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III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written responses to each comment letter received on the Draft EIR published in July 2007 and 
sections of the EIR recirculated in April 2008 are provided in this chapter. Letters received during and 
after the public review period on the Draft EIR and recirculated sections are provided in their entirety. 
Each letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The letters are 
grouped by the affiliation of the commentor as follows: State, local and regional agencies (A); 
organizations (B); individuals (C); public hearing comments (D); and comments on the recirculated 
sections (E). 
 
Note that text within individual letters that has not been numbered does not raise environmental issues 
or relate to the adequacy of the information or analysis within the Draft EIR, and therefore no 
response is required, per CEQA Guidelines section 15132. 
 
Many of the comments received on the Draft EIR involve variations of several key issues. In order to 
consolidate responses to questions and comments related to these topics, and to address concerns 
comprehensively, several master responses have been prepared. Master responses are included below 
and referenced in certain responses, as appropriate. 
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE #1: IMPACTS TO BENICIA ARSENAL HISTORIC 
DISTRICT 
Additional discussion was added to Section IV.K, Cultural Resources, which was recirculated for 
public review in April 2008. Refer to page 82 of the recirculated section (see Appendix A) for 
additional detail. The analysis in the recirculated section indicates that the Draft Specific Plan would 
not result in a significant impact to the Benicia Arsenal Historic District as a whole. This finding is 
supported by the following facts/findings:  

• 1) A 1976 letter from Dr. Knox Mellon of the Office of Historic Preservation to Dr. William J. 
Murtagh, Keeper of the National Register, which states that the Benicia Arsenal “has suffered a 
severe loss of overall integrity of setting” and that [m]any buildings have been demolished while 
others have been extensively altered for conversion to modern industrial purposes;”  

• 2) The Arsenal Historic District is a non-contiguous historical resource in which the two northern 
subdistricts (A and B) are separated from the two southern subdistricts (C and D) by the Interstate 
780 (I-780) corridor;  

• 3) Subdistricts A and B would not be substantially adversely affected by new development that 
could occur as a result of the Draft Specific Plan due to the presence of the visually-intrusive I-
780 corridor and the distance of the Plan Area from these subdistricts; and  

• 4) The impacts of the Draft Specific Plan on the integrity of Subdistricts C and D would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of mitigation measures in the EIR 
(specifically Mitigation Measures CULT-2a, CULT-2b, CULT-7a, and CULT-7b) and the Draft 
Specific Plan itself, which incorporates the goals, policies, and guidelines of the Benicia Arsenal 



 
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  
A U G U S T  2 0 0 8  L O W E R  A R S E N A L  M I X E D  U S E  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  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:\CIB0701\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (8/4/2008)    8 

Historic Conservation Plan and is highly protective of historic resources, including the integrity 
of the historic district as a whole.  

The Draft Specific Plan would change the appearance of the southern portions of the Arsenal Historic 
District, but would not substantially adversely affect the historic integrity of the District as a whole 
because the historic integrity of the District is already compromised, according to the State Office of 
Historic Preservation, and all Draft Specific Plan development (including building rehabilitation, 
urban design, open space design and configuration, and infill construction) would be undertaken in 
accordance with the resource-protection provisions of the Draft Specific Plan and the Arsenal Historic 
Conservation Plan. These provisions are specifically designed to protect the remaining historic 
integrity of the Arsenal. Historic Preservation Action 4.1.1 (“Maintain the National Register of 
Historic Places listing for the Benicia Military Arsenal Historic District.”) is itself intended to prohibit 
development from being undertaken as part of the Draft Specific Plan that would adversely affect the 
District as a whole.  
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE #2: HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  
Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR was revised to: provide additional 
descriptive information about remedial investigations and clean-ups that have been undertaken at the 
Benicia Arsenal by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; provide descriptive information related to 
hazardous materials concerns in the Plan Area and its surroundings, including the 50 Series Complex 
(the area in the southern portion of the Plan Area identified as “Shop Buildings” in the Arsenal 
Historic Conservation Plan), fuel storage tanks, and groundwater contamination; identify a new 
impact associated with development that would occur in areas with documented and/or partially 
characterized environmental releases associated with historical site uses; and identify a mitigation 
measure to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Refer to the revised section (which was 
recirculated in April 2008) in Appendix A for additional detail.  
 
