actions should be taken to minimize

impacts to aquatic and riparian habitats. Measures taken during construction activities should
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include placing construction fencing around the aquatic features or riparian areas to be preserved

to ensure that construction activities do not inadvertently impact these areas.

As part of project build-out, all proposed lighting should be designed to avoid light and glare
impacts to the riparian corridor. Light sources should not be visible from riparian areas and
should not illuminate riparian areas or cause glare on the opposite side of the creek (e.g., to
neighboring properties). Additionally, proposed development activities should be designed and

situated to avoid the loss of trees within the riparian area to the maximum extent practicable.

Compensation. The project will result in approximately 0.3 acres of impact to riparian habitat
and approximately 0.5 acres of impact to areas under the jurisdiction of the USACE. This
includes impacts to East Branch Green Valley Creek and associated riparian trees,
impoundments (including the borrow pit), and the ephemeral drainages. The project should
replace the lost habitat value of these impacts by restoring the impacted riparian habitat and
jurisdictional waters at a minimum of a 1:1 replacement-to-loss ratio. The final mitigation
amounts will be based on actual impacts to be determined during the design phase. If impacts

are lessened, then the amount of mitigation will be appropriately reduced.

An onsite habitat mitigation and monitoring plan (HMMP) would need to be developed to
mitigate for impacts to these features. The HMMP should include both an aquatic habitat
restoration plan and a riparian habitat restoration plan. It is expected that all compensation
measures can be accommodated within the 308 acres of the site that is proposed for preservation
as open space. Other than the limited impacts to jurisdictional waters in East Branch Green
Valley Creek, the impacts will occur primarily within relatively low quality features (e.g.,
ephemeral drainages, borrow pits, etc.). The mitigation ratio for these impacts would result in
the creation of riparian and wetland habitats with substantially greater value than what are being
lost.

Section 3.3.3 (Impacts to California red-legged frogs) provides a detailed discussion of the
various enhancements and restoration measures that will be employed by the project to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level. These include: 1) replacing the wet crossing near the
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panhandle, removing the sediment build-up, and restoring the creek at that location to its natural

grade; 2) removing the existing bridge from San Andreas Drive and restoring the creek at that

location; 3) removing cattle grates and the build-up of sediment on Magee West; ) enhancing and

restoring riparian woodland habitat along East Branch Green Valley Creek; and 5) enhancing

and increasing the capacity of the onsite stock pond.

The mitigation goal should be to create and enhance riparian or aquatic habitats with habitat

functions and values greater than or equal to those existing in the impact zone. This could

include restoring and enhancing the stock pond and associated seasonal drainage and tributaries

to increase their wetland and riparian value, which would benefit native wildlife in the region,

such as CRLF (section 3.3.3). As such, compensation measures should include:

Creation and/or enhancement of approximately 0.5 acres of jurisdictional waters. The
final mitigation amount will be based on actual impacts to be determined during the
design phase;

Creation and/or enhancement of approximately 0.3 acres of riparian habitat. The final
mitigation amount will be based on actual impacts to be determined during the design
phase;

Replacement of all riparian trees (i.e., trees occurring within riparian woodland habitat) at
a 5:1 replacement-to-removal ratio. To the maximum extent practicable, removed trees
should be replaced with like species or, if such trees are non-native, with species that are
known to occur naturally within riparian habitats in the region. These trees should be
planted within the East Branch Green Valley Creek riparian corridor or in other areas
designated for riparian restoration. For restoration purposes, it is preferable to plant
small stock from seed sources collected on or near the site. Therefore, replacement trees
in the riparian corridor should be grown from seeds or acorns collected from the site or
from nearby creeks within the same watershed.

Reseeding or replanting of riparian or wetland vegetation (i.e., a combination of trees,
shrubs, and herbaceous vegetation) in temporarily impacted areas and designated habitat

restoration areas.
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At a minimum, the HMMP should:

e Define the location of all restoration/creation activities;

e Provide evidence of a suitable water budget to support any created aquatic and riparian
habitats;

e ldentify the species, amount, and location of plants to be installed in the aquatic and
riparian habitats;

e Identify the time of year for planting and method for supplemental watering during the
establishment period,;

e |dentify the monitoring period. This should be not less than 5 years for aquatic
restoration and not less than 10 years for riparian restoration.

e Define success criteria that will be required for restoration efforts to be deemed a success;

e ldentify adaptive management procedures that accommodate the uncertainty that comes
with restoration projects. These include, but are not limited to, measures to address
colonization by invasive species, unexpected lack of water, and excessive foraging of
installed plants by native wildlife;

e Define management and maintenance activities (weeding of invasive plants, providing
for supplemental water, repair of water delivery systems, etc.); and

e Provide for surety in funding the monitoring and ensuring that the created aquatic and

riparian habitats fall within lands to be preserved and managed into perpetuity.

Requlatory issues. The applicant will also need to comply with all state and federal regulations

related to construction work that will impact aquatic habitats occurring on the site. The applicant
will be required to obtain a Section 404 Clean Water Act permit from the USACE, Section 401
Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB, and/or Section 1600 Streambed Alteration
Agreement from the CDFG prior to initiating any construction within these habitats.

3.3.11 Tree Removal Impacts

Potential Impacts. A formal tree survey was conducted by HortScience (2011), at which time
the species, location, diameter at 54 inches above grade, health and structural condition, and
suitability for preservation of all trees occurring within the proposed development footprint were
recorded. In total, three hundred trees representing thirteen species were surveyed. Based on the
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Town of Danville’s criteria for protected and heritage trees (section 3.2.5), 122 protected trees
and 33 heritage trees were present in the surveyed area.

The number of trees to be removed will depend on the final project plans. However, of the three
hundred trees surveyed, the project arborist recommended removal of 55 trees. Most of these
trees occur in the panhandle and along the East Branch Green Valley Creek riparian corridor and
were recommended for removal to accommodate the access road. Of the trees recommended for
removal, 13 have protected status (i.e., are at least 10 inches in diameter for single-trunk trees or
at least 20 inches in diameter for multi-trunk trees), and 3 have heritage status. As mentioned in
section 3.3.1, sixteen northern California black walnuts, a CRPR 1B species, occur in the East
Branch Green Valley Creek riparian corridor and in the panhandle fronting Blackhawk Road.
Nine of these trees are likely to be removed. The removal of trees regardless of size would

constitute a significant impact.

Construction activities that lead to the injury, decline, structural failure, or death of a tree

proposed to be retained on the site would also constitute a significant impact.

Mitigation. For mitigation measures related to the removal of trees within the riparian habitat of
East Branch Green Valley Creek, refer to section 3.3.10. The following measures are

recommended for trees occurring outside of the riparian habitat.

For trees to be retained, a tree preservation plan should be prepared for the project identifying all
protection and mitigation measures to be taken and should also include the tree preservation
guidelines by HortScience in their report. These measures should remain in place for the

duration of construction activities at the project site.

The Town of Danville recommends replacing ordinance-size trees to be removed with approved
species “of a cumulative number and diameter necessary to equal the diameter of the tree(s)
which are approved for removal.”  Tree removal should occur pursuant to the Town’s tree
ordinance, including planting a mixture of small and large box trees to meet the cumulative

diameter number of the removed trees. The precise ratio cannot be determined, as the applicant
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may choose to plant some large box trees outside the riparian corridor that will alter the number
of trees to be replaced.

Non-ordinance-size trees (i.e., trees less than 10 inches in diameter for single-trunk trees or less
than 20 inches in diameter for multi-trunk trees) that are removed should be replaced at a

replacement-to-removal ratio of 1:1.

To the maximum extent practicable, all native trees that are removed should be replaced with
like species. All non-native trees that are removed should be replaced with species that are

known to occur naturally within similar habitats in the region.

Replacement of riparian trees will be monitored as part of the riparian habitat restoration plan
(section 3.3.10). A monitoring plan for the other replacement trees should be developed and
submitted to the Town of Danville during the permit process. The basic components of the
monitoring plan should consist of final success criteria, specific performance criteria, monitoring
methods, data analysis, monitoring schedule, contingency/remedial measures, and reporting

requirements.

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce the loss of trees to a less-than-

significant level.

3.3.12 Loss of Habitat for Native Wildlife

Potential Impacts. The habitats of the site are likely to comprise only a portion of most
wildlife’s entire home range or territory. As such, some species may disperse through the site,
but most wildlife presently using the site do so as part of their normal movements for foraging,
mating, and caring for young. Wildlife species presently occupying the site would be displaced

or lost from the proposed development areas.

Future development could affect up to 102 acres, nearly all of which can currently be used by
native wildlife. Future development would primarily result in the loss of non-native grassland

habitats (Figure 8). Future development would also impact aquatic features such as East Branch
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Green Valley Creek and its associated riparian corridor, several ephemeral drainages, and a
borrow pit (see section 3.3.10 regarding disturbance to these habitats).

The 102 acres to be developed are concentrated in the flatter areas along Diablo and Blackhawk
Roads at the north end of the property near existing development. Even after this area is
developed, large areas of non-native grassland habitats in surrounding lands will remain. This
suggests that the proposed project, when considered by itself, will neither result in a wildlife
population dropping below self-sustaining levels nor threaten to eliminate an animal community.
Furthermore, mitigations have been proposed for a number of species previously discussed to
adequately offset grassland and aquatic habitat losses. In particular, the project proposes to
preserve 308 acres, primarily concentrated in the southern part of the site, as open space. As
habitat for native wildlife, this proposed open space is of higher quality than the area proposed
for development because it is contiguous with open space and undeveloped lands to the west,
south, and east.

Therefore, impacts to native wildlife due to the loss of habitat resulting from the proposed

project are considered less than significant under CEQA.

Mitigation. Mitigation measures are not warranted.

3.3.13 Interference with the Movement of Native Wildlife

Potential Impacts. Lands surrounding the site have been modestly developed with roads and
residences, which may impede the movement of wildlife between the site and more open lands to
the east. Within the site itself, wildlife uses the upland habitats of the site as part of their home
range and dispersal movements. The proposed development footprint occurs in the northern part
of the site near existing roads and residences. Following project buildout, the majority of the site
will remain as open space for use as home range and dispersal movements. East Branch Green
Valley Creek and the various seasonal drainages on the site likely facilitate the movement of
amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals within and through the site. The vehicular access
roads crossing the creek are not expected to reduce the capability of East Branch Green Valley

Creek to facilitate the migration and dispersal of wildlife. Wildlife species presently using the
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site are expected to continue moving through the open areas of the site and within the East
Branch Green Valley Creek riparian corridor after project build-out. Therefore, impacts to

wildlife movements would not be considered significant.

Mitigation. Mitigation measures are not warranted.

3.3.14 Degradation of Water Quality in Seasonal Drainages, Stock Ponds, and
Downstream Waters

Potential Impacts. Proposed construction activities will result in soils left barren in the
development footprint. Additionally, extensive grading often leaves the soils of construction
zones barren of vegetation and, therefore, vulnerable to sheet, rill, or gully erosion. Furthermore,
runoff is often polluted with grease, oil, pesticide and herbicide residues, heavy metals, etc.
These pollutants may eventually be carried to sensitive wetland habitats used by a diversity of
native wildlife species.

The applicant is expected to comply with the provisions of a grading permit, including standard
erosion control measures that employ best management practices (BMPs). Projects involving the
grading of large tracts of land must also be in compliance with provisions of a General
Construction permit (a type of NPDES permit) available from the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board. Compliance with the above permit(s) should result in no impact to water
quality in seasonal creeks, reservoirs, and downstream waters from the proposed project and
should not result in the deposition of pollutants and sediments in sensitive riparian and wetland
habitats.

Mitigation. Mitigation measures are not warranted.

3.3.15 Local Ordinances or Habitat Conservation Plans

Potential Impacts. With the exception of local ordinances previously discussed, no local
ordinances, HCPs, or NCCPs are known to be in effect for this project. Therefore, the proposed

project would not be impacted by any local policies related to biological resources.
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Mitigation. Mitigation measures are not warranted.

3.4 PUBLIC TRAIL NETWORK

A future public trail network is conceptually proposed for alignment along existing fire and
private service roads on lands to be preserved as open space on Magee East. This network would

connect to the existing Sycamore Valley Open Space trail on lands immediately east of the site.

This trail is not only conceptual, but any future CEQA analysis will be undertaken at the time the
appropriate agency chooses to propose, build and operate the trail system. It is anticipated that
most, if not all, of the future trails will occur on existing fire and service roads. Impacts from

trails that utilize existing roads are expected to be less than significant.

While the design and eventual construction of any trail system will be analyzed in a future
CEQA document, it is possible to outline the likelihood of any impacts for trail segments that
might fall outside existing fire or service roads. This is simply a conceptual discussion of what
impacts may occur for any future trail alignment, and, therefore, no mitigation is being provided,
as that would come at such time a project is proposed. The following potential impacts have
been identified for any deviations from the existing road alignments and any future connection

points.

Special status plants. None of the 36 special status plant species known to occur in the region
would be expected to occur in the existing fire and service roads, as these roads are well-

maintained and devoid of vegetation.

Twelve special status plant species known to occur in the region—large-flowered fiddleneck
(Amsinckia grandiflora), bent-flowered fiddleneck (Amsinckia lunaris), big-scale balsamroot
(Balsamorhiza macrolepis var. macrolepis), big tarplant (Blepharizonia plumosa), round-leaved
filaree (California macrophylla), Mt. Diablo fairy lantern (Calochortus pulchellus), Congdon’s
tarplant (Centromadia parryi ssp. congdonii), Mt. Diablo buckwheat (Eriogonum truncatum),
fragrant fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea), Diablo helianthella (Helianthella castanea), Santa Cruz
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tarplant (Holocarpha macradenia), and robust monardella (Monardella villosa ssp. globosa)—
may occur at the trail connection point to offsite open space lands.

Focused surveys should be conducted to determine the extent to which any of these twelve
species occur at the trail connection point, once its location has been identified. These focused
special status plant surveys should be conducted prior to ground disturbance and should occur

during the appropriate blooming season for the twelve species.

Special status animals. Any portion of the public trail network deviating from the existing roads
as well as any trail connection points would impact small areas of upland habitat in the preserved
lands and special status animal species that may occur in them in a manner similar to that
discussed in sections 3.3.2, 3.3.4, 3.3.6, 3.3.7, and 3.3.8 of this report. This includes impacts to
upland habitat that could be used by CRLF during the wet season, migratory birds and tree-

nesting raptors, burrowing owls, and American badgers.

Waters of the U.S. and sensitive habitats. At the time this report was prepared, the public trail
network, including any trail connection points, is not expected to impact any waters of the U.S.
or sensitive habitats. Should a proposed alignment require the fill in waters of the U.S. or
sensitive habitats, these impacts would be considered significant under CEQA.

Tree removal. At the time this report was prepared, the public trail network, including any trail
connection points, is not expected to require the removal of any trees, as the network would
occur along existing roads, and any future connection point is expected to avoid all trees. Should
a proposed alignment require the removal of any trees, such removal would be considered
significant under CEQA. Additionally, trail construction activities that lead to the injury,
decline, structural failure, or death of a tree proposed to be retained on the site would also
constitute a significant impact.
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APPENDIX A: VASCULAR PLANTS OF THE STUDY AREA

The plants species listed below were observed on Magee Ranch during the field surveys
conducted by Live Oak Associates, Inc. in January and April 2010, and in March, April, June,
and August 2011. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service wetland indicator status of each plant has

been shown following its common name.

