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ERRATA

The following text represents errata noted in the Second Revised Recirculated Draft EIR (SRRDEIR)
that do not involve changes in impact characterization. Changes are shown in strikeout for deletions
and underlined for additions.
SECOND REVISED RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR – CHAPTER 6. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The first bullet on page 6-67 of the SRRDEIR under Mitigation Measure 6-12 is amended as follows:
… Examples of such measures include:


…

Restricting in-stream work to specified work windows during low-flow conditions (typically
June 15 to October 15) to August 1 through October 15, which is outside of steelhead
breeding and migration periods.
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AB

Assembly Bill

af

acre-feet

afy

acre-feet per year

CDPH

California Department of Public Health

CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

County

Solano County

CSA

County Services Area

DEIR

Draft Environmental Impact Report

FEIR

Final Environmental Impact Report

gpm

gallons per minute

LAFCO

Local Agency Formation Commission

M&I

municipal and industrial

mgd

million gallons per day

Plan Area

Specific Plan Area

SB

Senate Bill

SID

Solano Irrigation District

Specific Plan

Middle Green Valley Specific Plan

USBR

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

UWMP

urban water management plan

WSA

water supply assessment
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 OVERVIEW
This document presents responses to comments and minor revisions to the Second Revised
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (SRRDEIR) on the Middle Green Valley Specific Plan
(Specific Plan), a proposed mixed-use development on approximately 1,905 acres located along Green
Valley Road, in unincorporated Green Valley, near the western boundary of Solano County. The
proposed development would include up to 400 new residences, agricultural tourism, local
neighborhood retail and community facility uses, and over 1,400 acres of protected agriculture and
open space.
An EIR was prepared for the Specific Plan and certified by Solano County in July 2010. A lawsuit
challenging the adequacy of the EIR, specifically the water supply analysis, was subsequently filed and
the Court ruled in favor of the petitioner. In response to the Court’s ruling, the County prepared a
revised water supply analysis and a Recirculated DEIR, which was circulated for a 45-day public review
and comment period from August 27, 2013 to October 10, 2013. In accordance with the Order, the
Recirculated DEIR incorporated more detailed information on the proposed groundwater supply than
what had been available during preparation of the original EIR.
In 2013, after further coordination between Solano County, the Solano Irrigation District (SID), which is
the water supplier in Green Valley for agricultural and non-potable urban water deliveries, and the City
of Fairfield, it was determined that SID water could be treated to potable levels using City of Fairfield
facilities, then delivered by SID to the Specific Plan area within SID service boundaries. To evaluate
this option, Solano County requested that SID prepare a water supply assessment (WSA) analyzing the
availability and reliability of surface water to serve the Middle Green Valley Specific Plan. The SID WSA
was approved by the SID Board on August 15, 2013. The findings of the SID WSA were incorporated
into a Revised Recirculated DEIR (RRDEIR), in addition to the two previously proposed water supply
options (Option A, Municipal Connection, and Option B, Onsite Groundwater), and circulated for a 45day public review and comment period from June 26, 2014 to August 11, 2014.
On November 25, 2014, the Board of Supervisors recertified the EIR, which now included the RRDEIR,
and readopted the Specific Plan. The County then filed a motion asking the Court to find that the
RRDEIR addressed the issues raised by the Court in its October 2011 ruling and that the recertified
EIR was legally adequate.
In an order filed September 24, 2015, the Court denied the County’s motion. Although the Court was
satisfied with the recertified EIR’s assessment of the sufficiency of water supply from the groundwater
alternative, it also found the recertified EIR did not adequately consider the possible biological
resources impacts that could result from use of groundwater. The SRRDEIR evaluates the possible
significant biological impacts of the groundwater alternative by revising and recirculating portions of
Chapter 6 (Biological Resources) of the EIR. The SRRDEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review
period from June 24, 2016 to August 8, 2016.
This responses to comments document has been prepared by Solano County in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In its entirety, the Final EIR will consist of the Middle
Green Valley Specific Plan EIR certified in July 2010, the RRDEIR published June 26, 2014, the
Responses to Comments and Revisions to the RRDEIR published November 12, 2014, the SRRDER
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published June 24, 2016, and this document, which includes the comments received on the SRRDEIR,
responses to those comments, and any associated edits to the SRRDEIR text.
1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
On June 24, 2016, Solano County distributed a notice of availability of the SRRDEIR to public agencies
and the general public, submitted the documents with a notice of completion to the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research - State Clearinghouse, and published a public notice in the Daily Republic. As
explained in the notice of availability and newspaper notice, the SRRDEIR was also published on the
Solano County website:
https://admin.solanocounty.com:4433/depts/rm/planning/middle_green_valley_specific_plan.asp.
In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, a 45-day public review period (June 24, 2016 to August
8, 2016) was established to allow review and comment on the SRRDEIR.
Three comment letters were received on issues evaluated in the SRRDEIR, one from an agency, one
from an organization, and one from an individual. This document has been prepared to respond to
those comments and to make appropriate revisions to the SRRDEIR, consistent with Section 15089
and 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Responses to each comment are provided in Chapter 2 of
this document. The comments did not result in significant changes to the text of the SRRDEIR and
none of the comments or responses constitute “significant new information” as defined in Section
15088.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which would require recirculation.
Copies of this document can be reviewed at the Department of Resource Management, Planning
Services Division at Solano County Department of Resource Management, Planning Services Division,
675 Texas Street, Suite 5500, Fairfield, California 94533. Additional copies can be reviewed at the
Fairfield Cordelia Library, 5050 Business Center Drive, Fairfield; the Fairfield Civic Center Library, 1150
Kentucky Street, Fairfield; and online at
https://admin.solanocounty.com:4433/depts/rm/planning/middle_green_valley_specific_plan.asp.
Lead agencies are required to provide responses to public agency comments on a Draft EIR at least 10
days before certification of the Final EIR (Section 15088[b] of the State CEQA Guidelines).
Solano County intends to hold a public hearing to consider the adequacy of the Final EIR and consider
re-approval of the Specific Plan. If the Final EIR is certified and project approved, the Court will request
the court to discharge the writ.
1.2.1 Comments That Require Responses
Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines specifies that the focus of the responses to comments
shall be on the disposition of significant environmental issues. Responses to comments regarding the
merits of the project or on issues unrelated to the project’s environmental impacts are not required.
Such comments are noted in the responses, and will be reviewed by the County before any action by
decision makers.
1.3 EIR CERTIFICATION AND PROJECT DECISION PROCESS
As the decision-making body of the lead agency, the Solano County Board of Supervisors is
responsible for certifying that the EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, that the
information in the Final EIR has been reviewed and considered prior to approving the project, and that
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the EIR reflects the County’s independent judgment. For each significant environmental effect identified
in the EIR, the County must issue a written finding reaching one or more of three possible conclusions.
According to Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the three possible findings with respect to
each significant effect are:


Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR;



Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency
and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or
can and should be adopted by such other agency; or



Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

If any significant unavoidable impacts would result from the approval of project elements, the County
would also be required to state in writing why it proposes to approve the project despite these
significant unavoidable impacts. This is termed a Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to
Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
In addition, if the County approves the Specific Plan, it would adopt a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program—consistent with Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines—that describes how
each of the mitigation measures adopted for the project would be implemented and tracked. If the
project is approved, a Notice of Determination would be filed within five working days of approval at the
Solano County Clerk’s office and at the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research – State
Clearinghouse.
1.4 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THIS DOCUMENT
This document consists of the following chapters and sections.
“Errata” presents various errata noted in the SRRDEIR. Changes are shown in strikeout for deletions
and underlined for additions.
Chapter 1, “Introduction.” This chapter describes the purpose and organization of the Responses to
Comments and Revisions to the SRRDEIR document and presents a brief summary of the project
description.
Chapter 2, “Responses to Comments on the Second Revised Recirculated Draft EIR,” includes all
comments received on the SRRDEIR during the public review period and responses to significant
environmental issues raised in the comments, as required by Section 15132 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. All comment letters are reproduced in their entirety. Table 2-1 lists all comment letters
received, and each individual comment is assigned a number (e.g., O1-1) that corresponds with the
response.
Chapter 3, “List of Preparers,” identifies the preparers of this document.
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2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE SECOND REVISED RECIRCULATED
DRAFT EIR

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE SECOND REVISED RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
Table 2-1, below, indicates the numerical designation, author, and date of each comment letter
received on the Second Revised Recirculated Draft EIR (SRRDEIR).
Table 2-1

List of Commenters on the Second Revised Recirculated Draft EIR

Letter #

Commenter

Date of Comment

Agencies (A)
A1

Scott Wilson, Regional Manager, Bay Delta Region
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

August 8, 2016

Amber L. Kemble, on behalf of Upper Green Valley Homeowners
Law Office of Amber L. Kemble

August 8, 2016

Organizations (O)
O1
Individuals (I)
I1

Bryant Washburne

July 1, 2016

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE SECOND REVISED RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
The comment letters received on the SRRDEIR and responses to the individual comments in the letters
are provided below. The comment letters are reproduced in their entirety and are followed by the
responses. Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line
bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the comment letter.
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Scott Wilson, Regional Manager, Bay Delta Region
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
August 8, 2016

A1-1

The comment introduces California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and states
that comments had been submitted on the Specific Plan DEIR in a letter dated February
9, 2010, which is attached to this comment letter. As noted in the comment, CDFW is
generally satisfied with the responses to its 2010 comment letter that were provided in
the FEIR for the Middle Green Valley Specific Plan, Responses to Comments on and
Revisions to the DEIR dated April 2010; see code number 18, responses 18.01-18.12.

A1-2

The comment raises continued concerns regarding mitigation for oak woodlands under
DEIR Mitigation Measure 6-3. As noted in Table 6.5 of the SRRDEIR and page 6-52 of
the SRRDEIR, impacts to oak woodlands (Impact 6-3) would not be altered by the
additional information known about water supply Option B and Option C1, as the 2009
DEIR considered buildout of the Specific Plan and water service including a 186 acrefeet per year (afy) domestic water supply, which would come entirely or partially from
new groundwater wells under water supply Options B and C1.
Mitigation Measure 6-3 also requires proponents of future individual, site-specific
development projects within the plan area to submit, prior to project approval, a
proposed oak woodland management plan, prepared by a trained arborist or forester,
that is consistent with the requirements of the Specific Plan and the recommendations
made in the Specific Plan DEIR. 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, and include subsequent monitoring to ensure that
planted or transplanted oaks have survived the process. If the project applicant’s
proposed oak woodland management plan meets these criteria, the County would
include a condition of approval on the site-specific development project requiring that the
plan be implemented. The Specific Plan itself contains detailed mitigation provisions
related to preservation and management of oak trees in the plan area (see Specific Plan
Section 5.5.6).
Furthermore, DEIR Mitigation Measure 6-1 requires proponents of future individual, sitespecific development projects to prepare a biological resources assessment report,
which must contain a focused evaluation of project-specific impacts on biological
resources, including 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 oak woodland areas would be
affected, the assessment must identify associated avoidance, minimization, and/or
compensatory mitigation measures that must be consistent with the requirements of
DEIR Mitigation Measure 6-3.
Other recommendations for oak woodland mitigation suggested in the comment will be
considered by the County when evaluating future, site-specific development projects for
potential significant impacts at the “second tier,” project-level environmental evaluation
phase, which will be completed as part of the required project-specific biological
assessment reports.
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The comment raises concern regarding mitigation for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat
under DEIR Mitigation Measure 6-9. As discussed on pages 6-52 and 6-53 of the
SRRDEIR, Swainson’s hawk was evaluated in the 2009 DEIR Impact 6-10. Several
species of the tall trees along Green Valley Creek and Hennessey Creek riparian
corridor provide suitable nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk, and the cropland in the
project area provides suitable foraging habitat. Of the more shallow-rooted, water
dependent riparian species in Green Valley Creek (white alder, narrow-leafed willow,
arroyo willow, and Goodding’s black willow), Goodding’s black willow is the only species
that grows tall enough and is of the appropriate species for potential Swainson’s hawk
nesting (see Section 4.5.4 of Appendix A of the SRRDEIR). As discussed below, direct
impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawk would be avoided or minimized, and foraging
habitat would be avoided and preserved, through the implementation of DEIR Mitigation
Measures 6-8, 6-9, and 6-10.
Potential indirect effects of groundwater pumping proposed by Option B to nesting
habitat in Goodding’s black willow would occur slowly over multiple breeding seasons
and as a result would not affect the ability of Swainson’s hawk to successfully nest.
Therefore, indirect impacts to Swainson’s hawk nesting in the Green Valley Creek
riparian corridor by the groundwater pumping proposed in Option B would be less than
significant. Furthermore, potential indirect impacts to Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat in
the Green Valley Creek riparian corridor from groundwater pumping in water supply
Option B are addressed in Impact and Mitigation Measure 6-4. As discussed therein,
indirect impacts to riparian vegetation due to groundwater drawdown would be mitigated
by the implementation of Mitigation Measure 16-1 (Water Master Plan that identifies well
locations and depths), Mitigation Measure 16-2a (well design process to avoid
interference between new wells and surface waters), Mitigation Measure 16-2b (adaptive
management of groundwater wells), and Mitigation Measure 6-4 (preservation of riparian
habitat). Implementation of these measures would avoid potential interference between
new water supply wells (wells to be constructed for water supply Options B or C1) and
surface streams and associated riparian vegetation. Therefore, Swainson’s hawk nesting
habitat would not be adversely affected and the 2009 DEIR Impact 6-10 and Mitigation
Measure 6-10 remain valid. Impacts to Swainson’s hawk would be mitigated to a lessthan-significant level.
Furthermore, DEIR Mitigation Measure 6-8, which provides mitigation for Impact 6-9,
requires proponents of future individual, site-specific development projects to submit,
prior to project approval, a biological resources assessment report that includes an
evaluation of impacts, and suitable mitigation measures for those impacts, to special
status wildlife species with the potential to occur as identified in the DEIR, including
Swainson's hawk. Mitigation Measure 6-8 also references the Solano HCP for measures
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for impacts to Swainson's hawk. The avoidance and
minimization measures described in the HCP include pre-construction survey and other
avoidance measures that have been developed in coordination with CDFW. These
measures also include field surveys to identify Swainson's hawk nesting activity (for
example, see ADHCP Section 10.4.1), as well as specific ratios for preservation of
Swainson's hawk foraging habitat and specific requirements for management of that
habitat (see, for example, ADHCP Sections 6.4.8, 7.3, and 10.5.3). Regardless of the
status of the HCP, the measures identified in that document provide guidance on
approved CDFW 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. If the project applicant’s proposed biological resources
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assessment meets these criteria, the County would include a condition of approval on
the site-specific development project requiring that the measures be implemented.
A1-4

