MINUTES OF THE
SOLANO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting of January 3, 2008
The regular meeting of the Solano County Planning Commission was called to order
at 6:00 p.m. in the Board of Supervisors' Chambers, Fairfield, California.
PRESENT:

Commissioners Moore, Barnes, Mahoney, Barton and
Chairperson McAndrew

EXCUSED:
STAFF PRESENT: Birgitta Corsello, Director; Matt Walsh, Principal Planner; Karen
Avery, Senior Planner; Jim Laughlin, Deputy County Counsel;
Kristine Letterman, Planning Commission Clerk
Items from the floor - none
The Minutes of the regular meeting of December 6, 2007 were approved as prepared.
1.

PUBLIC HEARING to consider compliance review for a time extension for Minor Revision No.
5 of Use Permit No. U-95-03 of the Seventh Day Adventist Church for a rural resident
enterprise to use an existing modular facility as a radio station located at 4740 Allendale Road
in an “RR-2.5” Rural Residential Zoning District, 3 miles north of the City of Vacaville, APN:
0106-290-450. This project is determined to be categorically exempt from the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act. (Project Planner: Karen Avery) Staff Recommendation:
Approval
Karen Avery stated that the applicant’s extension request is in response to Condition of
Approval No. 36 of their Use Permit which requires a compliance review within one-year of the
permit approval. She reviewed some background history on the use permit and the subsequent
revisions. She stated that staff conducted a site visit on October 26, 2007 and found the only
physical change on the parcel was the addition of playground equipment to be used by the
children attending the school and church. The playground was approved through a previous
Minor Revision and the applicant obtained a building permit from the Building Division prior to
construction of the playground.
Ms. Avery noted that no complaints have been received by either the Solano County
Environmental Health Division or the Code Compliance Division regarding the church, modular
unit, radio station or other church activities since the previous use permit was issued. As such,
staff finds the use permit in substantial compliance and is recommending approval of the time
extension. Condition of Approval No. 36 pertaining to the use permit approval period and
compliance review has been changed to reflect the new date of October 19, 2012.

Minutes of the Solano County Planning Commission
Meeting of January 3, 2008

Chairperson McAndrew asked for clarification on the times of operation since the times listed
on page 2 of the staff report differ from the conditions of approval. Ms. Avery stated that the
hours of operation as listed in Condition No. 29 of the staff report are correct. Chairperson
McAndrew inquired as to how the radio station is operating without antennas since it was such
an important issue at the time of their permit request. Ms. Avery noted that the radio station
operates through a phone line.
The applicant, Bob Michaels, explained that the reason they asked for the approval of the
antennas in their original use permit applicant was to allow for future technology. He stated that
in the event that this technology evolves, they would already have the approval and would not
have to go through the whole process again to add an antenna. Mr. Michaels indicated that it
was always their intent to use a phone line to operate the radio station.
Chairperson McAndrew opened the public hearing.
Joe Moore, 4801 Ridgeview Lane, Vacaville, stated that he opposes the project. He stated that
since the antennas have not yet been installed, he felt the planning commission should
evaluate the project once the site is fully operational as it was intended. Mr. Moore commented
that church activity takes place at the site 6 days a week and neighbors have to endure noise,
lights and traffic.
Elizabeth Bigby-Artle, 4759 Ridgeview Lane, Vacaville, stated that she lives adjacent to the
church. She said that her concern is with the aesthetics of the radio antennas and to any
impact they may have on their satellite services. Ms. Bigby-Artle stated that under that guise,
they would oppose the radio station.
Since there were no further speakers either for or against this matter, Chairperson McAndrew
closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Barnes stated that since there has been issue with this project in the past where
activities or construction has taken place prior to getting the required permit approvals, the
most recent being the playground construction, he suggested the review period be shortened
to 1 year instead of the recommended 5 years.
Karen Avery indicated that the applicant did receive a building permit for the playground
construction.
Commissioner Moore stated that this extension request appears to be an issue that does not
warrant the rehashing of the previous concerns expressed about the application when it was
originally presented. He suggested that the commission deal with the request for an extension,
and if there is a desire on the part of the commission to place more restrictive review
compliances, he would agree to support that request.
Commissioner Moore stated that be believed the church at the time of original application did
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state that the selection of antennas was going to be a difficult one because of changes in
technology. He stated that he would be concerned at the point in time when the antennas are
selected and the characteristics of those antennas when transmitting are known, and how they
might affect area residents.
Karen Avery indicated that the use of antennas has already been approved by the commission
and would not be coming back before them. Mr. Laughlin clarified for Commissioner Moore that
the maximum number and maximum size of antennas were already approved and that the
applicant can not install additional or larger sized antennas.
Commissioner Moore commented that it still may be technology that brings the project back
before the commission, not their inability to perform. He stated that the applicant can not be
criticized for not being able to perform because the technology is not available to them. He said
the commission has an obligation to ensure that the technology that is selected does not
impact negatively the surrounding community, but that can not be done until that technology
arrives.
A motion was made by Commissioner Barnes and seconded by Commissioner Mahoney to
approve the time extension with the provision that the project will be brought back before the
planning commission for compliance review in one year from the time of the extension
approval. The motion passed unanimously. (Resolution No. 4487)
2.