OBL - Obligate

FACW - Facultative Wetland
FAC - Facultative

FACU - Facultative Upland

UPL - Upland

+/- - Higher/lower end of category
NR - No review

NA - No agreement

NI - No investigation

AGAVACEAE - Agave Family

Chlorogalum pomeridianum var. pomeridianum Soap plant

ALLIACEAE - Onion Family
Allium sp.
AMARANTHACEAE - Amaranth Family
Amaranthus albus*
Amaranthus blitoides
Amaranthus deflexus*
Amaranthus hybridus*
ANACARDIACEAE - Sumac Family
Toxicodendron diversilobum
APIACEAE - Carrot Family
Conium maculatum*
Eryngium aristulatum var. aristulatum
Perideridia kelloggii
Sanicula bipinnatifida
Sanicula crassicaulis
Torilis arvensis*
Torilis nodosa*
APOCYNACEAE - Dogbane Family
Nerium oleander*
Vinca major*
ARALIACEAE - Ginseng Family
Hedera helix*
ASCLEPIADACEAE - Milkweed Family
Asclepias fascicularis
ASTERACEAE - Sunflower Family
Achillea millefolium
Achyrachaena mollis

74

Onion

Tumbleweed
Prostrate pigweed
Low amaranth
Smooth pigweed

Poison oak

Poison hemlock
California coyote-thistle
Kellogg’s yampah
Purple sanicle

Pacific sanicle

Hedge parsley

Knotted hedge parsley

Oleander
Greater periwinkle

English ivy
Narrowleaf milkweed

Common yarrow
Blow-wives

UPL

FACU
FACW
UPL
UPL

UPL

FACW
OBL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL

UPL
UPL

UPL

FAC

FACU
FAC*
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Artemisia douglasiana

Baccharis pilularis

Carduus pycnocephalus*

Carduus tenuiflorus™

Centaurea calciptrapa*
Centaurea solstitialis*
Centromadia parryi ssp. congdonii
Cirsium vulgare*

Conyza canadensis

Cynara cardunculus*

Cynara scolymus*

Gnaphalium californicum
Helenium puberulum
Helminthotheca echioides*
Hemizonia congesta ssp. luzulifolia
Hesperevax sparsiflora var. sparsiflora
Holocarpha heermannii
Hypochaeris glabra*

Hypochaeris radicata*

Lactuca saligna*

Lactuca serriola*

Lagophylla ramosissima
Matricaria matricarioides*
Microseris douglasii ssp. douglasii
Picris echioides*

Psilocarphus tenellus

Senecio vulgaris*

Silybum marianum*

Sonchus asper ssp. asper*
Sonchus oleraceus*

Taraxacum officinale*
Tragopogon porrifolius*
Xanthium spinosum

BORAGINACEAE - Borage Family

Amsinckia menziesii var. intermedia
Plagiobothrys acanthocarpus
Plagiobothrys canescens
Plagiobothrys trachycarpum

BRASSICACEAE - Mustard Family

Brassica nigra*

Capsella bursa-pastoris*
Cardamine oligosperma
Hirschfeldia incana*
Lepidium didymum*
Lepidium latipes var. latipes
Lepidium nitidum var. nitidum
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Mugwort

Coyote brush

Italian thistle
Slender-flowered thistle
Purple star thistle
Yellow star thistle
Congdon’s tarplant
Bull thistle

Canada horseweed
Artichoke thistle
Artichoke
California cudweed
Sneezeweed

Bristly ox-tongue
Hayfield tarweed
few-flowered evax
Heermann’s tarweed
Smooth cat’s-ear
Rouch cat’s-ear
Willow lettuce
Prickly lettuce
Common hareleaf
Pineapple weed
Douglas’ microseris
Bristly ox-tongue
Slender woolly-heads
Common groundsel
Milk thistle

Prickly sow thistle
Common sowthistle
Dandelion

Purple salsify
Spiny cocklebur

Common fiddleneck
Adobe popcornflower
Valley popcornflower

Roughfruit popcornflower

Black mustard
Shepherd’s purse
Bitter cress
Summer mustard
Lesser wortcress
Dwarf peppergrass
Shining peppergrass

FACW
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
FAC
FACU
FAC
UPL
UPL
UPL
FACW
FAC*
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
NI*
FAC
UPL
FACU
UPL
FAC*
FAC
NI*
UPL
FAC
NI*
FACU
UPL
FAC+

UPL
OBL
UPL
FACW

UPL
FAC-
FACW
UPL
UPL
OBL
UPL
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Lepidium squamatum™*
Lepidium strictum
Nasturtium officinale
Raphanus sativus*
Sisymbrium officinale*
CAPRIFOLIACEAE - Honeysuckle Family
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea
Symphoricarpos albus var. laevigatus
Symphoricarpos mollis
CARYOPHYLLACEAE - Pink Family
Cerastium glomeratum*
Silene gallica*
Spergularia rubra*
Stellaria media*
CHENOPODIACEAE - Goosefoot Family
Chenopodium murale*

CONVOLVULACEAE - Morning-Glory Family

Convolvulus arvensis*
CUCURBITACEAE - Gourd Family

Marah fabaceus
CYPERACEAE -- Sedge Family

Cyperus eragrostis

Eleocharis macrostachya
EUPHORBIACEAE - Spurge Family

Chamaesyce serpens*

Euphorbia peplus*
FABACEAE - Legume Family

Glycyrrhiza lepidota

Lathyrus sp.

Lotus corniculatus*

Lupinus bicolor

Lupinus succulentus

Medicago polymorpha*

Trifolium angustifolium*

Trifolium campestre*

Trifolium dubium*

Trifolium fragiferum*

Trifolium glomeratum*

Trifolium hirtum*

Trifolium incarnatum*

Trifolium repens*

Trifolium resupinatum*

Trifolium subterraneum*

Trifolium tomentosum*

Vicia sativa ssp. nigra*

Vicia sativa ssp. sativa*

Swine cress
Wayside peppergrass
Water cress

Wild radish

Hedge mustard

Mexican elderberry
Common snowberry
Creeping snowberry

Mouse-eared chickweed
Common catchfly
Purple sand spurry
Chickweed

Wall goosefoot
Field bindweed
California manroot

Tall flatsedge
Common spikerush

Serpent spurge
Petty spurge

Wild licorice

Pea

Bird’s foot trefoil
Miniature lupine
Succulent lupine
Burclover
Narrow-leaved clover
Hop clover
Shamrock
Strawberry clover
Clustered clover
Rose clover
Crimson clover
White clover
Persian clover
Subterranean clover
Woolly clover
Common vetch
Spring vetch

UPL
UPL
OBL
UPL
UPL

FAC
FACU
UPL

UPL
UPL
FAC-
FACU

UPL
UPL
UPL

FACW
OBL

FAC*
UPL

FAC+

FAC
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
FACU*
NI*
UPL
UPL
UPL
FACU+
UPL
UPL
NI*
FACU
FACU
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Vicia villosa ssp. varia*
FAGACEAE - Oak Family

Quercus agrifolia

Quercus douglasii

Quercus ilex*

Quercus lobata
GENTIANACEAE - Gentian Family

Zeltnera muehlenbergii
GERANIACEAE - Geranium Family

Erodium botrys*

Erodium cicutarium*

Erodium moschatum*

Geranium dissectum*

Geranium molle*

HIPPOCASTANACEAE - Buckeye Family

Aesculus californica
IRIDACEAE - Iris Family
Sisyrinchium bellum
JUGLANDACEAE - Walnut Family
Juglans hindsii
JUNCACEAE - Rush Family
Juncus balticus
Juncus bufonius var. bufonius
Juncus mexicanus
Juncus xiphioides
LAMIACEAE - Mint Family
Mentha spicata var. spicata*
Rosmarinus officinalis*
Stachys sp.
LEMNACEAE - Duckweed Family
Lemna sp.
LILIACEAE - Lily Family
Calochortus argillosus
LYTHRACEAE - Loosestrife Family
Lythrum hyssopifolium*
MALVACEAE - Mallow Family
Malva neglecta*
Malva parviflora*
Malvella leprosa
MORACEAE - Mulberry Family
Ficus carica*
MYRSINACEAE - Primrose Family
Anagallis arvensis*
MYRTACEAE - Myrtle Family
Eucalyptus sideroxylon*
OLEACEAE - Olive Family

7

Hairy vetch

Coast live oak
Blue oak
Holly oak
Valley oak

Muehlenberg’s centaury

Broadleaf filaree
Redstem filaree
Whitestem filaree
Wild geranium
Dove’s foot geranium

California buckeye

Blue-eyed grass

No. California black walnut

Baltic rush

Toad rush
Mexican rush
Iris-leaved rush
Spearmint
Rosemary

Hedge nettle
Duckweed

Clay mariposa lily
Hyssop loosestrife
Dwarf mallow
Cheeseweed mallow
Alkali mallow
Edible fig

Scarlet pimpernel

Red iron bark

UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
FAC*
FAC
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
FAC
FAC
OBL
FACW+
FACW
OBL

OBL
UPL

OBL
UPL
FACW
UPL
UPL
FAC*
UPL
FAC

UPL
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Ligustrum lucidum*

Olea europaea
ONAGRACEAE - Evening Primrose Family

Clarkia affinis

Epilobium brachycarpum

Epilobium ciliatum
OXALIDACEAE - Oxalis Family

Oxalis pes-caprae*
PINACEAE - Pine Family

Pinus halepensis*

Pinus radiata*
PLANTAGINACEAE - Plantain Family

Kickxia elatine*

Plantago erecta

Plantago major*

Veronica persica*

Veronica anagallis-aquatica*
POACEAE - Grass Family

Agrostis semiverticillata*

Aira caryophyllea*

Avena barbata*

Bromus carinatus

Bromus diandrus*

Bromus hordeaceus*

Chloris virgata*

Cortaderia jubata*

Cynodon dactylon*

Cynosurus echinatus*

Festuca idahoensis

Gastridium ventricosum*

Hordeum marinum ssp. gussoneanum*

Hordeum murinum*

Leymus triticoides

Lolium multiflorum*

Phalaris paradoxa*

Poa annua*

Polypogon monspeliensis*

Taeniatherum caput-medusae*

Vulpia microstachys

Vulpia myuros var. myuros*
POLYGONACEAE - Buckwheat Family

Polygonum aviculre ssp. depressum*

Rumex crispus*

Rumex pulcher*
PORTULACACEAE - Purslane Family

Claytonia perfoliata ssp. perfoliata

78

Privit
Olive

Chaparral clarkia
Panicled willowherb
Fringed willowherb

Bermuda buttercup

Aleppo pine
Monterey pine

Sharp-leaved fluellin
California plantain
Common plantain
Bird’s-eye speedwell
Water speedwell

Water bent grass
Silver hairgrass

Oat

California brome grass
Ripgut brome

Soft chess

Feather fingergrass
Pampas grass
Bermuda grass
Dogtail grass
Idaho/Blue fescue
Nit grass
Mediterranean barley
Foxtail barley
Beardless wildrye
Italian ryegrass
Paradox canary grass
Annual bluegrass
Rabbitsfoot grass
Medusahead

Small fescue

Rattail fescue

Common knotweed
Curly dock
Fiddle dock

Miner’s lettuce

UPL
UPL

UPL
UPL
FACW

UPL

UPL
UPL

NI
UPL
FACW-
UPL
OBL

OBL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
FACU-
UPL
UPL
FAC
UPL
NO
FACU
FAC
NI
FAC+
UPL
UPL
FACW-
FACW
UPL
UPL
FACU*

UPL
FACW-
FAC+

FAC
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RANUNCULACEAE - Buttercup Family

Ranunculus californicus

Ranunculus muricatus®
ROSACEAE - Rose Family

Aphanes occidentalis

Oemleria cerasiformis

Prunus cerasifera*

Prunus dulcis*

Pyracantha angustifolia*

Rosa californica

Rosa gymnocarpa

Rubus armeniacus*
RUBIACEAE - Madder Family

Galium aparine

Galium murale*

Sherardia arvensis*
SALICACEAE - Willow Family

Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii

Salix laevigata
Salix lasiolepis

SAXIFRAGACEAE - Saxifrage Family

Lithophragma affine

SCROPHULARIACEAE - Figwort Family

Bellardia trixago*
Castilleja attenuata
Castilleja exserta ssp. exserta

Castilleja rubicundula ssp. lithospermoides
Castilleja subinclusa ssp. subinclusa

Collinsia sparsiflora
Triphysaria pusilla

California buttercup
Prickle fruited buttercup

Lady’s mantle

Oso berry

Cherry plum

Almond

Firethorn

California wild rose
Wood rose
Himalayan blackberry

Common bedstraw
Tiny bedstraw
Field madder

Fremont cottonwood
Red willow
Arroyo willow

Woodland star

Bellardia

Valley tassels

Purple owl’s clover
Yellow cream sacs
Longleaf Indian paintbrush
Few flowered collinsia
Dwarf owl’s clover

SIMAROUBACEAE - Quassia or Simarouba Family

Ailanthus altissima*

THEMIDACEAE - Cluster Lily Family

Brodiaea elegans ssp. elegans
Dichelostemma capitatum
Triteleia laxa
TYPHACEAE - Cattail Family
Typha angustifolia
Typha domingensis
Typha latifolia
ULMACEAE - EIm Family
Ulmus x hollandica*
Ulmus parvifolia*
URTICACEAE - Nettle Family
Urtica dioica ssp. holosericea
Urtica urens*
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Tree-of-Heaven

Harvest brodiaea
Blue dicks
Ithuriel’s spear

Narrow-leaved cattail
Southern cattail
Broadleaf cattail

Dutch elm
Chinese elm

Hoary stinging nettle
Dwarf nettle

FAC
FACW+

UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
FAC+
NI
FACW*

FACU

UPL

FACW
UPL
FACW

UPL

UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL
UPL

FACU
UPL
UPL
UPL
OBL
OBL
OBL
UPL

FACW
UPL
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VALERIANACEAE - Valerian Family
Plectritis ciliosa ssp. ciliosa
VERBENACEAE - Vervain Family
Phyla nodiflora var. nodiflora
VISCACEAE - Mistletoe Family
Phoradendron serotinum ssp. macrophllum

* Introduced non-native species
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Long-spurred plectritis UPL
Garden lippia FACW
Bigleaf mistletoe UPL
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APPENDIX B: TERRESTRIAL VERTEBRATE SPECIES THAT POTENTIALLY
OCCUR ON THE STUDY AREA

The species listed below are those that may reasonably be expected to use the habitats Magee
Ranch routinely or from time to time. The list was not intended to include birds that are vagrants
or occasional transients. Terrestrial vertebrate species observed in or adjacent to the study area in
January and April 2010 have been noted with an asterisk.

CLASS AMPHIBIA (Amphibians)
ORDER CAUDATA (Salamanders)
FAMILY SALAMANDRIDAE (Newts)

California newt Taricha torosa
FAMILY PLETHODONTIDAE (Lungless Salamanders)
Ensatina Ensatina eschscholtzii
Black salamander Aneides flavipunctatus
California slender salamander Batrachoseps attenuatus
Pacific slender salamander Batrachoseps pacificus

ORDER ANURA (Frogs and Toads)
FAMILY BUFONIDAE (True Toads)

Western toad Bufo boreas
FAMILY HYLIDAE (Tree Frogs and Relatives)
Pacific treefrog Hyla regilla

CLASS REPTILIA (Reptiles)
ORDER SQUAMATA (Lizards and Snakes)
SUBORDER SAURIA (Lizards)
FAMILY PHRYNOSOMATIDAE

*Western fence lizard Sceloporus occidentalis
FAMILY SCINCIDAE (Skinks)
Skilton skink Eumeces skiltonianus skiltonianus
FAMILY ANGUIDAE (Alligator Lizards and Relatives)
*California alligator lizard Elgaria multicarinata

SUBORDER SERPENTES (Snakes)
FAMILY COLUBRIDAE (Colubrids)

Sharp-tailed snake Contia tenuis
Coachwhip Masticophis flagellum
Gopher snake Pituophis catenifer
Common kingsnake Lampropeltis getula
California black-headed snake Tantilla planiceps
Night snake Hypsiglena torquata
Western terrestrial garter snake Thamnophis elegans

CLASS AVES (Birds)
ORDER CICONIIFORMES (Herons, Storks, Ibises and Relatives)
FAMILY CATHARTIDAE (New World Vultures)
*Turkey vulture Cathartes aura
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ORDER ANSERIFORMES (Screamers, Ducks and Relatives)
FAMILY ANATIDAE (Swans, Geese and Ducks)

*Mallard
Canada Goose

Anas platyrhynchos
Branta canadensis

ORDER FALCONIFORMES (Vultures, Hawks and Falcons)
FAMILY ACCIPITRIDAE (Hawks, Old World Vultures and Harriers)

*White-tailed kite
*Northern harrier
Sharp-shinned hawk
Cooper’s hawk
*Red-shouldered hawk
*Red-tailed hawk
Ferruginous hawk
Golden eagle

Elanus leucurus
Circus cyaneus
Accipiter striatus
Accipiter cooperii
Buteo lineatus
Buteo jamaicensis
Buteo regalis
Aquila chrysaetos

FAMILY FALCONIDAE (Caracaras and Falcons)

American kestrel
Merlin
Prairie falcon

Falco sparverius
Falco columbarius
Falco mexicanus

ORDER: CHARADRIIFORMES (Shorebirds, Gulls and Relatives)
FAMILY CHARADRIIDAE (Lapwings and Plovers)

Killdeer

Charadrius vociferus

ORDER GALLIFORMES (Magapodes, Curassows, Pheasants and Relatives)
FAMILY PHASIANIDAE (Quails, Pheasants and Relatives)

Ring-necked pheasant
*Wild turkey

Phasianus colchicus
Meleagris gallopavo

FAMILY ODONTOPHORIDAE (New World Quail)

California quail

Callipepla californica

ORDER COLUMBIFORMES (Pigeons and Doves)
FAMILY COLUMBIDAE (Pigeons and Doves)

Rock dove
*Mourning dove
ORDER STRIGIFORMES (Owls)

FAMILY TYTONIDAE (Barn Owls)

