
Page 1 I 

From: Melissa Andersen 
To: Simpkins, D 
Date: 6/24/20088:14:59 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Seeno info 

»> Anne Cardwell 6/24/20086:10 AM »>
 
for the correspondence posted on the web...
 

thanks!
 

»> Luis Delgado <Ifdarchitect@sbcglobal.net> 6/23/2008 10:29 AM »>
 

Dear Mayor,
 

I'm not sure if you have seen this article about Seeno. Can you please forward to all of the Council City 
and city staff. I think it is worth reading. 

Here is link »> http://greenbelt.org/resources/press/c1ippings/clip2008jan15seeno.html 

I really feel that you and Council need to make sure that any conditions that are attached to this project 
are enforcible by LAW. If they are not, then I would recommend that all project conditions should be made 
as part of a "DEVELOPEMENT AGREEMENT". Remember that we owe them nothing. They are 
coming here to build in our City and they will be gone once they get what they want. 

Sincerely, 

Luis Delgado 



 Greenbelt Alliance in the News 

Read, Simon. "State fines developer Seen $3 million." Greenbelt Alliance: Open Space & Vibrant Places. 
15 Jan. 2008. ContraCostaTimes.Com. 23 June 2008 
<http://greenbelt.org/resources/press/clippings/clip_2008jan15seeno.html>.  

 

 

 
http://www.contracostatimes.com/growth/ci_7975728 
 
January 15, 2008  

 
State fines developer Seeno $3 million 
 
Seeno Construction penalized for environmental violation in Antioch, its fourth in Bay 
Area since 1996 
 
Simon Read 
 
State officials have reached a $3 million settlement agreement with the Albert D. Seeno Construction Co. 
concerning alleged environmental damage at a housing development in Antioch. 
 
The state charged that Seeno didn't have proper permits to do grading work in the Mira Vista subdivision 
that destroyed ponds and several waterways during various stages of development. The violations were 
uncovered and investigated by the state Department of Fish & Game. 
 
" This is a great win for us," said Liz Kanter, spokeswoman with the State Water Board. "Because this 
gentleman is a repeat offender, we decided to go after a larger fine. He did not want a criminal 
prosecution ... and wanted to settle." 
 
Seeno construction companies have been cited for environmental violations four times since 1996. 
In the Mira Vista case, Seeno has agreed to pay $500,000 to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
and Control Board, $250,000 to the state Fish and Game Preservation Fund, $250,000 to the Contra 
Costa County Fish and Wildlife Propagation Fund, $250,000 to the state Department of Justice to pay for 
future environmental enforcement and $250,000 to the Contra Costa County Treasurer. 
 
In addition to monetary penalties, Seeno has agreed to grant a 60-acre parcel to the East Bay Regional 
Park District for endowment and preservation purposes, officials said. The company will also train its 
employees on environmental regulations, and it must conduct biological and wetland assessments of its 
properties. 
 
" The Seeno company in no way admits any fault or liability in this case but settled this to avoid what can 
be a very expensive endeavor when you're involved in a legal dispute with the government," said Seeno 
spokesman Kiley Russell. "This is a business decision to get it behind the company and do what they're 
good at, which is building homes." 
 
In October 2005, the Department of Fish & Game organized a multiagency inspection of the Mira Vista 
development. 
 
" During the inspections, water board staff found that three unnamed creeks and four seasonal ponds had 
been filled in during home construction," Frances McChesney, the board's senior staff counsel, wrote in 
an e-mail. 
 
Five years ago, Seeno's West Coast Home Builders pleaded guilty to violating the federal Endangered 
Species Act for the 2001 killing of red-legged frogs and deliberate destruction of a frog habitat at the 
construction site of the San Marco subdivision in Pittsburg. 
 
" He was fined $1 million and ordered to write a public apology," Kanter said. "Obviously, that wasn't a 
deterrent." 
 
Christina Wong, East Bay field representative for Greenbelt Alliance, said developers can't be wholly 
trusted with environmental decisions. 
 
" This is a reminder that we need to be skeptical about the claims developers make," she said. "It's clear 
that the people of Contra Costa County and their elected officials need to keep a close eye on developers 
like Albert Seeno, who has a track record of destroying the environment." 
 
Wong said Greenbelt Alliance is working to preserve an open hillside in Pittsburg that Seeno is eyeing for 
a possible development. 
 
Russell said the company should not be defined solely by its transgressions. 
 
" If you look at the history of the projects," he said, "the incidents are quite small in number compared to 
the good work they're doing."  
 

http://www.contracostatimes.com/growth/ci_7975728


 
June 3, 2008 
 
 
Honorable Elizabeth Patterson, 
Mayor of Benicia 
 
Honorable Tom Campbell, 
Vice Mayor of Benicia 
 
Honorable Hughes, Ioakimedes and Schwartzman, 
Council Members 
 
RE: Benicia Business Park 
 
Dear Mayor, Vice Mayor & Council Members: 
 
We apologize for not being able to attend tonight’s meeting in person, but both Phil 
and I had conflicts that could not be avoided. 
 