The comment provides contact information if there are questions. The County
appreciates input on the project and will contact CDFW if questions arise.
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Amber L. Kemble, Attorney
On behalf of Upper Green Valley Homeowners
August 8, 2016

O1-1

The comment suggests evidentiary gaps in the SRRDEIR and introduces the more
detailed comments contained in the letter. Please see Responses to Comments O1-2
through O1-29, below.

O1-2

The comment asserts that the SRRDEIR defers analysis of potential MGVSP
groundwater wells. As stated in response to comment O1A-12 of the 2014 Response to
Comments document, the Option B (Onsite Groundwater) WSA and 2014 RRDEIR
provide substantial evidence that an adequate water supply exists for the project and
proposes Mitigation Measures 16-1, 16-2a, and 16-2b to address potentially significant
impacts stemming from the eventual location and operation of project wells. For a water
supply system of the size proposed under Option B, it is a standard industry practice to
identify specific production well locations and well designs after the water supply entity
has made a decision to fund construction of the system. Specific well locations and well
designs are generally not finalized while the system is still in the planning and feasibility
stage.
Further, as explained in Response to Comment I1-4 in the 2014 Response to Comments
document, RRDEIR Mitigation Measure 16-1a requires that a Water Master Plan for
water supply Option B be prepared and approved by Solano County. The Water Master
Plan is required to address well locations and depths, water pumping, filtration, and
disinfection, and water storage and distribution facilities and sizing. The Water Master
Plan and its components are required to be designed to provide water service only to the
MGVSP-designated development areas to preclude any growth-inducing impacts
(pursuant to General Plan Housing Element Policy G.2). Furthermore, as stated on page
16-45 of the 2014 RRDEIR, the well design planning process is expected to include the
following components: test hole and test well drilling in several locations to obtain further
site-specific aquifer data, which will be used to determine appropriate well design and
placement; placement of public supply wells in appropriate locations; spacing wells to
avoid well interference with each other (other water supply wells), nearby private wells
(agricultural or domestic), and surface streams; and ongoing monitoring. The Specific
Plan area is not constrained in terms of area and there would be sufficient potential well
sites that would be both far from existing wells and riparian areas.
Finally, RRDEIR Mitigation Measure 16-2a requires that new wells be designed to avoid
interference between new water supply wells, other water supply wells, existing nearby
private wells, and surface streams (which in-turn would protect habitat and potential
special status species). Mitigation Measure 16-2b further addresses the unlikely event
that ongoing monitoring of the new wells reveals potentially significant drawdown, and
identifies measures to mitigate such impacts such that subsequent monitoring shows
that drawdown is no longer adversely affecting operations of other wells to the
satisfaction of the County Division of Environmental Health.
The commenter’s assertion that the well siting and designs must be completed at the
present Specific Plan stage of the land use planning process misstates the requirements
for water supply planning.
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O1-3

The comment asserts that the SRRDEIR does not articulate adequate performance
standards for new groundwater wells, asserts that the Water Master Plan should trigger
a biological evaluation to evaluate pumping impacts on steelhead, and provides a list of
actions that should be undertaken as part of the well design planning process. The
comment refers to these actions as “performance standards.” The comment raises
concerns regarding steelhead and stream flow in Green Valley Creek. Impact 6-12 in the
2016 SRRDEIR addresses potential impacts to steelhead, disclosing that
implementation of the MGVSP could result in a significant impact on steelhead if
groundwater pumping to supply project demands would cause a reduction in stream
flows. Mitigation Measure 6-12 is imposed on the project, which requires regulatory
approval for potential impacts on steelhead and steelhead habitat through consultation
with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and lists best management practices.
This consultation is typically initiated as part of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
Section 404 permitting process described in Impact and Mitigation Measure 6-5 for
wetlands, streams, and ponds. Furthermore, as explained in response to comment O1-2,
above, the project is required to implement proper well siting and design measures.
RRDEIR Mitigation Measure 16-2a requires that new wells be designed to avoid
interference between new water supply wells, other water supply wells, existing nearby
private wells, and surface streams, which in-turn would protect habitat and potential
special status species. In the unlikely event that ongoing monitoring of the new wells
reveals potentially significant drawdown, Mitigation Measure 16-2b identifies measures
to mitigate such impacts. Furthermore, future discretionary developments undertaken in
accordance with the Specific Plan would undergo project-specific evaluation to
determine whether the potential impacts of the development project were fully evaluated
in the MGVSP EIR or whether additional environmental review would be required.

