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CITY OF MARTINEZ CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 January 19, 2011 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council 

 
FROM:    
 

Dina Tasini, Contract Planner 
Michael Chandler, Senior Management Analyst 
Corey Simon, Senior Planner 
 

SUBJECT: North Pacheco Annexation  

DATE: January 13, 2011 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The City of Martinez proposes to annex a portion of Contra Costa County (North Pacheco area) 
that is subject to the John Muir Specific Plan. In this regard, the City Council will consider the 
following:   

 Adopt a Negative Declaration.  

 Amend the Martinez General Plan (John Muir Parkway Specific Area Plan) Land Use 
Map to show the annexation area within the City limits and the new associated 
designations. 

 Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include new designation P-1 (Planned Unit 
Development) to allow for Contra Costa County’s Planned Unit Development 
designation and approved Planned Developments to be incorporated into the City’s 
Zoning Ordinance and Map.  

 Amend the Zoning Map to show the annexation area within the City limits and the new 
Zoning Districts for the annexation area.  

 Approve pre-zonings and General Plan Land Use designations of the properties to be 
annexed.  

 Direct staff to submit an application to the 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. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The City Council has been discussing and analyzing the feasibility of annexing parcels in the 
North Pacheco Boulevard area since 2008.  Additionally, the City’s Community and Economic 
Development Department began discussions with the Contra Costa Local Area Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) in 2008.   
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In response to the City Council’s expressed desire to annex this area, staff retained the services 
of CH2MHill and Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) to complete a fiscal analysis and 
required environmental review.  Subsequently, staff worked with EPS to revise the draft fiscal 
report to more accurately reflect current fiscal conditions; expectations for revenues and 
expenditures; and provision of City services (Exhibit B); and hired Tasini and Associates to 
revise the Initial Study (Exhibit C), initiate communication with the residents and businesses in 
the area, meet with LAFCO and prepare all relevant staff reports and application materials.  
 
City staff met with business and property owners on several occasions and held two publicly 
noticed meetings (on May 12, 2010 and July 13, 2010), which were well attended.  Additionally, 
on September 20, 2010, the City conducted a meeting with the homeowners’ association at 
Belmont Terrace.    In general, the public wanted to discuss the various fiscal and service level 
impacts related to the annexation.  In response,   staff prepared a Chart of Public Services 
(Attachment D) to illustrate the impact, if any, of the annexation on residents, businesses and 
property owners.  The analysis of public services shows that the service providers for most of the 
basic services (water, wastewater/sewer, garbage/recycling, cable television, fire, and schools) 
will remain unchanged, with little to no impact on the cost of these services.  The two most 
significant changes will be that City police forces will be the primary public safety presence in 
the area instead of the County Sheriff’s office, and property owners will be subject to an 
additional property tax resulting from the passage of the Measure H Parks Bond at a rate of 
approximately $34.71 per $100,000 of assessed valuation.   
 
Staff compiled information from numerous site visits, residents, business owners and community 
members at large and developed compatible General Plan designations and Zoning districts for 
the area (Attachments E-H).  From this process, the City now understands the following: 
 

 Annexation of this area provides an excellent opportunity for the City to enhance an 
important gateway;  

 
 Rezoning of the area will be consistent with the General Plan and the John Muir Specific 

Area Plan; 
 

 There are no significant environmental impacts as a result of the annexation; and 
 

 The annexation area does not include any new development; however there are a number 
of residential projects that have been approved by Contra Costa County and once 
developed will remain consistent with the proposed Zoning and General Plan land use 
designations. Staff has proposed Zoning designations that will provide for continued 
development in a manner that is consistent with the current development pattern.  

 
Planning Commission Hearing 
 
On November 23, 2010, the Planning Commission held a public meeting to discuss the proposed 
annexation of North Pacheco and related planning actions. At that meeting, the Commission 
reviewed the materials presented and took public testimony.  The Commission was concerned 
with the timing of the proposed annexation in light of the City’s effort to update its General Plan.  
Staff assured the Commission that the General Plan update was considered and the land use 
designation as proposed for this area would not be any different if this process were delayed for 
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another year.  Furthermore, there was a great deal of discussion about the designated boundaries 
of the annexation area. The Commission expressed an interest in considering an expanded area 
that would include Pacheco Boulevard to the north of the railroad trestle.  Staff informed the 
Planning Commission that additional areas could be analyzed at a later date, but that both the 
fiscal and environmental analysis contemplated only the area within the proposed boundaries.  
The public discussed issues related to public services, infrastructure, and preservation of 
development rights for projects previously entitled through Contra Costa County.   Based on the 
public testimony and the information provided to the Commission, the annexation and related 
actions were unanimously approved.  
 
