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CITY OF MARTINEZ CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 December 5, 2007 
 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council 

 
FROM:    
 

Corey Simon, Senior Planner 
Albert Lopez, Deputy Community Development Director 
 

SUBJECT: 
 

Consideration of resolutions approving a) Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
with 2 substitute mitigation measures, and Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program; and b) General Plan Amendment to re-designate 
approximately 3 acres of a 5½ acres site, located at 635 Vine Hill Way
from “Open Space” to “Residential.”  
 

DATE: November 30, 2007 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Adopt attached draft resolutions, approving: a) Mitigated Negative Declaration, with 2 substitute 
mitigation measures, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and b) General Plan 
Amendment. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
On October 3, 2007, the City Council, on a 4-0 vote, indicated to staff their intent to approve a 
General Plan Amendment to re-designate approximately 3 acres of a 5½ acres site, located at 635 
Vine Hill Way from “Open Space” to “Residential,” and directed staff to prepare the necessary 
resolutions, with findings, for Council action.   
 
The Council’s consideration of the attached draft resolutions would normally be merely 
procedural; but at the applicant’s request, the City Council is also being asked to consider 2 
“substitute” mitigations measures at this time.  Pursuant to CEQA, an Initial Study and Draft 
Mitigated Negative Declaration were prepared and circulated for public comment prior to the 
Planning Commission’s hearing in July, 2007.  Two of the proposed mitigation measures 
addressed the need for design refinements to preserve the relatively semi rural aesthetic of Vine 
Hill Way.  The applicant is in agreement with the intent of the mitigation measures, in that the 
height and visual massing of the homes to be built on the proposed lots should be limited to 
preserve: a) the views currently enjoyed by Meadowvale residents, directly above the site and b) 
the rustic character of Vine Hill Way itself, where existing homes are visually diminutive, rather 
than being visually prominent.  The text of the proposed “substitute” mitigation measures, and 
the process to approve such changes, are outlined below: 
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DISCUSSION 
 
Issue #1 – Process for reviewing and approving Substitute Mitigation Measures: 
 
CEQA regulations allow for “substitute mitigation measures” in cases where the newly proposed 
substitute measures are “equivalent or more effective” in achieving the desired mitigation, and 
when "the new measure will avoid or reduce the significant effect to at least the same degree as, 
or to a greater degree than, the original measure and will create no more adverse effect of its own 
than would have the original measure."  Such substitute measure may be considered considered 
by the Council when the original measures are seen to be “infeasible and or otherwise 
undesirable.”   The Council may substitute mitigation measures, after holding a public hearing on 
the matter, upon finding that: 
 
• The new and substitute mitigation measures are equivalent or more effective in mitigating the 

environmental impacts at issue than the previous or substituted mitigation measures.   
 

• The substitute mitigation measures will not cause any potentially significant effects on the 
environment. 

 
• The substitute mitigation measures are made conditions of the project or are otherwise 

incorporated into the project approval. 
 
In cases where the proposed changes in draft mitigation declaration and/or mitigations measures 
were to be seen as substantial (e.g. failing to mitigate a previously identified environmental 
impact), CEQA regulations would require a recirculation of the draft Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for additional public comment.  As outlined below, the current proposals are 
technical refinements and clarifications, rather then “substantial changes” that would require re-
distribution. 
 
Issue #2 – Proposed text and basis for approving Substitute Mitigation Measures: 
 
Subsequent to the Council indication of its desire to approve the applicant’s general plan request, 
the applicant approached staff to consider adjustment to the 2 proposed mitigation measure that 
address “Aesthetic” environmental factors.   
 
The change requested to AES1 is strictly a technical clarification: 
 

• Mitigation Measure AES-1 as circulated reads:  
 

“The property line between proposed Lots 1 and 2 shall be moved 
approximately 100’ eastward, so that the side yards areas of the two lots ‘line 
up’ with Ashwood Drive, preserving more of the unbuilt appearance of the 
site from northbound Ashwood Drive.” 