O1-4

The commenter asserts that the SRRDEIR must provide guidelines to determine how
the proposed wells would be in compliance with Mitigation Measures 16-2a and 16-2b
and that independent scientific review is required to make mitigation enforceable and
effective. Please see response to comment O1-2, above.
The comment also asserts that Mitigation Measure 16-2a is not fully enforceable by the
proposed County Service Area (CSA). This is incorrect. The Specific Plan proposes
establishment of a CSA to fund and oversee wastewater, storm drainage, and parks and
recreation facility construction and provide the necessary ongoing financial and
management structure for these Plan Area facilities. The CSA would be a County entity
with the legal ability to hire staff and outside experts as well as the legal ability to enforce
the Water Master Plan and Mitigation Measures 16-2a and 16-2b. The Water Master
Plan would identify the qualifications necessary for the monitoring efforts.

O1-5

The comment requests that well monitoring data be made available to the public. The
public availability of well monitoring data is neither a potential environmental impact of
the project nor a measure necessary to mitigate an environmental impact of the project.
If area groundwater is used as a water source to supply the project, the entity
responsible for the operation of the water supply system – either SID or the CSA – will
need to decide whether and how to make such well monitoring data available to the
public.

O1-6

The comment asserts that the SRRDEIR should articulate enforcement procedures for
noncompliance with adopted mitigation measures. In accordance with CEQA and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15901(d), the County must adopt a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program (MMRP) to ensure that the mitigation measures adopted are
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implemented in the implementation of the Middle Green Valley Specific Plan Project.
The MMRP must identify the entity responsible for monitoring and implementation, and
the timing of such activities. The County will use the MMRP to track compliance with
project mitigation measures, and will ensure that the mitigation measures are fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements and other measures. The MMRP will
remain available for public review during the compliance period.
O1-7

The comment asserts that the SRRDEIR should include mitigation that would curtail the
size of the project if it is not possible to meet all of the mitigation measures while
pumping the 186 acre-feet-per-year of groundwater anticipated to serve the project
under water supply Option B. The EIR imposes mitigation to reduce impacts related to
the project’s full water demand to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measures 16-1,
16-2a, and 16-2b are sufficient to address proper well siting and to address potential
impacts to existing wells and stream habitats from water supply Option B or Option C1.
The potential biological resource impacts of the groundwater supply options are
addressed in Chapter 6 of the 2009 EIR, as expanded upon in Impacts and Mitigation
Measures 6-4, 6-5, 6-11, 6-12, and 6-15 of the SRRDEIR, and are supported by
substantial evidence, including the biological resource study related to drawdown of
groundwater provided in Appendix A of the SRRDEIR.
As described in response to comment O1-3, above, after the Specific Plan is approved,
future discretionary developments undertaken in accordance with the Specific Plan, such
as subdivisions or other development projects, would undergo project-specific
evaluation. As part of that evaluation, the County would consider whether there was
new information showing that the development planned for in the Specific Plan would
have one or more significant environmental effects not discussed in the Middle Green
Valley Specific Plan EIR, or that any of the significant effects examined in the projectspecific environmental document would be substantially more severe than shown in the
Specific Plan EIR. Based on the outcome of the project-specific evaluation, the County
may be required to conduct additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA prior to
approving such future discretionary developments. The County could impose additional
mitigation requirements as conditions of project approval if recommended in the
additional environmental review conducted for those development projects.

O1-8

The comment raises concerns regarding the groundwater basin and incorporates by
reference a letter from Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. dated August 11, 2014.
This letter was included in, and responded to, in the 2014 Responses to Comments on
and Revisions to the RRDEIR, see Chapter 2, response to comments I1-1 through I1-15.
This comment also asserts that the Project would require higher pumping rates than
historic wells. The comment also asserts that the project wells may not be able to avoid
interference with other wells, and that the project must be curtailed if that occurred.
The Option B WSA referenced all publicly available records for wells constructed in
Green Valley, including well completion reports (i.e., driller’s logs) on file with the
California Department of Water Resources and the well records compiled by Thomasson
et al. (1960). One focus of the Option B WSA was to compare reported data on the
volumes of groundwater pumped in Green Valley to calculated pumping demands for all
present uses of groundwater within the Plan Area across the rest of Green Valley. That
comparison of groundwater pumping resulted in a surplus that exceeds the demand for
groundwater proposed to be used by the Project.
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The assertion that the project wells would require much higher pumping rates than
historic wells is unsupported by the available data. The Option B WSA and Specific Plan
describe that project would include at least three wells and that they would have a
capacity of potentially 100 gallons per minute (GPM). This capacity is within the range of
pumping capacities reported for wells in the Plan Area, which are reported in the Option
B WSA as between 90 GPM and 300 GPM. The commenter’s labeling of the project
wells as “super-wells” and implication that such wells are substantially larger than other
wells in the Plan Area is unsupported by the available data.
Please also see responses to comments O1-2 and O1-7, above.
O1-9

