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IN REPLY REFER TO:

September 20, 2005

Mr. Brian Doland, Planning Manager
City of Vallejo
Development Services Department
Planning Division
555 Santa Clara Street
P.O. Box 3068
Vallejo, CA 94590

Re: Mare Island Amended and Restated Specific Plan Project Draft Subsequent Environment
Impact Report

Dear Mr. Doland:

Mare Island was designated a National Historic Landmark (NHL) in 1975and the larger Mare
Island Historic District was listed in the National Register of Historic places in 1997. The
responsibility to provide technical assistance to insure that NHLs retain a high degree of integrity
is delegated to the U.S. National Park Service. Although the National Register of Historic Places
includes almost 80,000 listings with a total of over 1.3million contributing structures, most of
these are of State or local significance, Only 2,392 listings are NHLs. The National Register is
the national list of historic and archeological resources deemed worthy of preservation. There are
few places in California as 'significance as Mare Island and preserving its integrity is a
paramount concern.

In 1854 Mare Island Naval Shipyard became the first U.S. Navy perinanent installation on the
Pacific Coast. It illustrates the nation's effort to extend its naval power into the Pacific Ocean.
The first U.S. warship (1859) and first drydock (1872-1891)constructed on the West Coast were
built at Mare Island. The wood-shingled Saint Peter's Chapel (1901), with its signed Tiffany
stained-glass windows, is the oldest Navy chapel in the country. Mare Island NHL has retained a
high degree of integrity. This must be preserved.

TAKE PRIDE~~
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NPS receivedacopyof theMareIslandAmended'andRestatedSpecificPlanProject
Draft Subsequent Plan Environmental Impact Report. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment.

In the Mare Island National Register Historic District, 183 contributing structures are
proposed for demolition. That is 36.5% of the district. Of these 28 are described as
notable. The cumulative effect of the destruction of such a huge quantity of historic fabric
will have an enonnous adverse effect upon the district. Rational for this proposal is not
given. Each resource must be considered individually. Any infill construction and surface
parking may have an equally or larger adverse effect.

Any proposed demolition should be considered on the fact and circumstances of the case.
NPS would like to review and comment not only on each demolition but also on the
construction of intill.

Appendix B.1 Historic Project Guidelines, Section 1.2 deletes two important sentences
from Vallejo's Historic Preservation Ordinance: "The Planning Manager shall develop
Project Guidelines in consultation with the Commission." And "These Project Guidelines
shall be developed in consultation with the Office of Historic Preservation and the
National Park Service." These sentences need to be inserted and this consultation should
be done. Appendix B.1 is very inadequate.

Specifically, the Demolition Criteria in Section 6 (pages 75 and 76) of Appendix B.1 are
inadequate. Even a Landmark is subject to demolition if "it is not 'feasible' to preserve or
restore it." In addition.."All Notable Resources will be retained, unless the City makes a
finding that retention of the resources would be a 'deterrent' to the successful reuse of
Mare Island." Already, 28 notable structures are proposed for demolition. Under
Demolition in Section 8 (pages 86-87), it states that "Under sectiori 16.38.043, issuance
of demolition pennits is mandatory (bold added) for a Contributing Resource if the
following criteria are substantially met:" "is mandatory" should be replaced with "may be
considered." The 'Hardship' Exemption almost guarantees the demolition pennit will be
issued. For historic resources that have already been detennined worthy of preservation
the encouragement of demolition is not be part of the "Historic Project Guidelines." The
Design Guidelines for Mare Island Historic District by Winter and Company, June 2005,
shouldbe adoptedinsteadof AppendixB.1. .

NPS is also concerned about the construction of new streets, roads, sidewalks, ~d paths
without consideration for the character of the historic plan and circulation pattern. In
addition, the vibrations caused by the construction of the current street "improvements"
and circleadjacentto SaintPeter's Chapelappearsto be the causefor the increasein the .
number of new cracks in the Tiffany stained glass windows.

NPS strongly opposes the current proposal and can only support the no action alternative.
We look forward to reviewing any revised drafts and working with the City of Vallejo, its
Historic Commission, and the State Office of Historic Preservation in the preservation of
the Mare Island NHL and National Register District to place an emphasis on
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preservation,whereit shouldbefor our irreplaceableresources,ratherthanencouraging
demolition. If you have any questions, do not hesitate to call me at 510-817-1401or email
at David- W_Look@NPS.GOV.

Sincerely,

&~* ;(~
David W. Look, FAIA
Deputy Lead, Cultural Resources

cc: Wayne Donaldson, FAIA, Office of Historic Preservation, P.O. Box 942896,
Sacramento, CA 95814

Athea Hartig, Regional Director, National Trust for Historic Preservation, 8
California Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94111-4828

Cindy Heitzman, Executive Director, California Preservation Foundation, 5 Third
Street, Suite 424, San Francisco, CA 94103,
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U.S. Department O~.HDmelandseeurity .
UnitedStates
Coast Guard

Comm~nder
Dlstrjct Eleven

U. S. Coast Guard Island, Bldg. 50-3
Alam9da,CA 9450H,100
Staff Symbol:Oan
Phone:(510\ .137-351&
Fax; (510) 4~T-5836
Email:
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Marc Island Strait (2.8)
August 17, 2005

"

.f,

Cjty ofVaUejo
Attn: MicheUe Hightower
555 Santa Clara Street
Val1ejo,CA 94590

Dear Madam:
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We have completed our review of the Draft Supplemental Enviromnentallmpact Report
(DSEIR), for the proposed Mare Island Specific Plan.

The DSEIR refers to the Mare Island Drawbridge, mile 2.8 Mare bland Strait as a "causeway".
The existing permitted drawbridge does not meet the definition of a causeway. If a causeway is
not being considered, we recommend you change the references itom "causeway" to
"drawbridge".

If a causeway is being considered, itCoast Guard pennit win be required under the provisions of
the River and Harbor Act of 1899.

I can be contacted by telephone at (5] 0) 437-3516 jf additional infonnation is needed.

Sincerely,

ID H. SUL
Chief,BridgeSecti
EleventhCoastGuardDistrict
By direction

Copy: Corps of Engineers
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -THE RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942896
SACRAMeNTO. CA94296-0001
(916)653-6624 Fax: (916)653-9824
calshpoOohp.parks.ca,gov
WWW.ohp.paTb.ca.gov

September 27, 2005

Michelle Hightower
Senior Planner
Planning Division
City of Vallejo
Vallejo, CA 94590

Dear Ms. Hightower:

Draft Subse uent Environmental 1m act Re ort Mare Island mended and Restated S ecific
Plan Proiect DSEIRlSCH# 2003092057)

The State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) has broad responsibility for the
implementation of federal and state historic preservation programs in California. The OHP is
interested in the above project because Mare Island Is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places as the Mare Island Historic District. Four National Historic Landmark Districts
(NHL)exist inside the National Register boundaries. Mare Island is also listed on the California
Register of Historical Places and is California State Historical Landmark 751. In addition, we
havealsobeen contacted by the National Park Service, the National Trust for Historic
Preservation and concerned members of the publicj all of whom have expressed their concern
regarding the impacts of this project on the historical resources of Mare Island and the future
status of the National Register District and the NHL.

Within the same context, we would like to thank the City of Vallejo, a Certified Local
Government (CLG) in partnership with the OHP and the National Park Service, for the
opportunity to comment on the above referenced document and would like to submit the
following comments for your consideration. In addition, we had the opportunity to attend a
meeting with LNR Property Corporation (Lennar) on September 16,2005 who made
themselves available to answer questions about the above project. We also want to thank the
City of Vallejo for granting the OHP an extension of the comment deadline until Wednesday,
September 28, 2005. As we indicated to you on the telephone, the OHP Isconcernedabout
the significant impacts the proposed project would have on the National Historic Landmarks
and on the contributors to the National Register District, impacts that would individually and
cumulatively threaten the integrityof those districts. As the State's representative expert on the
preservation of historical and cultural resources,we want to bring to your attention that
National Historic Landmarks are nationally significant historic places designated by the
Secretary of the Interior because they possess exceptional value or quality in illustrating or
interpreting the history of the United States. Today, fewer than 2,500 historicplacescarrythis
distinction and their preservation is paramount. We also want to emphasize that historic
districts arrive at their identity from the interrelationship of their resources that express a visual
sense of the overall historic environment or are an arrangement of historically or functionally
relatedproperties. The historic districts derive their significance collectively from the

III-13

Valerie Reichert
Text Box
LETTER C



SEP-28-2005WED 08:38 AN FAX NO. P. 03

Ms. Miohelle Hightower
Page2

contributing resources that convey a sense of time and place and historical development. The
preservation of contributing resources within these historical districts are paramount in order to
convey their significance, and mostly importantly, to retain their integrity.

In successful preservation, the key standard to be followed is the use of a property as it
was used historically, or to adapt it for a new use, making the best use of the retention of
distinctive materials, spaces and features, including its spatial relationships in order to retain
its historic character. Therefore, each property needs to be acknowledged as a physical record
of its time, place and use. We are very concerned that a use has been selected for Mare
Island that sees many of its historic properties as a deterrent rather than an asset and that
calls for massive demolitions to accommodate the new use.

The City seeks to obtain approvals for the proposed Mare Island Specific Plan by
certifying the above referenced SDEIR, by adopting a General Plan Amendment, and by
adopting the Mare Island Specific Plan and the following eight Appendices to the Mare Island
Specific Plan: Appendix A: Master Utility Plan, Appendix 81: Historic Project Guidelines,
Appendix B 2: Revised Predictive Archeological Model for Mare Island and Archeological
treatment Plan for Mare Island, Appendix B 3: Historic Resources Catalog, Appendix B 4,
Historic Design Guidelines, Appendix C: Sign Program, Appendix D: Street Cross Sections,
Appendix E: Preliminary Master Development Plan.

We would like to applaud the Cityof Vallejo in its dedication and effort to produce a
Project SDEIR for a complex and difficult project such the effective reuse of a military base.
The City's main reuse concepts and goals are economic: to create new jobs and new
economic development in order to offset the job losses associated with the Mare Island Base
closure. We fully understand the economic necessities driving the City of Vallejo's goals and
objectives to adopt the Specific Plan (including Its eight appendices) to accomplish this task in
an effective way. However, despite all the other significant impacts addressed in the above
referenced document under CEOA, the impacts of the project to historical resources are the
most significant because the Mare Island Historic District is very large, including
approximately 980 acres of history with over 500 historIcal resources covering a time span
from 1854 beginning before the Civil War and ending after WWII in 1945. And while It is
important to adopt a document to aid and Implement a successful reuse plan -from a military
inst~lIationto civilianuse-this overall change to a neWreuse should be guided in a manner
that protects the historical Integrity of the historic district in a more sensitive way than the
SDEIR proposes. The basic goal of CECA is to develop and maintain a high-quality
environment now and in the future while identifying the significant environmental effects and
to either avoid them, where feasible, or mitigate those significant environmental effects, where
feasible and indicate and adopt feasible alternatives.

ApDendix B. 1 Historic Proiect Guidelines:
The OHP has major concerns with the Historic Project Guidelines, Appendix B.1.Their

Intent is "to establish criteria and procedures for review of demolition, alteration, and new
construction within the portions of Reuse Area 1 A - 10 B that arethe MareIslandHistoric
Oistrict.D(SDEIR IILA.11) Furthermore, the Historic Project Guidelines "identify and establish
planning considerations to guide the City's review of proposals for demolition, new
construction, and alterations within the District. Once adopted, they will supercede Vallejo's
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PreservationOrdinancefor the MareIslandHistoricDistrict, permitting the Landmark
Commission only to review demolition proposals for potential city landmark demolitions and
for the proposed demolitions of the 26 notable resources under the Preliminary Master
Development Plan and allow for an administrative review by the Planning Director and his staff
for the proposed demolition of over 157 component resources without the Landmarks
Commission. We think the professional and qualified Landmarks Commission under Vallejo's
CLG program should be consulted and should advise in all discretionary decisions that
pertain to the demolition of historic resources on Mare Island.

The Historic Project "Guidelinesdo not take into account the historic use and
development areas of Mare Island as per the National Register nominations for the NHL and
the Historic District for preservation concerns, but adopt modern reuse and planning
designation that deconstruct the Historic District. As part of this process, historic resources are
classified by property type, by repetitiveness, by era, by a new nomenclature, such as
landmarks, notables and component resources without giving consideration to the context that
gave them their historical significance and established their Integrity. Demolition criteria are
established on the district level, on the area-level, and on the individual resource level. Thus
the Historic Project Guidelines have established all component resources as stand-alone
resources void of its historic context and deducted that "in itself their demolition would not
result in a significant impacr, would not therefore require any mitigation" (SDEIR III.A.40)
While it is correct that component resources are not individually eligible for the National
Register, they do contribute significantly to the District, and thus their future disposition
has to be evaluated in that context. The classifications and treatments listed within the
Appendix B.1 are inadequate by established historic preservation standards.

Pursuant to CECA, project impacts need to be identified and effective feasible
mitigation measures need to be developed. The SDEIR lists seven separate impacts to
Historical Resources with corresponding mitigation measures. We have several concerns with
the identified impacts and their proposed mitigation measures:

. The implementation of the amended Specific.Plan will result in the demolition of
183 historical resources which will have a significant adverse impact on the
districtandthe NHLas a whole(impact) .

. While the Historic Guideline's intent is to guide all development planning, the
determination to dispose of 29 ""otable and 154 component resources seems to
have already been made (impatt)

. Appendix B.1 does not offer much protection for any resources that seem to be
a deterrent to the Implementation of the amended Specific Plan; this applies
particularly to the classified component resources (impact), but also to notable
resources and landmarks if found that the condition of the latter makes their
retention "infeasible"

. The established criteria for deterrence findings allow for demolitions if the
property Is hindering reuse or other goals of the amended Specific Plan (Impact)

. Alternatives other than demolition and complete rehabilitation are lacking and
should be developed in the range considered good preservation practice
(mitigation) .'

. Implementation of an Interpretive Program (mitigation).This is an interesting
concept and will hold Interest for the future visitors of Mare Island, but the
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program does not mitigate the adverse impacts resulting from the enormity of
proposed demolitions below a level of significance

Overall, the proposed mitigation measures appear to not meet the requirements prescribed by
CEOA.

Furthermore, the OHP has major concerns with the fact that under Mitigation Measures
for the many proposed actions impacting historical resources whether alteration, relocation or
particularly demolition, no specific mitigation measures have been developed that will
document the resources before they are impacted. The OHP would strongly recommend that
at a minimum HABS level photography and recordation becomes an established mitigation
measure. Inaddition,the OHPrecommends that a Mitigation Fund be established that could
provide funding in the form of grants or loans for future preservation projects on Mare Island. A
similar approach was used in Long Beach as the mitigation for the Roosevelt Base Historic
District demolition at the former Long Beach Naval Station.