The new impact identified in the recirculated section (“Impact HAZ-1: Site development would occur 
in areas with documented and/or partly characterized environmental releases associated with 
historical site uses.”) was identified to address areas of contamination that are known to occur in the 
Plan Area but that are not fully characterized. Known contamination in the project site is the result of 
former military, commercial, and industrial uses that have historically occupied the Plan Area.  
 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 was developed in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to establish a protocol for 
reducing environmental harm associated with known contamination in the site, and requires that 
existing contamination on the site be remediated (or that contamination-related risks be reduced) to 
acceptable levels. It would avoid a reliance solely on observations that suggest potential contamin-
ation (e.g., discolored soil) to identify and mitigate residual hazardous materials on the site. The 
mitigation measure sets the following guidelines/standards for mitigation:    

• The parties responsible for mitigation may include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, former and 
current property owners in the Plan Area, future Plan Area developers, and/or the City. 

• The acceptable health standard for clean-up is an incremental lifetime cancer risk within the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s range of one in 10,000 to one in 1 million or less and a non-
cancer health hazard index of less than one. Groundwater health standards are required to meet 
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California Environmental Protection Agency standards for designated beneficial uses of 
groundwater.  

• Oversight will be provided by the appropriate agency (Department of Toxic Substances Control, 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, or Solano County Environmental Health Services).  

• Soil and groundwater data will be collected, and these data will be used to develop a human 
health risk assessment. The human health risk assessment will be used to determine whether 
additional actions are required prior to development of specific sites in the Plan Area.  

• Prior to issuance of a building permit for a specific development, the City will confirm that a 
finding of No Further Action has been made by the regulatory oversight agency in regard to site 
contamination and clean-up, or that other activities/controls are in place to ensure an acceptable 
human health risk prior to site disturbance.  

 
 
MASTER RESPONSE #3: DEFERRED MITIGATION 
The environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, including the identification of mitigation measures, has 
been conducted in accordance with the level of detail available for the proposed project. As is typical 
for environmental review of a Specific Plan (where development details would be specified as 
individual projects are proposed), certain mitigation measures require the preparation of additional 
technical reports (e.g., acoustical or air quality analysis), review by the City of these reports to ensure 
that they are adequate, and implementation of the recommendations of these reports. The mitigation 
measures establish specific criteria that City reviewers can use to determine if the subsequent 
analyses are adequate and fulfill the intent of each mitigation measure.  
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.5 specifically forbids the deferral of mitigation measures to a later 
date, but states that “mitigation measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate 
the significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.” 
Certain mitigation measures in the Draft EIR require the project sponsor of an individual develop-
ment project to undertake additional analysis at a later date, and to incorporate the results of this 
analysis into the project plans. However, such mitigation measures do not “defer” mitigation to a later 
date because: 1) the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR specify certain performance standards that 
must be met by both the project sponsor of an individual development project and the required 
analysis, and 2) these mitigation measures are adequate to reduce impacts associated with the range 
of specific development projects that could be built as part of the Specific Plan.   
 
As an example, Mitigation Measure LU-1 requires that proposed residential uses be evaluated to 
determine that such uses would not be incompatible with industrial uses. This may take the form of 
site/project specific acoustical or air quality analysis, as determined by the City. The results of these 
analyses would be compared to the noise and air quality thresholds established by the City and other 
regulatory agencies (e.g., the Bay Area Air Quality Management District) to determine whether 
development in certain locations would be acceptable. The protocol for determining the acceptability 
of specific development projects outlined in Mitigation Measure LU-1 is a standard approach for 
effectively minimizing land use incompatibilities, and has been effectively used by the City for past 
development projects.    
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As stated on page 1 of the Draft EIR, “This Program EIR identifies general effects of the Draft 
Specific Plan. It is assumed that individual development projects proposed within the [Plan Area] 
would receive project-specific environmental evaluation, as necessary, during the development 
review process.” The Draft EIR is a program level EIR, and is not intended to identify site-specific 
environmental concerns, but the general environmental concerns and impacts of implementation of 
the program document (in this case the Specific Plan). Additionally, the identification of potential 
environmental impacts and creation of mitigation measures on specific sites within the Plan Area is 
not warranted at this time as no site-specific development plans have been incorporated into the 
Specific Plan. Again, it is important to understand that the focus of the CEQA analysis is on the net 
change of what could occur once the Specific Plan is approved. At the time that individual 
development projects are proposed, the City would determine the appropriate studies to be conducted 
based on the potential environmental effects of the project. 
 
