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CITY OF MARTINEZ CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 December 1, 2010 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council 

 
FROM:    
 

Terry Blount, AICP, Planning Manager 
Corey Simon, Senior Planner  
Anjana Mepani, Associate Planner 

SUBJECT: Alhambra Valley Annexation  

DATE: November 23, 2010 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The City of Martinez proposes to annex a portion of Contra Costa County that is subject to the 
Alhambra Valley Specific Plan (see Attachment A).  In this regard, the City Council will 
consider the following proposed six actions:  
 
1. Resolution adopting a Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA). 
 

2.  Resolution amending the Martinez General Plan Land Use Element and Land Use Map to 
incorporate four new land use designations (Estate Residential-Low, Estate Residential-
Very Low, Agricultural Lands, and Open Space) and to apply said designations to the 
affected parcels; AND amending the Martinez General Plan Land Use Element, Scenic 
Roadways Element, Parks and Recreation Element, and Transportation Element to 
incorporate policies related to the annexation area. 

 
3.  Ordinance amending the Martinez Zoning Ordinance to include a new chapter (Chapter 

22.29): the Alhambra Valley Districts which will contain four new zoning districts; 
(AV/R-20 Single Family District; AV/R-40 Single Family District; AV/A-5 Agriculture 
District; and AV/PD Planned Development District). 
 

4.  Ordinance amending the Martinez Zoning Map to show the annexation area and the new 
Zoning Districts for the annexation area; AND approving the Pre-Zonings for the 
properties to be annexed. 

 
5. Resolution approving the Alhambra Valley Design Guidelines. 
 
6. Direct staff to prepare and submit an annexation application to Contra Costa Local 

Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). 
 
Staff recommends that the Council review the staff report and attachments, hold a public hearing 
to consider the proposal, and approve the above actions. 
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BACKGROUND: 
 
The Alhambra Valley annexation will impact an area located directly outside the current 
southwest jurisdictional boundary of the City of Martinez, but within the City’s Sphere of 
Influence and the County Urban Limit Line (see Attachment B).  The proposed annexation area 
is comprised of approximately 155 parcels covering approximately 400 acres.  It is generally 
bounded by the City’s current jurisdictional boundary to the north, detached single-family homes 
and undeveloped hills to the east, Alhambra Valley Road and Briones Regional Park to the 
south, and undeveloped hills and rangeland to the west. 
 
As directed by the City Council staff has been analyzing the feasibility of annexing the 
Alhambra Valley from both a land use and fiscal perspective for the last few years.  The analysis 
originally included the entire Alhambra Valley, however, at Council’s direction staff has 
proceeded with the annexation process for only a portion of the Valley, that noted above and 
referred to as Area A in the Economic & Planning Systems, Inc (EPS) Study discussed below 
(see Attachment C, p. 6).  City staff has met several times with LAFCO staff to discuss the 
proposed annexation and the Planning Commission has held three public hearings on the matter.  
At its meeting of August 10, 2010 the Commission held the final public hearing and made its 
recommendations to the Council regarding the proposed annexation.  
 
Contra Costa Local Area Formation Commission Municipal Service Review 

 
LAFCO completed the State mandated municipal service review (MSR) for Martinez in 2006.  
In the section of the report that addressed agencies in Central Contra Costa County that provide 
water and wastewater services, the report discussed the number of water service accounts located 
outside the City’s current boundaries.  Most of the service accounts were set up pursuant to City 
of Martinez Resolution No. 169-87, adopted in 1987, which required a deferred annexation 
agreement and were entered into prior to 2001.  A few have been processed since 2001.  As 
noted in the MSR regarding the outstanding deferred annexation agreements, LAFCO 
encourages the City to annex areas currently receiving City water services into the City, as 
appropriate.   
 
Resolution No. 169-87 set forth regulations pertaining to the provision of City services (water) 
outside the City’s boundaries.  Properties outside but contiguous to a City boundary are required 
to annex to the City of Martinez prior to receiving water service.  Any annexation requires 
approval by LAFCO.  This resolution allows water service to be provided to properties outside 
the City limits (but within the City’s Sphere of Influence and City water service boundary) that 
are not contiguous to a City boundary with the execution of a deferred annexation agreement.  
Prior to 2001, this type of agreement did not require LAFCO approval.  Since 2001 all new 
deferred annexation agreements/out of area service agreements have required LAFCO approval. 
 