Barn owl

FAMILY STRIGIDAE (Typical Owls)

Western screech owl
Great horned owl
Burrowing owl

Columba livia
Zenaida macroura

Tyto alba
Otus kennicottii

Bubo virginianus
Athene cunicularia

ORDER APODIFORMES (Swifts and Hummingbirds)
FAMILY TROCHILIDAE (Hummingbirds)

*Anna’s hummingbird
Allen’s hummingbird

Calypte anna
Selasphorus sasin

ORDER PICIFORMES (Woodpeckers and Relatives)
FAMILY PICIDAE (Woodpeckers and Wrynecks)

Acorn woodpecker
Downy woodpecker
*Northern flicker

Melanerpes formicivorus
Picoides pubescens
Colaptes auratus
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Nuttall’s woodpecker

Picoides nuttallii

ORDER PASSERIFORMES (Perching Birds)
FAMILY TYRANNIDAE (Tyrant Flycatchers)

*Black phoebe
Say’s phoebe
Ash-throated flycatcher
FAMILY LANIIDAE (Shrikes)
Loggerhead shrike

Sayornis nigricans
Sayornis saya
Myiarchus cinerascens

Lanius ludovicianus

FAMILY VIREONIDAE (Typical Vireos)

Cassin’s vireo
Hutton’s vireo

Vireo cassinii
Vireo huttoni

FAMILY CORVIDAE (Jays, Magpies and Crows)

*Steller’s jay
*Western scrub-jay
*American crow
FAMILY ALAUDIDAE (Larks)
California horned lark

Cyanocitta stelleri
Aphelocoma californica
Corvus brachyrhynchos

Eremophila alpestris actia

FAMILY HIRUNDINIDAE (Swallows)

Tree swallow
*Violet-green swallow
*CIiff swallow

Barn swallow

Tachycineta bicolor
Tachycineta thalassina
Hirundo pyrrhonota
Hirundo rustica

FAMILY PARIDAE (Titmice and Relatives)

*Qak titmouse

Baeolophus inornatus

FAMILY AEGITHALIDAE (Bushtit)

Bushtit
FAMILY SITTIDAE (Nuthatches)
*White-breasted nuthatch

Psaltriparus minimus

Sitta carolinensis

FAMILY TROGLODYTIDAE (Wrens)

Bewick’s wren
House wren
Winter wren
FAMILY REGULIDAE (Kinglets)
Ruby-crowned kinglet

Thryomanes bewickii
Troglodytes aedon
Troglodytes troglodytes

Regulus calendula

FAMILY SYLVIIDAE (Old World Warblers and Gnatcatchers)

Blue-gray gnatcatcher
FAMILY TURDIDAE (Thrushes)
*Western bluebird
Hermit thrush
American robin

Polioptila caerulea

Sialia mexicana
Catharus guttatus
Turdus migratorius

FAMILY MIMIDAE (Mockingbirds and Thrashers)

Northern mockingbird

Mimus polyglottos

FAMILY STURNIDAE (Starlings and Allies)

*European starling

Sturnus vulgaris

FAMILY PARULIDAE (Wood Warblers and Relatives)

Yellow-rumped warbler
Yellow warbler

Dendroica coronata
Dendroica petechia
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FAMILY EMBERIZIDAE (Emberizines)

California towhee

Lark sparrow

Grasshopper sparrow

Savannah sparrow

Fox sparrow

White-throated sparrow

White-crowned sparrow
*Dark-eyed junco

Pipilo crissalis
Chondestes grammacus
Ammodramus savannarum
Passerculus sandwichensis
Passerella iliaca
Zonotrichia albicollis
Zonotrichia leucophrys
Junco hyemalis

FAMILY ICTERIDAE (Blackbirds, Orioles and Allies)

Red-winged blackbird
*Western meadowlark
*Brewer’s blackbird

Brown-headed cowbird

FAMILY FRINGILLIDAE (Finches)

Purple finch
*House finch

Lesser goldfinch

American goldfinch

CLASS MAMMALIA (Mammals)

Gelaius phoeniceus
Sturnella neglecta
Euphagus cyanocephalus
Molothrus ater

Carpodacus purpureus
Carpodacus mexicanus
Carduelis psaltria
Carduelis tristis

ORDER DIDELPHIMORPHIA (Marsupials)

FAMILY DIDELPHIDAE (Opossums)

Virginia opossum
ORDER CHIROPTERA (Bats)

Didelphis virginiana

FAMILY VESPERTILIONIDAE (Evening Bats)

Little brown myotis
Yuma myotis

California myotis
Western pipistrelle

Big brown bat

Western red bat

Hoary bat

Townsend’s big-eared bat
Pallid bat

Myotis lucifugus

Myotis yumanensis
Myotis californicus
Pipistrellus hesperus
Eptesicus fuscus
Lasiurus blossevillii
Lasiurus cinereus
Corynorhinus townsendii
Antrozous pallidus

FAMILY MOLOSSIDAE (Free-tailed Bats)

California mastiff bat
Mexican free-tailed bat

Eumops perotis californicus
Tadarida brasiliensis

ORDER LAGOMORPHA (Rabbits, Hares and Pika)
FAMILY LEPORIDAE (Rabbits and Hares)

Brush rabbit
Black-tailed jackrabbit

ORDER RODENTIA (Rodents)

Sylvilagus bachmani
Lepus californicus

FAMILY SCIURIDAE (Squirrels, Chipmunks and Marmots)

*California ground squirrel
Western gray squirrel

Spermophilus beecheyi
Sciurus griseus
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FAMILY GEOMYIDAE (Pocket Gophers)

Botta’s pocket gopher Thomomys bottae
FAMILY HETEROMY IDAE (Pocket Mice and Kangaroo Rats)

California pocket mouse Chaetodipus californicus
FAMILY MURIDAE (Mice, Rats and Voles)

Deer mouse Peromyscus maniculatus

Parasitic mouse Peromyscus californicus

Western harvest mouse Reithrodontomys megalotis

*Common muskrat Ondatra zibethicus
California meadow vole Microtus californicus

ORDER CARNIVORA (Carnivores)
FAMILY CANIDAE (Foxes, Wolves and Relatives)

Coyote Canis latrans

Gray fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus
FAMILY PROCYONIDAE (Raccoons and Relatives)

Raccoon Procyon lotor
FAMILY MEPHITIDAE (Skunks)

Striped skunk Mephitis mephitis
FAMILY FELIDAE (Cats)

Feral cat Felis catus

Mountain lion Puma concolor

Bobcat Lynx rufus

ORDER ARTIODACTYLA (Even-toed Ungulates)
FAMILY CERVIDAE (Deer, Elk and Relatives)
*Black-tailed deer Odocoileus hemionus columbianus
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APPENDIX C: LIFE HISTORY AND ECOLOGY OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES
MERITING FURTHER DISCUSSION

California Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense). Federal Listing Status:
Threatened; State Listing Status: Threatened.

The California tiger salamander is a large terrestrial salamander, with adults attaining a total
length of over 8 inches (203 millimeters) [Stebbins 1951]. Dorsally, the background color
appears to be jet black--normally with an overlain pattern of white or yellow spots, or bars
(Stebbins 1985; Petranka 1998). Adult California tiger salamanders breed from late November
through February, following the onset of winter rains (Storer 1925; Barry and Shaffer 1994).
Both males and females travel up to 1 mile (1.6 km) or more during nocturnal breeding
migrations from subterranean refuge, or aestivation, sites (i.e., small mammal burrows) to egg
deposition sites in long-lasting, rain-filled vernal pools (Twitty 1941; Loredo et al. 1961; Austin
and Shaffer 1992).

Embryos of California tiger salamanders hatch in approximately 14-28 days after being laid and
the resulting gilled, aquatic larvae [0.41-0.43 inches (10.5-11 mm) in length] require a minimum
of about 10-12 weeks to complete development through metamorphosis (Storer 1925; Twitty
1941). Following metamorphosis (normally from early May through July), juveniles emigrate en
masse at night into small mammal burrows or deep cracks in the soil, which they use as refugia
during the hot summer and fall months (Shaffer et al. 1993; Loredo et al. 1996).

Anecdotal evidence indicates that salamanders have a high degree of site fidelity to their
breeding ponds and also to the small mammal burrows they use for refugia (Shaffer et al. 1993).
Sites used for reproduction are typically natural pools that fill with rainwater and artificial stock
ponds; however, salamanders have also been observed to breed in springs, wells, artificial
reservoirs, quarry ponds, man-made canals, and rarely, in the slack waters of oxbows in small- to
medium-sized streams. Such sites may, or may not contain dense amounts of aquatic and
streamside vegetation. The highest numbers of larvae appear to occur in aquatic habitats that are
largely devoid of any vegetation and contain very turbid water. Salamanders may also turn up in
certain man-made structures (e.g. wet basements, wells, swimming pools, underground pipes,
and septic tank drains), sometimes many years after their local breeding site has been destroyed
by urbanization (Storer 1925; Pickwell 1947).
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Juvenile and adult salamanders typically use the burrows of California ground squirrels and
pocket gophers as underground refugia (Storer 1925; Jennings and Hayes 1994; Jennings 1996;
Loredo et al. 1996) but may use a variety of burrows including cracks within the soil that may
extend up to 15 feet (4.6 m) deep from the soil surface (Jennings, unpub. data). Juvenile and
adult salamanders are especially common in situations where piles of concrete, rock, or other

rubble are mixed with dirt and are located near breeding sites (Jennings, unpub. data).

California Red-Legged Frog (Rana draytonii). Federal Listing Status: Threatened; State
Listing Status: Species of Special Concern.

The California red-legged frog is the largest native frog in California, with adults attaining a
length of 3.4-5.4 inches (85-138 mm) snout-to-vent length (SVL) (Jennings and Hayes 1994).
On the dorsal surface, the background color varies from brown to gray to reddish-brown,
normally with some dark mottling peppered around spots with light-colored centers (Stebbins
1985). The distribution of reddish pigment is highly variable, but is usually restricted to the
groin and undersurfaces of the thighs, legs, and feet (Jennings and Hayes 1994). This red
coloration is not diagnostic for species identification. Two distinctive, prominent folds of skin
(“dorsolateral folds”), run in a complete line from the rear of the eyes to the groin. The groin has
a distinctly mottled pattern of black on a light-colored background. Juvenile frogs range from
1.5-3.4 inches (40-84 mm) SVL and have the same coloration as adults except that the
dorsolateral folds are normally yellow or orange colored (Stebbins 1985). This coloration is

distinct even at a distance. Larval frogs range from 0.6-3.1 inches (14-80 mm).

Adult California red-legged frogs have been observed breeding from late November through
early May after the onset of warm rains (Storer 1925, Jennings and Hayes 1994). Male frogs
typically attract females by emitting low short calls in small mobile groups of 3-7 individuals
(Jennings and Hayes 1994). Females move toward the calling groups and amplex a male.
Following amplexus, the females move to chosen oviposition sites where they attach an egg
mass of 2,000-6,000 moderate-sized (2.0-2.8 mm diameter) eggs to an emergent vegetation brace
such as tule stalks, grasses, or willow roots located just below the water surface (Storer 1925,
Livezey and Wright 1947). Once laid, the egg mass will swell with water for about 24 hours,
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finally reaching the size of a softball. Males usually remain at the breeding sites for several
weeks after reproduction before moving to foraging habitats, while females immediately remove
to foraging habitats.

California red-legged frog embryos hatch about 6-14 days following fertilization. The resulting
larvae (8.8-10.3 mm) require 14-28 weeks to reach metamorphosis, which usually occurs
between July and September, although there are scattered observations of overwintering larvae in
perennial ponds such as at the arboretum at Golden Gate Park in San Francisco (Jennings, pers.
obs). Tadpoles generally metamorphose at 65-85 mm total length (Storer 1925) and the newly
emerged juvenile frogs are generally 25-30 mm SVL. Larvae are thought to graze on algae, but
they are rarely observed in the field because they spend most of their time concealed in
submergent vegetation, algal mats or detritus (Jennings and Hayes 1994). Post-metamorphic

frogs grow rapidly feeding on a wide variety of invertebrates.

Males typically reach sexual maturity at 2 years and females at 3 years; however, frogs of both
sexes may reach sexual maturity in a single year if resources are sufficient (Jennings, unpub.
data). Conversely, frogs may take 3-4 years to reach maturity during extended periods of
drought (Jennings and Hayes 1994). Based on limited field data, California red-legged frogs
appear to live up to 10 years in the wild (Jennings, unpub. data). Adult frogs apparently eat a

wide variety of animal prey including invertebrates, small fishes, frogs, and small mammals.

California red-legged frogs have been observed in a number of aquatic and terrestrial habitats
throughout their historic range. Larvae, juveniles, and adult frogs have been collected from
natural lagoons, dune ponds, pools in or next to streams, streams, marshlands, sag ponds, and
springs, as well as human-created stock ponds, secondary and tertiary sewage treatment ponds,
wells, canals, golf course ponds, irrigation ponds, sand and gravel pits (containing water), and
large reservoirs (Jennings 1988). The key to the presence of frogs in these habitats is the
presence of perennial (or near perennial) water and the general lack of introduced aquatic
predators such as largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus),
and bluegill (L. macrochirus), crayfish (Pacifastacus leniusculus and Procambarus clarkii), and
bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana).

88

Live Oak Associates, Inc. Magee Ranch Biological Evaluation



PN 1385-03

The habitats observed to contain the largest densities of red-legged frogs are associated with
deep-water pools (27 inches [>0.7 meters] deep) with stands of overhanging willows (Salix spp.)
and an intermixed fringe of cattails (Typha spp.), tule (Scirpus spp.), or sedges (Carex sp.)
(Hayes and Jennings 1988). However, California red-legged frogs have also been observed to
inhabit stock ponds, sewage treatment ponds, and artificial (e.g., concrete) pools completely
devoid of vegetation (Storer 1925; Jennings, pers. comm.). Continued survival of frogs in all
aquatic habitats seems to be based on the continued presence of ponds, springs, or pools that are
disjunct from perennial streams. Such habitats provide the continued basis for successful
reproduction and recruitment year after year into nearby drainages that may lose frog populations
due to stochastic events such as extreme flooding or droughts. Juvenile frogs are often observed
sunning themselves during the day in the warm, surface-water layer associated with floating and
submerged vegetation (Hayes and Tennant 1986). Adult frogs are largely nocturnal and are
known to sit on stream banks or on the low-hanging limbs of willow trees over pools of water
where they can detect small mammal prey (Hayes and Tennant 1986; Jennings and Hayes 1994).
Adult red-legged frogs will move within the riparian zone from well-vegetated areas to pools of
water to hydrate during periods of time when many of the streams are dry except for isolated
pools (Rathbun et al. 1993). During wet periods (especially in the winter and early spring
months), red-legged frogs can move long distances (e.g., 1 mile) between aquatic habitats, often
over areas that are considered to be unsuitable for frogs (e.g., roads, open fields, croplands, etc.).
Such activities can result in frogs ending up in isolated aquatic habitats well away from the

nearest known frog populations.

Western Pond Turtle (Actinemys marmorata). Federal Listing Status: None; State Listing
Status: Species of Special Concern.

The western pond turtle is the only native aquatic, freshwater turtle in California and normally
associates with permanent or nearly permanent aquatic habitats, including streams, lakes, and
ponds. Historically, this species occurred in Pacific Coast drainages from Washington to
Mexico. This species occurs in aquatic habitats with 1) basking sites such as rocks and logs, 2)
dense stands of submergent or emergent vegetation, 3) abundant aquatic invertebrate resources,
4) suitable nearby nesting sites, and 5) the lack of native and exotic predators (Bury 1972;
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Jennings and Hayes 1994; Bury and Holland, in press). This species can move along streams up
to 3.1 miles (5 kilometers) in a short period of time, and they can tolerate at least 7 days without

water (Jennings and Hayes 1994; Bury and Holland, in press).
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APPENDIX D: MINIMIZATION MEASURES FOR CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED
FROGS

The following measures will minimize direct and indirect impacts to California red-legged frogs.

1. Prior to the start of construction, a qualified biologist will train all project staff regarding
habitat sensitivity, identification of special status species, and required practices. The
training shall include the general measures that are being implemented to conserve these
species as they relate to the project, the penalties for non-compliance, and the boundaries
of the project area. A fact sheet or other supporting materials containing this information
should be prepared and distributed. Upon completion of training, employees will sign a
form stating that they attended the training and understand all the conservation and
protection measures.

2. A qualified biologist will survey the project site prior to, and be present to monitor,
construction activities during any initial ground disturbance or vegetation clearing or
other periods during construction, as necessary. The biologist will capture and relocate
any California red-legged frogs that are discovered during the surveys or construction
monitoring. Any individuals that are captured should be held for the minimum amount of
time necessary to release them to suitable habitat outside of the work area.

