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COMMENTOR C7 
Donald Dean 
March 13, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C7-1: See Response to Comment A8-3. 
 
C7-2: The background information requested by the commenter can be found in: 

ENGEO Incorporated, 1998. Preliminary Geotechnical Exploration, Lake 
Herman Road Industrial Park, Benicia, California, submitted to West Coast 
Home Builders, Inc., Concord Ca., Project # 1708-V3. June 18. This report is on 
file with the City and is available for public review. 

 
C7-3: Please see the referenced map (California Division of Mines and Geology 

(CDMG), 1993. State of California Special Studies Zones, Vine Hill Quadrangle 
Map) and Figure 4.2 of the Benicia General Plan for most precise Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone (A-PEFZA) fault location. 

 
C7-4: The City General Plan maps and ABAG planning maps are intended to show 

geologic trends in the region; they are not suitable for evaluation of site-specific 
development proposals. The information provided by a site-specific Geotechnical 
Investigation describes conditions at the project site and supersedes more general 
studies. 

 
C7-5: The comment requests that the entire geotechnical report be summarized in the 

Draft EIR. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to identify the potential impacts of the 
project and provide mitigation measures for those impacts, as appropriate. Only 
the information that is directly relevant to providing support for the impact 
analysis is required to be included in an EIR. Other extraneous information is not 
included in an effort to make the document more concise and accessible to the 
public. Therefore, only that information from the geotechnical report that relates 
to identified impacts is presented in the Draft EIR. It should be noted that all 
referenced materials in the Draft EIR are readily available to the public via the 
Internet, library or City Planning Department.  

 
C7-6:  Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requires the preparation of a final design-level 

geotechnical investigation report prior to the issuance of a site-specific grading or 
building permit. Geotechnical investigations prepared pursuant to this mitigation 
measure would be peer reviewed, in accordance with the Benicia General Plan. 
The preliminary geotechnical investigation prepared for the project site was 
reviewed by Baseline Environmental Consulting.   

 
C7-7: See Response to Comment C4-2. 
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C7-8: See Response to Comment A4-1. The proposed project would not include 
alterations to lands outside the project site (except possibly for limited areas 
adjacent to the site for infrastructure improvements). The Draft EIR includes 
discussions of watershed and regional hydrology issues related to storm water 
runoff and hydromodification. The proposed project, with required mitigation, 
would not result in increases in peak storm water runoff over current peak runoff 
levels or hydromodification of downstream channels.  

 
 Impervious surface calculations can only be approximated for the project, as final 

configuration of structures, parking and other impervious areas are not yet 
designed. Final design level drainage, storm water and development plans would 
provide data on impervious surface coverage. Calculations for storm water runoff 
hydrology were based on the Solano County Water Agency Hydrology Manual, 
which allows analysis to be completed based on estimated runoff characteristics. 

 
 The drainage plan was prepared by a licensed engineering firm with experience 

in infrastructure design and sizing. The preparers of the Draft EIR have reviewed 
the drainage plan and determined that it provides adequate information to eval-
uate the potential impacts associated with the project on hydrology and flooding. 
Prior to final approval of the site grading and drainage plan, the City of Benicia 
Planning Department would review and, if necessary, require modifications to 
the plans to  ensure that they comply with City drainage requirements and 
specifications, including evaluating whether detention basins and conveyances 
are adequately sized. 

 
C7-9: See Response to Comment A4-5. Prior to final approval of the drainage plan, the 

City of Benicia Planning Department would review and, if necessary, require 
modifications to the plan to ensure that it complies with City drainage 
requirements and specifications, including evaluating whether detention basins 
and conveyances are adequately sized. 

 
C7-10:  See Response to Comment C4-2.  
 
C7-11: Habitat conditions on the project site have not changed since the last focused 

field surveys were conducted. Therefore, the previously-conducted focused 
surveys are adequate. In the case of California red-legged frog, new protocol-
level surveys have been adopted since the time of the last survey and would be 
used during the next focused red-legged frog survey, required as part of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4b. 
 
Pappose tarplant was observed in 1997 and 1998; however, because the plant was 
not listed as a special-status species at that time, the location of plant populations 
was not mapped. Focused surveys for pappose tarplant would be conducted as 
part of Mitigation Measure BIO-3. See also Response to Comment C6-68. 

 
C7-12: See Response to Comment C4-2 regarding deferred mitigation. The City, as the 

lead agency, and with the direction of the permitting agencies, would have the 
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authority on decisions regarding the feasibility of avoidance measures for CEQA 
purposes. Permitting agencies would make their own feasibility determinations 
for resources under their jurisdiction. 

 
See also Response to Comment B1-2. 

 
C7-13: Currently, the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) is exploring the possibility 

of developing an Intermodal Transit Facility east of I-680 at Lake Herman Road. 
Since the funding, size, and timing of this transit station is not known, potential 
ridership was not considered in the Draft EIR. If implemented, the Intermodal 
Transit Facility would help to serve the project’s transit needs. However, location 
of the transit facility within the project site would not be necessary to reduce the 
project’s impacts on transit service to a less-than-significant level.  

 
C7-14: Review of the land uses included in the Solano / Napa County travel demand 

model indicates that a small amount of growth is projected for the Arsenal 
Specific Plan area, consistent with anticipated development at the time the Notice 
of Preparation for the Draft EIR was released.  

 
C7-15: The grading plan would retain some – but not most – of the hilly topography of 

the project site. Visual effects associated with proposed grading are identified in 
the Draft EIR as a significant unavoidable impact.  

 
C7-16: Page 288 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

• Views From East 2nd Street. The project site is visible from several 
locations along East 2nd Street, which follows the southern and eastern 
boundary of the project site, offers continuous views of the site. These 
views are dominated by the rolling grass-covered hills, with occasional 
views into the open drainage swales and some riparian vegetation visible 
from various vantage points, as shown in Figure IV.J-2.  

 
 See Response to Comment C1-8 regarding the adequacy of the visual resources 

analysis. 
 
C7-17: See Response to Comment C1-8. 
 
C7-18: See Response to Comment C1-18. 
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COMMENTOR C8 
Robert Craft 
March 9, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C8-1: This is an introductory comment. 
 
C8-2: See Response to Comment A8-3. 
 
C8-3: The Draft EIR identifies the project’s conflicts with the Benicia General Plan as a 

significant unavoidable environmental impact – meaning that the impacts 
associated with these General Plan conflicts are so substantial and widespread 
that no mitigation is possible. The commenter does not specifically list deficien-
cies of the Draft EIR in regard to its identification of this impact besides that the 
“Draft EIR does not adequately describe the overall effects of the general plan 
trashing.”   

 
C8-4: Impacts associated with “the total or synergistic impact on Benicia life and 

surroundings” are addressed in all topical sections of the Draft EIR. Impacts to 
human health are specifically addressed in Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials; Section IV.H, Air Quality; and Section IV.I, Noise. The commenter 
does not list specific reasons why the cumulative analysis is inadequate; in the 
absence of specific reasons, the preparers of the Draft EIR believe that the 
cumulative analysis enables decisionmakers and public to understand the 
significant effects of the project in conjunction with other planned and 
foreseeable projects.  

 
C8-5: Use of “best industry practice” is an expected standard of care and the mitigation 

measure has been modified to include this phrase. Mitigation Measure GEO-3a is 
revised as follows (revisions are also made in Response to Comment C10-12): 

 
Mitigation Measure GEO-3a: Prior to the issuance of any site-specific 
grading or building permit, a final design-level geotechnical investigation, to 
be prepared by licensed professionals, and approved by the City of Benicia 
Planning and Building Public Works Department, shall include measures to 
ensure potential damages related to long-term deformation and deep cuts and 
fills are minimized or eliminated by adoption of best industry practices as 
related to these conditions. In addition, the geotechnical investigation shall 
make a determination as to the effect such work may have on the stability of 
materials underlying the proposed 1,000,000- gallon water tanks and the 
offsite water tank and other facilities of the City of Benicia Water Treatment 
Plant. The applicant shall incorporate all recommendations of the final 
geotechnical investigation report regarding mitigation of potential effects 
associated with cut and fill into the project design.  
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C8-6: The mitigation measures included in the Geology, Soils, and Seismicity section 
of the Draft EIR would be monitored by the Community Development 
Department and/or Public Works Department, to ensure that they would be 
adequately implemented. Mitigation Measure GEO-3b requires that the property 
owner (or entity comprised of a group of owners) implement a slope management 
program that is overseen by the City. This measure is enforceable and a standard 
approach for proposed developments in areas with potential ongoing 
geotechnical issues.  