Therefore, the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR are adequate and are appropriate for the level of 
detail provided in the Draft Specific Plan. They do not inappropriately defer mitigation to a later date. 
The Draft EIR recommends mitigation measures which amend the Draft Specific Plan Actions in 
order to establish a largely self-mitigating plan. Individual development projects proposed for the 
Plan Area would be subject to further environmental review (see also Master Response #4).   
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE #4: USING THE EIR WHEN SUBSEQUENT 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS ARE PROPOSED 
As noted in Master Response #3, the Draft EIR is a program level EIR, and is not intended to identify 
site-specific environmental concerns, but the general environmental concerns and impacts of 
implementation of the Specific Plan. As a program level EIR, this EIR is a “first tier” document that 
assesses and documents the broad environmental impacts of the Specific Plan with the understanding 
that a more detailed site-specific environmental review may be required to evaluate future 
development projects implemented under the program. The identification of potential environmental 
impacts and creation of mitigation measures for specific sites within the Plan Area is not warranted at 
this time as no site-specific development plans have been incorporated into the Specific Plan (all 
plans for specific development zones, such as the plans for Jefferson Ridge, are conceptual). As 
individual projects with specific site plans and facilities are proposed in the Plan Area, the City will 
evaluate each project to determine the extent to which the EIR adequately addresses the potential 
impacts of the project and to what extent additional environmental analysis may be required.  
 
The Draft EIR establishes a maximum envelope of development, which would encompass all 
individual development projects that would occur in the Plan Area. This maximum development 
envelope, organized by specific land use types, is found on page 44 of the Draft EIR (see Table III-1). 
This maximum development envelope (including preexisting development in the Plan Area) includes 
51,574 square feet of residential uses in mixed use settings (including work/live, live/work, 
condominium, apartment, and home occupation uses) in addition to 22 strictly residential units. The 
mix of land uses anticipated for the purpose of the environmental review does not preclude other 
mixes of land uses from being developed in the Plan Area; however, different mixes must undergo 
additional environmental analysis to determine whether they would result in impacts that exceed 
those identified in the Draft EIR. If more substantial impacts (or new impacts) would occur, 
additional CEQA review would be required. It should be noted that the analysis in the Draft EIR is 
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based on the development assumptions outlined in the Draft Specific Plan that was released for public 
review – not on proposals for specific development projects in the Plan Area.  
No specific development projects are part of the Draft Specific Plan or analyzed in the Draft EIR.   
 
Therefore, individual development projects (requiring a discretionary permit from the City) will be 
required to undergo project-level environmental review at whatever they are proposed and their 
specific details become known. As discussed in CEQA Guidelines section 15168, project-level 
environmental review for individual development projects could take the following forms: 1) an 
Initial Study leading to a Negative Declaration/Mitigated Negative Declaration or EIR, including a 
Subsequent/Supplemental ND/MND or EIR  (if the specific projects would have effects that were not 
examined in the program EIR) or 2) a finding that no new environmental document is required 
because the effects of the specific project were adequately examined in the program EIR. Thus every 
specific project proposed in the Plan Area will be required to undergo some form of at least 
preliminary environmental review, although this review could culminate in a finding that no CEQA 
document (e.g., ND/MND or EIR) is required. This finding pertains to projects that have been 
proposed in the Plan Area during review of the Specific Plan.  
 
The program EIR thus offers the potential benefit of streamlining environmental review for subse-
quent development projects. Subsequent environmental review for development projects may focus 
only on effects that were not fully analyzed in the program EIR. The Draft EIR thus fulfills the 
objectives of program level review as outlined in CEQA Guidelines section 15168. The Draft EIR: 1) 
provides a more exhaustive consideration of environmental effects and plan alternatives than would 
be practical in an EIR on an individual project; 2) ensures a more comprehensive analysis of 
cumulative effects; 3) will avoid reconsideration of basic policy considerations as individual projects 
in the Plan Area are proposed; and 4) has the potential to reduce paperwork by minimizing 
subsequent or supplemental environmental review.  
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE #5: RECIRCULATION OF CERTAIN SECTIONS OF 
THE DRAFT EIR   
Select sections of the Draft EIR (Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Section IV.K, 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources) were recirculated on April 22, 2008 in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. The Draft EIR was first released on July 19, 2007. During and 
after the public/agency review period (which formally ended on September 6, 2007), 19 comment 
letters were submitted. In responding to these comment letters, and revising the information in the 
Draft EIR accordingly, “significant new information” (as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5) was added to the Draft EIR. CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 requires recirculation of a 
Draft EIR “when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the 
availability of the draft EIR for public review… but before certification.” The significant new 
information added to Sections IV.E and IV.K of the Draft EIR includes the identification of new 
hazards and cultural resources impacts that were not previously identified in the Draft EIR. After 
review of the comment letters received on the Draft EIR, the City and EIR consultants LSA 
Associates determined that only the changes made to Sections IV.E. and IV.K required recirculation. 
Minor text revisions have been made to other sections of the Draft EIR, but these text revisions do not 
constitute “significant new information” that would require recirculation.  
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According to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5, “significant new information” requiring recircu-
lation includes a disclosure showing:  
 