Land Use Element

The Land Use Element seeks to increase the non-residential land use over that of the
1999 Specific Plan by approximately 2.7 million square feet to a total use area of
approximately 9.0 million square feet of non-residential development in the Plan areas (reuse
areas 1B-1 0 A). In order to achieve this increase, aCcordingto the Preliminary Master
Development Plan (Appendix E), a total of around 1.0 million + square feet demolitions are to
occur. The total square footage translates to the loss of 183 properties of the Historic District,
including NHL contributors. These demolitions are proposed mostly because they "deter
parking, deter housing, deter street networks, deter landmark reuse, deter laydown areas," etc.

. However, an exact figure is not presented, nor the number of jobs that wilVcould be created
from exactingthat muchsignificantimpact,cumulativelyand individually, to the environment -
historical resources -to justify these demolitions. There is no feasibility study that
demonstrates that the demolition, the gutting of large and small properties rather than their
sensitive reuse, accomplishes the economic goal of the Mare Island Specific Plan. While the
Navy was able to successfully work in the environment now referred to as the Mare Island
Historic Districtl the planning for the new civilian use should be able to find a similar use to
existing circulation and land use patterns and properties, to achieve the goal of 61000 - 8,000
jobs desired by the City as compared to the over 101000 lostwhenthe militaryemployerlMare
Island, closed.

Pursuant to CEQA, a lead agency is given the authority to require feasible changes in
any or all activities involved in a project to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on
the environment. (CEQA Guidelines § 15041) A lead agency must identity any potentially
feasible measures to mitigate significant adverse changes in the significance of an historical
resource. A lead agency has to prove that alternatives to the proposed project are infeasible.
The Alternatives Chapter of the above document Is very inadequate. The only feasible
alternative is the project, the Mare Island Specifio Plan, but the document does not discuss
clearly the other alternatives and compare them to the proposed project. CEOA says, [T]he
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives. or
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wouldbe morecostly." (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 (b)) The main "Project" remains the reuse
of the former military base as a mixed-use community and major Bay Area employment
center, but alternatives on the project activity level need also be addressed under CEQA.

The OHP cannot support the Historic Preservation Alternative of the SDEIR
because It proposes too many demolitions (90% of all component contributors In Reuse
Areas 3 B, 4,5,6,8,9) and because it follows the Historic Project Guidelines which
shortfalls were addressed above in more detail. The OHP would like to suggest the
adoption of a newly developed Preservation Alternative. This Preservation Ordinance
should focus on sustainability and smart growth by maintaining existing building stock,
by reducing the impacts to land Infill and avoid the loss of potential future tax cred~ts.
The OHP is also concerned that this plan might imperII the availability of federal historic
preservation tax incentives for some or all of the buildings at Mare Island. The 20
percent federal tax credit is a powerful incentive for rehabilitation of historic buildings
and has been used on buildings in closed military bases throughout California. OHP
endorses the use of these credits and seeks to ensure their availability for Mare Island
and any other closed base with substantial numbers of historic buildings. OHP seeks to
advise the City of VaUejothat the high rate of demolition proposed in this plan puts at
risk the future use of federal tax credits in a historic district that includes hundreds of
potential candidate sites.

. a fewer number than 183 demolitions, or approximately 36.5 % of the historic
district

. a more sensitive consideration of the already existing infrastructure such as
roads, streets, alleys and a better incorporation'of this existing infrastructure
into planning and reuse

. a larger number of historic properties considered for adaptive reuse

. the adoption of the historic character districts and development patterns as
called out in the National Historic Register nominations and for the NHL as the
planning guidelines rather than overlaying modem reuse areas that are
Insensitive to the historic use and historic development

. new evaluation of the historic district before making a decision which parts of
Mare Island to demolish for total new development with full commitment to
preservation (retention, adaptive reuse and infill) of remaining area as a whole

. prevention of any impact on the status of the NHL

. any demolitions that leave historical resources as individual "orphants", as
discontinuous "islands" within the district without their defining historic contexts
will severely jeopardize the integrity of the Historic District and/or NHL

. the preparation of a new Appendix B1. Historic Project Guidelines'

. the adoptionof the proposedAppendix8.4 HistoricDesignGuidelines

. the adoption of the proposed RevisedArcheological Model for Mare Island and
Archeological Treatment Plan for Mare Island

OHP Is convinced that it is possible to reuse a historic military base and create
jobs without the wholesale demolition contemplated in the most recent Specific Plan for
Mare Island. At the old McClellan AFB in Sacramento, for example, Sacramento County
has created thousands of new jobs without losing a single historic building in its historic
district. It has done so chiefly by directing new uses to buildings designed for those
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purposes - residential uses to residences. office uses to offices, industrial uses to
industrial buildings, and so forth. The City of Alameda is currently developing a different
strategy for its old Naval Air Station. Alameda proposes to demolish a corner of its
historic district to accommodate new housing, while preserving intact the bulk of the
district, saving the key buildings as well as the support buildings and associated
landscaping that define the spatial relationships between and among the buildings.

There is no lIone-size-fits-all"approach to historic military base reuse and the
experiences in McClellan and Alameda do not necessarily translate to Mare Island,
which is a larger and more complex historic district. The McClellan and Alameda
experiences suggest, however, that base reuse can succeed without the high level of
demolition called for in the Mare Island plan. OHP is convinced that the Mare Island
reuse could be accomplished with fewer demolitions if the plan adhered to two basic
principles. First, to the greatest extent possible, groups of buildings should be reused
with compatible uses - residences with residential, offices with office uses, and so forth.
Second, greater attention should be paid to preserving the entire cultural landscape of
the historic areas of the base, which includes not only the more prominent buildings but
also the smaller support buildings and the landscape elements between and among the
buildings.

Again, we like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above project.
Please review the following disclaimer language:

The information provided in this letter is intended to merely illustrate the process
outlined in CEOA statute and guidelines relative to historical and cultural resources. This
information on CEQA and other laws are offered by the OHP for Information purposes only.
This information does not have the force of law or regulation and should not be cited In legal
briefs as the authority for any proposition. In the cases of discrepancies between the
information provided in this letter and the CEOA statute or guidelines, the language of the
CEOA statute and guidelines (PRC Section 21000 et seq. and 14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.)
is controlling. Information contained in this letter does not offer nor constitute legal advice. You
should contact an attorney for technical guidance on current legal requirements.

If you have any further questions, please don't hesitate to contact Michelle C.
Messinger, Historian II, CEQA Coordinator Local Government Unit at (916) 653-5099 or at
mmessinaer@parks.ca.aov.

Sincerely,

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer
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Cc: David Look, Deputy Lead Cultural Resources, National Park Service
Michael Buhler, Regional Attorney, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Cindy Heitzman, Executive Director, California Preservation Foundation
Katherine Donovan, Staff, Heritage and Landmarks Commission
Dave Manning, Vallejo Architectural Heritage Commission Chair
Leigh Jordan. Coordinator Northwest Information Center
Brian Dolan, Planning Manager City of Vallejo
Myrna Hayes
Judy Irwin
Todd Berryhill, Project Manager, LNR Property Corporation
Robert Chattel, Chattel Architecture
Deborah Rosenthal, AICP Cox Castle Nicholson
Jay Claiborne, JWC Urban Design
State Clearinghouse
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

September 7, 2005
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505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

Michelle Hightower
City of Vallejo Development Services
555 Santa Clara Street
Vallejo, CA 94590

Dear Ms. Hightower:

Re: SCH# 2003092057; Mare Island Amended and Restated Specific Plan

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near the rail corridor in the County be planned with
the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic volumes not only on
streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This includes considering
pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to raIlroadright-of-way.

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for
major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-
way.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the County.

If you have any questions in this matter, please call me at (415) 703-2795.

V~~
Kevin Boles

Utilities Engineer
Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection and Safety Division

M

III-29

Valerie Reichert
Text Box
LETTER D

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Text Box
D.1

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line





10/04/2005 14:38 5493540 CODE ENFORCEMENT PAGE 132/65

"

-".---..
~ , -::'4r~r~~'r_"',J.-- ''''''r.;t"

/, ~ .I'.."
~I" (';AI.IFOJ;oIl1I.~-. ~!~!':!~~~~"'N~1"O.'.~:::','M.!2!:LM!~,.!!Q,USl!roA(jE;!'l~-~I'!,' f.\R~OtA~gtW"fG,ii}lF.~,r,ER.~"';;

I~ eJ\
DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION

@

? ~ ~ ;J~~

.

~ '~;:\
.

t

@111 GRAND AVENUE P '"4 A- "~:I?~?- .-"
r- !,G' CD~;;: r. I

P. O. BOX 23660 .,' c:i (j,~ _::

OAKLJ\ND.CA 94623-0660 ,\;:. ' tf!j~ .:'. ' F1.(>.xyour pt1WCT1
PHONE (510) 286-5505 \"';. <.;; " Be Clergy cffu:ieTttJ
FAX (510) 286.5559 '-::'" .,'

TrY (800) 735-2929 '. c"""::: "::::-.~~~'.>

September 23. 2005

SOL037133
SOL-37-R7.21
SCH2003092057

Ms. MkheHe Hightower
City ofValJejo Development Services
Planning Division
555 Santa Clara Street
Vallejo, CA 94590

Dear Ms. Hightower:

Mare Island Amended and Restated Specific Plan Project - Draft Subsequent
En"ironmentaJ Impact Report

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transponation (Department)
in the environmental review process for the Mare Island Amended and Rcstated Specific Plan
Project. The comments presented below are based on the Draft Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report. As lead agency, the City of VaHejo is responsible for aU project mitigation,
including improvements to state highways. The project's fair share contribution, financing.
schedubng, implementation responsibihties and lead agency monitoring should be fully
discussed for all proposed mitigation measures. Any required roadway improvements should be
completcd prior to issuance of the project's building pcrrnit. While an encroachment permi! is
only required when the project involves work in the State Right of Way (ROW), the Department
will not issue an encroachment permit until our concerns are adequately addressed. Therefore, we
strongly recommend that the lead age11cyensure resolution of the Department's concerns prior to
submittal of an encroachment permit application. Further comments will be provided during the
encroachment permit process; see the end of this letter for more information regarding
encroachment permits.

Highway Operations
1. Page m.B.!3, the 2nd bullet: Who established the Metropotitan Transportation System
netWork and Congestion Management Plan standard? Do they have the authority to establish
standards for State facilities? They aren't consistent with our guidelines.

2. Table Ul.B-2, Table m.B-7 & Table ill.B.9: Since an A.l'v1peak pcrlod bottleneck regular1y
develops on westbound (WB) State Route (SR)-37 west of the Mare Island interchange, AM

'Ca!t.alts lmprollP.!!'mobility across Califom.ra"
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Ms, Michelle: Hight()v"~r
September 23. 2005
Page: 2

peak hour impacts on this bottleneck (and any others that regularly develop during the AM peak)
should be addressed in the document.

3. Table m.B-4: Since the project wilJgenerate a significant number of daily trips, both the AM
and PM peak bours should be analyzed for the scenarios included.

4. Table ill.B-6 & Table m.B-8: Why were only 3 intersections analyzed for the AM Peak
hour? Although the PM peak may be more critical, additional and/or different mitigation may be
required to offset AM impacts at some interscctions.

5. Page m.B.27, bottom notes 5 and 6: ".. .other development is expected to occur and travel
patterns are expected to bave changed such that mitigation would not be necessary". is there any
study to support these statements?

6. Intersection 20 - Sonoma BtvdlInterstate-80 (1-80) WB Ramps: Figure m.B.4b shows a
mitigation measure at this intersection but it is not mentioned under the Mitigation Measure B.l.

7. Page IU.B.39, Mitigation Measure B.lO: Table m.B.9 shows the project will add 1300
vehicles per hour to the PM peak hour east of Mare Island on SR-37 eastbound in year 2020
which is about a 40% trafficincrec'1SCtTom the baseline scenario. This roadway segment will
deteriorate from Levc:lof Service (LOS) D to LOS F. This is a significant impact. This project
should contribute its fair share for implementing mitigation measure B.I0, widening the Napa
River Bridge on SR-37 from 4 lanes to six lanes.

8. Please provide LOS calculation sheets used fOTthis document.

9. Queuing at the study intersections should be addressed for ramp approaches to study
intersections. Ramps that do not have sufficient storage to accommodate expected queues may
adversely impact mainline operations. Additional mitigation should be included to prevent any
ramp queues trom impacting mainl1ncoperations where this project is adding traffic.

10. Are there any locations where there is not enough distance between adjacent intersections to
accommodate expected queues? If so, where. for what scenario, and what mitigation would be
required?

11. The adequacy of existing and proposed left-turn pockets should be evaluated in the document
and additional mitigation included fOTinadequate left-tl1.mstorage where this project is adding
traffic. The Department's requirement for left turn storage is that the lane should be long enough
that there is a 95% probability that it can accommodate randomly distributed traffic amvals. Left
turn lanes should be designed to meet this requirement. Any additional traffic added to any State
facility as a result of new property development must provide double left..tum lanes if lcft turn
demand is 300 vehicles per hour or more.

12. Table m.B-6 (Intersection LOS with Existing Plus Proposed Project) and Table m.B-8
(Intersection LOS with 2020 Future Baseline Plus Proposed Project): the proposed project wouJd
contribute considerably to unacceptable and unavoidable LOS F at the fonowing intersections:

.Caltrans 'mp1'O~s mobility acro~s Cali,f()1"f1.ia"

. -. -.... --.
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Mil. Micbel1e Higbtowcr
September 23,2005
Page 3

Intersection # 3
Intersection # 4
Intersection # 8
Intersection # 13
Intersection # 15
Intersection # 18

Walnut Ave. & G 51.
Railroad Ave. & G St.

Mare Island Way & Tennessee St.
Adm. Cal1n. Ln. & 1-80 EB Ramps
Humboldt St. & I-80 EB Ramps
Solano Ave. & Curtola Parkway

The LOS at the above intersection:; exceeds several times the threshold for LOS F. We would
like to address such severe LOS .F by utilizing a different scale (i.e. ranged from Fl to FI0
lextreme worse). not just a single LOS F designation or by estimating the vehicle delay at the
intersections. Fot' improvement purposes, a different scale set-up could create great beneficial
measurement by monitoring improvement fTom the worse (or LOS FIO) scaled down to the
minor (or .LOSFl) once mitigation measures are implemented. The previous approach is to leave
a single LOS F designation intact and thus .rcflectno cost-effectiveness regardless of mitigation.

13. Table m.B-7 and Table m.B-9: Only volume is used to determine the LOS on freeway
segments. We would like to ensure that the latest measure of effectiveness (MOE) as density and
its threshold is adopted to determine the LOS fOTboth freeway and highway segments as
addressed in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000.

14. For proposed intersections to be signalized within the State ROW, please show signal
warrants on your next submittal, using 2003 MUTCD, Chapter 4C.