Our Colliers office has been retained by Sierra Pacific Properties (real estate 
management affiliate of Discovery Builders) to attract high end bio-tech and research 
users to the campus environment that we envision for the Benicia Business Park. 
 
Over the years, we have recruited well in excess of 10 million square feet of users into 
Solano County.  We have successfully recruited some of Benicia’s top firms from both a 
job creation and tax base perspective starting with Bio-Rad’s first Benicia facility in 1990. 
 
Benicia has the ideal demographics and schools needed to attract these research 
firms.  Unfortunately, Benicia and most of Solano have run out of land suitable for 
business campus recruitment.  Ironically, now that we are out of land, the users want in. 
 
It is important that this project be approved tonight so development can commence.  
We currently represent several larger campus users that will be forced to consider the 
communities of Davis and/or Dixon if a time line for completion of this project is not 
ascertained now. 
 
For the long term health and viability of this community, you must approve the Benicia 
Business Park. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
COLLIERS INTERNATIONAL 

 
S. Brooks Pedder, SIOR     Philip A. Garrett, SIOR 
Co-Managing Partner     Co-Managing Partner 

360 Campus Lane, Suite #101 
Fairfield, California USA 94534 
Tel: 707-863-0188 Fax: 707-863-0181 
www.colliersparrish.com 
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Melissa Andersen - Fwd: Discovery Builders project list 

  
 
 
>>> Charlie Knox 6/3/2008 2:32 PM >>> 
Attached per the Mayor's request 
 
>>> "Louis Parsons" <LParsons@discoverybuilders.com> 6/3/2008 2:26 PM >>> 
Charlie- 
As requested, here is a select list of some projects we have built- 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Louis Parsons 
Vice President - Forward Planning 
Discovery Builders, Inc. 
4061 Port Chicago Highway, Suite H 
Concord, CA 94520 
Office (925) 682-6419 
Cellular (925) 250-7101 
Fax (925) 689-2047 
LParsons@discoverybuilders.com 

From:    Anne Cardwell
To:    Council;  Heather McLaughlin;  Jim Erickson
Date:    6/3/2008 2:37 PM
Subject:   Fwd: Discovery Builders project list
CC:    Melissa Andersen
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Discovery Builders Select Project List 
 
 
 

• Peppermill Hotel – Reno 
 

• Wendover Hotel - Wendover 
 

• Montego Bay Hotel - Wendover 
 

• Metroplex Offices – Concord 
 

• Concord Gateway – Concord 
 

• Shaw Environmental Offices – Concord 
 

• Sierra Pacific Offices – Concord 
 

• Century Plaza Retail – Pittsburg 
 
 
 

































Melissa Andersen - Fwd: The Seeno Project 

  
Not sure that you got this one that went just to Lisa and Council. 
 
>>> <5plus1rays@sbcglobal.net> 6/2/2008 6:51 AM >>> 
Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council Members: 
  
I am writing this morning to ask you to vote NO on the current Seeno Industrial Park Project 
Proposal. 
  
I am an employee of Contra Costa County and over the years I have watched the Seeno 
family/companies walk all over the government, take advantage of the low fine structure on project 
violations and destroy the environment for the maximum financial gain on their projects. 
  
I understand that you can put as many Conditions of Approval as you please on the project - but 
what can the Building Inspection do to enforce them? What if Seeno/Discovery Builders does not 
follow them? What if, like in Contra Costa County, they would rather face a few thousand dollars in 
fines and rake in bigger money on their project? 
  
Please don't enter into this deal - it feels like doing a deal with the devil! 
  
Please wait until there is more time, a better proposal and more ability to control this project. We 
have such a wonderful community right now - let's not make the same mistake that others have 
made before when dealing with the Seeno Companies! 
  
Sincerely, 
Jill Ray 
486 West K Street 

From:    Anne Cardwell
To:    Charlie Knox;  Heather McLaughlin;  Jim Erickson;  Melissa Andersen
Date:    6/3/2008 1:58 PM
Subject:   Fwd: The Seeno Project
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Melissa Andersen - Fwd: Message for City Council Members - BBP Page 1

From: Anne Cardwell
To: Melissa Andersen
Date: 6/3/2008 11:12:29 AM
Subject: Fwd: Message for City Council Members - BBP

one more...

>>> Anne Cardwell 6/3/2008 11:11 AM >>>
Hello,
 
Priscilla Whitehead called to encourage you all to vote to deny the Benicia Business Project and send it 
back to be re-done.  She said due to reasons such as Robert Semple and the increased pollution, as well 
as many others - that this project needs to start over for the benefit of the city.  She thinks it is a bad 
proposal.
 
