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COMMENTS ON MND AND RESPONSES  

The City received thirty-two (32) comment letters on the Initial Study and Proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration dated March, 2014 (March MND) during the public review period. CEQA 
does not require written responses to comments on a mitigated negative declaration.  
Nevertheless, the City, prepared responses to the written comments received on the March 
MND.   

The written comments are included in Exhibit B along with responses.  Changes to the March 
MND text resulting from the responses are included in the response and identified with 
revision marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted text).  All comments and 
responses will be considered by the City in their review of the proposed project. 

For ease of reference and to assist the decision makers and public, the City prepared a revised 
version of the March MND to reflect the clarifications and insignificant modifications made in 
response to the comments.  The revisions are attached in Exhibit B (“Final MND”)  

The comments and responses do not require substantial revisions (as defined in the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15073.5) to be made to the March MND.  Specifically, the comments and 
responses did not identify any new, avoidable significant environmental impacts that were not 
already identified in the March MND or demonstrate that any of the recommended mitigation 
measures would not adequately mitigate the potentially significant impacts identified in the 
March MND.  As a result, CEQA does not require recirculation of the March MND as revised by 
the Final MND. 

Written comments on the March MND were received from the following: 

LIST OF COMMENTORS 
RESPONSE 
NUMBER SIGNATORY AFFILIATION DATE 

A Diana Solero Citizen/Neighbor 3-31-14 
B Leslie A. Chernak Citizen/Neighbor 3-31-14 
C Kara Schuh-Garibay Contra Costa Flood Control and Water Conservation District 4-2-14 
D Erik Alm, AICP California Department of Transportation 4-4-14 
E Janice Kelly Citizen/Neighbor 4-12-14 
F Scott Wilson California Department of Fish and Wildlife 4-17-14 
G Donna Allen Citizen/Neighbor 4-17-14 
H Beth Eiselman Citizen/Neighbor 4-19-14 
I Kelly R. Calhoun Citizen/Neighbor 4-19-14 
J Randolf W. Leptien Mountain View Sanitary District 4-19-14 
K Aimee Durfee Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
L William Nichols Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
M Cynthia Price Peters Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
N Jamie Fox Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
O Jim Hall Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
P Jim Neu Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
Q Kerry Kilmer Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
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RESPONSE 
NUMBER SIGNATORY AFFILIATION DATE 

R Marie and Hal Olson Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
S Robert Rust Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
T Tamhas Griffith Citizen/Neighbor 4-20-14 
U Arlene Grimes Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
V Bill Schilz Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
W Bill Sharkey III Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
X Carol Wiley Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
Y Debbie Oertel Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
Z Harlan Strickland Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 

AA Karen Najarian Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
BB Mark Thomson Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
CC Robin Houdashell Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
DD Sherida Bush Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
EE Stephen Lao Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
FF Tim Platt Citizen/Neighbor 4-21-14 
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Response to Comment A  Diana Solera, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns with increased 

traffic and noise. As such, each of these topics was adequately analyzed in the 
Initial Study. A Traffic Impact Analysis (2013) was prepared by Abrams 
Associates for the proposed project to analyze the traffic impacts, including 
increased traffic volume. The full report is contained in Appendix K of the Final 
MND. The Final MND adequately analyzes the traffic impacts from the 
proposed project on pages 90 through 99. Traffic volume is presented on 
page94, and is represented as “Project Trip Generation.”  

 An Environmental Noise Assessment (2013) was prepared by JC Brennan 
Associates for the proposed project to analyze the noise impacts. The full 
report is contained in Appendix J. The Final MND adequately analyzes the noise 
impacts from the proposed project on pages 72 through82. Noise levels under 
the existing, existing plus project, background, background plus project, 
cumulative no project, and cumulative plus project conditions.   Despite the 
addition of vehicle trips from the proposed project, the reports and Final MND 
conclude that with mitigation no significant impacts on noise will result.   

 The City also recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns that there are 
no safe and lighted walking paths along Vine Hill on the project frontage. The 
City has worked with the project applicant to ensure that the project frontage 
includes walkways and street lighting per the City standards. The tentative map 
shows a pedestrian decomposed granite path that meanders on the 
undeveloped frontage portions of Vine Hill and Center Street. This meandering 
pathway is separated from the roadway, providing increased safety from traffic 
driving on these roadways. There are existing street lights on Vine Hill and 
Center Street. The applicant will be required to submit improvement plans, 
which will include plans for street lighting. The existing street lighting is 
sufficient to meet the City standards; City staff will further evaluate the 
applicant’s street lighting on their improvement plans to confirm that adequate 
lighting is provided to meet the City standards, or to enhance safety.  

 The comment suggests that the number of homes be reduced significantly.  
The project does not result in any significant environmental impacts so CEQA 
does not require an alternative plan that reduces the unit count to be prepared 
or evaluated. The comment also requests the City to require the applicant to 
plant trees and shrubbery along Morello at Vine Hill as an aesthetic means of 
barricading noise.  The applicant prepared and submitted as part of its 
application an extensive landscaping plan that identifies such plantings and the 
City will impose a condition of approval to ensure the landscaping plan is 
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implemented.  The comment also requests the City to require the applicant to 
add a safe walking path extending the length of Vine Hill from Center Avenue 
to Morello Avenue.  The applicant will be required to make frontage 
improvements to Morello and Vine Hill Way which includes sidewalks in the 
conditions of approval.  In addition, the project includes a meandering 
pedestrian path along the undeveloped frontage portions of Center and Vine 
Hill Way.     
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Response to Comment B  Leslie Chernak, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response B: The City recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns with the proposal 

to develop a residential project on a site that is currently designated as OS 
(Open Space & Recreation, Permanent) General Plan Land Use Designation and 
M-OS/RF (Mixed Use-Open Space/Recreation Facilities) Zoning Designation. 
The Final MND adequately analyzes the proposed project’s consistency with 
the General Plan and Zoning on pages 62 through 70.  

The Final MND states on pages 62-63 that the project site is designated as an 
Open Space & Recreation land use with a “Permanent” designation and that a 
development of a residential subdivision in an area with such a designation is 
inconsistent with General Plan policy for this use. The Final MND  further states 
that the project applicant has included a General Plan Amendment in the 
application to amend the language of policy 21.21 from the General Plan Land 
Use Element (Open Use Area) to exclude the existing golf course and to change 
the land use designation to enable residential development. If the City Council 
were to approve the General Plan Amendment and land use change, the 
proposed project would not be in conflict with this policy.  