The Planning Commission staff report and meeting minutes are attached (Attachment I).  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Existing and Proposed Land Use Regulatory Framework 
 
Land use and development in the North Pacheco Annexation area is currently controlled by the 
Contra Costa County General Plan and Zoning regulations.  The City is proposing to prezone the 
areas with similar commercial and residential zoning designations allowing for existing uses to 
continue, and new uses to be consistent with the long range plans for the southern portion of the 
annexation area as largely commercial uses, and the northern portion as predominantly 
residential uses.  Hence, the proposed Zoning and General Plan land use designations will be 
consistent with current ones.  
 
The northern portion of the annexation area located between the BNSF Railroad and Sunrise 
Business Park (westerly boundary) and the Contra Costa Canal (easterly boundary) consists of 
approximately 50 acres currently designated Multiple Family Residential–Low Density (7.3 to 
11.9 dwelling units per acre) by the Contra Costa County General Plan.  The City has proposed 
General Plan designations and Zoning designations that are consistent with the existing and 
permitted uses in the County with two exceptions.  The two exceptions are as follows:   
 

1. Approximately three acres adjacent to the Contra Costa Water District property, above 
Weatherly Lane, will be designated Open Space.  
 

2. Approximately five acres adjacent to the BNSF Railroad and Pacheco Boulevard will be 
redesignated commercial as opposed to residential to reflect the current and historic use 
of the properties. 

 
The southern portion of the annexation area, generally located to the east and south of the Contra 
Costa Canal, consists of approximately 40 acres. All but four acres are designated for Service 
Commercial and/or Public Semi-Public within the Contra Costa County General Plan.  The City 
does not plan any substantial changes to the existing or planned residential uses in this area.  
Permitted uses will remain consistent with the proposed General Plan designations and Zoning 
regulations, with the exception of two areas.  The first is approximately 4.5 acres that is located 
on a piece of property somewhat landlocked between the Contra Costa Canal and Highway 680 
and is currently designated Multi-Family Residential, Low Density (area currently zoned R-7, 
Single–Family Residential, 7,000 square foot minimum lots).  There is no public access to this 
area, as the only access is through private properties that are designated and used for Service  
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Commercial purposes. Therefore, commercial as opposed to residential purposes are proposed 
for this area.  In addition, there is a one acre site at Hanson Court that is currently designated 
Commercial in the County’s General Plan but is fully developed with high density housing.  The 
City proposes a new General Plan designation of R 19-25 units per acre (Multi Family 
Residential) for this area, with the conforming R-1.5 (Residential, 1500 square feet per unit; 
10,000 square feet minimum parcel size) zoning district. 
 
Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) Annexation Application 
Guidelines: 
 
If the Council decides to proceed with an annexation application, staff will assemble 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  
(Attachment J).  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 (Attachment K).   
 
The Completed Proposal Questionnaire contains a number of questions that are administrative in 
nature; however, there are three substantive areas that merit discussion: the reasons for the 
proposal; the City’s plan for providing services; and the reasons why the particular boundaries 
had been chosen. 
 
Reasons for the proposal.  The area under consideration for annexation is along the City’s 
eastern boundary and is within the City’s urban limit line and sphere of influence.  This area 
serves as a gateway to Martinez at the major transportation crossroads of Interstate 680 and 
Highway 4 to the south, and the BNSF railroad trestle to the north.  Annexation of this area could 
potentially facilitate economic revitalization and visual improvement. 
 
City’s plan for providing services.   
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 County’s Sheriff’s Department to the Martinez Police 
Department (MPD).  The analysis in the Fiscal Report and Initial Study regarding the provision 
of law enforcement focused on the City’s ability to properly serve the area.  The MPD currently 
has a minimum of four officers and one sergeant on duty at all times.  Officers are typically 
divided in groups of two and assigned to one of two sectors (the City is divided into north and 
south sectors along Highway 4).  MPD has previously responded to calls in the proposed 
annexation area on behalf of the Sheriff’s Department when needed and is well familiar with the 
area.  MPD estimates that it can meet the initial needs in the proposal area with existing staff and 
that no new police resources will be needed to address new calls for service.  The City will 
evaluate the number and level of service calls from this area after annexation and provide 
periodic reports to the Public Safety Subcommittee of the City Council to determine whether or 
not additional staffing will be required in the future. In addition, the City and the County have an 
existing mutual aid agreement regarding response in the event of emergency situations. 
 