The comment asserts that the 525 acre-feet per year (afy) of groundwater available to
the project area was based on wells located within the Big Creek corridor, that biological
impacts were not included in the Thomasson’s USGS study, and that the biological
resource impact evaluations are not supported by substantial evidence, regarding how
wells outside of the creek corridor would affect the water table and seasonal recharge of
the creek.
While the work conducted by Thomasson et al. (1960) did include a survey of wells in
Green Valley and an analysis of pumpage volumes, the report is not specific with
respect to the location of all wells and the relative pumping demand for the wells in
operation in the valley at the time of that study. The Option B WSA (see 2014 RRDEIR
Appendix B) addresses the project-related additional pumping that would occur from the
Green Valley aquifer system using the best available data. Mitigation Measure 16-2a
identifies the site-specific analysis that shall be conducted prior to the project’s
construction to ensure that the project’s groundwater demand can be met without
significant impacts to existing wells and surface water resources.
The comment’s assertion of a perennial connection between the surface waters in Green
Valley and the aquifer system has not been demonstrated to be true for all parts of
Green Valley nor the Plan Area. Available data indicate that a connection is possible in
parts of the valley and at some times; however, available data reported by Vollmar (see
Appendix A of the SRRDEIR) also indicate that some tributaries crossing the Plan Area
do not have flow outside of the rainy season. The comment also implies that
observations of more rapid groundwater level responses to winter precipitation in wells
located nearer to Green Valley Creek described in the report by Thomasson would
necessitate that project wells would adversely intercept groundwater flowing through the
unconfined portion of the aquifer system and ultimately discharging to Green Valley
Creek. However, the comment provides no analysis of the construction of those nonproject wells and aquifer properties in their vicinity. The mitigation measures included in
the 2014 RRDEIR (Mitigation Measures 16-1a and b, and 16-2a and b) allow for the
potential that a connection exists between the unconfined aquifer system and surface
waters in Green Valley and includes measures specifically developed to avoid impacts to
surface waters, in particular through the criteria that any drawdown from the project wells
not reach the riparian zone.
Furthermore, as stated in Section 3.5.1 of the Vollmar report in Appendix A of the
SRRDEIR, a supply of 525 acre‐feet per year of groundwater would be available to the
Project Area without depleting the groundwater aquifer. An agricultural demand of about
525 acre‐feet per year was historically met by groundwater with no annually adverse
effects, i.e., groundwater levels remained stable from spring to spring. Also stated in
Vollmar report, the entire groundwater demand of 326 to 376 acre‐feet per year in the
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Project Area (at build out) would include: 90 acre‐feet per year currently used for existing
private/residential (supplied by private wells), 50 to 100 acre‐feet per year currently used
for agriculture on lands situated outside SID’s service area (supplied by private wells),
and 186 acre‐feet per year for Project Area potable water domestic use to be supplied
by three (or more) new Project wells under Option B. The increase in groundwater
pumping due to the project would be 186 afy. Therefore, Green Valley’s groundwater
resources have a surplus of at least 149-199 acre‐feet/year in excess of the proposed
addition of 186 acre‐feet/year Project Area demand for potable water [525 acre-feet less
(326-376 acre-feet) = 149-199 acre-feet per year]. This information was provided to
demonstrate that overall groundwater supplies in Green Valley and the Project Area
currently have a surplus that is well in excess of the additional pumping proposed for the
Middle Green Valley Project’s Option B, and therefore demonstrates at this temporal
scale that the proposed additional groundwater pumping would be sustainable and not
result in depletion or significant drawdown of the aquifer.
The report goes on to evaluate the potential impact from the project-related increase in
groundwater pumping on surface water and riparian resources. The report addresses
the dry season when riparian habitats are most stressed and species are most
vulnerable to impacts from declining groundwater levels (see Section 3.5.2 and Section
5.0 of the Vollmar report in Appendix A of the SRRDEIR). This study provided the basis
for the revised biological resource impact evaluations and conclusions in the SRRDEIR.
O1-10

The comment asserts that Mitigation Measure 16-2b would exacerbate the problems
associated with groundwater drawdown and that the trigger for evaluation should be any
drawdown that either delays recharge to important biological resources or reveals safe
yield is being exceeded.
The Option B WSA concluded that the sum of current groundwater pumpage in Green
Valley and additional pumpage from the project would not exceed rates of pumping that
occurred previously in Green Valley, pumping rates which did not exceed the long-term
supply of the aquifer system. That conclusion does not support this comment’s assertion
that project would create a cone of depression (i.e., persistent declines in groundwater
levels that are not compensated by sources of recharge to the aquifer system).
The comment’s focus on the distinction between “potentially significant drawdown” as
stated in the SRRDEIR and “any drawdown” is excessive. Any well that is not under
artesian conditions requires some drawdown to produce water from an aquifer. The
SRRDEIR established a threshold of significance for drawdown relative to riparian areas
to address delays in recharge that could adversely affect biological resources. In
addition, the well siting process (per Mitigation Measure 16-2a and b) shall establish the
placement, spacing, depths, and monitoring of the project wells such that they avoid
interference with existing nearby private wells, other new water supply wells, and surface
streams. Therefore, the EIR discloses, evaluates, and mitigates for project-related
groundwater drawdown that could adversely affect surface waters, biological resources,
and nearby wells.

O1-11

The comment asserts that the conclusion reached in Mitigation Measure 6-15, that the
cumulative impacts of the project on riparian and aquatic biological resources due to
groundwater extraction under water supply Options B or C-1 would be less than
cumulatively considerable, is not supported by substantial evidence. A project would
have a “cumulatively considerable” impact on a resource when the incremental effects of
the project on the resource are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of
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past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects on that same resource. The comment does not assert that the SRRDEIR failed
to consider and evaluate the effects on riparian and aquatic biological resources caused
by other past, current, or probable future projects. Instead, the comment again asserts
that the project’s impacts on these biological resources would be significant, despite
implementation of Mitigation Measures 6-4, 6-5, 6-11, 6-12, 16-1, 16-2a, and 16-2b, and
without regard to whether other past, current, and probable future projects would cause
any impacts to these same resources. This comment is therefore a restatement of
comments O1-2 through O1-10. See responses to comments O1-2 through O1-10,
above.
O1-12

The comment expresses concern that a cone of depression could remain year to year,
affecting storage capacity. See response to comment O1-10. The site-specific
hydrogeologic study to be conducted as part of Mitigation 16-12a will provide data
necessary to analyze the potential site-specific impacts due to project wells and to
construct project wells in a way that minimizes potential impacts. Mitigation 16-2b
requires monitoring to confirm that drawdown due to pumping at project wells does
exceed the thresholds for significance for impacts to surface waters or existing nonproject wells.