CH2M Hill and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc (EPS) Studies 
 
The City retained the services of EPS and CH2M Hill to provide staff with additional expertise 
to determine the financial and land use feasibility of annexing the Alhambra Valley, as well as 
information on the annexation process.  From this process the City now understands the 
following: 
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 Development in the Alhambra Valley is currently subject to the Contra Costa County 
Alhambra Valley Specific Plan (AVSP) which was adopted in 1992.  The AVSP is well 
supported by the current residents in the Alhambra Valley as it continues the current 
semi–rural, large lot configuration, preserves existing open space, and allows for some 
new development in keeping with the existing character of the area. 

  
 In previous public discussions regarding annexations in the Alhambra Valley, the City 

Council has stated that any such annexations would be consistent with the AVSP. 
 

 The City has not undertaken any pre-zoning in the Alhambra Valley since the 1980s and 
much of the recently developed areas of the Alhambra Valley have no pre-zoning at all.  
Prior to submitting an application for annexation to LAFCO, the City must pre-zone 
and/or change the pre-zoning on existing properties so that all properties being 
considered for annexation are consistent with the AVSP.  LAFCO legislation prohibits 
zoning changes for two years after an area is annexed.   

 
 In 1995, the City began a process to annex most of the Alhambra Valley, however the 

application for annexation was never formally made to LAFCO and the process to create 
new pre-zonings or modify existing pre-zonings was never initiated. 

 
Planning Commission Hearings and Recommendation 
 
The first public hearing regarding the proposed land use regulations for the Alhambra Valley 
annexation took place at the Planning Commission meeting of May 25, 2010.  At that meeting 
the Commission reviewed the materials presented and took public testimony.  Based on the 
public testimony and questions and concerns from the Commission, the Commission requested 
that additional information be gathered and research conducted.  Staff returned to the 
Commission with the additional information collected and the results of the research requested at 
the Commission’s meeting of June 29, 2010.  At that meeting, the Commission received public 
testimony again and reviewed the staff report and based on the record as whole voted to 
recommend to the City Council denial of the proposed land use regulations proposed for the 
Alhambra Valley annexation area and recommended that the City Council not submit an 
annexation application to LAFCO.  Staff was directed to return with a draft resolution. 
 
Even though the Planning Commission directed staff to return with a draft resolution 
recommending to the City Council denial of the proposed land use regulations proposed for the 
Alhambra Valley annexation area and recommending that the City Council not submit an 
annexation application to LAFCO, staff believed that based on two things, consideration of an 
alternative resolution was appropriate.  These included: 
 

 Commission deliberations of the item at the June 29th meeting; and 
 

 A conversation with one of the Commissioners directly after the meeting regarding the 
item. 

 
Staff reviewed the portion of the recording of the June 29th Planning Commission meeting 
which included the deliberations associated with the proposed land use regulations and believed 
that it was clear that the Commission did not have issue with the land use regulations that are  
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proposed.  Instead, the Commission had issue with the City proceeding with an annexation 
application to LAFCO.  Staff offered this up as a possible motion for the Commission’s 
consideration at the meeting, but since the Commission did not consider it staff believes that it 
was not made clear that this was an option.  In addition, directly after the Commission meeting, 
one of the Commissioners relayed to staff that they did not have an issue with the proposed land 
use regulations, just with the LFCO application.  With this conversation it was confirmed that it 
had not been made clear to the Commission that this was an option that could have been 
considered.   
 
