MINUTES OF THE
SOLANO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting of January 5, 2012
The regular meeting of the Solano County Planning Commission was called to
order at 7:00 p.m. in the Board of Supervisors' Chambers, Fairfield, California.
PRESENT:

Commissioners Rhoads-Poston, Karah, Cayler and
Chairman Mahoney

EXCUSED:

Commissioner Boschee

STAFF PRESENT:

Mike Yankovich, Planning Program Manager; Jim
Leland, Principal Planner; Jim Laughlin, Deputy
County Counsel; and Kristine Letterman, Planning
Commission Clerk

Items from the floor - none
1. PUBLIC HEARING to consider Minor Revision No. 1 to Use Permit No. U-96-34 of Cortell LLC
on behalf of Sprint for modifications to an existing wireless facility including the replacement of
6 panel antennas, the addition of 9 Remote Radio Units, replacement of 2 equipment cabinets
and the removal of 1 equipment cabinet located at 4000 Suisun Valley Road, 2 miles west of the
City of Fairfield in an “A-SV-20” Agriculture-Suisun Valley Zoning District, APN: 0027-242-120.
This project is determined to be categorically exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act. (Project Planner: Nedzlene Ferrario) Staff Recommendation:
Approval
Nedzlene Ferrario gave a brief presentation of the staff report. She said the proposed project is
a continuation of a use established in 1997.The replacement and addition of wireless antenna
and equipment cabinets will allow for better coverage within the I-80 corridor. The changes in
antenna dimensions are minor and visual and radio frequency emission levels are considered
less than significant. Staff recommended approval of the project.
Chairman Mahoney opened the public hearing. Since there were no speakers either for or
against this matter, the public hearing was closed.
A motion was made by Commissioner Rhoads-Poston and seconded by Commissioner Cayler
to approve Minor Revision No. 1 to U-96-34 subject to the findings and recommended
conditions of approval and to determine that the project qualifies for Categorical Exemption
Section 15301 (e) per the California Environmental Quality Act. The motion passed
unanimously. (Resolution No. 4564)
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2. PUBLIC HEARING to consider Minor Revision No. 4 to Use Permit No. U-96-38 and Marsh
Development Permit No. MD-96-02 of Michelle Weller on behalf of Sprint for modifications to
an existing wireless communications facility to replace 5’ antennas with 6’ antennas and to add
ground mounted equipment cabinets on property located at 2168 Smith Drive east of the City of
Fairfield in an “AL-160” Exclusive Agricultural Zoning District, APN: 0046-050-270. This project
is determined to be categorically exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act. (Project Planner: Nedzlene Ferrario) Staff Recommendation: Approval
Nedzlene Ferrario gave a brief presentation of the written staff report. She stated that the
proposed project is a continuation of a use established in 1997. The replacement and addition
of wireless antenna and equipment cabinets will allow for better coverage within the I-680
corridor. The changes in antenna dimensions are minor and visual and radio frequency
emission levels are considered less than significant. Staff recommended approval of the project.
Chairman Mahoney opened the public hearing. Since there were no speakers either for or
against this matter, the public hearing was closed.
A motion was made by Commissioner Cayler and seconded by Commissioner Karah to approve
Minor Revision No. 4 to U-96-38/MD-96-02 subject to the findings and recommended conditions
of approval and to determine that the project qualifies for Categorical Exemption Section 15301
(e) per the California Environmental. The motion passed unanimously. (Resolution No. 4565)
3. PUBLIC HEARING to consider General Plan Amendment to amend Land Use Designation
Table LU-5 to correct the density range for Traditional Community – Residential and Traditional
Community – Mixed Use to 1- 10 dwelling units per acres to reflect current residential densities
in the unincorporated Vallejo and Collinsville areas and amended the General Plan/Zoning
Consistency Table LU-7 to reflect new and renamed zoning districts; Zoning Text
Amendments to repeal and replace Chapter 28, Zoning Regulations with a new Chapter 28
reformatting and amending the existing zoning districts applicable to all areas of unincorporated
Solano County; Rezoning property in the Homeacres, Starr Subdivision, Sandy Beach and
Springs Road unincorporated areas, Old Town Cordelia, Green Valley, Rockville Road,
Rockville Corners, Willotta Oaks and Fairfield unincorporated areas, property in the Elmira,
Midway Road / Leisure Town Road unincorporated area, property in the Birds Landing area,
Western Railroad Museum on Highway 12 and Hidden Harbor and Snug Harbor properties on
Ryer Island. (Project Planner: Jim Leland)
Jim Leland stated that the Planning Services Division has been developing amendments to the
General Plan and Zoning Regulations and Zoning Maps designed to bring the County’s zoning
regulations into conformity with the General Plan, to make certain corrections to the 2008
General Plan, and to modify and simplify the zoning regulations and permitting requirements,
principally as they pertain to the Exclusive Agricultural (A) district. Mr. Leland gave a detailed
presentation by use of a PowerPoint presentation.
Commissioner Rhoads-Poston asked staff to address the letter dated November 23, 2011 from
Mr. Jon Fadhl. Mr. Leland stated that he believed the letter references an older draft of the
code. With regard to the concern pertaining to aquaculture, Mr. Leland stated that the code uses
acreage to determine whether a facility is small, medium, or large. He said the letter identified
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some inconsistencies in the way permits were labeled and those have been cleaned up in the
present draft.
Chairman Mahoney inquired about the cost for the three separate use permits. Mr. Leland
stated that the three types of permits are: Administrative Permit $750; Minor Use Permit $2,400
(w/ environmental review an additional $5,000); and Use Permit $5,800 (w/ environmental
review an additional $6,500). Mr. Leland noted that these figures were approximate.
Chairman Mahoney inquired if the Farm Bureau has commented on those figures. He stated
that he recalled there were issues in the past with regard to fees and one of the things that the
commission wanted to see is that the farm bureau was actively engaged in the discussion.
Mr. Leland explained that the communication with the farm bureau occurred through either Joe
Martinez or Larry Clement. Mr. Leland noted that he himself attended 1 or 2 of the farm
bureau’s Board of Directors meetings where the full board asked questions on the issues. Mr.
Leland stated that Joe’s concerns about fees were global, meaning not only does he believe
that the individual fees are rich, but also the farm bureau is concerned about the fact that every
division of the county has a fee; for example, a building permit, septic permit, well permit. Mr.
Martinez expressed at one time the desire for the county to have just one fee that takes care of
the entire development process to help reduce the number of transactions. Mr. Leland noted
that all fees in the county are set by the Board of Supervisors in the spring, and that would be
the appropriate time to address this issue.