 
 The City of Benicia Community Development Department is responsible for 

review and enforcement under the terms of the mitigation. The City is 
empowered to make a determination as to the level of technical knowledge 
required for responsible review, and whether that level of expertise is available 
in-house (i.e., City staff) or whether an outside consultant is needed. 

 
C8-7: See Response to Comment A8-3. 
 
C8-8: The purpose of the Draft EIR is to disclose the environmental effects of the 

proposed project – not to “justify” any aspect of the project.  
 
C8-9: The hazardous materials report that would be prepared as part of Mitigation 

Measure HAZ-4a is not required to be released for public review.  
 
C8-10: Public notification of contamination on the project site is not required.  
 
C8-11: Public comment on the landscape plan would not be required to reduce the 

significance of Impact VIS-1. 
 
C8-12: Tax revenues generated by the project would contribute to the operating costs of 

the public services facilities that would be constructed as part of Mitigation 
Measure PUB-1. Requiring the project sponsor to pay additional funds towards 
operating costs of the facilities would not be necessary in order to reduce impacts 
associated with the project to less-than-significant levels. 

 
C8-13: See Responses to Comments C4-2 and C4-3. 
 
C8-14: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
 
C8-15: Robert Semple Elementary School students would be able to safely cross East 

2nd Street. The two intersections bordering Robert Semple Elementary School 
(East 2nd Street / Rankin Way, and East 2nd Street / East S Street) are signalized 
with crosswalks. The signals at these intersections have been built to modern 
engineering standards, and allow pedestrians sufficient time to cross the street. 
Sidewalks are provided along East 2nd Street throughout the residential area, and 
Class II bike lanes are provided north of Hillcrest Avenue. The Draft EIR 
assumes that all project trips would obey the law and travel at the posted speed 
limit of 25 miles per hour through the school zone.  
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C8-16: Potential impacts to the rural character of Lake Herman Road are discussed on 
pages 290 and 291 of the Draft EIR. Traffic volumes on Lake Herman Road are 
discussed in numerous places throughout Section IV.G, Transportation and 
Circulation.  

 
C8-17: The air quality analysis in the Draft EIR follows the standards set forth by the 

U.S. EPA and the BAAQMD for establishing existing air quality conditions; it 
follows the standards set forth by the U.S. EPA and the California Department of 
Transportation for establishing background CO concentrations. 

 
 The air quality monitoring station locations are chosen by the State to adequately 

represent regional air quality conditions. Air quality conditions within an air 
basin are generally similar. The air quality monitoring data is used to establish 
the general regional air quality conditions. The monitoring station located in 
Vallejo is the closest air quality monitoring station to the project site with 
monitored data for the majority of regulated air pollutants, including CO 
concentrations, and is considered representative of the project site because it is 
located in the same air basin as Benicia. Small differences in existing air quality 
between Benicia and the Vallejo monitoring station would not change the 
findings of the Draft EIR in regard to the project’s air quality impacts.  

 
C8-18: See Response to Comment C1-8. 
 
C8-19:  See Response to Comment C8-19. 
 
C8-20:  See Response to Comment C6-14 regarding analysis of the worst case scenario. 

Brown and Caldwell, in a 2006 analysis of the sewer collection system proposed 
for the project (Brown and Caldwell, 2006. Benicia Business Park Sewer 
Collection System Analysis. October 16) concluded that the 24-inch pipeline 
would not to be replaced despite small and occasional surcharges.  

 
C8-21:  See Response to Comment C6-14. 
 
C8-22:  See Response to Comment C1-11.  
 
C8-23:  See Response to Comment C1-15.  
 
C8-24:  This concluding comment has been addressed in responses to several comments 

in letter C8, above.  
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COMMENTOR C9 
David Lockwood 
February 21, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C9-1: The Draft EIR does not propose to construct a business park; instead, the Draft 

EIR discloses the environmental effects of the project as proposed by Discovery 
Builders (the project sponsor). The No Project alternative, discussed in Section V 
of the Draft EIR, would retain the project site as grazing land (at least for the 
short term).  

 
C9-2: CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 states: “An economic or social change by itself 

shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or 
economic change related to the physical change may be considered in deter-
mining whether the physical change is significant.”  

 
 No evidence has been identified that would suggest that property values in 

Benicia would decline as a result of implementation of the proposed project. The 
Draft EIR identifies several significant environmental impacts that would result 
from the project; however, there is not a clear cause and effect relationship 
between the generation of environmental impacts (some of which are mitigable) 
and a decline in property values. Based on information considered as part of the 
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the project would cause property 
values in the City to diminish, resulting in related physical environmental effects. 
See Response to Comment C1-8 regarding the provision of an exhaustive 
analysis of visual resources in the Draft EIR.  

 
C9-3: See Response to Comment C9-2. 
 
C9-4: This comment, which does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, is noted. 

The Mixed Use alternative discussed in Chapter V of the Draft EIR includes 
residential uses (in addition to limited industrial, commercial, and public services 
uses).  

 
C9-5: The recommended changes to the No Project alternative are noted. Preserving the 

project site in perpetuity as open space would reduce the impacts of the proposed 
project but would be inconsistent with the City of Benicia General Plan, which 
designates the site for commercial and industrial uses.  

 
C9-6: The recommended changes to the Waterway Preservation alternative are noted. 

Industrial uses were included in all three development alternatives to be consis-
tent with both the project sponsor’s objectives and the General Plan designation 
of the site. Designed properly, the industrial uses could be built on the site with 
substantially reduced environmental impacts compared to the proposed project. 
The alternatives presented in Chapter V of the Draft EIR comprise a reasonable 



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    308 

range of alternatives to the proposed project, as required by CEQA. See 
Response to Comment C1-15.  

 
C9-7: See Responses to Comments C9-6 and C1-15. 
 
C9-8: The high density uses envisioned in the Mixed Use alternative would likely be 

clustered townhomes or condominiums (but could also be a mixture of single-
family homes, duplexes, townhomes, and condominiums).  

 
C9-9: The commenter’s recommended alternative, which would feature approximately 

the same open space configuration as the Mixed Use alternative and approx-
imately the same commercial use configuration as the Waterway Preservation 
alternative, is noted. This alternative would achieve many of the same environ-
mental benefits as the three development alternatives outlined in Chapter V of the 
Draft EIR, including the preservation of drainages and reduction in grading. This 
alternative would enhance housing opportunities in Benicia, including housing 
for senior citizens. However, because housing uses have a higher trip generation 
rate than most industrial uses, this alternative would generate a far greater 
number of overall vehicle trips than the proposed project (although some trips 
could be reduced if the active adult community is largely self-contained). The 
environmental impacts of this alternative would be very similar to the Mixed Use 
alternative presented in the Draft EIR. A No Industrial alternative was considered 
by the Draft EIR preparers but ultimately rejected because such an alternative: 1) 
would be inconsistent with the Limited Industrial General Plan designation for a 
portion of the project site; 2) would conflict with the project sponsor’s objectives; 
and 3) could reduce the potential for the provision of jobs in Benicia.   

 
C9-10: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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COMMENTOR C10 
Susan Wickham 
March 4, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C10-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C10-2: The proposed project does not include alterations to land outside the project site 

boundary (except possibly for limited areas adjacent to the site for infrastructure 
improvements). Watershed and regional hydrology issues related to storm water 
runoff and hydromodification are discussed on pages 138 to 142 of the Draft 
EIR. The proposed project, after implementation of mitigation measures outlined 
in Section IV.D, Hydrology and Water Quality, would not result in increases in 
peak storm water runoff over current peak runoff levels or hydromodification of 
downstream channels. Therefore, the project would not result in watershed-wide 
impacts.  

 
C10-3: See Response to Comment C1-18 regarding global warming and energy 

conservation. The three development alternatives outlined in Chapter V would 
increase the potential for energy efficiency on the project site.  