Cultural Resources
Please add the fol1owingstatement to the Cultural Resources section: "Should ground disturbing
activities take placc as part of this project within State Right-of-Way (ROW) and there is an
inadvertent archaeological or burial discovery. all constnlction within 50 feet of the find shall
cease and the District 4 Caltrans Cultural Resource Study Office shall be immediately contacted
at (510) 286-5613 or (510) 286-5618. A staff archaeoJogistwill arrive on slte w.ithinone business
day after contact and evaluate the finds."

Encroachment Permit
Any work or traffic control within the State ROW requires an encroachment permit that is issued
by the Department. Traffic-related mitigation measures will be incorporated into the construction
plans during the encroachment permit process. See the fonowing website link for more
information:

http://www.dot.ca.govlhq/traffops/developserv/permits/

To apply for an encroachment permit, submit a completed encroachment petmit application,
environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of p1ans(in metric units) which clearly indicate
State ROW to the address at the top of this letterhead, marked A1"rn: Sean Nozzari. Office of
Pennits.

"Cal1nv\s improlJCS mobUity across Ca/ifnrrtlaP

. - --
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Page J

Should you have any qucsbons regarding this letter. please call Lisa Carboni of my staff at (510)
622~5491.

Sincerely,

!L~ABjr
District Branch Chief
IGRlCEQA

c; State Clearinghouse

'Caltra'ls i''lproIJCS mobilify QCYOssCa/ifnr'lIa"
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WESTERN OFFICE

III

NATIONAL TRUST
forHISTORIC PRESERVATION

September 27, 2005

Bv facsimDe
Mr. Brian Dolan, Planning Manager
City of Vallejo
DevelopnleI1tServices Department
Planning Division
555 Santa Clara Street, P.O. Box 3068
Vallejo, Caljfomia 94590
Fax: (707) 552-0163

Re: Draft Subseauent Environmental ImD3ct'ReDortfor Mare Island
Amended and Re.~tatedSnecificPlan

Dear Mr. Dolan:

On behwf of the National Trust for Historic Preservation, thank you for the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Subsequent Enviromnental Impact Report for the
Proposed Mare Island Amended and Restated Specific Plan. The Amended Specific Plan

. poses a significantthreatto the integrityof the Moreblond HistorieDistrictby proposing
to demolish nearly balf of all 392 contributing resources. As explained herein, the EIR
not on.lyfails to est~bJi.shthe need for the Amended Specific Plan, but minimizes the
project's potential impacts on historic resources. AcCordingly,the National Trust
strongly urges the City to adopt the "environmentally sUperior"Historic Preservation
Alternative in lieu of the proposed Amended SpecificPlan.

The National Trost tbr Historic Preservation is a private, nonprofit membership
organization dedicated to protecting the irreplaceable. Recipient of the National
Humanities Ma1a1, lhe Trust was founded in 1949 and provides leadership, education,
advocacy, and resources to save America's diverse historic places and revitalize
communities. Its Washington, DC headquarters staff, six regional offices and 26 historic
sites work with the Trust's 270,000 members and thousands ofloca1 community groups
in a1lS0 states. including 20,000 members in California alone. For more information,
visit the Trust's w~b site at www.nationaltrost.org.

1

Protecting the l"epllzceable
(4J5) 956-0610i Fax (415) 956-0837

http://www.nationaltrust.org; E-maU: wro@ntbp.org
8 California Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94111-4828

-+ --. u. ------.
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PROPOSED MARE ISLANDSPECIFIC_PLAN

The Amended Specific Plan proposes to add 2.72 million square feet of non-
re.sinentialdevelopment to the 5.90 million square feet ofnon~residential development
envisioned by the 1999 Specific Plan, including demolition of 183 (out of 392)
contributing resources. The short summary of "changes and reasons behind these
changes" provided in the EIR - citing ''updated studies" on land use programming,
marketing, economic feasibility, employment, housing demand and education and
"additionalanalyses"on historicand archaeologicalresoun;es- i~ im;ufli",iCillltu
understand the need for a 50 percent increase in new construction and the COITesponding
toll on historic resources.' As requested in our comments on the Notice of Preparation,
an annotated list of these "updated studies" .shouldbe included in the EIR, with copies
easily accessible for public review.

PROJECT JM:eACTSANDMITIGATION

Historical Resources

Impact A.l: Th~ proposed demoHtion of Contributing Resources would diminish
the integrity of the Mare Island Historic District (Significant and
&~~Q~ .

Mitigation Measure A.I b. Miti~ation Measure A.I b purportedly reduces
impacts on the Mare Island Historic District to a less-than-significant level by requiring
the Landmarks Commi~sionto approve demolition or relocation of contnl>utingresources
pursuant to the Historic Project Guidelines, unless "it cannot be found that the boundaries
of the Historic District would continue to be justified after demolition or relocation of a
ContributingR~oLlICC:...n (DEIRnI, A.39)

Even with striot adherenoe to the Historic Guidelines, it is clear that full
implementation of the Amended Specific Plan would have a dramatic impact on the
integrity of the district.2 As CUtTentIydrafted, the Historic Guidelines provide very little
protection for contributing resources whose retention is inconsistent with the Specific
Plan. Individually significant historic resources C~otable Resources") could be
demolishedif foundtobe a "detC1Tellf'to successtWimplementation of the Plan~ The
criteria for a "deterrence finding" sets a low threshold for removal, allowing demolition if

DEIR, Intro.5006.
a It remains unclear wbether tIlc classifications and treatmentSof conttibutOrsin the Historic
Guidelines have been reviewed by the LandmarksCommission. the State Historic Preservation Office
and/or the National Park Service. ~ the Commissi~Dmust review proposed treatments under the
Preservation Ordhtaoce, and SHPO and NPS have purview over tax credit projects, all three should bave
been comulted.

2

Protecting the Irreplaceable
(415) 956-0610; Fax (415) 956-0837

bttp:llwww.nationaltrust.org; B-mai1:wro@ntbp.org
8 CaliforniaStreet,Suite400,SanFrancIsco.CA 94111-4828

-----
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the structureis locatedsuchthat it Usubstantiallybinders"reuseor otherwise"affects"the
owner's ability to meet goals for "circulation, a~sg, paJ."Jdng,laydown area, park space,
housing or infrastructure, or hazardous materials remediation.,,3

Impact A.2: The proposed demolitionof NotableResources would impact each of
these Contributing Resourcesat the levelof the individual resource.
(Significantand Unavoidable)

Mitigation Meas~c A.2. Mitigation Measure A.2 proposes criteria for
relocationof NotableResourcesotherwiseslatedfor demo1itionunderthe SpecificPlan. .
A1thuughLeWlarl~asvoluntarily moved several historic buildings to date, the Historic
Guidelines should be revised to mandate consideration of relocation and other, less
hannful alternatives to demolition.

The demolition criteria in the Historic Guidelines present an "all or nothing"
choice betweeri total demolition and complete rehabilitation, without delineating the
range of a1temativesin between. Moreover, by requiring all reuse proposals to meet tbe
Secretary's Standardsfor Treatment of Historic Properties, the Historic Guidelines
imply that demolition is the next-best option if the Standards cannot be fulfilled. The
demolition ~TItma~houldbe revised to idc:ntifytbe full spectrum of options - relocation,
additions, interior renovations, partial demolition -and authorize the Landmarks
Conunission to require the applicant to submit.Additionalfea.~ibi1ityanal~es and reports.

Finally. to maintain the integrity of the demolition review process, the EIR should
clarify that certification of the EIR does not limit the Commission's discretion.

Impad A.3: The proposed demolitionof Component Resources could impact each
of these CODtnDutingResourcesat the levelof individual resource.
(Less than Significant)

A total of 15-1Component Resources'(Not Individually Significant) ate eannarked
for demolition under the Amended Specific Plan, requiring only staff level approvaJ
without any review by the Landmarks Commission. While Component Resources are not
individually eligible for the Natiqnal Register, they t'may nonetheless contribute
significantly to the District or a subarea.'r4 AltJ10ughthe EIR acknowledges the
significance of groupings of Component Resources, the impacts of demolition are
evaluated "at the level of individual resource." (DEIR, ill.A.41) This approach fails to
account for the loss of collections of Component Resources. The EIR.should identify all
visualiy and/or fimctionally-related groupings and prescn'be appropriate mitigation to
avoid their 109s,including elevawd demolition review by the Landmarks Commission.

3
..

Historic Project GuideHnes,pp.87-88.
14. at29.

3

Protecting the Irreplaceable
(415) 956-0610; Fax (415) 9S6-0837

http://www.nationaltrutrt.org;&mai1: wro@nthp.org
8.California Street, Suite 400, San Francisco. CA 94111-4828
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.ParkinS!Impacts

The Amended Specific Plan's exclusive reliance on surface parking to meet
.increasedparkingdemandex&C'.eroatesthe tbTeatt.oinconvenientlylocatedhistoric
resources. 'In order to minimize such conflicts, parking requirements should be waived or
reduced in order to facilitate rehabilitation and adaptive reuse. Likewise, the City should
actively encourage development of multi-level parking structures by providing incentives
and pursuing alternative fUndingsources.

. Building 483 has been identified as a prime Candidatefor conversion into a
parking struclurc. Located in close proximity to a possible ferry dock and futurc office.
uses, Building 483 could provide approximately 1,000parking spaces for use by
commuters to and ttom the island. A1~oush more costly than S\lrfaco.eparkins) the

differential could be narrowed by pursuing alternative fundinf' including federal historic
tax credits and Federal Transportation Enhancement funding.

IMPACTS NOT CONSIDERED

Groundborne vibrations. Historic b1rUclurt:tIarc pttI'ticulady vulnerable to
vibrations from adjacent construction. Many of these buildings have archaic structural
sy3tCl1\3,contain older building materials, and lack the maintenance they need, ma1dng
the building more susceptible to heavy vibrations.6

The EIR should analyze potential adverse impacts on historic resources caused by
increased groundbome vibrations based on soil conditions, proximity to heavy truck
traffic, and construction (i.e. terra cotta, steel frame, unrejnforced ~nry), and

pre.s~be frecautionary measures for fragile historic structures located near constructionactiVIties.

$ Over the past decade, more than $2 billion in Federal Transportation Enhancement funds have
been distribut0d to preservation project$, including adaptive use of historic buildings for transportation-
(elated pwpo50S. Fcdc~1 T~portation Enhancement grants QTCto bo IJ..'lCdfor tran3portaaoD.rell1tod
~ital improvement projects that enhance quaUty--of-life,in or around transportation facilities.
6 National Trust lDfonnation Sheet #52: Vibrations in Historic Buildings.
7 The National Pade Service PrcseavationTech Note 11:3, ...t'Totectinga i&toric Structure During
Adja~t CoDSUUCtion,"suggesrs several preliminary measures to protect historic features: historic glass
windows should be boarded up snd layered with Q18hioDi~ material; safety nets should be erected to
proteCt surfaces; decorative features such as ba\U$trades should be covered with plywood; and fragile
picccs such as chandeliers should be removed temporarily.

4

Protecting the Irreplaceable
(415) 956-0610:F8't (415) 956-0837

http://www.natioJJA!ltnl$lorg;E-mail: wro@nthp.org
8 California Stteet. Suite 400, SsnFl'8J1cisco,CA 94111-4828
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ADDIDONAL MITIGATION

Mitigation Fund. ThenonprofitMareIsland Historic Park Foundation is
entrl1stE'.dwith ~tewArdc;nipof~ome of Mare Island's most significant historic structures,8
yet struggles to pay for basic maintenance and repair needs.

Using the Long Beach Navy Memorial Heritage Fund as a model, demolition fees
should be collected from the project sponsor to create an independent fund for ongoing
maintenance and repair of buildings leased by MJHPP. The Long Beach fund was
established in 1998 with $4.5 million from the Port of Long Beach to mitigate demolition
of the Roosevelt BW,:I~HitiLuri\,;Disldct at the former Long Be::achNavalStation. The::
nonprofit Long ~each Navy Memorial Heritage Association administers the fund,
annually allocating 5 percent of the principal- about $200,000- to projects that "foster
and support the identification, evaluation, preservation, rehabilitation, restoration and
interpretation of historical resources, sites and archival sources within the municipal
boundaries of the City of Long Beach."

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Histork Preservation Alternative

Under CEQA, public agencies must deny approval of a project with significant.
adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can
substantially lessen such effects.,,9 In weighing development options for Mare Island, the
City is required to "'mitigateor avoid the significant effects on the environment.. .
whenever it fs feasible to do 50.,,10As the lead agency, the City cannot merely adopt a
statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it
must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation mewsure::;.11

Recognizing the significant and wnvoidQble adverse impacts oftbe Amended
Specific Plan, the EIR concludes that the Preservation Alternative is "environmentally
S1.1pariorto the proposed project due to the reduction in significant impacts to cultural
resources." (DEIR, V.27) The Preservation Alternative would "substantially lessen"
adverse impacts on historic resources by 'Tetaining and reusing a substantially greater
proportion of Contributing Resources than under the proposed project," incJuding
retention of'a11165Notable Resources. (DEIR, V.II)

8 MlHPFleasesBuilding46 (1855),the ShipyardCommander'sMansion(Quarters"1-1'),the
Captain's Mansion (Quarters "~"), and :st.J'eter's Cbapel (1901).
9 Sierra Club v. Qilroy City Council (1990) 222 CaJ.App.3d30,41, italics addcdj also see PRC §§
21002.21002.1. .
10 PRC§21002.1.
U PRC § 21081; Friends of Sierra.Madra v. Cif.\7o/Sie,.,QMadre (2001) 25 Cal.4t1116S,185.

5

Protecting the Irreplaceable
(415) 956-0610; Fax (415) 956-0837

http://www.nationaltrust.orgj E-mail: wro@nthp.org
8 CaHforma Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94111-4828
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Although the National Trust clearly supports retention of contributing resources to
the maxinium extent p03Siblc,some flexibility may be appropriate if a moratorium on
demolition renders the PreseIVationAlternative entirely infeasible. In addition, the City
should balance restrictions 01:'1nemolition hy providing incentives for rehabilitation. such
as exemptingresidentialadaptiveuseprojectsfrom the 1400-unitcap andrelaxing
parking requirements for residential proj.ects.

Thank you f9f the opportunity to comment on the Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report for the Mare island Amended and Restated Specific Plan.
Please feel free to contact me at (415) 956-0610 or mike buhler@nthu.orRif you have
any questions.

