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13. Lawrence Clement, Principal, Ag Consultants International, on behalf of "several 
landowners" in Green Valley; January 25, 2010 
 
13.01 Agriculture--Both plan and DEIR "well done." 
 
 Response:  Comment acknowledged. 
 
13.02 Agriculture--consideration needs to be given to impact of non.-ag. individuals on 

rangeland and ag. preservation areas; some access controls would be advisable such 
as fencing. 

 
 Response:  Comment acknowledged.  Please see DEIR Impact 4-2 and Mitigation 4-2.  

The Specific Plan does not preclude continued standard use of fencing to protect 
agricultural lands. 

 
13.03 Agriculture--many of the DEIR mitigations are achievable, but stating that, all will have 

severe impact on environment = "overstatement"; TDR and creation of conserv. 
easement should go long way to mit. of many of the perceived neg. environ. impacts. 

 
 Response:  Comment acknowledged.  Please see Master Response A. 
 
13.04 Agriculture--Advocates PC approval of "the plans." 
 
 Response:  Comment acknowledged.  See Master Response A. 
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14. James D. Dekloe, 665 Oakbrook Drive, Fairfield, CA  94534; January 25, 2010 
 
14.01 General Comment on DEIR Adequacy--comparatively good document but significant 

errors and omissions found that Final EIR should correct--see below. 
 
 Response:  See responses below to remaining letter 14 comments. 
 
14.02 General Comment on DEIR Adequacy--mitigation deferral--DEIR depends too much 

on future analysis; deferral analysis prohibited by CEQA and case law; when mitigation 
analysis is deferred, impact must remain "significant and unavoidable" until mitigation 
specifics are identified; document cannot say mitigation plan will be prepared, and then 
count that as mitigation. 

 
 Response:  See Master Response C. 
 
14.03 General Comment on DEIR Adequacy--major DEIR problems that must be fixed in 

Final EIR are in areas of Public Services and Utilities and Biological Resources; see 
below. 

 
 Response:  See responses to related remaining letter 14 comments below. 
 
14.04 Public Services and Utilities--Public Education--DEIR weak in this area; does not 

emphasize that Nelda Mundy elementary school and Rodriguez High School serving 
this area are beyond capacity, with no prospect of remedying in sight.  No reasonable 
person can conclude that significance criterion 16.5.3(a) will not happen.  EIR should 
"admit" that project students cannot be accommodated without overcrowding, identify 
planned capacities at affected schools, and identify that project adds students to over-
capacity schools.  Fee payments do not remove this fact. 

 
 Response:  The comment indicates that the DEIR should declare that certain schools 

are beyond capacity and that the project will create additional overcrowding.  The local 
School District may or may not declare certain schools to be in a condition of 
overcrowding and beyond capacity.  DEIR p. 16-56 does state that, according to the 
school district, these schools are at or near capacity. 

 
 The comment states that the DEIR should identify planned capacities and the students 

added by the project over their capacity.  DEIR pp. 16-58 to 16-59 indicate the number 
of students likely to be added by the project, based on School District student 
generation rates.  DEIR Table 16.4 provides enrollment numbers.  The commenter 
does not indicate what definition the commenter would use to define conditions of over 
capacity or overcrowding.  Otherwise, the DEIR includes the information requested by 
the commenter. 

 
 Please also see Master Response D. 
 
14.05 Public Services and Utilities--Solid Waste Management--Impact 16-12--what happens 

if Potrero Hills Landfill expansion does not occur?  What is impact if courts rule that 
Measure E limits the amount of solid waste from out of county? 

 
 Response:  This issue is specifically addressed in the DEIR under Impact 16-12 and 

Mitigation 16-12 on DEIR pp. 16-63 and 16-64.  The litigation concerning the Potrero 
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Hills Landfill resulted in the court upholding the approvals.  Therefore, although there is 
an appeal pending, the appropriate presumption for planning purposes is that the 
entitlements validly allow for expansion to occur.  The principal issue in the Measure E 
litigation concerns the validity of a limit on importation of waste into the County.  If it 
were held that Measure E imposes a valid limit, less waste would come into the 
County, and the entitlements for Potrero Hills to receive certain amounts of waste 
would provide more capacity for in-County waste.  If it were held that Measure E does 
not impose a valid limit on out-of-county waste, then the capacity at the landfill would 
not be reduced as a result but would be as stated in their approvals. 

 
14.06 Public Services and Utilities--Water--appears in DEIR that there hasn't been firm 

Fairfield commitment to supply water (Option A).  Without commitment, provision of 
water is a significant and unavoidable impact.  For Option B, future determination of 
location of wells and water supply represents "deferred analysis" and significant 
unavoidable impact.  Where will water come from?  What are specifics? 

 
 Response:  The DEIR indicates that the City may provide water to the project.  The 

DEIR complies with CEQA-required demonstration of adequate source of water supply 
for water supply Option A, pursuant to SB 610, if the City of Fairfield decides to provide 
municipal water to the project, as explained in response to comment 7.29.  The 
question of whether the City will ultimately decide to provide water to the project under 
water supply Option A is a City rather than Lead Agency (County) decision. 

 
 Future phases of the project could not proceed under water supply Option A until the 

City of Fairfield formally approves delivery of the verified available water supply to the 
project.  The City of Fairfield has not yet firmly committed to supply water. If the City 
ultimately decides not to commit to this approach, Specific Plan Option B for water 
supply would be pursued. 

 
  The comment states that without a firm commitment, the provision of water is a 

significant and unavoidable impact.  While provision of water would have to occur in 
order for the project to be built out, and while some other means of supplying water 
would have to be implemented if Option A did not proceed, the provision of water in 
general is not itself an “impact” per se under CEQA.  An “impact” is “a change in any of 
the physical conditions within the area affected by the project.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15382.) 

 
  The comment suggests that the EIR has improperly deferred analysis by leaving the 

location of wells and water supply to be determined later. 
 
  Under Option A, the location of water supply is described.  As indicated in the DEIR, 

the water will come from the City under Option A, using a water supply contracted 
through the Solano County Water Agency, including water from the North Bay 
Aqueduct, the Solano Project, and recycled water, and after going through treatment at 
one of the City’s two treatment plants (DEIR, p. 16-4), going through an existing 24-
inch water main flange located at the corner of Green Valley Road and East Ridge 
Road near the southeast corner of the plan area.  (DEIR, p. 16-15.)  The location of 
water supply is described therefore, for Option A. 