 
The specific reference to “approximately 100’” is not needed to provide the required degree of 
visual mitigation, as the desired realignment can be accomplished with a shift of approximately 
80’ and therefore the proposed substitute mitigation measure, deleting the 100’ reference, is 
found to be equally effective in mitigating the otherwise significant effect on aesthetic 
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environmental factors.  The illustration provided to the City Council on October 3, 2007 in fact 
showed the desired alignment.  Staff concurs with applicant that the retention of the “100’” 
reference is undesirable, and it has been deleted from the Draft Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program provided for Council’s consideration. 
 
The change requested to AES2 is more of a substitution of the “tool” and “performance 
standard” to be used to restrain the height and visual prominence of the homes to be built on the 
site.  It should be recalled that the Council is not considering either a subdivision or design 
review application this time.  But CEQA requires that the environmental analysis consider all 
components of the project; so any mitigation measure regulating the character of the homes 
themselves will ultimately be implemented though conditions of approval as part of the tentative 
map process: 
 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2 as circulated reads: 
 
“The visual height the units ultimately to be built on the proposed lots (Design Review 
approval entitlements not requested at this time) shall be reduced by either lowering the 
average elevation of the homesite by off-haul grading and/or imposition of a more 
restrictive height limit (e.g. single story 18’ maximum) than the 2 story 25’ maximum 
typically allowed in the proposed R-10 Zoning District.” 

 
One could find the above mitigation measure “undesirable”, in that it would require the applicant 
to make substantial modifications to the site and or restrictions to the lots’ development 
potential, with no performance standard to assure such changes would accomplish the desired 
mitigation for preserving views of existing residents of Meadowvale Court and minimizing the 
prominence of the new homes when viewed from Vine Hill Way 
 
In order to provide an equivalent level of mitigation, but allow a high level of flexibility for the 
applicant, Planning Commission and ultimately the Design Review approval process to 
accomplish the desired restrained architecture, the following substitute language has been 
proposed: 
 

• Substitute Mitigation Measure AES-2 as currently proposed reads: 
 
“The visual height the units ultimately to be built on the proposed lots shall be reduced 
by: a) limiting the maximum height of roof peeks and ridges to the topographical 
elevation 305’ and b) Constructing homes that, when viewed from Vine Hill Way, 
highlight horizontal, rather than vertical design features.  Techniques to be incorporated 
into the Vine Hill Way elevations shall include but are not limited to a “stepping back” of 
the second story from the plane of the first story, and the use of shed and hip, rather than 
gable roofs.  In no case shall the Vine Hill Way elevation have an unarticulated, two-
story vertical plane.  As either a part of subdivision development and/or individual house 
construction, the average elevation of the homesite may be lowered by off-haul grading 
to further lower the profile of the front elevation.  The above design standards are in 
addition to the 2 story 25’ maximum height limit of the proposed R-10 Zoning District.  
Final Design subject to Design Review Approval (Design Review approval entitlements 
not requested at this time).” 
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The “performance standards” approach as now proposed will assure the preservation of views 
enjoyed by Meadowvale Court residents and require home designs with Vine Hill Way 
elevations that minimize their visual presence with “stepped back” 2nd stories and strong 
horizontality; and therefore the proposed substitute mitigation measure is found to be equally 
effective as the mitigation measure originally circulated in mitigating the otherwise significant 
effect on aesthetic environmental factors 
 
So in conclusion, the required findings for the 2 substitute measures can be meet: 
 
• The new and substitute mitigation measures are equivalent or more effective in mitigating the 

environmental impacts at issue than the previous or substituted mitigation measures, in that 
the desired semi-rural aesthetic qualities, and views enjoyed by neighboring property 
owners, are preserved to an equal degree, and.   

 
• The substitute mitigation measures will not cause any potentially significant effects on the 

environment, in that they are merely provide additional regulation, and do not of 
themselves require any change to the environment; and.   

