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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1  Introduction 
 
This Response to Comments Document (RTC) has been prepared to accompany the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for East Bay Municipal Utility 
District’s (EBMUD) Estates Reservoir Replacement Project (Project). The Draft 
Supplemental EIR identified the environmental consequences associated with proposed 
modifications to the Project as approved in 2010 EIR. The modifications include the 
removal of some trees and changes to the pedestrian path, and recommended mitigation 
measures to reduce the significant and potentially significant impacts of these changes to 
less than significant. The RTC has been prepared pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. It 
responds to the comments on the Draft Supplemental EIR and makes revisions to the 
Draft Supplemental EIR, as necessary, in response to these comments. Together with the 
Draft Supplemental EIR, this RTC document constitutes the Final Supplemental EIR for 
the project. 
 
The Final Supplemental EIR is an informational document prepared by the lead agency 
that must be considered by decision-makers before approving or denying a proposed 
project. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15132) 
specify the following: 
 
The Final Supplemental EIR shall consist of: 
 
(a)  The Draft Supplemental EIR or a revision of the draft. 
(b)  Comments and recommendations received on the Draft Supplemental EIR, either 

verbatim or in summary. 
(c)  A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the 

Draft Supplemental EIR. 
(d)  The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the 

review and consultation process. 
(e)  Any other information added by the lead agency. 
 
1.2  Environmental Review Process 
 
On September 6, 2013 EBMUD (lead agency) released the EBMUD Estates Reservoir 
Replacement Project Draft Supplemental EIR for public review (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2008082060). The public review and comment period on the Draft Supplemental EIR 
began on September 6, 2013 and closed on October 21, 2013. This Response to 
Comments Document has been prepared based on comments submitted as a result of the 
public review period. 
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The Response to Comments Document will be circulated for a 10-day final review period 
to the City of Oakland (City) Planning Department, responsible agencies, and others who 
commented on the Draft Supplemental EIR. Following this review and receipt of any 
further comments, the EBMUD Board of Directors will consider these additional 
comments and any additional responses from staff prior to certification of the Final 
Supplemental EIR. 
 
The EBMUD Board of Directors anticipates certifying the Final Supplemental EIR (a 
finding that the Supplemental EIR complies with the requirements of CEQA) at a 
regularly scheduled Board meeting on December 10, 2013. Following Supplemental EIR 
certification and prior to Project modification approval, the Board shall make findings for 
each significant environmental impact that are supported by substantial evidence in the 
record and shall adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  
 
Based upon material contained in the RTC and minor revisions to the Draft Supplemental 
EIR provided in the Final Supplemental EIR, recirculation of the Supplemental EIR is not 
required under the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 because no new significant 
information is added to the Supplemental EIR, and under subsection (b) recirculation is 
not required where the new information added merely clarifies or amplifies or makes 
insignificant modifications in an adequate Supplemental EIR. 
 
1.3  Report Organization 
 
Chapter 2 of this document contains copies of comments received during the comment 
period and responses to those comments. Each comment is numbered in the margin of the 
comment letter, and the responses to all of the comments in a particular letter follow that 
letter. The comments are referenced alphanumerically by letter and comment number; the 
comment letters are coded with the initials of the commenter or agency/organization 
acronym. For example, the first comment in the letter from the State Clearinghouse, 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research is SCH-1. Where a response includes a 
change to the text of the Draft Supplemental EIR, a reference is made to Chapter 3, which 
contains corrections and clarifications made to the Draft Supplemental EIR text. 
 
Some issues were raised in numerous comments. As a result, seven master responses 
addressing these comments are included in Section 2.1 of this Response to Comments 
Document. The master responses are listed below: 
 
2.1.1  Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Tree Removal 
2.1.2  Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from the Installation of the Path 
2.1.3  Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from the Installation of the 

Interpretive Sign 
2.1.4  Master Response on Elimination of Wildlife Habitat Resulting from Tree 

Removal 
2.1.5  Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning 
2.1.6 Mater Response to Concerns over Photo Simulations and Aerial Figure Provided 

in Draft Supplemental EIR 
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2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views from Tree Removal 
2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent Trees and Bushes 
2.1.9  Master Comment Regarding Peer Review 
 
The following is a list of all persons and organizations that submitted comments on the 
Draft Supplemental EIR during the comment period: 
 
Letter Code   Commenter 
 
State Agencies 
 
SCH  Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research 
DFF Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
 
 
Individuals and Businesses 
 
AP    Anne Pabjanek 
BJ     Barrett Johnson 
BWLW   Bob and Lila Walz 
DR      David Rovno 
DS    Daniel Solli 
EP    Elizabeth Pabjanek 
ES    E. Solli 
JH     James Hallock 
JR    Joan Ruderman  
JRCR     John Rubin and Claire Ruben 
JS      Jane Sinton  
JSMS   James St. John and Marja Saarinen  
KP    Kazimierez Pabjanek 
LK     Lauren Kahn 
LDCB   Leland Dobbs and Colleen Brent 
LK    Lauren Kahn 
MG   Michael W. Graf 
MJSJ   Michael and Susan Jordan  
MVVV   Melinda and Vahed Vahedi 
NS    Nick Solli 
RH    Riva Kahn Hallock 
YK    Yasim Kudrolli 
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Chapter 2 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  
 
2.1 Master Responses 
 
 
2.1.1  Master Response Regarding Concerns that a Public Nuisance 

will Result From Tree Removal  
 
Comments on the Draft EIR addressed the issue of a public nuisance that could result 
from tree removal.   
 