Thank you



Melissa Andersen - Fwd: For June 3 City Council  Print for side table Page 1

From: Anne Cardwell
To: Charlie Knox;  Council;  Heather McLaughlin;  Jim Erickson
Date: 6/3/2008 9:31:22 AM
Subject: Fwd: For June 3 City Council  Print for side table

>>> "BeniciaFirst@earthlink.net" <BeniciaFirst@earthlink.net> 6/3/2008 7:00 AM >>>

A Statement from BeniciaFirst!
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON THE SEENO PROJECT: 

Question: Does this debate represent a clash between pro-development and anti-development forces?

Nothing could be further from the reality of the case we have presented. The central issue is the quality 
and practicality of the currently proposed plan. What Seeno is proposing is a dated plan for a commuter-
driven park--one that is geared to attract conventional warehousing and shipping, with a commercial area 
located at the freeway. Such an outmoded model ignores the new realities upon which Benicia First has 
focused.  We face an energy-constrained future economic environment as highlighted by the Global 
Warming Solutions Act, AB32, which mandates drastically reduced "vehicle miles traveled" generated by 
any new project. At the same time, there is a revolution in t! hinking about green industrial development 
together with an unprecedented demand for the kind of research and development campus for which 
Benicia is uniquely suited.

Question: If your concerns and hopes for achieving what you call a 21st Century project are spelled out 
in "Conditions of Approval" set by the City, would this not be a solution?

Essentially,this approach heightens one of the major drawbacks of the Seeno proposal. With a project 
that incorporates neither coherence nor a visionary comprehensive plan for a campus-style R&D park, 
attempting to reshape that project through hundreds of conditions simply underlines and emphasizes its 
flaws and its fragmented character. It would require permitting and overseeing virtually all detail of the 
development and attempting somehow to create coherence through endless, difficult man! agement of 
detail. It would require enormous oversight responsibilitie s for the city extending through 25 years into 
the future. We do not think this feasible or realistic.  Practical enforceability is questionable. Nor do we 
believe it possible to create an integrated, coherent, energy sensitive and future oriented project in this 
fashion.  

Question:  Didn't the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) with the recently produced Addendum 
give this project a clean bill of health?

No. The voluminous comments submitted by Steve Goetz and Don Dean, both professional planners, 
detail the numerous flaws and inadequacies of the FEIR and the present revised proposal. We cite here 
just one dramatic example: its treatment of traffic increases and resulting air pollution impacting Semple 
School. If you think the health and safety of Semple school children are important, consider this. The! 
FEIR contained a gross error in its estimates of future traffic on I-780 and East 2nd St., adjacent to 
Semple School. Real world traffic projections put that figure far over the prescribed limit for locating new 
schools. 

NOTE THIS CAREFULLY.  The City Council must legally agree that these unavoidable negative impacts 
on air quality affecting the Semple School, are justified by "overriding considerations"; in short that the 
benefits of the Seeno project override those impacts. Would you want that Resolution of CEQA Findings 
signed?

Question:  If this project is denied, won't that delay development for many years?



Melissa Andersen - Fwd: For June 3 City Council  Print for side table Page 2

In reality the highly questionable phasing plan of the present proposal already delays the industria! l 
development for five to ten years. Currently there is a great need a nd business climate for the kind of 
development that Benicia should be getting.  Venture capital is flowing to precisely those research and 
development, future-oriented clean tech projects that are most desirable for Benicia. There will never be a 
more obvious window of opportunity for Benicia to get the green industrial development that enhances 
and serves the city while exploiting its unique demographics and location. 

Question:  With denial, what would happen next?

It would be essential for the city to send the strongest possible signal to Seeno that it wants to cooperate, 
proactively and immediately, in helping the company to both advance a new plan and to recruit the kind of 
research and development ventures, (biotech and alternate energy enterprises and other supporting 
businesses) that are now demonstrating such promis! e for the future in the Bay Area.

 
 
BeniciaFirst@earthlink.net 
 
 

CC: Melissa Andersen
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From: Anne Cardwell 
To: Melissa Andersen 
Date: 6/3/2008 5:44:54 AM 

Subject: Fwd: "Semple School Letter", from Argos Scientific, regarding sample air monitoring 
accomplished May 30th 
for the web ... 

»> Marilyn Bardet <mjbardet@sbcglobal.net>
Charlie and Anne, 
I know it's late, but here's one more hugely imp
the record on cumulative Air Quality impacts o
projected traffic increases on East 2nd St and 
School children's health and safety, wherein ex
the margins of unacceptable risk. 