1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 

measure proposed to be implemented; 
 
2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 

measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;  
 
3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure, which is considerably different from others 

previously analyzed, would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, 
but the project's proponents decline to adopt it; or 

 
4. The Draft EIR is so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment are precluded.  
 
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to an EIR merely clarifies or amplifies 
or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  
 
 
MASTER RESPONSE #6: POTENTIAL INCOMPATIBILITIES BETWEEN 
PORT USES AND PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL USES   
Potential conflicts between residential uses that could be developed in the Plan Area  and industrial 
uses at the Port of Benicia are identified as a significant impact on page 85 of the Draft EIR (see 
“Impact LU-1: Residential uses developed within the Plan Area may be incompatible with existing 
industrial uses.”).  Concern has been expressed that residential uses in the Plan Area would be 
permitted without sufficient evaluation to determine whether new residential uses would result in 
unacceptable conflicts with Port uses or other industrial uses in and around the Plan Area. In fact, 
every proposed project in the Plan Area containing sensitive receptors would be required to 
demonstrate (using, for instance, acoustical and air quality analyses, and hazardous materials site 
investigations) that environmental conditions associated with local industrial uses would not 
substantially adversely affect sensitive uses. This finding would be founded upon project-level 
environmental review conducted for specific development projects proposed in the Plan Area.  
 
This requirement would be codified in Mitigation Measure LU-1 (which modifies Action 1.5.3 in the 
Draft Specific Plan to require that residential uses only be permitted when “it can be demonstrated 
that adequate buffers exist, and that the presence of residents will not significantly constrain industrial 
operations, including the flow of goods and materials”). Other mitigation measures that are designed 
to protect potential residential uses from the adverse effects of industrial uses (and vice versa) include 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, HAZ-2, AIR-2, NOI-2, NOI-3a, and NOI-3b. Individual development 
projects would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis to determine whether they are compatible with 
Port uses. However, the analysis in the Draft EIR suggests that, with appropriate mitigation, 
residential uses can be developed in certain portions of the Plan Area without resulting in significant 
impacts associated with Port activities.   
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A. STATE, LOCAL, AND REGIONAL AGENCIES 



Letter
A1

1



Letter
A1

cont.
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COMMENTOR A1 
Office of Planning and Research 
Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse 
September 5, 2007 
 
 
 
 
A1-1: This letter indicates that the State Clearinghouse did not receive any comment 

letters on the Draft EIR during the public review period. The letter notes that the 
City of Benicia (City) has complied with State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). No further response is required. Additional 
letters from State agencies were received after the end of the Draft EIR review 
period. Despite their late arrival, these letters, and responses to comments in 
these letters, are presented in their entirety in this Response to Comments 
Document.  



Letter
A2

1
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COMMENTOR A2 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse 
September 7, 2007 
 
 
 
 
A2-1:  This comment indicates that the State Clearinghouse received comment letters on 

the Draft EIR after the official close of the Draft EIR review period. This 
Response to Comments Document includes responses to all letters submitted on 
the Draft EIR, including the letters received by the State Clearinghouse after the 
close of the review period.  



Letter
A3

1

2



Letter
A3

cont.

3

2
cont.

4

5

6



Letter
A3

cont.

6
cont.

7

8
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COMMENTOR A3 
State of California, Office of Historic Preservation 
Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA, State Historic Preservation Officer 
September 10, 2007 
 
 
 
 
A3-1: This introductory comment, which indicates the Office of Historic Preservation’s 

interest in the project site and the project in general, is noted. No further response 
is required. 