This Master Response responds to all or part of the following comments: 
  

 
AP-6 ES-6 JSMS-6 NS-6 
BWLW-1 JH-4 KP-6 RH-6 
DR-6 JR-6 LDCB-4 YK-6 
DS-1-6 JRCR-6 MG-4  
EP-6 JS-2-1 MVVV-6  

 
Several individuals have expressed the concern that cutting the trees specified in the 
Draft Supplemental EIR will create open space areas, thus increasing the potential for 
public gatherings at the Project site, with resulting adverse impacts on the neighborhood 
i.e. late night gatherings consisting of noise and disturbances, and littering. The past 
events cited by the commenters in support of their contentions were the result of paved 
turnouts overlooking the roof-top fountains, both installed in the 1960’s. These turnouts 
were removed in the 1980’s in response to neighborhood complaints. Landscaping was 
then installed on the site near the former turnouts to prevent off-road vehicle parking. As 
a result of these actions, the number of disturbances at the site substantially subsided. The 
new Project does not introduce any turnouts for vehicle parking, nor remove any 
landscaping in a manner that would allow for increased off-street parking. EBMUD has 
found no evidence that removal of trees will increase incidents of littering or loitering on 
the property.   
 
What has occurred over recent years are break-ins to the reservoir site by individuals 
cutting the fencing to gain access to the reservoir site. The locations of these break-ins 
almost always occurred at areas where the overgrown landscape bushes shelter the views 
from the roadway and surrounding homes. Refer to Figures 1 through 4. As a result, 
EBMUD Security requested that the fencing be replaced around the entire reservoir 
perimeter and that existing bushes along the perimeter be thinned, including the lower 
branches of existing trees, for both security concerns and fire prevention. Refer to the 
2009 Draft EIR project description located on page S-3. This action will increase the 
efficiency of security patrolling by EBMUD, Oakland Police Department (OPD) and 
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observations by adjacent neighbors. The purpose of removing 22 trees is discussed on 
page 2-5 of the Draft Supplemental EIR; tree removal is independent of the security 
issues mentioned above.   
 
Furthermore, EBMUD has consulted with OPD on two separate occasions (June 2008 
and July 2013) to discuss techniques to prevent crime through environmental design 
specifically to this project. Both times, OPD confirmed that a more open landscape at 
Estates reservoir would “allow natural surveillance from passing cars, other users, and 
neighbors”.   
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Figure 1 

Bottom Fence Rail Cut to Gain access into reservoir site; breach repaired with additional galvanized 
fencing. Area located on west side of reservoir and adjacent to existing unimproved pathway. (2009) 
 

 
Figure 2 

Uphill view looking towards Estates Drive at the location identified in Figure 1. The area is is sheltered 
from the natural surveillance from passing cars, other users, and neighbors. In this semi-remote setting, 
being seen is the best protection for joggers, etc. (OPD June 2009) 
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Figure 3  

Fencing cut to gain access to reservoir site; breach repaired with galvanized fencing material. (2009) 
 

 
Figure 4  

Uphill View looking towards Estates Drive at the location identified in Figure 3. (2009) 
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2.1.2  Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Result 

from the Installation of the Path 
 
Comments on the Draft EIR addressed the issue of a public nuisance that could result 
from the installation of the path.   
 
This Master Response responds to all or part of the following comments: 
 

BJ-1 JH-3 LDCB-2  
BJ-3 JS-1-2 LK-5  
BWLW-2 JS-2-2 MG-4  

 
The Project as described in the 2010 EIR included an improved path at the site. The 
August 2009 Draft EIR, Appendix C Initial Study, Page 28 and 29, concludes that that 
there will be no increased visitation to the site as a result of the Project, and thus no 
significant impacts to Recreation or Public Services by installing an improved path 
connecting with the existing unimproved path. The Supplemental EIR describes the 
relocation of the improved path (page 2-2), showing that it is substantially similar to the 
path as contemplated in the 2010 EIR, though shorter; this modification does not 
change the 2010 EIR assumptions and analysis as it pertains to impacts of the path on 
increased usage of the site. 
 
The new Project does not introduce any turnouts for vehicle parking, nor remove 
any landscaping in a manner that would allow for off-street parking. Therefore 
EBMUD finds no evidence that installing an improved path connecting to the 
existing path will attract or increase public gatherings that would constitute a 
nuisance resulting in an environmental impact. 
 
 
2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Result 

from the Installation of the Interpretive Sign 
 
Comments on the Draft EIR addressed the issue of a public nuisance that could result 
from the installation of the interpretive sign.   
 
This Master Response responds to all or part of the following comments: 

 
AP-5 DS-2-1 JRCR-5 LK-6 
BJ-4 EP-5 JS-2-3 MVVV-5 
BJ-5 ES-5 JSMS-5 NS-5 
BWLW-3 JH-2 KP-5 RH-5 
DR-5 JR-5 LK-6 YK-5 
DS-1-5    
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As indicated in the Supplemental Draft EIR, the proposed interpretive signage is not a 
“change” in the project; it was included as a courtesy notification as to where the sign 
specified in the 2010 EIR would be located, because the 2010 EIR did not specify the 
location. The analysis, findings and proposed mitigations have already been provided 
in section 3.5 of the 2010 EIR. In summary, the environmental impacts of the 
removal of the Estates Reservoir roof were found to be significant and unavoidable. 
At the request of the City of Oakland Landmark Preservation Advisory Board, 
EBMUD committed to installing an interpretive sign as part of 2010 EIR (Mitigation 
3.5-1). The request was a result of a petition to “Save the Estates Fountains” 
submitted to the City of Oakland which was signed by over 160 Oakland residents 
living near Estates Reservoir.  
 
