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COMMENTOR C3 
Bob Berman 
September 5, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C3-1: Refer to Response to Comment B1-6 for a description of how the maximum 

development envelope for the Plan Area was estimated. The maximum 
development envelope is the total amount of development that could be approved 
under the Draft Specific Plan and represents an inventory of existing land uses in 
the Plan Area plus new building square footage that would be developed as part of 
the Draft Specific Plan. As stated on page 2-6 of the Draft Specific Plan and page 
44 of the Draft EIR, the Draft Specific Plan contemplates a net change in 
development of 215,050 square feet of development. The total type and amount of 
development proposed by the Draft Specific Plan and evaluated in the Draft EIR is 
listed in Table III-1 on page 44 of the Draft EIR. As described in Master Response 
#4, 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 preliminary analysis to determine whether 
they would result in impacts that exceed those identified in the Draft EIR. As the 
Draft Specific Plan presents a program for development in the Plan Area, it does 
not provide the exact type and location of residential and non-residential 
development to be located in the Plan Area.  

 
C3-2: Refer to Response to Comment E4-8. 
 
C3-3: Refer to Master Response #3 concerning deferral of mitigation measures. The Draft 

Specific Plan covers a large range of land uses and a large study area. Given these 
two factors, the most appropriate documentation of the potential health risk for a 
given site would be based on the proposed use of an individual site and potential 
emissions sources located in the vicinity of a particular site. The need for a project-
specific evaluation of air quality concerns is particularly important because air 
quality conditions (including the constituents of air pollution) may change over 
time, and a health risk assessment conducted for the entire Plan Area may not 
account for air quality conditions in the Plan Area 5, 10, or 15 years from now. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure AIR-2, which would require that any new 
residential development projects ensure that existing industrial uses would not 
expose new receptors to significant sources of emissions, is believed to be the most 
effective way of dealing with that potential impact. New development associated 
with the proposed project is not expected to include sources of toxic emissions. 
However, any potential new toxic sources would be subject to the BAAQMD’s 
New Source Review requirements, including a prohibition on exposing sensitive 
receptors to toxic emissions resulting in a risk of 10 in a million or more. New 
Source Review requirements would require a health risk assessment independent of 
this Draft EIR. Diesel particulate matter (PM) exhaust poses the greatest cancer 
risk among all identified air toxics, as well as the area of highest public concern. 
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When comparing whole diesel exhaust to speciated diesel exhaust (e.g., polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons, metals), potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to 
whole diesel exhaust will outweigh the multi-pathway cancer risk from the 
speciated components. For this reason, there are few situations where an analysis of 
multipathway risk is necessary. 

 
C3-4: Refer to Master Response #3 concerning deferral of mitigation measures. Interior 

air filtration systems, such as upgraded heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) systems, have been shown to reduce indoor particulates by more than 90 
percent, and are considered the most effective measure to improve indoor air 
quality. As stated in Mitigation Measure AIR-2, any residential site determined to 
exceed the 10 in 1 million criterion would be required to reduce exposure levels to 
an acceptable level. The report would provide the analysis of the reduction 
achieved by the interior air filtration system to ensure that the health risk standard 
would be met. The commentor’s question about whether an interior air filtration 
system “would be the only way to mitigate” for exposure to TACs reinforces the 
point that speculation today about TAC exposures and risks at some future date, 
when mitigation options may also have evolved, would not be as appropriate as a 
future study when an actual project is proposed. 

 
C3-5: Refer to Master Response #3 concerning deferral of mitigation measures and 

Response to Comment B1-8 regarding performance criteria for the noise mitigation 
measures referenced in the comment.  

 
C3-6: Given that the Draft EIR provides a program level of review, it is appropriate to use 

the broader assumptions provided in the General Plan (which are incorporated into 
the Draft EIR by reference). All current area projects are well within the 
development envelope that was anticipated for General Plan buildout. This 
maximum development envelope likely anticipates more development than would 
occur in Benicia during the actual buildout period, and thus encompasses past, 
existing and planned development projects. The assumptions regarding 
development in the Plan Area for use in the cumulative analysis are those 
assumptions used in the Draft EIR and summarized in Table III-1. 

 
C3-7: As stated on page 198 of the Draft EIR under Cumulative Conditions Traffic 

Volumes, “[i]ncluded in the Solano/Napa County travel demand model are all 
approved projects that can reasonably be expected to be in place by the year 2030, 
including the Benicia Business Park project.” As such, the Cumulative and 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions analyzed in the Draft EIR include additional 
traffic volumes associated with the Benicia Business Park project. The large 
increases in traffic volumes are most notable at intersections closer to the Business 
Park and at freeway segments most likely to carry a bulk of the Business Park 
traffic. 