Store)? ~ /;) .
~~~'/h/f4/~
Regional Attorney

cc: Wayne Donaldson, California Office ufHi~tu1icPreservation
David Look, National Park Service
Cindy Heitzman, California Preservation Foundation
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September 26, 2005

VIA E-MAIL. FAX AND U.S. MAIL

Ms. Michelle Hightower
City of Vallejo .

Development Services Department
Planning Division
555 Santa Clara Street
Vallejo, CA 94590

Re: Comments on Draft SEIR for 2005 Mare Island Specific Plan Amendment

Dear Michelle:

I am writing to submit comments from Touro University ("Touro") on the Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report ("DSEIR") for the 2005 Mare Island Amended and Restated
Specific Plan ("2005 Specific Plan"). We understand that the 2005 Specific Plan would be an
amendment to the 1999 Mare Island SpecificPlan ("1999 Specific Plan").

Touro currently occupies a fewbuildings in the part of Mare Island that the 2005 Specific Plan
refers to as Reuse Area 9. Touro has plans to expand its campus in Reuse Area 9, as set forth in
Touro's Master Plan Report dated May 28,2003, as amended by an Addendum, dated July 24,
2003 ("Touro Master Plan"). Touro submitted the Touro Master Plan to the City of Vallejo
("City") in 2003.

The buildings currently occupied by Touro support an approximate current daytime population
of800 to 900 and include 80 existing dorm units (which house approximately 80 students).
Touro's current occupied square footage is 191,000(which includes the square footage occupied
by the 80 dormitory units). These existing uses and occupancies represent what the Touro
Master Plan calls "Phase I", and these uses and occupancies would remain under Touro's
expansion plans. Touro's expansion would proceed under one of two schemes. The Touro
Master Plan (which is incorporated herein by reference) identifies the schemes as Scheme 1 and
Scheme 2 and sets forth in detail the type and amount of square footage that Touro plans to
construct (associated necessary demolition is also explained in detail). Touro's preferred scheme
is Scheme 1.
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Touro's expansion plans, whether WlderScheme I or Scheme 2, would support a total population
at buildout of2,000 students and 600 faculty/staff Touro plans to have 975 dormitory units at
full buildout - the existing 80 units plus 895 new dormitory units, accommodating 975 students
in this on-campus housing.

Touro has the following specific comments on the DSEIR:

(1) Traffic:. PageIILB.18 and Table III.B-3 of the DSEIR correctly note that Touro's
ultimate planned enrollment is 2,000 students. (a) What assumptions were made regarding how
many of these 2,000 students would be living on campus versus off campus? As stated above,
975 of the students would be living on campus. (b) We were Wlableto locate where the
DSEIR's traffic analysis accoWltsfor the 600 planned faculty/staff Can you please indicate
where/how the 600 faculty/staff are addressed? If they are not addressed or accoWltedfor, the
DSEIR should be revised before it is finalizedto accoWltfor the 600 faculty/staff.

(2) Air Ouality: The air quality analysis should be revised, if necessary, before the DSEIR
is finalized to accoWltfor Touro's 2,000 students (975 living on campus) and 600 faculty/staff.

(3) Utilities: The Utilities section of the DSEIR references the analyzed utility demand as
including "an expanded Touro University" (see pages III.E.8 (water supply), IILE.13
(wastewater). The DSEIR does not define, however, what is meant by "an expanded Touro
University". Additionally, the DSEIR does not mention Touro's expansion plans in the DSEIR's
discussion and analysis of water conveyance (Impact E.I).

Accordingly, the DSEIR should be revised before it is finalized (a) to clarify that "an expanded
Touro University" means the Touro Master Plan which accommodates 2,000 students (of which
975 would live on campus) and 600 staff faculty, and (b) to specify that the water conveyance
analysis accoWltedfor this definition of the expanded Touro University. Related backup
analyses (e.g., the Kovre Engineering Mare Island Water Model, the Master Utility Plans
prepared by Chaudhary & Associates, the Water Supply Assessment prepared by Brown and
Caldwell, etc.) should also be revised to state that their demand calculations assumed 2,000
students (975 living on campus) and 600 faculty/staff For example, pages three and six of the
Kovre Engineering Water Model indicate that only 895 dormitory units may have been assumed
in the Water Model's analysis.

(4) Other Changes to DSEIR and 2005 SpecificPlan: Because the DSEIR bases its analysis
on the 2005 Specific Plan, the 2005 SpecificPlan should be revised to include Touro's plans for
2,000 students (975 living on campus) and 600 faculty/staff Additionally, page 86 of the 2005
Specific Plan states that Touro is planning 895 dormitory units in 209,000 square feet. This is
correct (the 209,000 is net square feet), but accoWltsonly for Touro's Phases II and III. The
2005 Specific Plan should be revised (a) to reflect Touro's existing Phase I dormitory units (80
units) and (b) to specify that the 209,000 square feet for the Phase II/III dormitory units is "net"
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square feet (per DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM page 6, Table A, of the Touro Master Plan).

Footnote b to Table IT-I ofthe DSEIR states that the 2005 Specific Plan does not include
dormitory units, which is inconsistent with page 86 of the 2005 Specific Plan. Footnote b to
Table IT-I of the DSEIR should be revised to state that the 2005 Specific Plan includes 975
dormitory units.

Appendix E to the 2005 Specific Plan includes a reference to 4,800 students for Touro in Reuse
. Area9. As statedabove,thecorrectfigureis 2,000students(975livingon campus)and600

faculty/staff Please revise Appendix E accordingly.

Very truly yours,

Akiva Kobre
Senior Vice President
Touro College

Cc: Susan R. Diamond, Esq. '

AKlam
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September 26, 2005

Brian Dolan, Planning Manager
City ofVallejo Development Services Department
555 Santa Clara Street
Vallejo, CA 94590

RE: Mare Island Amended and Restated Specific Plan Project, Draft Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report and Appendices.

As a historical architect who served on Val1ejo's Architectural Heritage and Landmarks Commission
for over 5 years, I have reviewed the package of documents that constitute the Amended and Restated
Specific Plan Project, DSEIR and Appendices. I resigned from the Commission earlier this year
because I feel that Mare Island, one of the most significant historic places in America, is gravely
threatened by the City's own policies and programs. In good conscience, I could not continue to
participate in creating an illusion oflegitimacy around this Project and other Mare Island Projects that
threaten tbe integrity of this irreplaceable national treasure in violation of FederaI and State laws.

My professional experience in historic preservation planning I1I1darchitecture is extensive. I have
been involved in land use planning and development for most of my career. Before I retired from the
National Park Service, I was the Owner's historical architect for the rehabilitation of the Haslett
Warehouse, a four story URM brick warehouse that had been vacant since 1985. I was responsible for
petmitting, construction inspections and on-site review of compliance with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards. The building is now Kimpton's Argonaut Hotel with 252 rooms and a conference
center. Kimpton took advantage of the 20% tax credits. The contractor, Cahill, is a funy union shop
and hundreds of union jobs were created. Even during the economic doldrums fonowing 9/1I,
occupancy was exceptionally high because heritage tourism is the most profitable segment of the
tourism market. The Transit Occupancy Taxes were expected to be about $2 million the first year of
operation.

DoUarfor dollar, historic preservation is one of the highest job generating economic development
options available. Donovan Rypkema, in The Economics of Historic Preservation presents extensive
findings partially based on U.S. Department of Commerce measurements on numbers of jobs created,
increases in household income and the impacts on local economies. In evtr'j segment, historic
preservation provides the highest economic benefits. According to Rypkema, historic preservation is
an important part of the quality of life equation.. .improving the image of a community and in turn
attracting busincss and industrial development and fostering tourism.

So my concerns outlined below have less to do with saving old buildings for pure preservation's sake
and more with protecting the integrity of an irreplaceable resource for its economic and social benefits.

1oft 3
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I recognizethat there are tradeoffs. There were pure preservationists who were horrified when the
huge lightwell was cut into the middle of the Haslett Warehouse. But it was necessary in order to
accommodate a new use that would justify an expensive seismic upgrade of the URM brick
warehouse. The Secretary of the illterior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
acknowledge that historic properties that cannot be used for their historic purposes, be that the Haslett
Warehouse or Mare Island shipyard buildings, should be placed into new uses that protect resource's
characterMdefining features if necessary to save them. This is not as difficuh as it sounds.

Since the City of Vallejo had grown increasingly dependant on Mare Island paychecks, closure of the
base was viewed ...not as an opportunity... but as an economic disaster. The City of Vallejo also has

become dependant on Redevelopment as a way to funnel money into the City's coffers. That mindset
resulted in the destruction of24 blocks of the historic downtown during the 1960's. Almost 45 years
later, the downtown is only now showing signs of life in part because of the Main Street Program,
small investors rehabilitating historic commercial buildings, new demographics as the Creative Class
moves in and a Seattle developer familiar with the new economic opportunities inherent in historic
urban centers. Even with the Downtown lesson, it is painfully clear that the City ofVaUejo is pursuing

a Redevelopment Area on Mare Island. Special legislation passed allowing formation of the Mare
Island Redevelopment Project Area is codified in the Health and Safety Code Section 33492.90-
33492.95. The first attempts at est3bIishing a Mare Island Redevelopment Project were rebuffed at the
Planning Commission level by citizen outcry. Most people who live in Vallejo respect and honor
Vallejo's heritage and were outraged by the idea that what is special about Mare Island would be
demolished for short-term, limited economic gains.

This Project and the accompanying DEIR with its cumbersome, confusing appendices is another
attempt to set up a framework for massive demolition of historic resources under the radar of public
scrutiny. The justification for the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 was the irreparable
damage to America's heritage done in the name of Redevelopment. Mare Island is an irreplaceable
National treasure and, although the Standards allow for changes, demolition is always a negative
impact. My comments below, voiced during my tenure on Vallejo's Architectural Heritage and
Landmarks Commission, are submitted to insure that the Adminisu-ative Record is complete:

1. Theproposed Project requires a combined DEIR/DEIS. The current documents correctly
describe the importance of Mare Island as an historic resource. ill 1975, portions of the Island
were listed as a National Historic Landmark and, in 1997; the larger Mare Island Historic
District was listed in the National Register of Historic Places. National Historic Landmarks
are, by definition, the most significant places in American History. They illustrate and
commemorate our collective past and help us to understand our national identity. NHL's

outstandingly represent and interpret the best and brightest facets of American history.
Through these special places, Americans can better understand and appreciate the broad trends
and events, great ideas and ideals and valuable accomplishments that are truly significant in
American History. Mare Island, the first pemmnent U.S. Navy installation on the Pacific
Coast, illustrates America's commitment to "one Nation" from "sea to shining sea", At Mare
Island, civilian workers of all races and ethnicities came together to protect the American way

of life against all threats. Mare Island is a monument to the efforts and heroism of ordinary
working people and the strength of their unified efforts toward a National ideal.

:2of 13
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The National Register is a component of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
Guidance codified in 36CFR800 for the expressed goat to "identify historic properties
potentially affected by (a Federal) undertaking, assess its effects and seek ways to avoid,
minimize or mitigate any adverse effects". Under Section 800.5 a 2, Adverse Effects include
"transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate and
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-tenn preservation of the
property's historic significance". When Mare Island was transfetTed out of Federal
ownership, the U.S. Navy, the City of Vallejo, the State Office of Historic Preservation and
the National Park Service entered into a Memorandum of Agreement to "establish adequate
and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation" of the
aspects of Mare Island's historic significance in compJiance with 36 CFR 800.

The MOA recognized that the City of Vallejo is a Certified Local Government under Section
101 Cof the National Historical Preservation Act (NHPA) and stipulated that the City of

Vallejo amend its Architectmal Heritage and Historic Preservation ordinance to ensure that
the City's Architectural Heritage and Landmarks Commission (AHLC) "continue in its r01e...
increasing its area of responsibility" to listed historic resources on Mare Island. A
requirement to prepare Project Guidelines is not a part of the MOA as stated in Appendix B-1
on page 2. The First Amendment, executed in 2000, accepted that the City's Ordinance had
been revised to the satisfaction of all signatories to the MOA.

The City ofVal1ejo's Ordinance describes the requirements and the process for the AHLC to
fulfilltheirobligationunderthe MOA as fonows.

"Section 16..38.036 Project Guidelines

A. ThePlanning Managershall develop Project Guidelines i1l consultation with the
Commission. These Project Guidelines sha1t function as the development plan for the
City of Vallejo Mare Island Historic District and shall provide specific and detailed
standards for eachcontributing resource by providing recommended and not
recommended actions in terms of alteration, new constrUction, demolition and
relocation based on the Standards for Treatment and detennine the project site for
each resource or group of resources. These Project Guidelines shall include the
existing designation status for each resource, including identification of those
resources designated as City Landmarks. These Project Guidelines shall be

developed ih co1t,ultat;oll with tile Office of HJstoric Preservatio1t and the National
Park Service. (Emphasis added)

B. The Project Manager shall complete the Project Guidelines within eighteen (18)
months from the effective date of this Amendment (May 25, 2000). Upon

completion, the Project Guidelines shall be reviewed progranunatically as required by
CEQA, and considered by the Commission for recommendation to the City Council as
an amendment to the Mare !sland Specific Plan.

C, The Project Guidelines shall be used by the Planning Manager, Commission and other
interested persons in the evaluation of projects involving contributing resources. The
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adoption of these Project Guidelines does not preclude the need for additional
environmental review pursuant to CEQA for individual projects."

(Under Definitions (Section 16.38.032)"Project," means the "whole of any action related
to new construction, alteration, relocation or demolition of a contributing resource or
group of contributing resources". )

"Section 16.38.040 Process

A. Environmental Review.

All projects are subject to environmental review to the extent required by CEQA prior
to a decision being made on the Project, The Commission shall be consulted during
the environmental review process for projects tl1at have the potentia} for substantial
adverse changes to contributing resources."

Appendix B-1: Historic Project Guidelines and AppendUt B-3 do not meet the minimum
requirements for Project Guidelines set forth in Section 16.38.036. These docwnents do not
address all ofthe elements of the "Project", provide specific and detailed standards for each
contributing resource.. .by providing recommended and not recommended actions, nor does it
define the project site for each resource or group of resources. In fact, Appendix B-1 page 2
omits the responsibilities established in the first and last lines of paragraph 1, Section
16.38.036 A and uses terms accepted by the preservation planning profession incorrectly
throughout the doeument skewing the intent of the Ordinance giving the illusion of
compliance when there is none.

Appendix B-1, called Historic Project Guidelines, focuses primarily on demolition and
shifting the Commissions' authority to the Planning Manager. If adopted, it would allow
demolition of over 36% of the contributing buildings in the NRHP Historic District including
28 individually significant buildings through "mandatory" demolition permits issued by the
Planning Manager alone without any further review by the Commission, the State Office of
Historic Preservation or the National Park Service. In addition, special criteria.are outlined on
pages 75 and 76 that would allow a National Historic Landmark to be demolished if "it is not
'feasible' to preserve or restore it". Individually significant historic buildings could be
demolishedif theyare a "deterrent"to thesuccessfulreuseof MareIsland. Theseprovisions,
coupled with the special legislation anowing establishment of a Mare Island Redevelopment
Area and land uses for areas of the highly sensitive Shipyard NHL that focus on Industrial
categories, almost guarantees additional demolition that will cause "substantial adverse
changes" to the resource.

Despite the Conunission's clear authoritY under the MOA and the Ordinance and the
Conunission's repeated concerns and directives. the Planning Manager has usurped the
Commission's responsibilities and turned them over to others with special interests not related
to protection of the historic resources. The responsibility for Project Guidelines has been
