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From: Antonio Ruiz [mailto:aruiz@wiltonrancheria-nsn.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, August 01, 2019 1:45 PM 
To: Jeff Olsen <Jolsen@pleasanthillca.org> 
Cc: Ralph T. Hatch <rhatch@wiltonrancheria-nsn.gov>; Mariah Mayberry 
<mmayberry@wiltonrancheria-nsn.gov> 
Subject: Blake Griggs Multi family residential facility Project 
  
Hello Jeff, 
  
Thank you for contacting Wilton Rancheria about the proposed (Project name).  The Tribe is aware of 
several highly sensitive areas within this general location.  Due to the concentration of sensitive sites 
around the project area, and the longevity of habitation, and the dynamic nature of that habitation, 
Wilton Rancheria recommends Native American Monitoring for this site.  However, this location is 
outside of Wilton Rancheria’s monitoring sphere.  Therefore, we recommend that you contact one of 
the other Tribes on the NAHC’s contact list.  If no other Tribe is available to monitor during the course of 
construction, we recommend spot-check archaeological monitoring.  
  
Wilton Rancheria would like to be informed of any and all discoveries made during this project.  Thank 
you. 
  
Best, 
Antonio 
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From: Mark Brauer [mailto:markabrauer@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, August 03, 2019 7:02 PM 
To: Jeff Olsen <Jolsen@pleasanthillca.org> 
Subject: Regarding 85 Cleaveland 
 
Hello, 
 
As a longtime resident of Pleasant Hill I'd like to weigh in on the proposed apartment complex at 
85 Cleaveland.  Given that the housing crisis in the Bay Area is, in my mind, the most important 
issue facing the residents of the area right now I must say I'm delighted to know that our 
community has an opportunity to do its part to help.  We desperately need more housing, both 
owner occupied and rental, in order to keep the Bay Area's communities economically viable. 
 
I know there are those who oppose most if not all housing in their communities and wish it 
would be built in someone else's neighborhood.  I hope that no elected or appointed official in 
Pleasant Hill who has a say in this decision gives any consideration to the selfish NIMBYism of 
such people.  Every community needs to do its part and I most certainly hope Pleasant Hill will 
be one of them.   
 
I write this as a resident of the city who lives roughly a mile from the proposed development. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mark Brauer 
101 Julian Way 
Pleasant Hill 
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From: Karolyn Dreyer [mailto:grandmak024@comcast.net]  
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2019 4:33 PM 
To: Jeff Olsen <Jolsen@pleasanthillca.org> 
Subject: 85 cleaveland rd. pleasant hill apartments 
 
dear sir, 
  
i live at 99 cleaveland #23. i am very upset about the proposed apartment building and the number of 
units. the article said that there was a parking ratio of 1.6.  i disagree with that figure. 
  
i'm going to say that there are 200 appts. instead of 210.  i guarantee that half of those appt. will have 2 
people, at least: therefore, there would be 300 cars at that site because each person will have a car.   
  
where are all those people going to park?   
  
....not in my parking area.  there is no parking on the street. all the curb spaces on south cleaveland are 
already taken by those in houses and the condos there. 
  
what i see right now is that there are enough spaces for the patrons who go to michaels and to bed bath 
and beyond. there is no space there for another 100 cars.  are they going to park in the ross parking lot.? 
  
there are few parking places on crescent rd. and the parking places on crescent drive are always 
filled.   jack's parking lot is always filled. are there enough spaces in the parking structure to accomodate 
another 150 cars for people who want to go to the movie or want a quick bite to eat.  can you imagine 
another 150 people walking around crescent circle. 
  
300 people would definitely bring more business, but at what cost. there will be long lines and people 
want to get in and out so they can get to the movie. 
  
americans don't like to walk.  the apts. are close enough to walk to the theatre but will the renter's walk to 
eat or the theatre? 
  
imagine the traffic on cleaveland between 7-9am.  there is only one way to get to the freeway and that is 
down crescent drive. imagine 300 cars going to work and use that route.  there is only one way for the 
renter's to get home and that is down boyd rd. and turning right  on cleaveland .  the traffic congestion will 
be horrific. traffic will back up on contra costa exit from the freeway, and there will be congestion on 
contra costa blvd. for people waiting to turn right on boyd. 
  
no new roads have been added, no u-turns will be available to make a u-turn on cleaveland.  i have seen 
people make a u-turn at the emergency u-turn for the fire trucks and ambulances. 
  
has anyone thought of these traffic patterns?  and the pollution?  i have asthma and i check the air quality 
in pleasant hill every day.  i tried to find a specific chart for the air quality in pleasant hill from january to 
the present ,but couldn't find one: however, according to the american lung association san fransisco, san 
jose, oakland and surrounding areas are 8th out of a list of ten for most polluted places. 
  