 
Non-truck traffic traveling to and from the west is likely to use I-780 and East 2nd 
Street to reach the Business Park area. Benicia Business Park non-truck traffic is 
not expected to use the I-780 segment between East 2nd Street and East 5th Street. 
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That freeway segment – “I-780: West of East 5th Street” – was analyzed in the 
Draft EIR because it is the link where the proposed project would have the greatest 
effect on traffic operations. There is no inconsistency between this EIR and the 
certified Benicia Business Park EIR. 

 
C3-8: Whereas in years past, direct personal or telephone contact with staff of regulatory 

agencies was required in order to obtain critical information, the advent of digital 
media and in particular the world wide web now allows the posting of enormous 
quantities of these materials and the compilation of such data by EIR authors 
without the need for direct contact with staff. Each of the potentially interested 
agencies cited in the comment (with the possible exception of U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency) have been notified of the Draft Specific Plan and its EIR during 
the scoping process and at the time of the Draft EIR and recirculated sections. The 
California Department of Transportation submitted comments on the NOP and 
Draft EIR and the Department of Toxic Substances Control submitted comments 
on the Draft EIR.  
 
In developing the analysis of transportation-related impacts, the most recent data 
available for each aspect of the analysis was sought. The most recent travel demand 
model from STA was obtained for cumulative traffic forecasting. The most recent 
info on Benicia Breeze from the City of Benicia’s website was obtained for transit 
discussions. The most recent pedestrian and bicycle information was obtained from 
the City of Benicia General Plan and from Solano County for pedestrian and 
bicycle discussions. 

 
 Additionally, as noted in the sources for each of the tables shown in the air quality 

section of the DEIR, the latest data from the California Air Resources Board, the 
Environmental Protection Agency and the BAAQMD were used for this analysis. 
LSA consulted with both the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to update and revise Section IV.E, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, which was recirculated in April 2008.  

 
 Page 65 of the recirculated Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials is 

revised to include the following references: 
 

DTSC, 2007. Meeting between DTSC (Donn Diebert and Christine Parent), 
City of Benicia (Charlie Knox and Heather McLaughlin), and LSA 
Associates, Inc. (Dennis Brown). December 3. 

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2008. Meeting between U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (Mike Shields and Kathy Greene), Brown and Caldwell (Wendy 
Linck), City of Benicia (Charlie Knox and Heather McLaughlin), and LSA 
Associates, Inc. (Dennis Brown). January 9. 

 
C3-9: Refer to Master Response #4 regarding the program-level nature of the Draft EIR 

and using the Draft EIR to evaluate specific development projects. Individual 
development projects would require project-specific environmental review, and 
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would not be exempt from CEQA review (unless they would be Categorically or 
Statutorily Exempt under CEQA and would not result in significant environmental 
effects). Individual development projects are not listed as a specific bullet point 
under “Uses of the EIR” on page 62 of the Draft EIR because additional 
environmental review would be required for such projects.  
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COMMENTOR C4 
Marilyn Bardet 
September 6, 2007 
 
 
 
 
C4-1: This comment, which states the commentor’s opinion of the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR, is noted. The commentor’s previous involvement in past environmental 
cleanup projects in the City is also noted. 

C4-2: Responses to the specific points expressed by the commentor are provided below. 
Refer to Master Response #5 concerning recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

C4-3: This comment, which provides background information on the FUDS investigation 
and associated investigation and cleanup of the Tourtelot site, is noted. Additional 
background information about the FUDS investigation and Tourtelot site was 
added to recirculated Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (see 
Appendix A).  

C4-4: Refer to Master Response #4 regarding additional environmental review that would 
be required for specific development projects. All individual development projects 
(requiring a discretionary permit from the City) will be required to undergo project-
level environmental review.  

C4-5: Substantial revisions were made to Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, which was recirculated in April 2008. Refer to Master Response #2. The 
revisions to this section were based in part on consultation with the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), including Christine Parent, and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. The City met with both DTSC and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) to discuss their concerns regarding potential contamination 
within the Plan Area, and ways to investigate and remediate this contamination to 
allow for redevelopment with a range of land uses, including residential uses. 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 was drafted in consultation with these agencies and 
would ensure that potential health and safety impacts associated with future 
development (including residential uses) within the Plan Area would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level. 