3. A qualified biologist will stake and flag exclusion zones around all known locations of
CRLF breeding and upland refugia areas in the construction zone. These areas will be
avoided during construction activities to the maximum extent practicable. All
construction areas will be flagged, and all activity will be confined to these areas.

4. If a CRLF is encountered during construction work, activities will cease until the animal
is removed and relocated by a qualified biologist.

5. Construction activities should be limited to the period from May 1 through October 31.

6. Permanent and temporary construction disturbances and other types of project-related
disturbances to CRLF habitat shall be minimized to the maximum extent practicable and
confined to the project site. To minimize temporary disturbances, all project-related
vehicle traffic shall be restricted to established roads, construction areas, designated
cross-country routes, and other designated areas. These areas also should be included in
preconstruction surveys and, to the maximum extent possible, should be established in
locations disturbed by previous activities to prevent further adverse effects. Sensitive
habitat areas shall be delineated with high visibility flagging or fencing to prevent
encroachment of construction personnel and equipment into any sensitive areas during
project work activities. At no time shall equipment or personnel be allowed to adversely
affect areas outside the project site without authorization from the Service.

7. Because dusk and dawn are often the times when CRLF are most actively foraging and

dispersing, all construction activities should cease one half hour before sunset and should
not begin prior to one half hour before sunrise.
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8. No canine or feline pets or firearms (except for federal, state, or local law enforcement
officers and security personnel) shall be permitted at the project site to avoid harassment,
killing, or injuring of CRLF.

9. A rrepresentative shall be appointed by the applicant who will be the contact source for
any employee or contractor who might inadvertently kill or injure a CRLF or who finds a
dead, injured or entrapped individual. The representative shall be identified during the
tailgate/training session. The representative’s name and telephone number shall be
provided to the Service prior to the initiation of ground disturbance activities.

10. Tightly woven fiber netting or similar material shall be used for erosion control or other
purposes at the project site to ensure that CRLF do not get trapped.

11. A litter control program shall be instituted at the entire project site. All construction
personnel should ensure that food scraps, paper wrappers, food containers, cans, bottles,
and other trash from the project area are deposited in covered or closed trash containers.
The trash containers should be removed from the project area at the end of each working
day.
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HORTICULTURE | ARBORICULTURE | URBAN FORESTRY

Memorandum

DATE: June 20, 2012
To: Wendi Baker
FROM: Jim Clark
SUBJECT: Tree preservation

Magee Ranch

Since January 2012, HortScience, Inc. has assessed 300 trees in the area of the Magee
Ranch project. The assessed trees were dominated by native species. Along the creek
area were thickets of willow (73 trees) interspersed with native oaks. On the hillsides and
along Diablo Road, valley (137 trees) blue (13 trees) and coast live (18 trees) oaks were
common. Non-native species such as Siberian elm (29 trees) were also present although
in smaller numbers. Thirty-three (33) trees met the Town of Danville’s criteria for
Heritage status.

You provided preliminary project plans for my review (March 2011) which described 78
residential units including 10 custom lots. Sixty lots (1 — 60) would be clustered on the
east side of Magee Ranch as would 4 custom lots (61 — 64). On the west side, 8 lots (65
to 67, 71 to 75) and 6 custom lots (68 — 70, 76 — 78) were proposed.

Based on my review of the plans, | estimated that 244 trees would be preserved and 55
removed. Among the 55 trees to be removed would be 3 Heritage trees (#217, 218, 230)
and 13 trees with Protected status.

You recently provided me with revised project plans (dated April 2012). The revised
plans describe a smaller number of lots. Based on my review of the plans, | recommend
preservation of 262 trees and removal of 38. Among trees recommended for
preservation are all 33 Heritage trees. Among the 38 trees recommended for removal
are four with Protected status: coast live oak #153, valley oak #154 and London planes
#258 and 259.

In summary, there are 300 trees within and immediately adjacent to the areas of Magee
Ranch proposed for development. Based on my review of the revised plans 262 trees
would be preserved and 38 removed.

Please contact me with any questions. Thanks very much



Table 1. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action

1 Siberian elm 8,6,5 - 4 Preserve Preserve

2 Siberian elm 6 -- 3 Preserve Preserve

3 Siberian elm 10 -- 4 Preserve Preserve

4 Valley oak 15 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve

5 Valley oak 10 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve

6 Valley oak 38 Heritage 4 Preserve Preserve

7 Siberian elm 12 -- 3 Remove Poor suitability; adj. to EVA Remove Poor suitability; adj. to EVA
8 Siberian elm 15 -- 3 Remove Poor suitability. Remove  Poor suitability.
9 Siberian elm 8 -- 2 Preserve Preserve

10 Siberian elm 7 -- 2 Preserve Preserve

11  Siberian elm 21 -- 3 Preserve Preserve

12  Siberian elm 24 -- 5 Preserve Preserve

13  Siberian elm 12 -- 2 Preserve Preserve

14  Siberian elm 8 -- 2 Preserve Preserve

15  Siberian elm 11 -- 3 Preserve Preserve

16  Siberian elm 10 -- 3 Preserve Preserve

17  Willow 10,9 - 2 Preserve Preserve

18  Siberian elm 12,8 -- 3 Preserve Preserve

19  Siberian elm 22 -- 4 Preserve Preserve

20  Siberian elm 9,9,8 -- 2 Preserve Preserve

21  Siberian elm 24 -- 3 Preserve Preserve

22  Siberian elm 7 -- 3 Preserve Preserve

23  Siberian elm 20 -- 3 Preserve? Possible remove due to lean.  Preserve

24  Siberian elm 17 -- 2 Preserve? Possible remove due to lean.  Preserve

25 Valley oak 32 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve

26  Valley oak 27 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve

27  Valley oak 17 Protected 2 Preserve Preserve

28  Valley oak 44 Heritage 5 Preserve Preserve

29  Willow 24 - 1 Preserve Preserve

30 Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action
31 Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
32  Valley oak 8 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
33  Valley oak 7 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
34  Valley oak 11 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
35 Valley oak 13 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
36  Valley oak 35 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
37  Valley oak 13 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
38 Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
39 Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
40  Valley oak 11 Protected 2 Preserve Preserve
41  Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
42  Valley oak 20 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
43  Valley oak 17,11 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
44  Coast live oak 28 Protected 2 Preserve Preserve
45  Valley oak 36 Heritage 2 Preserve Preserve
46  Coast live oak 28 Protected 2 Preserve Preserve
47  Coast live oak 14 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
48  Valley oak 7 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
49  Valley oak 21 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
50 Valley oak 34 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
51  Valley oak 19 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
52  Valley oak 28 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
53  Yellow willow 16 -- 4 Preserve Preserve
54  Coast live oak 28 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
55  Valley oak 33 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
56  Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
57  Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Preserve May require pruning to clear Preserve  May require pruning to clear
new road. new road.
58  Coast live oak 25 Protected 3 Preserve May require pruning to clear Preserve  May require pruning to clear

new road.

new road.



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action
59 Willow 32 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
60 Willow 15,14 - 2 Preserve Preserve
61 Calif. black 7,7 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
walnut
62 Calif. black 12,11 - 4 Preserve Preserve
walnut
63 Willow 24 -- 1 Preserve Preserve
64  Willow 19 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
65 Yellow willow 20 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
66 Yellow willow 18 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
67 Yellow willow 15 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
68 Yellow willow 33 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
69  Calif. black 10 -- 4 Preserve Preserve
walnut
70 Yellow willow 13 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
71  Valley oak 6,5 -- 3 Remove Lot 18 Remove Lot 18
72  Valley oak 7,5 -- 3 Remove Lot 18 Remove Lot 18
73  Yellow willow 33 -- 2 Preserve May require pruning to clear Preserve  May require pruning to clear
new road & trail. new road & trail.
74 Yellow willow 32 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
75  Calif. buckeye 22 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
76 Calif. black 11 -- 4 Preserve Preserve
walnut
77 Calif. black 7,5 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
walnut
78 Calif. black 8,6 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
walnut
79 Willow 15,12 - 4 Preserve Preserve
80 Valley oak 27 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
81  Aleppo pine 13 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
82 Willow 14 -- 3 Preserve Preserve



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action
83  Willow 36 Heritage 2 Preserve Preserve
84 Monterey pine 20 -- 4 Preserve Preserve
85 Monterey pine 19 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
86  Willow 18 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
87  Willow 12 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
88 Willow 16,14 -- 4 Preserve Preserve
89  Willow 9 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
90  Willow 24 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
91 Willow 18,12 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
92  Willow 14 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
93  Willow 9 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
94  Willow 16,10,8,8 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
95  Willow 24 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
96  Willow 7 -- 5 Preserve Preserve
97  Yellow willow 10,5 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
98  Yellow willow 8 -- 4 Preserve Preserve
99  Willow 21 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
100  Willow 23 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
101 Willow 15,14 -- 4 Preserve Preserve
102 Willow 8 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
103 Willow 10 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
104  Willow 14,10 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
105 Willow 19,6 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
106  Willow 15,9 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
107  Willow 16,14,14 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
108  Willow 14,10,10,7 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
109  Willow 16,15,15,13,12,10 -- 2 Preserve Preserve



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes

(in.) 5=excell. Action Action
110  Yellow willow 13,12,11 - 3 Preserve Preserve
111  Yellow willow 9,8,8,7 - 3 Preserve Preserve
112 Willow 11 -- 1 Preserve Preserve
113 Willow 9 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
114  Willow 15,13,13,11 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
115 Willow 12,11,9 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
116  Willow 15,14,10,7 -- 3 Preserve Preserve
117  Willow 17,15 -- 4 Preserve Preserve
118  Willow 20,17,16,10,10 -- 3 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
119 Willow 7 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
120 Willow 16 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
121 Willow 13 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
122  Willow 14,6 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove Access from Diablo Rd.
123 Willow 13,11,10 -- 3 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove Access from Diablo Rd.
124  Willow 8 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
125  Willow 17,15 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
126  Willow 13 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
127  Willow 15,13 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
128  Willow 15 -- 3 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
129  Willow 16 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
130 Willow 20 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
131 Willow 22,12 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
132 Willow 18,16,8 -- 2 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
133  Valley oak 44 Heritage 3 Preserve Preserve
134  Willow 32,14,8 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
135  Willow 18 -- 1 Preserve Preserve



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action

136  Willow 9 -- 2 Preserve Preserve
137  Willow 28,24,14,12 - 1 Preserve Preserve
138 Valley oak 38 Heritage 4 Preserve Preserve
139 Valley oak 36 Heritage 4 Preserve Preserve
140 Willow 27,24 -- 1 Preserve Preserve
141  Valley oak 51 Heritage 4 Preserve Preserve
142 Willow 40 Heritage 2 Preserve Preserve
143  Calif. black 19 -- 3 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.

walnut
144  Willow 12,8,8,8 - 3 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove Access from Diablo Rd.
145 Valley oak 22 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
146 Coast live oak 7,6 - 4 Preserve Assumes no new fence. Preserve  Assumes no new fence.
147  Calif. black 14,14,12,12,8 -- 1 Remove Poor suitability. Remove Poor suitability.

walnut
148  Calif. black 10,10,8,8 -- 1 Remove Poor suitability. Remove  Poor suitability.

walnut
149  Coast live oak 8 -- 5 Preserve Assumes no new fence. Preserve  Assumes no new fence.
150 Calif. black 17 -- 1 Remove Poor suitability. Remove  Poor suitability.

walnut
151 Valley oak 8 -- 3 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
152 Valley oak 9 -- 3 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
153 Coast live oak 31 Protected 3 Preserve? Possible retain in median? Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
154  Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
155 Coast live oak 7 -- 4 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
156 Coast live oak 6,6 -- 4 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
157 Coast live oak 7 -- 4 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
158 Valley oak 6,4 -- 4 Remove Access from Diablo Rd. Remove  Access from Diablo Rd.
159 Coast live oak 10 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans.

Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action
160 Calif. black 14,13,12,10,9 -- 2 Remove Poor suitability Remove Poor suitability
walnut

161 Valley oak 13,10 Protected 3 Preserve? Possible retain but poor Preserve  Wire fence embedded in
suitability. trunk.

162 Calif. black 12,10,10,9,8,7,7,6 -- 2 Remove Poor suitability. Remove Poor suitability.

walnut

163 Coast live oak 17,10 Protected 4 Preserve Assumes no new fence. Preserve  Assumes no new fence.

164 Valley oak 18 Protected 5 Preserve Locate trail between #164 & Preserve  Locate trail between #164 &
165? 165?

165 Valley oak 14 Protected 5 Remove Connector to Jullian Street Preserve

166 Coast live oak 7 -- 4 Preserve Assumes no new fence. Preserve  Assumes no new fence.

167 Valley oak 39 Heritage 5 Preserve Hold grading outside dripline,  Preserve  Hold grading outside dripline,
lot 59 lot 59

168 Valley oak 23 Protected 3 Preserve Hold grading outside dripline,  Preserve  Hold grading outside dripline,
lot 59 lot 59

169 Valley oak 9 -- 3 Preserve Hold grading outside dripline,  Preserve  Hold grading outside dripline,
lot 59 lot 59

170 Valley oak 14 Protected 4 Preserve Hold grading outside dripline,  Preserve  Hold grading outside dripline,
lot 59 lot 59

171 Valley oak 15 Protected 4 Preserve Hold grading outside dripline,  Preserve  Hold grading outside dripline,
lot 59 lot 59

172  Valley oak 51 Heritage 5 Preserve Preserve

173  Valley oak 51 Heritage 3 Preserve Hold grading outside dripline,  Preserve  Hold grading outside dripline,
lot 53 lot 53

174  Valley oak 22 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve

175 Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve

176 Valley oak 19 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve

177  Valley oak 23 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve

178 Valley oak 38,16 Heritage 3 Preserve Preserve

179 Valley oak 26 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action

180 Valley oak 37 Heritage 4 Preserve Preserve

181 Valley oak 23 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve

182 Valley oak 24 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve

183 Valley oak 36 Heritage 3 Preserve Hold grading outside dripline,  Preserve  Hold grading outside dripline,
lot 42 lot 42

184 Valley oak 35 Protected 5 Preserve Hold grading outside dripline,  Preserve  Hold grading outside dripline,
lot 42 lot 42

185 Valley oak 25 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 64 (custom) Preserve  Hold grading outside dripline,

lot 42

186 Valley oak 37 Heritage 4 Preserve Lot 64 (custom) Preserve Lot 64 (custom)

187 Valley oak 18 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 64 (custom) Preserve Lot 64 (custom)

188 Valley oak 42 Heritage 4 Preserve Lot 64 (custom) Preserve Lot 64 (custom)

189 Valley oak 185 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 62 (custom) Preserve Lot 62 (custom)

190 Valley oak 28 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 62 (custom) Preserve Lot 62 (custom)

191 Valley oak 49 Heritage 4 Preserve Lot 62 (custom) Preserve Lot 62 (custom)

192 Valley oak 44 Heritage 4 Preserve Preserve

193 Valley oak a7 Heritage 5 Preserve Preserve

194  Valley oak 19 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve

195 Valley oak 50 Heritage 5 Preserve Lot 61 (custom) Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

196  Willow 11 -- 1 Remove Lot 15 Remove Lot 15

197  Willow 11 -- 1 Remove Lot 16 Remove Lot 16

198 Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 61 (custom) Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

199 Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 61 (custom) Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

200 Valley oak 25 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 61 (custom) Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

201 Valley oak 30 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 61 (custom) Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

202 Valley oak 21 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve

203 Valley oak 14 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve

204  Valley oak 20 Protected 3 Preserve Hold grading outside dripline;  Preserve

lot 75



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action
205 Valley oak 18 Protected 3 Preserve? Hold grading outside dripline;  Preserve
lot 75
206 Valley oak 21 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
207 Valley oak 15 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
208 Valley oak 26 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
209 Valley oak 30 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
210 Valley oak 18 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
211  Valley oak 11 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
212 Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
213  Valley oak 19 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
214  Valley oak 51 Heritage 1 Preserve Preserve
215 Valley oak 36 Heritage 5 Preserve Preserve
216 Valley oak 48 Heritage 3 Preserve? Hold grading outside dripline;  Preserve
lot 75