The finding of significant unavoidable air qual
resolution for "overriding considerations" on re
impacts makes a sure case for denial of the pr
implications of the following letter and its data 
interpreted, understood and extrapolated. The 
Gamiles, of Argos Scientific Inc, to me and Da
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The letter presents data from a 15 minute sam
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associated to tailpipe exhaust and also certain 
such as the refinery's. Air contaminants that ar
passing cars, for example in this case, are read
inside the monitor and show up in "real time" a
in programmed software that can register and 
in increments of time as short as 5 seconds. 

On Friday morning, May 30th, air sampling was
a.m., from a parked car at the driveway of the 
Valero gas station, across from Semple Eleme
data records immediate emission spikes of key
passing cars in nearby lanes. I was actively pre
event, holding the laptop that recorded the emi
as individual cars and trucks whizzed by at vary
repeated spikes of ammonia, NO, S02 and be
particularly worrisome since the volatile organic
carcinogen on the California special list of toxic
also learned that when ammonia mixes with NO
which other organic compounds can attach. Su
as 1 or 2.5 microns, can pass through lung tis
bloodstream. Further, as I understand it, ammo
catalytic converters burning off of fuel and is ub
around city streets and freeways. NO is prevale
industrial areas. Presently, the synergistic effec
chemical air contaminants on human health are
 6/2/2008 6:58 PM »> 
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risks to "sensitive receptors" to chronic exposures of air pollution
 
are known (see Contra Costa Children's Health Study, formerly submitted
 
into the record).
 

It should go without saying that taking a precautionary conservative
 
approach to addressing whalthe certified FEIR says are "unavoidable
 
air quality impacts" is in order with regard the health and safety of
 
our local children and neighbors in the vicinity of East 2nd St.
 

I will be presenting this letter into the record at the public hearing
 
and explaining further some of the ramifications, and the inadequacy of
 
suggested mitigations. I believe the recommendation to approve
 
overriding conditions for significant and unavoidable regional air
 
quality impacts--an acceptance of which would allow approval of the
 
business park project as currently designed--amounts to a form of
 
heresy, an abdication of responsibility to a whole generation of local
 
children.
 

Sincerely,
 
Marilyn Bardet
 

Begin forwarded message: 

> From: "Don Gamiles" <dsgamiles.argos@gmail.com>
 
> Date: June 1, 2008 8:29:55 PM PDT
 
> To: "Dana Dean" <danamail@pacbell.net>, "Marilyn Bardet"
 
> <mjbardel@sbcglobal.net>, dsgamiles.argos@gmail.com
 
> Subject: Semple School Letter
 
> Reply-To: dsgamiles@argos-sci.com
 
>
 
> Hello Dana and Maryiin.
 
>
 
> Here is a ietter for your review.
 
> 
> take care,
 
>
 
> Don
 
>
 
> -­
> Donald S. Gamiles, PhD
 
> Argos Scientific, Inc.
 
> Phone 404 403-4709
 
> Fax 815 572-0443
 
> www.argos-sci.com
 

cc: Heather McLaughlin 



Argos Scientific Inc.  

         416 NE 153
rd

 Ave 

         Vancouver, WA 98684 

         Phone: 503 465-4215 

   Fax:  815 572-0443 
 

 
 

 

Dear Ms. Dean, 

 

On May 30, 2008, Argos Scientific, Inc. collected air samples near the Robert Semple Elementary 

School.  The purpose of the study was to collect a number of baseline ambient air samples near the 

school before any modification of the current traffic patterns change.  The samples were taken on 2
nd

 

street across from the field that is part of Semple school.  During the course of the monitoring elevated 

levels of ammonia, sulfur dioxide, nitric oxide and benzene were detected, the results of which are 

included in Table 1 of this report. 

 

 

 

Table 1 -  Maximum Concentration of Detections 

 

Chemical  
Max 

Concentration  Time 

  (PPB)   

     

Benzene  25.41  7:40 AM 

Ammonia 51.50  7:42 AM 

SO2  36.17  7:45 AM 

NO  7.57  7:50 AM 

 

 

  

As you are aware, these levels are elevated above what would be considered to be ambient levels in the 

Benicia area.  Benzene is a known carcinogen and ammonia, sulfur dioxide, and nitric oxide have been 

associated with respiratory disease. 

 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (404) 403-4709. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

 
 

Donald S. Gamiles,  PhD 

President - Argos Scientific, Inc. 