 
  Under Option B, the groundwater would come from the Suisun-Fairfield Groundwater 

Basin, a map of which is provided.  (DEIR, p. 16-1, fig. 16-1.)  The location of specific 
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new wells is not provided.  However, the DEIR says that there would be three 
groundwater wells which would draw water from the Green Valley-Suisun aquifer of 
the Suisun Fairfield Groundwater basin.  In addition, as noted in the DEIR, a detailed 
hydrological study and Water Master Plan would be required before recordation of the 
first final subdivision map associated with the project, which would be required to 
include engineering specifications regarding well locations and depths, as well as other 
matters.  (DEIR, p. 16-18.) 

 
  The comment asks what the specifics are.  The level of detail with which the DEIR 

presents this information is appropriate to the present Specific Plan tier of the planning 
process (see Master Response B).  CEQA does not require that all specifics of the 
supply of water be known at the first-tier stage.  Instead, the DEIR acknowledges the 
degree of uncertainty involved, discusses alternative water sources, and appropriately 
discusses anticipated impacts of each alternative.  

 
  If Option B is used, a hydrological study and Water Master Plan will be required at the 

time of subsequent subdivision approval providing detail appropriate to that tier of the 
planning process.  Under either Option A or Option B, at the time of subsequent 
subdivision approval, it will be necessary to consider whether anything significant 
regarding the water supply source has changed or if significant further information has 
become known concerning the impacts of utilizing the source, and additional CEQA 
analysis would then be required to the extent consistent with Public Resources Code 
section 21166.  Implementation of subsequent site-specific development will not occur 
until adequate water service is verified. 

 
 Please also see Master Responses L and C. 
  
14.07 Biological Resources--most impact analysis deferred--quoted DEIR statement 

concedes that adequate analysis of biological resources impacts has not been 
accomplished at Specific Plan EIR level.  Mitigation plan for every species and 
wetlands delineation deferred--violates spirit and letter of CEQA--does deferred 
analysis mean that County commits to a full EIR or mitigated negative declaration, with 
detailed analysis of biological resource impact and mitigations, at project level for each 
and every phase of building? 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Responses B and C. 
 
 The first-tier Specific Plan and first-tier Specific Plan EIR are not intended to provide 

the level of detail regarding construction techniques, extent of grading, exact location 
of developed areas, and other factors that are necessary to fully evaluate specific 
impacts and develop specific mitigation measures for biological resources.  Therefore, 
the DEIR has included mitigation measures that establish a first tier mitigation program 
sufficient to ensure full evaluation of biological resources for individual projects carried 
out under the Specific Plan.  The program will ultimately require a second tier, more 
detailed evaluation for each individual discretionary development application to 
determine potential impacts and mitigation measures based on the development 
location, biological resources that may be present at that location, and the potential 
effects the specific development activities may have on those biological resources.  
Examples of suitable mitigation measures are given in the DEIR to provide guidance 
for “second tier” specific mitigation measures that may be implemented for each 
development as determined by site-specific biological evaluation.  In this way, the 
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County does commit to separate, tiered environmental review for each individual 
development’s impacts to biological resources.  The type of subsequent CEQA 
documentation, if required, will depend on the specifics of the proposed development 
and the biological resources evaluation program described in this first-tier program 
level EIR. 

 
14.08 General Comment on DEIR Adequacy--Specific Plan EIR premature--students 

generated for over-capacity schools, water source has not specifically identified, 
landfill capacity has not been identified, biological resource impacts have been 
deferred.  FEIR should specifically address these issues, should admit unavoidable 
significant impacts, and should identify rather than defer specific mitigation plans. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Response D (regarding the issue of over-capacity 

schools), K (regarding the water supply options approach), and C (regarding mitigation 
deferral). 
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15. Jude Lamare, President, Friends of the Swainson's Hawk; January 25, 2010 
 
15.01 Biological Resources--swainson's hawk--general--DEIR lacking in identification of 

impacts and mitigations for Swainson's hawk--disagree with conclusion that impacts 
are mitigated impacts are mitigated to less than significant. 

 
 Response:  Swainson's Hawk is a State Threatened species that was identified in the 

DEIR as a species with potential to occur in the plan area.  Therefore, in response to 
this comment, Impact 6-9 has been amended to read: 

 
 "Impact 6-9: Impacts on Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential Habitat in the 

Plan Area. Development undertaken in accordance with the Specific Plan may also 
result in direct, temporary or indirect impacts on special-status species that have not 
yet been observed or are not yet known to occur, but could potentially occur, based on 
habitat conditions in the plan area, including CDFG Species of Special Concern (Pallid 
Bat, various Western Bat species, American Badger, and Northern Harrier), CDFG 
Fully Protected Species (Golden Eagle and White-Tailed Kite), State Threatened 
Species (Swainson's Hawk), and a USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern (Golden 
Eagle). This possibility represents a potentially significant impact (see criteria [a], [b], 
[f], and [g] under subsection 6.3.1, “Significance Criteria,” above)." 

 
 Please see the edited version of this impact description on p. 6-71 in section 3, 

Revisions to the draft EIR.  Please also see responses below to comments 15.04 
through 15.09 for further details. 

 
15.02 Agricultural and Mineral Resources--mitigation for loss of prime agricultural land--

Swainson's hawk highly interdependent with agricultural economy--disagree with DEIR 
conclusion that there is no feasible mitigation for loss of prime ag. land.  Replacement 
ratio of 1:1 typically required.  Solano Co. Land Trust would be ideal third party to hold 
agricultural conservation easements to mitigate for loss of ag. land.  Plentiful supply of 
ag. land in county whose owners would be glad to sell to permanent ag. easement. 

 
 Response:  As indicated on DEIR pp. 4-2 and 4-11, the plan area includes 

approximately 700 acres of designated Prime Farmland, concentrated along the flat, 
alluvial valley floor.  A principal goal of the draft Specific Plan is to return a substantial 
portion of this 700-acre total that has not been in recent cultivation back to cultivated 
agricultural use, to be implemented through the proposed Green Valley Conservancy, 
Agricultural Business Plan, Resource Management Plan, and Transfer of Development 
Rights program, which would more than offset the 123-acre loss identified under 
Impact 4-1. 