 
C10-4: After implementation of recommended mitigation measures, Lake Herman Road 

would be widened only from “A Street” to I-680. Widening this relatively short 
segment of Lake Herman Road would not substantially detract from the rural 
quality of the road. Implementation of the project – including the extension of 
Industrial Way – would result in additional traffic on Lake Herman Road, but 
increased traffic volumes in and of themselves would not result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the visual quality of Lake Herman Road. The road would still 
be two lanes and surrounded by rural uses for most of its length. Refer to page 
219 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the various General Plan policies that 
pertain to Lake Herman Road.  

 
C10-5: See Response to Comment C2-39. 
 
C10-6: The Hillside/Upland Preservation alternative, which is the environmentally 

superior alternative, would include interconnected open space organized around 
drainages on the site and steep hillsides. This alternative would allow for trail 
connections to be made between the project site and open space to the north and 
west.  

 
C10-7: See Response to Comment C6-99. 
 
C10-8: See Response to Comment C6-30. Adequate water supplies are available to serve 

the proposed project. Therefore – even if the project would not maximize water 
conservation on the site – the project would not result in significant impacts 
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associated with water supply. Therefore, no mitigation is required (although the 
project would be required to be constructed and operated in accordance with 
local policies that require water conservation).  

 
C10-9: See Responses to Comments C10-8 and C10-9. The project would not result in 

significant impacts to the existing water supply. Therefore, a mitigation measure 
requiring use of native plants on the site would not be appropriate. In addition, 
requiring that the site be landscaped with native plants would not reduce any of 
the significant effects of the project to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, 
such a mitigation measure was not included in the Draft EIR.  

 
C10-10: In accordance with standard City of Benicia protocol, the construction contractor 

would be required to coordinate with the City Public Works Department to 
ensure that construction activities would not adversely affect buried pipelines. If 
pipelines are damaged as a result of project construction or building settlement, 
the project sponsor would be responsible for full repair costs. The analysis of the 
Master Plan in the Draft EIR is based on the assumption that eventual 
construction of specific development projects would proceed with appropriate 
diligence in regard to locating and avoiding underground utility lines; therefore, 
no direct impacts to the water line under the project site are expected. 

 
C10-11: See Response to Comment A8-3. 
 
C10-12: The language of Mitigation Measure GEO-3A has been revised to specifically 

address the issue of slope stability around the proposed water tanks in the final 
design-level geotechnical investigation. See Response to Comment C8-5.  

 
C10-13: See Response to Comment C10-2. 
 
C10-14: See Response to Comment A4-5. 
 
C10-15: See Response to Comment C4-2 regarding deferred mitigation. 
 

A SWPPP is a requirement under the RWQCB general construction permit and 
includes BMPs designed to reduce potential impacts to surface water during the 
construction of the project.  
 
Post-construction impacts related to “industrial sources, roads and impervious 
surfaces” are a function of design related to drainage plans and are regulated by 
the City of Benicia Stormwater and Discharge Control Ordinance. This ordinance 
requires the implementation of appropriate source control and site design 
measures. Adequate information is available in the submitted materials (see 
Response to A4-1) to determine that compliance with regulatory requirements 
and implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would result in a 
less- than-significant impact to water quality. 
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C10-16: This comment expressing support for the development alternatives outlined in 
Chapter V of the Draft EIR is noted. See Response to Comment C2-36, which 
outlines the differences between project alternatives and mitigation measures. 

 
C10-17: The Draft EIR includes analysis by professional biologists and wetlands 

specialists who have many years of experience throughout Northern California. 
Their conclusions are that as long as the proposed mitigation is consistent with 
the requirements of the regulatory agencies, the mitigation would adequately 
mitigate impacts to habitat. This is a generally-accepted approach to mitigating 
impacts to habitat. 

 
 A 2:1 ratio for wetland mitigation is used (see page 195 of the Draft EIR) 

because California red-legged frogs are unlikely to occur on the project site. If 
California red-legged frogs are observed on the site, wetland mitigation ratios for 
the inhabited areas would be changed to 3:1 (per Mitigation Measure BIO-4b). 

 
C10-18: See Response to Comment C10-2 regarding analysis of watershed-wide impacts. 

See Response to Comment C2-36 regarding the use of project alternatives as 
mitigation measures.  

 
C10-19: Buffers to creeks are discussed on page 141 and in Chapter V, Alternatives, of 

the Draft EIR (the three development alternatives would include buffers around 
each of the drainages on the site ranging from 50 feet to 200 feet). A 50-foot 
riparian buffer around Sulphur Springs Creek would be located outside of the 
project site, on land that is not controlled by the project sponsor. Therefore, the 
establishment of a riparian buffer around the creek as a mitigation measure would 
not be appropriate.  

 
C10-20: Although the on-site drainages and intermittent streams may drain into Sulphur 

Springs Creek, these drainages provide marginal habitat as wildlife movement 
corridors. The area immediately south of East 2nd Street is largely developed, 
does not provide suitable habitat for native, special-status wildlife species, and, 
along with Interstate 680, creates a barrier to movement of wildlife to the Suisun 
Marsh. The project site is already isolated from Suisun Marsh and therefore no 
wildlife movement corridors to Suisun Marsh would be adversely affected. An 
open space corridor would be preserved across the project site, connecting to the 
open space to the north. 

  
C10-21: Figure IV.F-1 shows the location of the unvegetated drainages (non-wetland 

waters) and coastal valley freshwater marshes in the project area. No special-
status species have been observed at these water sources, and therefore impacts 
to wildlife by filling these water sources are not considered significant. Field 
surveys for creeks, waterways, seeps, and springs have either already been 
conducted, or new surveys have been proposed in areas where the old surveys are 
outdated. Existing surveys provide adequate information to identify impacts to 
biological resources associated with the proposed filling-in of waterways in the 
project site. 
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C10-22: See Response to Comment C10-17. 
 
C10-23: A formal wetland delineation was conducted at the site by Sycamore Associates 

in 1997. The purpose of the delineation was to determine the extent of wetland 
and other unvegetated waters onsite that are regulated by the Corps. This 
delineation was verified by the Corps in 1997 and was re-verified in 2003 
because the earlier verification had expired. Two separate reports were prepared 
regarding the proposed wetland mitigation that would compensate for impacts to 
jurisdictional wetlands and unvegetated waters. Sycamore Associates and 
Kamman Hydrology and Engineering prepared the Wetland Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan in 2000 and WRA prepared a Feasibility Analysis for Mitigation 
Wetlands in 2004. These reports are available at the City Planning Department 
for review. See Response to Comment B1-6 for more details on wetland impacts, 
mitigation, preservation and enhancement. 

 
C10-24: Habitat conditions on the project site have not changed since the last focused 

field surveys were conducted. Therefore, the previously-conducted focused 
surveys are adequate. In the case of California red-legged frog, new protocols for  
surveys have been adopted since the time of the last survey and would be 
followed during the next focused red-legged frog survey, required as part of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4b. 

 
C10-25: See Response to Comment A5-3.  
 
C10-26: No protocol-level burrowing owl surveys have been conducted on the project 

site. Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls would be conducted prior to 
habitat disturbance in accordance with the survey protocol established by the 
California Burrowing Owl Consortium. 

 
C10-27: This comment, which expresses support for the project alternatives outlined in 

the Draft EIR, is noted. Refer to Response to Comment C2-36 regarding the use 
of project alternatives as mitigation measures.  

 
C10-28: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C10-29: See Response to Comment C10-2 regarding the impacts of the project on the 

watershed. The anticipated cumulative impacts of the project are summarized in 
pages 374 to 377 of the Draft EIR. Because the discussion is largely qualitative, 
the information is best presented in discussion format, and not in a table.  

 
C10-30: See Response to Comment C1-15. 
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COMMENTOR C11 
Norma Fox 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C11-1: This comment regarding the merits of the project and the inconsistency of the 

project with the General Plan is noted. See Response to Comment C1-15 
regarding the level of detail of the alternatives analysis. 

 
C11-2: This comment regarding the merits of the project is noted. 
 
C11-3: This comment regarding the merits of the project is noted. 
 