The City recognizes that some citizens have concerns on how a project may 
impact values of adjacent properties. Property value is not a topic that is 
addressed in a mitigated negative declaration pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Citizens have the right and opportunity to present 
their concerns for property values to the elected officials during hearings for 
the proposed project.  

The City recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns with increased 
traffic, including along Center and Morello during peak hours. As such, each of 
these topics were adequately analyzed in the Final MND. See Response to 
Comment A for additional responses to the comments raised on traffic. After 
preparation of the March MND, the project application was amended to reflect 
99 residential units. Page 68 of the March MND included an analysis of the 
proposed project (at 100 units) relative to housing policies for low and 
moderate income residential. The analysis noted that the proposed project 
does not include any specifications that a minimum of 10% and a maximum of 
20% of all the dwelling units would accommodate low and moderate income 
residents, which is not consistent with the General Plan. The General Plan 
requires projects of 100 or more units to provide such housing. The March 
MND recommended Mitigation Measure Land -1 that required a reduction in 
units below 100 or compliance with the affordable housing standards.  Because 
the project as amended proposes less than 100 units, the project is consistent 
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with this City policy.  Thus, Mitigation Measure Land -1 is no longer necessary 
and was eliminated in the Final MND.   
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Response to Comment C  Kara Schuh-Garibay, Contra Costa Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District 

Response: The commenter notes that they have no comments on the March MND and 
states that the comments relate to the project only.  The comments on the 
project are noted and to the extent they relate to the March MND, responses 
are provided below.    

The applicant will be required to pay all applicable drainage fees and as noted 
in the comment, the County and developer will work together to determine 
the amount of credit that may be provided.  

The applicant will be required in the conditions of approval to design and 
construct its drainage facilities in accordance with County Flood Control District 
standards.  In addition, the detention basin(s) design and calculations will be 
required to meet the County’s flood control guidelines, design criteria and 
parameters.   

As requested, the commenter will remain on the mailing list for the project.   
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Response to Comment D  Erik Alm, AICP, California Department of 
Transportation 

Response: Based on the project trip generation the proposed project would add less than 
35 peak hour trips to any Caltrans facilities in the area including the adjacent 
segment of State Route 4 (SR 4) which currently operates at LOS C or better 
during the peak hours. However, it is acknowledged that the segment of SR 4 
to the east (between I-680 and SR 242) and portions of the I-680/SR 4 
interchange currently operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour.  

As the designated Congestion Management Agency for all jurisdictions within 
Contra Costa County, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority establishes 
the LOS standards that are used for CEQA analysis of freeway facilities in the 
project area. In this area SR 4 has an established standard of LOS E and a Multi-
Modal Transportation Service Objective to maintain a delay index of 0.5 
percent or less.  

The segment of SR 4 from I-680 currently carries approximately 5,600 vehicles 
per hour during the peak periods and about 79,000 vehicles per day. The 
proposed project would add less than 10 trips per hour to this freeway 
segment during the peak commute hours which would equate to an increase of 
less than 0.5 percent to the existing traffic volumes. In addition, the Contra 
Costa Transportation Authority has already included traffic from build out of 
the City of Martinez General Plan in future traffic model forecasts that have 
been used to analyze future operations at the I-680/SR 4 interchange. These 
forecasts were used to determine the required improvements that are now 
programmed for SR 4 and the I-680/SR 4 interchange. 

The currently programmed (but not fully funded) improvements in the area 
include the phased reconstruction of the I-680/SR-4 interchange which is 
estimated at more than $320 million. To accelerate the reconstruction, 
TRANSPAC Cities (including Martinez) are working with CCTA to re-phase the 
project. The City collects fees from developments as part of their Off-Site 
Street Improvement Program (OSIP) and a portion of these fees go to regional 
improvements such as the I-680/SR-4 interchange project. The CCTA then 
leverages these with funds from State and Federal sources to fund their list of 
projects. It is true that some components of the I-680.I-80 interchange project 
are still in line for funding from the State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP). However, this project is reasonably foreseeable as the improvements to 
the I-680 interchange and the adjacent segment of SR 4 have already been 
programmed by the CCTA and funding has already been secured for the next 
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phase of the interchange improvement project (completion of the third travel 
lane on SR-4 from Solano Way/Port Chicago Highway on the east to Morello 
Avenue). 

The City adequately reviewed the potential for project impacts to SR 4 and its 
interchange with I-680 and no further analysis is necessary. This is, in part, 
because the proposed project would increase the existing SR 4 traffic volumes 
by less than 0.5 percent so no significant traffic impact to this segment exists 
and further, the City is currently collecting fees towards the programmed 
improvements to address the existing deficiencies on SR 4. 
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Response to Comment E  Janice Kelly, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: Please refer to Response to Comment A relating to the traffic comments raised 

relating to Center and Vine Hill Way.  Please refer to Response to Comment D 
relating to the traffic impacts on Highway 4 from Morello to 680.    

The comment also requests a retail center be considered on the site or that the 
site remain in open space.   Please refer to Response to Comment A on the 
consideration of alternative development plans on the site.  
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Response to Comment F  Scott Wilson, California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 

Response: The commentor stated that “The Biological Resources Section IV of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) notes that suitable habitat for bat 
foraging may be present but the Biological Resources Section and the Biological 
Resources Report, Appendix C, do not indicate if suitable roosting habitat 
assessments were conducted or if focused surveys were conducted to identify 
the bat species that may have the potential to use the area for foraging. CDFW 
recommends a habitat assessment for roosting habitat be conducted and, if 
necessary, focused surveys. Furthermore, if assessments determine that 
suitable habitat for roosting exists on the Project sit. CDFW recommends pre-
construction surveys, construction monitoring, avoidance, minimization 
measures be developed in consultation with CDFW.”  