i can't tell from the diagrams if there is one driveway or 2 exiting from that apt. building.  
  
i propose 100 apts.  think of the people who go to the park on the corner of gregory lane and 
cleaveland.  already the street spaces are taken and they fill up the senior enter parking lot and then 
there are no parking space for the seniors. i certainly can't walk to the senior center if i have to park 3 
blocks away. 
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after they build 100 apts.,use the rest of the land to make a people's park ; shade trees , benches, a little 
children's playgound.  a little walking path area with drought resistant plants. have that area give back to 
the community. 
  
if you have any questions my telephone number is 925-433-2156.  my e-mail is.. 
grandmak024@comcast.net   
i see pleasant hill (i have lived here for 10yrs.) as an adorable sleepy town with families, hardly any 
traffic,with enough parking places for wherever i want to go, many open grassy areas instead of all 
concrete. 
  
i hope my e-mail will make a difference. 
  
sincerely, 
karolyn dreyer 
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From: Timothy Meltzer [mailto:tmeltzer224@icloud.com]  
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2019 2:14 PM 
To: Jeff Olsen <Jolsen@pleasanthillca.org> 
Subject: EIR Re Blake Griggs Proposed Project at 85 Cleaveland Road 
 

Dear Mr. Olsen,  

As I mentioned last Thursday when we spoke, I own Townhouse #3 at 90 Cleaveland Road, which is across 
the street from where Blake-Griggs proposes to build its clearly out of proportion structure (herein the 
“Project”). I strongly oppose the Project as currently proposed. 

I understand the next step in the development process is to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”). I 
am therefore submitting the following comments and objections to be addressed in the EIR. 

First, you should have received by now a letter from Jim Gensheimer, the President of the Cleaveland Greens 
Homeowners Association (‘HOA”) regarding some of the significant failings of the Project as proposed. I 
support, and adopt, each of his comments because, not only does he clearly and succinctly outline the views of 
our HOA and other owners and neighbors in the area, but he clearly lays out the similar concerns that have 
been expressed by the Pleasant Hill Planning Division. And yet, despite all of this, the developer has utterly 
failed to modify the Project to resolve those concerns. 

I understand other members of our HOA, including Sharon Baxter, have submitted letters regarding their 
concerns and objections about the Project. I agree with, and adopt, the concerns they have expressed. 

I am not opposed to all construction or redevelopment. There is definitely a time and place for reasonable 
projects. But every project needs to be consistent with the limitations imposed by law, and must be compatible 
with the adjacent neighborhoods. The current proposal fails in both respects, among many others. 

I won’t repeat the public expressions of disapproval of the project by the Planning Division because Mr. 
Gensheimer has already done that. I do, however, want to present a few provisions of the Pleasant Hill 
Municipal Code, and the City Wide Design Guidelines, each of which is pertinent here. 

The Project, as proposed, violates numerous provisions of the Pleasant Hill Municipal Code. As just one 
example, Title 18 of the Municipal Code, Section 18.05.020, provides, among other things, that any new 
residential project must “preserve the character and quality of residential neighborhoods” (Section A, 1, 
emphasis added). I urge the drafters of the EIR to visit the existing residential neighborhoods where the Project 
is proposed. It will be obvious that the Project violates the letter and spirit of the cited Municipal Code. 

The Project is also subject to the “City Wide Design Guidelines 2017” that were passed by the Pleasant Hill 
City Council in that year pursuant to Resolution No. 068–17 (hereinafter referred to as the “Design 
Guidelines” or the “DG”, with emphasis added unless otherwise noted). The Design Guidelines explain that, 
for many decades before the City of Pleasant Hill was incorporated in 1961, the majority of the land: 

            “was farmland and orchards before residential and commercial uses started to spring up. Over 
the course of many years, the City has developed into many distinctive neighborhoods and areas, with 
different                                   characteristics. In part, design guidelines help to ensure that these areas of 
the City maintain their character while allowing updates that will keep things current. Through the use 
of Design Guidelines the City can help    to ensure that future development will occur in ways that will 
enhance and contribute to the overall appearance of the City“. (DG, Introduction, page 4). 
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The Design Guidelines “are a policy document that guide development in Pleasant Hill”…they are among 
“the implementing tools of the Pleasant Hill General Plan… and are applicable to new projects (DG, C1, p. 5). 

One of the key purposes of the Design Guidelines is to “preserve the sense of a small scale, small-town 
community and maintains the surrounding environment“ (DG, paragraph I A 1, p. 4). The Project is 
anything but small scale when compared with the existing neighborhood, and fails to give the impression of a 
small-town community that maintains the surrounding environment. 