Based on this, staff prepared an alternative resolution that reflected this option for the Planning 
Commission’s consideration at its meeting of August 10, 2010 and presented it along with the 
one originally requested.  At that meeting the Commission again received public testimony and 
reviewed the staff report and based on the record as whole voted to stay with their original 
recommendation to the City Council, the denial of the proposed land use regulations and to not 
submit an annexation application to LAFCO (see Attachment D).  The Commission’s reasons 
included: 
 

 The Alhambra Valley annexation area as proposed does not include all of the area 
covered by the County’s Alhambra Valley Specific Plan.  The Commission believes that 
there are land use types outside of the annexation area but within the Specific Plan area 
that may not be covered by the proposed land use regulations and as such render the 
proposed land use regulations incomplete;  

 It is premature to approve General Plan land use designations for the annexation area as 
the City is updating its General Plan at this time.  If the annexation is approved by 
LAFCO, the General Plan land use designations will be locked in for a period of two 
years following approval of the application to LAFCO.  This would preclude any 
possibility of changing the land use designations for this area if deemed necessary during 
the Update process;  and 

 Based upon these two reasons, the proposed land use regulations are not consistent with 
the General Plan. 

 
The Planning Commission staff reports and meeting minutes are attached (see Attachments E-
G).   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Proposed Annexation Area 
 
As noted, the Council directed staff to proceed with the annexation process for only a portion of 
the Valley, that described at the beginning of the staff report and referred to as Area A in the EPS 
Study (see Attachment C, p. 6).  Since the goal of the annexation process is to bring as many 
properties as possible with deferred annexation agreements into the City, staff embarked on 
analyzing the proposed annexation by first compiling a map that showed the location of those 
properties with agreements (see Attachment H).  From this map it can be seen that there are two 
large clusters of properties with agreements located within the Stonehurst and Alhambra Valley 
Ranch developments.  There are smaller clusters with agreements on Creekside Oaks and Valley 
Orchard Court, as well as on the eastside of Alhambra Valley Road directly south of Hill Girt 
Ranch Road.  The only other cluster of properties, a small one, is located south of Alhambra 
Valley Road just past Briones Road as you travel west.   
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Using the location of the properties with deferred annexation agreements as the primary 
emphasis, staff determined that in order to annex as many of them as possible and create an 
annexation area with the most logical boundary, that with the exception of the properties on 
Valley Orchard Court and the cluster on the eastside of Alhambra Valley Road directly south of 
Hill Girt Ranch Road, the annexation area should include all properties north and west of 
Alhambra Valley Road (see Attachment B).  While this boundary includes a number of 
properties on the north side of Alhambra Valley Road just past the intersection with Reliez 
Valley Road without agreements, the majority of these had to be included in order to reach those 
properties with agreements in the eastern part of the proposed annexation area.  Properties in an 
area to be annexed have to be contiguous to one another in order to be considered by LAFCO.  
They also have to be within the Urban Limit Line.  This is the proposed annexation area that the 
Planning Commission considered.   
 
Upon further reflection staff has determined that there is one part of the proposed annexation 
area where there is a logical cluster of properties without deferred annexation agreements that 
should be excluded from the proposed annexation area to reduce the overall number of properties 
included that do not have agreements.  This cluster includes all of the properties with an address 
on Vaca Creek Road and Vaca Creek Way—a total of nine properties.  Staff recommends that 
the Council direct staff to proceed with an annexation application that is based on a revised 
annexation area that does not include these properties (see Attachment I).   
 
Existing and Proposed Land Use Regulatory Framework 
 
Existing Alhambra Valley Land Use Regulation Documents 
Land use and development in the Alhambra Valley is currently controlled by the following three 
regulatory documents: the Contra Costa County General Plan, the Alhambra Valley Specific 
Plan (AVSP; adopted 1992), and the Contra Costa County Zoning regulations.  Since all general 
plans are broad policy documents used to frame specific land use regulations, it is the AVSP and 
the Contra Costa County Zoning regulations that address land use and development in the 
Alhambra Valley.  The AVSP is not a stand-alone document.   
 
The AVSP contains land use and development restrictions that along with the underlying Contra 
Costa County Zoning regulations control land use.  The AVSP contains land use rules unique to 
the Alhambra Valley, and states that “land uses in the unincorporated part of the AVSP area shall 
be restricted to the uses allowed in the (applicable Contra Costa County Zoning District), except 
where those uses conflict with the provisions (of the AVSP).”  The Alhambra Valley contains 
areas covered by four County Zoning Districts: R-20 Single Family Residential District (20,000 
square foot minimum lot size), R-40 Single Family Residential District (40,000 minimum square 
foot lot size), A-2 General Agricultural District (5 acre minimum lot size), and P-1 Planned Unit 
District (which includes the Stonehurst Planned Development District).  In all cases, the AVSP is 
more restrictive than the underlying County Zoning regulations, prohibiting certain uses (e.g. 
churches and private schools) that otherwise would be conditionally permitted with use permit 
approval, in the County’s R-20, R-40, and A-2 Districts. 
 