217  Valley oak 50 Heritage 3 Remove Road; near lot 72 Preserve
218 Valley oak 36 Heritage 3 Remove Grading within dripline; lot 73  Preserve
219 Valley oak 17,11 Protected 3 Remove Grading within dripline; lot 72 Preserve
220 Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Remove Grading within dripline; lot 72 Preserve
221 Valley oak 17 Protected 3 Remove Grading within dripline; lot 72 Preserve
222  Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Remove Grading within dripline; lot 72 Preserve
223  Valley oak 10 Protected 1 Remove Grading within dripline; lot 72 Preserve
224  Valley oak 18 Protected 4 Remove Grading within dripline; lot 72 Preserve
225 Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Remove Grading within dripline; lot 71  Preserve
226 Valley oak 10 Protected 3 Preserve Preserve
227  Valley oak 21 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
228 Valley oak 33 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
229 Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Remove Bridge area, road to lots 71 Preserve

to 75



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action
230 Valley oak 41 Heritage 4 Remove Bridge area, road to lots 71 Preserve
to 75
231 Calif. buckeye 11,10 Protected 3 Remove Bridge area, road to lots 71 Preserve
to 75
232  Coast live oak 26 Protected 4 Preserve? Diablo Road; opposite Preserve
Fairway Drive
233  Calif. black 7,6,6,6,4,3 -- 2 Remove Poor suitability Preserve
walnut
234  Calif. black 6,6,6,5,5,4,4 -- 2 Remove Poor suitability Preserve
walnut
235  Calif. black 6,6,6,5,4 -- 2 Remove Diablo Road; opposite Preserve
walnut Fairway Drive
236 Valley oak 35 Protected 3 Preserve? Diablo Road; opposite Preserve
Fairway Drive
237 Coast live oak 6 -- 5 Preserve? Diablo Road; opposite Preserve
Fairway Drive
238  Calif. black 26 -- 3 Preserve? Diablo Road; opposite Preserve
walnut Fairway Drive
239 Valley oak 21 Protected 3 Preserve? Diablo Road; opposite Preserve
Fairway Drive
240  Calif. buckeye 9,9,8,7,7,6,6.5 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve
241 Valley oak 40 Heritage 3 Preserve Preserve
242  Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Preserve? Bridge area, road to lots 71 Preserve
to 75
243  Blue oak 19 Protected 4 Preserve Near lot 67 Preserve  Near lot 67
244  Valley oak 36 Heritage 3 Preserve Near lot 67 Preserve  Near lot 67
245  Blue oak 23 Protected 4 Preserve Near lot 68 Preserve
246  Valley oak 41 Heritage 4 Preserve Near lot 68 Preserve
247  London plane 15 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action
248 London plane 16 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
249  London plane 14 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
250 London plane 11 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
251  Valley oak 59 Heritage 3 Preserve Preserve
252  Coast live oak 16 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
253  London plane 7 -- 5 Preserve Preserve
254  London plane 7 -- 5 Preserve Preserve
255  London plane 10 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
256 London plane 12 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
257  London plane 11 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
258 London plane 12 Protected 5 Preserve?  Access to lots 65 to 67 Remove  Access to lots 65 to 67
259 London plane 11 Protected 5 Remove Access to lots 65 to 67 Remove  Access to lots 65 to 67
260 Valley oak 26 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
261  Calif. buckeye 13,12,12,11,10,9,9,8 Protected 5 Preserve Preserve
Lot 68 (custom)
262 Valley oak 23 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
263 Valley oak 8 -- 3 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
264  Valley oak 7,6 -- 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
265 Valley oak 6,5,5.3 -- 4 Remove Access from Diablo Rd., lot Preserve
68
266 Valley oak 6,4,3 -- 4 Remove Access from Diablo Rd., lot Preserve
68
267 Valley oak 9,7,7 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
268 Red maple 9,7,6,4 -- 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
269 Coulter pine 25 - 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
270  Coulter pine 19 - 3 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
271  Coulter pine 14 - 3 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
272  Coulter pine 18,17 - 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom) Preserve
273  Blue oak 17,145 Protected 4 Preserve Preserve

Lot 69 (custom)



Table 1, continued. Comparison of proposed action: 2011 vs 2012 project plans. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition 2011 plans 2012 plans
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Proposed Notes Proposed Notes
(in.) 5=excell. Action Action
274  Blue oak 14,10 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 69 (custom) Preserve
275 Blue oak 15 Protected 5 Preserve Lot 69 (custom) Preserve
276  Blue oak 34 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 69 (custom) Preserve
277  Valley oak 20 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 69 (custom) Preserve
278  Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 69 (custom) Preserve
279 Blue oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 69 (custom) Preserve
280 Blue oak 26 Protected 5 Preserve Lot 69 (custom) Preserve
281 Blue oak 46 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 69 (custom) Preserve
282 Valley oak 23 Protected 5 Preserve Lot 69 (custom) Preserve
283 Valley oak 6 -- 5 Relocate? Lot 69 (custom) Relocate?
284  Valley oak 17 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 70 (custom) Preserve | ot 68 (custom)
285 Valley oak 38 Heritage 3 Preserve Lot 70 (custom) Preserve | ot 68 (custom)
286 Valley oak 27 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 70 (custom) Preserve | ot 68 (custom)
287 Coast live oak 22 Protected 1 Remove Poor suitability, lot 71 Preserve
288 Valley oak 34 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 70 (custom) Preserve | ot 68 (custom)
289 Valley oak 23 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 70 (custom) Preserve | ot 68 (custom)
290 Valley oak 26 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 70 (custom) Preserve | ot 68 (custom)
291 Blue oak 31 Protected 5 Preserve? Preserve Lot 69, center of building site
but outside of proposed
Lot 76, center of building site house location.
292 Valley oak 20 Protected 2 Preserve Lot 76, center of building site ~ Preserve Lot 69, center of building site
293  Blue oak 26 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 76, center of building site ~ Preserve ot 69, center of building site
294  Blue oak 25 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 76, center of building site ~ Preserve Lot 69, center of building site
295  Blue oak 31 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 76, center of building site ~ Preserve Lot 69, center of building site
296 Valley oak 27 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 77 (custom) Preserve | ot 69 (custom)
297  Valley oak 28 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 77 (custom) Preserve | ot 69 (custom)
298 Valley oak 25 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 78 (custom) Preserve | ot 70 (custom)
299 Valley oak 22 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 78 (custom) Preserve | ot 70 (custom)
300 Valley oak 24 Protected 5 Preserve Lot 78 (custom) Preserve | ot 70 (custom)
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Introduction and Overview

SummerHill Homes is planning to develop a portion of Magee Ranch property located on
Diablo Road in Danville CA. The 410 acre site is largely undeveloped with a cattle ranch
as the primary use. HortScience, Inc. was asked to prepare a Tree Report for the
proposed project. This report provides the following information:

A survey of trees within and immediately adjacent to the proposed project area.
An assessment of the suitability for preservation of each tree.

An assessment of proposed plans and recommendations for action.
Preliminary guidelines for tree preservation during the design, construction and
maintenance phases of development.

PonE

Survey Methods
Trees were surveyed in January 2010 and February 2011. The survey included trees
greater than 6” in diameter. The survey procedure consisted of the following steps:

Identifying the tree as to species.

Tagging each tree with a numerically coded metal tag.

Recording its location on a map. Base map provided by RJA, project engineers.
Measuring the trunk diameter at a point 54” above grade.

Evaluating the health and structural condition using a scale of 1 — 5 where 1 =
poor and 5 = excellent condition.

Rating the suitability for preservation as "good”, “moderate” or “poor”. Suitability
for preservation considers the health, age and structural condition of the tree,
and its potential to remain an asset to the site for years to come.

agrwnE

o

In addition, a census of trees along the proposed trail alignment was undertaken. The
number of trees by species was recorded.

Trees were mapped on a topographic plan prepared by RJA, project engineers. The
Tree Survey Map included in the Attachments was prepared by RJA using our field
information. The maps reference trees by tree tag number.

Description of Trees
Three hundred (300) trees were evaluated (Table 1, following page), representing 13
species. Descriptions of individual trees are found in the Tree Survey.

Trees were not evenly distributed across the site but were concentrated in two areas:
along the existing creek and on the hillsides. The creek corridor was dominated by native
species of willow and oak. A dense thicket of Siberian elms was present near the
intersection with Diablo Road. In contrast, the hills were exclusively composed of single
trees and groves dominated by valley oak. Although individual oak trees varied in
diameter, they were most likely similar in age.

Valley oak (137 trees) was the most frequently encountered species, present in both the
creek corridor and on the hillsides (Photo 1, following). Trees were a mix of young and
mature individuals with 14 trees below 10" in diameter and 7 >50”". The largest valley oak
was #251 with a trunk diameter of 59”. Condition of valley oaks ranged from poor (7
trees) to excellent (17) with just over half in fair condition. Trees in poor condition were
either suppressed in development or had failed at the base of the trunk. Trees in fair
condition were characterized by asymmetric crowns, multiple attachments, leaning trunks
or partial failure. In the latter case, trees were located close to the creek bank and soil
movement may be the cause of the failure.
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Table 1. Tree condition & frequency of occurrence. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Common name Scientific name Condition No. of Trees

Poor Fair Good Excel- Protected Heritage Total

lent

Red maple Acer rubrum -- -- 1 -- -- -- 1
Calif. buckeye Aesculus californica -- 1 2 1 4 -- 4
Calif. black walnut  Juglans hindsii 8 5 3 - - - 16
Coulter pine Pinus coulteri -- 2 2 -- - - 4
Aleppo pine Pinus halepensis -- 1 -- -- -- -- 1
Monterey pine Pinus radiata -- 1 1 -- -- -- 2
London plane Platanus x acerifolia - - - 11 9 - 11
Coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 3 3 9 3 4 - 18
Blue oak Quercus douglassii - 5 5 3 12 1 13
Valley oak Quercus lobata 7 66 47 17 93 30 137
Yellow willow Salix lasiandra 5 5 2 -- -- -- 12
Willow Salix sp. 37 19 4 1 -- 2 61
Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 6 10 3 1 -- -- 20
Total, all trees surveyed 66 118 79 37 122 33 300

Photo 1. Mature valley oaks of heritage status were found both along the creek corridor
(left) and on the hillsides (right).

Willows (73 trees) were confined to the creek corridor, often located within the active

channel. Both single trees and dense thickets were present (Photo 2, following page)).
Willows were generally in poor condition due to extensive decay, trunk failure and poor
structure. One willow (#96) was in excellent condition.
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Photo 2. Thicket of willow stems growing in
and adjacent to the creek corridor in the area
where the project’s entry road would be
constructed.

Twenty (20) Siberian elm trees were located
near the existing gate at Diablo Road. Trees
were a mix of trunk diameters. Tree condition
was generally fair.

Coast live oak (18 trees) was present along
the creek corridor, generally on the west side
of the site. A mix of young, semi-mature and
mature individuals was present. Most trees were in either good or excellent condition.
Trees in fair and poor condition had failed at the base of the trunk (#44, 46, 54, 58).

Twelve (12) blue oaks were present on the western side of the project area. Condition
ranged from fair (5 trees) to good (5) and excellent (3). Trees were generally mature in
development. Blue oak #281 was 46" in diameter.

Eleven (11) London planes had been planted as street trees along McCauley Road, on
the west side of the site. Trees were young and semi-mature in development with trunk
diameters between 7” and 19”. All were in excellent condition.

Four Calif. buckeyes were mature in development. All had multiple stems and form
typical of the species.

Also present were 16 Calif. black walnuts, several of which were located in the proposed
road access. Walnuts ranged in condition from poor (8 trees) to fair (5) to good (3).
Trunk diameters ranged from 7” to 26”". Four Coulter pines were present on the west side
of the project, near Diablo Road. Two mature Monterey pines (#84, 85) were located just
south of the creek area. An Aleppo pine (#81) was nearby.

The Town of Danville designates trees as having either protected or heritage status.
Protected status is based on tree species and trunk diameter. A heritage tree has a trunk
diameter of 36” or greater regardless of species. Based on these criteria, there were 122
protected trees (93 valley oak, 12 blue oak, 9 London plane, 4 buckeye, and 4 coast live
oak) and 33 heritage trees (30 valley oak, 2 willow, 1 blue oak) among the surveyed
trees.

Along the proposed trail alignment, trees were noted in three areas running from east to
west on the south side of Diablo Road (see Tree Location Map):

1. A mix of approximately 27 valley and coast live oaks was present distributed
across small (6” to 18”), medium (19" to 34”) and large (>34") trunk diameters.
Most trees were between 19” and 34" present as single trees (rather than in
groves).

2. A mix of approximately 52 valley and coast live oaks was present with most trees
between 19” and 34”. Also present were a single Siberian elm and one Calif.
black walnut. A significant grove of trees was located in the area proposed for a
drainage crossing where a retaining wall would be constructed.
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3. A mix of approximately 51 valley and coast live oaks located in small and
moderate sized groves. A majority of trees in this area were between 19” and
34" in diameter. Also present were individual Calif. black walnut, Calif. buckeye
and other species, totaling 5 trees.

In summary, approximately 137 trees were present along the proposed trail. The
dominant species were valley and coast live oaks.

Suitability for Preservation

Before evaluating the impacts that will occur during development, it is important to
consider the quality of the tree resource itself, and the potential for individual trees to
function well over an extended length of time. Trees that are preserved on development
sites must be carefully selected to make sure that they may survive development
impacts, adapt to a new environment and perform well in the landscape.

Our goal is to identify trees that have the potential for long-term health, structural stability
and longevity. For trees growing in open fields, away from areas where people and
property are present, structural defects and/or poor health presents a low risk of damage
or injury if they fail. However, we must be concerned about safety in use areas.
Therefore, where development encroaches into existing plantings, we must consider their
structural stability as well as their potential to grow and thrive in a new environment.
Where development will not occur, the normal life cycles of decline, structural failure and
death should be allowed to continue.

Evaluation of suitability for preservation considers several factors:

= Tree health
Healthy, vigorous trees are better able to tolerate impacts such as root injury,
demolition of existing structures, changes in soil grade and moisture, and soil
compaction than are non-vigorous trees.

= Structural integrity
Trees with significant amounts of wood decay and other structural defects that
cannot be corrected are likely to fail. Such trees should not be preserved in
areas where damage to people or property is likely.

= Species response
There is a wide variation in the response of individual species to construction
impacts and changes in the environment. In our experience, for example, Calif.
black walnut and Monterey pine are sensitive to construction impacts while coast
live oak is more tolerant.

= Tree age and longevity
Old trees, while having significant emotional and aesthetic appeal, have limited
physiological capacity to adjust to an altered environment. Young trees are
better able to generate new tissue and respond to change.

= Species invasiveness
Species which spread across a site and displace desired vegetation are not
always appropriate for retention. This is particularly true when indigenous
species are displaced. Siberian elm is considered invasive, spreading by seed
and root sprouts.
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Each tree was rated for suitability for preservation based upon its age, health, structural
condition and ability to safely coexist within a development environment (Table 2).

Table 2. Tree suitability for preservation. Magee Ranch. Danville CA.

Good Trees with good health and structural stability that have the potential
for longevity at the site. Fifty-eight (58) trees were considered to
have good suitability for preservation including 33 valley oaks (20
protected,11 heritage), 11 London planes, 7 coast live oaks, 3 blue
oaks, a Calif. buckeye, Siberian elm #12 and willows #96 and 101.

Moderate Trees in fair health and/or possessing structural defects that may be
abated with treatment. Trees in this category require more intense
management and monitoring, and may have shorter life-spans than
those in the “good” category. Eighty-seven (87) trees were rated as
having moderate suitability for preservation including 55 valley oaks
(37 protected, 12 heritage), 6 blue oaks, and 5 coast live oaks.

Poor Trees in poor health or possessing significant defects in structure
that cannot be abated with treatment. These trees can be expected
to decline regardless of management. The species or individual tree
may possess either characteristics that are undesirable in landscape
settings or be unsuited for use areas. One hundred fifty-five (155)
trees were rated as having poor suitability for preservation including
55 willows, 49 valley oaks (35 protected, 7 heritage), 15 Siberian
elms, 9 Calif. black walnuts, and 6 coast live oaks.

We consider trees with good suitability for preservation to be the best candidates for
preservation. We do not recommend retention of trees with low suitability for
preservation in areas where people or property will be present. Retention of trees with
moderate suitability for preservation depends upon the intensity of proposed site
changes.

Evaluation of Plans and Recommendations for Action

Appropriate tree retention develops a practical match between the location and intensity
of construction activities and the quality and health of trees. The Tree Survey Form was
the reference point for tree condition and quality. Potential impacts from construction
were evaluated using the revised site plan (dated March 2011) prepared by RJA, project
engineers. Site, grading and utility plans depicted the location of the new features. Tree
trunk locations were not indicated although the outline of tree canopies was included.

The proposed project would construct 78 residential units including 10 custom lots. The
east side of the project would include 60 clustered lots (lots #1 — 60) and 4 custom lots
(#61 — 64). Primary access to the project would occur from Blackhawk Road, at a
location just west of Jillian Way. The new road will cross the existing creek which will
remain intact.
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On the west side of the project, 5 lots (71 to 75) would be constructed opposite Fairway
Drive with another 3 (65 to 67) on McCauley Road. Also on the west side of the project
would be 6 custom lots (68 — 70, 76 — 78). Access to lots 71 to 75 would require a new
road and creek crossing.