C4-6: Refer to Response to Comment C4-5 and Master Response #2 regarding consulta-
tion with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and DTSC that was conducted in 
revising Section IV.E of the Draft EIR. Refer also to recirculated Section IV.E (see 
Appendix A) which supplements the discussions of these agencies provided in the 
Draft EIR.  

C4-7: Refer to recirculated Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials for a 
supplemental discussion of the potential for unexploded ordnance to occur within 
the Plan Area. Due to past redevelopment activities, unexploded ordnance is not 
expected to be a significant hazard within the Plan Area. However, implementation 
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of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would ensure that potential impacts 
associated with previously undiscovered hazardous materials – including 
unexploded ordnance – would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. In 
addition, calculating the costs of implementing the Draft Specific Plan and drawing 
conclusions regarding its feasibility are outside of the scope of the Draft EIR.  

C4-8: Refer to recirculated Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Master 
Response #2. Impact and Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 have been added to the Draft 
EIR to address potential impacts associated with development that would occur in 
areas with documented and/or partly characterized environmental releases. Impact 
HAZ-1 and Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a and HAZ-1b from the originally 
circulated Draft EIR (July 2007) have been revised as part of the recirculation as 
Impact HAZ-2 and Mitigation Measures HAZ-2a and HAZ-2b. Also refer to 
Response to Comment E2-3 concerning Mitigation Measures HAZ-2a and HAZ-
2b. 

C4-9: Refer to Response to Comment C4-8 concerning Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a and 
HAZ-1b. Refer to Response to Comment E2-9 concerning DTSC and U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers comment and input on the Draft EIR and recirculated Section 
IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. A brief discussion of the FUDS program 
is provided in recirculated Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as it 
applies to the Plan Area. 

C4-10: This comment, which provides background information on the FUDS investigation 
and cleanup of the Tourtelot site as they relate to residential development 
constraints, is noted. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and no further response is required. 

C4-11: This comment, which questions the feasibility of the Draft Specific Plan in light of 
past military use of the site, is noted. Refer to Response to Comments C4-5, C4-8, 
and E2-3. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 was specifically designed to address the fact 
that certain site investigations of the Plan Area are not yet complete.  

C4-12: Refer to Master Response #4 concerning the maximum level of development 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, and the requirement for project-specific environmental 
review. No specific development projects are part of the Draft Specific Plan or 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

C4-13: This comment, which questions the feasibility of implementing the Draft Specific 
Plan, is noted. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required. Refer also to Responses to Comments E2-5 through 
E2-7. 

C4-14: A brief discussion of the FUDS program is provided in recirculated Section IV.E, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as it applies to the Plan Area.  Additional 
background information is not necessary to understand the impacts of the Draft 
Specific Plan as they relate to hazardous materials, or appropriate mitigation, and 
would be contrary to CEQA Guidelines section 15125, which states that: “The 
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description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an 
understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.”   
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 was developed in consultation with both DTSC and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and represents agreed-upon standards for clean-up 
of potentially contaminated sites in the Plan Area. Refer to Response to Comments 
E2-3 and E2-9 concerning the development of residential uses on the site, with 
respect to the presence of hazardous materials contamination. It is the responsibility 
of the owners of properties containing hazardous materials to properly restrict 
access and ensure that their property does not pose a public nuisance.  

C4-15: This comment, which questions the feasibility of implementing the Draft Specific 
Plan, is noted. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required. Refer also to Response to Comments E2-5 through 
E2-7. 

C4-16: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a and -1b and HAZ-2a and -2b 
would ensure that potential impacts associated with documented, partly character-
ized, or undiscovered environmental releases would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. These measures would allow for infrastructure work in the Lower 
Arsenal, in addition to residential development. Also refer to Response to 
Comment E2-3. 

C4-17: Refer to Response to Comment E2-5 and E2-6 concerning financial responsibility 
for hazardous materials investigation and remediation. Also refer to Response to 
Comment E2-7 concerning economic concerns, which are outside of the scope of 
the Draft EIR. 

C4-18: Refer to Response to Comment B9-3 regarding land use incompatibility issues 
associated with the development of residential uses on Jefferson Ridge. Refer to 
Response to Comment B5-7 regarding the substantial adverse impacts associated 
with development of the Senior Housing alternative to the historic integrity of 
Jefferson Ridge. Refer to Master Response #2 regarding the mitigation measure 
developed in consultation with DTSC.  