C11-4: The trip distribution of project traffic was determined based on a select link 

analysis using the latest available Solano/Napa County Travel Demand Model. 
According to the select link analysis, project trips would not use Rose Drive to 
access the project site. The hilly terrain and winding nature of Rose Drive make 
it a highly unlikely exit route for project vehicles. Therefore, residential uses 
along Rose Drive would not be exposed to high levels of noise and air pollution 
associated with increased traffic.  

 
C11-5: See Response to Comment B5-2. 
 
C11-6: See Response to Comment A4-5. 
 
C11-7: Urban decay is a specific phenomenon associated with the cumulative effects of 

extended vacancy, deferred maintenance, and abandonment of buildings in 
commercial areas. The effects of the project on businesses that may relocate to 
Benicia in the future would be considered speculative and are not addressed in 
the Draft EIR, consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  

 
C11-8: See Response to Comment C6-48 regarding the analysis of the economic 

implications of projects under CEQA. 
 
C11-9: See Response to Comment C1-18 regarding climate change. See Response to 

Comment C11-9 regarding the need for a mitigation measure requiring water 
conservation.  

 
C11-10: See Response to Comment C11-10. 
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COMMENTOR C12 
William E. Putnam 
March 6, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C12-1: This introductory comment is noted. 
 
C12-2: The potential impacts of the project on wildlife are discussed on the following 

pages of the Draft EIR: pages 193, 198, 199, 200, 201, 202, and 203. 
 
C12-3: The Draft EIR includes analysis by professional biologists and wetlands 

specialists who have many years of experience throughout Northern California. 
Their conclusions are that as long as the proposed mitigation is consistent with 
the requirements of the regulatory agencies, the mitigation would adequately 
mitigate impacts to habitat. This is a generally-accepted approach to mitigating 
impacts to habitat. The loss of habitat used by common animal species is 
generally considered to be less-than-significant.  

  
 Although the on-site drainages and intermittent streams may drain into Sulphur 

Springs Creek, these drainages provide marginal habitat as movement corridors. 
The area immediately south of East 2nd Street is largely developed, does not 
provide suitable habitat for native, special-status wildlife species, and, along with 
Interstate 680, creates a barrier to movement of wildlife to the Suisun Marsh. The 
project site is already isolated from Suisun Marsh and therefore no wildlife 
movement corridors to Suisun Marsh would be adversely affected. An open 
space corridor would be preserved across the project site, connecting to the open 
space to the north. 

 
C12-4: The soils throughout the project site are discussed on pages 114 and 115 of the 

Draft EIR. These soils would be moved as a result of proposed grading 
operations on the project site. All soil moved by grading operations would be 
deposited within the project site (i.e., cut and fill would be balanced on the site).  

 
C12-5: Field surveys for creeks, waterways, seeps, and springs have either already been 

conducted, or new surveys have been proposed in areas where the old surveys are 
outdated. Existing surveys provide adequate information to identify impacts to 
biological resources associated with the proposed filling-in of waterways in the 
project site. 

 
 Impacts associated with possible utilization of intermittent creeks and swales by 

special-status wildlife species has been noted and addressed in the Draft EIR’s 
mitigation measures, specifically mitigation measures for Impact BIO-4 (which 
identifies impacts to red-legged frogs and pond turtles). Although an extensive, 
multiyear inventory of all species actually using the site has not been conducted, 
such an analysis is not necessary under CEQA. With the exception of pappose 
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tarplant, plants occurring on the site have been thoroughly documented in 
appropriately-timed rare plant surveys. Wildlife known to occur in the region and 
the presence of special-status wildlife species have been adequately assessed 
based on the presence of habitat and habitat conditions. Impacts to plants and 
wildlife from filling on-site creeks and swales is not considered significant. As 
mentioned in Response to Comment C12-3, proposed mitigation, including 
wetlands and riparian restoration areas, would provide wildlife habitat onsite. 

 
C12-6: Wetlands would be constructed on the site for habitat purposes and to treat storm 

water. However, the creation of wetlands would not be adequate to fully reduce 
the impacts of the project on storm water volume and quality. The Draft EIR is 
required to disclose the impacts of the project on wildlife, but is not required to 
assign a monetary value to existing wildlife (or estimate the cost of preserving or 
enhancing habitat on the site).  

 
C12-7: The environmentally superior alternative, as noted by the commenter, would 

avoid Impact LU-1 identified in the Draft EIR.  
 
C12-8: As noted on page 369 of the Draft EIR, an alternative that would preserve the 

project site as open space in perpetuity was rejected from detailed consideration 
because it would be infeasible, inconsistent with the objectives of the project 
sponsor, and inconsistent with the land use designations of the project site in the 
Benicia General Plan. 
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COMMENTOR C13 
Nancy Lund 
March 9, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C13-1: The Draft EIR has been revised to accurately describe existing bicycle facilities 

along Rose Drive and East 2nd Street. Any improvements to bicycle facilities 
implemented by the project sponsor would be built to modern engineering 
standards. The project would not create design features dangerous to pedestrians, 
bicyclists, or motorists. Beyond Industrial Way there is a partially paved trail 
which reaches Lake Herman Road. 

 
Page 217 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
g. Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities. In the study area, designated Class I 
Bikeways (paved path separated from automobile traffic) are provided at the 
following locations: 

 
1. Along Rose Drive, extending through west Benicia;  
2. North of Rose Drive, connecting Channel Road with Rose Drive; and 
3. North of Rose Drive, connecting Rose Drive with Lake Herman Road. 
 
Class II Bikeways (paved extension of a roadway designated exclusively for 
bicyclists) are provided at the following locations: 
 
1. Along East 2nd Street between Industrial Way Lake Herman Road and 

Hillcrest Avenue (just north of I-780); 
2. Along Southampton Road; 
3. Along Military West Street (entire length); 
4. Along Rose Drive, (East 2nd Street to Panorama Drive) extending east 

from the existing Class I Bikeway to East 2nd Street; and 
5. Along West 7th Street between Southampton Road and Military West 

Street. 
 
Class III Bikeways (signed routes where bicycles share roadways with 
vehicular traffic; no separate right-of-way is provided) exist at the following 
locations: 
 
1. Along Rose Drive, extending south from the existing Class I Bikeway; 

and 
2. Along East 2nd Street between Hillcrest Avenue and Military East 

Street. 
 
C13-2: See Response to Comment C13-1. 
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C13-3: These questions pertain to the merits of the project and not to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is required. 

 
C13-4: These questions pertain to the merits of the project and not to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is required. 
 
C13-5: The project sponsor has not provided details on the design and distribution of 

parking facilities on the project site. Therefore, no estimate of parking lot 
coverage has been included in the Draft EIR.  

 
C13-6: These questions pertain to the merits of the project and not to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR; therefore, no additional response is required. 
 
C13-7: See Response to Comment C1-8 regarding the need for an exhaustive analysis of 

the visual effects of the proposed project. Visual simulations of the project from 
East 2nd Street are shown in Figure IV.J-5. Anticipated erosion from the project 
site is discussed on pages 141 and 142 of the Draft EIR. The visual simulations 
included in the Draft EIR show anticipated views of the project site shortly after 
buildout (when vegetation is not yet mature). These visual simulations adequate-
ly illustrate the expected appearance of the project before vegetation matures.  

 
C13-8: See Responses to Comment B1-6 and C6-36. 
 
C13-9: No air quality measurements are required as part of mitigation measures 

recommended in the Draft EIR. 
 
C13-10: The (extended) Industrial Way would be located approximately 1,600 feet west 

of Reservoir Road and would replace access between East 2nd Street and Lake 
Herman Road currently provided by Reservoir Road. Therefore, the extension of 
Industrial Way (combined with the removal of Reservoir Road) would have 
minimal effect on traffic patterns in the area. The potential impacts of the project 
on wildlife (including those that might result from the extension of Industrial 
Way) are discussed on the following pages of the Draft EIR: pages 193, 198, 
199, 200, 201, 202, and 203.The City would be responsible for the maintenance 
of all existing and proposed streets in and around the project site. 

 
C13-11: The historical value of the buildings on the project site is discussed on pages 310 

and 311 of the Draft EIR (see in particular Table IV.K-1, Cultural Resources at 
the Project Site). Based on an evaluation conducted by Ric Windmiller, a histor-
ian, the buildings on the project site are not considered historic resources pursu-
ant to CEQA. Therefore, mitigation of impacts to these structures is not warrant-
ed (although mitigation would be required to reduce impacts to potential bat 
habitat).  