Impacts to trees would occur in several ways. Although little site demolition will be
required, it can injure tree roots. Trees may be located within areas proposed for new
landscape features. Excavation and construction may damage both tree roots and
crowns. Some slopes will be re-contoured and areas of instability repaired.

Using the proposed plans, | evaluated the impacts to each of the surveyed trees. In
general, the project is located in open areas, away from either the creek or hillsides. |
recommend preservation of 244 trees, relocation of valley oak #283, and removal of 55
trees (Table 3, following pages). Recommendations for preservation assume no
intrusions into the creek area other than to construct the project access road pedestrian
trail. Among trees recommended for preservation are 14 noted as “preserve?” including:

= Siberian elms #23 and 24 lean towards the existing ranch road. Were these
trees to fail it is possible for them to hit the new road. Until the alignment is
staked in the field, a recommendation for preservation must be tentative.

= Coast live oak #153 is located on Blackhawk Road, at the site of the new access
road. It may be possible to retain this tree in a pavement cut-out with the travel
lanes on either side.

= Valley oak #161 is located in the existing right-of-way corridor. It has poor
suitability for preservation but should be considered for retention.

= Coast live oak #232 and valley oaks #236 and 239 are located along Diablo
Road, opposite Fairway Drive. Both trees should be considered for preservation.

= Several oaks located adjacent to proposed building sites for custom lots.

Other trees recommended as “preserve?” are located near areas proposed for grading
including road access. A final decision about these trees requires more detailed plans,
and possible revision of grading limits.

Among the 55 trees recommended for removal, 3 have Heritage status (#217, 218, 230)
and 13 Protected status. Tree removal is required to provide access to the site.

A recreational trail is also proposed for the site. The trail would begin at Blackhawk Road
and generally parallel Street B, ending at the EVA road near Court C. The trail does not
impact trees except for yellow willow #73 (located between Courts E and F). As is typical
of mature willows, the main trunk is extensively decayed and has fallen to the ground.
Construction of the trail will require pruning sections of the failed tree and associated new
sprouts.

The Town of Danville may be interested in connecting a trail to the EVA termination on
Blackhawk Road, extending it along Diablo Road in the west section of the project. Trees
that may be impacted are included in the tree survey. There are scattered single and
small groups of native oaks in this area, approximately 137 in total. Should the Town of
Danville propose an alternate location for the trail in the Magee West section of the
project, this may or may not impact trees that were surveyed. Further studies will need to
be completed if a trail design is finalized.
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Table 3. Proposed action. Magee Ranch. San Ramon CA.
Tree Species Trunk Status Condition  Proposed Notes
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Action
(in.) 5=excell.
1 Siberian elm 8,6,5 -- 4 Preserve
2 Siberian elm 6 -- 3 Preserve
3 Siberian elm 10 - 4 Preserve
4 Valley oak 15 Protected 4 Preserve
5 Valley oak 10 Protected 3 Preserve
6 Valley oak 38 Heritage 4 Preserve
7 Siberian elm 12 -- 3 Remove Poor suitability;
adj. to EVA
8 Siberian elm 15 - 3 Remove  Poor suitability.
9 Siberian elm 8 -- 2 Preserve
10 Siberian elm 7 -- 2 Preserve
11 Siberian elm 21 -- 3 Preserve
12 Siberian elm 24 -- 5 Preserve
13 Siberian elm 12 -- 2 Preserve
14 Siberian elm 8 -- 2 Preserve
15 Siberian elm 11 -- 3 Preserve
16 Siberian elm 10 -- 3 Preserve
17 Willow 10,9 -- 2 Preserve
18 Siberian elm 12,8 -- 3 Preserve
19 Siberian elm 22 -- 4 Preserve
20 Siberian elm 9,9,8 -- 2 Preserve
21 Siberian elm 24 -- 3 Preserve
22 Siberian elm 7 -- 3 Preserve
23 Siberian elm 20 -- 3 Preserve? Possible remove
due to lean.
24 Siberian elm 17 -- 2 Preserve? Possible remove
due to lean.
25 Valley oak 32 Protected 5 Preserve
26 Valley oak 27 Protected 3 Preserve
27 Valley oak 17 Protected 2 Preserve
28 Valley oak 44 Heritage 5 Preserve
29 Willow 24 -- 1 Preserve
30 Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Preserve
31 Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Preserve
32 Valley oak 8 - 3 Preserve
33 Valley oak 7 - 2 Preserve
34 Valley oak 11 Protected 3 Preserve
35 Valley oak 13 Protected 3 Preserve
36 Valley oak 35 Protected 4 Preserve
37 Valley oak 13 Protected 3 Preserve
38 Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve
39 Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve
40 Valley oak 11 Protected 2 Preserve
41 Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Preserve
42 Valley oak 20 Protected 3 Preserve
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Table 3, continued. Proposed action. Magee Ranch. San Ramon CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition  Proposed Notes
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Action
(in.) 5=excell.

43 Valley oak 17,11 Protected 3 Preserve

44 Coast live oak 28 Protected 2 Preserve

45 Valley oak 36 Heritage 2 Preserve

46 Coast live oak 28 Protected 2 Preserve

a7 Coast live oak 14 Protected 4 Preserve

48 Valley oak 7 - 3 Preserve

49 Valley oak 21 Protected 3 Preserve

50 Valley oak 34 Protected 3 Preserve

51 Valley oak 19 Protected 3 Preserve

52 Valley oak 28 Protected 3 Preserve

53 Yellow willow 16 - 4 Preserve

54 Coast live oak 28 Protected 3 Preserve

55 Valley oak 33 Protected 4 Preserve

56 Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Preserve

57 Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Preserve  May require
pruning to clear
new road.

58 Coast live oak 25 Protected 3 Preserve  May require
pruning to clear
new road.

59 Willow 32 -- 2 Preserve

60 Willow 15,14 -- 2 Preserve

61 Calif. black walnut 7,7 -- 3 Preserve

62 Calif. black walnut 12,11 -- 4 Preserve

63 Willow 24 -- 1 Preserve

64 Willow 19 -- 3 Preserve

65 Yellow willow 20 -- 2 Preserve

66 Yellow willow 18 -- 2 Preserve

67 Yellow willow 15 -- 2 Preserve

68 Yellow willow 33 -- 3 Preserve

69 Calif. black walnut 10 - 4 Preserve

70 Yellow willow 13 -- 3 Preserve

71 Valley oak 6,5 - 3 Remove Lot 18

72 Valley oak 7,5 - 3 Remove Lot 18

73 Yellow willow 33 -- 2 Preserve  May require
pruning to clear
new road & trail.

74 Yellow willow 32 - 2 Preserve

75 Calif. buckeye 22 Protected 4 Preserve

76 Calif. black walnut 11 - 4 Preserve

77 Calif. black walnut 7,5 - 3 Preserve

78 Calif. black walnut 8,6 - 3 Preserve

79 Willow 15,12 - 4 Preserve

80 Valley oak 27 Protected 5 Preserve

81 Aleppo pine 13 - 3 Preserve
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Table 3, continued. Proposed action. Magee Ranch. San Ramon CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition  Proposed Notes
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Action
(in.) 5=excell.

82 Willow 14 -- 3 Preserve

83 Willow 36 Heritage 2 Preserve

84 Monterey pine 20 - 4 Preserve

85 Monterey pine 19 - 3 Preserve

86 Willow 18 - 2 Preserve

87 Willow 12 - 3 Preserve

88 Willow 16,14 -- 4 Preserve

89 Willow 9 - 3 Preserve

920 Willow 24 - 3 Preserve

91 Willow 18,12 - 2 Preserve

92 Willow 14 - 2 Preserve

93 Willow 9 - 2 Preserve

94 Willow 16,10,8,8 - 3 Preserve

95 Willow 24 - 2 Preserve

96 Willow 7 - 5 Preserve

97 Yellow willow 10,5 - 3 Preserve

98 Yellow willow 8 - 4 Preserve

99 Willow 21 - 2 Preserve

100  Willow 23 - 3 Preserve

101 Willow 15,14 - 4 Preserve

102 Willow 8 - 2 Preserve

103  Willow 10 - 3 Preserve

104  Willow 14,10 - 2 Preserve

105  Willow 19,6 - 3 Preserve

106  Willow 15,9 - 3 Preserve

107  Willow 16,14,14 - 3 Preserve

108 Willow 14,10,10,7 -- 3 Preserve

109 Willow 16,15,15,13,12,10 -- 2 Preserve

110 Yellow willow 13,12,11 -- 3 Preserve

111 Yellow willow 9,8,8,7 -- 3 Preserve

112 Willow 11 -- 1 Preserve

113 Willow 9 -- 2 Preserve

114 Willow 15,13,13,11 -- 3 Preserve

115 Willow 12,11,9 -- 3 Preserve

116 Willow 15,14,10,7 -- 3 Preserve

117 Willow 17,15 -- 4 Preserve

118 Willow 20,17,16,10,10 -- 3 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

119  Willow 7 - 2 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

120 Willow 16 -- 2 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

121 Willow 13 -- 2 Remove Access from

Diablo Rd.
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Table 3, continued. Proposed action. Magee Ranch. San Ramon CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition  Proposed Notes
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Action
(in.) 5=excell.

122 Willow 14,6 -- 2 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

123 Willow 13,11,10 -- 3 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

124 Willow 8 -- 2 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

125 Willow 17,15 -- 2 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

126 Willow 13 -- 2 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

127 Willow 15,13 -- 2 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

128 Willow 15 -- 3 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

129 Willow 16 -- 2 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

130 Willow 20 -- 2 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

131 Willow 22,12 -- 2 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

132 Willow 18,16,8 -- 2 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

133  Valley oak 44 Heritage 3 Preserve

134 Willow 32,14,8 -- 2 Preserve

135 Willow 18 -- 1 Preserve

136 Willow 9 -- 2 Preserve

137 Willow 28,24,14,12 -- 1 Preserve

138 Valley oak 38 Heritage 4 Preserve

139  Valley oak 36 Heritage 4 Preserve

140 Willow 27,24 - 1 Preserve

141 Valley oak 51 Heritage 4 Preserve

142 Willow 40 Heritage 2 Preserve

143 Calif. black walnut 19 -- 3 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

144 Willow 12,8,8,8 -- 3 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

145  Valley oak 22 Protected 4 Preserve

146 Coast live oak 7,6 -- 4 Preserve  Assumes no new
fence.

147 Calif. black walnut 14,14,12,12,8 -- 1 Remove Poor suitability.

148  Calif. black walnut 10,10,8,8 -- 1 Remove  Poor suitability.

149 Coast live oak 8 - 5 Preserve  Assumes no new
fence.

150  Calif. black walnut 17 -- 1 Remove  Poor suitability.

151  Valley oak 8 -- 3 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

152  Valley oak 9 -- 3 Remove  Access from

Diablo Rd.
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Table 3, continued. Proposed action. Magee Ranch. San Ramon CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition  Proposed Notes
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Action
(in.) 5=excell.

153 Coast live oak 31 Protected 3 Preserve? Possible retain in
median?

154  Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

155  Coast live oak 7 - 4 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

156  Coast live oak 6,6 -- 4 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

157 Coast live oak 7 -- 4 Remove  Access from
Diablo Rd.

158 Valley oak 6,4 -- 4 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd.

159  Coast live oak 10 Protected 4 Preserve

160  Calif. black walnut 14,13,12,10,9 - 2 Remove  Poor suitability

161  Valley oak 13,10 Protected 3 Preserve? Possible retain
but poor
suitability.

162 Calif. black walnut 12,10,10,9,8,7,7,6 -- 2 Remove Poor suitability.

163 Coast live oak 17,10 Protected 4 Preserve  Assumes no new
fence.

164  Valley oak 18 Protected 5 Preserve  Locate trail
between #164 &
165?

165  Valley oak 14 Protected 5 Remove  Connector to
Jullian Street

166  Coast live oak 7 -- 4 Preserve  Assumes no new
fence.

167  Valley oak 39 Heritage 5 Preserve  Hold grading
outside dripline,
lot 59

168  Valley oak 23 Protected 3 Preserve  Hold grading
outside dripline,
lot 59

169  Valley oak 9 - 3 Preserve  Hold grading
outside dripline,
lot 59

170  Valley oak 14 Protected 4 Preserve  Hold grading
outside dripline,
lot 59

171 Valley oak 15 Protected 4 Preserve  Hold grading
outside dripline,
lot 59

172  Valley oak 51 Heritage 5 Preserve

173  Valley oak 51 Heritage 3 Preserve  Hold grading
outside dripline,
lot 53

174  Valley oak 22 Protected 3 Preserve

175  Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve
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Table 3, continued. Proposed action. Magee Ranch. San Ramon CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition  Proposed Notes
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Action
(in.) 5=excell.

176  Valley oak 19 Protected 3 Preserve

177  Valley oak 23 Protected 3 Preserve

178  Valley oak 38,16 Heritage 3 Preserve

179  Valley oak 26 Protected 4 Preserve

180  Valley oak 37 Heritage 4 Preserve

181  Valley oak 23 Protected 3 Preserve

182  Valley oak 24 Protected 3 Preserve

183  Valley oak 36 Heritage 3 Preserve  Hold grading
outside dripline,
lot 42

184  Valley oak 35 Protected 5 Preserve  Hold grading
outside dripline,
lot 42

185  Valley oak 25 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 64 (custom)

186  Valley oak 37 Heritage 4 Preserve Lot 64 (custom)

187  Valley oak 18 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 64 (custom)

188  Valley oak 42 Heritage 4 Preserve Lot 64 (custom)

189  Valley oak 18.5 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 62 (custom)

190 Valley oak 28 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 62 (custom)

191  Valley oak 49 Heritage 4 Preserve Lot 62 (custom)

192 Valley oak 44 Heritage 4 Preserve

193  Valley oak a7 Heritage 5 Preserve

194  Valley oak 19 Protected 5 Preserve

195  Valley oak 50 Heritage 5 Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

196 Willow 11 -- 1 Remove Lot 15

197 Willow 11 -- 1 Remove Lot 16

198  Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

199  Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

200 Valley oak 25 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

201  Valley oak 30 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 61 (custom)

202  Valley oak 21 Protected 3 Preserve

203  Valley oak 14 Protected 4 Preserve

204  Valley oak 20 Protected 3 Preserve  Hold grading
outside dripline;
lot 75

205 Valley oak 18 Protected 3 Preserve? Hold grading
outside dripline;
lot 75

206 Valley oak 21 Protected 4 Preserve

207 Valley oak 15 Protected 5 Preserve

208 Valley oak 26 Protected 3 Preserve

209 Valley oak 30 Protected 4 Preserve

210 Valley oak 18 Protected 3 Preserve

211 Valley oak 11 Protected 3 Preserve

212 Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve
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Table 3, continued. Proposed action. Magee Ranch. San Ramon CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition  Proposed Notes
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Action
(in.) 5=excell.
213  Valley oak 19 Protected 3 Preserve
214  Valley oak 51 Heritage 1 Preserve
215  Valley oak 36 Heritage 5 Preserve
216  Valley oak 48 Heritage 3 Preserve? Hold grading

outside dripline;
lot 75

217  Valley oak 50 Heritage 3 Remove  Road; near lot 72

218  Valley oak 36 Heritage 3 Remove  Grading within
dripline; lot 73

219  Valley oak 17,11 Protected 3 Remove  Grading within
dripline; lot 72

220  Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Remove  Grading within
dripline; lot 72

221  Valley oak 17 Protected 3 Remove  Grading within
dripline; lot 72

222 Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Remove  Grading within
dripline; lot 72

223  Valley oak 10 Protected 1 Remove  Grading within
dripline; lot 72

224  Valley oak 18 Protected 4 Remove  Grading within
dripline; lot 72

225  Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Remove  Grading within
dripline; lot 71

226  Valley oak 10 Protected 3 Preserve

227  Valley oak 21 Protected 5 Preserve

228  Valley oak 33 Protected 4 Preserve

229  Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Remove  Bridge area, road
to lots 71 to 75

230  Valley oak 41 Heritage 4 Remove  Bridge area, road
to lots 71 to 75

231  Calif. buckeye 11,10 Protected 3 Remove  Bridge area, road
to lots 71to 75

232 Coast live oak 26 Protected 4 Preserve? Diablo Road;
opposite Fairway
Drive

233  Calif. black walnut 7,6,6,6,4,3 -- 2 Remove  Poor suitability

234  Calif. black walnut 6,6,6,5,5,4,4 -- 2 Remove  Poor suitability

235  Calif. black walnut 6,6,6,5,4 - 2 Remove  Diablo Road;
opposite Fairway
Drive

236  Valley oak 35 Protected 3 Preserve? Diablo Road,;
opposite Fairway
Drive

237 Coast live oak 6 -- 5 Preserve? Diablo Road;
opposite Fairway
Drive

238  Calif. black walnut 26 -- 3 Preserve? Diablo Road;

opposite Fairway
Drive
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Table 3, continued. Proposed action. Magee Ranch. San Ramon CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition  Proposed Notes
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Action
(in.) 5=excell.