 
• The substitute mitigation measures are made conditions of the project or are otherwise 

incorporated into the project approval, in that the Draft Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program requires that proposed “development standard” be carried through the 
subdivision approval process, and will ultimately become part of the CC&R’s of the 
subdivision.. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
• Resolution (DRAFT), approving Mitigated Negative Declaration/Mitigation Monitoring 

reporting Program 
• Resolution (DRAFT), approving General Plan Amendment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED BY:    APPROVED BY:    
 City Manager   Assistant City Manager Community  
   & Economic Development  

 
  
 



RESOLUTION NO. -07 
 

ADOPTING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND A MITIGATION AND 
MONITORING REPORTING PROGRAM FOR A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
REDESIGNATING APPROXIMATELY 3 ACRES FROM “OPEN SPACE” TO 

“RESIDENTIAL 0-6 UNITS/ACRE” AND FUTURE REZONE, MAJOR SUBDIVISION 
AND DESIGN REVIEW FOR 4 NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOMES TO BE BUILT ON 5½ 

ACRE SITE LOCATED AT 635 VINE HILL WAY 
 
 
WHEREAS, on April 13, 2006 Gary Freitas filed an application for a 
General Plan Amendment, Rezone and Major Subdivision for four new 
single family homes on this 5½ acre parcel located at 635 Vine Hill 
Way (“the property”); and 
 
WHEREAS, on February 13, 2007, the Planning Commission of the City 
of Martinez held a publicly noticed study session regarding the 
above development proposal; and 
 
WHEREAS, on March 13, 2007, the applicant modified his application 
to a General Plan Amendment for the property to redesignate the 
property from “Open Space” to “Residential 0-6 units/acre.”  The 
applicant understands and acknowledges that before the property may 
be developed, an application for a rezoning of the property and for 
a tentative map will have to be submitted and approved by the City; 
and 
  
WHEREAS, the City of Martinez has prepared a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the project , which consists of a General Plan 
Amendment, Rezone and Major Subdivision for four new single family 
homes; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Mitigated Negative Declaration and accompanying 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Exhibit “A” attached) 
have been completed in compliance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the guidelines as promulgated by the State 
Secretary of Resources and notice has been provided to the public 
and to neighboring property owners in compliance with CEQA, the 
guidelines and the Martinez Municipal Code; and 
  
WHEREAS, on July 24, 2007, the Planning Commission held and public 
hearing and considered all oral and written comments on the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and accompanying Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program and issued its recommendations to 
the City Council; and  
  



WHEREAS, on October 3, 2007, the City Council of the City of 
Martinez held a duly noticed public hearing on the project and 
considered oral and written comments on the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and accompanying Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program and directed staff to prepare the necessary resolutions to 
adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and the 
General Plan Amendment; and 
  
WHEREAS, on December 5, 2007, the City Council of the City of 
Martinez held a duly noticed public hearing on the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and accompanying Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program and the General Plan Amendment; and  
  
WHEREAS, at the December 5, 2007 duly noticed public hearing, the 
City Council considered the substitution of two mitigation 
measures for two mitigation measures included within the circulated 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and accompanying Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program; and  
  
WHEREAS, Mitigation Measure AES-1 as circulated reads as follows: 
 

“The property line between proposed Lots 1 and 2 shall 
be moved approximately 100’ eastward, so that the side 
yards areas of the two lots ‘line up’ with Ashwood 
Drive, preserving more of the unbuilt appearance of 
the site from northbound Ashwood Drive”; and 

 
WHEREAS, the substitute Mitigation Measure AES-1 as now proposed 
reads as follows: 
 

“The property line between proposed Lots 1 and 2 shall 
be moved eastward, so that the side yards areas of the 
two lots ‘line up’ with Ashwood Drive, preserving more 
of the unbuilt appearance of the site from northbound 
Ashwood Drive”; and 