In terms of planning permits, Mr. Leland noted that the fees are also set by the Board of
Supervisors. He said the intent is generally wrapped around a cost recovery notion. The Board
tries to balance between recovering its cost of doing business and not being overly onerous on
the property owner. Mr. Leland stated that is why he believes staff has spent so much time
segregating land uses into small, medium, and large, because the Administrative Permit costs
so much less than the others and it provides a break where the break is most appreciated which
is the small operator.
Chairman Mahoney stated that in prior discussions, the commission talked about taking a look
at what neighboring counties were charging, so as not to run business out of the county. Mr.
Mahoney wanted to know if that is taken into consideration when fees are established. Mr.
Leland stated that staff did a survey and looked at surrounding counties. He said that no one
had a clear advantage over another. He believed that the way staff has addressed this issue,
with segregating permits and offering administrative permits, or in some cases outright allowed
by right, puts the county underneath almost every one of those counties across the board.
Commissioner Rhoads-Poston again referred to Mr. Fadhl’s letter and the concern he
expressed regarding commercial outdoor recreation. Mr. Leland stated that he believes staff has
accomplished what Mr. Fadhl is asking for in his letter. He explained that the code has a
definition of commercial recreation that staff feels covers everything out in the county. He noted
that added to each zoning district under the table for permitted uses, is a catchall that allows the
Director of Resource Management to make an interpretation; if a use has been left out that is
similar to the list of uses, the Director can make the interpretation to allow that use under the
same permitting regime. Mr. Leland commented that the list is almost serving as examples of
the types of uses that are considered commercial recreation but are not exhausted.
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Mike Yankovich commented that this is the third update to the zoning ordinance that has been
before the commission. He stated that the last revision provided for the implementation of the
three types of separate use permits. He commented that before this implementation, every use
permit was brought before the planning commission where now that has changed. He stated
that from an efficiency stand point it reduces the cost and the process by letting smaller projects
go through the administrative or minor use permit process.
Commissioner Rhoads-Poston asked for clarification with regard to the development proposal in
the Oakwood area near Rockville Corner. Mr. Leland stated that the development project is
called the Woodcreek Subdivision. He stated that the applicant applied for a rezoning petition
before the Board of Supervisors to rezone the property to ½ acre with a Policy Plan Overlay and
the project was approved. Mr. Leland explained that after some time the rezoning was repealed
at the applicant’s request and so the property reverted back to (R-E) Residential Estate 1 acre
which is what it is zoned today. Mr. Leland stated that the action proposed tonight for that area
is in title only which would call it (R-TC) Residential Traditional Community, 1 acre. He stated
that it would be the same 1 acre requirement for lot size with the same development regulations
that exist under the current zoning. Mr. Leland noted that for the Woodcreek project to advance
in any fashion that would not be allowable under the 1 acre zoning, the applicant would need to
file a rezoning petition. He stated that the applicant has submitted a rezoning application but it is
an incomplete application and therefore is not currently being processed.
Since there were no further questions of staff, Chairman Mahoney opened the public hearing.
Carol Von Beltz, 5 Willotta Drive, Fairfield, stated that she was not clear if the county was just
changing the title with regard to her property or if the lot sizes were changing. Mr. Leland stated
that the change is only to the name of the zoning district. He stated that depending upon which
lot Ms. Von Beltz resides on, it is currently either “RE-1/3” or “RE-1/4” and will change to the
corresponding “R-TC-10” or “R-TC-15” designation. He confirmed that none of the development
rules will change.
Sharon Strathaus, 2259 Rockville Road, Fairfield, stated that she runs livestock on her property
and two other properties in the area. She was concerned about her land being rezoned and
wanted to know if she will be able to continue to run livestock on all three properties. Mr. Leland
stated that the only change being made is a change in the name of the zoning district. He stated
that the zoning district currently allows limited livestock and that is not changing. Mr. Leland
stated if in the future there were a proposal to change the zoning, Ms. Strathaus would receive
notification by mail. Ms. Strathaus wanted to know why this change is being proposed in the first
place. Mr. Leland explained that at the time the General Plan was being updated there was a
feeling that there were too many residential designations in the Plan, and that they should be
consolidated into one or two designations; therefore the Traditional Community designation was
created. He stated that all this proposal does is change the name of the zoning districts that
implement the general plan to match what the general plan calls an area. Ms. Strathaus wanted
to know why a horse ranch which is located down the street from hers is exempt from this
rezoning. Mr. Leland explained that the horse ranch is in an entirely different zoning
classification zoned (P) Park and is being changed to (C-R) Commercial Recreation. Ms.
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Strathaus wanted to know if she will continue to have grazing rights on her property for the rest
of her life.
Commissioner Rhoads-Poston stated that the zoning and development rules are set in place as
they exist today and there is no guarantee that these rules will never change. Ms. RhoadsPoston stated that Ms. Strathaus will have grazing rights on her property for as long as these
rules are in tack, but it is not a guarantee for life.
Commissioner Cayler stated that it also needs to be remembered that the commissioners are
only speaking for the current day planning commission and not for future commissions.
Chairman Mahoney stated that this is a point of concern with regard to the definitions and the
direction that the county is heading in that we do not want to leave it up to too much
interpretation because if left wide open someone could come along in the future and take it
away.
Joe Panetta, 1196 Benicia Road, Vallejo, stated that in looking at the map of his property
located at 1202 Benicia Road it has changed from (C-N) Neighborhood Commercial to “R-TC20”. He said the entire neighborhood up and down Benicia Road is zoned “R-TC-6” or “R-TCD6” and his 2 acres has changed to “RE-1/2”. He noted that a couple of years ago the 30 acre
property adjacent to his was being considered for 200 homes, and so he believed the character
of the area has changed. Mr. Panetta stated that he would like to have his property zoned back
to neighborhood commercial or at least to a higher zoning density. Mr. Leland stated that there
was an action in 2005 that rezoned a series of properties along Benicia Road and in the
Homeacres area. He stated that in looking through the files, for whatever reason, the property
Mr. Panetta refers to was rezoned to “RE-1/2” from “CN”. Mr. Leland stated that this is not
something that can be addressed tonight, but staff can take a closer look at this issue and meet
with the area homeowners association and Mr. Panetta to talk about the options that are
available.
Chairman Mahoney stated that he would like to see that meeting take place because this is a
unique area of the county.