Recently, some neighbors requested that the interpretive sign should not be 
installed for various reasons; however, not installing the interpretive sign would 
not comply with the 2010 EIR. Moreover, as specified in the Draft Supplemental 
EIR, the sign will be installed behind the fence so that it will not be a “magnet” 
for taggers (also an EBMUD maintenance concern). This decision was made, in 
part, in response to neighborhood concerns. The new Project does not introduce 
any turnouts for vehicle parking, nor remove any landscaping in a manner that 
would allow for off-street parking. Therefore EBMUD finds no evidence that 
installing an interpretive sign will attract or increasing public gatherings that 
would constitute a nuisance resulting in an environmental impact. 
 
Neighbors refer to a “clearing” or “dead-end” at the end of the improved path that 
they state has a potential to attract loiterers, trash and create a late-night hangout. 
This “clearing” is a pre-construction condition; existing years before the Project 
was approved in 2010 (see Figure 5). With the exception of a one bush removal, 
no alterations to this clearing have been made to enlarge it any way. In 
constructing the Project, contractors installed in this clearing, a low dais (referred 
as a “concrete platform” or “concrete base” by some neighbors) constructed from 
parts of the former Estates Reservoir roof planter wall. In response to community 
concerns, this dais will be removed and wood chips will be placed in this area. A 
wheel chair turn-around landing area (approximately 6 feet by 6 feet) will be 
installed at the end of the improved path because it is required pursuant to 
American Disability Act requirement. The location of the landing area intersects 
the unimproved trail as depicted in Figure 2-1 of the Draft Supplemental EIR. 
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Figure 5 

Location of Former Roof Planter Wall 
 
 
2.1.4 Master Response to Concern that Tree Removal will Eliminate 

Habitat for Wildlife 
 
Comments on the Draft EIR addressed concerns that removing trees will eliminate habitat 
for wildlife.   
 
This Master Response responds to all or part of the following comments: 
  

AP-4 ES-4 KP-4 KH-4 
DR-4 JR-4 LK-4 YK-4 
DS-1-4 JRCR-4 MVVV-4  
EP-4 JSMS-4 NS-4  

 
As described in the Draft Supplemental EIR (Section 3.3.1) a biological survey was 
performed of the entire project area and wildlife habitat was taken into account. The trees 

Location of low dais constructed from a 
portion of the former roof planter wall  
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and brush that will be removed are mostly non-native and were found not to provide 
habitat for sensitive species. The remaining trees and trees that will be planted on site 
around the buried water tanks as mitigation will provide additional future habitat for 
wildlife that might use the area. In general, the Project will result in more diverse and 
better habitat for wildlife species that inhabit the area.  
 
 
2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning  
 
Comments on the Draft EIR addressed concerns that tree pruning should be performed in 
lieu of tree removal. 
 
This Master Response responds to all or part of the following comments: 
  

AP-3 EP-3 JSMS-3 NS-3 
BJ-8 ES-3 KP-3 RH-3 
DR-3 JR-3 LK-3 YK-3 
DS-1-3 JRCR-3 MVVV-3  

 
EBMUD, based on the collaborative opinion of RHAA and the City arborist has 
determined there is no benefit to pruning efforts on the 22 trees identified for removal 
and three of the trees are in the alignment of the proposed path. These trees have been 
evaluated taking into consideration their health, their impacts to other healthy trees (see 
Supplemental EIR Table 2.1), the safety issues they pose, and the aesthetic quality they 
contribute For the remaining trees, pruning is a necessary and required effort for the trees 
to remain as part of an ongoing site monitoring effort to encourage tree health, and 
minimize safety and fire hazards.  
 
 
2.1.6 Master Response to Concerns over the Photo Simulations and 

Aerial Figure Provided in the Draft Supplemental EIR  
 
Comments on the Draft EIR addressed comments regarding the photo simulations and/or 
the Aerial graphic provided in the Supplemental EIR.   
 
This Master Response responds to all or part of the following comments: 
 

BWLW-4 JH-5 LK-2 MG-6 
 
The position/angle view shown in the Draft Supplemental EIR photo simulations were 
taken from public view points along Estates Drive in a similar fashion to those shown in 
the 2010 EIR (Figure 3.2-3 of the Draft EIR). In general, the views tend to be 
perpendicular to the roadway and which depicts the largest possible clearings upon 
removing the subject tree. If photos were taken at a less direct angle (skewed to the 
roadway), then the view of the removed trees would show adjacent trees rather than the 
clearings.   
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Shadows cast by the removed trees were removed in the photo simulations only in cases 
where there was a high certainty it was cast by the removed tree. Refer to Figure 3.2-3 of 
the Draft Supplemental EIR, which depicts a removed tree shadow upon removing the 
tree. 
 
On Figure 2-1, the red circles with an “X” inside represent the engineered surveyed 
location of the trees to be removed. The circles are drawn to scale for the existing trees 
and represent the crown of the trees. The depicted tree/foliage for trees to be removed is 
not shown in Figure 2-1 of the Draft Supplemental EIR. Any foliage depicted within the 
boundaries of the circle is due to adjacent trees. 
 