turned over to a consultant selected by the City of Vallejo prior to the transfer or selection of

Lennar as the master developer without input from the Commission. The consultant now is
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under contract to Lennar Mare Island. These purported "Guidelines" have been brought to the
Commission three times with City staff recommendations to approve their Certification. In
each case, the Commission denied Certification because extensive demolition of historic

resources would result in "substantial adverse changes" with the finding that further analysis
under CEQA would be required,

Although the Ordinance requires that the Commission shall be consulted early in the
environmental review of Projects that have the potential for substantial adverse changes to
contributing resources so that their input can be factored, the dredge spoils Project affecting
the southern portion of the NRHP District and the Naval Ammunitions Depot NHL was
developed and analyzed without ever coming before the Commission as required under City
Ordinance 16.38.040.

The Commission's guidance provided duringpast "study sessions" and other meetings has not
been factored into the formulation of this Specific Plan as required under City Ordinance
16.38.040.PastCommissiondirectivesthatarenotreflectedin this SpecificPlanincludebut
are not limited to the fonowing:

. "Project sites" for the Officer's Mansions extend iTom Walnut Avenue to the alleyway
behind them. All of the supporting and appurtenant buildings and the historic
landscaping relating to each specific mansion are key features that must be retained.
New buildings associated with the Mansions may be constructed if they are
subordinate and contexture!. Splitting off the rear portions of the Project sites to
accommodate new townhouses is inappropriate;

The development of the historic core of the shipyard predates the automobile,
Consequently, historic roadways in this area should be kept narrow and traffic calmed
so that pedestrians, bikes and slow cars can share the same areas. Alleys in the
historic core should not be "improved";

Since the original Sanger plan predates the automobile, heavy traffic and through
traffic should be routed around the most sensitive NHL areas where ground borne
vibrations from heavy truck traffic might affect URM brick bui1dings. A safe,
walkable historic 'core is appropriate;
Roads platted historically but never constructed should not be constructed because

that would convey a false sense of historic development. Administrative building 521
sits on a site abour 1S feet higher than Rai1road Avenue. A connecting roadway that
requires substantial cutting or filling north of Building 521 is inappropriate;
The Chapel and Chapel Park require exceptional levels of protection. Heavy traffic in
front of the chapel wi1l1mpair the "feeling". Traffic could be routed from Walnut
Avenue southeast to Railroad via an abandoned roadway south of Alden Park. The
roadway in front of the Chapel should not be "improved";
Morton Field is a key historic feature of the Causeway gateway. A proposed "Town
Center" needs to be closer to residential areas to discourage automobile use. An

acceptable alternative is to place a smaller commercial area on the ground floor of a
high..density new building planned just south of Morton Field or on the ground floors
of a high-density strip planned along Walnut Avenue.

.

.

.

.

.
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. Non-historicbuildingsthat intrudeonthehistoric sceneof thehistoric shipyardcore
shouldbedemolishedandreplacedby appropriatenew buildings. This includes
removalof Building117,a newButlertypebuilding,andconstructionof new
buildings on the footprint and within the building envelope of the three historic brick
buildings demolished by theU.S.Navyin 1972. Another new building that introdes
on the historicSanger alignment of brick shipyard buildings is Building 126.

The Commission consists of volunteers and accurate staff reports are essential to the decision-
making process. Past staff reports to the Commission recommending issuance of Certificates
of Appropriateness for demolition include justifications from prior environmentaJ documents
that inaccurately describe programmatic approvals as Project level compliance. Construction
schedules and mitigation measures do not appear to be included in the Permits granted by the
City. Consequently, the group of Marine Officers mansions approved for relocation close to
their original sites by the Commission is not proceeding as approved by the Cormnission.
Demolition of new Building 866 is not tmderway and two of the Marine Officers Mansions

are up on blocks where they are vulnerable. Certificates of Appropriateness approved by the
Commission are not a part of the Building Permits so inspections do not include conformance
to the Conunission's conditions ofapprovals.

In the years I served on the Commission, the "Project Guidelines" have been highly
controversial. The Commission feels that the historic resources are not specific buildings that
can be stratified, but two types of Historic Districts. The Commission has indicated that
everything within the District that has integfity and contributes to the feeling and setting,
including roads, landscaping and structures should be factored. "Project Guidelines" prepared
by BRC as a part of the Ordinance revision paid for with a grant from the State Office of
Historic Preservation were never made available to the Conunission despite repeated verbal
and official written requests. Since acceptable Project Guidelines were not developed within
the time frame required by the City's Ordinance, they follow and attempt to justify planning
decisions already made by the Developer and the City of Vallejo. These include extensive
new roadways and roadway improvements and extensive new construction based on land use
and economic decisions that do not take into account the legal and moral requirements to
protect the integrity of the historic resource. In addition, the Conunission has not been allowed
to participate in a decision-making role or provide guidance as required in the MOA and the
Ordinmce. Th\ls, "adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-
term preservation" of the aspects of Mare Island's historic significance have not been
established. Consequently, the terms and conditions for the transfer of Mare Island from the
U.S. Navy have not been completed and the U.s. Navy's continuing interest must be
addressed through a combination DEIR/DEIS under NEP A.

2. The proposed Project requires consultation with the State OffICe of Historic Preservation
and the National Park Service under NHPA Section 106. Compliance with the terms and
conditions of the City's Certified Local Government Agreement is pivotal to the Mare Island
MOA. One of the key findings of the MOA is that the City of Vallejo is a Certified Local
Government (CLG) established under the authority of the NHPA. The CtG Agreement

extends to all City Departments and affects a11Federal Permlts, Gr311tS,Programs and
entitlements including HUD Section 8 vouchers and Federal Highway monies. The City's
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PublicWorks Department has imposed roadway standards on Mare Island that affect the
overall integrity of the historic resource. Despite continued requests from the Commission,
the transportation plan and roadway sections that require demolition of historic resources and
modificationsto the settingwereneverreviewedor approvedby the Commission. Roadway
improvements are cunently underway that are damaging Saint Peter's Chapel with its
priceless collection of Tiffany windows. New roadways and utility upgrades that surround
Chapel Park including provision of Class I bikeways as separate corridors through the heart of
the Shipyard NHL were presented to the Commission only for approval to destroy landscape
features critical to the integrity of the setting. No discussion about possible traffic rerouting or
roadway improvements in order to protect historic resources was allowed to take place. The
Public Works Department's position is that the Conunission does not have jurisdiction over
roadways or infrastructure within the historic districts.

Because of City staffs continuing attempts to circumvent the Commission's legal and moral
authority for the protection of the integrity of Mare Island's historic resources and createan
illusion oflegitimacy around "substantial adverse changes", the Commission has not been
able to recruit or retain historic preservation professionals meeting the requirements of the
Certified Local Government Agreement.

Again, since the:Commission's authority and responsibility for the protection of historic
resources have been circumvented, the terms and conditions for the transfer of Mare Island
from the U.S. Navy have not been completed, NHPA Section 106 still applies. This requires
consultation with both the State Office of Historic Preservation and the National Park Service
for those actions that impact National Historic Landmarks.

3. The Amended and Restated Mare Island Specific Plan DEIR does not tier correctly from
the FEISIEIRfor the Disposal and Reuse of Mare Island Naval Shipyard dated Ap,iI1998.
A 1999 Amendment covering the Residential Parkway was not correctly evaluated in
accordance with environmental laws. In the 1998 FEIS/Em, the October 26, 1995 comments
ftom the Nationa] Park Service to the U.S. Navy state:

"Mare Island's historical status.. .is equivalent to that of the Presidio of San Francisco,
the Empire State Building, New Orleans' French Quarter and other wen-known historic
properties. Preservation of Mare Island's historic resources should be among the highest
priorities in planning for disposal and reuse of the installation. The reuse alternatives
presented In the draft EIS/Em do not evidence great concern for preservation of the
historic resources." (emphasis added)

In response, references the MOA as the vehicle through which the integrity of Mare Island
win be protected and notes the programmatic nature of the analysis as follows:

..Becauseof the genera.lnatureof thereuseplan,impactsto individualhistoricproperties
are not yet lmown. Impacts win be more specificaJ1yidentified during the development of
specific plans".

NPS further states that:

70flJ

110 OMIO STREET. VALLEJO. CALII'OI!.l'IIA . 9i590
PHONE:107.6..3 7377. FAX' 707-5>8-0751

III-63

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Text Box
H.7

Tom Eckman
Line



SEP.26.2005 3:56PM CITYVALLEJOBUILDINGDIVISION NO.2736 P. 9

"The Draft EIS/Em. does not address the impacts of transportation improvements, such as
street widenings and construction of new streets, sidewalks, bus pullouts, bide lanes, etc.,
on cultural resources. Historic tree plantings along main avenues, fonnal yards, and other
designed landscape areas may be affected by widening streets and adding amenities.
Wider, more fonnal streets, with traffic lights, sidewalks, etc., will change the existing
character of the historic district as well."

The response again references the MOA as the vehicle through which impacts to historic
resources will be avoided or mitigated and discusses need for further environmental review
given the programmatic nature of the analysis as fonows:

"The EISIBISprovides a program level of analysis commensurate with the level of detail
presented in the reuse plan. The reuse plan does not identify the specific size or locations
of transportation improvements. More detailed plans will be developed following
Val1ejo's adoption of the reuse plan. These plans will provide mor~ specific detaIl
regarding the land use proposals."

These responses, including the response that "Vallejo's Architectural Heritage and Landmarks
Commission must review and approve any proposal for demolition" are important parts of the
mitigation for the adverse effect of the Trsnsfer from a Federal entity by establishing
"adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation
of the property's historic significance" as required under 36 CFR 800.

Since the analysis of infrastructure improvements was undertaken programmatically and the
Commission has not been afforded the opportunity to comment or review specific elements
except to issue Certificates of Appropriateness for demolition or destruction of historic
resources necessitated by specific alignments, all of the undertakings that are a part of this
Project Including new roads including roads planned historically but never constructed,
parking lots, widening of historic roads, removal or alteration of historic landscaping, new
sidewalk and bikeways, 1rafficlights, traffic noise, ground borne vibrations and traffic routing
plans must be analyzed in this Amended and 'RestatedMare Island Specific Plan DEIR.. The
Residential Parkway was brought to the Commission as preapproved in the 1998/1999
FEIS/EIR only for Certificates of Approval for the demolition or relocation of historic
resources. A minor realignment of the roadway could have easily been avoided those impacts
but the construction documents were done and the bulldozers were ready. The Commission
approved the Certificates of Appropriateness on a split vote in order not to impede "Progress"
after an outcry of Chamber of Commerce representatives orchestrated by Lennar. The
construction of that roadway and, specificaUy,a major traffic circle immediately south of
Saint Peter's Chapel now underway are causing ground borne vibrations that are damaging the
chapel and its priceless collection of Tiffany windows. The Chapel setting has been damaged
by roadway and mfrastructure "improvements" completely surrounding Chapel Park. Lights
from vehicles traveling north around the traffic circle will pan across the Tiffany windows
during evening and night services destroying the contemplative feeling with strobe light
effects. Mitigation measures are required.
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One of the statedChanged Circumstances in the Amended and Restated Mare Island Specific
Plan is that Land Use on Parce! 10 from Residential to Industrial must be changed because of
the State Lands interests. The sensitiVIty of National Historic Landmark elements demands a
similar response. Since the Residential Parkway has been built only for residential traffic, the
current Plan routes heavy truck traffic through the heart of the Shipyard NHL. Since many of
tbe URM brick shipyard buildings are sensitive to damage from ground borne vibrations, land
uses south of the Shipyard must be changed to less intensive uses in order to protect these
historic resources.

Since extensive demolition of historic resow-ces is being)ustified by Land Use and
Transportation decisions analyzed only on a Programmatic level in the 1998/1999FEIS/EIR,
"Project Guidelines" meeting the requirements of the City's Ordinance have not been prepared
and the responsibility of the Commission has been usurped by the Planning Manager, these
elements must be further analyzed at a Project level in this document.

4. TIJe Public "as not beell allowed the opportunity to comment on this Amended and Restated
Mare Island Specific Plan. After citizen outcry thwarted the City's earlier attempts to
establish a Redevelopment Agency on Mare Island, the process has been submerged under the
radar of public scrutiny. The Commission is viewed as an advisory body, much like the
Beautification Commission. Most City CounciJpeople are not aware of the regulatory
requirements established by tbe MOA. AHLC agendas are not posted on the City's website
and critical decisions already made by Lennar and the City are presented to the Commission
for information during an item agendized as the "Mare Island Update". No pub1ic comment is
allowed. During the period when I served as the Chair ofthe Commission, I personally
demanded public hearings be held to allow the public an opportunity to see what was being
planned and the impacts of those decisions. City Planning staff ignored those demands.

The NOP and the announcement of the Scoping Session for this Project were buried deep in a
weekday classified section of the local newspaper. The agencies with Standing because of
their involvement with the MOA and the earlier Programmatic EIRIEIS were not noticed.
Due to the lack of announcements or public meetings regarding changes to the original
controversial plan, there was no forewarning that a DEIR was pending. In addition, the
Scoping Session was held on Mare Island behind guarded gates. Consequently, attendance at
the Scoping Session was based on hasty "word of mouth" that did not allow the entire
community or national stakeholders an opportunity to comment. My comments on the NOP
resulted in notification the agencies with Standing and extension of the deadline.

This Plan and the associated environmental documents are intentionally confusing. The
release of this DEIR during the summer when most people are diverted by vacations and kids
follows the release of four other lughly controversial DEIR's that have taken much of the
public's attention away from this Project. The Appendices critical to understanding the
impacts of this Project are not posted on the City's website. A very important document
prepared by Winter and Company entitled "Design Guidelines" finalized in June 2005 is not
included in the Appendices. The fun package of documents is very expensive and copies held

at the Public Library are not available becausethe library is closed for remodeling.
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Duringthe earlier attempts to establish a RedevelopmentAgency, citizens opposed
conslruction of townhouses in the backyards of the Officer's mansions along Walnut Avenue.
The Conunission has also objected to this. Yet the new Revised Specific Plan carefully sets
the stage for this construction. The public has been intentionally kept in the dark. The
opportunity for meaningful public involvement through a transparent, trackable planning
process required under CEQA, NEP A and NHP A regulations must be allowed.

S. TILedata sets included in the DSEIR are incomplete. Historic resources are not specific

buildings, as indicated in the Appendix B-1: Project Guidelines, but two types of historic
districts. Everything within the Districts that contributes or does not contribute to the integrity
of the setting must be factored.

The roadway sections in the DSEIR do not show the historic roadway and existing historic
landscaping profiles. The DSEm. cites CPUC regulations as requiring setbacks from
operational railroads as requiring demolition of adjacent historic buildings. The DSEm.
should take into account protection of key historic buildings within the Shipyard NHL as a
first priority and adjust service, gauge, operation or land use as necessary. The circulation
plan includes new roadways through historic buildings and construction of roadways
historically platted but never constructed.

It is unclear why offsite traffic mitigation measures outlined beginning on page 1-11are
required for this Project. These mitigation measures include improvements to intersections as