The Biological Resources Report states that “bats likely forage over the pond 
and the golf course during the evening hours,” but it did not make a 
determination that bat roosting habitat exists on the project site. Many bat 
species are common in Contra Costa County, and typically these bats forage in 
open and urban spaces. Bat foraging habitat is not protected pursuant to 
CEQA. Roosting habitat, which is protected, can vary for different species of 
bats, but is commonly found in buildings, trees, and rock outcrops. While a site 
that is deemed potential habitat may not have roosting bats during a specific 
survey, it is noted that a previously unoccupied site can become occupied over 
time. As such, it is important that surveys be conducting within a timeframe 
that is very close to construction commencement. The comment warrants 
some additional text on in the Final MND to clarify that no bats were observed 
during field surveys, even though the Initial Study previous indicated that there 
is potential foraging habitat on the project site. Additionally, a mitigation 
measure was added to ensure that there is a preconstruction survey for bat 
roosting habitat prior to the commencement of construction. The following 
text is added on page 37 of the Final MND:  

The project site provides foraging habitat for bats, and the trees and structures on the 
project site could be used for roosting, although none were observed during field surveys. 
The proposed project would require permanent disturbance to the habitat. This is a 
potentially significant impact. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure Bio-2: A tree and building preconstruction survey for bat roosting 
habitat shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 15 days prior to commencing 
construction. Tree canopies and cavities and any structures slated for removal shall be 
examined for evidence of bat roosting. All bat surveys shall be conducted by a biologist 
with known experience surveying for bats. If no bats are found during the survey, 
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structure demolition and tree removal work shall be conducted within one month of the 
survey.  

If a maternity colony is found during the surveys, the project proponent shall consult with 
CDFW. No eviction/exclusion shall be allowed during the maternity season (typically 
between April 15 and July 30), and impacts to this tree/structure shall be avoided until the 
young have reached independence.  If a non-reproductive group of bats are found within a 
building or roost tree, the project proponent will consult with CDFW, and they shall be 
evicted by a qualified biologist and excluded from the roost site prior to work activities 
during the suitable time frame for bat eviction/exclusion (i.e., February 20 to April 14, and 
July 30 to October 15).  

This additional mitigation measure does not create a new significant 
environmental impact.  The measure merely clarifies and amplifies the analysis 
in the MND and the results of the field surveys and confirms that there is no 
significant impact on foraging habitat.  The additional measure requires a 
preconstruction survey to ensure no significant impact will occur to bat 
roosting habitat.      

The commentor also states that “The Project may also have the potential to fill 
habitat that may be subject to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game 
Code…” “The MND should address the impacts of the project potentially subject 
to an LSAA in a separate avoidance and minimization measure.” 

Page 38 of the Final MND provides an analysis of the potential to fill habitat 
subject to Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code and concludes that the 
proposed project will not result in a significant impact on 
wetlands/jurisdictional waters.  To clarify and amplify this point, the following 
additional text is added to the Final MND at pages 38-39:  

Response c): Monk and Associates (M&A) conducted a formal delineation of waters of the 
U.S. (which includes wetlands) on the project site on September 24, 2013. M&A used the 
Corps’ 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual in conjunction with the regional supplement for 
the Arid West Region. There is a man-made pond feature in the center portion of the golf 
course. This feature is plastic lined, and filled by groundwater well pumping and city water. 
The banks of this irrigation detention basin are reinforced with concrete, and the bottom is 
lined to prevent loss of water via lateral percolation. Two wells are present on the golf 
course property. Groundwater pumped from the wells to the pond supplies approximately 
40% of the water used to irrigate the golf course, with the balance coming from the City of 
Martinez. The golf course manager reports that it takes approximately 12 hours to fill the 
pond with pumped water. The purpose of this pond is to hold water for nightly irrigation of 
the fairways and greens on the golf course, and it would not exist if pumping to this feature 
were discontinued. A total of 88,000 gallons of water is pumped into the holding pond daily 
and then dispersed to the 578 sprinklers onsite in the evenings for irrigation. The golf 
course maintenance crew clears vegetation from the perimeter of the pond twice yearly to 
maintain open water for irrigation. The crew was clearing vegetation during the May 31 site 
visit.  

The man-made golf course pond was excavated in dry land as an ornamental feature for the 
golf course, and thus would not be regulated pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish 
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and Game Code. Water is provided to this pond through a piped irrigation system that 
otherwise supports the golf course. The pond is otherwise completely isolated within turf 
play areas and would be upland without artificial irrigation. In addition, the pond has no 
hydrologic connectivity to any tributary that would be regulated by the Department 
pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code. 

Additionally, there are a series of vegetated swales on site that convey water to the 
municipal storm drain system. These occur along the northern and eastern boundaries of 
the site. The swale along the northern boundary likely receives runoff from the pond as well 
as much of the northern portion of the site during rainy periods. A portion of it is perched 
against the fences and yards that abut the site. A short section of eroded ditch near the 
northeast corner of the site drains golf course runoff to the municipal storm drain system. 
There is a concrete U ditch that conveys water from the western hillside to the 
northwestern corner of the site. A concrete V-ditch that conveys stormwater to a concrete 
culvert at the northwestern end of the project site and there are two extended drain inlets 
that are shaped to collect stormwater for delivery into the City storm drain system. These 
extended drain inlet basin areas do no support a bed or bank, and therefore are not subject 
to regulation pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code. The storm drain 
inlets will be retained by the proposed project, and thus will not be impacted. Development 
of the proposed project would not impact features subject to regulation pursuant to Section 
1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code 

Despite the presence of wetland vegetation and the unconfirmed, but likely, presence of 
hydric soils due to decades of inundated conditions in the irrigation pond, this irrigation 
feature cannot be considered a jurisdictional wetland by the US Army Corps of Engineers 
because its hydrology is entirely dependent on pumped groundwater and municipal 
sources. Additionally, the vegetated swales on site that convey water to the municipal 
storm drain system, and the concrete V-ditch that conveys water from the western hillside 
to the northwestern corner of the site cannot be considered a jurisdictional wetland by the 
US Army Corps of Engineers because they are man-made storm drainage features designed 
into the golf course to direct stormwater into the municipal storm drainage system. 

Development of the proposed project would not 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.), Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the 
Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code, and/or the Porter-Cologne Act, 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. Implementation 
of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact relative to this topic. 
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Response to Comment G  Donna Allen, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The Initial Study can be found on the City’s website at the following: 

http://www.cityofmartinez.org/depts/planning/pine_meadows_subdivision_9
358.asp.  

A Preliminary Arborist Evaluation (Baefsky & Associates 2011) was prepared to 
evaluate the trees on the project site and to identify the trees that are 
protected under the City of Martinez Tree Protection Ordinance. The full report 
is contained in Appendix D of the Final MND . Trees were identified to species 
and measured four and one-half feet above grade in the field. They were 
tagged in the field using blue metal tags and located on a map. This is discussed 
on page 39-41 of the Final MND.  