Regarding new tree plantings, they are located in the area where the previous reservoir 
roof structure existed. Several new trees planting are also located adjacent to the entry 
gate parking area (on the secured side of fencing). The locations of the new planting are 
approximate and the canopy/foliage depicted is based on a 5 year growth.   
 
 
2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views Resulting 

from Tree Removal  
 
Comments on the Draft EIR addressed concerns that removing trees will open-up views. 
 
This Master Response responds to all or part of the following comments: 
 

AB-1 ES-1 KP-1 RH-1 
DR-1 JR-1 LK-1 YK-1 
DS-1-1 JRCR-1 MVVV-1  
EP-1 JSMS-1 NS-1  

 
The effects of the opened-up views were analyzed in Section 3.2.3 and Figure 2-3 of 
the 2010 EIR. The effects on views from the surrounding area were less than 
significant with implementation of the proposed concept landscape plan prepared by 
RHAA and still remain less than significant with the 22 trees removed. Examples of 
this are views 1, 2, and 3 in Figure 2-3 indicating tree removal and opening up views. 
 
The tree removal presented in the Draft Supplemental EIR will still open–up some public 
views into the reservoir site. Views of the new security fencing will be noticeable, but 
less as shown in, for example, Figure 3.2-5 of the Draft Supplemental EIR. The fence 
color chosen is black because this color blends in with the environment more than other 
colors – refer to mitigation 3.2-2 of the 2010 EIR.  
 
Additionally, the roof tops of the reservoir complex are buried and planted with grasses 
and trees around them to provide screening and visual quality mitigation of the 
replacement reservoir; this aspect of the Project was discussed in detail under impact 
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3.2-4 of the 2010 EIR. As a result, the District does not believe that the proposed removal 
of the trees will change the existing viewscape over the reservoir in a manner that is 
substantially different than the existing viewscape from an aesthetics standpoint. Through 
the design of the reservoir roof and the implementation of mitigation measure 3.2-2, the 
impact on public views will remain less than significant.  
 
 
2.1.8 Master Response Concerns over Damaging Adjacent Trees 

and Bushes 
 
Comments on the Draft EIR addressed concerns that removing trees will damage adjacent 
trees.  
 
This Master Response responds to all or part of the following comments: 
 

AP-2 ES-2 JSMS-2 RH-2 
DR-2 JH-6 KP-2 YK-2 
DS-1-2 JR-2 MVVV-2  
EP-2 JRCR-2 NS-2  

 
The extent of tree removal is identified in Figure 2-1 of the Supplemental EIR. A total of 
22 trees will be removed. EBMUD does not anticipate the need for further tree removal 
under the Project. EBMUD contract requirements do not allow other trees to be removed 
without approval of the Engineer. EBMUD also requires of the contractor that 
excavations be relocated that may interfere with existing root systems in order to avoid or 
reduce damage to the root system. 
 
 
2.1.9 Master Response Regarding Peer Review 
 
Comments on the Draft Supplemental EIR addressed concerns that there has been not 
been an independent Peer review of the Draft Supplemental EIR. 
 
This Master Response responds to all or part of the following comments: 
 

AP-7 ES-7 JSMS-7 NS-3 
DS-7 JR-7 KP-7 RH-3 
EP-7 JRCR-7 MVVV-7 YK-7 

 
For this project, EBMUD has hired and relied upon the input of consultants who have 
special expertise with respect to environmental impacts. These consultants are listed in 
Chapter 6 of the 2010 EIR and Chapter 4 of the Draft Supplemental EIR In addition, 
EBMUD has met with various City of Oakland departments regarding this project, 
specifically, the Police Department, the Fire Department, and the City Arborist, and has 
relied upon their input.



2.2 Through 2.24  
CommenTs and responses 



 Comment Letter SCH 

 
 
 

 

SCH-1 
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2.2 State Clearinghouse 
 
SCH-1. As noted, the Draft EIR was circulated to fifteen selected state agencies 

for review and one comment was forwarded from the Department Forestry 
and Fire Prevention. 
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2.3 Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention 
 
DFF-1. As requested by the Department Forestry and Fire prevention, EBMUD 

hired a license forester to determine if the project site is on timberland. It 
was determined by the license forester that the project site is not on 
timberland, therefore no permits are required from the department to 
remove the trees. See following letter.  
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 Additionally an independent scientist has reviewed the trees that are 

proposed to be removed and he has found no evidence of sudden oak 
death cankers or leaf lesions. Nevertheless, EBMUD will abide by all 
regulations and practices in regards to sudden oak death syndrome if the 
disease is observed on any trees being removed. See the following letter. 
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AP-1 

AP-2 

AP-3 

AP-4 

AP-5 

 



Comment AP 
 

AP-6 

AP-7 

AP-5 
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2.4 Anna Pabjenek  
 
AP-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal. 
 
AP-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
AP-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
AP-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
AP-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
 
AP-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
AP-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review.  
 

sb13_227.docx 2.4-1 11/20/2013 



Comment BJ 
 

 

BJ-3 

BJ-1 

BJ-2 

 



Comment BJ 
 

 

BJ-6 

BJ-7 

BJ-5 

BJ-4 

 



Comment BJ 
 

BJ-8 

BJ-9 

BJ-11 

BJ-10 
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2.5 Barrett Johnson 
 
BJ-1. Refer to 2.1.2 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Path 

Installation on EBMUD Property. 
 
BJ-2.    EBMUD’s Emergency Contact Phone Number is 1-866-403-2683.  
 