 
WHEREAS, the substitute Mitigation Measure AES-1 is equivalent or 
more effective in mitigating the environmental impacts at issue 
than the circulated Mitigation Measure AES-1, in that the specific 
reference to “approximately 100’” is not needed to provide the 
required degree of visual mitigation, as the desired realignment 
can be accomplished with a shift of approximately 80’ and therefore 
the proposed substitute mitigation measure, deleting the 100’ 
reference, is found to be equally effective in mitigating the 
otherwise significant effect on aesthetic environmental factors; 
and  



WHEREAS, the substitute Mitigation Measure AES-1 will not cause any 
potentially significant effects on the environment, in that both 
the original and substitute mitigation measures merely provide 
additional regulation, and do not of themselves require any change 
to the environment; and 
 
WHEREAS, Mitigation Measure AES-2 as circulated reads as follows: 

 
“The visual height the units ultimately to be built on 
the proposed lots (Design Review approval entitlements 
not requested at this time) shall be reduced by either 
lowering the average elevation of the homesite by off-
haul grading and/or imposition of a more restrictive 
height limit (e.g. single story 18’ maximum) than the 
2 story 25’ maximum typically allowed in the proposed 
R-10 Zoning District”; and 

 
WHEREAS, the substitute Mitigation Measure AES-2 as now proposed 
reads as follows: 
 

“The visual height the units ultimately to be built 
on the proposed lots shall be reduced by: a) limiting 
the maximum height of roof peeks and ridges to the 
topographical elevation 305’ and b) Constructing 
homes that, when viewed from Vine Hill Way, highlight 
horizontal, rather than vertical design features.  
Techniques to be incorporated into the Vine Hill Way 
elevations shall include but are not limited to a 
“stepping back” of the second story from the plane of 
the first story, and the use of shed and hip, rather 
than gable roofs.  In no case shall the Vine Hill Way 
elevation have an unarticulated, two-story vertical 
plane.  As either a part of subdivision development 
and/or individual house construction, the average 
elevation of the homesite may be lowered by off-haul 
grading to further lower the profile of the front 
elevation.  The above design standards are in 
addition to the 2 story 25’ maximum height limit of 
the proposed R-10 Zoning District.  Final Design 
subject to Design Review Approval (Design Review 
approval entitlements not requested at this time)”; 
and 
 

 
 
WHEREAS, the substitute Mitigation Measure AES-2 is equivalent or 
more effective in mitigating the environmental impacts at issue 
than the circulated Mitigation Measure AES-2, for the following 
reasons: 
 
1. The mitigation measure as originally circulated would require 

substantial modifications to the site and place restrictions 
to the lots’ development potential, with no performance 
standard to assure such changes would accomplish the desired 
mitigation for preserving views of existing residents of 



Meadowvale Court and minimizing the prominence of the new 
homes when viewed from Vine Hill Way; and 

 
2. The substitute mitigation measures provides performance 

standards to assure the preservation of views enjoyed by 
Meadowvale Court residents and require home designs with Vine 
Hill Way elevations that minimize their visual presence with 
“stepped back” 2nd stories and strong horizontality; and 
therefore the proposed substitute mitigation measure will be 
equally effective as the mitigation measure originally 
circulated in minimizing the prominence of the new homes when 
viewed from Vine Hill Way and thus mitigating the otherwise 
significant effect on aesthetic environmental factors. 

 
WHEREAS, the substitute Mitigation Measure AES-2 will not cause any 
potentially significant effects on the environment, in that both 
the original and substitute mitigation measures merely provide 
additional regulation, and do not of themselves require any change 
to the environment; and 
 
WHEREAS, at the December 5, 2007 duly noticed public hearing, the 
City Council considered all oral and written comments on the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and accompanying Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, including comments regarding the 
substitute mitigation measures identified above. 
  
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Martinez City Council that: 
 
1. The Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project is hereby 

approved with the two substitute mitigation measures 
identified above. 

 
2. The above recitals are found to be true and constitute part of 

the findings upon which this resolution is based. 
 
3. For the reasons stated in the recitals, the City Council finds 

that these two substitute mitigation measures are equivalent 
or more effective in mitigating and environmental impacts at 
issue than the circulated mitigation measures. 