far away as 1-80. If the FEIRJEJS fully assessed circulation and traffic impacts and land use as
indicated in this DSEIR and the General Plan was updated adequately as indicated, then offsite
traffic impacts should have been identified at that point. The level of change between this
Specific Plan and the 1999 Specific Plan is not great enough when spread out over all of the
intersections throughout the City to justify the number of offsite improvements required here.

One of the key policies of the Reuse Program is to "Protect and enhance Mare Island's
attraction to tourism and thereby economic development. Yet the Shipyard NHL historic core
is severed by an arterial carrying heavy truck traffic and an improved railroad from the heavy
industrial areas to the south. The Historic Core was identified early on for rehabilitation of
historic buildings to foster tourism and increase visitation to the City of Vanejo. The
Administration Buildings surrounding a remnant of Irwin Park across Railroad Avenue from
the Mare Island Park Foundation's resources and proximate to the historic Mare Island ferry

slip have should be rehabilitated as a flI'st class historic hotel. The nearby Powerhouse could
be rehabilitated as a Conference or Performing Arts Center. In addition to having the potential

to damage sensitive pre 1900's URM brick shipyard buildings, heavy truck and rail traffic
would be dangerous to pedestrians. Since the Residential Parkway has been constructed only
to acconunodate cars, land uses in Area 5 should be adjusted from Heavy Industry to Research
and Development or another less intensive use so that the historic core transition into a tourist
serving area.

Appendix B-2: Archaeological Predictive Model is mentioned as a mitigation measure. But
the information in this document was not used to identifYarchaeological1ysensitive areas for
the purpose of incorporating them into the planning process. Rather, the standard procedures
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to follow whenarchaeologicalartifactsareencounteredduringconstructionarelisted. If the
locationof sensitiveareasis known,thenlandusesandtransportationelementsthathavethe
potential for damaging need to be adjusted.

6. The Specific Plan and associated environmental documents are internally inconsistent. In
June 2005, Winter and Company completed Design Guidelines for historic reSOUrceson Mare
Island. However, these environmental documents mention the Design Guidelines only in
passingas pertaining to new construction. They do not appear to be included as one of the
Appendices.

The Design Guidelines cover all of the area within the Mare Island Historic District unlike
Appendix B-1: Historic Guidelines, which only cover the areas within Lennar's control. The
Design Guidelines are based on an extensive character study for all of the separate historic
mission functions and historic growth patterns. The character study identifies the original
Sanger Plan, Iocational detenninants of the various mission functions, topography,
relationshipsto theNapaIUverStraits,theevolutionof transportationmodesandvariationsin
work force levels associated with World Wars and world events as factors influencing
evolution of Mare Island. The Design Guidelines correctly establishes several distinct
character areas. In contrast, the Historic Guidelines focus on statements in the National

Register of Historic Places Registration Form for Mare Island that the dominant characteristics
are its "diversity" that evolved in an "ad-hoc" manner. Appendix B-1 tends to lump all of the
character areas together as justification for the massive changes envisioned in this Specific
Plan.

The Design Guidelines establishes the "key" character-defining features and Design Policies
for each of these Character areas. This analysis factors the sensitivity of NRL units and
includes roadways, gantries, cranes, landscape features, open spaces and other key features to
inform "recommended" and "not recommended!) actions including Treatments to historic
buildings and other actions pertaining to key features. This includes protection of Morton

Field as a key feature. In contrast, "diversity" and the "ad-hoc development" arguments used
in the Historic Guidelines are used to justify massive demolition in order to accommodate new
construction. The argument is that the historic buildings targeted for demolition are just not
important enough. There is no analysis of District characteristics. Contributors to NRHP
District, unlisted support buildings associated with NHL Landmarks and "repetitive" resources
are specifically targeted. On military bases, repetition is often a character-defming feature.
Groups of nearly identical warehouses fonn unified, functionally related elements that,
together, are more important than they are individually. Some of the Repetitive Resources are
small garages and out buildings related to the Officer's Mansions. Each grouping of resources
is important.

The Design Guidelines include methods for determining the project site for each resource or
group of resources as required by the Ordinance Section 16.38.036. The methods are
congruent with the Secretary of the Interior's guidance; however, the Conunission disagrees
with definitions of alternative project site examples shown for the Officer's Mansions. The
Design Guidelines suggest that the site could be either the area from Walnut Avenue to the
alley including the kitchen gardens OTbe limited to the formally landscaped areas. Since the
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Commission andearlierpublicoutcryobjectedto townhousesplannedin the backyardsof the
Mansions as included in this Specific Plan, it should be clear that the site of the Mansion's
includes all of the area used historically for each dwelling. In contrast, the Specific Plan shifts
the responsibility for determining site to the Planning Manager.

These Design Guidelines, prepared with the full involvement of the Commission with citizen
input, meet the stated requirements for Project Guidelines outlined in the City's Ordinance
Section 16.38.036. Since the Design Guidelines are the best tool to guide development on
Mare Island and protect the integrity of the historic resources, it is unclear how the
Commission will be allowed to use the Design Guidelines. If the Specific Plan and Appendix
B.l and B-3 are adopted, it appears that the Commission's role in decision-making will be
more limited than it is today.

7. The Discusswn of Alternatives is Incomplete. The Prefened Alternative has changed very
little from the earlier Specific Plan. The 1998FEIR. notes that there may be "some"
demolition and "some" new construction even though it is clear that massive demolition of

historic resources would be required. The supporting documents for this iteration of the
Project attempt to circumvent CEQA by caUing the demolition plan "Project Guidelines" and
anempting to get the Commission to issue a blanket Certificate of Appropriateness that, under
the MOA, would negate the need for CEQA review.

At the request of the Commission Ilndthe National Trust for Historic Preservation, an Historic
Preservation Alternative was developed for comparison. The Planning Manager and City staff
formulated this Alternative without al10wingthe Commission to provide input despite the
Commissioners repeated requests to participate. This Alternative retains more of the historic
resources by allowing larger historic buildings to be rezoned Residential. The Historic
Preservation Alternative still requires demolition of 140 contributors and does not remove the
"feasibility" and "deterrent" tests. Even so, the DSEIR states:

"D. Environmentally Superior Alternative

An EIR. is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from amotlg the
range of reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. The CEQA Guidelines require that an
environmentally superior alternative be designated and states that "if the environmental1y
superior alternative is the ''no project" alternative, the EIR. shal1 also identify and
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.

Based on the review of the alternatives evaluated in this chapter, the Historic Preservation
Alternative would be cotlsidered environmentally superior to the proposed project due to
the reduction in significant impacts to cultural resources."

The City's Request for Developer Proposals limited the developer to 1,400 housing units, the
number at the time of the transfer, and provision of 10,000jobs in heavy industry to replace
those lost by closure of the shipyard. The type of housing was not specified. So under the
Agreements with Lennar Mare Island, most of the smaller units in the broad range of Federal
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housing options available prior to the Transfer have already been demolished to allow
constructionoflarger unitstargetedto thehigh-endmarket.

But the provision of a specific range of industrial jobs does not allow for a market driven
response to identify the ''highest and best" use for historic buildings that would justify
rehabiJitation. The URM brick shop buildings along the waterftont within the Shipyard NHl
are particular]y vulnerable. If these buildings remain zoned for Heavy Industry, they will be
the first victims of the "feasibility" and "deteITent"criteria established in Appendix B-1
coupled with the special legislation allowing establishment of the Mare Island Redevelopment
Area for economic reasons alone. Ifzoned for Mixed Use that allowed Residential, Live-
Work or Tourist Serving Commercial, extensive seismic upgrades could be justified and the
Shipyard would transition to a lively, trendy historic district that would draw tourism and
create a cascade of economic opportunities.

A true Preservation Alternative would place the higbe6tpriority on preserving those historic
elements that characteri~ each group of historic resources while allowing changes to occur in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. Land Uses should be allowed to
shift accepting that the type of jobs resulting might not be the same heavy industrial jobs as
those when the shipyard was operating but cleaner Creative Class jobs. Mare Island will
never again be aU. S. Navy shipyard. But it could be model for future base closures. The
Design Guidelines prepared by Winter and Company dated June 2005 meet, with slight
adjusbnents, all of the requirements of the Ordinance for Project Guidelines. The Design
Guidelines require slight changes to make them stronger and more inclusive. Guidelines
should be included for the removal of recently constructed, non-historic buildings that intrude
on the historic scene and Recommended Actions modified to conform to the Commission's
guidance not the City and the Developer's agendas. The Alternative implicit in the Design
Guidelines must be included in the analysis of Alternatives.

Sincerely,

~
, Architect

-

cc: Wayne Donaldson, FAIA, California Office of Historic Preservation
David W. Look, FAIA, Deputy Lead of Cultural Resources, National Park Service
Anthea Hartig, Regional Director, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Cindy Heitzman. Executive Director, California Preservation Foundation
Dave Manning, Vallejo Architectural Heritage Commission Chair
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Myrna Hayes
816 Branciforte St.

Vallejo, CA 94590
707 -557 .9816

email: myrnahay@pacbell.net

September26, 2005

Brian Dolan, Planning Manager
City of Vallejo Development Services Department
555 Santa Clara Street

Vallejo, CA 94590

SUBJECT: Mare Island Amended and Restated Specific Plan Project, Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report and Appendices.

As the Community Co-Chair of the Mare Island Restoration Advisory Board since May of
1994, I have taken a keen interest in all facets of the closure and reuse process for Mare
Island Naval Shipyard, including the fate of the extensive and significant historical resources.

As the owner of a Colonial Revival home built in 1908 as housing for a shipyard worker's
family, I am sensitive to the issues of preservation and committed to protecting the historical
tie my home represents for the Island. My home is one of several hundred recently included
in a National Register of Historic Places District.

After review of the current documents, I note that much of what I wrote in March of 1996,
just before the completion of the 1996 FEIS/EIRto concerned members of our community, is
still true today. At that time the City of Vallejo argued that they didn't want anything in the
historic district that wasn't identified within the specific city designated "historic district" in
the reuse plan. The city also argued that it did not want to consider the reuse of all historic
properties that contribute to the National Historic Landmark which were subject to the
national historic preservation act while under federal agency ownership. It resisted
development of a local ordinance comparable to federal protective guidelines even while
the Navy was charged with helping the city develop such an ordinance for the historic
properties to form the basis of the programmatic agreement by the SHPO, City, Navy,
National Park Service and the National Advisory Council. This Agreement with the City of
Vallejo, was intended to establish adequate and legally enforceable restrictions and
conditions to ensure long-term preservation of Mare Island's historic significance.

In 1996, the record of decision for the environmental documentswas due to be signed, but
the Naval Facilities Command was prevented from signing the transfer document without
the Section 106 of the national historic preservation act process completed. That process
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was stalled by two things: the city argued that it didn't have the staff or the money to
consider historic properties in the reuse plan upon which the environmental documents
were based and that it viewed the historic resources as an impediment to reuse.

At that time I wrote members of the community requesting letters from organizations and
individuals stating their concern for the future of the National Historic landmark properties,
expressing their support for the historic district as described in the reuse plan plus the
expanded boundaries of new national register district additions which the Navy had
identified prior to closure, and stating their support for changes to the city's ordinance that
would protect historic resources on Mare Island. To quote from that letter:

"...Yet, this resource is in seriousjeopardy. Why? Very simply put, becausethe City of Vallejo is
not yet willing to apply the same city ordinance to Mare Island's historical resources that it has
used to protect the two current historical residential districts in Vallejo. Why, you ask, again? Two
reasons are given, asfar as we can tell. One, is that they don't have the staff to implement the
ordinance.

The second is that they don't want to consider any of the historical properties that aren't
specifically spelled-out in the "historical district" developed as part of the conceptual reuseplan.
The City doesnot believe that it is important that we look at all buildings listed to see if they can be
reused,or that if they need to be destroyed, that we needassurancesof goodplanning so that
replacements are in keeping with rest of district. Infact, in the City's publication "The Mare Island
News, dated Jan-Feb 1996 the City states "... it is estimated that a significant percentage of the
structures will be torn down because they are either not usable or are incompatible with the
land use zones." (emphasis added)

This same reticence to embrace the historic resources of Mare Island as an asset, but to

rather view them largely as an impediment to a particular direction of development, is still
apparent in the document(s)currently available for review.

The documents do not sufficiently evaluate the economic benefits of preservation, but,
rather focus on the economic benefits of assimilation of the Island into the mainstream

development look and feel of the greater Vallejo. Rather than recognizing and treasuring the
charm, character and scale of the past uses, it seeks to obliterate in a planned action of
demolition and dismissal-with the broad brush of public safety, job creation and economic
recovery or stimulation as its basis without substantiating evidence that the plan will achieve
those purposes.

As a certified tour planner and guide, I develop tour packages for visitors to the Bay Area
from all over the world. I co-founded and coordinate the San Francisco Bay Flyway Festival
now planning its 10thanniversary on Mare Island. For the 7,000 people who attend each
year, some of the most popular features of the Festival are Mare Island's countless cultural
and historic resources, many of which lie well outside the boundaries of the "historic
district" of the reuse plan.
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Unfortunately, although Mare Island is ranked well with all other historic military locations
in the region as an attraction, it is significantly under-visited and will continue to be if the
plans for demolition as described in this document are realized. Seventy percent of all
travelers visit a combined natural and historic site. They actually are attracted to many of the
features of Mare Island, which this document proposes to erase and sanitize. It is the whole
of the historic place, its buildings-including latrines and bomb shelters-even if they are not
actively used for their historic purpose; landscape-including trees-even if they are not the
lollipop style trees of much of today's developments; and plantings and other structures
including sidewalks, railings and equipment such as retired cranes; that most tourists,
recreationalists, and military and heritage enthusiasts are drawn to.

My comments are not made purely from the perspective of saving old buildings, but rather
of protecting the integrity of an irreplaceable economic engine(to use an image of
yesteryear) that has been woven into the social fabric of this community and region for 151
years and longer. We have received an inheritance that it is our duty to honor and develop
in a way that benefits not just the development drivers of the moment, but for this generation
and for those who visit, live, work and walk on Mare Island, after us. That is the purpose for
my dedication to seeing the environmental cleanup of Mare Island proceed. Against all
arguments to the contrary, I still believe that Mare Island has a bright future free of health
threats from environmental contaminants and attractive on its own merit as the first Naval

installation in the Pacific. Environmental cleanup, like historic preservation, makes reuse of
what might otherwise be viewed as an unusable and unsightly blight possible.

It is because of my long-time commitment to Mare Island's reuse by the broadest range of
users, that I guard so religiously what is special about Mare Island, and abhor so, the short-