BJ-3. Refer to 2.1.2 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Path 

Installation of EBMUD Property. 
 
BJ-4. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
 
BJ-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
 
BJ-6. EBMUD acknowledges the statement set forth in this comment. The new 

project does not introduce any turnouts for vehicle parking and the 
“attractive” fountains have been demolished. Though EBMUD has no 
right to exclude members of the public from publicly-accessible places, 
the trail is intended for use by pedestrian traffic that passes through the 
site.   

 
BJ-7. EBMUD acknowledges the statement set forth in this comment. EBMUD 

consulted with an engineering firm to provide design safety measures 
related to installing the fence adjacent to the pedestrian trail/ road junction.  

 
BJ-8. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning. 
 
BJ-9. As stated in the 2010 EIR (NOA, Section S.2, section 2.2.2), The facility 

improvements at Estates reservoir had three major objectives: (1) Increase 
system reliability and operating efficiency by reducing the excess storage 
to improve water quality; (2) to address the seismic vulnerability of the 
earthen embankment, and (3) to address the roof structure which does not 
meet current seismic requirements. As a result, EBMUD developed the 
Project to meet these needs: to replace the existing 17.4 million gallon 
reservoir with two 3.3 MG tanks.  

 
 EBMUD, through 5 public meetings, solicited public input regarding the 

project resulting in several key design features. First, neighbors wanted to 
preserve the roof top fountains and sought input from the City of Oakland 
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (COLPAB) related to this 
matter. When it became apparent that preservation of the fountains was 
not feasible, neighbors requested that the tanks be buried so the roof tops 
would not be visible. EBMUD implemented this community-driven 
request into the Project. In addition, COLPAB requested that an 

sb13_227.docx 2.5-1 11/20/2013 



Estates Reservoir Replacement Project  
Response to Comments Document - Comments and Responses 

interpretive sign to be placed onsite – a common practice related to 
historical significance and preservation. EBMUD implemented this 
request into the Project. Finally, many residents signed a community 
petition to install a perimeter path for pedestrian safety. EBMUD also 
implemented these elements into the Project.  

 
 In summary, many components of the Project approved by the Board of 

Directors in January 2010 were driven by community input. The 
“changes” to the Project as set forth in the Draft Supplemental EIR reflect 
those actions necessary to further several elements of the Project that were 
approved by the Board with community input and support. 

 
BJ-10. Pursuant to 53091 of the State Planning, Zoning and Development Laws, 

EBMUD is exempt from local government zoning and building ordinances 
as they relate to the location or construction of facilities for the 
production, generation, storage or transmission of water. Although 
ordinances do not strictly apply to EBMUD projects, it is the practice of 
EBMUD to work with host jurisdictions and neighboring communities 
during project planning and to conform to local environmental protection 
policies to the extent possible. For this project, EBMUD consulted with 
RHAA to develop landscaped design plans. RHAA used several 
guidelines and standards from the City of Oakland Fire Department as 
well as California State Forestry and Fire Protection Board. These 
guidelines and standards are included on Sheet 2116-L-004 of the Estates 
Reservoir Replacement contract drawings. 

 
BJ-11. The EBMUD contract with its contractor requires that new plantings be 

nursery-grown stock that are free from insect and diseases. The contractor 
working on the Project must submit inspection certificates to the Engineer 
prior to installing the plants.   
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2.6  Bob and Lila Walz  
 
BWLW-1. Refer to 2.1.1 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Tree 

Removal. 
 
BWLW-2. Refer to 2.1.2 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Path 

Installation of EBMUD Property. 
 
BWLW-3. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
 
BWLW-4. Refer to 2.1.6 Master Response to Concerns over the Photo Simulations 

and Aerial Figure provided in the Draft Supplemental EIR. 
 
BWLW-5. As stated in the 2010 EIR (NOA, Section S.2, section 2.2.2), The facility 

improvements at Estates reservoir had three major objectives: (1) Increase 
system reliability and operating efficiency by reducing the excess storage 
to improve water quality; (2) to address the seismic vulnerability of the 
earthen embankment, and (3) to address the roof structure which does not 
meet current seismic requirements. As a result, EBMUD developed the 
Project to meet these needs: to replace the existing 17.4 million gallon 
reservoir with two 3.3 MG tanks.  

 
 EBMUD, through 5 public meetings, solicited public input regarding the 

project resulting in several key design features. First, neighbors wanted to 
preserve the roof top fountains and sought input from the City of Oakland 
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (COLPAB) related to this 
matter. When it became apparent that preservation of the fountains was 
not feasible, neighbors requested that the tanks be buried so the roof tops 
would not be visible. EBMUD implemented this community-driven 
request into the Project. In addition, COLPAB requested that an 
interpretive sign to be placed onsite – a common practice related to 
historical significance and preservation. EBMUD implemented this 
request into the Project. Finally, many residents signed a community 
petition to install a perimeter path for pedestrian safety. EBMUD also 
implemented these elements into the Project.  

 
 In summary, many components of the Project approved by the Board of 

Directors in January 2010 were driven by community input.  The 
“changes” to the Project as set forth in the Draft Supplemental EIR reflect 
those actions necessary to further several elements of the Project that were 
approved by the Board with community input and support. 