 
4. For the reasons stated in the recitals, the City Council finds 

that the two substitute mitigation measures will not cause any 
potentially significant effects on the environment. 

 
5. Because the two substitute mitigation measures are equal or 

more effective than the circulated mitigation measures and 
conform with Public Resources Code Section 21080(f) and 
sections 15073.5 and 15074.1 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City 
Council may approve the Mitigated Negative Declaration without 
recirculating the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

 
6. The two substitute mitigation measures shall be made 

conditions of the project or otherwise incorporated into the 
project approval.  

 



7. The City Council further finds that on the basis of the whole 
record before it, that there is no substantial evidence that 
the proposed project will have a significant effect on the 
environment, and the proposed mitigated negative declaration, 
with the two substitute mitigation measures, reflects the 
City's independent analysis and judgment.  Furthermore, the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, proposed mitigation measures 
(with the two substitute mitigation measures) and Mitigation 
and Monitoring Reporting Program for said project is found to 
be complete and in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, 
and City CEQA requirements. 

  
* * * * * * 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a 
resolution duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Martinez 
at a Regular Meeting of said Council held on the 5th day of December 
2007, by the following vote: 
 
AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
 
 
 RICHARD G. HERNANDEZ, CITY CLERK 
 CITY OF MARTINEZ 



















































































 

 RESOLUTION NO.   -07 
 

AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN (HIDDEN LAKES SPECIFIC AREA PLAN) 
DESIGNATION FROM ”OPEN SPACE” TO ”RESIDENTIAL 0-6 UNITS/ACRE” 
FOR AN APPROXIMATE 3 ACRE PORTION OF A 5½ ACRE SITE LOCATED AT  

635 VINE HILL WAY, SUBMITTED BY GARY FREITAS, GPA #06-03 
 
 
WHEREAS, on April 13, 2006 Gary Freitas filed an application for an 
amendment to the General Plan (Hidden Lakes Specific Area Plan) 
Designation from ”Open Space” to ”Residential 0-6 units/acre” for 
an approximate 3 acre portion of a 5½ acre site located at 635 Vine 
Hill Way; and  
 
WHEREAS, on July 24, 2007, the Planning Commission of the City of 
Martinez held a duly noticed public hearing on the General Plan 
Amendment request, and made a recommendation for denial to the City 
Council. A copy of the Planning Commission resolution recommending 
denial is attached as Exhibit B hereto; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission considered the Initial Study and 
Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for this project prior to 
making their recommendation for denial to the City Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, on October 3, 2007, the City Council of the City of 
Martinez held a duly noticed public hearing on the adoption of the 
draft mitigated negative declaration and proposed General Plan 
Amendment; and  
 
WHEREAS, The City Council indicated with a vote of 4-0 that it 
would approve a general plan amendment for the subject property 
subject to certain terms and conditions and directed staff to 
prepare the necessary resolutions to approve the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, Mitigation and Monitoring and Reporting Program and 
the general plan amendment; and  
 
WHEREAS, on December 5, 2007, the City Council adopted Resolution 
No.       -07  approving a Mitigated Negative Declaration and 
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program, finding, on the basis of 
an Initial Study prepared as required under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), that said General Plan Amendment 
would not have significant environmental effects; and 
 
WHEREAS, the approval of a General Plan Amendment does not grant 
any other land use entitlement on the property, and any future 
residential development must seek and receive a rezoning, 
subdivision approval, design review and any other land use permits 
normally associated with residential development; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council’s October 3, 2007 indication of support 
for the General Plan Amendment was predicated on the illustrative 
plan provided by the applicant, and that the following items will 
be included as conditions of approval for any future development 



 

approvals such as rezoning, subdivision, design review or other 
land use permits normally associated with residential 
development: 
 
1. Approximately 2 acres of the 5 ½ acre site, which includes the 

“Coward’s Knoll” area at the corner of Vine Hill Way and 
Morello Avenue, and an approximate 50’ wide buffer adjacent to 
lots on Meadowvale Court, shall remain as “Open Space”; and  