The Design Guidelines require that all new projects “maintain and enhance property values and pride of 
ownership” (DG, paragraph I A 7, p. 7). The proposed Project is going to dwarf the residential properties in 
the neighborhood, and will very likely reduce rather than enhance the property values of the adjacent 
residential properties. Moreover, the sheer mass of the Project is going to diminish the pride of ownership that 
currently exists among the owners and residents throughout the adjacent neighborhood. 

The Design Guidelines also require that the massing of any proposed development be compatible with the 
adjacent neighborhoods “to provide optimal visual harmony” (DG, paragraph I B 5, p. 5). The Project, as 
proposed, will be a clear act of disharmony that will cause the adjacent homeowners, occupants and passersby 
to shake their heads as they look at a massive and clearly disproportionate building. 

The density of the Project is also fundamentally flawed. Pleasant Hill limits density of new residential projects 
to 40 units per acre. The Project, which is 2.03 acres after allowing for emergency vehicle access, includes the 
construction of 210 units. If my math is correct, that’s a project that would exceed the allowed density by 
162.5%. That’s not only wrong, but it’s illegal under the General Plan and the Design Guidelines, among other 
applicable laws and ordinances. 

The traffic in the area, as in many areas, has been increasing to the point that more cars, of the nature the 
proposed Project will produce, is going to make traffic considerably worse. Can it really be said that the 
Project isn’t going to worsen this growing problem? 

Parking in the area is already very limited. It is difficult for many residents to have very many visitors because 
of the limited parking. The proposed development is only going to add to the problem, and will further isolate 
some of the owners and occupants who are dependent on visits from family, friends and caregivers. 

The Project fundamentally violates the letter and spirit of these guiding principles that underlie all current and 
future development in Pleasant Hill. What the developers propose is a mockery of these principles. A five-
story apartment complex, at the location and with the characteristics as proposed by the developers, with 
obviously excessive mass and density, that also lacks any reasonable degree of setbacks from the main street, 
does not belong at the proposed location. 

I trust that the EIR will analyze all of these issues, and others not covered here, in which the Project falls outside 
the rules, ordinances, guidelines and laws governing new residential construction in our unique neighborhoods. 

I would thereafter urge the Planning Commissioners and the City Council to reject the current formulation of 
the Project, eliminate the fifth story altogether, significantly reduce the mass of the structure well beyond what 
would exist if the project were only four stories, reduce the density to fit within the limitations imposed by the 
City, significantly increase the required set backs, and require the developer to address the significant concerns 
regarding the burdensome traffic and worsening parking situation the Project would produce. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tim Meltzer 







From: GEORGE L WELLS [mailto:geowells@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2019 2:17 PM 
To: Jeff Olsen <Jolsen@pleasanthillca.org> 
Cc: Jim Gensheimer <genzy@sbcglobal.net>; Phil & Irene Castro <philirene@comcast.net>; Alex & Zoya 
Krasnov <sashazoya@sbcglobal.net>; Tim Meltzer <tmeltzer224@comcast.net> 
Subject: Blake Griggs Proposed Project at 85 Cleaveland Road 
 

Mr. Olsen: 

 

I own Unit #2 at 90 Cleaveland Road, which is located directly across Cleaveland Road 
from subject project. I have lived in this unit for 30 years. 

 

For consideration in the EIR preparation I want to express my opinion that this project 
will plant a monster in the middle of this neighborhood. The HOA project that I live in 
occupies about the same length of Cleaveland Road frontage that subject project does. 
We have 9 units and 20 private motor vehicles. This thing proposed across Cleaveland 
Road from us plans 210 units and will be accompanied by 400+ private motor vehicles, 
You may as well be building a Target Department Store and the attendant traffic 
nightmare that goes with that. 

 

Yesterday, the owner of Unit 3 in our HOA (Tim Meltzer) sent you an email which 
summaries a section of the PH Municipal Code and several excerpts from the city's 
Design Guidelines, and he points out how the Blake Griggs Project clearly violates both 
the letter and spirit of these concepts. His message is a good read and I am in 
agreement with all of it. If you do not read any other comments, please read Tim's. 

 

Don't put this thing in our neighborhood, please. 

 

George Wells 

90 Cleaveland Road #2 

Pleasant Hill CA 94523 
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From: Dennis Kirkpatrick [mailto:dkinla@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2019 7:58 AM 
To: Jeff Olsen <Jolsen@pleasanthillca.org> 
Subject: Proposed Project at 85 Cleaveland Rd; 
 
Mr. Olsen,  
 
My name is Dennis Kirkpatrick. My wife Catherine and I own Townhouse #7 at 90 Cleaveland Road which 
is directly across from the proposed Blake-Griggs proposed project at 85 Cleaveland Road. I know that 
you have been in touch with Jim Gensheimer who also lives at Cleaveland Greens. He and Tim Meltzer, 
another Cleaveland Greens owner, have given you some of the particulars concerning density of the 
proposed project.  
 