The commentor’s statements “On the photos I do not see striped bike lanes. 
Where are they?” It is not clear what photos are being referenced. The City has 
standards for roadway striping that would be enforced on improvement plans 
for the proposed project if it were approved. Improvement plans are prepared 
and submitted to the Public Works department for approved projects only.  

As discussed on page 89 of the Final MND, the proposed project would 
generate population such that there would be an increased demand for school 
services. Based on the student generation rates for Martinez, the proposed 
project would generate 22.4 K-5th grade students (0.224 students per single 
family detached unit), 12.8 6-8th grade students (0.128 students per single 
family detached unit), and 14.1 9-12th grade students (0.141 students per single 
family detached unit). The total student generation would be approximately 
49.3 students, not 4.93 students as questioned in the comment.  

There has not been any written response from MUSD.  

As noted on page 89 of the Final MND, the Municipal Code Section 21.46.040 
provides that 2.8 people per dwelling unit is the metric to be used to estimate 
the population generated from projects for calculating park dedication. The 
proposed project would then result in 280 residents (2.8 times 100 homes). 
Page 89 also notes that the 2.8 metric does not reflect the California 
Department of Finance’s current estimate of 2.42 people per household in 
Martinez. If the 2.42 metric was used in accordance with the California 
Department of Finance’s estimates, the project would be estimated to 
generate 242 people. The City decided to use the larger estimate, to be 
conservative, and because it is established in the Municipal Code. 

http://www.cityofmartinez.org/depts/planning/pine_meadows_subdivision_9358.asp�
http://www.cityofmartinez.org/depts/planning/pine_meadows_subdivision_9358.asp�
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The reference to 226.5 acres of parkland does include the Waterfront Park. 
Below is a list of the parks maintained by the City:  

Name Type acreage 
Alhambra Park Plaza 0.55 
Cappy Ricks Park Neighborhood 1.9 
Ferry Point Picnic Area Memorial  3.8 
Foothills Park Linear  2.3 
Golden Hills Neighborhood 9.6 
Highland Avenue Park Neighborhood 0.25 
Hidden Lakes Park Community 24 
Hidden Valley Park Community and School* 17 
Hidden Valley Linear Park Linear 2.3 
Holiday Highlands Park Neighborhood 2 
John Muir School* 7.4 
John Muir Memorial Park Plaza 0.42 
Main Street Plaza Plaza 0.45 
Martinez Marina Community* 60.0 
Morello Park Community and School* 7.1 
Mountain View Park Neighborhood* 4.5 
Nancy Boyd Park Community and Memorial 7.3 
Plaza Ignacio Martinez Plaza 1 
Rankin Park Community 42 
Susana Street Park Neighborhood 1.2 
Steam Train Display Community 0.25 
Waterfront Park Community* 31 
Veterans Memorial Park Memorial  0.2 
   
 

Total: 226.52 
 

The Final MND at pages 33 - 41 includes the discussion on Biological Resources. 
The focus of the discussion is in accordance with the CEQA Appendix G 
Checklist questions for Biological Resources.  

The March MND was not specifically sent to the General Plan Task Force; 
however, the document is/was available for review at the City Hall and City 
website.  

The General Plan Task Force, as well as any interested individuals and public 
agencies, may receive the documents for this project, including the Initial 
Study, Staff Report (with response to comments), etc. Additionally, General 
Plan Task Force, as well as any interested individuals and public agencies, may 
provide comments on the documents for this project in writing or at public 
hearings.  

The Final MND does not include an alternatives analysis, as this is not a 
required component of a mitigated negative declaration. Also, see Response to 
Comment A  questioning if a reduced unit plan was considered.  
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It is noted that the City is in the process of updating the General Plan. State law 
requires a CEQA analysis to be based on existing general plans, not on concepts 
or recommendations created for a new general plan. . It is noted that a draft 
document for the General Plan update has not yet been prepared by the City.  
The General Plan Task Force, as well as any individual, group, or organization, 
has the right to provide comments on this project both during the public 
review period and at public hearings.  The project however was evaluated by 
using current data to determine if the project had the possibility of creating a 
significant environmental impact.   
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Response to Comment H  Beth Eisleman, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns regarding placing 

new housing in an area designated for open space, and concerns relating to 
climate change and greenhouse gases, and biological resources.  The Final 
MND analyzed the project’s potential  impact on these topics (placing new 
housing in an area designated for open space see pages 62-70, climate change 
and greenhouse gases see pages 49-51, and biological resources see pages 33-
41).   

The comment states that an EIR must be prepared on the project.  The 
comment does not include an adequate basis or evidence to require the 
preparation of an EIR.   The Final MND was prepared to analyze all potentially 
significant environmental impacts from the project in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act. After analyzing each topic presented in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, it was found that the proposed project would 
not have a significant effect on the environment with the implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures. As such, a mitigated negative declaration was 
deemed the appropriate CEQA document for this project. 

With respect to the comment on an alternative plan, please see Response to 
Comment A on this same point. 

The comment expresses concern about the loss of open space by this project.  
Please refer to Response to Comment D relating to the amount of park 
land/open space in the City and Response to Comment N on this same point. 
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Response to Comment I  Kelly Calhoun, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The comment raises several issues about the project that are not related to 

CEQA or the potential environmental impacts from the project.  These 
comments are not required to be addressed in this document. These 
comments will be considered by the decision makers as part of the 
deliberations on the project. 

There have been numerous technical studies to analyze various topics, 
including traffic, noise, hazardous materials, geologic hazards, biological 
resources, and cultural resources. These studies were prepared to a 
professional standard and are available for review in the appendices of the 
Final MND.  

The comment is requesting the preparation of an EIR but does not state the 
basis or evidence to support the use of an EIR.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment H on this same request. 

The original Pine Meadows subdivision does not have a mitigation measure 
requiring the golf course to be permanent open space. On its face, a proposal 
to amend the General Plan does not violate the California Environmental 
Quality Act. Any proposal to amend a General Plan, however, must undergo 
the appropriate public review process in accordance with CEQA. The City staff 
has processed the applications for the proposed project in accordance with 
CEQA.  