Donald Tipton, 1217 Lewis Avenue, Vallejo, inquired if the name change to the zoning districts
being done in these areas have anything to do with infilling. He stated that Homeacres was not
designated low density in the general plan and he wanted to know how this proposal is going to
improve the Homeacres area. Mr. Tipton stated that there are inconsistencies with the proposed
plan and the plan maps, and he wanted to know why so many areas are being dealt with at the
same time. Mr. Tipton referred to the map of the Starr Subdivision noting that the trailer park is
designated duplex, but in another area where there is a trailer park, it is designated something
completely different. Mr. Tipton stated that most of the duplex zoning is single-family and he
was not in favor of down grading the zoning. He also wanted to know if the setbacks would be
the same for lower density. Mr. Tipton commented on the inconsistency in an area on Benicia
Road that has a house, but there is no change in the zoning. He stated that multi zoning should
not be done in the Homeacres area because it is low density. He stated that property by the
cemetery is designated multi-family but are vacant lots. Mr. Tipton stated that on Lewis Avenue
there are ¼ acre lots where there is R-6,000 lot designations. Mr. Tipton stated that Trailer City
on Springs Road should be designated multi-family on the rear of the property and commercial
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on the front, and therefore it is inconsistent with the zoning of the trailer park on Benicia Road.
Mr. Tipton stated that there are also inconsistencies in the Sandy Beach area.
Mr. Yankovich stated that in some instances referred to by Mr. Tipton it brings out that further
study might be required with regard to some of the zoning. He stated that in some areas,
particularly the Homeacres area, staff will have to do some further study. At this point in time
staff is trying to tackle the broad issue of changing the zoning to reflect the general plan, and
beyond that, further studies will be contemplated and put in to staff tasks with regard to when
and how those are addressed based on need. He stated that the Board of Supervisors will help
staff with regards to how priorities will be determined.
Chairman Mahoney spoke with regard to the mention of the trailer parks in the different areas
and agreed that it appears there may be some inconsistencies. Mr. Yankovich stated that
Springs Road currently is designated single-family and is being changed to reflect the existing
zoning only in name.
Mike O’Brien, 5090 Central Way, Cordelia, stated that his property is located at the I-680 offramp and he also owns property that sits between 5090 Central Way and Cordelia Road. He
believed that the commission should reconsider the proposed designation of “R-TC-15” on the
frontage of Cordelia Road. He stated that Cordelia Road is a main thoroughfare for people
coming off the freeway and is not a residential area. He believed that it should be designated
mixed use to allow for the potential for some kind of mixed use or commercial development. He
believed that this would be a more viable use for those properties.
Larry Welch, 2266 Rockville Road, Fairfield, asked the commission to postpone their action to
allow for further study of the proposal since the public was not given much time to review the
materials.
P.J. Huffman, P. O. Box 468, Elmira, stated that he was unclear how this will affect his property.
Jim Leland explained that in Elmira there is one group of properties currently zoned
neighborhood commercial and those are changing to mixed use, and so the landowner will be
getting a benefit of additional uses beyond what they can have today. He stated that for the
residential properties in Elmira, only the name of the zoning district is changing, and so the
same development rules would apply and the acreage would stay the same.
Jim Sebastian, 6098 A Street, Elmira, asked for clarification as to what is being proposed for his
property. He stated that he plans on subdividing his land and has confirmed with the county
surveyor that this would be possible, but the way he reads the proposal it appears he will be
unable to subdivide. Mr. Sebastian noted that his property is just over ½ acre. Mr. Leland
explained that there are two residential zonings in Elmira, one which is “RE-1/2” and the other
which is “RE-1”. He stated that portions of Elmira have 1 acre zoning, but the properties that
front A Street are all ½ acre. Mr. Leland noted that with some properties in the county there is
always the possibility that the property can be further subdivided if there were certain events
that occurred prior to 1959. He stated that if Mr. Sebastian’s property currently meets the
special conditions to quality for a lot split, he will still be able to take advantage of that
opportunity and this action would not affect that. Mr. Yankovich suggested that Mr. Sebastian
meet with staff in their office to discuss the matter further.
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Derrick Lum, Vice-President, Solano County Farm Bureau, 2500 Mankas Corner Road,
Fairfield, spoke on behalf of Joe Martinez who is the President of the Farm Bureau. He stated
that they have concerns regarding the agricultural portion of the ordinance, the first being the
concept of the 25% limitation on farm production for processing facilities for agricultural products
developed for the Suisun Valley Area Specific Plan. He stated that for grape growers it is for the
protection of their grapes and wineries, but not for the other examples of processors of products
such as walnuts, almonds, olives, alfalfa, hay, livestock, and other commodities. Mr. Lum stated
that since large quantities of the raw products are necessary to be added to the value and
through local processing, it would be impossible for the producers to meet the 25% limitations.
The farm bureau suggests that these limitations be modified or eliminated from the zoning
ordinance except for in the Suisun Valley, to allow farmers a degree of flexibility to adjust to the
changing markets and economy. With regard to aquaculture, Mr. Lum stated that aquaculture
has a potential to become a viable industry in the county especially on marginal lands. He spoke
with regard to the three separate types of use permits and asked if there would be some kind of
flexibility because with farming and agriculture there is a trial period for a farmer to be able to
know if a crop will be viable. He noted that he has seen with his own farm change in
commodities 3 different times.
Mr. Leland stated that what staff has been making an effort to do is to bring zoning regulation
updates before the Board and planning commission twice per year. He said that this is a
fundamental change from how the county used to operate when the zoning code might not be
updated for years at a time, which is how the code has become outdated. Mr. Leland stated that
if something is found not to be working it is easy to make a change to the regulations. He said
what staff is trying to do with this process is keep the regulations current to the way things
actually work on the ground today.
Mr. Lum stated that the Farm Bureau Board of Directors will be meeting to discuss and vote on
this proposal at their next meeting on January 9th.
With regard to the 25% limitation on ag processing, Chairman Mahoney stated that he
remembered years ago that it became an issue when two buck Chuck came about and called
themselves a Napa Valley wine, but they were importing wine from all over. He said that this is
something the wine growers in Suisun Valley are trying to protect themselves from. Mr.
Mahoney stated that the limitation makes sense to him as far as it applies to the wine growers,
but when there are farmers trying to get involved in the processing of different agricultural
products, if they cannot import their product, a lot of the time they cannot continue their
processing facility. Mr. Mahoney stated that he wanted to make sure that it was made clear that
the issue with the 25% was relating to other commodities outside the wine grape industry.