 
BWLW-6. Pursuant to 53091 of the State Planning, Zoning and Development Laws, 

EBMUD is exempt from local government zoning and building ordinances 
as they relate to the location or construction of facilities for the 
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production, generation, storage or transmission of water. Although 
ordinances do not strictly apply to EBMUD projects, it is the practice of 
EBMUD to work with host jurisdictions and neighboring communities 
during project planning and to conform to local environmental protection 
policies to the extent possible. For this project, EBMUD consulted with 
RHAA to develop landscaped design plans. RHAA used several 
guidelines and standards from the City of Oakland Fire Department as 
well as California State Forestry and Fire Protection Board. These 
guidelines and standards are included on Sheet 2116-L-004 of the Estates 
Reservoir Replacement contract drawings. 

 
BWLW-7. The EBMUD contract with its contractor requires that new plantings be 

nursery-grown stock that are free from insect and diseases. The contractor 
working on the Project must submit inspection certificates to the Engineer 
prior to installing the plants.   
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2.7  David Rovno 
 
DR-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal. 
 
DR-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
DR-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
DR-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
DR-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign.  
 
DR-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 
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2.8.1  Daniel Solli 
 
DS-1-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal.  
 
DS-1-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
DS-1-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
DS-1-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
DS-1-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign.  
 
DS-1-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
DS-1-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
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2.8.2  Daniel Solli 
 
DS-2-1. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign 
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2.9  Elizabeth Pabjanek 
 
EP-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal.  
 
EP-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
EP-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
EP-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
EP-5. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign.  
 
EP-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
EP-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
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2.10  E. Solli 
 
ES-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal.  
 
ES-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
ES-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
ES-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
ES-5. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign.  
 
ES-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
ES-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
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2.11  James Hallock 
 
JH-1.   EBMUD acknowledges the statement set forth in this comment.  
 
JH-2. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
 
JH-3. Refer to 2.1.2 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Path 

Installation on EBMUD Property. 
 
JH-4. Refer to 2.1.1 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Tree 

Removal. 
 
JH-5. Refer to 2.1.6 Master Response on Photo Simulations Provided in Draft 

Supplemental EIR. 
 
JH-6. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
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2.12  Joan Ruderman 
 
JR-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal.  
 
JR-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
JR-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
JR-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
JR-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign.  
 
JR-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
JR-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
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2.13  John and Claire Rubin  
 
JRCR-1 Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal.  
 
JRCR-2 Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
JRCR-3 Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
JRCR-4 Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
JRCR-5 Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign.  
 
JRCR-6 EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
JRCR-7 Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
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2.14.1 Jane Sinton 
 
JS-1-1. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. 
 
JS-1-2. Refer to 2.1.2 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Path 

Installation of EBMUD Property. 
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2.14.2 Jane Sinton 
 
JS-2-1. Refer to 2.1.1 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Tree 

Removal. 
 
JS-2-2. Refer to 2.1.2 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Path 

Installation of EBMUD Property. 
 
JS-2-3. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
 
JS-2-4. As stated in the 2010 EIR (NOA, Section S.2, section 2.2.2), The facility 

improvements at Estates reservoir had three major objectives: (1) Increase 
system reliability and operating efficiency by reducing the excess storage 
to improve water quality; (2) to address the seismic vulnerability of the 
earthen embankment, and (3) to address the roof structure which does not 
meet current seismic requirements. As a result, EBMUD developed the 
Project to meet these needs: to replace the existing 17.4 million gallon 
reservoir with two 3.3 MG tanks.  

 
 EBMUD, through 5 public meetings, solicited public input regarding the 

project resulting in several key design features. First, neighbors wanted to 
preserve the roof top fountains and sought input from the City of Oakland 
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (COLPAB) related to this 
matter. When it became apparent that preservation of the fountains was 
not feasible, neighbors requested that the tanks be buried so the roof tops 
would not be visible. EBMUD implemented this community-driven 
request into the Project. In addition, COLPAB requested that an 
interpretive sign to be placed onsite. –  a common practice related to 
historical significance and preservation. EBMUD implemented this 
request into the Project. Finally, many residents signed a community 
petition to install a perimeter path for pedestrian safety. EBMUD also 
implemented these elements into the Project.  

 
 In summary, many components of the Project approved by the Board of 

Directors in January 2010 were driven by community input.  The 
“changes” to the Project as set forth in the Draft Supplemental EIR reflect 
those actions necessary to further several elements of the Project that were 
approved by the Board with community input and support. 

 
JS-2-5. Pursuant to 53091 of the State Planning, Zoning and Development Laws, 

EBMUD is exempt from local government zoning and building ordinances 
as they relate to the location or construction of facilities for the 
production, generation, storage or transmission of water. Although 
ordinances do not strictly apply to EBMUD projects, it is the practice of 
EBMUD to work with host jurisdictions and neighboring communities 
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during project planning and to conform to local environmental protection 
policies to the extent possible. For this project, EBMUD consulted with 
RHAA to develop landscaped design plans. RHAA used several 
guidelines and standards from the City of Oakland Fire Department as 
well as California State Forestry and Fire Protection Board. These 
guidelines and standards are included on Sheet 2116-L-004 of the Estates 
Reservoir Replacement contract drawings. 

 
JS-2-6. The EBMUD contract with its contractor requires that new plantings be 

nursery-grown stock that are free from insect and diseases. The contractor 
working on the Project must submit inspection certificates to the Engineer 
prior to installing the plants.   
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2.15  James St. John and Marja Saarinen  
 
JSMS-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal.  
 
JSMS-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
JSMS-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
JSMS-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
JSMS-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign.  
 