 
15.03 Agricultural and Mineral Resources--conservation easement questions--how will 

conservation easement open space policy be implemented and financed?  What is 
implementation guarantee for this plan aspect?  "Permanent Open Space" can be 
rezoned unless conservation easement is recorded.  Conservation easements could 
be expensive; how would they be financed?  Who would hold title to permanent open 
space land under conservation easement?  What measures would prevent grantor and 
holder from subsequently rescinding easements?  EIR should include draft easement 
or, at minimum, state key easement provisions to demonstrate how permanence is 
assured. 
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 Response:  Please see Master Responses A and H.  The SP-proposed Conservancy 
is required to be established prior to the recordation of the first Final Map within the 
plan area (see SP p. 4-14, section 4.2.1) (The Green Valley Agricultural Conservancy).  
Financing for the Conservancy would be funded by a transfer tax (see SP p. 4-7).  
Other Conservancy funding sources are described beginning on SP p. 4-13 
(Conservancy Fees and Revenue Mechanisms).  The timing and granting of 
conservation easements to the “Conservation Easement Holder” is described on SP p. 
4-18 (Transfer of Development Rights Program). 

 
15.04 Biological Resources--Swainson's hawk impact assessment--DEIR Swainson's hawk 

conclusions questioned--DEIR relies on NDDB, which is poorly kept.  In absence of 
thorough document search and field survey, should assume hawk is nesting at this 
location since habitat is consistent with nesting activity and hawk is known to nest in 
eastern Solano Co., etc.  Several nesting territories active in area. 

 
 Response:  Impact 6-9 has been amended to include Swainson's Hawk as a special 

status wildlife species with potential to occur in the plan area.  Per DEIR Mitigation 
Measure 6-8, which provides mitigation for Impact 6-9, the biological resources 
assessment report required for project level plans submitted under the Specific Plan 
shall include an evaluation of special status wildlife species with the potential to occur 
as identified in the DEIR, including Swainson's Hawk.  Mitigation Measure 6-8 also 
refers to the Solano ADHCP for avoidance and minimization measures for special 
status wildlife species with the potential to occur in the plan area.  The avoidance and 
minimization measures described in the HCP include pre-construction survey and 
other avoidance measures that have been developed in coordination with CDFG.  
These measures include field surveys to identify Swainson's Hawk nesting activity (for 
examples, see ADHCP sections 5.2.7, 5.3.8, and 10.4.1).  Regardless of the status of 
the HCP, the measures identified in that document provide guidance on approved 
CDFG measures for surveys, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation for Swainson's 
Hawk to be used by future project applicants in preparation of biological resources 
assessment reports. 

 
15.05 Biological Resources--Swainson's hawk mitigation deferred--EIR language very non-

specific; reliance on non-existent HCP constitutes deferred mitigation which is unlawful 
under CEQA.  At minimum, specific plan should have included existing language from 
current HCP draft rather than vague reference.  In other parts of hawk's range, there 
are specific mitigation requirements in all EIRs, including option of using an adopted 
HCP if one exists at time project is approved.  Reference to future mitigation 
represents deferred mitigation and is not permitted under CEQA. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Responses B and C. 
 
 The purpose of this “first tier” program level DEIR is to establish procedures for the 

evaluation of impacts and mitigation measures for future specific project level 
developments undertaken in accordance with the Specific Plan.  Applications for future 
development will be required to complete individual “second tier” biological 
assessment reports to evaluate potential impacts and suitable mitigation measures for 
those impacts in more detail.  Specific impacts and mitigation for Swainson's Hawk will 
be evaluated as part of each individual project's application to Solano County.  This 
“first tier” approach to mitigation in relation to future project specific analysis under a 
program level EIR is allowable as described in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, 



Middle Green Valley Specific Plan EIR  Final EIR 
Solano County    2.  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
April 29, 2010    Page 2-157 
 
 

 
 
L:\10675\FEIR\F-2 (10675).doc 

Chapter 3, Section 15168, parts (c) and (d).  For construction related impacts, impacts 
are identified and specific mitigation measures from the ADHCP are referenced under 
existing DEIR Mitigation 6-10. 

 
15.06 Biological Resources--Swainson's hawk mitigation for foraging loss required--at least 

1:1 minimum mitigation for Swainson's hawk foraging loss is standard.  Should be 
guarantee that 440 acres designated for development (23 of 1905 acres) should be 
mitigated with 440 acres under conservation easement managed for Swainson's hawk 
foraging habitat (irrigated row crops, alfalfa or pasture). 

 
 Response:  The “first tier” program level analysis in the DEIR allowed examination of 

the total area of land preserved compared to the total amount of land zoned for 
development under the proposed Specific Plan.  The Project Description and 
Executive Summary of the DEIR explain that the Specific Plan includes approximately 
1,490 acres of permanently preserved land (including 440 acres of agricultural land), 
compared with approximately 415 acres of land zoned for development.  This level of 
Specific Plan-proposed land preservation would be more than adequate to provide a 
minimum 1:1 preservation ratio for Swainson's Hawk habitat, if required, based on 
results of the future “second tie” surveys performed for the required project-level 
biological resources assessment reports.  As stated in Mitigation Measure 6-10, "The 
Specific Plan provides for sufficient avoided and preserved habitat to mitigate for 
potential impacts on foraging habitat for breeding bird species. The final acreage of 
avoided and preserved land can only be determined based on project-level plans to be 
developed by land owners."  In addition, Mitigation Measure 6-8 references the Solano 
HCP as a source for suitable mitigation if Swainson's Hawk habitat is impacted by a 
proposed project.  The HCP measures include specific ratios for preservation of 
Swainson's Hawk habitat based on the distance of impact from a given nest site. 

 
15.07 Biological Resources--Swainson's hawk nesting habitat loss--also needs to be 

requirement that any project-level loss of nesting habitat be mitigated beyond 1:1 
foraging habitat mitigation. 

 
 Response:  Please see response to comment 15.06. 
 
15.08 Biological Resources--Swainson's hawk--mitigation details needed--numerous specific 

mitigation details, terms, conditions suggested by commenter, and CDFG role as 
judging suitability of mitigations (mitigation lands and conservation easements) 
described/advocated. 

 
 Response:  Policies governing the use of conservation easements and establishment/ 

identification of a Conservancy to manage those easements are detailed in the 
Specific Plan (see Master Response H).  As described in the draft Specific Plan, 
conservation easements would be a key tool used for land preserved in the plan area.  
The local Conservancy would be responsible for managing conservation easements 
that are recorded on preserved lands.  The proposed Specific Plan implementation 
aspects are consistent with the mitigation details listed in this comment.  Identification 
of impacted and preserved areas that are suitable for Swainson's Hawk would be 
completed as part of the “second tier” project level biological assessments.  Per 
Mitigation Measure 6-8, these assessment reports would be required to reference the 
Solano HCP measures for special status wildlife species, which include specific ratios 
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for preservation of Swainson's Hawk habitat based on the distance of impact from a 
given nest site. 