New City General Plan Land Use Designations 
As part of the proposed annexation, the City’s General Plan land use designations for the 
Alhambra Valley will replace those of the County (see Attachment J).  Since the Alhambra 
Valley is within the City’s Sphere of Influence, the City assigned land use designations to many 
properties in Alhambra Valley with its last comprehensive General Plan revision completed in  
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the 1970s.  However, the City’s current designations do not match either the existing land uses 
present in the Alhambra Valley or the subsequent General Plan and AVSP adopted by the 
County.  The City is therefore proposing a General Plan amendment that creates four new land 
use designations to match those of the County’s existing AVSP and General Plan.  These four 
new land use designations will be unique to the Alhambra Valley, and will be applied to 
generally match the existing County land use designations and maps applicable under the AVSP 
(see Attachment K).  They are: 
 

 Estate Residential – Low (equivalent to the AVSP’s Single-Family Residential – Low 
designation).  This designation allows a range of one to two single-family units per gross 
acre.  The primary land use envisioned in this designation is detached single-family 
homes on lots typically one-half acre or larger.  

 
 Estate Residential – Very Low (equivalent to the AVSP’s Single-Family Residential – 

Very Low designation).  This designation allows a maximum of one single-family unit 
per gross acre.  The primary land use envisioned in this designation is detached single-
family homes on lots typically one acre or larger, with the keeping of a limited number of 
livestock, consistent with a rural or semi-rural lifestyle. 

 
 Agricultural Lands (same as used in the AVSP).  This land use designation includes 

privately owned rural lands, generally in hilly areas that are used for grazing livestock or 
dry grain farming.  The primary purposes of the Agricultural Lands designation is to: a) 
preserve and protect lands capable of and generally used for the production of food, fiber, 
and plant materials; and b) provide opportunities for rural residential single-family 
homes, at a maximum density of one dwelling unit per five gross acres.  

 
 Open Space (equivalent of the AVSP’s Restricted Open Space designation).  This 

General Plan designation includes publicly owned open space lands and includes, without 
limitation, areas of significant ecological resources or geologic hazards.  The Open Space 
designation also includes privately owned properties for which future development rights 
have been deeded to a public or private agency.  For example, significant open space 
areas within planned developments identified as being owned and maintained by a 
homeowners association fall under this designation.  Also included are the steep, 
unbuildable portions of approved subdivisions which may be deeded to agencies such as 
the East Bay Regional Park District but which have not been developed as park facilities. 

 
Additional General Plan Amendments to Retain Alhambra Valley Specific Plan’s Policies 
All of the AVSP goals and policies that are not otherwise a part of the City’s General Plan will 
be incorporated into the City’s General Plan with the adoption of the proposed amendments.  
 
New City Zoning Districts vs. New Specific Plan 
In the earliest discussions regarding the annexation of a portion of the Alhambra Valley, the City 
proposed to adopt the County’s AVSP as a means of maintaining all of the Alhambra Valley’s 
existing land use and development regulations.  However, since the AVSP is not a stand-alone 
document, it would be both in conflict with the City’s existing Zoning regulations and would not 
retain the AVSP compatible Zoning existent in the County Zoning Ordinance.  Therefore, the 
creation of new City Zoning Districts, ones that would contain the County’s current land use and 
development regulations were determined to be the best way to preserve the goals and intent of 
the AVSP for areas to be annexed by the City.  The following three new Alhambra Valley 
Zoning Districts are proposed.  Please refer to Attachment L (map) and Attachment N (text).  
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The Stonehurst’s P-1 District is proposed to be added as is and would remain unchanged: 
 

 AV/R-20 Single Family District.  The purpose of the district is to reserve land for the 
construction, use and occupancy of detached single-family development.  Minimum lot 
size is 20,000 square feet. 