JSMS-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
JSMS-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
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2.16   Kazimierez Pabjanek  
 
KP-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal.  
 
KP-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
KP-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
KP-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
KP-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign.  
 
KP-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
KP -7 Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
   
.   
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2.17 Leland Dobbs and Colleen Brent  
 
LDCB-1. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
 
LDCB-2. Refer to 2.1.2 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Path 

Installation of EBMUD Property. 
 
LDCB-3. EBMUD acknowledges the statement set forth in this comment. EBMUD 

consulted with an engineering firm and the City of Oakland staff to 
provide design safety measures related to the installing the fence adjacent 
to the pedestrian trail/ road junction.  

 
LDCB-4. Refer to 2.1.1 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Tree 

Removal.  
 
LDCB-5. Pursuant to 53091 of the California Government Code, EBMUD is exempt 

from local government zoning and building ordinances as they relate to 
the location or construction of facilities for the production, generation, 
storage or transmission of water. Although ordinances do not strictly apply 
to EBMUD projects, it is the practice of EBMUD to work with host 
jurisdictions and neighboring communities during project planning and to 
conform to local environmental protection policies to the extent possible. 
For this project, EBMUD consulted with RHAA to develop landscape 
design plans. RHAA used several guidelines and standards from the City 
of Oakland Fire Department as well as California State Forestry and Fire 
Protection Board. These guidelines and standards are cited on Sheet 2116-
L-004 of the Estates Reservoir Replacement contract drawings. 

 
LDCB-6. The EBMUD contract with its contractor requires that new plantings be 

nursery-grown stock that are free from insect and diseases. The contractor 
working on the Project must submit inspection certificates to the Engineer 
prior to installing the plants.   
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2.18  Lauren Kahn  
 
LK-1 Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal.  
 
LK-2 Refer to 2.1.6 Master Response to Concerns over Photo Simulations and 

Aerial Figure provided in the Draft Supplemental EIR. 
 
LK-3 Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
LK-4 Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
LK-5 Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Result from the Installation of the Path.  
 
LK-6 Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Result from the Installation of the Interpretive Sign.  
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2.19  Michael Graf 
 
MG-1. This comment is introductory in nature and summarizes the discussion to 

follow in the letter. The detailed comments summarized in this 
introductory section of the letter are addressed in the further responses to 
comments below. 

 
MG-2. EBMUD acknowledges the statements set forth under the heading of 

“Background.” EBMUD notes that the “concrete platform” cited in this 
comment will be removed and will not be part of the final Project. The 
several reasons for the removal of the trees are stated in the Draft 
Supplemental EIR and further explained in these responses to comments 
received on the Draft Supplemental EIR. EBMUD further notes that 
through analysis of the Project site, goals and objectives, and with 
community input from a series of public meetings (detailed in the RHAA 
Estates Concept Design Process Recommendations Report, 2008 [updated 
2009], and referenced in Appendix A of the 2010 EIR), five design 
alternatives were developed for the Project. EBMUD chose the preferred 
landscape project based on the preference for that project expressed by the 
community. Several neighbors of the Project commented with approval on 
the landscape plan that was developed as part of this project. Further 
statements in this comment are addressed below. 

 
MG-3. The comment recites a number of general principles contained in CEQA, 

the CEQA Guidelines and in cases interpreting CEQA, and does not 
provide any comments specific to the Draft Supplemental EIR. The 
responses to specific comments regarding the Draft Supplemental EIR are 
provided below. 

 
MG-4. The comment states that the proposed changes to the Project, including the 

removal of vegetation and the installation of a footpath to the interpretive 
signage at the reservoir facility will create a late-night public gathering 
place that could, in turn, lead to increased vandalism, noise and littering, 
all without necessary oversight for a “public park.” EBMUD is not 
creating a public park.  Rather, EBMUD is proposing to implement design 
modifications that will improve the perimeter path that was proposed and 
analyzed in the 2010 EIR.  Compare 2009 Draft EIR, p. 2-10 to 2013 
Draft Supplemental EIR, pages 2-5 and 2-7. Those improvements include 
making the path American Disability Act compliant. The issue of whether 
an improved path would result in increased use of the reservoir site as a 
gathering area for the general public use was discussed and analyzed in the 
2010 EIR. Please refer to the August 2009 Draft EIR, Appendix C Initial 
Study, Page 29, Item b.   

 
 EBMUD notes that the evidence of past “nuisance” activity cited in this 

comment largely relates to conditions that existed in the 1960s through the 
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1980s that have since been remedied, and to existing conditions on the 
existing unimproved path at the reservoir site – with the exception of the 
“concrete base,” which is slated for removal. EBMUD acknowledges that 
from time to time individuals that use the improved and existing 
unimproved path may continue to litter, as they currently do on the 
unimproved path. As shown, in Exhibit B, this problem occurs in other 
areas of Oakland (as well as other areas outside of Oakland). This 
phenomenon will likely continue at the Estates site because the reservoir 
site is located within an urban setting with pedestrians frequently using the 
area to pass through. EBMUD has no evidence that the installation of the 
improved path, the removal of vegetation and the installation of an 
interpretive sign will increase incidents of littering or loitering on the 
property. 

 
 Please refer further to 2.1.1, Master Response Regarding Concerns that a 

Public Nuisance will Result From Tree Removal, 2.1.2, Master Response 
to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Result from the Installation of the 
Path and 2.1.3, Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 
Result from the Installation of the Interpretive Sign. 