MARILYN BARDET
333 East K St. Benicia, CA 94510 

 (707) 745-9094   mjbardet@sbcglobal.net

June 2, 2008

Ron Glas, Principal Planner
Solano County Department of Resource Management
675 Texas St. ; Fairfield, CA 94533—via email

also
Charlie Knox, Community Development Director
City of Benicia—via email

and 

City of Benicia, Mayor Elizabeth Patterson, 
Vice Mayor Tom Campbell, 
Councilmembers Mike Ioakimedes, Mark Hughs and Alan Schwartzmann

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS Pertinent to
 Department of  Resource Management Initial Study of Environmental Impacts of the 
Signature Properties’ Subdivision Application No. S-05-01, Parcel No. 0181-230-030, 

the  “Siena” Tentative Map, City of Benicia vicinity, dated 4-18-08
AND

Discovery Builders (Seeno) “Benicia Business Park Project” 
Certified Final Environmental Impact Report, and Addendum, dated  4-29-08

I submitted initial comments to the County on May 27th, on the Initial Study for the Signature 
Properties, to raise many aspects of the proposed rural subdivision project and its potential 
impacts. In those comments, assert that the impacts are not thoroughly identified and are 
inadequately reviewed and therefore require an EIR to further determine their range and depth 
of consequences. 

Here, I resubmit these same comments and ADD ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (see below) into 
the record for the final certified EIR including its Addendum of April 29th, on the Seeno-
proposed “Benicia Business Park” development. It should be obvious why further public 
comment is necessary, but I will try to state my reasons clearly. What I offer below are by no 
means comprehensive comments. Simply, I have given broad and particular examples of the 
fatally flawed nature of analysis of cumulative impacts that could foreseeably be identified as 
being contributed to by both development projects, both of which  are now being 
simultaneously reviewed for respective approvals of Tentative Maps, etc. The cursory, 
dismissive treatment of Growth Inducing impacts of both projects represents intolerable 
obfuscation of the obvious and a gross misuse of CEQA for purposes of disguising real world 
impacts of two highly consequential development projects for the City of Benicia and Solano 
County.

Thus, my further comments in this letter are meant to expose the unidentified NEXUS between 
the projects and also, the potential and obvious GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS associated to 



both projects which show interdependence: a rural housing subdivision proposed for 
unincorporated ag-land within one mile of a proposed employment center to be located within 
the city limits of Benicia. 

CEQA requires that all foreseeable potential direct and indirect significant and cumulative 
impacts of a proposed development be identified and analyzed—including those cumulative 
impacts associated potentially to all other proposed development projects simultaneously 
being reviewed or known to be in the pipeline at the time the environmental review of the 
development under primary consideration is being prepared and/or considered for 
certification. Such assessment must include analysis of cumulative impacts potentially flowing 
from future projects that could be considered reasonably foreseeable as a consequence of a 
pattern of development being currently pursued that invokes the condition of maximum 
development of similar properties. Mitigations must be identified and recommended that 
would avoid or reduce to less than significant such impacts. Such mitigations must be 
reasonably and fairly identified and found to be feasible, enforceable and funded.

The certified final EIR and Addendum reviewing impacts of the Seeno-proposed business 
park dismisses the clearly foreseeable growth-inducing impacts that could potentially flow, 
directly and indirectly, from development of an employment center and magnet park within 
Benicia city limits.  

Concomitantly, if Solano County’s new draft General Plan Update allows rural residential to be 
hop-scotched in piecemeal parcels on grazing land within a mile of a planned major 
employment center located within Benicia city limits, it doesn't take rocket science to 
reasonably predict or foresee the pontential for maximum development: e.g., for future 
massive sprawl housing development in Sky Valley—thus, further more drastic foreseeable 
loss of unincorporated grazing land in Benicia’s Sphere of Influence. Sky Valley—as the area 
is referred to, extending between Sky Valley Mountain in the west to Reservoir Rd, is now being 
discussed, as I understand it, as a possible compensatory "receiving site" for housing 
development otherwise denied or limited elsewhere up county, as part of the County’s draft 
General Plan Update. 

This potential land use development pattern for rural housing—currently allowed by Ag-20 
zoning—is clearly represented in the proposed Signature Properties proposal which was 
available publicly at the time the Seeno FEIR Addendum was produced in late April ‘08 The 
Signature Properties Initial Study was made publicly available April 18, ‘08. 

This proposed “rural subdivision” of 8 “estate homes” augers the potential for inevitable gross 
loss of rural ag-grazing land adjacent to our city that clearly needs furththat very same land still 
represents future potential agricultural use—grazing of livestock and dairying having been part 
of Benicia's 150+ year agricultural and ranching history. Productive farming activity could again 
be necessary in an energy-constrained world , wherein such constraints will likely affect and 
play out with domino effects, every environmental and economic aspect of food production and 
distribution. Benefits of preserving ag land now will accrue to both current and future farmers, 
ranchers and nearby cities.

Allowing rural housing subdivisions to sequentially chew up rural ag land parcels will also 
potentially cause severe diminishment of the local aquifer especially under conditions of 



diminished re-charge in times of chronic (predicted) drought conditions from increased global 
warming effects.  

Loss of watershed lands also disrupt drainage patterns, permanently destroy wildlife habitat 
and biological resources, including endangered and specially protected species. 