The City staff recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns with the 
proposal to develop a residential project on a site that is currently designated 
as OS (Open Space & Recreation, Permanent) General Plan Land Use 
Designation and M-OS/RF (Mixed Use-Open Space/Recreation Facilities) Zoning 
Designation. The Final MND adequately analyzes the proposed project’s 
consistency with the General Plan and Zoning on pages 62 through 70.  

The Final MND states on pages 62-63 that the project site is designated as an 
Open Space & Recreation land use with a “Permanent” designation and that a 
residential subdivision in an area with such a designation is inconsistent with 
General Plan policy for this use. The Final MND further states that the project 
applicant has included a General Plan Amendment in the application to amend 
the language of Policy 21.21 from the General Plan Land Use Element (Open 
Use Area) to exclude the existing golf course and to change the land use 
designation to enable residential development. If the City Council approves the 
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General Plan Amendment and land use change, the proposed project would 
not be in conflict with this policy.  

The City recognizes that there is a property easement in its favor for drainage 
pipelines and incidental purposes on the project site. It should be noted that 
the City requires a drainage easement on all developed properties so that they 
can maintain proper drainage in the City. The front yard of almost every 
residential lot in the City has a drainage easement that is specifically for 
drainage purposes.  

The project site does not have an open space easement. The action that is 
being taken to the City Council is a general plan amendment, rezoning and 
tentative subdivision map. 

The Final MND analyzed aesthetic concerns on pages 14 through 20, which 
included photo simulations to illustrate how the project would look from the 
surrounding properties.  

The Final MND analyzed biological resource concerns on Pages 33 through 41, 
which included an analysis of tree impacts.  

The Final MND analyzes the proposed project’s consistency with the General 
Plan and Zoning on pages 62 through 70.  See Response above relating to the 
analysis in the Final MND relating to the land use designation of “Permanent” 
open space on the property. 

The Final MND identifies the park impacts on pages 64 and 65. The City park 
dedication in-lieu fee (as of September 2013) requires payment of $5,095 for 
each single family residential unit constructed in the City. The total project 
contribution under the current fee schedule would be $509,500; however, the 
fees are subject to future changes. The City uses the park dedication in-lieu 
fees to acquire and develop park facilities based on demands. In addition to the 
park dedication in-lieu fees, the City charges an Impact/Mitigation Fee for 
parks and recreation. The current fee for parks and recreation impacts is 
$2,509 per single-family residential unit. The total project contribution under 
the current fee schedule would be $250,900; however, the fees are subject to 
future changes.  

The Final MND adequately analyzes the traffic impacts from the proposed 
project on pages 90 through99. The traffic study focused on the existing 
conditions at intersections, which were shown to operate at an acceptable LOS 
(Table 17 on page 93). Traffic volume is presented on page 94, and is 
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represented as “Project Trip Generation.” The proposed project is subject to all 
relevant impact fees charged by the City for development projects.  

The City also recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns regarding the 
ordinances and General Plan, and the ability of a developer to apply for 
changes to ordinances and/or the General Plan. The City (and state planning 
and zoning law) provides all citizens with the opportunity to apply for 
amendments and/or changes to ordinances and/or the General Plan. Each 
application is processed in accordance with CEQA, which requires public review 
and hearings held by elected officials.  
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Response to Comment J  Randolph Leptien, Mountain View Sanitary 
District 
Response: The City recognizes the commentors concerns regarding downstream capacity, 

and the condition of the MVSD sanitary lines that would service the project. 
The comment warrants some additional text on page 104-105 in the Final MND 
to ensure that improvement plans are designed to ensure capacity for the 
proposed project, which may require upsizing of downstream mains if 
necessary. Additionally, a mitigation measure was added to ensure that a final 
capacity calculations be performed and approved by MVSD prior to approval of 
Improvement Plans, and if upsizing is deemed necessary, that the design is 
approved by MVSD before construction. The following text is added to page 
104-105 of the Initial Study: 

Response e): The proposed project would be served by the MVSD, which owns and 
operates the Mountain Mt. View Sanitary District Wastewater Treatment Plant (hereinafter 
the Plant) located at 3800 Arthur Road in unincorporated Contra Costa County near the City 
of Martinez, and its associated wastewater collection system (hereinafter collectively the 
Facility). The MVSD Plant has a current average dry weather design treatment capacity of 
3.2 million gallons per day (MGD), and can treat peak wet weather flows up to 10.94 MGD. 
The current flow is estimated to be 1.007 MGD.  

The MVSD serves approximately 18,253 residents, with 908 8,584 residential connections 
and 280 commercial and industrial connections. The MVSD service area population is 
expected to grow to between 24,500 and 25,322 over the next 20 to 25 years, an increase 
of approximately 29 to 33 percent.  

Single family residential units in the City of Martinez have an estimated wastewater flow 
rate of 195 gallons per day per unit. The proposed project would generate an estimated 
19,500 gallons per day (0.0195 MGD) to be treated at the Plant. Given that the current 
permitted capacity of the Plant is 3.2 MGD and the current flow is 1.007 MGD, the Plant has 
adequate capacity to serve the 0.0195 MGD of wastewater generated by the proposed 
project in addition to their existing commitments.  

The collection system serving the proposed project consists of six inch sewer mains.  MVSD 
may require the upsizing of the existing sewer main to eight inches between Vine Hill Way 
and McMillan Court.  The sewer mains can be expanded by utilizing hydrologic expanding 
techniques within the existing sewer main. 

The capacity of the downstream main to serve the proposed project will be confirmed by 
the applicant during the improvement plan preparation. This engineering step is not 
performed until improvement plans are prepared Implementation of the following 
mitigation measure would ensure that the proposed project will have a less than significant 
impact relative to this topic.  

Mitigation Measure Utilities-1: Prior to the approval of Improvement Plans, the 
applicant shall prepare a final report on the capacity of downstream sewer main. 
If it is found that capacity for the proposed project does not exist in the sewer 
mains as determined by MVSD, the applicant shall upsize the sewer main to 
accommodate the capacity needed for the project. All capacity calculations must 
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be verified by the MVSD prior to approval. Additionally, any plans for upsizing 
must be approved by the MVSD.  