Joe Della Zoppa, 4384 Edinburg Court, Fairfield, stated that owns Thompson’s Corner and 8
other parcels on Cordelia Road. He stated that he concurred with Mike O’Brien that the
designation of “R-TC-15” does not make sense since the parcels are contiguous. Mr. Della
Zoppa stated that he would like to see the property in the area zoned as “R-TC-MU”.
Linda Ellis, 4151 Oakwood Drive, Fairfield, stated that her property is located in the Rockville
Corner area. She inquired as to how many dwellings are allowed on 1 acre in the “R-TC” zoning
district. Mr. Leland stated that a primary residence and secondary residence of 850 square feet
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are allowed. He stated that this allowance will not change with this proposal. Ms. Ellis
questioned the verbiage in the code where it states that 1 to 4 units are allowed. Mr. Leland
explained that the general plan designation of traditional community describes generally what
the traditional community neighborhood is, and says it has a density range of 1 to 4 units per
acre. He stated that there are approximately 20 different areas with the traditional community
zoning and each one is a little different from the other. He stated that this is why the general
plan has a range of anywhere from 1 to 4 units per acre. Mr. Leland further explained that what
controls this is the zoning that is applied to that designation and in the case of Ms. Ellis’
community the 1 acre zoning was applied. He stated that it does not allow the 4 units per acre,
and in order to change it to 4 units the property would need to be rezoned. Ms. Ellis referred to
the Woodcreek Subdivision development proposal for 66 homes. Mr. Leland stated that if the
proponents of the Woodcreek Subdivision complete their application they would be proposing ¼
acre zoning. He stated that the rezoning would need to go before both the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors. Ms. Ellis inquired about the change to the Park district
and also requested that the commission continue this mater to allow more time for review.
Mr. Leland explained that the county had a Park district that was used to cover a lot of different
uses in the county, most of which were private lands that conducted some kind of recreational
activity. He stated that the name is being changed to Commercial Recreation to more clearly
identify that it is a commercial business that is running a recreational activity.
Jon Fadhl, 8320 King Road, Dixon, spoke with regard to agriculture and stated that the 25%
limitation on processing is prohibitive. He said for example if a walnut hauler has the capacity in
Solano County to dry 100 tons of walnuts but also farms in Yolo County, those commodities that
they would also be actively farming would work against that 25% rule because they would have
to be in Solano County. Mr. Fadhl stated that this year he had a 10% crop and if that crop is
averaged over 5 years, he is penalized. Also, he stated that he is a startup farmer, because his
yields may be low today does not mean they are going to be high tomorrow, and he noted that
he has a 5 year running average. Mr. FadhI believed that the 25% was to protect the grape
grower appellation, and he believed that the rule was brought straight over across the board to
the rest of the county. He said that he believes the 25% rule should be considered within the
terms of a use permit, and therefore the pertinent questions can be asked and answered
through the permit process and not through regulation. Mr. Fadhl spoke with regard to
aquaculture and stated that he has a pond that he can actively engage in aquaculture if he
desired, but that he did not understand the aquaculture guidelines or would even know how to
apply them to his operation. With regard to commercial recreation, Mr. Fadhl stated that the
definitions in some of the terms needed to be clarified. He also noted that some of the key
codes used in the legend for the tables needed clarification because they are not consistent.
Jerry Moore stated that he lives in the Rockville area. He said that it seems that these rezoning
changes might be a little premature because of the pending Woodcreek Subdivision application.
He stated that this would have to come back before the commission at that time and suggested
the commission postpone their decision unit then.
Bob Sutherland, 3404 Snug Harbor Drive, Walnut Grove, stated that his lot size is 7,800 square
feet and he wanted to know if there will be any impact to him directly as a homeowner even
though a name change is the only thing being proposed. Mr. Leland explained that there is no
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change in lot size requirement from what Mr. Sutherland has today. Mr. Sutherland asked if
there is a direct impact to him as far as adding onto his home in the future. Mr. Leland stated
that Mr. Sutherland’s lot is legal non-conforming for lot size purposes which means it cannot be
subdivided, but Mr. Sutherland can develop his property with a house and all the things that are
allowed in that zoning district as of today. Mr. Sutherland asked about any sort or long term
development plans for Snug Harbor. Mr. Leland stated that staff is not aware of any filings for
development applications in that area.
Gry McFarlane, 1911 Rockville Road, Fairfield, stated that she owns the horse stable that is
zoned as Park. She stated that not much notice was given to area neighbors and she requested
the commission hold a second hearing to allow time for residents to review the material. Ms.
McFarlane voiced her concern with regard to the commercial aspect of the zoning and wanted
to be reassured that the commercial title will not make her small business fall under the
auspices of ADA regulations and other commercial requirements. Ms. McFarlane inquired as to
why her property is not considered a mixed use property. She also inquired as to why the Green
Valley Country Club, which is also a business and a park use, has been excluded from this
proposal. Mr. Leland explained that the business activity that Ms. McFarlane runs is considered
by the county as a commercial enterprise even though it is a private arrangement between her
and her riders. He said that it is part of the reason that it is more fitting to call this property
commercial recreation because it is actually the business activity that is being provided. Mr.
Leland stated that he believed that it was an oversight as to why the country club property was
not included in this proposal and indicated that it should be relabeled as commercial recreation.
Mr. Leland stated that this oversight will be added to the list of items that staff is working on to
bring back to the commission in the future. Mr. Leland noted that ADA compliance is something
that is triggered by building permit activity and not the zoning code, and he believed that under
the current building code if a homeowner files for construction, the commercial portion of the
property would need to be made ADA accessible. Mr. Leland commented that this is not by the
county’s choice but is by state and federal government standards, both which have ADA
regulations and the more restrictive of either is what the county is required to impose. With
regard to the mixed use designation, Mr. Leland stated that it would be more appropriate in the
Rockville Corner area since it encompasses retail stores with some residential uses.
Cal McMurphy, P. O. Box 201, Benicia, stated that he is the president of the Homeacres
Improvement Association. He stated that in his area they have approximately 2,300 homes with
60% owner occupied, 29% rental and the rest vacant land. He stated that originally it was set up
for gentleman’s farming but has now been obliterated and turned into what is called density. Mr.