Lack of analysis in the Signature Properties Initial Study of foreseeable water usage by a rural 
subdivision that could potentially induce further residential growth on unincorporated county 
ag-land is a gross omission, when such housing developments would be dependent on wells 
for water supply for home use as well as for irrigation of any farmed area of the properties, 
such as for one acre vegetable gardens or raising of animals. 

The consequences of such lack of analysis of foreseeable water usage spill over into 
consequences for the City of Benicia, which, in reviewing the water supply issue for the Seeno 
business park project, must assure adequate water supply for a large new development under  
potential prolonged and/or chronic drought conditions as predicted under various global 
warming scenarios discussed by the state under AB32.

It is imperative to state here that potentially grave, long-term cumulative impacts to natural 
resources such as given in examples above have neither been analyzed by the Seeno 
business park certified final EIR or its Addendum, NOR, have these impacts been identified 
and analyzed in the Signature Properties Initial Study, with the County’s absurd 
recommendation for awarding a Negative Declaration of impacts. 

In the CEQA documents for both concurrently reviewed proposed projects, no nexus has been 
identified or analyzed between the projects with regard cumulative, reasonably foreseeable 
potential impacts. No mitigations are recommended that could clearly and adequately avoid or 
reduce to less than significant such impacts, including recommendations for new general 
plan guidance policy at the city and county level. 

The CEQA analyses for both projects have been promulgated as if their respective proposed 
developments would not exist within one mile or two of each other, or SERVE each other, with 
regard to use of new fire and police units, to be provided by the Seeno project, that could be 
called up in case of wildfire or burglary or other incidents at the Signature Properties site. YET, 
the respective CEQA reviews of impacts for each project apparently assume that each project 
is a “stand alone”, that will  exist on paper at least, in their CEQA documents, in defiance of 
reality, as islolated, unrelated developments in the future. 

And further: without comprehensive reviews of existing and future predictable and/or 
reasonably foreseeable conditions of traffic, air quality, land use, biologic resources, 
hydrology, water supply, aesthetics, and city services owing to these two projects and also, 
with other similar projects that might be proposed as a result of growth-inducement 
encouraged by allowing sequential development of a large-scale employment center within 
city limits and housing development on unincorporated rural lands, AND, without accounting 
for greenhouse gas reduction targets for cities and regions  which are considered shared 
under AB32, one can only conclude that both the Initial Study and recommended Negative 
Declaration for the Signature Properties rural housing subdivision project and the 
conclusions of the certified final EIR and Addendum for the Seeno business park project 



are grossly inaccurate, incomplete and fatally flawed.

These inadequacies and omissions of analysis in both cases go beyond any remedy such as 
provided for under CEQA by “overriding considerations” for project approval, when current 
conditions and future foreseeable impacts have not been properly identified and accounted for. 
Conclusory assertions that avoid reference to potentially significant cumulative impacts 
contributed to by other known projects under simultaneous or sequential review under CEQA 
represent a profound misuse of CEQA . The environmental reviews discussed here should 
have discussed the nexus between the two projects. Since they don’t, these reviews serve only 
to confuse the public and decision-makers, almost as though by intent, and therefore, 
confound our ability to understand a project’s relations to its surroundings and its impacts, 
and what remedies are available that can protect environmental resources, including ag-land, 
and allow for sustainable development within cities.

Further, there seems to be obvious AVOIDANCE of discussion of growth-inducing impacts, 
which are reasonably foreseeable in Sky Valley as a future pattern of land-use represented by 
the Signature Properties proposal for rural housing subdivision on Ag-20 land—a parttern 
which can be seen to be encouraged by the development of a nearby employment center to be 
built over the next 20 years. This avoidance almost seems contrived to ACHIEVE that very aim 
of maximum development along Lake Herman Rd. Therefore, it appears that the conclusions 
themselves, reached under separate CEQA reviews for the Seeno Property and the Signature 
Properties, encourage urban sprawl on unincorporated  county ag-land, which may further 
encourage or even force, at a later future date “down the road”, annexation of developed ag-
land by the City of Benicia or Vallejo, 

Whether or not there can be shown any clear intent to disguise broad, long-range development 
aims through such obscuring of fact under CEQA,  I leave to others to be raised as an issue of  
willful (or negligent) obfuscation. Certainly in my experience of past very public discussions of 
Sky Valley development potential, I am aware of local and county stakeholders who consider 
such development both “inevitable” and even “desireable”. Fear of county appropriation of 
control of ag-land for housing development in Benicia’s Sphere of Influence has been raised 
repeatedly since 5,000 houses were proposed for Sky Valley in the early 90’s.Talk of Vallejo 
putting pressure on the county for annexation of Sky Valley for such housing development has 
been an argument used for garnering the resignation among Benicians advocating for the 
Urban Growth Boundary to the idea of inevitable development of Sky Valley. 