 
 AV/R-40 Single Family District.  The purpose of the district is to reserve land for the 

construction, use and occupancy of detached single-family development.  Minimum lot 
size is 40,000 square feet. 

  
 AV/A-5 Agriculture District.  The purpose of the district is to reserve land for 

agricultural uses and supporting operations, including detached single-family residential 
uses.  Minimum lot size is five acres. 

 
Since these three Districts will be unique to the Alhambra Valley (instead of being County-
wide), staff proposes that the restrictions found in the AVSP be incorporated into these new 
Zoning Districts.  Rather than adopt the 1992 AVSP, its policies and regulations have been 
incorporated into the City General Plan and Zoning Text amendments now being proposed for 
the Alhambra Valley.  Pragmatically, this consolidation will allow the land use regulations of the 
new Alhambra Valley Districts to stand alone, eliminating the need to check both the City’s 
Zoning regulations and a Specific Plan to determine permitted uses and development regulations 
in the Alhambra Valley. 
 
Overview of Proposed Modifications to Alhambra Valley Specific Plan Land Use Regulations  

 List of Prohibited Uses unchanged:  The new Alhambra Valley (AV) Districts prohibit 
the following uses, as does the AVSP: 

 
1. Commercial radio and television receiving and transmitting facilities other than 

broadcasting studios and business offices. 
 

2. Hospitals, philanthropic institutions, and convalescent homes. 
 

3. Churches and religious institutions and parochial and private schools. 
 

4. Medical and dental offices and medical clinics. 
 

5. Commercial nurseries, except for Christmas tree farms. 
 

 Minor changes to use regulations, to be consistent with current State law and City 
regulations:  Since the adoption of the AVSP, the State has mandated that all local 
agencies allow the following permitted uses: 

 
1. Secondary housing units (commonly called “in-law” units).  It should be noted that 

the AVSP prohibits units over 1,000 sq. ft. as does the City, but unlike the AVSP, the 
City would allow units over 1,000 sq. ft. with use permit approval. 

 
2. Foster family home. 

 
3. Residential congregate care home (maximum of 6 residents). 
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 Removal of Heavy Agricultural Uses in the list of conditionally permitted uses in the 

AV/A-5 District:  Given that the County’s A-2 District covers larger and more intense 
agricultural regions than the Alhambra Valley, this County Zoning District conditionally 
permits a range of agricultural activities that are not consistent with the AVSP.  While the 
AVSP is silent on these uses, they have been omitted from the City’s proposed AV/A-5 
District. 

 
1. Canneries and commercial kitchens. 
 
2. Cold storage plant. 
 
3. Dude ranches. 
 
4. Farm market and farm worker housing.  
 
5. Slaughterhouses, stockyards, and livestock sales yards. 
 
6. Other uses, such as boat storage, fertilizer plants, and agriculture supply sales. 

 
At the request and recommendation of the Alhambra Valley Improvement Association, 
the list of uses below would no longer be permitted or conditionally permitted in the 
AV/A-5 District: 
 
1. Agricultural (commercial) greenhouses. 

 
2. Animal hospitals. 

 
3. Seasonal grower/farm stands. 

 
4. Retail fire wood sales. 

 
5. Wineries. 

 
 Recommended changes to the list of permitted and conditionally permitted uses in the 

AV/A-5 District:  The following two uses would be conditionally permitted in the 
proposed AV/A-5 District, although they are now permitted uses in the County’s A-2 
District.   

 
1. Dog kennels (In AV/A-5 District, recommendation is to make use conditionally 

permitted, with use permit approval required.  Note: this use is not permitted in 
either current or proposed R-20 and R-40 Districts.) 