McMurphy asked if a church or car lot could be built on the property adjacent to his. Mr. Leland
stated that churches and car lots would require a use permit. Mr. McMurphy stated that the Starr
Subdivision has 49% rental units and supply two sheriff’s cars and a patty wagon which are on
site all of the time. He stated that they did not want that in their area. Mr. Leland commented
that in both Homeacres and Starr Subdivision some of the lots are fully developed and some are
not developed or are partially developed. He stated that under today’s rules if nothing changes
in the area, those lots that are undeveloped can develop in the future and therefore the number
of homes in the area would increase. He said that if there is a vacant lot and it can be
subdivided today, this code change does not make it any easier or give a property owner more
homes than currently allowed. He said there are properties out there that are not developed or
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are underdeveloped by zoning standards and those property owners have a right to apply for
additional housing.
Nicole Suard, Snug Harbor, 3356 Snug Harbor Drive, stated that Snug Harbor has been around
for many, many years and it started being called Snug Harbor in the early 1950s. She said the
park use and camping and RVing started in the 1930s. Ms. Suard stated that the street was
officially named Snug Harbor Drive in 1985 by Solano County but on the map it is still called
Port Lane. She said that the county surveyor has been wonderful in trying to get Google to
change the street name back to Snug Harbor Drive and she has been dealing with this for
several years. She requested that the county also make the name change on their maps. Ms.
Suard stated that in 2008 with the General Plan update their property went to commercial
recreation which she believed makes sense because marinas and RV parks should be in a
different kind of zoning. She commented that the commercial recreation definition in the general
plan is a little bit broader than what is currently being proposed and she was concerned with the
words “floating home community” which is the newer language for people that have houseboats
and might be living on those houseboats. She said that floating home communities can be a
very nice way to live and it also provides security for a marina. She stated that it seems that the
language has been dropped from the code. She stated that this is also something that is
regulated by the State Lands Commission and she hoped that the commission will consider
adding the language back in. Ms. Suard stated that there is language that attempts to limit RV
stay within a park. She said that under the State of California Housing and Community
Development there are specific state codes that say they have jurisdiction on this issue and she
was concerned that what the county is proposing might be in conflict. She said that the county is
proposing a 1 year limitation which can cause a problem for RV parks because park staff often
come and live in their RV and the parks do not want their staff to go away every year.
Mr. Leland commented that the use permit process that establishes recreational vehicle parks
allows for permanent quarters for a security guard or manager.
Phil Kohlmetz, Executive Director, Western Railway Museum, 5848 State Highway 12, Suisun,
stated that at the time of the General Plan update there was not a definition for commercial
recreation. He stated that he just wanted to clarify that it will be exactly the same definition and
guidelines that the previous parks definition entailed. Mr. Leland stated that the only change in
the definition is that removes the 20 acre limitation for a primary dwelling.
Robert Hall, 2155 Collinsville Road, Birds Landing, stated that he owns 22 acres. He said that
he called staff when he realized that one of his parcels was not included in what was being
changed to the traditional community designation. He stated that Birds Landing only has 10
houses. He spoke to the hunt club that has been there for 25+ years. He said that it may be
better suited if all the lots within the community were multi use. He suggested that it could entail
uses for live/work situations and wanted to know if that would be something the commission
would consider.
Mr. Leland stated that this process has generated a number of creative suggestions that have
come forward. He said that it is not the intent tonight to change the nature of existing zoning to
something different except in the isolated case in the Starr Subdivision. Mr. Leland stated that if
the commission would like to direct staff as they did with Homeacres to take a closer look at
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Birds Landing and report back, staff could do that. He said that staff is not recommending a
change to mixed use tonight on those residential lots because that kind of a change would
warrant a study with the stakeholders in the area and would require much thought.
Mr. Hall stated that he envisions something compatible like a lodge to house shooters of the
hunt club that stay in the area. He commented about the general store that has been there for
years but the owner cannot do anything with it because it is not up to building code standards.
He stated that if the entire community were zoned mixed use then that general store could be
located on the owner’s other property and could be a producing unit to become a tax revenue
producer as opposed to just sitting there vacant.
Donna Reid, 11 Willotta Drive, Fairfield, wanted staff to clarify what is taking place on her
property and if it will affect her financially. Mr. Leland explained that just the name of the zoning
district is being changed and it will not affect her financially. He said that it does not change
what Ms. Reid can do with her property from what is being allowed today.
Daniel Glaze, 37 Sandy Beach, Vallejo, commented that the average size lots in the Sandy
Beach area are 4,000 to 4,500 square feet and are considered legal non-conforming. He stated
he believed the intent for the nonconforming use is to put Sandy Beach on a level playing field
and stated that he would like to see language in the code clearly establishing this intent. He said
that the language allows for repairs, maintenance and reconstruction in the event of a fire, but it
does not specify replacement. He said it allows for expansion up to 25% but if a landowner
wants to replace the dwelling that language is not specified. Mr. Glaze stated that the language
also requires the homeowners in Sandy Beach to obtain a zoning clearance from the Director of
Resource Management and he did not believe this to be fair because landowners in other areas
of the county do not have this same requirement.
Tina Jones, 6040 B Street, Elmira, voiced her concern with regard to the 1 acre zoning in the
Elmira area. She stated that when she built her home she did not believe that the 1 acre
restriction was in place. She noted that her lot is .65 acres. Ms. Jones commented that the other
homes in the area are also below 1 acre and she wanted to know why those lots are not zoned
“R-TC-20” as the majority of the town. Mr. Leland stated that again this is a case where staff is
not changing what exists today. He said that it does not mean that there cannot be an argument
made for a change to occur sometime in the future. He said it would be another one of those
cases if the commission wanted staff to take a closer look. Ms. Jones asked how it was possible
for a landowner to build a home if the property is under the required 1 acre. Mr. Leland
explained that the minimum lot size is a development standard that affects an owner’s ability to
subdivide property; a homeowner would need at least 2 acres to be able to subdivide the land
into two 1 acre lots. He said if the homeowner has less than 1 acre they can build a house if a
house is a permitted use in that district, but the lot does not meet the standard for lot area. Ms.
Jones requested that her property and the adjacent properties be put into the “R-TC-20” zoning
category so that they are consistent with the rest of Elmira. She questioned why the properties
were zoned 1 acre in the first place. Mr. Leland stated that staff could not second guess those
judgments that were made in the past but he stated that again the commission could direct staff
to go back and research and report back as to why and when the 1 acre zoning took place.