 
C13-12: Section IV.G, Transportation and Ciculation, details the trips generated by all 

components of the project (including retail/commercial and industrial uses), and 
associated impacts. Please refer to this section of the Draft EIR for more detail. 
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The impact analysis is focused on peak traffic hours, consistent with standard 
City of Benicia and CEQA protocol. After-hour traffic volumes would be less 
than the volumes presented in the Draft EIR for peak periods.  

 
C13-13: Land for road construction would be acquired by the City. Specific design details 

for road widening projects would be developed by the City of Benicia Public 
Works Department.  

 
C13-14: As indicated in Mitigation Measure PUB-1a on page 327, construction of the 

required public facilities would be funded by fees imposed on the proposed 
project. Funding for personnel, equipment, and maintenance would be provided 
by the City. 

 
C13-15:  See Response to Comment C1-15.  
 
C13-16:  This comment, which endorses other comments submitted on the Draft EIR (that 

are included in this Response to Comments Document), is noted.  
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COMMENTOR C14 
Kitty Griffin 
March 9, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C14-1: See Response to Comment B5-2. 
 
C14-2: See Response to Comment C6-88. 
 
C14-3: The Mixed-Use alternative would result in the construction of approximately 

1,500 housing units on the project site. The designation of housing uses on the 
site as part of this alternative is intended to allow for some degree of internal 
containment of the local business park population (i.e., to allow for the 
development of services within walking range of the local population). The 
residential population of 1,500 housing units would help support at least a small 
amount of local-serving retail uses such as a grocery store or coffee shop and, in 
conjunction with other nearby residential uses, an elementary school. Some 
minimal amount of residential population on the site (this alternative designates 
1,500 units) would be required to allow for a truly mixed-use neighborhood (with 
its associated environmental benefits, including the reduction of per capita 
driving distances). While eliminating three of the four residential areas in the 
alternative (as suggested by the comment) would reduce expected peak hour 
traffic volumes, it would substantially reduce the benefits of the alternative that 
are associated with a mixture of uses (including the potential for reduced or 
shortened per capita automobile trips). Even though the conceptual diagram of 
the Mixed-Use alternative shows that residential uses would extend up to Lake 
Herman Road, impacts to the visual character of Lake Herman Road could be 
substantially reduced through innovative design, residential clustering, or 
screening (which is more possible with residential uses than commercial or 
industrial land uses). Therefore, the relative environmental benefits of the 
variation in the mixed use alternative proposed by the commenter would be 
marginal.  

 
C14-4: Even though the Mixed-Use alternative as revised by the commenter could 

reduce trips generated on the project site compared to the Mixed-Use alternative 
presented in the Draft EIR, this alternative would still fall short of the 
environmentally superior alternative. Compared to the Mixed-Use alternative and 
the Waterway Preservation alternative, the Hillside/Upland Preservation 
alternative would result in reduced vehicle trips and grading (resulting in reduced 
particulate emissions and changes to the topography of the site), while preserving 
drainages and wetlands on the site. Therefore, it would remain the environment-
ally superior development alternative.  
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C14-5: Industrial uses comprise approximately 170 acres of each development 
alternative in order to meet the objectives of the project sponsor for development 
of the site.   

 
C14-6: See Responses to Comments C14-3 and C14-4.   
 
C14-7: This comment is noted. The project’s inconsistency with General Plan policies 

adopted for the purposes of environmental protection (and the associated 
significant and unavoidable impact) is referenced numerous times in the Draft 
EIR, including on pages 104 and 105, 141, 352, 357, 360, 367, 369, 373, and 
374.  

 
C14-8: See Response to Comment C4-2. 
 
C14-9: As indicated on pages 347 to 350 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project in its 

current form would not be expected to result in urban decay impacts (although 
urban decay could occur if the project’s retail mix changes). This finding is 
supported by substantial evidence, including a fiscal analysis prepared by 
Applied Development Economics that took into account local and area-wide 
retail demand, retail leakage, the character and location of existing businesses, 
and other variables.  

 
C14-10: It is unclear how adverse effects to Suisun Marsh from outlying areas would 

affect the proposed project. After implementation of the mitigation measures 
recommended in the Draft EIR, the project would have minimal effect on the 
water quality of Suisun Marsh. Suisun Marsh is separated from the project site by 
East 2nd Street and I-680; these barriers substantially hinder wildlife movement 
between the marsh and the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in a significant cumulative effect on wildlife associated with Suisun Marsh.  
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COMMENTOR C15 
Arloine E. Stoner and Donald E. Stoner 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C15-1: These introductory comments are noted. 
 
C15-2: The history of landslides on the project site is discussed on page 120 and 121. 

Impacts associated with potential landsliding are discussed on pages 126 and 127 
of the Draft EIR. 

 
C15-3: The final design level geotechnical investigation, required as part of Mitigation 

Measure GEO-3a for city review and approval before permits are issued, would 
evaluate slope stability as related to proposed cuts and fills. Many of the specific 
measures that would be implemented would be included in the design-level 
geotechnical report; these measures would be modified based on observed 
conditions during grading. The preliminary geotechnical investigation 
recommends that the steepest proposed manmade slopes for the new project 
greater than 15 feet in height not exceed a 3:1 slope, or 2:1 for slopes less than 15 
feet in height. Slopes greater than 30 feet in height should have benches (steps) at 
heights no greater than every 30 vertical feet. In the event of a slope cut 
intersecting a historic landslide, engineering methods, such as over-excavation 
and replacing unstable materials with engineered fill, or strengthening a slide 
area by cutting a “keyway” into the hillside and filling with compacted 
engineered fill may also be recommended. These measures would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 
C15-4: This question is addressed on page 115 of the Draft EIR: there is a 96 percent 

chance that a major earthquake affecting the project site will occur in the next 
100 years.  

 
C15-5: Site preparation, including grading, would occur in five phases (see page 80 of 

the Draft EIR).  
 
C15-6: Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3 would reduce the potential for 

erosion on the project site to a less-than-significant level, regardless of the 
feasibility of specific project phases.  

 
C15-7: Longer delays between phases would have no adverse impact on storm water 

volume or quality because a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be 
required prior to the issuance of a grading permit for specific development sites.  
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COMMENTOR C16 
Arthur Spacher 
February 17, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C16-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C16-2: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C16-3: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C16-4: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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COMMENTOR C17 
Krista Horn-Watkins 
February 17, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C17-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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COMMENTOR C18 
Ellen Kolowich 
February 16, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C18-1: This comment, which supports the environmentally superior alternative identified 

in the Draft EIR, is noted. 
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COMMENTOR C19 
Barry and Nancy Zakar 
February 23, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C19-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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COMMENTOR C20 
Nikki Basch-Davis 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C20-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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COMMENTOR C21 
Nichole Clark-Tillotson 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C21-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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COMMENTOR C22 
Barbara Engdahl 
March 9, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C22-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 



Letter
C23

1



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    359 

Commenter C23 
Alicia A. Gallagher 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C23-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C24 
Wendi Glaser 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C24-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C25 
Dana Green 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C25-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C26 
Diane E. Hill 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C26-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C27 
Krista Horn-Watkins 
February 17, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C27-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. (Note: This 

letter is a repeat of C17) 
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Commenter C28 
Brian Irving 
March 8, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C28-1: As a point of clarification, the “Benicia Environmental Alert” was distributed by 

a private group unaffiliated with the City of Benicia staff. 
 
C28-2: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C29 
Robert Kirchgessner 
March 10, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C29-1: See Response to Comment C12-3 regarding animal species that are not 

specifically protected by State and federal environmental laws. Elk are not 
subject to such protections. 
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Commenter C30 
Chuck and Suzanne Maddux 
March 10, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C30-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 



Letter
C31

1



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    375 

Commenter C31 
Mary Magill 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C31-1: The project sponsor would contribute a pro-rata share to fund required changes to 

I-780 that are recommended as mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. 
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Commenter C32 
Kerri Marshall 
March 8, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C32-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C33 
Rosemary Matossian 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C33-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C34 
Harriet Murphy 
March 11, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C34-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C35 
Myra Nissen 
March 11, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C35-1: As indicated on page 347 of the Draft EIR: “ADE determined that the proposed 

project ‘has a strong potential to enhance commercial businesses throughout the 
City,’ including those in Downtown Benicia.” The project as currently proposed 
would not cause urban decay in Benicia. Urban decay could occur if the retail 
mix of the project changes, although this impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure DECAY-1.  