239 Valley oak 21 Protected 3 Preserve? Diablo Road;
opposite Fairway
Drive

240  Calif. buckeye 9,9,8,7,7,6,6.5 Protected 4 Preserve

241 Valley oak 40 Heritage 3 Preserve

242 Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Preserve? Bridge area, road
to lots 71 to 75

243  Blue oak 19 Protected 4 Preserve  Near lot 67

244 Valley oak 36 Heritage 3 Preserve  Near lot 67

245  Blue oak 23 Protected 4 Preserve  Near lot 68

246  Valley oak 41 Heritage 4 Preserve  Near lot 68

247  London plane 15 Protected 5 Preserve

248  London plane 16 Protected 5 Preserve

249  London plane 14 Protected 5 Preserve

250  London plane 11 Protected 5 Preserve

251  Valley oak 59 Heritage 3 Preserve

252  Coast live oak 16 Protected 5 Preserve

253  London plane 7 - 5 Preserve

254 London plane 7 -- 5 Preserve

255 London plane 10 Protected 5 Preserve

256  London plane 12 Protected 5 Preserve

257  London plane 11 Protected 5 Preserve

258  London plane 12 Protected 5 Preserve? Access to lots 65
to 67

259 London plane 11 Protected 5 Remove  Access to lots 65
to 67

260  Valley oak 26 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

261 Calif. buckeye 13,12,12,11,10,9,9,8 Protected 5 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

262  Valley oak 23 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

263  Valley oak 8 -- 3 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

264  Valley oak 7,6 - 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

265 Valley oak 6,5,5.3 -- 4 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd., lot 68

266 Valley oak 6,4,3 -- 4 Remove Access from
Diablo Rd., lot 68

267  Valley oak 9,7,7 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

268 Red maple 9,7,6,4 - 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

269  Coulter pine 25 -- 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

270  Coulter pine 19 - 3 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

271  Coulter pine 14 - 3 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

272  Coulter pine 18,17 -- 4 Preserve Lot 68 (custom)

273  Blue oak 17,145 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)

274 Blue oak 14,10 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)

275 Blue oak 15 Protected 5 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)

276 Blue oak 34 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)

277 Valley oak 20 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)
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Table 3, continued. Proposed action. Magee Ranch. San Ramon CA.

Tree Species Trunk Status Condition  Proposed Notes
No. Diameter ? 1=poor Action
(in.) 5=excell.

278  Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)

279 Blue oak 14 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)

280  Blue oak 26 Protected 5 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)

281  Blue oak 46 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)

282  Valley oak 23 Protected 5 Preserve Lot 69 (custom)

283  Valley oak 6 - 5 Relocate? Lot 69 (custom)

284  Valley oak 17 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 70 (custom)

285  Valley oak 38 Heritage 3 Preserve Lot 70 (custom)

286  Valley oak 27 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 70 (custom)

287  Coast live oak 22 Protected 1 Remove  Poor suitability, lot
71

288  Valley oak 34 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 70 (custom)

289  Valley oak 23 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 70 (custom)

290 Valley oak 26 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 70 (custom)

291 Blue oak 31 Protected 5 Preserve? Lot 76, center of
building site

292  Valley oak 20 Protected 2 Preserve Lot 76, center of
building site

293  Blue oak 26 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 76, center of
building site

294  Blue oak 25 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 76, center of
building site

295 Blue oak 31 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 76, center of
building site

296  Valley oak 27 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 77 (custom)

297  Valley oak 28 Protected 3 Preserve Lot 77 (custom)

298  Valley oak 25 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 78 (custom)

299  Valley oak 22 Protected 4 Preserve Lot 78 (custom)

300 Valley oak 24 Protected 5 Preserve Lot 78 (custom)
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Tree Preservation Guidelines

The following recommendations will help evaluate impacts to trees from development as
well as maintain and improve their health and vitality through the clearing, grading and
construction phases.

Design recommendations

1.

The Consulting Arborist shall review all project plans with regard to tree impact
and necessary protection measures.

Establish the horizontal and vertical elevation of all trees with 25’ of the proposed
edge of grading. Include on all plans.

A TREE PROTECTION ZONE shall be established around each tree to be preserved.
For design purposes, the TREE PROTECTION ZONE shall be the dripline. No
grading, excavation, construction or storage of materials shall occur within that
zone.

Underground services including utilities, sub-drains, water or sewer shall be
routed around the TREE PROTECTION ZONE. Where encroachment cannot be
avoided, special construction techniques such as hand digging or tunneling

under roots shall be employed where necessary to minimize root injury.

Tree Preservation Notes, prepared by the Consulting Arborist, should be
included on all plans.

Any herbicides placed under paving materials must be safe for use around trees
and labeled for that use.

Irrigation systems must be designed so that no trenching will occur within the
TREE PROTECTION ZONE.

As trees withdraw water from the soil, expansive soils may shrink within the root
area. Therefore, foundations, footings and pavements on expansive soils near
trees should be designed to withstand differential displacement.

Pre-construction treatments and recommendations

1.

Have the construction superintendent meet with the Consulting Arborist before
beginning work to discuss work procedures and tree protection.

Fence the TREE PROTECTION ZONE prior to demolition, grubbing or grading.
Fencing shall be 6’ chain link with posts sunk into the ground. Fencing is to
remain until construction is complete.

Prune selected trees to provide necessary clearance. All pruning shall be
completed by a Certified Arborist or Tree Worker and adhere to the Tree Pruning
Guidelines of the International Society of Arboriculture. Brush may be chipped
and spread beneath the trees within the TREE PROTECTION ZONE.
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Recommendations for tree protection during construction

1.

Prohibit grading, construction, demolition or other work within the TREE
PROTECTION ZONE. Any modifications must be approved and monitored by the
Consulting Arborist.

Ensure that any root pruning required for construction purposes shall receive the
prior approval of, and be supervised by, the Consulting Arborist.

Supplement natural rainfall with irrigation, at a rate determined by the Consulting
Arborist.

Evaluate any injury to trees that should occur during construction. Notify the
Consulting Arborist so that appropriate treatments can be applied.

Prohibit the dumping and/or storage of excess soil, chemicals, debris, equipment
or other materials within the TREE PROTECTION ZONE.

Require that any tree pruning needed for clearance during construction must be
performed by a Certified Arborist and not by construction personnel.

HortScience, Inc.

James R. Clark, Ph.D.
Certified Arborist WE-0846
Registered Consulting Arborist #357
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Tree Survey

Magee Ranch

Danville CA

January 2010; updated February 2011

TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY  COMMENTS
No. DIAMETER 1=poor for
(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION
1 Siberian elm 8,6,5 -- 4 Moderate Multiple attachments @ base; below utility lines.
2 Siberian elm 6 -- 3 Moderate Interior.
3 Siberian elm 10 -- 4 Moderate Okay tree.
4 Valley oak 15 Protected 4 Good Slight bow S.
5 Valley oak 10 Protected 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ 6'; separated.
6 Valley oak 38 Heritage 4 Moderate Nice mature tree; one-sided to S.
7 Siberian elm 12 -- 3 Poor Suppressed; bowed flat to SW.
8 Siberian elm 15 -- 3 Poor Leaning & one-sided to SW.
9 Siberian elm 8 -- 2 Poor Topped; poor form & structure.
10 Siberian elm 7 -- 2 Poor Suppressed; no vigor.
11 Siberian elm 21 -- 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ 8'; spread apart; bowed
sharply to SW.
12 Siberian elm 24 -- 5 Good Nice vase-shaped form; high crown.
13 Siberian elm 12 -- 2 Poor Topped; poor form & structure.
14 Siberian elm 8 -- 2 Poor Suppressed; leans SW.
15 Siberian elm 11 -- 3 Poor Narrow form.
16 Siberian elm 10 - 3 Poor Narrow form.
17 Willow 10,9 -- 2 Poor 2 upright branches from failed tree.
18 Siberian elm 12,8 - 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ base; leans W.
19 Siberian elm 22 -- 4 Moderate High vase-shaped crown.
20 Siberian elm 9,9,8 -- 2 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; poor.
21 Siberian elm 24 -- 3 Poor Leaning & one-sided to S.
22 Siberian elm 7 - 3 Poor Creek; one-sided crown.
23 Siberian elm 20 -- 3 Poor Leans W. over creek; base outside dripline.
24 Siberian elm 17 - 2 Poor Severe lean W. over creek.
25 Valley oak 32 Protected 5 Good Nice tree; top of bank; high vase-shaped crown.
26 Valley oak 27 Protected 3 Poor Bowed flat to W.; base outside dripline.
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Tree Survey

Magee Ranch

Danville CA

January 2010; updated February 2011

TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY  COMMENTS
No. DIAMETER 1=poor for
(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION

27 Valley oak 17 Protected 2 Poor Failed @ base to W.

28 Valley oak 44 Heritage 5 Good Huge tree; very nice rounded crown but for
codominant trunks @ 12'".

29 Willow 24 -- 1 Poor Failed @ base across creek.

30 Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Moderate One-sided to SW.; codominant trunks @ 16'; leans
SW.

31 Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Moderate Narrow crown.

32 Valley oak 8 -- 3 Poor Poor form; below canopy.

33 Valley oak 7 -- 2 Poor Suppressed.

34 Valley oak 11 Protected 3 Moderate Narrow crown.

35 Valley oak 13 Protected 3 Poor Bowed flat to NE.

36 Valley oak 35 Protected 4 Moderate Huge tree; central leader failed; heavy low lateral to
project.

37 Valley oak 13 Protected 3 Poor Bowed flat to NE.

38 Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Moderate Narrow crown.

39 Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Poor Bowed flat to S.

40 Valley oak 11 Protected 2 Poor Suppressed.

41 Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Poor Asymmetric form to SE.

42 Valley oak 20 Protected 3 Poor Codominant failed @ mid-crown; decay; high crown.

43 Valley oak 17,11 Protected 3 Poor Leans NE. over creek; high crown.

44 Coast live oak 28 Protected 2 Poor Failed @ base; on ground with vertical branches;
canopy extends to existing road.

45 Valley oak 36 Heritage 2 Poor Failed @ base; on ground with vertical branches;
canopy extends just over existing road.

46 Coast live oak 28 Protected 2 Poor Failed @ base; on ground with vertical branches;
canopy extends to existing road.

47 Coast live oak 14 Protected 4 Good Narrow form.

48 Valley oak 7 -- 3 Poor Bowed flat to S.; base outside dripline.
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Tree Survey

Magee Ranch

Danville CA

January 2010; updated February 2011

TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY  COMMENTS
No. DIAMETER 1=poor for
(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION
49 Valley oak 21 Protected 3 Poor Failing @ base to W.
50 Valley oak 34 Protected 3 Poor Failing @ base to SE.
51 Valley oak 19 Protected 3 Poor Failing @ base to SE.
52 Valley oak 28 Protected 3 Poor Failing @ base to S.
53 Yellow willow 16 -- 4 Moderate Creek bed; good tree.
54 Coast live oak 28 Protected 3 Poor Failed @ base across creek.
55 Valley oak 33 Protected 4 Moderate One-sided to SW; on slope.
56 Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Moderate High vase-shaped crown; multiple attachments @ 28'
with heavy lateral limbs.
57 Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Poor Bowed flat to S; base outside dripline; huge tree.
58 Coast live oak 25 Protected 3 Poor Failed @ base; on ground with vertical branches;
canopy extends to existing road.
59 Willow 32 -- 2 Poor Tagged on stem; failed @ base across creek.
60 Willow 15,14 -- 2 Poor Tagged on stem; failed @ base across creek.
61 Calif. black walnut 7,7 - 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ 1'.
62 Calif. black walnut 12,11 -- 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 2'; narrow attachment.
63 Willow 24 - 1 Poor Couldn't be worse.
64 Willow 19 -- 3 Moderate Corrected lean N.; edge of bank.
65 Yellow willow 20 -- 2 Poor Failed @ base; on ground.
66 Yellow willow 18 -- 2 Poor Extensive trunk decay.
67 Yellow willow 15 -- 2 Poor Extensive trunk decay.
68 Yellow willow 33 -- 3 Poor Failed @ base; on ground; conks @ base.
69 Calif. black walnut 10 -- 4 Moderate Good tree; slight lean N.; mid-slope.
70 Yellow willow 13 -- 3 Poor In slumping soil; trunk decay.
71 Valley oak 6,5 -- 3 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 2'; stems touching.
72 Valley oak 7,5 -- 3 Moderate Codominant trunks @ base.
73 Yellow willow 33 -- 2 Poor Failed @ base; sprawled on ground; extensive trunk

decay.
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Tree Survey Magee Ranch

January 2010; updated February 2011

TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY COMMENTS
No. DIAMETER 1=poor for
(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION

74 Yellow willow 32 -- 2 Poor Couldn’t be worse; totally decayed.

75 Calif. buckeye 22 Protected 4 Moderate Nice tree in slumping soil; large exposed roots.

76 Calif. black walnut 11 - 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 4' & 5'.

77 Calif. black walnut 7,5 -- 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ base & 2'.

78 Calif. black walnut 8,6 - 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ 2'.

79 Willow 15,12 -- 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 1'; best willow we've seen.

80 Valley oak 27 Protected 5 Good Nice vase-shaped crown; edge of bank.

81 Aleppo pine 13 -- 3 Moderate Sharp lean SE.; base outside dripline.

82 Willow 14 - 3 Poor Poor form.

83 Willow 36 Heritage 2 Poor Failed @ base; sprawled on ground.

84 Monterey pine 20 -- 4 Moderate Sinuous trunk; lots of Sequoia pitch moth.

85 Monterey pine 19 -- 3 Poor Partly corrected lean E; trunk cavity.

86 Willow 18 - 2 Poor Failed @ base across creek.

87 Willow 12 -- 3 Poor Poor form & structure; @ flow line.

88 Willow 16,14 -- 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ base; okay form; @ flow line.

89 Willow 9 -- 3 Poor Leans E; @ flow line.

90 Willow 24 -- 3 Poor Failed @ base; top of crown is upright.

91 Willow 18,12 -- 2 Poor Codominant trunks @ base; one-sided to S.

92 Willow 14 -- 2 Poor Failed @ base; sprawled on ground.

93 Willow 9 -- 2 Poor Poor form.

94 Willow 16,10,8,8 -- 3 Poor Tagged on stem; multiple attachments @ base; stem
on project side failed across creek.

95 Willow 24 -- 2 Poor Failed @ base; across creek; sprawled on ground.

96 Willow 7 -- 5 Good Good young tree.

97 Yellow willow 10,5 - 3 Poor Leans across creek; codominant trunks @ base.

98 Yellow willow 8 -- 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 4-'.

99 Willow 21 -- 2 Poor Failed @ base; sprawled on ground.

100  Willow 23 -- 3 Poor Sharp lean S.; failing.
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Danville CA

January 2010; updated February 2011

TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY COMMENTS
No. DIAMETER 1=poor for
(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION
101 Willow 15,14 - 4 Good Codominant trunks @ 2'.
102 Willow 8 -- 2 Poor Suppressed.
103  Willow 10 - 3 Poor Bowed flat to SE.
104  Willow 14,10 -- 2 Poor 14" upright but with thin crown; 10" on ground.
105  Willow 19,6 -- 3 Poor Strong lean N.; base outside dripline.
106 Willow 15,9 -- 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ base; poor form.
107  Willow 16,14,14 -- 3 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; sprawled apart.
108  Willow 14,10,10,7 -- 3 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; upright; in channel.
109  Willow 16,15,15,13,12, -- 2 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; split into 2 halves.
110  Yellow willow 13,12,11 -- 3 Poor Thicket of stems, originating with big stems which
have multiple attachments @ base.
111 Yellow willow 9,8,8,7 -- 3 Poor Multiple attachments @ base forming dense thicket.
112 Willow 11 - 1 Poor Couldn't be worse.
113 Willow 9 -- 2 Poor Leans S; base outside dripline.
114  Willow 15,13,13,11 -- 3 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; one-sided to S.
115 Willow 12,11,9 -- 3 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; one-sided to S.
116  Willow 15,14,10,7 -- 3 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; 10" & 7" on ground.
117 Willow 17,15 -- 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 2'; okay form.
118  Willow 20,17,16,10,10 -- 3 Poor Multiple attachments @ base.
119  Willow 7 -- 2 Poor Poor form & structure.
120  Willow 16 -- 2 Poor Failing @ base to S.
121 Willow 13 -- 2 Poor Failing @ base to S.
122 Willow 14,6 - 2 Poor Codominant trunks @ base; bowed flat to S.
123 Willow 13,11,10 -- 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ base & 3'.
124  Willow 8 -- 2 Poor Suppressed.
125 Willow 17,15 -- 2 Poor Codominant trunks @ base; 17" with strong lean NE.
126  Willow 13 - 2 Poor Poor form & structure.
127 Willow 15,13 -- 2 Poor Codominant trunks @ base.
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January 2010; updated February 2011

TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY  COMMENTS
No. DIAMETER 1=poor for
(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION

128  Willow 15 -- 3 Poor Strong lean N.; base outside dripline.

129  Willow 16 -- 2 Poor Twig & branch dieback; poor form.

130  Willow 20 -- 2 Poor Failed @ base to N.; on ground.

131  Willow 22,12 -- 2 Poor Codominant trunks @ base; declining; twig & branch
dieback.

132 Willow 18,16,8 -- 2 Poor Failed @ base to SW; in channel.

133  Valley oak 44 Heritage 3 Moderate In channel; huge tree with good form but sparse
canopy.

134  Willow 32,14,8 -- 2 Poor Failed @ base to S; in channel; on ground.

135  Willow 18 -- 1 Poor Couldn't be worse; conks.

136  Willow 9 - 2 Poor Poor form; leans N.

137  Willow 28,24,14,12 -- 1 Poor Multiple attachments @ base, split apart & sprawled
on ground; conks & decay.

138  Valley oak 38 Heritage 4 Good Huge tree; bowed E; codominant trunks high in
crown; top of bank.

139  Valley oak 36 Heritage 4 Good Huge tree; good form; roots in channel.

140  Willow 27,24 -- 1 Poor Codominant trunks @ base; split apart with extensive
decay.

141  Valley oak 51 Heritage 4 Moderate Huge tree; bowed E; codominant trunks @ 16'; top of
bank; wide but somewhat thin crown.