term, short-sighted gain for a few. Even through useless and expensive demolition, which in
a world all too familiar with shortages of many resources including building materials,
doesn't make good economic sense, either. If a building doesn't have an immediately
foreseeable use, using the limited business model on which this Project and its DEIRare
predicated, then, land-banking should be considered as an option. The place we know as
Mare Island, grew over time, and as needs changed, a plan was developed to accommodate
them. So, reuse of this gold mine might take place. Sometimes resources are there, but there
may not be the tools or technology, or it may not be the economic or social time to harvest
the resource. Rather than apply this strategy to historic resources on Mare Island, for some
odd reason, Vallejo and its developer seem to be stuck on "destroy it and they will come".
The city has tied the hands of the Commission that it has designated to take a lead role in
preservation planning and enforcement necessary to protect the National historic asset.

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 was enacted to assure the protection of
America's historic heritage. Mare Island is an irreplaceable National treasure and, although
the Standards promulgated in the Preservation Act allow for changes, demolition always has
a negative impact and is certainly a consideration of last resort with only limited use. When
the proposed Project is viewed in the context of the 1996 statements and actions of the City,
as I described earlier in my letter, the proposed Project combined with the actions already

III-82



taken through the questionable use of the Programatic EIR/EISto move forward with
significant infrastructure and redevelopment of portions of Mare Island in the absence of a
guidance documents and procedures and without the substantial and substantive oversight
by the Architectural Heritage and landmarks Commission, represent what appears to be a
concerted effort by the city and its developer to circumvent the intent and spirit of the
Memorandum of Understanding the city entered into with the state and federal agencies in
1996 to protect the Mare Island National Historic landmark and its national register districts,
both designated and nominated.

1. The proposed Project requires a combined DE/RIDE/S. The current documents

describe the importance of Mare Island as an historic resource. In 1975, portions of
the Island were listed as a National Historic landmark and, in 1997; the larger Mare
Island Historic District was listed in the National Register of Historic Places. National
Historic landmarks are, by definition, the most significant places in American
History. They illustrate and commemorate our collective past and help us to
understand our national identity. NHl's outstandingly represent and interpret the
best and brightest facets of American history. Through these special places,
Americans can better understand and appreciate the broad trends and events, great
ideas and ideals and valuable accomplishments that are truly significant in American
History. Mare Island is the first permanent U.s. Navy installation in the Pacific.

The National Register is a component of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966. Guidance codified in 36CFR800 for the expressed goal to "identify historic
properties potentially affected by (a Federal) undertaking, assessits effects and seek
ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects". Under Section 800.5 a 2,
Adverse Effects include "transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership
or control without adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to
ensure long-term preservation of the property's historic significance". When Mare
Island was transferred out of Federal ownership, the U.S. Navy, the President's
Council on Historic Preservation, the City of Vallejo, the State Office of Historic
Preservation and the National Park Service entered into a Memorandum of

Agreement to "establish adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to
ensure long-term preservation" of the aspects of Mare Island's historic significance in
compliance with 36 CFR 800.

As a Certified local Government under Section 101 c of the National Historical

Preservation Act (NHPA) the City of Vallejo was required to amend its Architectural
Heritage and Historic Preservation ordinance to ensure that the Vallejo Architectural
Heritage and landmarks Commission (AHlC) "continue in its role... increasing its
area of responsibility" to listed historic resources on Mare Island. A requirement to
prepare Project Guidelines is not a part of the MOA as stated in Appendix B-1 on
page 2. The First Amendment, executed in 2000, accepted that the City's Ordinance
had been revised to the satisfaction of all signatories to the MOA.
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The City of Vallejo's Ordinance describes the requirements and the process for the
AHLC to fulfill their obligation under the MOA as follows.

"Section 16.38.036 Project Guidelines

A. The Planning Manager shall develop Project Guidelines in consultation with

the Commission. These Project Guidelines shall function as the development
plan for the City of Vallejo Mare Island Historic District and shall provide
specific and detailed standards for each contributing resource by providing
recommended and not recommended actions in terms of alteration, new
construction, demolition and relocation based on the Standards for Treatment

and determine the project site for each resource or group of resources. These
Project Guidelines shall include the existing designation status for each
resource, including identification of those resources designated as City
Landmarks. These Project Guidelines shall be developed in consultation with
the Office of Historic Preservation and the National Park Service.

B. The Project Manager shall complete the Project Guidelines within eighteen
(18) months from the effective date of this Amendment (May 25, 2000). Upon
completion, the Project Guidelines shall be reviewed programmatically as
required by CEQA, and considered by the Commission for recommendation to
the City Council as an amendment to the Mare Island Specific Plan.

C. The Project Guidelines shall be used by the Planning Manager, Commission
and other interested persons in the evaluation of projects involving
contributing resources. The adoption of these Project Guidelines does not
preclude the need for additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA for
individual projects."

(Under Definitions (Section 16.38.032) "Project," meansthe "whole of any
action related to new construction, alteration, relocation or demolition of a
contributing resourceor group of contributing resources".)

"Section 16.38.040 Process

A. Environmental Review.

All projects are subject to environmental review to the extent required by
CEQA prior to a decision being made on the Project. The Commission shall
be consulted during the environmental review process for projects that have
the potential for substantial adverse changes to contributing resources."

Appendix B-1: Historic Project Guidelines and Appendix B-3 do not meet the
minimum requirements for Project Guidelines set forth in Section 16.38.036. These
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documents do not address all of the elements of the "Project", provide specific and
detailed standards for each contributing resource...by providing recommended and
not recommended actions, nor does it define the project site for each resource or
group of resources. Appendix B-1page 2 omits the responsibilitiesestablished in the
first and last lines of paragraph 1, Section 16.38.036 A.

Appendix B-1, called Historic Project Guidelines, focuses primarily on demolition
and shiftingthe Commissions' authority to the Planning Manager. Ifadopted, it
would allow demolition of over 36% of the contributing buildings in the NRHP
Historic District including 28 individually significant buildings through "mandatory"
demolition permits issued by the Planning Manager alone without any further review
by the Commission, the State Office of Historic Preservation or the National Park
Service. In addition, special criteria are outlined on pages 75 and 76 that would
allow a National Historic landmark to be demolished if "it is not 'feasible' to
preserve or restore it". Individuallysignificant historic buildings could be demolished
if they are a "deterrent" to the successful reuse of Mare Island. These provisions,
coupled with land uses for areas of the highly sensitive Shipyard NHl that focus on
Industrial categories, without consideration of more suitable, fundable or compatible
land uses, now that we have had 10 years to "test the viability" of the Industrial use
scenario, almost assures additional demolition that will cause "substantial adverse
changes" to the resource.

The Heritageand landmarksCommissionhasbeen hamperedin itsabilityto enforce
the provisions of the 1996 MOAand the city's Ordinance through a number of
means. One clear example Iam intimatelyfamiliar with has been the city's overall
coordinated oversight and the Commission's oversight, specifically, of impacts to of
one of the most significant and highly visible of the historic resources on Mare
Island-St. Peter's Chapel. Quoted below are excerpts from our July2005 report: St.
Peter's Chapel: A Historic landmark in Jeopardy of Being lost

"The fate of the twenty-nine figurative stained glass windows is the most pressing concern
we have at this moment. You will read in the reports that follow that the condition of the
Chapel and its grounds directly and profoundly affect the health of its windows. Moisture,
shade, drainage, age, structural materials, insufficient maintenance each playa part in
determining the overall health of the Chapel and its windows. Redevelopment must now be
added to the list of dangers, because its effects will contribute significantly to the problems
and deficiencies already suffered by the Chapel. Building demolition, tree removal, road
realignment and construction, building construction and truck traffic in proximity to the
Chapel will all have impacts on it.

Because of their design, age, frequently poor maintenance, construction techniques and
building materials used at the time they were built, historic buildings are especially
susceptible to ground borne vibration resulting from demolition and construction activities.
In a November 2003 letter to the City of Vallejo, the Western Office ofthe National Trust
for Historic Preservation wrote in comments concerning environmental impacts of planned
work on Mare Island, " Located just feet away from truck traffic along Azuar Ave, St.
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Peter's Chapel is one example of a historic resource potentially vulnerable to vibration
damage, as evidenced by the recent discovery of cracks in the Tiffany stained glass
windows." (Appendix 2) Yet, no specific steps have been developed to protect the windows
during these activities. Who is responsible to see that the work is done with sensitivity to the
Chapel and especially its windows? Who will be liable if damage does occur?

In addition to the play of factors described above and building movement resulting from
natural causes, nearby redevelopment projects threaten the Chapel. Vibration from heavy
trucks running on nearby Azuar Drive (the former Cedar Ave.) has surely added to the stress
placed on the windows. As basewide environmental cleanup, redevelopment related
construction and heavy industrial operations proceed on Mare Island, truck traffic in
proximity to the Chapel, will continue and even increase. Vibration from planned de-
construction of large nearby buildings will also put the windows at risk, the severity of
which will depend on the methods of demolition employed.(See Appendix 2) Specific plans
include the removal of large trees located near the Chapel for planned road realignment and
substantial road re-construction surrounding the Chapel grounds and nearby intersections. A
planned traffic roundabout near the Chapel, which will cause car lights to flash like strobe
lights into the Chapel at night, redirection of one-way traffic and use of the alley on the
northern perimeter of the Chapel grounds for significant traffic re-routing are examples of
the heavy hand of the City's public works department in plans that seriously impact the
Chapel, yet are not even brought to the oversight Commission for review.

Our concern is that the full impact of this heavy construction on St. Peter's Chapel has not
been duly considered by the City's Commission that has oversight of Mare Island re-
development. Plans for roadwork and demolition are brought before the City Commission
without identification of specific potential impacts to the Chapel and descriptions of suitable
alternatives or mitigation plans. In fact, it is our observation that alternatives are virtually
never put forth. No public works components of the projects are reviewed or commented on
by the Architectural Commission and they have no binding jurisdiction over this component
of the Island redevelopment plans.

In our view, given this lack of sufficient oversight, the windows are threatened due to lack
of coordinated consideration of the threats. We are not familiar with any special
requirements or provisions to avoid or ameliorate these risks. We can only speculate how
this impending crisis has come to be; it may be the result of the process of environmental
impact review for the transfer of the Shipyard, in which a Programmatic Environmental
Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement was promulgated by the City of Vallejo
and the U.S. Navy and approved with the provision for more specific project-by-project
environmental evaluations or development guidance that have not adequately or fully come
to fruition. For instance, there are no Project Guidelines that are required to be prepared
with the consultation of the National Park Service and the State Historic Preservation

Office. These guidelines would provide uniform planning parameters through which every
project would be analyzed. As a result, the level of detail regarding impacts is not
commensurate with the value of the historic resource.

The threat to the windows appears to be the result of uncoordinated environmental review,
coupled with a lack of regular inspections by qualified specialists through either the City of
Vallejo or its managing entity, the Mare Island Historic Park Foundation. The flaws appear
to be in the overall process. The responsibility for protecting the Chapel and other historic
resources is unclear. The developer owns the Chapel property, which is managed by the
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Historic Park Foundation under a long-term lease arrangement with the City, although the
City doesn't currently own the property.

There is no pro-active plan to prevent damage to the windows or other elements of the
building and there is apparently no mechanism in place to address any concerns as they
develop. There is no published timeline of construction plans and the Foundation Board is
given occasional, vague and generally dismissive reports by its officers when concerns are
raised at its meetings. Members of the general public are even less informed concerning the
plans of the City and its Master Developer partner, which may potentially cause significant
and preventable impacts to the Chapel. No inspection program is in place; regular building
inspections by the City no longer occur-a fact that was confirmed by City staff in December
2003.

Although the City of Vallejo promised to provide significant oversight in the terms of the
1996 Memorandum of Agreement(MOA) (Appendix 6) through its Architectural Heritage
and Landmarks Commission, in fact, there seems to be no identified point of contact at the
City and nobody who seems to be in charge of all activities related to the Chapel and there
is no chain of responsibility in place. While there seem to be well-intended individuals
serving on the Architectural Heritage and Landmarks Commission, it appears fairly
lackluster in terms of its knowledge of or commitment to the protection of overall historic
resources on Mare Island and the Chapel in particular. Many departments within the City
share a role in decisions that directly impact the Chapel, yet, it is our experience that there is
no coordination among departments. The Mare Island Conversion program in Economic
Development manages the lease with the Foundation, while the Planning Department
oversees redevelopment activities by the Master Developer and provides staff support for
the Landmarks Commission. As noted earlier, regular inspections by the Building
Department by qualified inspectors familiar with historic building codes, do not take place.
The Public Works Department is responsible for new road design and construction and has
no apparent accountability to the other departments. Now that Mare Island has a special
services district, a component of which is a Landscape Maintenance District, even that
office should be part of an overall City driven coordination effort. It is this lack of
coordination by the City departments coupled with a lack of political will on the part of
elected representatives and Foundation Board members to mandate preservation strategies
for the Chapel, that poses the greatest threat to the Chapel at this time."

On August4,2005, upon the recommendation of a sitting Commissioner, after
having presented our report and expressed our concerns about continued appearance
of new cracks in the Tiffanywindows and the experience of the construction use of
compaction equipment with vibration that we could feel inside the Chapel, several
representatives of the Board of the DaffodilTea Committee, a local non-profit
organization which fundraises for and advocates the preservation of and restoration
of St. Peter's Chapel, came before the Commission to express our concerns about the
fate of the Chapel. While we were welcomed by the Commissioners, it appeared that
our brief statement might not even be able to be heard by the Commission due to
procedural issues raised by the staff,but eventually the Planning stafftold the Chair
that it was his call. Afterone individual made a brief statement and a Commissioner
made a motion to agendize the topic, we expected that the topic would be agendized
for the Commission's next meeting in two weeks time and that we would be able to
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bring our concerns formally to the Commission. We have never been allowed to and
now, nearly two months later, we have still not been allowed to give a presentation
to the Commission, rather, the developer is only allowed to under the "Mare Island
Update" section of the regular agenda. There is no mechanism for the public to bring
up our concerns even during a public comment period, as that is only for issues not