 
A3-2: This comment correctly indicates that the environmental impacts of the Draft 

Specific Plan are analyzed at a program (or policy) level, and that subsequent 
environmental review may be necessary as specific development projects are 
proposed for the project site. This comment also describes the location of the 
Benicia Arsenal National Historic District as it relates to the project site, and the 
Draft Specific Plan’s relationship to the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan. No 
further response is required.  

 
A3-3: The City recognizes the utility of an area-wide intensive archaeological survey 

for establishing baseline conditions for archaeological resources. However, a 
comprehensive archaeological survey is not necessary to ensure that significant 
impacts to archaeological resources would be avoided. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure CULT-1a would ensure that, prior to any ground disturbance 
in the Plan Area, each development site is: 1) assessed for the potential to contain 
subsurface archaeological materials and 2) subject to a plan for treatment of any 
resources that may be discovered, such that the integrity of significant resources 
would be maintained. Under this mitigation measure, no ground disturbance 
would be permitted in the Specific Plan Area without an archaeological 
assessment and the development of protocol to ensure that resources are 
protected. The City concurs with the comment regarding resource avoidance 
being the most desirable option. Avoidance of significant resources would be the 
default action under the recommended mitigation measures. Therefore, protection 
of archaeological resources is not inappropriately deferred by the specific 
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR.  

 
 An intensive field survey of the entire project site prior to adoption of the 

Specific Plan would be an extremely costly endeavor, and would likely be 
infeasible (since it would require permission for access from landholders in the 
project site and possible excavation under paved areas that may be removed as 
part of development that would occur under the Specific Plan). Most importantly, 
such a survey is not required to avoid potential impacts to archaeological 
resources.    

 
A3-4: This comment notes that Mitigation Measures CULT-1b and CULT-1c are 

adequate measures to protect previously-unidentified archaeological materials. 
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Refer to Response to Comment A3-3 regarding the adequacy of Mitigation 
Measure CULT-1a.  

 
A3-5: Refer to Master Response #1. 
 
A3-6: In cases of conflict with the Draft Specific Plan, the provisions detailed in the 

AHCP would continue to govern. In particular, the AHCP will guide 
rehabilitation of existing buildings in the Plan Area. The City acknowledges the 
concern that “the Specific Plan. . .  does not provide the same protection for 
historical resources” as the AHCP. The City has crafted the Draft Specific Plan to 
fulfill the goals, policies, and guidelines of the AHCP as they pertain to the Plan 
Area. As stated in Appendix B (Relationship to Historic Conservation Plan), “[i]t 
is the intent of the [Lower Arsenal Mixed Use Specific Plan] LAMUSP to 
recognize and protect the historic resources in a manner consistent with the 
AHCP.”  

 
 The Draft Specific Plan incorporates the protections of the AHCP in the 

following ways: 1) In preparing the Draft Specific Plan, historically significant 
buildings, architecture, landscaping, and urban design elements that contribute to 
the historic integrity of the Arsenal were studied and incorporated into the Draft 
Specific Plan. Blair Prentice of Prentice and Prentice, Inc., an experienced 
historic resources consultant, assisted with this work; 2) The City’s Design 
Review Process, as identified in the AHCP, is left unchanged in the Draft 
Specific Plan; 3) The Draft Specific Plan addresses all the District-wide design 
issues identified in the AHCP that pertain to the project site, including lack of 
visual cohesiveness, preservation of views and natural features, and lack of a 
clearly-defined entry point; 4) The Draft Specific Plan identifies comprehensive 
improvements to the project site that would clarify the overall identity of the 
historic district and improve the pedestrian environment; 5) Historic preservation 
is the overarching theme of the Draft Specific Plan; and 6) Historic structures 
would continue to be regulated under the Secretary of the Interior standards, the 
AHCP, and other relevant City ordinances and guidelines. In addition, the Draft 
Specific Plan effectively precludes the demolition of historic buildings, including 
those that have not yet been evaluated (e.g., buildings that were not yet 50 years 
old at the time of the last comprehensive survey). The Draft Specific Plan’s 
relationship to the AHCP is presented on pages 96 through 103, Table IV.A-2 of 
the Draft EIR. In summary, the Draft Specific Plan would protect historical 
resources to the same – or a greater – degree as the AHCP.  

 
A3-7: Refer to Master Response #1 regarding the potential impacts of the Draft Specific 

Plan on the integrity of the Benicia Arsenal Historic District. Refer to Response 
to Comment A3-3 regarding the adequacy of the mitigation measures 
recommended in the Draft EIR to protect archaeological resources.   