Mark Strathaus, 2254 Rockville Road, Fairfield, stated that he needed clarification with regard to
the proposed zoning change. He said that he believed Rockville Corner is zoned “RE-1” which
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is 1 dwelling per acre plus a sub unit if allowed, but stated that the change to traditional
community 1 acre, the definition allows 1-4 units per acre depending upon the area. Mr. Leland
explained that the 1 to 4 units is not part of the zoning, but is part of the general plan. The
general plan says traditional community neighborhoods could be in a range of 1-4 units per
acre. Mr. Leland stated that there are many traditional community neighborhoods, each of them
with different densities. He said the county controls this with the zoning that is selected for that
neighborhood and the zoning selected for the Rockville neighborhood is 1 acre. Mr. Leland
stated that a landowner can have a main house and 1 smaller secondary house and the only
thing changing is the name of the zoning district. He stated that the development rules remain
the same as they are today. Mr. Strathaus stated that the commission and the Board have
already voted to rezone the Woodcreek property to ½ acre against the will of the community.
Mr. Leland stated that the Woodcreek proposal is not part of what is taking place with these
changes. Mr. Strathaus stated that basically the county is designating the area traditional
community which could allow 1 to 4 dwelling units and commented that he believed the county
will pass a request for ¼ acre zoning if proposed by Woodcreek.
Commissioner Karah stated that she did not feel that Mr. Strathaus understood what staff was
trying to say.
Mr. Strathaus stated that he understands the county has already rezoned the property for ½
acre lots and believed they would do it again, and he did not see why the county would hesitate
to rezone it to ¼ acre, especially now that it is designated traditional community and allows 1 to
4 dwellings per acre.
Russ Lester, Chairman, Ag Advisory Committee, 5430 Putah Creek Road, Winters, stated that
he wanted to clarify a couple of points. He stated that the Ag Committee has met with the Farm
Bureau multiple times over the course of the last 2 years and have discussed these changes
and he is now hearing something different from the farm bureau. With regard to aquaculture, Mr.
Lester stated that this was addressed at the last planning commission meeting where the
regulations and the language were discussed and compiled and he was not clear why the
reference to small, medium and large operations need to be readdressed. With regard to the
25% limitation on the processing, Mr. Lester stated that this deals with the fact that they have
liberalized tremendously what is currently in the requirements which required that all processing
products have to come from property of the landowner and so it was actually changed
significantly. He also stated that the 25% was not based on wine standards or anything of the
sort it was based upon the idea that we did not want factories on farms and the processing of
product that was not grown in Solano County, therefore not supporting Solano County
agriculture. He stated that the compromise was 25% of that product to be raised on a farm
owned or leased by the operator. He stated that again the Farm Bureau agreed to this. Mr.
Lester stated that the intent was to encourage and promote local agriculture and not processing.
He commented about the Dixon Triangle stating that this is meant to promote processing and
other support of agriculture without having a direct relationship with the percentage. It is
designated as a significant part of Solano County for this kind of processing in addition to the
cities and industrial parks that are appropriate places for this kind of processing. Mr. Lester
commented that he has done processing for 20 years in the county and has farmed in both Yolo
and Solano Counties and he has always been able to meet that 25% rule no matter if he was a
small or large facility, and therefore it is not restrictive or prohibitive to do what they are asking.
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He stated that the limitation is to make sure that factories are not operating out in the middle of
agricultural production and that agriculture is being preserved.
Since there were no further speakers, Chairman Mahoney closed the public hearing.
Chairman Mahoney inquired about the issue of stockpiling of material on farm ground. He
referred to a piece of property close to the railroad museum that has a stockpile of rock from a
previous business and wanted to know if a permit is required for this. Mr. Leland explained that
he was not familiar with that particular piece of property but explained what the county is trying
to accomplish. He explained that when Caltrans wanted to widen Highway 12 Caltrans had
contractors looking for farmers who would lease them, on a temporary basis, a portion of their
farm to stockpile building materials such as dirt or asphalt. Mr. Leland stated that this is not an
allowed use in the ag district. He stated that landowners were coming into the county to inquire
if they could use part of their land to lease to a contractor for stockpiling and were told that this
was not an allowed use. The issue was brought up that if the materials have to be stored far
away then it would raise the cost of doing the highway construction so the county started
looking the other way. It was decided that this should be fixed and so stockpiling for commercial
purposes is now an added use as something the landowner is allowed to do with an
administrative permit. Mr. Leland noted that stockpiling for one’s own personal use is allowed.
He stated that this only pertains to stockpiling of construction materials for commercial
purposes.
Chairman Mahoney commented that in the Montezuma Hills Denverton area there are quite a
few gas wells and he noted that often when the drilling is complete it is too expensive for the
company to truck out the gravel used for the road and so they often leave it behind. He wanted
to know what the county requires in that particular circumstance. Mr. Leland stated that the
stockpiling provision is merely for the temporary placement of material that is being used in
construction for infrastructure projects. He stated that farmers and ranchers who have property
can stockpile materials they are using in their ag operation for their own use; if they happen to
be given some material by somebody that was drilling on their property as a part of an
authorized drilling permit so be it, but if they start selling it as a commercial business then that
use will need to be regulated through the permit process.
Chairman Mahoney spoke with regard to the comments and suggestions made by public
speakers. He stated that the commission would address each matter separately to allow for
discussion, and if necessary, direction to staff.
The first issue addressed was the Homeacres area. Mr. Leland stated that staff could meet with
the property owners who brought up specific issues, as well as the community at large through
the homeowners association, and could report back to the commission as to the findings. The
commission unanimously agreed with staff’s suggestion.
Commissioner Cayler asked if this could also be done for the Cordelia area where there was a
desire to have multi-use in addition to residential. Mr. Yankovich informed the commission that
Cordelia was one of the county’s Special Study Areas in the General Plan update and one of
the options was for mixed use, but that was not the option that was chosen. He stated that there
were numerous residents who participated in that process. Mr. Yankovich indicated that there
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was also a special study done in Collinsville, Green Valley, and Suisun Valley. He said that this
is something staff could possibly look at in the future but it would not be something considered a
priority.
Jim Laughlin noted that the people who spoke tonight were property owners on Cordelia Road
and they would have the option to apply for a rezoning themselves. So if the county did not
pursue it on its own the property owners would have that ability.
Chairman Mahoney agreed that the Cordelia area has already been studied and he did not
favor having a special session conducted to change it to mixed use. The commission
unanimously agreed.
The next area for discussion was the Rockville area. Chairman Mahoney stated that the only
change being made for this area is the name of the zoning district. He stated that he would not
be in favor of conducting a special study and noted that the landowners are free to file a
rezoning request if they desire.
Commissioner Cayler stated that she felt the underlying issue with the speakers in the Rockville
area was the Woodcreek Subdivision application. She stated that she believed if the application
that has been deemed incomplete gets completed the commission will see these same
speakers at that meeting. Ms. Cayler stated that it is not so much what the district is being
called or even what their property is zoned, but what to them appears to be the threat of many
homes coming into the area. She believed that the commission will be dealing with this issue
again in the future.