 
2. Horse riding academies and horse riding instruction (In AV/A-5 District, 

recommendation is to make use conditionally permitted, with use permit approval 
required.  Note: this use requires use permit approval in both current and proposed 
R-20 and R-40 Districts.) 
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Hillside Development and City’s Slope Density Provisions 
The City’s existing Hillside Development Regulations are more restrictive than the AVSP and 
the current County Zoning Ordinance.  The City’s Hillside Development Regulations prohibits 
the development of new lots on slopes of over 30%.  Unlike the current County regulations, the 
City’s hillside ordinance includes slope density provisions, where the maximum allowed 
residential density is reduced in inverse proportion to the steepness of a property’s natural slope.  
Such slope density provisions limit the potential of new subdivisions creating additional hillside 
lots, but do not impose limitations on the development of a single-family home on an existing 
lot. 
 
Unchanged Development Standards  
By adopting the proposed Zoning Districts for the Alhambra Valley, the development standards 
of the County’s R-20, R-40, and A-2 (e.g. minimum yard setbacks and lot size requirements) will 
be unchanged within the proposed annexation area.  In practice, it will be as if the City is using 
the current County regulations.  The AVSP’s more unique requirements for creek setbacks and 
creek preservation are however incorporated into the new Zoning Districts regulations proposed 
for the Alhambra Valley.  As per the current regulations, areas within the creek setback area are 
excluded from minimum lot size calculations, and Creek Preservation and Enhancement Plans 
will be required for all development applications for creekside properties. 
 
Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) Annexation Application 
Guidelines: 
 
If the Council decides to proceed with an annexation application, staff will assemble it and 
submit it to LAFCO.  The application consists of a number of parts, the specifics of which are 
outlined in the Filing Requirements for Submitting Boundary Change Applications form from 
LAFCO (see Attachment O).  As can be seen from the checklist, many of the items required are 
administrative in nature, but some, such as the Resolution of Application and Completed 
Proposal Questionnaire require Council input and/or action.  The Resolution of Application is the 
document adopted by the Council that conveys to LAFCO the City’s annexation proposal for 
their consideration.  A draft has been prepared and is attached (see Attachment P).   
 

 The Completed Proposal Questionnaire (see Attachment Q) contains a number of 
questions that are also administrative in nature, however, there is one question that asks 
the reasons for the proposal.  As noted previously in the MSR regarding the outstanding 
deferred annexation agreements, LAFCO encourages the City to annex areas currently 
receiving City water services into the City, as appropriate.  Staff believes that is 
appropriate to do so at this time: 
 

 The deferred annexation agreements are legal documents that were executed at the time 
the properties requested City water service;   

 

 These agreements required that these properties become a part of the City;   
 

 In these cases, the City is exercising its legal right to annex them;  
 

 It is the City’s understanding that in these situations LAFCO encourages the City to 
annex theses properties as it furthers LAFCO’s overall objectives; and 
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 While the proposed annexation area contains some properties that do not have 
agreements, staff believes that in order to annex the maximum number of properties that 
have them, some without them will have to be included.  Staff believes that a reasonable 
balance has been achieved with the proposed annexation area.   

 
 The Completed Proposal Questionnaire also asks for information on the City’s plan for 

providing services to the annexation area.   
 
Law Enforcement 
The only major change in the provision of services to the annexation area would be that 
pertaining to law enforcement.  The responsible agency for law enforcement for the 
annexation area would switch from the Sheriff’s Department to the Martinez Police 
Department (MPD).  The analysis in the Initial Study regarding the provision of law 
enforcement focused on the City’s ability to properly serve the area.  The MPD currently 
has four officers on duty at all times.  Two each are assigned to one of two sectors (the 
City is divided into north and south sectors along Highway 4).  Since the calls for service 
to the proposed annexation area are extremely low, the MPD can easily handle the 
additional two to three calls per month that come in from the proposed annexation area.  
In addition, the City and the County have an existing mutual aid agreement regarding 
response to emergency situations. 

 
Street and Highway Maintenance 
Another change in the provision of services that would affect some of the proposed 
annexation area would be the maintenance of streets and highways.  A concern noted by 
the public and a few of the Commissioners at the initial public hearing was regarding 
maintenance responsibility where a street or highway is split between jurisdictions.  Staff 
has done a parcel by parcel review of the properties that would be located at the proposed 
new City limit boundary to determine if this would be an issue, and if so, where.  There 
are only two locations where this would occur where it would have any real 
significance—the portions of Alhambra Valley Road where there would be properties 
annexed into the City on both sides of the street.  All the other properties along Alhambra 
Valley Road that are proposed to be annexed into the City have their property lines 
located at the edge of the street (public right-of-way) and not in the center of it.  
Therefore, in these locations the County would still maintain the street.  In the other two 
areas it is likely that an agreement will be drawn up that lays out who would be 
responsible for those segments if the annexation takes place. 