 
A3-8: This comment, which states that the Office of Historic Preservation is only 

concerned with the adequacy of the Draft EIR (and not the merits of the project), 
is noted. No further response is required. 
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COMMENTOR A4 
State of California, Department of Transportation 
Timothy C. Sable, District Branch Chief 
September 10, 2007 
 
 
 
 
A4-1: This introductory comment is noted.  
 
A4-2: Impacts TRANS-1, TRANS-2, TRANS-3, and TRANS-4 identify significant 

impacts to the East 5th Street/I-780 Eastbound and Westbound ramps 
intersections under the Existing plus Project and Cumulative plus Project 
conditions. Tables IV.G-15 and IV.G-19 identify Mitigation Measures TRANS-
1, TRANS-2, TRANS-3, and TRANS-4, which were developed to mitigate 
project impacts at the East 5th Street/I-780 Westbound Ramps and the East 5th 
Street/I-780 Eastbound Ramps intersections. 

 
Where potentially significant or significant traffic and circulation impacts are 
noted, mitigation is provided to reduce the identified impact(s) to a less-than- 
significant level to the extent practicable. Under Existing plus Project Conditions 
impacts, the sponsors of individual development projects would be responsible 
for fully funding the intersection improvements, as recommended, except in 
cases where an intersection already meets signal warrants, or the collection of 
fees is currently ongoing by the local jurisdiction to provide intersection 
improvements. In these two cases, sponsors of individual projects would be 
required to pay their fair share of funding for intersection improvements. Under 
Cumulative plus Project Conditions impacts, the sponsors of individual projects 
would be required to contribute a fair share of funding for intersection 
improvements. 
 
Implementation of mitigation measures at both the East 5th Street/I-780 
Westbound Ramps and East 5th Street/I-780 Eastbound Ramps intersections 
would be required in the Existing plus Project Conditions to restore acceptable 
operating conditions. In the case of the East 5th Street/I-780 Westbound Ramps 
intersection, signal warrants are met prior to the addition of project-related 
traffic. Therefore, the sponsors of individual development projects would be 
required to provide a fair share of the funding for signalization. In the case of the 
East 5th Street/I-780 Eastbound Ramps intersection, signal warrants are only met 
once project-related traffic has been added to the roadway network (relative to 
Existing Conditions). Therefore, the sponsors of individual development projects 
would be required to fully fund the signalization of this intersection. Page 215 of 
the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:   
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Table IV.G-15: Existing Plus Project Conditions Intersection Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures 

Existing plus Project 
Conditions Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Existing plus Projects Conditions 
Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 
Impact TRANS-2: 
Unacceptable LOS at the 
intersection of East 5th 
Street / I-780 Eastbound 
Ramps. The effect of 
project traffic would result 
in the intersection operating 
at LOS E with a delay of 
44.6 seconds during the PM 
peak hour. 

Significant 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2: The project sponsor  of 
an individual development project shall contribute a 
pro-rata share to the following improvement: Sponsors 
of development associated with buildout of the Draft 
Specific Plan shall together fund the entirety of this 
improvement.  
Signalize intersection as it meets the Peak Hour 
Volume Signal Warrant for the PM peak hour. 
Implementation of the identified improvement would 
result in this intersection operating at an acceptable 
LOS B with 14.5 seconds of delay during the PM peak 
hour. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Source: DMJM Harris, 2007. 
 

Regarding Impact TRANS-4, although the East 5th Street/I-780 Eastbound 
Ramps intersection warrants signalization in the Cumulative Conditions, this 
impact would be triggered in the Existing plus Project Conditions first (Impact 
TRANS-2). As such, the sponsors of individual development projects would be 
required to fully fund the signalization of this intersection. 

 
A4-3: As discussed in the Transportation Research Board’s 2000 Highway Capacity 

Manual (from which the level of service methodology was obtained), the 
volume-to-delay curve has an exponential shape. At intersections with low 
volume-to-capacity ratios, a large increase in traffic results in a small increase in 
delay. At intersections with high volume-to-capacity ratios, a small increase in 
traffic results in a substantial increase in delay. As such, for intersections 
operating at LOS F, delay is shown as “> 80.0 seconds” for signal controlled 
intersections and “> 50.0 seconds” for unsignalized intersections because delays 
greater than these LOS F threshold values are beyond the meaningful range of 
the analysis methodology. 