5 
 

Streets and Infrastructure Maintenance. Another change in the provision of services that would 
affect some of the proposed annexation area would be the maintenance of streets and related 
infrastructure.  A concern noted by some of the Commissioners at the public hearing was in 
regards to the City’s ability to provide and maintain these services in the proposed annexation 
area.  Staff provided an overview of a recent public works assessment of the area that indicated 
the majority of maintenance impacts on the City are minimal, with street sweeping twice per 
month and traffic markings once per year as the most consistent maintenance requirements.  
Road maintenance in the annexation area will be limited to basic pothole repair with no major 
resurfacing planned until 2014, when portions of Pacheco Boulevard and Blum Road are 
scheduled for widening to two through lanes in each direction as part of a Measure J project.  
Since a significant portion of Pacheco Boulevard within the annexation area is located with the 
City’s boundaries (from approximately Arnold Drive to Weatherly Lane), the City already has 
responsibility for some of the existing maintenance requirements along this corridor. 
 
Why are these particular boundaries being used?  These boundaries were chosen because 
they represent a logical geographic expansion of the City of Martinez.  The annexation would 
expand the City’s easterly border to the intersection of two major thoroughfares on the south, 
Interstate 680 and Highway 4, and the BNSF railroad trestle to the north. 
 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): 
 
The North Pacheco annexation project consists of a series of actions to be undertaken by the City 
and LAFCO. The environmental analysis was undertaken pursuant to CEQA.  The majority of 
the annexation area is built out.  The proposed annexation will not increase or significantly 
change the allowed uses, permitted density or scale of development compared to existing 
conditions or existing County policies and regulations.  The City received two comment letters, 
one from a community member and another from LAFCO.  The issues raised by LAFCO 
required additional clarification and some editing, none of which required recirculation since no 
additional impacts resulted as part of the changes.  Based on the findings in the Initial Study 
(Attachment C), 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. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
The City retained Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) to prepare the fiscal impact analysis 
of annexation of North Pacheco (Attachment B).  A draft report was prepared in May 2009 and 
in response to comments from the public, staff and the City Council, the document was 
subsequently updated as a final report in July 2010 to more accurately reflect current fiscal 
conditions; expectations for revenue and expenditures; and provision of City services.  Staff 
prepared a summary outlining the key changes between the draft and final reports; this overview 
document has been provided as part of the EPS report (Attachment B). 
 
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 
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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 fiscal report: 
 

1. Following annexation, the City’s revenues required to serve the North Pacheco area will 
exceed the expenditures generated from this area; 
 

2. The fiscal impacts will improve as new growth occurs in North Pacheco and will increase 
revenues generated to the City at buildout;   
 

3. Additional annexation benefits could be realized by the City to the extent that the costs 
could be minimized or revenues increased; 
 

4. Annexed properties will contribute towards the repayment of the City’s Measure H Park 
Bonds (up to a maximum of $34.71/$100,000 assessed value); and 
 

5. Development and reuse in North Pacheco offers the potential to improve the 
infrastructure, landscaping, and economic potential of the area, and creates additional 
jobs. 

 
ACTION: 
 
Approve the following: 
 

1. Motion approving a resolution adopting a Negative Declaration pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) AND amending the Martinez General Plan (John 
Muir Parkway Specific Area Plan) Land Use Map to show the annexation area within the 
City limits and the new associated designations. 

 
2. Motion introducing an ordinance amending the Zoning Ordinance to include new 

designation P-1 (Planned Unit Development) to allow for Contra Costa County’s Planned 
Unit Development designation and approved Planned Developments to be incorporated 
into the City’s Zoning Ordinance and Map.  

 
3. Motion introducing an ordinance amending the Martinez Zoning Map to show the 

annexation area within the City limits and the new Zoning Districts for the annexation 
area and approving prezonings for the properties to be annexed.  

 
4. Motion to direct staff to prepare and submit an annexation application to Contra Costa 

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
 
A. Area Location Map 
B. Economic & Planning Systems, Inc Annexation Analysis (July 2010) and Overview of 

Changes from May 2009 Draft to July 2010 Final Report (July 2010 ) 
C. Initial Study Dated November 2010 
D. Chart of Impacts 
E. Proposed City of Martinez Land Use Map for Annexation Area 
F. Contra Costa County Existing Land Use Map (General Plan) 
G. Proposed City of Martinez Zoning Map for Annexation Area 
H. Contra Costa County Existing Zoning Map  
I. Planning Commission Staff Report and Meeting Minutes (November 23, 2010) and Planning 

Commission Resolution No. PC 10-04 
J. Filing Requirements for Submitting Boundary Change Applications (LAFCO) 
K. LAFCO Questionnaire 
L. Resolution of Application  

Resolutions and Ordinances 
 
 
 

 
 
     

     
APPROVED BY:        City Manager 
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