C4-19: This comment, which notes the accidental omission of the commentor’s April 12, 
2007 comment letter on the scope of the Draft EIR, is noted. The points in that 
letter, which are reproduced by the commentor and are enumerated as Comments 
C4-20 through C4-33, are responded to below. None of the comments provided in 
the scoping letter require an expansion of the scope of the EIR. All verbal 
comments provided at the Planning Commission hearing on the scope of the Draft 
EIR were taken into account during preparation of the Draft EIR.  

C4-20: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project in relation to 
historical resources, is noted. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR and no further response is required. 

C4-21: Refer to recirculated Section IV.K, Cultural and Paleontological Resources for a 
discussion of the National Register District boundaries (which references the map 
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provided on page 1-5 of the Draft Specific Plan and page 7 of the AHCP). The 
2001 letter from Dr. Knox Mellon is included in this Response to Comments 
Document as an attachment to Letter C1.  

C4-22: The Draft EIR includes a discussion of the regulatory context for the proposed 
project, including the goals, policies, and objectives of the City’s General Plan and 
the AHCP. Other documents pertaining to historic resources are incorporated by 
reference. A list of relevant goals and actions of the Draft Specific Plan are also 
provided in each topical section the Draft EIR, as appropriate. The letters 
referenced by the commentor from Dr. Knox Mellon address a previously proposed 
development project not included as part of the Draft Specific Plan. Refer to 
Response to Comment C1-17 concerning the applicability of the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards to implementation of the Draft Specific Plan. 

C4-23: This comment is noted. Existing conditions in the Plan Area as they relate to 
historic resources are discussed in Section IV.K, Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources, of the Draft EIR. This was done through background research, 
including a literature review, a records search at the Northwest Information Center; 
and a field review. The level of research and detail suggested by the commentor is 
not necessary to establish the existing conditions in the Plan Area or to evaluate 
potential impacts to cultural resources. 

C4-24: Section IV.F, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts to 
biological resources that would occur with implementation of the Draft Specific 
Plan. The Draft EIR includes an inventory of the natural communities on the site, 
such as grasslands, seasonal wetlands, trees, and buildings and the special-status 
species that may use these habitats. The Draft EIR does not include an exhaustive 
inventory of all wildlife species that could use the site, nor is such a list required to 
adequately evaluate the impacts of the Draft Specific Plan on biological resources. 
The species list along with the assessment of the suitability of habitats onsite to 
support special-status species provides the required information regarding existing 
conditions and forms the basis for the determination of impacts to biological 
resources. The Plan Area is situated within an urban and commercial area and has 
limited value for plants and animals due to past and current land uses. Given the 
limited habitat values on the site, no significant insight would be gained from an 
exhaustive multi-year survey of this site. The assessments based on existing 
conditions are adequate. Redevelopment of the project area may result in the loss of 
habitat for some of the common species that currently occur on the site; however, 
the majority of common species that live in close association with humans will 
likely continue to find suitable habitat onsite after redevelopment.  

C4-25: Chapter VI, CEQA-Required Assessment Conclusions, addresses potential 
cumulative biological resource impacts that would occur with implementation of 
the Draft Specific Plan (and takes into account the Benicia Business Park Project 
and other projects anticipated as part of General Plan buildout). The analysis 
concluded that because the habitat value in the Plan Area is of generally marginal 
quality, and because impacts to this habitat would be reduced to a less-than-
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significant level with implementation of recommended mitigation measures, the 
impact of the Draft Specific Plan would not be considered cumulatively significant. 

C4-26: This comment is noted. Refer to Master Response #2 and recirculated Section 
IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The recirculated section discusses the 
FUDS project as it applies to the Plan Area and includes a mitigation measure 
(Mitigation Measure HAZ-1) to reduce potential impacts associated with 
documented and/or partly characterized environmental releases.  

C4-27: The adjacent Port and Valero Refinery must comply with strict regulations with 
regard to the potential release of hazardous materials and must maintain plans 
which detail evacuation and containment protocol to be employed in the event of 
an accidental release at one of these facilities. Both of these facilities also maintain 
security fencing and monitoring to protect their operations. Adoption of the Draft 
Specific Plan would not result in security breaches at the Port such that 
environmental impacts would result.  

C4-28: The Draft EIR discusses the existing air pollutants in the vicinity of the project site, 
as summarized in Table IV.H-4. The analysis indicates that the Draft Specific Plan 
would not contribute to any localized air quality impacts or long term impacts and 
would not expose sensitive receptors, including children, to significant sources of 
air pollution emissions. 