 
C35-2: See Response to Comment C8-16. 
 
C35-3: A fiscal impact analysis was conducted in 2006 by Applied Development 

Economics (2006). The report concluded that the project as currently proposed 
would not cause urban decay. Refer to pages 343 and 344 of the Draft EIR for a 
definition of urban decay.  

 
C35-4: The fiscal impact analysis prepared by ADE, which is available for review at the 

City Planning Department, provides substantial evidence that the project as 
currently proposed would not result in urban decay. 

 
C35-5: As noted in the responses above, the project as currently proposed would result in 

no urban decay impacts. Therefore, an alternative without commercial uses was 
not considered.  
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Commenter C36 
Anne Petty 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C36-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C37 
Ruth Pierce 
March 10, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C37-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C38 
Kary Stickney 
March 8, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C38-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 



Letter
C39

1

2



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    392 

Commenter C39 
Bonnie Weidel 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
C39-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C39-2: Refer to Table II-2 of the Draft EIR for a complete list of mitigation measure 

recommended in the Draft EIR.  
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Commenter C40 
Jean Yates 
February 24, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C40-1: This introductory comment is noted.  
 
C40-2: Sulphur Springs Creek, which is not located within the project site, would not be 

diverted as part of the proposed project. 
 
C40-3: See Section IV.D, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.  
 
C40-4: See pages 326 to 328 of the Draft EIR.  
 
C40-5: See Response to Comment A7-1. 
 
C40-6: See pages 339 to 341 of the Draft EIR. 
 
C40-7: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
. 
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Commenter C41 
JB Davis 
February 26, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C41-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C41-2: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C41-3: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C41-4: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
. 
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Commenter C42 
Kristen Journo 
February 27, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C42-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C43 
Cathy Janis 
February 27, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C43-1: The cumulative impacts of the project re discussed on pages 374 to 377 of the 

Draft EIR. 
 
C43-2: See Response to Comment C2-36. 
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Commenter C44 
Mel Megs 
February 27, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C44-1: The cumulative impacts of the project re discussed on pages 374 to 377 of the 

Draft EIR. 
 
C44-2: See Response to Comment C2-36. 
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Commenter C45 
Jerry T. Wickham 
March 4, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C45-1: Mitigation Measure TRANS-24 would reduce the project’s impacts to bike 

facilities to a less-than-significant level.  
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Commenter C46 
Dale and Rosemary Moore 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C46-1: This comment is noted.  
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Commenter C47 
Susan Street 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C47-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
 
C47-2: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
 
C47-3: See Response to Comment C6-13. 
 
C47-4: This comment pertains to the merits of the project and not to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR; no further response is required. 
 
C47-5: This comment pertains to the merits of the project and not to the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR; no further response is required. 
 
C47-6: A fiscal analysis, which was prepared by Applied Development Economics 

(ADE) in 2006, analyzes the potential impacts of the project on businesses in 
Downtown Benicia. This report is available for public review at the City 
Planning Department.  

 
C47-7: Eliminating retail land uses from the various alternatives in and of itself would 

not substantially reduce the environmental impacts of the alternatives. Therefore, 
such an alternative was rejected from detailed consideration in the Draft EIR.  

 
C47-8: See Response to Comment C6-24 regarding impacts associated with an 

interruption in the phasing of the proposed project. 
 
C47-9: See Response to Comment A8-3. All cut and fill would be balanced on the site. 

Therefore, no soil would be exported from Benicia 
 
C47-10: The potential for urban decay – including decay on the site itself – was analyzed 

in the Draft EIR. As indicated in Section IV.N, the project as currently proposed 
would not result in urban decay.  



Letter
C48

1

2

3

4



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    411 

Commenter C48 
Silvia Teran 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C48-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.  
 
C48-2: See pages 194 to 197 of the Draft EIR. 
 
C48-3: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
 
C48-4: The project is currently in the environmental review stage. Approval of the 

project is likely to be considered in summer/fall 2007.  
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Commenter C49 
Lene Wolken 
March 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C49-1: The purpose of the Draft EIR is to disclose the environmental impacts of the 

project, not to justify or “explain” the project. 
 
C49-2: See Response to Comment C49-1. 
 
C49-3: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
 
C49-4: This comment pertains to the merits of the project, not the project’s anticipated 

environmental impacts; therefore, additional response is not required. 
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Commenter C50 
Kathy Kerridge 
March 8, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C50-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.  
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Commenter C51 
Lori Bateman 
March 9, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C51-1: No website has been established for the proposed project. However, project 

materials, including site plans, conceptual lot layouts, the grading plan, and 
visual simulations, are included in the Draft EIR.  

 
C51-2: Refer to Section IV.G, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. 
 
C51-3: Permitted industrial uses would include wholesale, distribution, and storage 

facilities; research and development facilities; and related industrial services. 
Other uses, including auto sales and services, mini-storage, eating and drinking, 
and churches may also be permitted with a conditional use permit. 

 
C51-4: Commercial uses proposed for the project include those listed in Table IV.G-9 of 

the Draft EIR. 
 
C51-5: The project is expected to result in the generation of 7,680 jobs. 
 
C51-6: Implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-4a, GEO-4b, and GEO-4c of the 

Draft EIR would reduce potential landslide risks on the project site to a less-than-
significant level. 

 
C51-7: This portion of East 2nd Street would be lined with commercial, industrial, and 

open space uses (in addition to a berm) after implementation of the proposed 
project. 

 
C51-8: The grading plan is included in the Draft EIR as Figure III-9. The wetland 

mitigation and riparian restoration areas are illustrated in Figure III-8.  
 
C51-9: See Response to Comment C51-8. 
 
C51-10: Two new tank reservoirs would be constructed on the project site to supply water 

to the site. 
 
C51-11: Refer to Table II-2 for a list of mitigation measures that would be required to be 

implemented if the project is approved. 
 
C51-12: Refer to Figure IV.J-10, which shows simulated views of the project site (after 

implementation of the project) from Lake Herman Road.  
 



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    420 

C51-13: The partial widening of I-780, as recommended in various mitigation measures in 
the Draft EIR, would improve operation of I-780 compared to existing 
conditions. 

 
C51-14: See Response to Comment C2-31. 
 
C51-15: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.  
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Commenter C52 
Joel Fallon 
March 10, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C52-1: This potential impact is discussed on pages 139 to 141 of the Draft EIR. 
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Commenter C53 
Carol Ann Gentry 
March 10, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C53-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. No big box retail establishments are proposed 

as part of the project. A fiscal analysis was prepared by Applied Development 
Economics (ADE) in 2006 that evaluated the effects of the proposed project on 
businesses in Benicia and surrounding communities.  
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Commenter C54 
Jason Gentry 
March 10, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C54-1: See Response to Comment C1-8. 
 
C54-2: Refer to pages 141 and 142 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the project’s 

effects on erosion. Refer to pages 138 and 139 for a discussion of the project’s 
effects on drainage.  
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Commenter C55 
Steven Tremain 
March 10, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C55-1: This comment is noted.  
 
C55-2: The Hillside/Upland Preservation alternative would be generally consistent with 

the General Plan (although a small amount of land along East 2nd Street would 
need to be redesignated to commercial uses).  

 
C55-3: The development alternatives in the Draft EIR would substantially reduce the 

environmental effects of the project and represent a reasonable range of 
alternatives, as required by CEQA.  
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Commenter C56 
J. Bruce Barrow 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C56-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. The proposed project does not include big box 

retail uses. The physical impacts associated with an incremental increase in crime 
on the site are discussed on pages 326 and 327 of the Draft EIR.  
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Commenter C57 
Malou J. Berdan 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C57-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. The proposed project does not include big box 
 retail uses. 
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Commenter C58 
Larry and Catherine Bienati 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C58-1: All geology-related hazards associated with project implementation would be 

reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the mitigation 
measures in the Draft EIR. Refer to pages 123 to 128 of the Draft EIR for more 
detail.  
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Commenter C59 
Cliff Broone 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C59-1: The City, as the lead agency, has ultimate authority to approve or reject the 

project and the various alternatives discussed in Chapter V of the Draft EIR. 
 