 
15.09 Biological Resources--Swainson's hawk--mitigation to avoid or reduce take 

inadequate--reasons explained why DEIR measures to minimize take are inadequate 
for Swainson's hawk; Mitigations 6-8 and 6-10 inadequate; project-specific multiple 
nesting surveys managed per CDFG direction are advocated; strong disagreement 
with policy of removing nesting trees during non-breeding season--CDFG agreement 
for nesting site removal should be required at a minimum; etc. 

 
 Response:  As described above, the DEIR requires an evaluation of Swainson's Hawk 

as part of the “second tier” biological resources assessment report prepared for each 
individual project.  The EIR also specifically references the Solano HCP for measures 
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for impacts to Swainson's Hawk.  These measures 
include survey protocols and preservation requirements that were developed in 
coordination with CDFG.  If a project undertaken in accordance with this Specific Plan 
could result in impacts to Swainson's Hawk, the applicant would be required to consult 
with CDFG under the California Endangered Species Act.  This requirement to consult 
with CDFG under CESA is applicable to nesting site removal as well as impacts to 
foraging habitat. 
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16. Roberto Valdez, Solano Resident; January 25, 2010 
 
16.01 Biological Resources--Solano County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

implications--400 additional residential units may adversely affect both Suisun Valley 
corridor (No. 2) and Rockville Hills corridor (No. 6) of plan resulting in piecemeal 
conservation efforts for 15 of 34 total species of special concern identified by 
commenter during past 11 years in County.  Plan disregards 13 other species known 
in Solano County (Table 6.3). 

 
 Response:  Potential impacts to habitat corridors are evaluated as part of Impact 6-13 

and associated mitigation is described under Mitigation Measure 6-13.  The DEIR also 
discusses the minimization of impacts to habitat corridors through the use of a cluster 
development model.  The Suisun Valley corridor identified as part of the draft HCP is 
located outside of the Specific Plan Area, but maintaining a linkage between the plan 
area and Suisun Marsh is discussed in the DEIR.   

 
 The evaluation of species with the potential to occur in the plan area was based on a 

plan area biological assessment completed by the Specific Plan consulting biologists, 
WRA, Inc.  The WRA assessment included site inspections.  Determination of species' 
potentials to occur was based on the type of habitat present in the plan area as well as 
species known to occur within the proximity based on the CNDDB and local knowledge 
of species ranges.  The species determined to be unlikely or with no potential to occur 
were based on specific habitat requirements of those species and lack of suitable 
habitat within the plan area.  Though these species may occur in Solano County, 
specific habitat requirements vary from species to species and regional distribution of 
those species. 

 
16.02 Biological Resources--oak woodland impacts--based on Oak Woodland Conservation 

Act, concern that project has only cited acreage totals for the three known oak types, 
but has not specified exact conditions, locations, and possible removal/replacement 
plans for known oak trees within project area. 

 
 Response:  The “first tier” Specific Plan is not intended to identify specific locations 

and tree species for removal, nor specific removal and replacement plans for oak 
trees.  These “second tier” project level details will be evaluated separately for each 
project-specific development plan as required by Mitigation Measure 6-3. 

 
16.03 Cultural, Historic and Paleontological Resources--concerned that project will impact at 

least five known Native American sites within project area. 
 
 Response:  Comment acknowledged.  The comment expresses concern about the 

DEIR finding that Specific Plan implementation could impact at least five known Native 
American sites within the plan area.  The DEIR does not definitively conclude the 
Specific Plan buildout will adversely impact the five recorded Native American 
archaeological sites in the plan area (four of these sites are located east of Green 
Valley Road, away from the Specific Plan development areas). 

 
 The DEIR acknowledges under Impact 8-1 that the Specific Plan land use policies and 

associated environmental stewardship objectives have been formulated with the intent 
to preserve and protect plan area archaeological resources, but nevertheless, also 
concludes that development in accordance with the Specific Plan may disturb existing 
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unrecorded sensitive archaeological resources in the plan area.  Mitigation 8-1 has 
been formulated to supplement existing County General Plan policies and 
implementation programs formulated to reduce such impacts with onsite 
archaeological field inspection requirements for projects involving substantial ground 
disturbance. 
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17. Lisa Carboni, District Branch Chief, Local Development-Intergovernmental Review, 
State of California Department of Transportation; January 25, 2010 
 
17.01 Transportation and Circulation--Copy of Traffic Analysis Appendix requested. 
 
 Response:  A copy of the Transportation Analysis Appendix has been forwarded by 

County staff to Caltrans. 
 
17.02 Transportation and Circulation--Explain why WB I-80 off-ramp/Neitzel Rd. was 

excluded from study. 
 
 Response:  For all practical purposes, Neitzel Road serves as an extension of the I-80 

westbound off-ramp.  The intersection of Neitzel Road (the I-80 westbound off-ramp) 
and Business Center Drive was included as a “study intersection” in the analysis, but a 
detailed analysis at the location where the I-80 westbound ramp splits off to terminate 
at both Business Center Drive (via Neitzel Road) and Suisun Valley Road was not 
conducted--i.e., was considered beyond the scope of this EIR.  This split is not 
controlled by stop signs or a traffic signal.  This location is actually considered a ramp 
“diverge” and it was concluded (in coordination with the City of Fairfield) that the 
project would not result in any significant effects on traffic operations at this location. 
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18. Charles Armor, Regional Manager, Bay Delta Region, State of California Department 
of Fish and Game; February 9, 2010 
 
18.01 Biological Resources--Impacts on Oak Woodlands--Mitigation 6-3, DEIR should 

specify detailed adaptive management plan for oak woodlands shall be prepared, 
DEIR should describe restoration efforts; DEIR should state that in subsequent CEQA 
documents, any oak woodlands loss shall be mitigated, EIR recommended 1:1 
replanting ratio inadequate, if impacts cannot be otherwise mitigated w/perm. conserv. 
and mgmnt., replacement ratio should be 1:1 ratio of trunk-basal area. 

 
 Response:  The required contents of a project-specific oak woodland management 

plan described in the DEIR text are consistent with the Oak Woodlands Conservation 
Act of 2001.  These requirements include replacement of native oaks at a minimum of 
a 1:1 ratio.  Other recommendations for oak woodland mitigation provided by DFG in 
the comment would need to be considered by individual future applicants for potential 
significant impacts at the “second tier” project-level environmental evaluation phase to 
be completed as part of the DEIR-required project-specific biological assessment 
reports. 