The so-called economic benefits from suburban or ex-urban rural housing development have 
not been shown to be real: servicing costs after 10 years do not “pencil out”. 

In fact, no economic analysis of the economic impacts that would potentially and negatively 
accrue from immediate and long-term drastic energy constraints and cutbacks—which now 
and in the future could potentially and chronically affect everything from housing construction to 
road maintenance and the food supply—has been researched and included in CEQA reviews 
of either project. There is absolutely no such economic analysis in either the Seeno project 
certified final EIR and Addendum, or the Signature Properties Initial Study. No detailed study 
(or references to same) about future energy constraints have been included in the CEQA 
reviews of both projects. Yet, energy supply constraints will foreseeably be a huge factor that 
may determine the relative “success” or “failure” of either project from both an economic and 
environmental perspective with regard to sustainability in the future of our city and region. 



These failures of analysis are of particular concern since the Signature Properties Initial Study 
and recommended Neg Dec has been generated by the County, which is in the midst of a 
contentious and unresolved General Plan Update process with outstanding and challenged 
issues surrounding housing development on ag-land and presumed maximum densities.
 
 I submit these comments in respect for the Benicia General Plans’ environmental and 
economic goal for sustainable development, and with regard a succesful citizens’ initiative to 
protect Sky Valley from development through establishment of our Urban Growth Boundary, 
AND, with due respect to the state mandate to reduce greenhouse gases through innovative, 
smart planning for land use and public transit, as put forth and directed by AB32.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Marilyn Bardet
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From: Anne Cardwell
To: Council
Date: 6/2/2008 10:28:57 AM
Subject: Fwd: Citizens Considering the Consequences Comment Letter- Hearing Date 6/3/08

>>> "Brenda Bruessard" <brenda@danadean.com> 6/2/2008 10:25:58 AM >>>
Dear Anne: Please find enclosed a letter from Dana Dean re: Consideration of Approval of the Addendum 
to the Previously Certified Environmental Impact Report, certified on 2/19/08 for Benicia Business Park.  
Please contact me if I can be of further assistance. Sincerely, Brenda Bruessard
Legal Assistant
Law Offices of Dana Dean
835 First Street
Benicia, CA  94510
707-747-5206 (Office)
707-747-5209 (Facsimile)  This message and any files or text attached to it are intended only for
the recipients named above, and contain information that may be
confidential or privileged. If you are not an intended recipient, you must
not read, copy, use or disclose this communication. Please also notify the
sender by replying to this message, and then destroy all hard copies and
delete all electronic copies of it from your system. 

CC: Charlie Knox;  Heather McLaughlin;  Jayne York;  Melissa Andersen
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From: Anne Cardwell
To: Heather McLaughlin
Date: 6/2/2008 2:13:09 PM
Subject: Fwd: Comments on Growth-Inducing Impacts and Nexus under CEQA of Seeno Project 
and Signature Properties s

>>> Marilyn Bardet <mjbardet@sbcglobal.net> 6/2/2008 1:45:26 PM >>>
Hello Charlie and Ron,

I'm entering for the CEQA record on the Seeno business park project my 
comments recently submitted to the County on the Signature Properties 
Intitial Study and recommended Neg Dec for the proposed 170 acre "8 
estate homes" rural subdivision on county unincorporated ag land, in 
Benicia's Sphere of Influence, north of Lake Herman Rd, directly across 
from Benicia's Lake Herman Recreation Area.

My initial submission on the Sig. Properties Initial Study discusses 
many aspects of the proposal and its potential impacts and identifies 
serious errors inadequacies and omissions of fact, for basis of the 
Study's arguments concluding less than significant impacts, including 
for growth-inducing impacts. In fact, the Initial Study does not 
identify the nexus and interrelatedness of the two projects now under 
consideration.  I concluded that the Initial Study was inadequate and 
that the Negative Declaration was unacceptable, as a consequent 
determination of the Study's cursory and flawed identification of 
impacts. Therefore, I concurred with Steve Goetz and others than an EIR 
must be required to further identify and determine the full range and 
depth of consequences of impacts.

My reason to submit these same comments into the record for the review 
of the Seeno development project should be obvious, but need stating 
here. The City staff's brief review of the Signature Properties Initial 
Study does not fully regard the nexus for growth-inducing cumulative 
impacts that could be set in motion if both projects are approved.

I am therefore submitting by pdf file (below), not only my initial 
comments submitted to the County, but also ADDITIONAL COMMENTS for both 
the CEQA record on the Seeno project and the record on the Signatures 
Property subdivision. These further specific comments are pertinent to 
identifying the obvious nexus between the two projects with regard to 
cumulative growth-inducing impacts contributed to by each project, 
since they can be seen to be clearly related, both physically and in 
purposes. These impacts were virtually dismissed by the certified FEIR 
and Addendum for the Seeno project as well as by the Initial Study for 
the Signature Properties proposal.