C59-2: See Response to Comment C1-15. 
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Commenter C60 
S. Broone 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C60-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. No specific tenants have yet been identified 

for the proposed project. A fiscal analysis analyzing the economic and urban 
decay effects of the project was prepared by Applied Development Economics 
(ADE) in 2006.  
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Commenter C61 
Rebekah Burnham 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C61-1: The Draft EIR does not include an exhaustive list of species that could use the 

site, and instead lists representative species that are likely to occur based on the 
presence of suitable habitat on the site. Species that were observed onsite are 
included in the list, but every common species that could occur is not required to 
be listed. If surveys for special-status species have been conducted, then the 
results of those surveys are referenced in the document. No suitable habitat 
occurs on the site for river otters or beavers, although these species are known to 
occur in the project vicinity and could occur incidentally on the site. Deer likely 
use the site but were not observed during the reconnaissance survey. Other small 
mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, insects, and invertebrates also occur on the 
site, but surveys for these common species are not required and were not 
conducted as part of the environmental review. The fauna of the site include a 
variety of such species and the conversion of the site will result in a loss of 
habitat for these species. However, this is not considered a significant impact 
based on the criteria of significance used in the Draft EIR. 

 
C61-2: See Response to Comment C61-1.  
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Commenter C62 
Seth Burnham 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C62-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. No big box retail establishments are proposed 

as part of the project. Physical impacts associated with crime that could result 
from the project are discussed on pages 326 to 328 of the Draft EIR.  
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Commenter C63 
Jeremy Cantor 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C63-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. No big box retail uses are proposed as part of 

the project. Refer to Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through NOI-1d and NOI-2a 
through NOI-2c (see Response to Comment A7-3) for recommended ways to 
reduce the impacts of the project on noise to a less-than-significant level.  
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Commenter C64 
Coleen Cole 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C64-1: This comment, which suggests that the project could result in substantial erosion 

and siltation, is noted. 
 
C64-2: The preparation of a SWPPP, which would be required as part of Mitigation 

Measure HYDRO-2, is typically prepared prior to the finalization of project 
plans.  

 
C64-3: The final design-level hydraulic analysis has not yet been prepared; it would be 

required as part of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1.  
 
C64-4: See Response to Comment C6-24. 
 
C64-5: Impacts to downstream flooding and runoff quality would be reduced to a less-

than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures HYDRO-1 
and HYDRO-2. 

 
C64-6: Mosquitoes could breed in the proposed wetlands/storm water detention basins. 

However, if mosquitoes become a problem, the ponds could be stocked with 
mosquito-eating fish.  

 
C64-7: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted.  
 
C64-8: This comment is noted.  



Letter
C65

1



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    448 

Commenter C65 
Gemevieve Giblin 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C65-1: Under existing conditions, the Lake Herman Road/I-680 ramps operate at level of 

service “B” during the peak morning and evening commute hours, with delays 
ranging from 10.7 seconds to 13.7 seconds. After implementation of the proposed 
project, operation of the Lake Herman Road/I-680 northbound and southbound 
ramps would degrade to level of service “F,” with delays of over 50 seconds. 
Refer to Table IV.G-12, Existing Plus Project Conditions Level of Service. 
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Commenter C66 
Stan Golovich 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C66-1: “Benicia Business Park” was the name chosen for the project by the project 

sponsor. 
 
C66-2: See Response to Comment C4-7 regarding CEQA’s requirements for public 

involvement. 
 
C66-3: The Draft EIR is the result of environmental review of the project conducted by 

an independent environmental consultant and City staff. The Draft EIR preparers 
were not influenced by the project sponsor or the decisionmakers. 
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Commenter C67 
Dorothy Hamlin 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C67-1: See Response to Comment C1-11.The proposed project would not include big 
 box retail tenants. 
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Commenter C68 
Brenda Hartobagy 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C68-1: See Responses to Comments C1-11 and C60-1. 
 
C68-2: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
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Commenter C69 
Jerry Hayes 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C69-1: Page 55 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 
 

The mitigation would be implemented through review (by City staff) of the 
anticipated tenant mix of the business park prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit. If City staff determine that any proposed tenants have the potential to 
result in urban decay in Benicia or surrounding areas, the economic analysis 
prepared for the project would be updated in a way that indicates whether the 
new tenant mix would result in urban decay. If the analysis suggests that urban 
decay would occur, changes to the project would be required such that urban 
decay would not occur.  

 
 
C69-2: See Response to Comment C1-15. 
 

N. URBAN DECAY 
DECAY-1: If the 
tenant mix of the 
project changes, the 
project could result 
in urban decay. 

S DECAY-1:  Prior to issuance of an use occupancy permit for the 
proposed project, the City shall review the anticipated tenant mix 
of the Business Park and determine whether the mix has 
substantially changed from the anticipated tenant retail mix 
analyzed in this EIR. A substantial change in the anticipated retail 
tenant mix would be a change that increases the potential for 
urban decay in Downtown Benicia or other local commercial 
centers, and could include (but would not be limited to) the 
addition of a big box retail tenant. If the City determines that the 
new tenant mix has substantially changed, the project sponsor 
shall update the economic analysis prepared for the project, or 
provide a letter prepared by an economic analyst that discusses 
changes to the previous analysis. If the economic analysis shows 
that the new tenant mix could contribute to urban decay, the City 
and project sponsor shall develop a mitigation measure to reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level. Following 
implementation of this mitigation measure, an use occupancy 
permit could be issued. If the economic analysis shows that the 
new tenant mix would not result in significant urban decay 
impacts, the use occupancy permit could be issued without further 
analysis or mitigation. 

LTS 
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Commenter C70 
Winnifred Javik 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C70-1: Swainson’s hawks are not likely to occur on the site due to the lack of suitable 

habitat. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 addresses impacts to nesting birds, which 
would include Swainson’s hawk nests. Although less likely to occur due to the 
lack of numerous California ground squirrel burrows onsite, protection measures 
for burrowing owls are listed under Mitigation Measure BIO-6. No suitable 
habitat exists onsite for western mastiff bats. Mitigation Measure BIO-8 
addresses mitigation measures for special-status bat species. The Draft EIR does 
not include the migratory and nesting patterns for all the wildlife species 
addressed in the environmental analysis because this information is not necessary 
to understand the impacts of the project. Regardless of their migration and 
nesting patterns, mitigation measures, including the protection of active nests, are 
described in the Draft EIR. As part of Mitigation Measures BIO-5, BIO-6a, and 
BIO-7, exclusion zones would be established around active nests or burrows that 
are observed during the preconstruction surveys. With the establishment of these 
exclusion zones, impacts to nesting or breeding special-status species associated 
with high noise levels and air pollution would not be significant. 
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Commenter C71 
Kasma Kelley 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
C71-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted. 
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Commenter C72 
Emanuel Mallo Jr. 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C72-1: See Response to Comment C1-11.The proposed project would not include big 
 box retail establishments. 
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Commenter C73 
Vanessa Mallo 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C73-1: See Response to Comment C52-1. 
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Commenter C74 
Mary Magill 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C74-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
 
C74-2: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
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Commenter C75 
Carla Marquez 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C75-1: See Response to Comment A7-1. 
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Commenter C76 
Jennifer Moore 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C76-1: The project sponsor would pay a pro rata share of required improvements to I-

780. Payment of the pro rata share would be required prior to the issuance of 
project-specific permits (e.g., an occupancy permit).  
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Commenter C77 
J. Robert Morrison 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C77-1: Mitigation Measure TRANS-23 would require the project sponsor to pay the cost 

of extending Benicia Breeze transit service to the project site. 
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Commenter C78 
Robert A. Nelson 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C78-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 



Letter
C79

1



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    477 

Commenter C79 
Ryan Nishimoto 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C79-1: The project sponsor would pay the complete costs (or pro rata shares) of roadway 

improvements recommended as Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR. Refer to 
pages 326 to 328 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the project’s impacts on 
public services, and funding responsibilities for mitigating these impacts.  
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Commenter C80 
Aline Nunes 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C80-1: See Responses to Comment A6-1 and A7-1.