Chairman Mahoney referred to Snug Harbor and the comments regarding floating homes. He
stated that it refers back to the commercial outdoor recreation which clearly states that a
property owner can come before the planning commission if they want to include this use and
he did not see any reason to change it. With regard to the 1 year stay limitation for RV’s, Mr.
Mahoney stated that there were issues in the past when people would stay indefinitely and it
became a serious problem with open sewage lines and it took the county a very long time to
remedy the situation. He stated that he would be opposed to any change with regard to length
of stay.
Mr. Leland reiterated that through the use permit process, accommodations for a managers unit
or a staff unit can be made.
Chairman Mahoney spoke with regard to the Elmira area. He stated that once again the only
change being made is the name of the zoning district and the development requirements remain
the same. He did not see the need for additional study. He also noted that the landowner could
always request a change in zoning to be considered before the commission.
Commissioner Cayler stated that it sounded as though some of Elmira which is an old
community may have some older dwellings that pre-date the 1959 rule. Mr. Leland stated that it
may very well be the case based on one speaker’s representation. Mr. Leland believed the
county surveyor is pretty thorough and if he researched the matter and indicated that there are
some old deeds that would allow further subdivision he would take that as true. He stated that

14

Minutes of the Solano County Planning Commission
Meeting of January 5, 2012

what is going to restrict the development is the sewage capacity and services from the City of
Vacaville because those lots are too small to effectively build new homes with septic tanks.
Chairman Mahoney spoke with regard to agriculture and the 25% limitation on processing. He
stated that he remembered the conversation primarily targeting the grape and wine industry and
the arrival of two buck Chuck where grapes would be imported from all over and they would
label it as a Napa Valley wine, therefore selling it at a premium price. Mr. Mahoney stated that
when it comes to other commodities, if a processor is just starting out, the grower cannot
possibly know if he is going to grow over that percentage. Mr. Mahoney stated that he
personally feels that the county is hampering new business by implementing this in anything but
the wine industry.
Commissioner Cayler stated that she agreed with Chairman Mahoney. She said that the county
has many farmers who have land in both Solano and Yolo Counties. To require a farmer to have
a specific amount of product from Solano is one of the reasons that have driven farmers to Yolo
County because they do not impose that restriction. She said that Solano County should make it
easier and not more difficult for farmers to farm. She commented that as farm operations have
to get bigger in order to make it feasible, it makes it more difficult to have these restrictions and
she did not want to hinder county farmers.
Mr. Leland stated that staff has spent a lot of time with the ag community with regard to these
changes, both in meeting with the Farm Bureau and the Ag Committee. He commented that
these committees are a large population of operators who wear many hats; small farmers, big
farming operations, organics, and at different locations in the county with different kinds of roads
serving them. He said that there are many competing interests. Mr. Leland stated that on one
hand the farmer wants maximum flexibility. He referred to the county working with one olive
milling company in Suisun Valley just starting out and giving them a use permit for processing
even though they just planted the olive trees. He stated that their product is 100% offsite and
the county recognizes this. He said that the county does not want to be overly restrictive and
staff has had conversations about how to compete more effectively with Yolo County.
Mr. Leland stated that another competing interest is the farmer who is trying to farm and is
disrupted by non-agricultural traffic on the roads. He spoke to zero onsite product such as with
the Campbell Soup plant and how it is an industrial operation and does not belong in agriculture.
He stated that the county does not want another mega processing plant such as a soup
company to spring up in the middle of Dixon Ridge and disrupt the activities of the legitimate
farmer who surround it. Mr. Leland stated that the county has tried to strike a balance as to how
much onsite product should be required so as to not to encourage a mega processor. He
commented that one side of the ag community was in favor of zero percent and the other
wanted 50% or more and staff believed that the 25% was a middle ground that was struck by a
majority of the participants. He said that there were legitimate viewpoints expressed for both of
those points of view and fairly evenly distributed amongst the farming community. Mr. Leland
stated that the exclusive agricultural zoning district that is being modified is the underlining
agricultural zoning district for the county. He stated that the county is on a path of going into
each farming area and customizing the zoning for that particular area’s needs. He said that the
county is currently doing that in the Dixon Ridge area where a lot of the request for processing
comes from. He said that Dixon Ridge will end up with an ag district that can have whatever
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percentage of processing they choose. He stated that also in Dixon the county is adding ag
service and an industrial park that will allow substantial processing without on-site product.
In response to Chairman Mahoney’s inquiry, Mr. Leland stated that the ag service and industrial
park out in the Dixon Ridge area will have a special zoning all its own. He stated that the 600+
acres between Pedrick and Kidwell Roads on the south side of I-80 is where the county is
hopeful of locating high intensity ag processing that currently goes to Yolo County. He said the
county is talking about being aggressive in that zoning district by allowing uses by right and
minimizing the number of permits required to establish a business.
Mr. Leland stated that the current rule is if all of a product comes from property in Solano
County the product can be processed without a permit. He explained that if one truck load
comes from off-site, then a use permit before the planning commission would be required which
is a big deterrent particularly to small processors starting up because it is expensive and takes a
long time. He stated that staff has tried to create small, medium and large processing with small
being a start-up company, but one of the concessions for doing that was that there has to be at
least some product off the property itself and the majority felt that the 25% was easily
achievable.
Commissioner Cayler stated that if a farmer can only put in 10% of his olives from Solano
County because his trees did not produce and the other 90% comes from Yolo County or
someplace else, then that is where the problem lies, and she felt that this needs to be
addressed. She said if we are going to do it right, then we should do it right. She commented
with regard to crop failure or a disaster situation and perhaps the county could add an exception
for such an occurrence.
Mr. Leland stated that there is a solution that could be available to the commission to address
this issue. He said that we could leave in place the notion that the small processing plant is 25%
on-site because it gets the benefit of an over the counter permit, but any size processing plant
that wants to go below that 25% can do so through a use permit; that way it can be evaluated
and reviewed. Mr. Leland noted that the cost of a use permit before the planning commission
would be between $6,000 and $10,000 depending on the level environmental review, and
between $2,000 and $6,000 at the zoning administrator level.
Chairman Mahoney stated that if the ag committee and the farm bureau who are the agricultural
experts in Solano County do not agree when it comes to this issue, he did not see how the
planning commission could easily agree. He said that he did not want this whole plan that staff
is trying to move forward to hinge on this one item. Mr. Mahoney noted that the farm bureau has
not yet voted on this issue and he inquired about the options available for the commission to
move the plan forward without this piece of the package.