O1-13

The comment acknowledges that the significance of the project’s potential impacts to
Central California Coast steelhead and their habitat is adequately identified and
discussed in the SRRDEIR. The comment incorporates by reference a letter from Alice
Rich, Ph.D., to the Board of Supervisors dated November 25, 2014, regarding the
significance of this potential impact.
The comment asserts that the project could cause delay of recharge in Green Valley
Creek, that such delay could potentially impact steelhead, and that the mitigation
measures described in the SRRDEIR would be inadequate if such delay and impact
were to occur.
Table 6-3 of the SRRDEIR identifies the Central California Coast steelhead as federally
listed as “threatened,” and Impact 6-12 and associated Mitigation 6-12 address the
project’s potential impacts to the species, including the potential for groundwater
drawdown due to water supply Options B or C1. Specifically, on page 6-66 of the
SRRDEIR, the impact evaluation discusses stream gauge data for Green Valley Creek,
stating:
Green Valley Creek stream gauge data 0.6 miles downstream of the Project Area
demonstrates that flow depth annually drops to approximately 1 foot in depth
during the dry season from May – October (Figure 6.6) (for additional information
about this stream gauge data, see Appendix A of this SRRDEIR). This time
period overlaps with the freshwater rearing period for juvenile steelhead of
various potential age classes that require at least intermittently fairly fast-moving
water to maintain the food supplies necessary for growth (see Section 4.5.1).
Small changes in dry season stream depth could adversely affect critical juvenile
rearing aquatic habitat, when juvenile steelhead of various potential age classes
require at least intermittently fairly fast-moving water to maintain the food
supplies necessary for growth. Any reduction in current Green Valley Creek dry
season flow that this species requires for juvenile rearing could potentially have
impacts. The threshold for assessing whether potential impacts to Central
California Coast steelhead from groundwater pumping would be significant is
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defined as the point at which induced recharge begins, and Green Valley Creek
begins to lose water to the groundwater aquifer. Induced recharge would begin if
the radial extent of the cone of depression in the unconfined aquifer adjacent to a
proposed Option B groundwater pumping well extended to the stream channel of
Green Valley Creek, where a hydraulic connection was already present between
the creek and the unconfined aquifer (as in Figure 6.5). If this occurs and stream
depth is reduced, it would represent a significant impact to Central California
Coast steelhead.
The impact evaluation is supported by the technical report in Appendix A of the
SRRDEIR, Analysis of Potential Effects to Surface Biological Resources from
Groundwater Pumping for the Middle Green Valley Project, prepared by Vollmar Natural
Lands Consulting (June 2016).
Mitigation Measure 6-12 is imposed, which requires regulatory approval for potential
impacts on steelhead and steelhead habitat to be obtained through consultation with the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). This consultation is typically initiated as part
of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 404 permitting process described in
Impact 6-5 for wetlands, streams, and ponds. However, project applicants are
encouraged to contact NMFS personnel during the design phase to inquire about design
recommendations and avoidance measures for a specific type of project. Mitigation
Measure 6-12 lists construction avoidance measures, but final best management
practices (BMPs) would be determined based on consultation with NMFS. Furthermore,
proper well siting and design measures shall be implemented, as described above in
response to comment O1-2. Furthermore, because this is an EIR on the overall Specific
Plan, project applications to implement the Specific Plan would be required to undergo
project-specific evaluation to determine consistency with the MGVSP EIR and whether
additional impacts or mitigation measures would be required. In addition, please see
response to comments O1-10, O1-7, O1-12, and O1-14 above.
The 2014 letter from Alice Rich incorporated into this comment also asserts that the EIR
fails to mitigate potentially significant impacts to CRLF and WPT. This is inaccurate.
Please see response to comment O1-17, below.
O1-14

The comment asserts that the SRRDEIR should be revised to prohibit construction
activities within the Green Valley Creek riparian corridor during times of vulnerability to
steelhead, identified in the comment as the period between March and the first few
substantial rains, and goes on to assert that the mitigation requirement for such work to
occur outside of the June to October timeframe is insufficient.
Based on a report by Peter Moyle (a professor at UC Davis and an acknowledged
California fish expert), et al. (2008)1 titled Salmon. Steelhead, and Trout in California:
Status of an Emblematic Fauna, the CCC Steelhead DPS is a ‘winter run’ DPS. Fish
typically enter creeks to spawn from late December to April though they can arrive as
early as late October (partly dependent on the timing of early season rains as the
commenter points out). Spawning typically occurs in late spring (May), egg development
and hatching takes approximately one month (roughly through June), and the fry (newly
hatched fish) spend their first few weeks (roughly through July) close to shorelines for
warmer water and protection from heavy flows. After this period, the developing juvenile

Moyle et al. 2008. Salmon. Steelhead, and Trout in California: Status of an Emblematic Fauna. A report commissioned by California
Trout. Prepared by Peter B. Moyle, Joshua A. Israel, and Sabra E. Purdy, Center for Watershed Sciences, University of California, Davis.
1
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fish move to deeper areas and pools in the creek where they remain into the next winter.
Juveniles typically inhabit the creek for 1-2 years before transforming into smolts and
emigrating to a downstream estuary or out to the ocean. Peak emigration typically
occurs January through March (Moyle et al. 2008).
The commenter’s proposal to prohibit construction activities near the creek during the
period between March and the first substantial rains would restrict construction to the
peak rainy season, when fish would be entering creeks to spawn and smolts would be
emigrating downstream. In-stream construction during the rainy season is ecologically
damaging and should be avoided due to stormwater runoff, erosion control, water quality
impacts and associated biological resource impacts to riparian and aquatic species.
As addressed in SRRDEIR Impact 6-12, the Specific Plan could result in direct,
temporary, and/or indirect impacts on steelhead, both due to construction impacts and
due to potential groundwater drawdown due to groundwater pumping under water supply
Option B. In terms of construction-related impacts to steelhead, Mitigation Measure 6-12
requires project design measures and construction avoidance measures that would
reduce the potential impact to steelhead to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation
Measure 6-12 lists potential design measures and construction avoidance measures, but
states that the final determination of BMPs and avoidance and minimization measures
shall be based on consultation with NMFS. Nonetheless, to further avoid potential
impacts to steelhead during their most vulnerable life stages (spawning, hatching, and
fry stages [late October-July], and downstream emigration period for smolts [JanuaryMarch]), the first bullet on page 6-67 under Mitigation Measure 6-12 is hereby revised as
follows:


Restricting in-stream work to specified work windows during low-flow
conditions (typically June 15 to October 15) to August 1 through October 15,
which is outside of steelhead breeding and migration periods.