The technical corrections noted by the commentor have been made in the  
Final MND. This includes changing references to the “Mountain View Sanitary 
District” to “Mt. View Sanitary District”, noting that MVSD is in unincorporated 
Contra County, correcting the number of residential connections serviced by 
MVSD, correcting the number of miles of sewer collection lines serviced by 
MVSD, noting that there are 2 miles of force main served by the MVSD, 
correcting the reference to the primary disposal method, and adding the 
recommended text to response e) on page 104.  
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Response to Comment K  Aimee Durfee, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The commentor notes she concurs with the letter submitted by Jim Neu for this 

project. This comment is noted. The letter submitted by Jim Neu is Comment P. 
Please refer to Response to Comment P.  
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Response to Comment L  William Nichols, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The comment is requesting the preparation of an EIR but does not state the 

basis or evidence to support the use of an EIR.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment H on this same request.  

The comment expresses concerns about the loss of biological resources on the 
site. The Final MND analyzed the project’s potential impacts on biological 
resources at pages 33-41.   The Final MND concludes that the project with 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures will not have a 
significant impact on biological resources.    
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Response to Comment M  Cynthia Peters, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The comment is requesting the preparation of an EIR but does not state the 

basis or evidence to support the use of an EIR.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment H on this same request.  Please refer to Response to Comments I and 
N relating to the requested change in the land use designation to allow 
residential uses.   

The City also recognizes that some citizens have concerns on how a project 
may impact values of adjacent properties. Property value is not a topic that is 
addressed in by the California Environmental Quality Act. Citizens have the right 
and opportunity to present their concerns for property values to the elected 
officials during hearings for the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment N  Jamie Fox, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City recognizes the commentors concerns regarding the proposed General 

Plan amendment. The intent of the applicant is not to affect any other 
properties that may have an existing General Plan land use designation that is 
the same as the existing designation on the project site. To clarify the intent of 
the proposed General Plan amendment text edits are reflect at page 2 of the 
Final MND. The edits apply to policy 21.21 from the General Plan Land Use 
Element. The proposed amendment originally included the addition of a 
sentence at the end of the policy that read “This designation shall not apply to 
private recreational resources such as the private golf course, or other facilities 
where the City has no vested ownership.” The modified language proposed is 
now the following: “This designation shall not apply to the private golf course.” 
These modifications to policy text are specific to the golf course use, and do 
not apply to other open space and recreational sites in the City. These edits 
clarify the intent of the General Plan amendment, but do not increase the 
impacts of the proposed General Plan amendment as analyzed in the Final 
MND. The text changes to Page 2 are shown below in track changes: 

• 21.21 Land to remain for open uses is designated Public Permanent Open Space or Open 
Space/Conservation Use Land. These designations shall apply where the following 
conditions are prevalent: natural conditions such as steep or potentially unstable slope, 
hazardous geologic conditions, watershed stability and floods hazard, seismic hazard, and 
fire hazard, which constitute major constraints to development or threats to life and 
property, where soils, land forms, vegetation, watersheds, creekways, and water bodies 
combine to provide either a significant habitat for wildlife or agricultural resource and 
where land forms, vegetation, waterways and surfaces constitute a major scenic and 
recreational resource which should be preserved either for purposes of public use or 
protection and shaping of the scenic setting of the community. This designation shall not 
apply to private recreational resources such as the private golf course, or other facilities 
where the City has no vested ownership.  

Additionally, the proposed General Plan amendment to policy 21.22 from the 
General Plan Land Use Element and policy 32.31 from the Hidden Lakes 
Specific Area Plan, are no longer proposed. The text changes to Page 2 are 
shown below in track changes: 

General Plan Land Use Element 

21.22 Zoning and other regulatory powers shall be used to maintain open space use where 
there are substantial threats to life and property or where private open space uses are 
appropriate. Appropriate private open space uses include agricultural, grazing, open space 
recreational uses such as camp facilities or residential uses where such uses and related 
facilities such as roads and parking areas constitute less than two percent of the entire land 
area where the balance of the land is retained in a natural state or agricultural state. (Note: 
This Policy was originally proposed to be amended, but has been removed from the 
proposed General Plan Amendment)Hidden Lakes Specific Area Plan 
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32.31 The major portion of the site area shall be retained for open space use, 
primarily preserved as public open space, with a portion preserved in private 
ownership (Note: This Policy was originally proposed to be amended, but has been 
removed from the proposed General Plan Amendment) 

The deletion of Hidden Lakes Specific Area Plan policy 32.32 is still proposed for 
deletion. This policy is specific to the golf course and does not apply to other 
Open Space and Recreation uses in the City.  

The City recognizes that the current General Plan is in the process of being 
updated. . State law requires a CEQA analysis to be based on existing General 
Plans, not proposed General Plans.  Any individual, group, or organization, has 
the right to provide comments on this project both during the public review 
period and at public hearings.  

The commentor has the opportunity to provide their recommendation for 
open space uses on the project site, as well as other sites, or to provide 
alternatives to the project, at the hearings for this project.  The Final MND  is 
an analysis of what was proposed by the project Applicant.  Also, please refer 
to Response to Comment A regarding the request to analyze alternative plans 
for the site.   
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Response to Comment O  Jim Hall, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: This comment does not pertain to the merits of the environmental analysis so a 

detailed response cannot be provided. To the extent it is helpful to better 
understand the request of the applicant for the General Plan amendment, 
please see Response to Comment I and N on this point.  The comment 
mentions that an EIR should be prepared but does not state the basis or 
provide adequate evidence to require the preparation of an EIR.  Please refer 
to Response to Comment H on this same request.  
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Response to Comment P  Jim Neu, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The comment mentions that an EIR should be prepared but does not state the 

basis or provide adequate evidence to require the preparation of an EIR.  
Please refer to Response to Comment H on this same request.  

The comment expresses concerns about the loss of biological resources on the 
site. The Final MND analyzed the project’s potential impacts on biological 
resources at pages 33-41.   The Final MND concludes that the project with 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures will not have a 
significant impact on biological resources.    

The comment questions regarding the applicant's request to amend the 
General Plan to allow residential development to occur on the site. Please see 
Response to Comments I and N on this same point.   

With respect to the comment on an alternative plan, please see Response to 
Comment A on this same point.   
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Response to Comment Q  Kerry Kilmer, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City staff recognizes the commentors concerns and recommendations 

regarding open space, wildlife, trees, and the proposed rezoning of the project 
site.  Please refer to Response to Comments B, F and N on these same points.  

Please be advised that after the March MND was released, the applicant 
amended its application to reflect 99 units as opposed to 100 units. 