 
18.02 Biological Resources--Impacts on Oak Woodlands--Mitigation 6-6, Impact on Special 

Status Plant Species Observed, and Mitigation 6-7, Impacts on Special Status Plant 
Species w/ Occurrence Potential:  required future botanical surveys should be 
conducted throughout blooming period for species potentially occurring (revised DFG 
protocols cited), DEIR should specify CEQA sec. 15380 definition of special status 
plant species; if onsite impacts cannot be avoided, offsite conservation should be 
included in mitigation; DFG should be consulted to review and approve MMP. 

 
 Response:  The DEIR does not exclude rare plant species from the survey 

requirements detailed in Mitigation Measures 6-6 and 6-7. The botanical surveys 
conducted by the EIR biologist as part of this “first tier” DEIR preparation program 
provided appropriate reconnaissance level information regarding habitat types present 
in order to predict potential special status plant species that may need to be further 
considered as part of future protocol level “second tier” botanical surveys.   The 
“second tier” biological resources assessment reports for future specific land 
development projects will evaluate the potential for special status plant species to 
occur on a given property in more detail, including those that meet the CEQA definition 
of special status species, and if determined necessary, a protocol level rare plant 
survey will be performed. 

 
18.03 Biological Resources--Impacts on Special Status Species--DEIR should provide 

complete assessment of special status wildlife species, not just positive occurrence 
databases, CNDDB alone not adequate; should discuss possible occurrence based on 
habitat type and geographic area. 

 
 Response:  The habitat mapping shown on DEIR Figures 6.1, 6.3, 6.7, and 6.8 was 

used in concert with the CNDDB-identified resources listed in DEIR section 6.1.2(c), as 
well as other documents, databases, and expert knowledge in evaluating species 
range and habitats.  The DEIR evaluation of special status wildlife species utilized 
these sources to evaluate the potential for occurrence of species. 
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18.04 Biological Resources--Mitigations 6-4, Impact on Riparian Communities and 6-12, 
Impacts on Steelhead:  more reasons described in support of finding that project may 
result in adverse impacts on aquatic and riparian habitats; DEIR should provide 
adequate protection and maintenance of beneficial functions of these two habitats; 
DFG considers 250 foot riparian buffer as adequate to protect anadromous salmonoids 
and maintain aquatic habitat [Mit C-4 says 50 to 100 feet); DEIR should include 
enhanced protective and restoration measures for Green Valley Creek and other fish-
bearing streams. 

 
 Response:  The specific buffer required by the DEIR is also the minimum buffer 

designated for Green Valley Creek in the draft Specific Plan.  This proposed buffer 
varies in width, and in most areas exceeds 250 feet.  The 100 foot buffer minimum 
requirement would improve existing conditions in Middle Green Valley, where the 
current riparian condition in most areas is a vegetative buffer of less than 100 feet.  
Specific Plan Policy OL-2 establishes restoration as a priority within avoided and 
preserved lands in the Plan Area, with conceptual plans for riparian habitat restoration 
and buffers provided as part of the Specific Plan. 

 
18.05 Biological Resources--Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement; CEQA document 

should fully identify potential impacts on stream or riparian resources and provide 
adequate avoidance, mit. monitoring and reporting commitments for completion of 
LSAA under sec. 1600--See CDFG website for sec 1600. 

 
 Response:  The purpose of the biological resources analysis in this first-tier DEIR is to 

establish an effective program for second-tier evaluation of potential project-specific 
impacts occurring as a result of development undertaken in accordance with the 
Specific Plan.  As required by law, a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement would 
need to be submitted for both the plan creek restoration activities as well as specific 
development.  Full identification of potential impacts to stream and riparian resources 
is only possible during the second-tier project level planning process, as individual 
detailed project development plans and specifications are developed in accordance 
with the Specific Plan. 

 
18.06 Biological Resources--Mitigations 6-8, Impacts on Known Special-Status Wildlife 

Species Observed or Known to Occur, 6-9, Impacts on Special-Status Wildlife species 
w/ Potential Habitat in Area, and 6-10, Impact on Loggerhead Shrike, Lewis's 
Woodpecker, Grasshopper Sparrow and Other Protected Bird Species:  protocol-level 
wildlife surveys should be conducted prior to ea. future site-specific development for, 
but not limited to, CRLF, SwHk, WeBuOw, and WPT; suitability of habitat for CTS 
should also be addressed; web reference to DFG-recommended wildlife survey and 
monitoring protocols and guidelines provided. 

 
 Response:  The surveys recommended in the comment will be undertaken as 

appropriate, based on the results of each individual second tier project-level biological 
resources assessment report.  The biological resources assessment report will be 
required for each application to Solano County under the Specific Plan, and specific 
measures will be implemented for species found to be present or presumed to be 
present within a given development area. 

 
18.07 Biological Resources--Mitigations 6-8, 6-9 and 6-10--DFG recommends min. 300-ft. 

buffer surrounding suitable breeding habitat for CRLF; DFG code secs. protecting 
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raptors and migratory birds cited; if BuOw is documented, incl. w/in 250 ft. of plan area 
boundary, survey results should be submitted to DFG; if BuOw are documented in 
project site, DFG views this as sign. impact and recommends conservation of extant 
BuOw habitat; DFG available to provide guidance on compensatory mitigation. 

 
 Response:  DEIR Mitigation Measures 6-8 through 6-10 include requirements for 

mitigation of potential special status wildlife species impacts, including CRLF, 
migratory raptors, and Burrowing Owl, to be included in the required second-tier 
assessment required in order to prepare each individual project's required biological 
resources assessment report.  Potential impacts, avoidance, and mitigation, including 
specific survey requirements for these species will need to be addressed in each 
individual project biological resources assessment report.  Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure 6-1 has been amended in response to this comment to read: 

 
 "Mitigation 6-1. The County shall encourage avoidance, minimization and 

compensatory mitigation of identified biological resources, including careful 
consideration by prospective individual project applicants of the biological resource 
constraint information provided in this EIR during the pre-application project design 
phase. In addition, prior to County approval of any future plan area subdivision or 
other discretionary development application, the project proponent shall submit a 
biological resources assessment report prepared by a qualified biologist for County 
review and approval. The biological resources assessment report shall contain a 
focused evaluation of project-specific impacts on biological resources, including 
any protocol level surveys for biological resources that have been performed or 
may be necessary, for temporary and indirect impacts, as well as all related 
biological impact avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation measures 
included in the project. If the assessment results in a determination that: (a) no oak 
woodland area, potentially jurisdictional wetland area, or riparian habitat or other 
stream features would be affected; and (b) no special-status plant or animal 
species habitat known to occur or potentially occur on or in the vicinity of the 
project would be affected; no further mitigation would be necessary. If the 
assessment results in a determination that one or more of these features would be 
affected, the assessment shall identify associated avoidance, minimization, and/or 
compensatory mitigation measures shall be consistent with the requirements of 
corresponding Mitigation 6-2 through 6-13 which follow in this EIR chapter, as well 
as all other applicable state and federal laws and regulations.  