O1-15

The comment asserts that Mitigation Measure 6-4 is inadequate because it requires that
all new groundwater wells shall be set back a minimum of 100 feet from Green Valley
Creek. As stated in the comment, “the buffer for placing wells next to the creek must be
determined only after the well tests are completed…” Proper well placement is required
by Mitigation Measures 16-1a and 16-2a. The Water Master Plan, which will be
prepared prior to construction of wells under water supply Option B and C1, will identify
well locations and depths that avoid interference between wells and surface waters. In
addition, as stated in responses to comments O1-3 and O1-4, monitoring requirements
will be included in the Water Master Plan.

O1-16

The comment asserts that Mitigation Measure 6-5 is inadequate to mitigate for
drawdown over time. However, Mitigation Measure 6-5 addresses impacts to wetlands,
streams, and ponds through a suite of measures. Regulatory approval for project-level
impacts on wetlands, streams, and ponds from USACE, CDFW, and the Water Board
are one part of that mitigation. Such regulatory permits will be required as conditions of
approval for project-specific development proposals. As cited in Mitigation Measure 6-5,
Mitigation Measures 16-1 (Water Master Plan that identifies well locations and depths),
16-2a (well design process to avoid interference between new wells and surface waters),
and 16-2b (adaptive management of groundwater wells), described in the 2014
RRDEIR, shall be implemented to provide for avoidance of any potential interference
between new water supply wells and surface streams.
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The comment asserts that SRRDEIR’s conclusion that the project’s potential impacts to
California red-legged frog (CRLF) and western pond turtle (WPT) (Impact 6-11) can be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level through implementation of Mitigation Measure 611 is not supported by substantial evidence. According to the comment, the SRRDEIR
lacks data regarding how much water reduction can be tolerated by CRLF and WPT and
fails to account for a delay in groundwater recharge.
Impact 6-11 states that CRLF and WPT in Green Valley Creek could be affected by
groundwater pumping under water supply Option B or C1 if such pumping caused
drawdown of groundwater or if the radial extent of the cone of depression in the
unconfined aquifer adjacent to a proposed water supply well extended to the edge of the
stream channel, where a hydraulic connection was already present between the stream
and the unconfined aquifer, causing induced recharge. This could result in a small
reduction in surface flow. However, due to perennial surface flow in Green Valley Creek,
and the general surplus of groundwater in the Project area (Luhdorff & Scalmanini 2013;
Section 3.5; see Appendix B of the 2014 RRDEIR) that limits the depth that groundwater
could decline based on the scale of the proposed pumping in Option B, ponded riparian
refugia would not dry up; this habitat would continue to be available. Therefore, impacts
to CRLF and WPT in Green Valley Creek due to the groundwater pumping proposed in
Option B would be less than significant.
However, future site-specific discretionary developments undertaken in accordance with
the Specific Plan may result in direct, temporary, and/or indirect impacts to CRLF and
WPT. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 6-11 addresses impacts to CRLF and WPT through
a suite of measures, including biological assessment required under Mitigation Measure
6-1 along with avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures developed in
consultation with CDFW and USFWS and/or consistent with the measures in the Solano
HCP. Mitigation Measure 6-11 goes on to provide examples of avoidance, minimization,
and mitigation measures that may be incorporated into the project-specific approval
process and final design. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 6-11 states that proposed
projects would be required to implement stormwater and water quality mitigation
measures outlined in Chapter 11, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 2009 DEIR, as
well as Mitigation Measures 6-4, 16-2a, and 16-2b. Implementation of the suite of
required measures for Impact 6-11 would reduce the potential impact to CRLF and WPT
to a less-than-significant level.
Consideration of designated critical habitat only pertains to federal agencies. A critical
habitat designation is a reminder to federal agencies of their responsibility to protect the
important characteristics of areas. Federal agencies are required to avoid “destruction”
or “adverse modification” of designated critical habitat. If federal actions are required for
project implementation, the federal lead agency should include evaluation of effects on
critical habitat for listed species when making their determination if the action may affect
listed species. Proposed critical habitat for CRLF is shown in Figure 6.8. The designation
of critical habitat for CRLF was finalized by USFWS in 2010 and remains as depicted in
Figure 6.8. The USFWS designation of critical habitat for CRLF includes Unit Sol-2,
which includes the southwestern portion of the plan area. The Mitigation Measure 6-11
lists measures that may be incorporated into the project-specific approval process,
including “provid(ing) compensation for loss of CRLF habitat and individuals by purchase
of conservation credits at a USFWS-approved conservation bank…” (see SRRDEIR,
page 6-65).
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The comment also asserts that Impact 6-3 does not adequately discuss the passage of
non-aquatic species “to get through bridge spans that are not designed to especially
allow passage of such creatures under the bridges.” As stated in Section 6.3.3 of the
SRRDEIR, the 2009 DEIR evaluated the potential biological resources impacts from
construction and operation of development under the Specific Plan, including
construction and operation of infrastructure to serve Specific Plan buildout. In regard to
Impact 6-13, the additional information known about the extraction of groundwater under
water supply Option B or C1 (per the 2014 RRDEIR) would not alter the 2009 DEIR
general biological resource impacts and non-riparian impacts listed in Table 6.5,
including Impact 6-13. Impact 6-13 and associated mitigation remains valid.
O1-18

The comment asserts that the SRRDEIR fails to disclose and mitigate impacts on
Swainson’s hawk, such as reduction in range of a protected species. This is inaccurate.
Impacts to Swainson’s hawk are discussed on pages 6-52 and 6-53 of the SRRDEIR.
Direct impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawk and foraging habitat would be avoided or
minimized through the implementation of 2009 DEIR Mitigation Measure 6-10.
Furthermore, potential indirect impacts to Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat in the Green
Valley Creek riparian corridor from groundwater pumping in water supply Option B are
addressed in SRRDEIR Impact and Mitigation Measure 6-4. As discussed therein,
indirect impacts to riparian vegetation due to groundwater drawdown would be mitigated
by the implementation of Mitigation Measures 16-1 (Water Master Plan that identifies
well locations and depths), 16-2a (well design process to avoid interference between
new wells and surface waters), 16-2b (adaptive management of groundwater wells), and
6-4 (preservation of riparian habitat). Implementation of these measures would avoid
potential interference between new water supply wells and surface streams and
associated riparian vegetation. Therefore, Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat would not be
adversely affected and the 2009 DEIR Impact 6-10 and Mitigation Measure 6-10 remain
valid. Impacts to Swainson’s hawk would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
Please also see SRRDEIR Impact 16-5, which addresses cumulative impacts on riparian
and aquatic biological resources due to groundwater extraction.