 
A4-4: Both I-780 ramp intersections were found to meet the requirements of the 

MUTCD Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant in the Existing plus Project and 
Cumulative plus Project Conditions. Signal Warrant worksheets are included in 
Appendix B of the Draft EIR. 

 
A4-5: Intersection turning movement counts and Level of Service Calculation 

Worksheets are provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR (see data included 
under sub-title pages: “LEVEL OF SERVICE CALCULATION 
WORKSHEETS”).  

 
A4-6: The analysis of freeway operation in the Draft EIR is consistent with Caltrans’ 

own manual on traffic impact analyses (see Caltrans, 2002. Guide for the 



 
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  
A U G U S T  2 0 0 8  L O W E R  A R S E N A L  M I X E D  U S E  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  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:\CIB0701\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.doc (8/4/2008)    28 

Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. December), which requires that the 
Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual be used to 
determine freeway capacity. All assumed freeway capacities were taken directly 
from the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, as described in Section IV.G, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. According to the 2000 Highway 
Capacity Manual, Chapter 21, with a free flow speed of 60 miles per hour, a 
freeway’s capacity is estimated as 2,200 vehicles/hour/lane. This capacity was 
assumed for all two-lane freeway segments. 

 
For three-lane segments, it was assumed that the free flow speed would increase 
to 65 miles per hour due to the increase in overall capacity, and widening of the 
roadway. Using the data in the Highway Capacity Manual’s Exhibit 21-2, a 
maximum capacity of 2,300 vehicles/hour/lane was assumed for these segments. 

 
A4-7: Tables IV.G-19 and IV.G-21 are added to the Draft EIR to summarize queuing at 

freeway off-ramps, and 95th Percentile Queuing Reports for mitigated intersec-
tions (which are signalized) are attached. Pages 221 and 222 of the Draft EIR are 
revised to include the following tables: 

 
Table IV.G-19: Off-Ramp 95th Percentile Queuing – Existing plus Project Conditions 
No. Off-Ramp Storage 

Length Peak Hour Existing Existing plus 
Project Mitigated 

AM 75’ 325’ 225’ 1 I-780 WB Off-Ramp to 
East 5th Street 850’ PM 250’ 675’ 325’ 

AM 75’ 150’ 225’ 2 I-780 EB Off-Ramp to 
East 5th Street 1,100’ PM 100’ 200’ 275’ 

AM 25’ 25’ ---- 7 I-680 SB Off-Ramp to 
Industrial Way 1,050’ PM 25’ 25’ ---- 

AM 75’ 75’ ---- 9 I-680 NB Off-Ramp to 
Bayshore Road 1,450’ PM 25’ 25’ ---- 

Note: 
Source: 

Bold entries indicate queue lengths which exceed the available storage. 
DMJM Harris, 2007. 

 
Table IV.G-21: Off-Ramp 95th Percentile Queuing – Cumulative plus Project Conditions 
No. Off-Ramp Storage 

Length Peak Hour Cumulative Cumulative 
plus Project Mitigated 

AM 275’ 725’ 300’ 1 I-780 WB Off-Ramp to 
East 5th Street 850’ PM 875’ 1,250’ 475’ 

AM 275’ 525’ 400’ 2 I-780 EB Off-Ramp to 
East 5th Street 1,100’ PM 450’ 725’ 400’ 

AM 25’ 50’ ---- 7 I-680 SB Off-Ramp to 
Industrial Way 1,050’ PM 25’ 25’ ---- 

AM 200’ 225’ ---- 9 I-680 NB Off-Ramp to 
Bayshore Road 1,450’ PM 50’ 50’ ---- 

Note: 
Source: 

Bold entries indicate queue lengths which exceed the available storage. 
DMJM Harris, 2007. 

 
As shown, queues would only exceed the available storage at the I-780 
Westbound Off-Ramp to East 5th Street during the PM peak hour. The 
previously identified mitigation measure at this intersection would reduce queues 
to an acceptable level. 
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COMMENTOR A5 
State of California, Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Mark Piros, P.E., Unit Chief 
September 4, 2007 
 
 
 
 
A5-1: This introductory comment, which summarizes the proposed project, is noted. 

While DTSC could be a potential Responsible Agency for specific development 
projects, DTSC would not be a Responsible Agency for approval of the Draft 
Specific Plan. 