The comment expresses concerns about the loss of biological resources on the 
site. The  Final MND analyzed the project’s potential impacts on biological 
resources at pages 33-41. The Final MND concludes that the project with 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures will not have a 
significant impact on biological resources.    

The City also recognizes that some citizens have concerns for more business 
opportunities in our downtown, and other political topics within the City. 
Citizens have the right and opportunity to present their concerns for concerns 
for more business opportunities in our downtown, and other political topics, to 
the elected officials during hearings.  Because this portion of the comment 
does not pertain to the merits of the environmental document no further 
responses is required.  

Please refer to Response to Comment H explaining why an EIR was not 
required for this project.   
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Response to Comment R  Marie and Hal Olson, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The commentor’s opposition to the Pine Meadows project is noted. No further 

response is required since the comment does not pertain to the merits of the 
environmental document. 
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Response to Comment S  Robert Rust, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The commentor’s opposition to the Pine Meadows project is noted. Be advised 

the application was amended to reflect 99 homes.  With respect to the 
comment on traffic, please refer to Response to Comment A on the same 
point. The remainder of the comment does not pertain to the merits of the 
environmental document so no further response is required.    
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Response to Comment T  Tamhas Griffith, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: This comment is the same comment as Letter P submitted by Jim Neu.  Please 

refer to the Response to Comment P.  
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Response to Comment U  Arlene Grimes, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City recognizes the commentor's concerns regarding land designed as 

permanent open space. Please see Response to Comments I and N on the 
points regarding the conversion of the open space designation to residential 
uses.  
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Response to Comment V  Bill Schilz, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City staff recognizes the commentors concerns regarding land designed as 

permanent open space. Please see Response to Comments I and N on the 
points regarding the conversion of the open space designation to residential 
uses.  

The City staff also recognizes the commentors concerns regarding greenhouse 
gases and climate change, biological resources, and other environmental 
topics. The Final MND adequately analyzes the project in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act and found that although the proposed 
project would not have a significant effect on the environment, with 
implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in the Final MND. 
As such, a mitigated negative declaration was deemed the appropriate CEQA 
document for this project. 

The City staff also recognizes that some citizens have concerns on how a 
project may impact values of adjacent properties. Property value is not a topic 
that is addressed in environmental documents under pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Citizens have the right and opportunity to present 
their concerns for property values to the elected officials during hearings for 
the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment W  Bill Sharkey III, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City staff recognizes the commentor’s concerns regarding land designed as 

permanent open space. Please see Response to Comments I and N on the point 
regarding the conversion of the open space designation to residential uses.  
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Response to Comment X  Carol Wiley, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The commentor’s opposition to the Pine Meadows project is noted. Please see 

Response to Comment I and N on the point regarding the conversion of the 
open space designation to residential uses. Please refer to Response to 
Comment G park space in the City.  The remainder of the comment does not 
contain specific comments on the merits of the environmental document so no 
further response can be provided.  
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Response to Comment Y  Debbie Oertel, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City staff recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns regarding 

placing new housing in an area designated for open space, the greenhouse gas 
concerns, and biological resource concerns, and numerous other citizen 
concerns. Please refer to Response to Comment H explaining why an EIR was 
not required for this project.   This Response also addresses the points raised 
regarding biology and climate change.  Please Refer to Response to Comment A 
explaining why alternative plans were not required.  Please refer to Response 
to Comment B regarding the open space and General Plan points. Also refer to 
Response to Comments I and N regarding the proposed change in land use to 
allow residential uses.  
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Response to Comment Z  Harlan Strickland, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The comment contains the same points as in Comment Y.  Please refer to the 

Response to Comment Y. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 
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Response to Comment AA  Karen Najarian, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: Please refer to Response to Comment H explaining why an EIR was not 

required on the project. Also refer to Response to Comments I and N regarding 
the proposed change in the land use designation to allow residential uses.  



  
 

2.0-94 Response to Comments – Vine Hill Residential Project IS/MND 
 

Response to Comment BB  Mark Thomson, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City staff recognizes the commentor’s concerns regarding the proposed 

General Plan amendment. Please refer to Response to Comments B, I and N on 
this same point.   

The Final MND adequately analyzes the aesthetic impacts on pages 14 through 
20. The Final MND indicates that the proposed project will not significantly 
disrupt middle ground or background views from public viewpoints, but that it 
would result in changes to the foreground views from the public viewpoint by 
adding residential homes to a site that is largely open and vegetated. The Final 
MND included two visual simulations to assess the changes in the foreground 
view from public viewpoints. View 1 illustrates an existing view of the golf 
course with a chain link fence and frontage landscaping (mature trees) that are 
moderately blocking views across the course. The topography rolls slightly 
down and then back up. The visual simulation illustrates a foreground with 
frontage landscaping that largely maintains the existing topography. This 
foreground area also maintains the openness of the existing foreground view. 
The developed residential subdivision is visible in the background view of this 
simulation. The landscaping buffer provides visual relief through separation 
from the public right-of-way. View 2 illustrates an existing view of the golf 
course with a chain link fence and frontage landscaping (mature trees) that are 
moderately blocking views across the course. The topography rolls slightly 
down. The visual simulation illustrates a foreground with frontage landscaping 
and modified topography that slopes sharply upward toward the back yard of 
proposed residential housing. This landscaping area provides some visual relief 
through separation from the public right-of-way; however, the slope up to the 
residential backyards combined with the two story building is a potential 
impact. There is no background view from this view point because of the 
residential structures that are elevated by the topography modification.  