 
 Prior to project approval, the County shall also confirm that project-level 

development has received the necessary permits, approvals, and determinations 
from applicable biological resource agencies as identified under Mitigations 6-2 
through 6-13 which follow.  

 
 Implementation of these measures would reduce the potential impact to a less-

than significant level." 
 
18.09 Biological Resources--Swainson's Hawk listed as State Threatened (CESA); project 

activities prohibited within 0.5 miles of nesting SwHk btwn Mar 1 and Sept 15 w/o DFG 
consultation; DEIR should include measures to avoid or min. loss of SwHk foraging 
habitat; lands should be protected in perpetuity and provide for long-term management 
of SwHk habitat--very substantive individual project land provisions suggested--1.0 to 
0.5 acres of land for projects w/in 1 to 10 miles of active nest tree. 
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 Response:  See response to comments 15.01, 15.04, 15.05, 15.06, and 15.08. 
 
18.10 Biological Resources--Mit. for special-status species should be determined in 

consultation w/ USFWS and DFG and fully disclosed in CEQA document prior to cert. 
of EIR; CESA Permit must be obtained if project has potential to result in take of 
CESA-listed plant or animal species during constr. or over life of project; issuance of 
CESA Permit subject to CEQA; therefore, CEQA doc. must specify impacts and mit. 
measures, and MMRP; early consultation encouraged. 

 
 Response:  The Specific Plan is not intended to provide details regarding specific 

future land development activities, but rather provides a first-tier framework to guide 
those future second-tier plans.  Therefore, the action being evaluated under this DEIR 
is not actual land development, but instead the change in zoning for allowable land use 
that would be adopted under the Specific Plan.  The responsibility of Solano County 
and the purpose of this program level DEIR, as established in Title 14, California Code 
of Regulations, Chapter 3, Section 15168, parts (c) and (d), is to establish a program 
for evaluation of impacts and mitigation measures for future specific project level 
developments undertaken in accordance with the Specific Plan.  Pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure 6-1, specific proposals for land development activities will be required to 
complete second-tier individual biological assessment reports and to demonstrate 
adherence to all applicable local, state and federal laws.  The second-tier biological 
resource assessment reports will evaluate potential impacts and suitable mitigation 
measures for each detailed project.  Impacts to all species identified in this first-tier 
EIR may or may not be applicable to every second-tier project, and specific mitigation 
measures may or may not be appropriate for a given project undertaken as part of the 
Specific Plan, depending on the project location and results of surveys in the site-
specific project area.  Therefore, the evaluation of more detailed impacts and 
identification of more specific required mitigation measures is appropriate at the 
second-tier project level rather than the first-tier program level.  It will be the 
responsibility of the applicant for each individual project to consult with applicable 
resource agencies as appropriate to the species identified for that property and 
specific impacts of the proposed activity. 

 
 Please also see Master Responses B and C herein. 
 
18.11 Biological Resources--Mitigation 6-11, Impact on WPT:  DEIR should specify that 

individual WPT is observed and mit. shall be provided through preservation of 
occupied habitat that also provide nesting areas. 

 
 Response:  The potential for impacts to Western Pond Turtle is disclosed under Impact 

6-8 of the DEIR.  Specific impacts and appropriate avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures will be provided as part of the second-tier individual project 
biological resources assessment report, as described above for comment 18.10. 

 
18.12 Biological Resources--Land Conservation:  DEIR should include detailed adaptive 

management and monitoring plan (RMP) for each habitat type including oak 
woodlands, wetlands, riparian forests, streams, ponds and grasslands.  RMP "should 
include" effective techniques to eradicate or control invasive non-native plants in 
natural and protected area; DEIR should provide detailed information on location and 
extent of habitat types which will receive protection in perpetuity under conservation 
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easements DEIR should state that protected lands will include endowment fund for 
long-term resource management. 

 
 Response:  Policies governing the use of conservation easements, establishment/ 

identification of a Conservancy to manage those easements, and establishment of an 
endowment, are detailed as part of the Specific Plan.  As described in the draft 
Specific Plan, conservation easements will be a key tool used for preservation of land 
in Middle Green Valley.  A local Conservancy would be responsible for managing 
conservation easements that are recorded on preserved lands.  It is not the intent of 
the first-tier Specific Plan to establish the specific locations and habitats contained 
within all of the preserved lands to be covered under conservation easement and 
managed by the Conservancy under the Resource Management Plan.  Identification of 
preserved land will only be possible after development of second-tier detailed 
development plans in accordance with the Specific Plan; however, they will be subject 
to the mitigation requirements for conservation lands identified in the DEIR. 
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19. Mimi Fleige, 1401 Rockville Road, Green Valley, CA  94534; February 16, 2010 
 
19.01 Biological Resources--general comments re:  chapter 6, Biological Resources ("trained 

horticulturist, botanist, and VP of horticultural supply company for 35 years):  
Transplanting proposed on DEIR p. 6-60 produces very high death rate, esp. for native 
oaks. 

 
 Response:  The potential applicability of spaded and transplanted oaks will need to be 

evaluated by a trained arborist or forester as part of the Oak Woodland Management 
Plan required by DEIR Mitigation Measure 6-3.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 6-3 is 
amended in response to this comment to read: 

 
 "Mitigation 6-3. Prior to approval of future individual, site-specific development 

projects within the plan area, the project proponent shall submit an oak woodland 
management plan, prepared by a trained arborist or forester and consistent with 
the requirements of the Specific Plan and this EIR (see below). The oak woodland 
management plan may be integrated into the biological resources assessment 
report (see Mitigation 6-1).  

 
 Direct impacts on oak woodland shall be mitigated by (a) conservation of oak 

woodland through the proposed Transfer of Development Rights program (or other 
method if necessary) at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio by acreage, and (b) replanting of 
removed heritage oaks at a 1:1 ratio. Transplantation of existing oaks would not 
require compensatory mitigation, unless subsequent monitoring shows that the 
transplanted oak has not survived the process. 

 
 Implementation of this measure, combined with the detailed mitigation provisions 

included in the Specific Plan (see below), would reduce the potential impact to a 
less-than-significant level." 

 
19.02 Biological Resources--Impacts on Oak Woodlands:   Mitigation 6-3, transplanting 

mitigation unacceptable; transplanting is death sentence to most oaks. 
 
 Response:  Please see response to comment 19.01. 
 