 
MG-5. The comment states that EBMUD’s visual representations of the impacts 

of tree removal are “misleading or incomplete” in a variety of ways. 
EBMUD notes that those few neighbors of the reservoir whose private 
views of the reservoir are impacted by the removal of trees will not “be 
required to gaze on to the concrete facility” of the reservoir. Rather, the 
reservoir site and the reservoir itself has been covered with soil, grass and 
planted trees, as depicted in the 2010 EIR and stated in Mitigation 
Measure 3.2-2, so as to provide a meadow-like setting as a view. Please 
refer further to 2.1.6, Master Response to Concerns over the Photo 
Simulations and Aerial Figure provide in the Draft Supplemental EIR. 

 
MG-6. The concluding comment states that EBMUD must either analyze the 

impacts of creating a “destination” at the reservoir site or abandon the 
planned improvements on the site as unnecessary since they will not be an 
attraction.  As explained above, the proposed site improvements relate to 
mitigation measures established in the 2010 EIR in response to 
neighborhood concerns.  They are therefore “necessary.” Moreover, as 
discussed above, EBMUD has no intention of creating a 
“park/destination.” Rather, EBMUD is installing improvements in 
response to neighborhood concerns.  There is no evidence that these 
proposed site improvements will be any more attractive to loiterers than 
the existing unimproved path, the path as contemplated in the 2010 EIR, 
or the historic reservoir roof that has been replaced. Rather, the evidence 
indicates that security at the site will be improved due to the removal of 
vegetation that currently blocks views of the unimproved path. 
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2.20   Michael and Sue Jordan 
 
MJSJ-1. Refer to 2.1.2 Master Response on Public Nuisance Resulting from Path 

Installation on EBMUD Property.  
 
MJSJ-2. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
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MVVV-1-1 

MVVV-1-2 

MVVV-1-3 

MVVV-1-4 

MVVV-1-5 

 



Comment Letter MVVV   
 

MVVV-1-5 

MVVV-1-6 

MVVV-1-7 
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2.21 Melinda and Vahed Vahedi 
 
MVVV-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal. 
 
MVVV-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
   
MVVV-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
MVVV-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
MVVV-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign.  
 
MVVV-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
MVVV-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
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NS -1-2 

NS -1-3 

NS -1-4 

NS -1-5 
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NS -1-6 

NS -1-5 

NS -1-7 
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2.22 Nick Solli 
 
NS-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal.  
 
NS-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
NS-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
NS-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
NS-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
.  
NS-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
NS-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
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RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-4 

RH-5 
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RH-6 

RH-5 

RH-7 
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2.23 Riva Kahn Hallock 
 
RH-1. AP-1 Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up 

Views Resulting from Tree Removal. 
 
RH -2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
RH-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
RH-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
RH-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
.  
RH-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
RH-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review. 
   
 

sb13_227.docx 2.23-1 11/20/2013 



Comment Letter YK 
 

YK-1 
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YK-1 

YK-2 

YK-3 

YK-4 

YK-5 
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YK-6 

YK-5 

YK-7 

 



Estates Reservoir Replacement Project  
Response to Comments Document - Comments and Responses 

 
2.24 Yasmin Kudrolli 
 
YK-1. Refer to 2.1.7 Master Response to Concerns over Opened-Up Views 

Resulting from Tree Removal. 
 
YK-2. Refer to 2.1.8 Master Response to Concerns over Damaging Adjacent 

Trees and Bushes. 
 
YK-3. Refer to 2.1.5 Master Response on Tree Removal versus Pruning.  
 
YK-4. Refer to 2.1.4 Master Response to Concerns that Tree Removal will 

Eliminate Habitat for Wildlife. 
 
YK-5. Refer to 2.1.3 Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will 

Occur from the Installation of an Interpretive Sign. 
.  
YK-6. EBMUD acknowledges the facts set forth in this comment. Refer to 2.1.1 

Master Response to Concerns that a Public Nuisance will Occur from Tree 
Removal. 

 
YK-7. Refer to 2.1.9 Master Comment Regarding Peer Review.  
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Chapter 3 
Text Revisions 
 

3.1   Introduction  
 
The following revisions have been made to the Draft EIR.  These corrections include: 
minor corrections made by the EIR authors to improve writing clarity, grammar, and 
consistency; corrections additions or clarifications requested by a specific comment; or 
staff initiated text changes to update information presented in the Draft EIR.  The text 
revisions are organized by the chapter and page number that appear in the Draft EIR. 
Strikethrough text presented in this section indicates that text has been deleted from the 
Draft EIR.  Text that has been added to the Draft EIR is presented as underlined. 
 
3.2  Text Revisions - Staff Initiated to the Draft 

Supplemental EIR 
 
3.2.4  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measure 
 
View E (Figure 3.2-5) is a view of tree No. 24, which is identified in Table 2-1 as a 45-
foot tall, 22-inch diameter deodar cedar tree. Removing the tree has a visual change as 
can be seen by comparing the before and after visual conditions. From this vantage point 
a narrow corridor view will look upon an open-space landscape setting upon tree removal 
No. 24. This setting remains consistent with that shown View 3 of Figure 2-3 and stated 
on Page 3-2.9 paragraph 3 of the 2010 EIR; therefore, the change in view is less than 
significant. Private views directly across the street could possibly have a more open view 
into the site; however, residences are set-back from Estates Road by over 60 feet and 
elevated above the road by approximately 15 feet. Private views to the south and north 
will continue to have a view of a mature tree canopy 
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