 
The final question asked in the Questionnaire that is substantive is the one that asks why the 
particular boundary has been chosen.  Staff will answer this question with the explanation 
provided in the section of the staff report describing the proposed annexation area and how it was 
determined.   
 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): 
 
The environmental review for the Alhambra Valley annexation project included the analysis of 
the series of actions to be undertaken by the City and LAFCO and was undertaken pursuant to 
CEQA.  The majority of the annexation area is built out, and is characterized as a low-density, 
large-lot residential area. Consultants, Urban Planning Partners, prepared the Initial Study on  
behalf of the City and determined that the proposed Alhambra Valley annexation project would 
not increase or significantly change the allowed use, density, or scale of development when 
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compared to existing conditions or existing County policies and regulations (the Initial Study and 
Negative Declaration are attached to the draft CEQA resolution).  The primary difference with 
the proposed land use regulatory framework is that the City proposes to include language in the 
Alhambra Valley Districts that would be slightly more restrictive than current County regulations 
for the annexation area relative to hillside development, as well as the types of structures and 
some uses allowed in agricultural zones.  
 

 Zoning Designations:  The southern portion of the annexation area (parcels along 
Alhambra Valley Road and Valley Orchard Court) is proposed to be zoned AV/R-40.  
Parcels within the annexation area that are north of Alhambra Valley Road and east of 
Vaca Creek Road are proposed to be zoned AV/A-5 and the parcels in the eastern most 
portion of the annexation area would be zoned AV/A-20.  The existing PD District would 
continue to apply to the existing residential development in the western portion of the 
annexation area and the Planned District regulations applicable thereto would remain 
applicable after annexation.  

 
 Proposed Annexation Area:  The proposed annexation area includes 155 existing parcels 

(146 in the revised annexation area).  Nine of the existing parcels have approved and 
valid subdivision maps that have not yet been constructed.  These three projects were 
approved by Contra Costa County pursuant to the AVSP.  Build out of these existing and 
approved subdivisions would increase the number of lots within the annexation area from 
155 to 183 parcels (174 in the revised annexation area).  Additionally, there are nine 
parcels that could potentially be further subdivided resulting in a maximum of ten new 
parcels.   

 
 Utilities and Infrastructure/Maximum Buildout Limitations:  The Initial Study indicates 

that the annexation project would not result in the expansion of utilities and 
infrastructure, and as a result the project would not induce new urban development in the 
area (see discussion in Section Q: Utilities).  Neither existing County regulations nor the 
City’s proposed regulations for the proposed annexation area would allow for more than 
ten new parcels (that could be subdivided from existing lots in the annexation area) to be 
established.  In addition, existing policies in the AVSP intended to avoid or mitigate 
environmental effects would continue to apply to the annexation area, as the City would 
carry those policies over to the proposed Alhambra Valley Zoning Districts and General 
Plan Amendments and designations as a component of the project.  In this sense, the 
contents of the proposed Zoning regulations and General Plan amendments would be 
consistent with current AVSP goals and policies intended to avoid or mitigate 
environmental effects.  Future development that could occur would be of a small scale 
(on a maximum of ten new parcels), and would occur within an already developed 
residential neighborhood.  As described throughout the document, impacts that could 
occur as a result of this development would be individually negligible, and thus would 
not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.  

 
Based upon the findings in the Initial Study, staff has determined that the proposed annexation 
project will not have a significant impact on the environment and that a Negative Declaration is 
the appropriate document to complete the CEQA process. 
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FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
The City retained Economic & Planning Systems, Inc (EPS) to prepare the fiscal impact analysis 
of the entire Alhambra Valley (see Attachment C).  The fiscal impact analysis was based on two 
assumptions: 
 

A. Property tax estimates were based upon the current Master Tax Sharing Agreement 
between the City and Contra Costa County dated December 18, 1980.  City staff has met 
with County staff who indicated that this formula would still be the basis of negotiation; 
and 
 

B. Revenue and expenditure projections were determined for two time frames—at 
annexation and at build out. 

 
 The following are the key findings of the annexation report: 
 

1. At the outset, general fund expenditures required to serve the proposed Alhambra Valley 
will slightly exceed the revenue generated from this area; but it will not require increased 
personnel to meet minimum service levels which is 80% of the City’s operating costs.   