19.03 Biological Resources--Impacts on Oak Woodlands:   DEIR p. 6-60 statement that 

removal of any tree, regardless of size, is to be approved, is unacceptable; any oak 
with a diameter of 6 inches or more should not be removed. 

 
 Response:  The subject measures included as part of the first-tier Specific Plan and 

DEIR are consistent with applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations 
governing the removal and replacement of trees, including native oaks.  Avoidance 
and preservation of oak woodlands would be discussed as part of the second-tier oak 
woodland management plan prepared for each individual development application. 

 
19.04 Biological Resources--Impacts on Oak Woodlands--DEIR p. 6-60--mitigation language 

on re-planting needs to specify species for species. 
 
 Response:  The first bullet on page 6-61 is amended in response to this comment to 

read: 
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"• All affected heritage oaks (as defined by Solano County) shall be replaced 
with native oaks at a minimum ratio of 1:1." 

 
19.05 Biological Resources--Impacts on Oak Woodlands--DEIR p. 6-61:  proposed 

replacement ratio (1:1) inadequate; should be 5:1 min., as required by SB 1334 
(Kuehl, oak woodlands conversion). 

 
 Response:  SB 1334 contains a suggested 5:1 mitigation ratio (up to 10 acres) for oak 

woodland impacts, but this mitigation ratio is not a statutory requirement.  The 
replacement and other mitigation measures included as part of the Specific Plan and 
DEIR are consistent with SB 1334, as well as local laws and regulations governing 
impacts to oaks. 

 
19.06 Same. 
 
 Response:  See response to comment 19.05. 
 
19.07 Biological Resources--Impacts on Oak Woodlands--DEIR p. 6-46, section 6.2.1, 

Solano Co. General Plan policies, policy language needs to be amended to specify 
planting of native oak species. 

 
 Response:  The referenced section contains a summary of the existing adopted 

Solano County General Plan.  The quoted section is an excerpt from that previously 
adopted plan.  The Solano County General Plan is not being evaluated as part of this 
EIR. 

 
19.08 Biological Resources--DEIR-recommended heritage oak replacement ratio of 1:1 not 

acceptable; SB 1334 mitigation requires minimum 5:1 replacement ratio. 
 
 Response:  Please see response to comment 19.05. 
 
19.09 Biological Resources--Impacts on Oak Woodlands--general mitigation comments--

mitigation replanting remedies need to specify mature oak trees, not seedlings; 
mitigations vague--e.g., "we will make an attempt"; attempts not viable; need specific 
mitigation plan in the DEIR, exact and precise rules allowing continued domiciles for 
affected species. 

 
 Response:  Potential project-level impacts on oak woodlands and species that inhabit 

oak woodlands will be examined as part of the second-tier, project-level biological 
resources assessment reports required by this first-tier program level EIR.  Each of 
these individual reports is required to evaluate project-specific impacts, avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures for oak woodlands and special status species 
that inhabit them.  The intent of this first-tier EIR document is to establish a program 
for the second-tier evaluation of project specific impacts to biological resources.  The 
specific language requested as part of this comment will be developed as part of the 
planning application and subsequent review by Solano County for each individual 
project level plan proposed in accordance with the Specific Plan. 

 
 Please also see Master Responses B and C. 
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19.10 Biological Resources--Mitigation 6-1, General Areawide Impacts on Wildlife 
Resources, DEIR p. 6-53, includes another example of vague mitigation language:  
"County shall encourage avoidance...".  "encourage" should be replaced with 
"enforce." 

 
 Response:  Impacts, avoidance, minimization and mitigation for biological resources 

will be evaluated for each second-tier individual project application consistent with 
applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations, as required by the quoted 
mitigation measure. 
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2.4  RESPONSES TO JANUARY 28, 2010 PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 
COMMENTS  
 
The following section includes the minutes for the January 28, 2010 Solano County Planning 
Commission-conducted special meeting and public hearing on the Middle Green Valley Specific 
Plan Draft EIR, immediately followed by the EIR authors' response to public hearing comments 
therein pertaining to the adequacy of the EIR.   CEQA Guidelines sec. 15132 (Contents of final 
Environmental Impact Report) states that the Final EIR shall include “Comments and 
recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary” (sec. 15132[b]) and 
“The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process” (sec. 15132[d]).  Pursuant to these requirements, this section of the Final 
EIR document includes both:  (a) the verbatim minutes of the January 28, 2010 Planning 
Commission public hearing; and (b) a written summary or paraphrasing by the EIR authors of 
each environmental point raised by each commenter, with each summarized environmental 
point followed by the written response of the EIR authors to the summarized point. 
 
Each public hearing commenter is assigned a number code (PC 1, PC 2, PC 3, etc.), and each 
environmental point raised by the commenter is coded in the right-hand margin of the minutes 
(e.g., PC 1.01, PC 1.02, etc.).  The verbatim minutes are immediately followed by the EIR 
authors’ summary listing of each coded environmental point raised, and each summarized 
environmental point is followed by the written response of the EIR authors to each coded and 
summarized environmental point.  The environmental point summaries are intended to generally 
indicate the gist of the comment.  Please refer to the corresponding verbatim version of the 
minutes for the full comment. 
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PC1 Larry Burch, 6 Spring Lane, Fairfield 
 
PC 1.01 General Comment on DEIR Adequacy--supports DEIR. 
 

Response:  Comment acknowledged. 
 
PC 1.02 Aesthetics--notes that homes are planned to be out of view from Green Valley Rd; 

formation of Design Review Committee and Conservancy very important. 
 

Response:  Comment acknowledged.  Please see Master Response H. 
 
PC 1.03 General EIR comment--development agreement--development agreement should be 

done through an open process; need list where list of where and when design review 
board and conservancy fit in. 

 
Response:  See Master Responses F and H. 

 
PC 1.04 General EIR comment--community services agency (CSA)--would like to see item 

further spelled out; lots of activities that need follow up. 
 

Response:  See Master Response G. 
 
PC 1.05 Climate change--trees could shade solar panels; needs to be way of monitoring this. 
 

Response:  See response to similar comment 12.11 
 
PC 1.06 Hydrology and Water Quality--conflicting statement in EIR regarding water runoff and 

water to be retained on site. 
 

Response:  Not enough specificity in comment to permit adequate response. 
 
PC 1.07 General comment on DEIR Adequacy--good document. 
 

Response:  Comment acknowledged. 
 
PC2 Herbert Hughes, 4317 Green Valley Road, Fairfield 
 
PC 2.01 General comment--support for Specific Plan and DEIR expressed; exemplary 

planning process; no specific comments on DEIR. 
 