Mr. Leland suggested that the commission could forward a recommendation to the Board for the
entire proposal withholding an opinion on this one particular issue, or the commission could
defer this entire matter for two weeks to see whether or not the two groups come to a meeting of
the minds. Mr. Leland stated that this one issue is probably something that the Board would
have to resolve if the two groups do not come to an agreement. He commented that both
committees have agreed on 99% of what is in the proposal and that is to the credit of the Farm
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Bureau and Ag Advisory Committee. He stated that it would be okay for the commission to
forward a recommendation to the Board stating that the commission has no opinion as to
whether the limitation should stay at 25% or be changed to a lesser amount.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that he would like to drop the 25% limitation from the language.
He said that his reason being that the ag advisory committee are an appointed board and the
farm bureau represents agriculture in the county.
Commissioner Rhoads-Poston stated that she would be in favor of continuing this for two weeks
to see what the two committees can agree upon. Commissioner Karah also agreed with a
continuance.
Commissioner Cayler stated that she would support the farm bureau recommendation because
their boots are on the ground and farming is where they earn their living.
Chairman Mahoney referred to the letter by Jon Fadhl regarding the use of the letter A in the
legend for both “allowed by right” and ”administrative permit” in the code. Mr. Leland explained
that there were earlier drafts of the code where the legend was incorrect and he thought those
inconsistencies had been corrected. Mr. Leland stated that staff would double check to make
sure they are accurate before the document goes before the Board.
With regard to aquaculture, Chairman Mahoney stated that he was pretty clear with the way it
was explained by staff that small, medium, or large was defined by acreage. At the request of
Jon Fadhl, staff noted that they will make a minor clarification to the language to make it read
clearer.
Chairman Mahoney spoke to Mr. Fadhl’s letter regarding commercial recreation and stated that
he believed the language was written to where it would allow for additional uses if they are
similar in nature to what is already allowed.
With regard to the request for multi-use zoning in the Birds Landing area, Commissioner
Rhoads-Poston stated that the speaker had some valid points but she noted that the landowner
can apply for a zoning change on their property. Chairman Mahoney stated that Birds Landing
was in a Special Study Area in the general plan update and he did not support further study.
Chairman Mahoney stated that the two agricultural groups have discussed the ag issue over the
past two years and he did not believe that they will change their views in the next two weeks. He
said that there is a fundamental difference between the two groups and the Board of
Supervisors are going to have to make a decision. Mr. Mahoney stated that what the
commission is doing is only putting forward a recommendation and he recommended dropping
the 25% limitation because he did not want to discourage agricultural growth in the county.
Commissioner Karah stated that a representative of the farm bureau noted they were have a
meeting on Monday and were going to be discussing the issue and she assumed that this was
not said to delay anything, but a good faith effort. Ms. Karah said that this was why she was in
favor of postponing the matter.
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Commissioner Rhoads-Poston stated that the fact a person is appointed to a committee does
not mean that they will do a lesser job than what they completely believe in. She said that she
understands both sides of the issue and she felt that this should be left to the people who are
doing the work, and for them to come to an agreement and bring their proposal back to the
commission or to the Board.
Commissioner Cayler stated that traditionally ag commissioners do have farm background but
they are not always out on the farm. She said that farming is in their history for sure and they
are obviously more familiar with farming than a number of other citizens, but the members of the
farm bureau do not have another interest other than farming. Ms. Cayler stated that she
believed the farmer should have the opportunity to be open to whatever the needs are for their
processing.
Chairman Mahoney agreed to postpone this item for two weeks to deal with this one particular
issue.
Mr. Leland informed the commission that if this item is deferred for two weeks the public will
have the opportunity to return before the commission and discuss every aspect of the proposal.
Jim Laughlin explained that this proposal is one single agenda item and not a collection of items
and so if it is continued it is the entire item that is being continued. He commented that what the
commission is doing is making a recommendation to the Board with regard to this package. He
stated that it is not a problem if the commission has a split recommendation as to the various
parts of the package.
Commissioner Cayler stated that if there has to be a percentage for processing she would agree
to 10%. Chairman Mahoney stated that he could also agree with the 10% in order to move this
along. Mr. Laughlin stated that there does not need to be any percentage if that is the
commission’s preference. Mr. Mahoney stated that he would prefer zero percent.
Commissioner Karah felt that the commission should let the farm bureau provide the percentage
that they are agreeable to when the commission meets in two weeks. Chairman Mahoney
stated that to continue this would then hold up the entire package. He believed that the
representatives of the two groups will appear before the Board at their hearing to provide their
comments.
Commissioner Karah stated that she would favor the 25% because the commission is making a
decision that covers the entire county for one particular instance and she did not believe this to
be what the county is trying to do.
Chairman Mahoney stated that he feels very strongly with regard to the 25% because young
farmers are trying to get started in agriculture and there are going to be mistakes or possible
crop failures. He said there are all kinds of reasons for an operation not to work out. He stated
that he would like to see the percentage at zero but would agree to 10%.
Commissioner Cayler stated that while the commission may agree on a percentage, the Board
can do whatever they feel appropriate. She believed the commission needs to indicate to the
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Board that they really support farming in Solano County and want to do everything possible to
make it easy because it is very tough for young farmers these days. She said that the cost of
land is expensive, as is the cost of machinery, processing, and the like. She said that she wants
to encourage young farmers. She stated that there are too many retired farmers living in town
and their sons and daughters are going off elsewhere because they cannot afford to farm. She
said that is another reason to support the 10%, to make it as easy as possible to help young
people get started and to continue in the farming business.
Commissioner Rhoads-Poston stated that she agreed with all sides and she did not want to
negate the hard work that everyone has put into this. She said that no matter the decision she
did not believe it will make all sides happy. She stated that she would be willing to support the
10% compromise. Commissioner Karah stated that she would also agree to the 10%.
A motion was made by Commissioner Cayler and seconded by Commissioner Rhoads-Poston
to recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Negative Declaration and adopt the
amendments to the General Plan; enact the amendments to Chapter 28 of the Solano County
Code with an amendment to allow 10% for agricultural processing; and adopt proposed Zoning
Map amendments with direction that staff will work with representatives from the Homeacres
area; and to include the supplemental staff provided by staff with the additional revisions as
discussed. The motion passed unanimously. (Resolution No. 4566)
4. ANNOUNCEMENTS and REPORTS
There were no announcements and reports.
5. Since there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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