142  Willow 40 Heritage 2 Poor Hollow with large cavity; poor form.

143 Calif. black walnut 19 -- 3 Poor Multiple attachments @ 4'; one-sided to N.

144  Willow 12,8,8,8 -- 3 Poor Off-site; tagged on fence; in channel; leans into
project.

145  Valley oak 22 Protected 4 Good Off-site; tagged on fence; high canopy extends
slightly over project.

146  Coast live oak 7,6 -- 4 Moderate On property line; codominant trunks @ 2.

147 Calif. black walnut 14,14,12,12,8 -- 1 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; all but dead.
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TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY  COMMENTS
No. DIAMETER 1=poor for
(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION

148  Calif. black walnut 10,10,8,8 -- 1 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; all but dead.

149  Coast live oak 8 -- 5 Good On property line; good young tree; remove fence by
hand.

150 Calif. black walnut 17 -- 1 Poor Only live stem on tree with multiple attachments; all
but dead; extensive decay.

151  Valley oak 8 -- 3 Poor Below utility lines; topped on N.

152  Valley oak 9 -- 3 Poor Below utility lines; topped on N.

153  Coast live oak 31 Protected 3 Poor Below utility lines; topped on N.; S. side low canopy;
codominant trunks @ 3' with included bark; then
multiple attachments @ 4' on S.

154  Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Moderate Below utility lines; topped on N. with stubs; S. side
okay.

155  Coast live oak 7 - 4 Good Narrow crown.

156  Coast live oak 6,6 -- 4 Good Codominant trunks @ base; topped; narrow crown.

157  Coast live oak 7 - 4 Good Narrow crown.

158 Valley oak 6,4 -- 4 Good Codominant trunks @ base; narrow crown.

159  Coast live oak 10 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 6'; already spread apart.

160  Calif. black walnut 14,13,12,10,9 -- 2 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; basal decay; mistletoe;
thin crown.

161 Valley oak 13,10 Protected 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ base with included bark &
embedded fence.

162  Calif. black walnut 12,10,10,9,8,7, -- 2 Poor Multiple attachments @ base; basal decay; poor

7,6 form; thin crown.

163 Coast live oak 17,10 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 2'; fence embedded in lower
trunk on E; dense canopy.

164  Valley oak 18 Protected 5 Good Good tree; low lateral on S.

165 Valley oak 14 Protected 5 Good Good tree; low lateral on S.
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TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY  COMMENTS

No. DIAMETER 1=poor for

(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION

166  Coast live oak 7 -- 4 Moderate Off-site; planted; codominant trunks @ 4' with
included bark; small, light green foliage.

167  Valley oak 39 Heritage 5 Good Multiple attachments @ 12'; rounded form; good.

168  Valley oak 23 Protected 3 Poor Partly suppressed; bowed N.; codominant trunks @
4'& 10

169  Valley oak 9 -- 3 Poor Suppressed.

170  Valley oak 14 Protected 4 Moderate One-sided to W. but okay.

171  Valley oak 15 Protected 4 Moderate One-sided to SW. but okay.

172  Valley oak 51 Heritage 5 Good Big beautiful tree; codominant trunks @ 12'.

173  Valley oak 51 Heritage 3 Poor Codominant failure on S. side of lower trunk;
decayed with huge stub; crown heavy to N; partly
corrected.

174  Valley oak 22 Protected 3 Moderate One-sided to N.; small crown; codominant trunks @
16"

175  Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Poor Long trunk cavity on S.; codominant trunks @ 12'.

176  Valley oak 19 Protected 3 Poor Bowed flat to NE; base outside dripline.

177  Valley oak 23 Protected 3 Poor Corrected lean S; multiple attachments @ 4'.

178  Valley oak 38,16 Heritage 3 Moderate Codominant trunks @ base & 7', the latter with
included bark; crown heavy to S.

179 Valley oak 26 Protected 4 Moderate Corrected lean S; codominant trunks @ 16'.

180 Valley oak 37 Heritage 4 Good Low spreading crown.

181 Valley oak 23 Protected 3 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 10' with included bark.

182  Valley oak 24 Protected 3 Moderate Bowed flat to SW.

183  Valley oak 36 Heritage 3 Moderate Bowed flat to N; codominant trunks @ 4'.

184  Valley oak 35 Protected 5 Good Nice tree; rounded crown.

185  Valley oak 25 Protected 3 Poor One-sided & slightly suppressed to S.

186  Valley oak 37 Heritage 4 Moderate Multiple attachments @ 6' spreading apart; vase-

shaped crown.
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TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY  COMMENTS
No. DIAMETER 1=poor for
(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION

187  Valley oak 18 Protected 3 Poor One-sided to W.; 2 sets of codominant trunks; both
with wide attachments.

188 Valley oak 42 Heritage 4 Good Round crown hangs to ground; codominant trunks @
16'.

189  Valley oak 18% Protected 4 Good Leans E.

190 Valley oak 28 Protected 4 Good Multiple attachments @ 10'; vase-shaped crown.

191  Valley oak 49 Heritage 4 Moderate Huge tree leaning & one-sided to E., downhill; basal
cavity on W.

192  Valley oak 44 Heritage 4 Moderate Huge tree; multiple attachments @ 6' spreading
apart with gap; may be in fill from uphill erosion.

193  Valley oak a7 Heritage 5 Good Huge tree with low spreading crown; hangs to
ground.

194  Valley oak 19 Protected 5 Good Good form & structure.

195  Valley oak 50 Heritage 5 Good Low spreading crown; nice.

196  Willow 11 -- 1 Poor Failed @ base; extensive decay.

197 Willow 11 -- 1 Poor Failed @ base; extensive decay; couldn't be worse.

198 Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Good Codominant trunks at 7'; narrow attachment.

199  Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks at 7'; nice form; heavy mistletoe.

200 Valley oak 25 Protected 4 Good Upright form; one-sided E.

201  Valley oak 30 Protected 4 Good Multiple attachments at 15'; one-sided N.; dead wood
to 4"

202  Valley oak 21 Protected 3 Moderate Multiple attachments @ 7'; mistletoe; twig & branch
dieback.

203  Valley oak 14 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 7'; asymmetric crown.

204  Valley oak 20 Protected 3 Moderate One-sided W.; mistletoe.

205 Valley oak 18 Protected 3 Moderate Very one-sided W.; low crown W..

206  Valley oak 21 Protected 4 Good Multiple attachments @ 7'; asymmetric crown.

207  Valley oak 15 Protected 5 Good Good young tree; mistletoe.
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TREE SPECIES TRUNK STATUS? CONDITION SUITABILITY  COMMENTS
No. DIAMETER 1=poor for
(in.) 5=excellent PRESERVATION

208 Valley oak 26 Protected 3 Poor Failed & laying on ground; still vigorous.

209 Valley oak 30 Protected 4 Good Multiple attachments @ 15'; high crown; mistletoe.

210  Valley oak 18 Protected 3 Moderate Asymmetric crown; mistletoe; epicormic shoots.

211  Valley oak 11 Protected 3 Poor Suppressed form; crown bowed N.

212  Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Poor Suppressed form; crown bowed W.; epicormic
shoots.

213  Valley oak 19 Protected 3 Poor Asymmetric crown; dieback in upper crown.

214  Valley oak 51 Heritage 1 Poor All but dead; minor epicormic shoots.

215  Valley oak 36 Heritage 5 Good Slight lean S.; multiple attachments @ 8'; good form
& structure.

216  Valley oak 48 Heritage 3 Poor Failed & laying on ground; cavity with groud squirrels;
mistletoe.

217  Valley oak 50 Heritage 3 Moderate Roots exposed by erosion; extensive mistletoe.

218 Valley oak 36 Heritage 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ 8'; silt fill @ base; twig &
branch dieback.

219  Valley oak 17,11 Protected 3 Poor Gnarled form; trunk & branch cankers; epicormic
shoots.

220  Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Moderate Multiple attachments @ 7'; history of branch failure;
one-sided S.

221  Valley oak 17 Protected 3 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 5'; narrow crown; nesting
cavities.

222 Valley oak 29 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 7'; narrow attachment; one-
sided E.; mistletoe.

223  Valley oak 10 Protected 1 Poor Lost top; all but dead.

224 Valley oak 18 Protected 4 Moderate Suppressed form; crown bowed N.

225  Valley oak 16 Protected 3 Poor Suppressed form; crown bowed E. to horizontal.

226  Valley oak 10 Protected 3 Poor Suppressed form; crown bowed S.

227  Valley oak 21 Protected 5 Good Multiple attachments @ 10'; vase shaped crown.
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228  Valley oak 33 Protected 4 Moderate Growing on creek bank; leans N.

229  Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Poor Growing on creek bank; roots exposed; leans N..

230 Valley oak 41 Heritage 4 Moderate Growing on creek bank; slight lean S.; mistletoe.

231  Calif. buckeye 11,10 Protected 3 Moderate Suppressed form; leans E.

232  Coast live oak 26 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 7'; good form & structure;
pruned for overhead utilities.

233  Calif. black walnut 7,6,6,6,4,3 -- 2 Poor Stump sprout; beneath overhead utilities.

234  Calif. black walnut 6,6,6,5,5,4,4 -- 2 Poor Stump sprout; beneath overhead utilities.

235  Calif. black walnut 6,6,6,5,4 -- 2 Poor Stump sprout; beneath overhead utilities.

236 Valley oak 35 Protected 3 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 8'; embedded barbed wire;
large pruning wound N.; pruned for overhead utilities.

237  Coast live oak 6 -- 5 Good Good young tree; beneath overhead utilities.

238  Calif. black walnut 26 -- 3 Poor Multiple attachments @ 8'; dead branches to 10";
topped for overhead utilities.

239  Valley oak 21 Protected 3 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 8'; topped for overhead
utilities.

240  Calif. buckeye 9,9,8,7,7,6,6.5 Protected 4 Moderate Growing on creek bank; extensive soil erosion.

241  Valley oak 40 Heritage 3 Poor Growing on creek bank; leans E.; large cavity N.

242  Valley oak 32 Protected 3 Poor Growing on creek bank; extensive erosion; roots
exposed; leans S.

243  Blue oak 19 Protected 4 Moderate One-sided W.; low crown.

244  Valley oak 36 Heritage 3 Moderate Multiple attachments @ 8'; thinning crown; mistletoe.

245  Blue oak 23 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 6'; good form & structure;
mistletoe.

246  Valley oak 41 Heritage 4 Good Codominant trunks @ 12'; low crown dead branches
to 6"; mistletoe.

247  London plane 15 Protected 5 Good Good form & structure; surface roots.

248  London plane 16 Protected 5 Good Good form & structure; surface roots.
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249  London plane 14 Protected 5 Good Slight lean N.; good form & structure; surface roots.

250  London plane 11 Protected 5 Good Good form & structure; surface roots with wounds.

251  Valley oak 59 Heritage 3 Moderate Multiple attachments @ 7'; thinning crown; mistletoe.

252  Coast live oak 16 Protected 5 Good Multiple attachments @ 10'; good form & structure;
thin crown.

253  London plane 7 -- 5 Good Good young tree; surface roots.

254  London plane 7 -- 5 Good Good young tree; surface roots.

255  London plane 10 Protected 5 Good Good form & structure.

256  London plane 12 Protected 5 Good Good form & structure.

257  London plane 11 Protected 5 Good Good form & structure; surface roots.

258  London plane 12 Protected 5 Good Good form & structure.

259  London plane 11 Protected 5 Good Good form & structure; surface roots.

260  Valley oak 26 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 8'; epicormic shoots;
mistletoe.

261  Calif. buckeye 13,12,12,11,10, Protected 5 Good Multiple attachments @ base; leans N.; low crown.

9,9,8

262  Valley oak 23 Protected 4 Moderate Upright form; mistletoe; dead wood to 6".

263  Valley oak 8 -- 3 Poor Suppressed; crown bowed N.

264  Valley oak 7,6 -- 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 5'; beneath overhead utilities.

265  Valley oak 6,5,5.3 -- 4 Moderate Multiple attachments @ base; beneath overhead
utilities.

266  Valley oak 6,4,3 -- 4 Moderate Multiple attachments @ base; beneath overhead
utilities.

267 Valley oak 9,7,7 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ base; seam in attachment;
beneath overhead utilities.

268 Red maple 9,7,6,4 -- 4 Moderate Off-site; multiple attachments @ base; narrow
attachments; sapsucker damage.

269  Coulter pine 25 -- 4 Moderate Off-site, no tag; corrected lean S.
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270  Coulter pine 19 -- 3 Poor Off-site, no tag; poor form & structure.

271  Coulter pine 14 -- 3 Poor Off-site, no tag; poor form & structure.

272  Coulter pine 18,17 -- 4 Moderate Off-site, no tag; codominant trunks @ 3; included
bark.

273  Blue oak 17,145 Protected 4 Moderate Multiple attachments @ base; 14" stem bowed flat to
S.

274  Blue oak 14,10 Protected 3 Poor Codominant trunks @ 3'; suppressed form with
crown bowed E.

275  Blue oak 15 Protected 5 Good Codominant trunks @ 10'; nice form.

276  Blue oak 34 Protected 3 Poor Central decay column; heavy lateral limb on W.

277  Valley oak 20 Protected 4 Good Codominant trunks @ 6'; one-sided to W.

278  Valley oak 14 Protected 3 Poor Lost upper crown; fair structure.

279  Blue oak 14 Protected 3 Poor Suppressed form; trunk cankers.

280 Blue oak 26 Protected 5 Good Codominant trunks @ 6'; low crown on S. epicormic
shoots.

281 Blue oak 46 Protected 4 Moderate Multiple attachments @ 10'; branch wounds with
decay; heavy lateral limb on S. extends to ground;
epicormic shoots; heavy mistletoe.

282  Valley oak 23 Protected 5 Good Multiple attachments @ 10'; leans N. away from
#281.

283  Valley oak 6 -- 5 Moderate Codominant trunks @ base; beneath overhead
utilities.

284  Valley oak 17 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 8'; leans S. away from utilties.

285  Valley oak 38 Heritage 3 Poor Heavy lean S. away from utilties; epicormic shoots.

286  Valley oak 27 Protected 4 Moderate Leans S. away from utilties; epicormic shoots.

287  Coast live oak 22 Protected 1 Poor Central leader dead; crown formed from thin shell of

live tissue on N. side of trunk; weight over Diablo
Road.
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288  Valley oak 34 Protected 3 Poor Very one-sided to S. away from utilties; epicormic
shoots; mistletoe.

289  Valley oak 23 Protected 4 Moderate Codominant trunks @ 6'; one-sided to N.; epicormic
shoots.

290 Valley oak 26 Protected 4 Good Codominant trunks @ 6'; good form; stub on S;
mistletoe.

291  Blue oak 31 Protected 5 Good Codominant trunks @ 10'; good form & structure;
branches to the ground S.; mistletoe; dead wood to
4",

292  Valley oak 20 Protected 2 Poor Extensive dieback; extensive mistletoe.

293  Blue oak 26 Protected 3 Poor Poor form & structure; extensi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>