C4-29: Potential hazards related to traffic circulation were analyzed in the Draft EIR. All 
changes to the circulation system that would be implemented by the Draft Specific 
Plan would be built to modern engineering and ADA standards, such as 10-, 11-, 
and 12-foot roadway lane width standards, 5-foot bicycle lane width standards, and 
8-foot wide on-street parking standards. All sidewalks and off-street pedestrian 
connections throughout the Plan Area would be built to modern engineering and 
ADA standards. In general, the Draft Specific Plan would not result in the 
development of design features dangerous to motorists, bicyclists, or pedestrians 
(and would improve pedestrian and bicyclist safety in the area). 

C4-30: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted. 
Although the Draft Specific Plan seeks to attract heritage tourism activities to the 
Plan Area, evaluation of the viability of this element of the proposed project is 
outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is limited to evaluating the 
potential adverse physical impacts associated with development of the proposed 
project.  

C4-31: The Final EIR for the Benicia Business Park indicates that the business park project 
would not result in urban decay in Benicia (including the Plan Area) or other cities 
in the area. Evaluation of the potential loss of revenue or urban decay impacts 
within the Plan Area associated with development of a separately proposed future 
project is outside the scope of the Draft EIR.  

C4-32: Chapter III, Project Description, of the Draft EIR provides a full description of the 
proposed project and refers to the Draft Specific Plan as necessary for further 
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detail. Chapter IV, Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, provides a full 
description of the environmental impacts that would occur with implementation of 
the Draft Specific Plan, and recommends mitigation measures to reduce those 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Chapter VI, CEQA-Required Assessment 
Conclusions, provides an evaluation of cumulative impacts and irreversible 
changes in the environment that would result from implementation of the Draft 
Specific Plan. No potential significant cumulative impacts were identified. Chapter 
V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR evaluates three alternatives to the proposed 
project, in addition to the No Project alternative, and compares the impacts that 
would occur under those alternatives with those that would occur with implemen-
tation of the Draft Specific Plan. The Draft EIR identified the Option 1 alternative 
as the environmentally superior alternative because the following impacts iden-
tified under the Draft Specific Plan would be reduced when compared to the Draft 
Specific Plan: impacts to seasonal wetlands, protected trees, special-status plant 
species, burrowing owl and other bird and bat habitat; roadway congestion; and 
impacts to archaeological resources. However, the Draft EIR also found that the 
Draft Specific Plan is, overall, an environmentally sound project and that all 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures. The analysis of environmental impacts 
provided in the Draft EIR will be used by City decision-makers when considering 
whether to approve the Draft Specific Plan or one of the project alternatives.  

C4-33: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted. 
Recirculated Section IV.K, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of the Draft 
EIR evaluates potential impacts to cultural resources that would occur with 
implementation of the Draft Specific Plan. All potential impacts to historic 
resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of 
the recommended mitigation measures.  

C4-34: This comment, which pertains to the merits of the proposed project, is noted. Refer 
to Response to Comment B9-3 regarding land use incompatibility issues associated 
with the development of residential uses on Jefferson Ridge.  

C4-35: Refer to Master Response #4. The Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts associated 
with implementation of the Draft Specific Plan. The Draft EIR does not evaluate 
specific development projects proposed within the Plan Area. The separately 
proposed Grant Street project would be required to undergo additional 
environmental review and would be subject to compliance with the policies and 
actions of the Draft Specific Plan (if the Draft Specific Plan is approved). 

C4-36: Environmental impacts associated with human health risks are evaluated in the 
Draft EIR based on the assumption that sensitive receptors would be exposed to 
pollutants. Sensitive receptors include not only children, but also the elderly and 
hospital patients. Thus health risks to children are not evaluated separately. Section 
IV.H, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts to sensitive 
receptors associated with air pollution and identifies those impacts as significant. 
Page 246 of the Draft EIR notes that the Draft Specific Plan would locate sensitive 
receptors (including children) near major sources of toxic air contaminants and 
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would have the potential to expose sensitive receptors or the general public to 
substantial levels of toxic air contaminants related to activities associated with the 
Port. However, specific development projects are not evaluated as part of the Draft 
EIR and implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-2 would ensure that potential 
impacts to future residents and sensitive receptors within the Plan Area would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, which was 
developed in consultation with DTSC and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, is 
also crafted to ensure that sensitive receptors would not be exposed to unsafe levels 
of contamination.  