already agendized and since the Mare Island Update is a regular item on the agenda,
we cannot bring anything related to Mare Island up again at the public comment
period, yet, we are not allowed to give a presentation during the agenda.

At a previous Commission meeting, I, as a member of the public attended and was
questioned about the purpose of my attendance by a representative of the developer.
Although I did not speak, a number of Vallejo Chamber of Commerce members who
had prior briefings by the developer, spoke out against the Commissioners, indicating
that the Commission was obstructing development and seeking to undermine the
Commission's authority to oversee the historic resources on Mare Island. On the
number of occasions that I have had to attend the Commission meetings, this has
been the tone of both the developer and the Planning Department. I have observed
that members of the Commission's oft expressed concerns are summarily dismissed
by the Planning Manager. For example, the development of Project Guidelines-
which were to have been prepared and approved by the Commission as early as
1998 and are used to provide quite detailed guidance for the treatment of listed
resources- although intended to be prepared under a grant from the SHPO with a
specific SHPO staff liaison approved workplan, was later significantly changed when
a consultant selected by the City of Vallejo prepared the document without input
from the Commission. The Project Guidelines drawn up by this consultant have been
brought to the Commission three times with City staff recommendations to approve
the Certification.

The first version of the Project Guidelines listed demolition of a historic resource as a
"treatment". Demolition is never a treatment under the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards, yet, this consultant with apparent historic preservation credentials had
inserted such language. In each case, the Commission denied Certification because
extensive demolition of historic resources would result in "substantial adverse

changes" with the finding that further analysis under CEQA would be required. So,
not only is the Commission required to conduct its business without the full suite of
documents that should have been in place by now, to underpin their decisions, it is
receiving specious materials cloaked in credible format from the Planning
Department and its consultants.

Staff recommendations to the Commission for Certificates of Appropriateness for
demolition are based on programmatic environmental documents that intended a
more specific Project detailed analysis. Construction schedules do not appear to be
included in the Permits granted by the City. Rarely are mitigation scenarios presented
to the Commission regarding construction activities and impacts, roadway and
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infrastructure realignments that destroy resources including trees and grounds, nor are
alternatives or best construction management practices routinely, if ever, included for
the Commission's discussion and decisions. Apparently, Certificates of
Appropriateness approved by the Commission are not a part of the Building Permits
so inspections do not include conformance to the Commission's conditions of
approvals.

Using St. Peter's Chapel as an example, it is clear that the Commission has
jurisdiction over the specific historic resources intended to be returned to the City of
Vallejo upon completion of environmental cleanup, and which are managed for the
city by its designee, but, changes made to the interior of the Chapel have not been
brought before the Commission for Certificates of Appropriateness. Although the city
has a long-term MOU with the managing entity, for 9 properties that contribute to the
Landmark, none are routinely inspected by the Building Department or any other city
representative to ensure compliance with the MOA of the city's own historic
properties, nor are any status reports given to the Commission on a regular basis.

In the absence of Project Guidelines and instead, using the Programmatic
environmental documents to broadly assessimpacts to the historic resource, many
activities have taken place on Mare Island that have or may contribute significant
impacts to the resource with no mitigation or mechanisms even contemplated to
avoid impacts even considered or brought before the Commission or the public
bodies for which it has advisory authority. There are significant new roadways and
roadway improvements and extensive new construction based on land use and
economic decisions that do not take into account the legal requirements to protect
the integrity of the historic resource. In addition, the Commission has not been
allowed to participate in a decision-making role or provide guidance as required in
the MOA and the Ordinance. Thus, "adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or
conditions to ensure long-term preservation" for the aspects of Mare Island's historic
significance have not been established. Consequently, the terms and conditions for
the transfer of Mare Island from the U.S. Navy have not been completed and the u.s.
Navy's continuing interest must be addressed through a combination DEIR/DEIS
under NEPA.

2. Theproposed Project requires consultation with the State Office of Historic
Preservation and the National Park Service under NHPA Section 106. Compliance
with the terms and conditions of the City's Certified Local Government Agreement is
pivotal to the Mare Island MOA. One of the key findings of the MOA is that the City
of Vallejo is a Certified Local Government (CLG) established under the authority of
the NHPA. The CLG Agreement extends to all City Departments and affects all
Federal Permits, Grants, Programs and entitlements including HUD Section 8
vouchers and Federal Highway monies. The City's Public Works Department has
imposed roadway standards on Mare Island that affect the overall integrity of the
historic resource. Despite continued requests from the Commission, the
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transportation plan and roadway sections that require demolition of historic resources
and modifications to the setting were never reviewed or approved by the
Commission. Roadway and infrastructureimprovements, including removal of
massive trees that are part of the historic landscape are currently underway that are
likelycontributing to new and documented cracks in the Tiffanystained glass
windows in St. Peter's Chapel. Eventhough the Commission has attempted to address
concerns about the impacts of these activities to St. Peter's Chapel, itscollection of
Tiffanyglass and the grounds-as have members of the public-including myselfand
numerous other members of the DaffodilTea Committee, no discussion about
possible traffic rerouting or roadway improvements in order to protect historic
resources was allowed to take place. The Public Works Department's position is that
the Commission does not have jurisdiction over roadways or infrastructure within the
historic districts.As a result of what appears to be a poorly thought out or inadequate
workplan, construction work that has taken place within a few feet of the Chapel
grounds has not taken advantage of best construction management practices nor have
any mitigations been contemplated or conditioned.

Since the Commission's authority and responsibilityfor the protection of historic
resources have been circumvented, the terms and conditions for the transfer of Mare
Island from the u.S. Navy have not been completed, NHPASection 106 still applies.
This requires consultation with both the State Office of Historic Preservationand the
National Park Service for those actions that impact National Historic landmarks.

Since the analysis of infrastructure improvementswas undertaken programmatically
and the Commission has not been afforded the opportunity to comment or review
specific elements except to issue Certificatesof Appropriateness for demolition or
destruction of historic resources necessitated by specific alignments, all of the
undertakings that are a part of this Project including new roads including roads
planned historically but never constructed, parking lots, widening of historic roads,
removal or alteration of historic landscaping, new sidewalk and bikeways, traffic
lights, traffic noise, ground borne vibrations and traffic routing plans must be
analyzed in this Amended and RestatedMare Island Specific Plan DEIR.

The construction of a major trafficcircle immediatelysouth of St. Peter's Chapel now
underway are causing ground borne vibrations that are damaging the chapel and its
priceless collection of Tiffanywindows. The Chapel setting has been damaged by
roadway and infrastructure "improvements" completely surrounding Chapel Park.
Lightsfrom vehicles traveling north around the trafficcircle will pan across the
Tiffanywindows during evening and night services destroying the contemplative
feeling with strobe light effects. Mitigation measures are required.

One of the stated Changed Circumstances in the Amended and Restated Mare Island
Specific Plan is that land Use on ReuseArea 10 from Residential to Industrial is
required due to the Public Trust uses which comply with the State lands
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Commission's policy on suitable public trust uses of land under their purview. The
sensitivity of National Historic Landmark elements in and adjacent to this parcel
should elicit a similar protective response. Yet, there is no discussion of the impacts
to the historic resources of this land use change.

Since extensive demolition of historic resources is being justified by Land Use and
Transportation decisions analyzed only on a Programmatic level in the 1998/1999
FEIS/EIR,"Project Guidelines" meeting the requirements of the City's Ordinance have
not been prepared and the responsibility of the Commission has been thwarted by the
Planning Department, these elements must be further analyzed at a Project level in
this document.

3. The datasets included in the DSflR are incomplete. Historic resources are not
specific buildings, as indicated in the Appendix B-1: Project Guidelines, but two
types of historic districts. Everything within the Districts that contributes or does not
contribute to the integrity of the setting must be factored.

The roadway sections in the DSEIR do not show the historic roadway and existing
historic landscaping profiles. The DSEIRcites CPUC regulations as requiring setbacks
from operational railroads as requiring demolition of adjacent historic buildings. The
DSEIRshould take into account protection of key historic buildings within the
Shipyard NHL as a first priority and adjust service, gauge, operation or land use as
necessary.

One of the key policies of the Reuse Program is to "Protect and enhance Mare
Island's attraction to tourism and thereby economic development. Yet the Shipyard
NHL historic core is severed by an arterial carrying heavy truck traffic and an
improved railroad from the heavy industrial areas to the south. The Historic Core
was identified early on for rehabilitation of historic buildings to foster tourism and
increase visitation to the City of Vallejo. It was envisioned as a pedestrian oriented
promenade. In addition to having the potential to damage sensitive brick shipyard
buildings, heavy truck and rail traffic would be dangerous to pedestrians. Since the
Residential Parkway has been constructed only to accommodate cars, land uses in
Area 5 should be adjusted from Heavy Industry to Research and Development or
another less intensive use so that the historic core transition into a tourist serving
area.

4. The Discussion of Alternatives is incomplete. The Preferred Alternative has changed
very little from the earlier Specific Plan. The 1998 FEIRnotes that there may be
"some" demolition and "some" new construction even though it is clear that massive
demolition of historic resources would be required.

III-91

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Text Box
I.6
cont'd.











I.7




I.8

I.9













I.10














I.11

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line


Valerie Reichert
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line


Tom Eckman
Line

Tom Eckman
Line

Valerie Reichert
Line


Valerie Reichert
Line

Tom Eckman
Line



Now that the former military base with its industrial component, has closed and
nearly 10 years of a test of the industrial model has had an opportunity to be
considered, this document should have analyzed other possible land use designations
and provided justifications for the current preferred alternative based on actual
demand for that use. The provision of a specific range of industrial jobs does not
allow for a market driven response to identify the "highest and best" use for historic
buildings that would justify rehabilitation. The brick buildings along the waterfront
within the Shipyard NHL are particularly vulnerable. If these buildings remain zoned
for Heavy Industry, they will be the first victims of the "feasibility" and "deterrent"
criteria established in Appendix B-1. If zoned for Mixed Use that allowed
Residential, Live-Work or Tourist Serving Commercial, extensive seismic upgrades
could be justified and the Shipyard would more likely transition to a historic district
that would draw tourism and create a sound and diverse business base of economic

opportunities.

A true Preservation Alternative would place the highest priority on preserving those
historic elements that characterize each group of historic resources while allowing
changes to occur in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. Land
Uses should be allowed to shift accepting that the type of jobs resulting might not be
the same heavy industrial jobs as those when the shipyard was operating but allow
for the creation of other non-industrial model jobs. Recommended Actions should be
modified to conform to the Commission's guidance and to reconsider land uses on
which the Restated and Amended Specific Plan is based.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document.

Sincerely,

Myrna Hayes

cc: Wayne Donaldson, FAIA, California Office of Historic Preservation
David W. Look, FAIA, Deputy Lead of Cultural Resources, National Park Service
Dave Manning, Vallejo Architectural Heritage Commission Chair
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Karen S. Wilson
3505 Sonoma Blvd, #320, Vallejo, CA 94590

(707) 552-3553

Sept. 2, 2005

City of Vallejo
Development Services Department; Planning Division
555 Santa Clara Street- PO Box 3068

Vallejo, CA 94590

Re: Mare Isla.AdAmended and Restated SpecificPlan Project kJ,. n t
Dt""~ ~ulJV~ ElA.viA~~ 9~(Ld,-,dL ,.

When I attended meetings on this project, I was assured that the truck route will remain on
Sacramento Street. On page ill.B.9-10, Mare Island Way is listed before Sacramento Street. I
assume that relates to traffic heading to Curtola Parkway, but Curtola Parkway is not listed.
Why? As Hwy 37 nears completion of the present phase, and "Sacramento Street between
Tennessee Street and SR 37" is listed for freight, why are there such huge potholes on
Sacramento St. near Gordon, Redwood, and nearby?
Why is "Wilson Ave. N. of Tennessee" in Table m.B-2, but not Sacramento Street North of
Tennessee.? It looks as if Sacramento Street belongs there, but was left out of the study because
you expect the traffic to use Wilson Ave, including freight. Will there be a weight limit on
Wilson Ave?
On table m.B-6, again, clearly missing are intersections on Sacramento St, especially between
Tennessee and SR 37. Is that because you do not plan to route freight traffic there? It is scary to
see that the first Off-Island intersection is "6. Wilson St. & SR37 EB ramps, and I notice the
LOS is F and delay is 764 for existing plus project. This is unacceptable.

Noise is not completely evaluated because of omissions related to Sacramento Street; however
they appear to be above tolerance for River Park Area. How do you back up the statement on
m.D.12 "This would be a significant impact warranting additional mitigation. Increased noise
levels in River Park north of the Causeway would only occur within 50 feet of the roadway, and

would not sigqificantly afft{~tthe m~rity of the Park."? Wk4..t a.b~+- n"~ fvc1\«. LMQ.-y-if ?
-:[:5L~ a..u..dI ~O \..UdSo'1o...~e.c~ -tto. ?~vt.. GLIAdr..esl~ o~ va.,luJo ~Ifft.< s.
In Table 1.1:Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures [relation to use of water sources], it
is stated that ''The City will study effects of the pipeline alternative in more detail as part of its

environmental review of use of Lake Curry wate~." :::r wo-u...Q.~ e..~~c..t -~u.. c...'-' C<. IAA"-jov

I;J~ rpb ujocJJJ b~ hA~ C4~ .'5~.JuJ" 0..1{t.(s .s-r-a.(f-~
J (4u. veA C,oY1c.eAvu..J CL~o-t.J- -Mu.. IWtr r I U:Lh ~s of ~ -"Z.OVl:a- ~
J2u..k ~U-~"'- -?O\ i-t~ -4., a.({chi>+:""itu< 'P°SS ;{;£,:/-j 0+c&...t'i.j
b'f c~r \.tQ.o-.~

~
V\cksh'.JJ ewLS 4<- "': SVlA.~ ~rtt""', L-e.Q.~~

.Q.4lS~~ 'Z-0!t11 ~J.. eV\lr re,.zOt1e.. d~ ~ S~~I::" ?~~ IS

Y\~ ~ '" '1- \" cL,h-h1 ...;..'t"k. ::>"",-'ftW." 7"" f.,"'-<- ,
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Karen S. Wilson
3505 Sonoma Blvd, #320, Vallejo, CA 94590

(707) 552-3553

Sept. 6, 2005

City of Vallejo
Development Services Department, Planning Division
555 Santa Clara Street- PO Box 3068
Vallejo, CA 94590

Re: Mare Island Amended and Restated Specific Plan Project
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

I wrote another letter regarding some of my specific concerns, but feel compelled to add this
important overall comment.

The purpose of an Environmental Impact Report is to report on the evaluation of various
alternatives. It seems the only alternatives presented were the required "no action" and an
alternative that has to do with historical buildings.

What about comparing a de-salinization plant to piping water from Lake Curry? The Report does
not reflect enough analysis of the chosen alternative that it does propose of piping water from
Lake Curry, stating, "The City will study effects of the pipeline alternative in more detail as part
of its environmental review of use of Lake Curry water." This does not provide assurance that
the water supply will be available for the project and it cannot be done without water.

What about evaluating alternatives to lower noise and increase air quality? Alternatives to traffic
routes, especially the use of Sacramento Street, is not properly evaluated (please see my letter
dated Sept. 2, 2005).

Also I would like to see alternatives that provide the least amount of light reflection on various
Off-island sites.

What about various zoning proposals, rather than a blanket change for the Southern portion, with
alternatives of only certain portions changedto allow for heavy industrial uses. The proposed
change is not justified or necessary or acceptable.

Please provide evidence that more alternatives were considered. Comply with CEQA and its
purpose.
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