None of us are opposed to reasonable redevelopment. But the arrogance which Blake-Griggs has shown 
demonstrates  little, if any, regard for this neighborhood. While they are not the owner of the property (it is 
owned by a Chinese investment firm), Blake-Griggs has promised such a return on investment that the 
only way they can achieve that goal is to stack apartments in such a fashion that they will destroy, not 
enhance, this neighborhood.  
 
Five stories and 210 apartments, almost double the density normally called for. And apartments in this 
neighborhood are plentiful. Pleasant Hill is supposed to be a livable environment, not one where 
overcrowding and two year property destruction are the norm.  
 
They are proposing to eliminate all of the trees in this 2 acre plot, increase the number of cars in this are 
without supplying parking spaces for an already jammed traffic area.  
 
In their presentation, they told us, "This is how we see your neighborhood!" and then sprung this gigantic 
and poorly thought out presentation. Two things. First, the only thought was to generate a hefty amount 
back to their investors without a thought on the neighborhood. And second, none of them live here. 
 
Now, I am sure they are very nice people, but none of them cares at all for our neighborhood and if the 
neighborhood becomes aware of that I am sure that the protests will become more apparent. I am urging 
that the planning commission and those charged with the EIR will instruct Blake-Griggs to rethink this 
proposal.  
 
Respectfully,  
 
Dennis Kirkpatrick 
dkinla@aol.com 
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Planning Division 

 
 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

 

TO:  FirstCarbon Solutions 

 

FROM: Jeff Olsen, Planning Division 

 

DATE:  July 26, 2019 

 

SUBJECT: Blake-Griggs Multi-Family Residential Facility –  

Summary of EIR Public Scoping Meeting Public Comments Received 

 

The following is a summary of verbal Planning Commissioner comments and public individuals 

comments received during the July 23, 2019 Public Scoping Meeting for the Blake-Griggs Multi-

Family Residential Facility EIR. 

 

Planning Commissioner Comments: 

 

 Water table issue associated with proposed underground parking  

o Have any preliminary surveys been conducted yet? 

 Geology and soils concerns at the project site  

 Concern about project-level and cumulative-level traffic and circulation impacts 

 Density not consistent with General Plan land use  

o Density and units need to be reduced 

 Excessive noise concerns 

 Building height (preference to remove 5th floor)  

 What adjustments to Cleveland Road are going to be made? 

 Previous requests have not been addressed or responded to  

 Did not receive requested information from applicant 

 

  

  



Public Individuals Comments: 

 

Sharon Baxter: 

 Potential shade/shadow impacts 

 Concern with the housing density proposed for the project site  

 Concern that project could create excessive noise in its operational phase from outdoor 

amenities use and more cars entering/existing the project site 

 Water table issue associated with proposed underground parking  

 Concern about air quality and traffic impacts resulting from development of project  

 

Jim Gensheimer: 

 Concern with proposed parking supply 

o Where are the additional 75 cars going to park? 

o Downtown is already busy in the mornings 

 Concern about traffic impacts, and project location not being that close to BART 

 

Dana Kearny: 

 Concern with shade/shadow impact caused by height of proposed building 

 Height of the building will affect privacy and does not match the surrounding character of 

the neighborhood 

 Concern with the housing density proposed for the project site  

 Concern with proposed parking supply 

 Concern about traffic impacts resulting from development of project in conjunction with 

existing school traffic near the project site 

 Concern with shade/shadow impact caused by height of proposed building 

 Minimal changes have been made to the proposal in response to previous concerns 

 

Dennis Kirkpatrick 

 Project site is currently zoned for 3 stories, so project is out of place 

 Concern with visual impact caused by mass and scale of proposed building  

 Asserts that the proposed project is an incompatible land use with the surrounding area 

 

Susan Speake  

 The project is over 2.5 times the allowed density for the project site 

o All other buildings comply with the density requirements  

 Concern about traffic impacts resulting from development of project 

o School traffic already makes the area very busy 

 Concern about the massing and height of the proposed building  

o Will block the morning sun for neighbors to the west 

 Concerned with “infrastructure” 

 Concerned with excessive project-related noise in a generally quiet neighborhood 

 Concerned with noise, exhaust, and congestion impacts from additional cars   

 Concerned about issues related to the water table and proposed underground parking 
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