Letter
C81

1



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    481 

Commenter C81 
Kathy Oja 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C81-1: See Response to Comment C65-1. Refer to Table IV.G-13 of the Draft EIR for a 

discussion of the project’s impacts to area roadways (under existing conditions), 
including I-680. 
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Commenter C82 
Michael Passarit 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C82-1: See Response to Comment C61-1. No suitable habitat occurs on the site for river 

otters or beavers, although these species are known to occur in the project 
vicinity and could occur incidentally on the site.  

 



Letter
C83

1

2



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    485 

Commenter C83 
Meredith A. Passaris 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C83-1: See Responses to Comment A6-1 and A7-1 regarding traffic and air quality-

related impacts to Robert Semple Elementary School. Refer to page 248 of the 
Draft for a discussion of the effects of project construction on traffic congestion 
and roadway wear-and-tear.  

 
C83-2: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C84 
Resident, 435 Panorama Drive 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C84-1: Potential impacts of the project on public services (including impacts associated 

with increased crime rates) are discussed on pages 326 to 328 of the Draft EIR. 
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Commenter C85 
James Robinson 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C85-1: Proposed mitigation to reduce flooding impacts associated with the project at the 

sub-watershed level are addressed in Response to Comment A4-5.  
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Commenter C86 
Nathan Salant 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C86-1: This introductory comment is noted. 
 
C86-2: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
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Commenter C87 
Jeanine M. Reeds 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
C87-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. The proposed project would not include a big 

box retail establishment. Refer to Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through NOI-1d 
and Mitigation Measure NOI-2a through NOI-2c for recommended measures to 
reduce the significant effects of the project on noise.  

 
C87-2: The noise impact analysis in the Draft EIR was based on total vehicle traffic on 

area roads (including truck trips generated by the project). Refer to pages 279 to 
283 for a discussion of this impact. 
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Commenter C88 
Craig L. Smith 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C88-1: The fiscal analysis in the Draft EIR used local data when such data were avail-

able. Local data used in the fiscal analysis includes City of Benicia service costs 
and revenue; City of Benicia General Fund budget; City of Benicia personnel 
salaries/costs; Solano County tax allocation factors; City of Benicia transient 
occupancy tax rate; City of Benicia utility users tax; City of Benicia Fire 
Department call rates; vacant industrial land in City of Benicia; City of Benicia 
development fee schedule; retail spending in City of Benicia; City of Benicia 
household income (and income distribution); City of Benicia retail spending 
demand; City of Benicia jobs; and visitor spending in Solano County and City of 
Benicia.  

 
C88-2: See Response to Comment C1-11. The proposed project would not include a 

Wal-Mart or other big box retail tenant. 
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Commenter C89 
Mary E. Smith 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C89-1: Refer to pages 335 and 336 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the City’s water 

supply, and whether this water supply would be adequate to serve the proposed 
project. 
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Commenter C90 
Margo Spaulding 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C90-1: Refer to Mitigation Measures HYDRO-1 (regarding drainage); HYDRO-2 

(regarding water pollution); and GEO-1 (regarding seismic shaking).  
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Commenter C91 
Renee Stewart 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C91-1: See Responses to Comments C87-1 and C87-2. 
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Commenter C92 
Leslie Stries 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C92-1: See Response to Comment C52-1. 
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Commenter C93 
Deborah Sugiyama 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C93-1: See Response to Comment C61-1. 
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Commenter C94 
Brad S. Thomas 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C94-1: See Response to Comment C61-1. Active bird nests would be protected as part of 

the mitigation measures for Impacts BIO-5 and BIO-6. 
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Commenter C95 
Debbie Foth 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C95-1: See Response to Comment C1-11. 
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Commenter C96 
Steven Tremain 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C96-1: Runoff issues are addressed on pages 138 to 141 of the Draft EIR. Soil 

contamination on the site is addressed on pages 147 to 151 of the Draft EIR.  
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Commenter C97 
John Williams 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C97-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C97-2: Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2 in the Draft EIR would require storm water 

management features on the site to incorporate recommendations from the “Start 
at the Source” manual. BMPs would be specified in the SWPPP prepared as part 
of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2. The SWPPP would be prepared prior to the 
issuance of site-specific grading or building permits. 

 
C97-3: Refer to Mitigation Measures HAZ-2a through HAZ-2d and HAZ-4a through 

HAZ-4d.    
 
C97-4: See Response to Comment C6-24. 
 
C97-5: See Response to Comment C6-24. 
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Commenter C98 
Bridget Winkley 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C98-1: See Response to Comment A7-1.
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Commenter C99 
Barbara J. Wood 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C99-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C100 
Sabina Yates 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C100-1: This comment is noted. 
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Commenter C101 
Sabina Yates 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C101-1: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 
C101-2: Mitigation Measures VIS-4a through VIS-4c would reduce impacts associated 

with increased light and glare to a less-than-significant level. 
 
C101-3: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
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Commenter C102 
J. Reed Robbins 
March 12, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C102-1: See Responses to Comments A6-1 and A7-1. 
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Commenter C103 
Deborah Morrison 
February 26, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C103-1: See Response to Comment A6-1.  
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Commenter C104 
Dan & Kathy Dixon 
March 13, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C104-1: As indicated on page 327 of the Draft EIR, the fire and police facility would be 

funded by fees imposed on the proposed project. The cost for the facility has not 
yet been determined. Funding for operation/maintenance would be provided by 
the City of Benicia (project tenants would contribute tax revenues to this source).  

 
C104-2: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the project, is noted. 
 



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    528 

D. PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 
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City of Benicia Planning Commission Minutes - February 8, 2007 
 
 
 
 
D1-1: No additional response is required. 
 
D1-2: According to the EIR team’s technical specialists on matters of geology, soils 

and seismicity, Baseline Environmental Consulting, the cut and fill proposed by 
the project would be safe after implementation of recommended mitigation 
measures. With proper engineering and design, safety can be assured, even on 
construction projects involving large amounts of cut and/or fill.  

 
D1-3: No additional response is required. 
 
D1-4: See Responses to Comments C8-1 through C8-24. 
 
D1-5: See Responses to Comments C10-1 through C10-30. 
 
D1-6: See Responses to Comment C2-1 through C2-45. 
 
D1-7: The project sponsor would be required to construct a public facility to be used by 

the Fire Department and Police Department as part of Mitigation Measure PUB-
1a. The mitigation measure would also require the project sponsor to set aside a 
7- to 15-acre parcel for development of an auxiliary corporation yard. 

 
D1-8: The referenced letter from the League of Women Voters is included as Letter B2 

in the Responses to Comments Document. See Responses to Comments C4-1 
through C4-16.  

 
D1-9: See Responses to Comments C1-11, C6-13, and C6-14. 
 
D1-10: See Response to Comment C88-1. 
 
D1-11: No additional response is required. 
 
D1-12: These comments on the merits of the project are noted. 
 
D1-13: No additional comment is required in response to this procedural question. 
 
D1-14: Mitigation Measure TRANS-24 would require additional bike and pedestrian 

facilities to be developed as part of the project. 
 
D1-15: This comment is noted. 
 



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U L Y  2 0 0 7  B E N I C I A  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

P:\CIB530\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (7/18/2007)    537 

D1-16: See Response to Comment C1-18. Recommended Measure GREEN-1 would 
ensure that 20 percent of the energy needs of the business park are met with 
renewable sources. 

 
D1-17: This comment is noted. 
 
D1-18: The cumulative hydrology impacts of the proposed project are discussed on page 

375 of the Draft EIR. 
 
D1-19: See Response to Comment C61-1 and C82-1. 
 
D1-20: Parcel 34 is located just south of “J” Court. 
 
D1-21: See Response to Comment D1-14.  
 
D1-22: Landslide risks associated with proposed project are addressed in pages 126 

through 127 of the Draft EIR. 
 
D1-23: See Response to Comment A8-8. 
 
D1-24: See Response to Comment C6-30.  
 
D1-25: See Response to Comment C8-20.  
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