The Final MND identifies 23 lots that back up to existing residences along the 
northern property line (Lots 1-23) and one along the southern property line 
(Lot 47). It also indicates that a two story building with 25-foot minimum 
setbacks on these lots pursuant to the City’s development standards for this 
zoning district could be intrusive to the existing property owners living on the 
adjacent properties because the project site slopes upward causing the new 
homes to be elevated above the existing homes. It also identified this as a 
potentially significant impact, but identified a mitigation measure that would 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level (Mitigation Measure Vis-1).  
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The Final MND also states that there is a potential for the proposed project to 
create new sources of light and glare. Examples would include construction 
lighting, street lighting, security lighting along walkway, exterior building 
lighting, interior building lighting, automobile lighting, and reflective building 
materials. The Martinez Municipal Code Chapter 21.28, Section 21.28.020 
states that the subdivider shall provide a street lighting system that shall 
conform to City specifications. The locations of street lights shall be prescribed 
by the City Engineer. (Ord. 1103 C.S. § I (part), 1987; Prior code § 4522.). The 
Final MND states that the City Engineer reviews street lighting plans with 
improvement plan submittals to ensure that the street lighting is designed to 
meet minimum safety and security standards and to avoid spillover lighting to 
sensitive uses. To avoid a potential impact, residential building lighting must be 
consistent with the surrounding residential areas and must include luminaries 
that cast low-angle illumination to minimize incidental spillover of light onto 
adjacent residences. Fixtures that project light upward or horizontally would 
cause a potential impact. Additionally, luminaries must be shielded and 
directed away from areas adjacent to the project site. The City also reviews 
building plan submittals to ensure that the reflective building materials are 
minimized to avoid glare. To avoid a potential impact, residential building 
materials must be consistent with the surrounding residential areas and must 
include materials that minimize incidental glare. Materials such as metal siding 
are an example of building materials that could cause a potential impact. The 
Final MND identified three mitigation measures that would reduce the 
potential impact to a less than significant level (Mitigation Measure Vis-2, Vis-
3, and Vis-4). 

Please refer to Response to Comment A regarding the traffic points raised. The 
City staff recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns regarding the 
type of environmental document that is appropriate for this project. Please 
refer to Response to Comment H explaining why an EIR was not prepared for 
the project.  
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Response to Comment CC  Robin Houdshell, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: Please refer to Response to Comments B, I and N regarding the proposed 

change in land use from open space to residential uses on the project site.   

The Final MND adequately analyzes the proposed project’s impacts to 
Biological Resources on pages 33 to 41. This analysis includes protected trees 
and wildlife impacts.  

The City staff recognizes that some citizens have concerns on how a project 
may impact the economics of a project, neighboring site, or the City itself.  The 
economics of a project are not a topic that is addressed in a mitigated negative 
declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Citizens have 
the right and opportunity to present their concerns regarding economic 
impacts to the elected officials during hearings for the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment DD  Sherida Bush, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: Please refer to Response to Comments B, I and N regarding the proposed 

change in land use from open space to residential uses on the project site.  

With respect to the comment on park standards, please refer to Response to 
Comment I on this same topic.  

Also refer to Response to Comment G for a list of the parks in the City  

The proposed project impacts to Biological Resources are analyzed in the Final 
MND on pages 33 to 41. This includes an analysis of special status species, 
habitat, and trees.  

The proposed project impacts to Air Quality are analyzed in the Final MND on 
pages 22 to 32, and Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change impacts are analyzed 
on pages 49 to 51.  

The proposed project impacts to Parks are analyzed in the Final MND on pages 
86 to 87. The City currently meets their overall standard with 226.5 acres of 
parkland, which is equivalent to 6.22 acres of parkland per 1,000 people. The 
project site is not a designated park site. The proposed project would add 100 
residential units, which is expected to generate a population of 280 people 
according to the Municipal Code Section 21.46.040 formula for calculated park 
dedication. This increase in people would result in an increased demand for 1.4 
acres of parkland under the Municipal Code Chapter 21.46 – Park Dedication 
(five acres of parkland per 1,000 people). The City park dedication in-lieu fee 
(as of September 2013) requires payment of $509,500; however, the fees are 
subject to future changes. The City uses the park dedication in-lieu fees to 
acquire and development park facilities based on demands. In addition to the 
park dedication in-lieu fees, the City charges an Impact/Mitigation Fee for 
parks and recreation. The total project contribution under the current fee 
schedule would be $250,900; however, the fees are subject to future changes. 
The payment of the City park dedication in-lieu fees and the Impact/Mitigation 
Fee for park and recreation by the project proponent would serve as adequate 
compensation for the park and recreational facilities required by the proposed 
project.  
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Response to Comment EE  Stephen Lao, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The commentor’s opposition to the Pine Meadows project is noted.  Please 

refer to Response to Comments B, I and N regarding the proposed change in 
land use to allow residential uses.  The comment does not contain any specific 
comments on the merits of the environmental document so no further 
response is required.   
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Response to Comment FF  Tim Platt, Citizen/Neighbor 
Response: The City recognizes that there are citizen/neighbor concerns with the proposal 

to develop a residential project on a site that is currently designated as OS 
(Open Space & Recreation, Permanent) General Plan Land Use Designation and 
M-OS/RF (Mixed Use-Open Space/Recreation Facilities) Zoning Designation. 
Please refer to Response to Comments B, I and N regarding the proposed 
change in land use from open space to residential uses on the project site. 

We recognize that citizen/neighbors have various recommendations for 
alternatives; however, the Final MND does not include an alternatives analysis, 
as this is not a required component of the document. The commentor has the 
opportunity to provide its recommendation for open space uses on the project 
site, as well as other sites, or to provide alternatives to the project, at the 
hearings for this project. The Final MND is an analysis of what was proposed by 
the project Applicant.  

Please refer to Response to Comment H explaining why an EIR was not 
prepared for the project. 

After preparation of the March MND, the applicant revised the project to 
reflect 99 units as opposed to 100.   

The CEQA guidelines require the analysis of the proposed project to the 
existing conditions. The CEQA guidelines do not require the analysis y to be a 
comparison of the proposed project to “best-use alternatives” as suggested by 
the commentor. There is no requirement for an alternatives analysis to be 
performed in an initial study. Additionally, an initial study does not “rate” a 
project, it simply analysis the proposed project for each topic presented in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The commentor has the opportunity to 
provide their recommendation for the project site, as well as other sites, or to 
provide alternatives to the project, at the hearings for this project. The Final 
MND is an analysis of what was proposed by the project Applicant.  

The proposed project impacts to Biological Resources are analyzed in the Final 
MND on pages 33 to 41. The proposed project impacts to Agricultural and 
Forest Resources are analyzed in the Final MND on page 21. The proposed 
project impacts to Air Quality are analyzed in the Final MND on pages 22 to 32. 
The proposed project impacts to Hydrology/Water Quality are analyzed in the 
Final MND on pages 58 to 61. The proposed project impacts to Land 
Use/Planning are analyzed in the Final MND on pages 62 to 70. The proposed 
project impacts to Population and Housing are analyzed in the Final MND on 
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page 83. The Mandatory Findings of Significance are presented in the Final 
MND on pages 107 to 108.  
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