Under CEQA, growth-inducing factors must be analyzed--e.g., the 
potential full array of long-range and immediate impacts that 
reasonably and foreseeably could be predicted in the case of maximum 
development suggested by the projects under consideration. Those 
impacts include those directly or indirectly associated to traffic, air 
quality, AB32, city services, hydrology, land use, water supply, 
aesthetics, etc.

Mitigations for such significant and cumulative  impacts must be 
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identified with regard to impacts streaming from the Signature 
Properties and Seeno project nexus.

Mitigations must be shown to be feasible, enforceable and funded. They 
should include such options as land use policy changes, revised 
master-planning for roads within the city limits, such as relevant and 
associated to the current Tentative Map of the Seeno proposed 
development. Such mitigations must SEEK TO AVOID encouragement of 
unwanted, negative traffic congestion on Lake Herman Rd. and 
accompanying air pollution, including greenhouse gas emissions from 
auto commute traffic, etc. AND, destruction of ag-land, wildlife 
habitat, natural watershed and biologic resources, and diminishment of 
the aquifer.

CEQA requires that all foreseeable potential direct and indirect 
significant and cumulative impacts of a proposed development be 
accounted for and analyzed, with recommended mitigations to reduce to 
less than significant or avoid such impacts that are reasonably and 
fairly identified. Such recommended mitigations must be feasible, 
enforceable and funded.

Here's a summary of what my Additional Comments include:
The certified final EIR and Addendum for the Seeno business park 
project Tentative Map dismisses the clearly foreseeable growth-inducing 
impacts that could potentially flow, directly and indirectly, from 
development of the park.  Concomitantly, if the County's new draft 
General Plan Update allows rural residential to be hop-scotched in 
piecemeal parcels on grazing land within a mile (or two or five) of a 
planned major employment center located within Benicia's city limits, 
it doesn't take rocket science to predict further more massive sprawl 
development in Sky Valley--unincorporated Ag-20 land in our Sphere of 
Influence, now being discussed, as I understand, as a possible 
compensatory "receiving site" for development otherwise denied or 
limited elsewhere up county. Such a land use pattern for MAXIMUM 
DEVELOPMENT is not analyzed, but is now certainly foreseeable, by clear 
examply of the proposed Signature Properties proposal under Ag-20 
zoning designation. The Initial Study for the Sig Properties 
subdivision was available publicly at the time the Seeno FEIR Addendum 
was produced; and it is presumable that discussion of the potential for 
such a subdivision proposal to arise existed at the time the 2007 draft 
EIR for the Seeno project was produced and circulated. Community 
members participating in scoping session and through CEQA hearings and 
through written comments, discussed such potential, foreseeable 
growth-inducing impacts that could flow from a future Benicia Business 
Park. Apparently, our comments were made to no avail.

The  proposition for subdivision for "estate homes" in our Sky Valley 
area augers gross loss of rural ag-grazing land adjacent to our city. A 
remedy, to ensure protection of our Urban Growth Boundary, at both the 
city and county level through policy changes and zoning, could clearly 
help protect ag land that could be irrevocably lost. Ag grazing land 
near our city represents future potential agricultural use--grazing of 
livestock and dairying having been part of Benicia's agricultural 
history. Productive farming activity could again be economically 
necessary in an energy-constrained world, with rising costs of every 
aspect of food production and distribution. Precedents are being set 
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for "re-localizing" food production. This would include grazing of 
cattle, horses, sheep, goats, pigs, and farming for local produce. One 
can envision productive olive groves appropriately sited in nearby 
ag-land, for table olives and olive oil.

Allowing "estate home" subdivisions to sequentially chew up ag land by 
"creep", could create the conditions for "the inevitable" maximum 
development to occur in Sky Vallery. Such a fate would foreseeably 
cause severe diminishment of the local aquifer especially under 
conditions of diminished re-charge in times of chronic (predicted) 
drought conditions from global warming.  Loss of watershed lands also 
disrupt drainage patterns, permanently and irrevocably destroy wildlife 
habitat and biological resources, including endangered and specially 
protected species.

I submit my comments in respect for the Benicia General Plans’ 
environmental and economic goal for sustainable development, and with 
special regard for a succesful citizens’ initiative to protect Sky 
Valley from development through establishment of our Urban Growth 
Boundary, AND, with all due respect to the state mandate to reduce 
greenhouse gases through innovative, smart planning for land use and 
public transit, as recognized by the intent of AB32--which as law must 
be implemented through planning activities of cities and regions,  by 
inclusion of goals, policies and programs guiding new development, 
through updates of general plans, as is currently underway by Solano 
County.

Respectfully,

CC: Melissa Andersen
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