 
2. The estimated fiscal shortfall will decrease as new residential development occurs in 

Alhambra Valley based upon conservatively estimated build out; 
 

3. Potential annexation benefits could be realized by the City to the extent that costs can be 
minimized or revenues maximized; and 

 
4. Annexed properties will contribute towards the repayment of the Measure H Park Bonds 

(up to a maximum of $34.71/$100,000 assessed value). 
 
After careful review of the EPS Report, especially the revenue and expenditure analyses on 
Tables 1 and 2, staff recommended to the Council that the City only move forward with the 
annexation of Area A of the proposed Alhambra Valley annexation.  The Council concurred.  
Area A includes the majority of the deferred annexation agreements.  Based upon a conservative 
build out assumption, Area A will reach fiscal breakeven with the construction of all the single-
family residential units that have already been approved by Contra Costa County.  
 
The report notes that there is limited development potential in Area B (Millthwait/Gordon) and 
Area C (Wanda Way/East of Alhambra Valley Road).  Without new development, the current 
Property Tax Sharing Agreement does not provide sufficient property tax revenue to support the 
municipal services that will be needed to serve these two areas.   
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ACTION: 
 
Approve the following six actions: 
 
1. Motion approving a resolution adopting a Negative Declaration pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
2. Motion approving a resolution amending the Martinez General Plan Land Use Element 

and Land Use Map to incorporate four new land use designations (Estate Residential-Low, 
Estate Residential-Very Low, Agricultural Lands, and Open Space) and to apply said 
designations to the affected parcels; AND amending the Martinez General Plan Land Use 
Element, Scenic Roadways Element, Parks and Recreation Element, and Transportation 
Element to incorporate policies related to the annexation area. 

3. Motion introducing an ordinance amending the Martinez Zoning Ordinance to include a 
new chapter (Chapter 22.29): the Alhambra Valley Districts which will contain four new 
zoning districts; (AV/R-20 Single Family District; AV/R-40 Single Family District; 
AV/A-5 Agriculture District; and AV/PD Planned Development District). 

4. Motion introducing an ordinance amending the Martinez Zoning Map to show the 
annexation area and the new Zoning Districts for the annexation area; AND approving the 
Pre-Zonings for the properties to be annexed. 

5. Motion adopting a resolution approving the Alhambra Valley Design Guidelines. 
6. Motion to direct staff to prepare and submit an annexation application to Contra Costa 

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Area Location Map 
B. Proposed Alhambra Valley Annexation Area Map (Reviewed by Planning Commission) 
C. Economic & Planning Systems, Inc Annexation Analysis (June 2009) 
D. Planning Commission Resolution No. PC 10-04 
E. Planning Commission Staff Report and Meeting Minutes (May 25, 2010) 
F. Planning Commission Staff Report and Meeting Minutes (June 29, 2010) 
G. Planning Commission Staff Report and Meeting Minutes (August 10, 2010) 
H. Alhambra Valley Properties with Deferred Annexation Agreements Map 
I. Proposed Alhambra Valley Annexation Area Map (Revised by Staff) 
J. Proposed City of Martinez Land Use Map for Annexation Area 
K. Contra Costa County Existing Land Use Map (General Plan) 
L. Proposed City of Martinez AV Zoning Map for Annexation Area 
M. Contra Costa County Existing Zoning Map  
N. Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments 
O. Filing Requirements for Submitting Boundary Change Applications (LAFCO) 
P. Resolution of Application (LAFCO; Distribution to Council to Follow) 
Q. Completed Proposal Questionnaire (LAFCO) 
RESOLUTIONS AND ORDINANCES 
 

APPROVED BY:  
   City Manager 
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