Response:  Comment acknowledged. 
 
PC3 Bob Berman, 250 West K Street, Benicia 
 
PC 3.01 General EIR comment--inconsistency between DEIR section 1.4 regarding 

subsequent actions and section 4.4.2 regarding subsequent entitlement process in 
Specific Plan; two sections are inconsistent and need to be reviewed 

 
Response:  Please see response to similar comment 7.01. 
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Project Description--Development Agreement--Specific Plan mentions Development 
Agreement; commenter has not seen Development Agreement; Development 
Agreement not included in the DEIR project description; project description needs to 
include all decisions County will be making on Specific Plan; requests that copy of 
Development Agreement be made available to public. 

 
Response:  Please see Master Response F. 

 
PC 3.02 Parks and Recreation--open space and trails--DEIR Figure 3.3 and Specific Plan 

show potential trail connection to Skyline County Park, Vallejo Lakes Watershed, and 
Lynch Canyon; who will construct these trails, when will they be completed, will MGV 
developers be responsible for construction of these potential connections?  Both 
Specific Plan and EIR need to be more specific regarding which trails will be 
constructed and when.  DEIR p. 2-3 provides only minimal discussion of trail system 
and trail implementation; no meaningful discussion in DEIR regarding trail issues and 
open space; DEIR Impact 4-2, Indirect Impacts on Farmland, does not mention trails; 
DEIR section 16.4, Parks and Recreation, simply inadequate with regard to trails. 

 
Response:  Please see Master Response E 

 
PC 3.03 Transportation and Circulation--pedestrian and bicycle impacts--only the briefest 

mention in the DEIR of pedestrian impacts, section 17.3.8, and bicycle impacts, 
section 17.3.9, in DEIR; no analysis. 

 
Response:  The adequacy and merits of proposed Specific Plan provisions for 
pedestrian and bicycle circulation are not “environmental issues” warranting 
evaluation under CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines-identified environmental factors that are 
relevant to project pedestrian and bicycle system adequacy and impacts include the 
following (from CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Environmental Checklist Form): 
 
 does the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of 

an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect? (section IX[b]); 

 
 would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood or 

regional...recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? (section XIV[a]); 

 
 would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 

sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (section XV[d]); or 
 
 would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.)? 
 

These criteria were applied by the EIR authors in evaluating the potential 
environmental impacts of the Specific Plan proposed pedestrian and bicycle 
provisions, and were also applied by the EIR authors in evaluating the potential 
impact of Specific Plan buildout, including related vehicular traffic increases, on 
existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle circulation in the project vicinity.  No 
significant adverse impact was identified. 
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PC 3.04 Parks and Recreation--trails--will trails be available to hikers, horses and bicyclists?; 
how will emergency access be incorporated into trail system?; on Specific Plan Figure 
5-75, why are some trails referenced as “potential” trail connections?  How do 
“Ramble” and “Emergency Access” provisions on Specific Plan pp. 5-102 and 5-103 
fit into the trail system and who can use them. 

 
Response:  Please see Master Responses A and E. 

 
PC 3.05 Specific Plan and EIR--bicycle system--Specific Plan bicycle system is incomplete 

and inadequate.  Not clear in Specific Plan and no discussion in DEIR regarding 
which roads will be used for bicyclists; some mention of multi-use trail, but this is not 
a good solution. 

 
Response:  Please see Master Response E. 

 
PC 3.06 Specific Plan--Green Valley Conservancy--commenter has specific concerns 

regarding conservancy, especially related to issue of governance (comments 
regarding Specific Plan based on October 29 version). 

 
Response:  Please see Master Response H. 

 
PC4 Duane Kromm, Coventry Lane, Fairfield 
 
PC 4.01 General comments on project--good work done but still some issues to be resolved 

regarding provision of water and sewer; commenter is former LAFCO Commissioner. 
 

Response:  See specific comments and responses below. 
 
PC 4.02 Public Services and Utilities--Water and Sewer--DEIR p. 16-8--LAFCO--DEIR 

accurate, but does not provide enough information--Government Code Section 56133 
describes process that needs to be followed by city or district in order to provide 
service outside their jurisdiction or boundaries; commenter states that if the plan area 
is governed by voter-approved urban growth boundary, no chance that this property 
can be annexed without going through City vote, so criteria set forth in GCS 56133, 
Section B has not been met. 

 
Response:  Please see Master Response M.  

 
PC 4.03 Public Services and Utilities--Water and Sewer--LAFCO and County Orderly Growth 

Initiative--GCS 56133--Section C--code section addresses how service may be 
provided outside sphere of influence or jurisdiction of city when there is a health and 
safety issue; LAFCO can approve such service extensions where there are failing 
septic systems or wells; otherwise, there is no provision in LAFCO to allow city or 
district to provide service to spur development outside their jurisdiction; this is 
fundamental to County Orderly Growth Initiative. 

 
Response:  Please see Master Response M. 

 
PC 4.04 Public Services and Utilities--Water and Sewer--key DEIR problem--for both water 

and sewer DEIR describes two-pronged approach--under CEQA, project must be 
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defined; commenter does not believe CEQA allows alternatives to be picked at a later 
date; project must be defined. 

 
Response:  Please see Master Response K. 

 
PC 4.05 Public Services and Utilities--Water--what are hydrological conditions in the valley? 
 

Response:  Please see Master Response I. 
 
PC 4.06 Public Services and Utilities--water and sewer--geotechnical factors--will there be a 

reservoir or tank?--and has the system location relationship to the Green Valley fault 
been evaluated? 

 
Response:  Please see response to comment 7.34. 

 
PC5 Sarah Lindemann, 1744 Mason Road, Fairfield 
 
PC 5.01 Support for Specific Plan expressed--comprehensive and sensitive to the 

environment; all issues pertaining to perceived negative impacts have been 
addressed; plan will be self-mitigating for most negative environmental impacts. 

 
Response:  Comment acknowledged. 

 
PC6 Nancy Nelson, 1800 Craven Lane, Fairfield 
 
PC 6.01 Support for Specific Plan expressed--member of CAC and GVLA Board of Directors--

successful cooperative effort. 
 

Response:  Comment acknowledged.  No specific comments on DEIR adequacy. 
 
PC7 Reed Onate, 5180 Lakeshore Drive, Fairfield 
 
PC 7.01 Comments on Specific Plan--either the septic system or connection to City of Fairfield 

may have environmental impact.  As long as either option is analyzed in study and 
does not result in significant environmental impact, plan could be implemented. 

 
Response:  See Master Response K. 
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