O1-19

The comment asserts that the SRRDEIR does not analyze the project’s impacts on other
riparian trees because they are not tall enough for nesting. This is not accurate. The
SRRDEIR addresses impacts to both riparian communities (see SRRDEIR Impact 6-4),
impacts to wetlands, streams, and ponds (see SRRDEIR Impact 6-5), and cumulative
impacts on riparian and aquatic biological resources due to groundwater extraction (see
SRRDEIR Impact 6-15). These impact evaluations and associated mitigation measures
address the impacts of the MGVSP on riparian habitat, including riparian trees. Please
also see the Vollmar report in Appendix A of the SRRDEIR, which discusses riparian
trees and their root zones.

O1-20

As addressed throughout the responses to comments in this document, the SRRDEIR
was prepared in compliance with CEQA and provides a sufficient evaluation of the
potential biological resource effects of groundwater extraction under water supply Option
B or Option C1 in response to the Order dated September 13, 2015 for the public and
decision makers. As addressed throughout the responses to comments in this
document, required mitigation is based on substantial evidence, is enforceable, and is
appropriate.

O1-21

This letter from Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. to the Board of Supervisors,
dated August 11, 2014,was included in, and responded to, in the 2014 Responses to
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Comments on and Revisions to the RRDEIR, see Chapter 2, response to comments I1-1
through I1-15. The letter predates, and does not provide comment on, the SRRDEIR.
The Kamman letter is referenced by the Upper Green Valley Homeowners as evidence
supporting comments O1-8 and O1-12 in its August 8, 2016, comment letter. The
County has considered the information contained in the Kamman letter in preparing
responses to comments O1-8 and O1-12, above. Because the Kamman letter does not
provide comments on the SRRDEIR, an additional separate response to that letter is not
required.
O1-22

This letter from A.A. Rich and Associates to the Board of Supervisors, dated November
25, 2014, provides comments on the RRDEIR. The letter predates, and does not
provide comments on, the 2016 SRRDEIR.
The A.A. Rich letter is referenced by the Upper Green Valley Homeowners as evidence
supporting comments O1-13 and O1-14 in its August 8, 2016, comment letter. The
County has considered the information contained in the A.A. Rich letter in preparing
responses to comments O1-13 and O1-14, above. Because the A.A. Rich letter does
not provide comments on the SRRDEIR, a separate response to that letter is not
required.
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Bryant Washburne
July 1, 2016

The comment expresses concern about the potential drawdown of groundwater due to
the MGVSP proposed water supply Option B and impacts to adjacent groundwater wells,
stating that the 385-foot well on a nearby property experiences drops in water levels
during dry spells. The comment suggests that the information presented in the
SRRDEIR is a reiteration of work published for the Rockville Trails Estates proposal and
that new studies were not completed. This is not correct. A water supply assessment
(WSA) was prepared by Solano County for water supply Option B (Onsite Groundwater)
(Luhdorff & Scalmanini 2013, see Appendix B of the 2014 RRDEIR), which satisfies the
requirements of Water Code Section 10910 and that of CEQA. The WSA provides
substantial evidence of sufficient long-term groundwater to serve the project.
As described in Section 1.1 of the 2016 SRRDEIR, the purpose of the SRRDEIR is to
evaluate the possible significant biological impacts of water supply Option B (Onsite
Groundwater) by revising and recirculating portions of Chapter 6 (Biological Resources)
of the EIR. The concerns expressed in this comment letter relate to the adequacy of the
groundwater supply and the potential for drawdown of groundwater in surrounding wells;
these issues were evaluated in the 2014 RRDEIR.
The Option B (Onsite Groundwater) WSA and 2014 RRDEIR acknowledge the potential
for drawdown in existing wells due to any new project wells. Mitigation Measure 16-1a of
the 2014 RRDEIR requires that a Water Master Plan for water supply Option B be
prepared and approved by Solano County. The Water Master Plan is required to
address well locations and depths, water pumping, filtration, and disinfection, and water
storage and distribution facilities and sizing. The Water Master Plan and its components
are required to be designed to provide water service only to the MGVSP-designated
development areas to preclude any growth-inducing impacts (pursuant to General Plan
Housing Element Policy G.2). Furthermore, as stated on page 16-45 of the 2014
RRDEIR, the well design planning process is expected to include the following
components: test hole and test well drilling in several locations to obtain further sitespecific aquifer data, which will be used to determine appropriate well design and
placement; placement of public supply wells in appropriate locations; spacing wells to
avoid well interference with each other (other water supply wells), nearby private wells
(agricultural or domestic), and surface streams; and ongoing monitoring. Finally, 2014
RRDEIR Mitigation Measure 16-2a requires that new wells be designed to avoid
interference between new water supply wells, other water supply wells, existing nearby
private wells, and surface streams (which in-turn would protect habitat and potential
special status species). In the unlikely event that ongoing monitoring of the new wells
reveals potentially significant drawdown, Mitigation Measure 16-2b identifies measures
to mitigate such impacts.
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17. LIST OF PREPARERS

Resumes for technical staff involved in the preparation of the Second Revised Recirculated EIR are
provided in Appendix C of the SRRDEIR.
17.1 SOLANO COUNTY (LEAD AGENCY)
Mike Yankovich............................................................................................................ Planning Manager
Matt Walsh..................................................................................................................... Principal Planner
Peter R. Miljanich................................................................................................ Deputy County Counsel
James W. Laughlin ............................................................................................. Deputy County Counsel
17.2 ASCENT ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. (EIR CONSULTANT)
Sydney Coatsworth, AICP ......................................................................................... Principal-in-Charge
Suzanne Enslow ........................................................................ Project Manager/Environmental Planner
Linda Leeman .................................................................................................................. Senior Biologist
Allison Fuller ............................................................................................................................... Biologist
Amber Giffin................................................................................. Word Processor/Document Production
Gayiety Lane ............................................................................... Word Processor/Document Production
17.3 VOLLMAR NATURAL LANDS CONSULTING (BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES CONSULTANT)
John Vollmar ................................................................................................. President, Senior Ecologist
17.4 LUHDORFF & SCALMANINI CONSULTING ENGINEERS (WSA CONSULTANT)
Vicki Kretsinger Grabert ........................................................................................... Principal Hydrologist
Reid Bryson ............................................................................................................................ Hydrologist
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