 
2. This 2 acre area shall be preserved as open space by either 

the creation of separate “open space” parcel, or with the 
recordation of scenic easements, dedicating development rights 
to City; and 

 
3. The 2 acre open space area shall be maintained, in perpetuity, 

by the future owners, who will bear the responsibility and 
costs for maintenance either collectively, as part of a Home 
Owners Association, or individually as per a private 
maintenance agreement, or alternative equivalent to be 
approved by the City as part of the subdivision review and 
approval process; and 

 
4. The existing asphalt path within the Vine Hill Way and Morello 

Avenue right-of-way shall be replaced and upgraded by the 
developer; and 

 
5. Areas within the right-of-way that are to be re-graded as part 

of subdivision improvements, shall be landscaped by the 
developer, and such landscaping shall be maintained, in 
perpetuity, by the future owners, who will bear the 
responsibility and costs for maintenance either collectively, 
as part of a Home Owners Association, or individually as per a 
private maintenance agreement, or alternative equivalent to be 
approved by the City as part of the subdivision review and 
approval process; and 

 
6. The property line between proposed Lots 1 and 2 shall be moved 

eastward as outlined in Mitigation Measure AES1, so that the 
side yards areas of the two lots ‘line up’ with Ashwood Drive, 
preserving more of the unbuilt appearance of the site from 
northbound Ashwood Drive; and 

 
7. The height and design of new homes shall be restricted as 

outlined in Mitigation Measure AES2, which shall be 
incorporated into the CC&R’s of the subdivision, and states: 

 
“The visual height the units ultimately to be built 
on the proposed lots shall be reduced by: a) 
limiting the maximum height of roof peeks and ridges 
to the topographical elevation 305’ and b) 
Constructing homes that, when viewed from Vine Hill 
Way, highlight horizontal, rather than vertical 
design features.  Techniques to be incorporated into 
the Vine Hill Way elevations shall include but are 



 

not limited to a “stepping back” of the second story 
from the plane of the first story, and the use of 
shed and hip, rather than gable roofs.  In no case 
shall the Vine Hill Way elevation have an 
unarticulated, two-story vertical plane.  As either 
a part of subdivision development and/or individual 
house construction, the average elevation of the 
homesite may be lowered by off-haul grading to 
further lower the profile of the front elevation.  
The above design standards are in addition to the 2 
story 25’ maximum height limit of the proposed R-10 
Zoning District.  Final Design subject to Design 
Review Approval (Design Review approval entitlements 
not requested at this time)”; and  
 

WHEREAS, on December 5, 2007, the City Council of the City of 
Martinez held a duly noticed public hearing on the General Plan 
Amendment request. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Martinez City Council that: 
 
1. That the above recitals are found to be true and constitute 

part of the findings upon which this resolution is based. 
 
2. General Plan Amendment #06-03 is consistent with Hidden Lakes 

Martinez Specific Area Plan policy that “essential open space 
masses and vital elements of the terrain should be protected 
while still allowing development densities reasonably 
consistent with the patterns established on adjoining 
properties” in that the proposal is for 4 new residential lots 
that are in keeping with the relatively large size, and custom 
nature, of existing residences along Vine Hill Way, while 
critical open space features, such as “Coward’s Knoll” are 
preserved. 

 
3. That notice pursuant to Government Code section 65357 be 

provided to public entities and members of the public in the 
manner therein required. 

 
4. The Land Use Map of the Hidden Lakes Martinez Specific Area 

Plan is amended as shown on the attached map in Exhibit A. 
  
 
 

* * * * * * * 
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of 
a resolution duly adopted by the City Council of the City of 
Martinez at a Regular Meeting of said Council held on the 5th day 
of December 2007, by the following vote: 
 
AYES: 
 



 

NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
 
 
 
 
 RICHARD G. HERNANDEZ, CITY CLERK 
 CITY OF MARTINEZ 
 
 


































