C4-37: Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, which was crafted in consultation with DTSC and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, was designed to reduce risks associated with 
documented and/or partly characterized environmental releases in the Plan Area, 
and to allow for development of residential uses.  

C4-38: This comment, which pertains to the merits of locating live/work uses in the Plan 
Area, is noted. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
no further response is required.  

C4-39: Refer to Master Response #1 and recirculated Section IV.K, Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources, which identifies impacts from the construction of new 
buildings and roads as significantly affecting the setting of Historic District C (the 
location of the Jefferson Ridge). However, this impact would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-2a and -
2b. CEQA requires the consideration of historical resources during the planning 
process and, if feasible, the mitigation of project impacts to such resources. The 
mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR would protect historical resources 
and reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. The project-specific 
design and impact reviews required by Mitigation Measures CULT-2a and CULT-
2b would avoid impacts that would result in de-listing of District C from the 
National Register (see also Historic Preservation Action 4.1.1). On a program level, 
development of Jefferson Ridge in accordance with the conceptual plans, policies, 
and actions outlined in the Draft Specific Plan would preserve the overall geometry 
and key landscape elements of the area. Various Draft Specific Plan actions (e.g., 
Action 3.2.1) would add additional protections to the historic architecture and 
landscape elements of Jefferson Ridge. Therefore, additional mitigation measures 
are not warranted. Also refer to Response to Comments C4-21 and C4-22 regarding 
communications from Dr. Knox Mellon on past development projects.    

C4-40: The Draft Specific Plan was evaluated in the Draft EIR as proposed (and Figure V-
1 was excerpted directly from the Draft Specific Plan). The construction of new 
roads in and of itself would not result in substantial adverse impacts to the integrity 
of Historic District C. However, at a project level, proper design of these roads 
(and other new features on Jefferson Ridge) would be required. Proper design 
would be ensured with implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-2a.  

C4-41: Refer to Response to Comment C2-23 regarding parking. As stated in the 
“Cumulative Conditions Traffic Volumes” section of the Section IV.G, 
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Transportation and Circulation, “[i]ncluded in the Solano/Napa County travel 
demand model are all approved projects that can reasonably be expected to be in 
place by the year 2030, including the Benicia Business Park project.” As such, the 
Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project Conditions analyzed for the Draft EIR 
include additional traffic volumes associated with the Benicia Business Park 
project. Furthermore, unacceptable operating conditions were identified at the East 
2nd Street/Military East intersection, and Mitigation Measure TRANS-5 was 
developed to reduce the projected traffic congestion to a less-than-significant level. 

C4-42: A project would have a significant urban decay impact if it would directly or 
indirectly result in physical deterioration to properties or structures that is so 
prevalent, substantial, and lasting a significant period of time that it is impairs the 
proper utilization of the properties and structures and the health, safety and welfare 
of the surrounding community. The Draft Specific Plan, which would restore 
historic buildings and landscapes, encourage compatible development (including 
mixed uses), and enhance connectivity and circulation, would not result in urban 
decay. The Plan Area, which is in close proximity to Downtown Benicia, is well-
positioned to benefit in the context of global energy shortages and required 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions due to global climate change (which may 
encourage people to live within walking distance of goods and services, and to 
reduce their commutes). In addition, the Final EIR for the Benicia Business Park 
concluded that that project would not result in urban decay effects in Benicia or 
surrounding cities. The comment that suggests reduced development in the Plan 
Area does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted. 

C4-43: As discussed on page 61 of recirculated section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, the Draft Specific Plan would not conflict with an emergency evacuation 
plan. Primary and secondary streets in the Plan Area (including the proposed 
pedestrian network) would provide adequate emergency access, even in the event 
of an earthquake.  

C4-44: This comment is noted. The Draft EIR includes a discussion of the potential for 
particulate matter (PM) impacts on the project site on page 246. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2 would reduce any potential impacts associated with PM 
pollution from the Port to a less-than-significant level.  

C4-45: Air quality contaminants are regional pollutants and disperse under normal 
meteorological conditions within an air basin. The California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) and Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) establish 
monitoring locations that characterize the air quality in an air basin. Air quality 
monitoring data shown in IV.H-4 are thus representative of air quality conditions 
on the project site (and provide an adequate basis for identifying the impacts of air 
pollution on the Draft Specific Plan). 

C4-46: This comment, which makes reference to comment letters submitted separately by 
organizations and other individuals, is noted. 
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C4-47: This comment, which describes the commentor’s experience as it relates to 
environmental review of the Draft Specific Plan, is noted.  