 
A5-2: This comment, which summarizes the conclusions of the Draft EIR in regard to 

hazardous materials that could occur on the site (and which could be released 
during the construction period), is noted.  

 
A5-3: This comment, which summarizes the requirements of Mitigation Measure 

HAZ-2a (formerly Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a) in the Draft EIR, is noted.  
 
A5-4: A new mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure HAZ-1) has been added to the 

Draft EIR to establish protocols for characterizing and remediating documented 
and/or partly characterized contamination on the site. Refer to Master Response 
#2 and revised Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, included in 
Appendix A. The mitigation measure would require soil and groundwater 
samples to be collected and analyzed in areas where contamination may have 
occurred. The results of this analysis would be discussed in subsequent CEQA 
documents prepared for specific development projects in the Plan Area, where 
applicable.  

 
A5-5: Refer to Master Response #2. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would require 

remediation, and/or engineering and administrative controls to be implemented to 
reduce health risks (associated with identified contamination) to an acceptable 
level. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 also includes health standards for clean-up 
activities. Remediation activities and required clean-up levels would also be 
discussed in subsequent CEQA documents prepared for specific development 
projects in the Plan Area, where applicable.  

 
A5-6: The information listed in the comment would be provided in subsequent CEQA 

documents prepared for specific development projects in the Plan Area. How-
ever, it is not expected that remediation activities conducted in the Plan Area as 
part of subsequent development activity would result in significant unavoidable 
secondary environmental impacts (e.g., unavoidable impacts associated with dust 
and noise) beyond those already identified in the Draft EIR.   

 
A5-7: This comment is noted. No further response is required. 
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COMMENTOR A6 
State of California, Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Mark Piros, P.E., Unit Chief 
September 4, 2007 
 
 
 
 
A6-1: This comment summarizes the project and the conclusions of the Draft EIR in 

regard to residual soil and groundwater contamination associated with historic 
and current land uses that may be present on the project site. No additional 
response is required.  
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COMMENTOR A7 
State of California, Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Christine Parent, Project Manager 
September 6, 2007 
 
 
 
 
A7-1: This introductory comment notes that DTSC is the lead State regulatory agency 

in overseeing hazardous materials investigations in the Plan Area and the rest of 
the Benicia Arsenal. The comment also references a March 27, 2007 letter 
submitted on the Lower Arsenal Mixed Use Specific Plan that raises concerns 
about hazardous materials issues on the project site. The March 27 letter is 
appended to Letter A7.  

 
A7-2: This comment states that the Plan Area is likely to contain soil, groundwater, and 

air contamination, and may include ordnance associated with historic military 
activities. Furthermore, it states that hazardous materials on the site have not 
been fully characterized, and a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment would be 
required prior to redevelopment of individual development parcels. Impact and 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 were added to the Draft EIR to address potential 
impacts associated with redevelopment of areas with hazardous materials 
concerns that may not be fully characterized. In such areas, Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-1 would require the collection and analysis of soil and groundwater 
samples in accordance with the requirements of DTSC’s Preliminary 
Endangerment Assessment process or other acceptable U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency or California Environmental Protection Agency regulatory 
guidance. Refer to Master Response #2 and revised Section IV.E (Appendix A) 
for additional detail.   

 
A7-3: This comment argues that the identification and discussion of hazardous 

materials concerns in Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
Draft EIR is incomplete. Section IV.E. has been substantially revised to address 
these concerns. In particular, additional information has been added about:  

• Applicable hazardous waste regulations, including the Resource Conserva-
tion and Recovery Act (RCRA), the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), and the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA).  

• The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers program for clean-up of sites used by the 
U.S. Department of Defense, or Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS).  

• Remedial investigations and clean-ups undertaken in the Benicia Arsenal by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

• Contamination concerns in the 50 Series Complex referenced in comment 
A7-3. 
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• Identification and discussion of potential contamination associated with fuel 
storage tanks (including those associated with the 50 Series Complex). 

• The key conclusions of the Expanded Site Inspection of the Benicia Arsenal 
that was conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and focused on 
groundwater contamination.  

Refer to Master Response #2 and revised Section IV.E (Appendix A) for 
additional detail. As noted in Response to Comment A7-2, Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-1 has been added to the Draft EIR to reduce effects associated with areas of 
potential contamination that may not be fully characterized to less-than-
significant levels.  

 
A7-4: This comment is noted. No further response is required. 
 
 