RECEIVE A REPORT on the General Plan update and REVIEW and COMMENT on the
Citizens Advisory Committee recommendations on Agriculture: Preliminary Goals, Policies and
Programs, and Circulation: Preliminary Goals, Policies and Programs.
Jim Louie stated that the Commission’s primary task is to review the recommendations made
by the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC), and forward them on to the Board of Supervisors
for their consideration. He gave a brief overview of the CAC process and how the committee
arrived at the product which is before the commission.
Kurt Richter, U.C. Davis Agricultural Issues Center, informed the commission that 18 months
ago the County Board of Supervisors asked his staff to prepare an in depth study on
agriculture in Solano County. Mr. Richter stated that they are working in conjunction with both
the U.C. Cooperative Extension Office and Agricultural Commissioner. He reviewed the
recommendations contained in the U.C. Davis final report entitled: The Future of Solano
County Agriculture: What county government can do.
Commissioner Barton wanted more information with regard to the recommendation for a
resource person that would be involved in helping facilitate agricultural projects. She also
inquired about the duties of both the Ag. Commissioner’s office and the Farm Bureau.
Mr. Richter explained that the Ag. Commissioner’s main job function is with the enforcement of
weights and measures and pesticide use programs, and resolution of problems between ag.
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producers and other rural residents; the Farm Bureau is a lobbying organization for the county,
state and federal policy. He stated that the recommendation is for someone who understands
both planning and agriculture who can be available to help provide assistance when dealing
with development applications. He noted that San Luis Obispo and Sonoma counties both
have such an employee.
With regard to that same issue, Jeff Henderson stated that one of the recommendations made
in the implementation program is to develop marketing and ombudsman positions to facilitate
and promote agriculture within the county.
Commissioner Barton stated that she felt this to be a great idea and wanted to make sure that
it is being developed out of the knowledge the county already possess such as through the Ag.
Commissioner’s office and not made into a separate entity.
Commissioner Mahoney referred to the U.C. Davis Report II regarding economics in
agriculture. He stated that some of the information is inaccurate with respect to the government
subsidy program. He stated that crops like wheat and corn are recorded, but numerous other
crops are not. Mr. Mahoney asked for further clarification with regard to the recommendation
for an agricultural resource position.
Mr. Richter stated that there are other counties in California who have gotten to the point
where, with their rules and regulations in dealing with agriculture, they found it is best to have
someone who understands both planning and agriculture who can bring trained expertise and
opinions in reviewing agricultural land use issues. He stated that some agencies have this
position within their planning department or their Ag Commissioner’s office. Mr. Richter noted
that these counties have found that a planner who understands both planning and agriculture
have been an asset in resolving and creating land use policies in these counties.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that in Report II there is a statement talking about conservation
easements and that there is the personal satisfaction of acting to maintain the land in
agriculture or open space for the long term. Mr. Mahoney stated that if this document is going
to be used as a base document, it seems more like a personal opinion and not necessarily a
fact. Commissioner Mahoney stated that he did not want to see this perspective move forward
because someone who chooses not to belong to a conservation easement and is involved in
agriculture and wants to remain in agriculture because they want control of their land, that
personal satisfaction in itself, being more free and making those agricultural decisions, seems
to him to have more personal satisfaction. He noted that the document speaks to the Solano
Land Trust owning 3,700 acres. He noted that in a recent presentation to the planning
commission, the Land Trust indicated that they owned 19,000 acres. Mr. Richter stated that he
would double check the figures.
Commissioner Mahoney asked if staff has looked at the total amount of acres Solano Land
Trust or other land trust has accumulated, and mitigation banks that have converted land from
agriculture to a mitigation bank. Mr. Richter stated that this has not been studied.
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Mr. Mahoney stated that there are agencies and special interest groups acquiring farmland in
Solano County and taking it out of agricultural production for mitigation and conservation
efforts. He stated that the county needs to know where these efforts are going and what is the
impact on agriculture.
Mr. Richter stated that if the county invested in developing a system to monitor agricultural land
use, they would be able to track that information and use it in future planning decisions.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that the county has a total of just under 400,000 acres of
agricultural land, and the Solano Land Trust has a goal of obtaining 40,000 acres. He
wondered how many other organizations in the county are controlling development rights and
are limiting what an individual farmer can do with his property. Mr. Richter stated that this is a
topic that needs to be discussed and there needs to be information to back it up, not only
knowing the amount of acreage, but where those acres are located. He stated that this is
exactly the type of information that the county needs to make informed and effective land use
decisions in the future.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that the mitigation banks and conservation easements that are
being purchased, individuals can now afford using these funds to buy more land. He stated that
the report talks about how prices have gone up for agricultural land during the past 6 years. He
stated that what we are talking about is government monies going to assist individuals in
purchasing land, or groups such as the Solano Land Trust, gathering large amounts of money
to help purchase more land. He commented that a young farmer can not compete against this
movement.
Commissioner Mahoney referred to the mention of wheat, barley and oats being grown in the
Montezuma Hills. He stated that the report talks about the lack of farming in the Jepson Prairie.
Mr. Mahoney commented that he farmed in the Jepson Prairie area for10 years and grew oats.
He stated that there is a farmer out there who currently grows rye grass. Mr. Richter stated that
he would take note of this information.
Chairperson McAndrew asked if it is known how much revenue is generated by the County’s
farmers in comparison to other industry in the county. Mr. Richter stated that the tool they use
is an economics analysis tool that estimates agriculture to be 7% of the local economy, with ag
rating as number 2 in number of industries. He indicated that the number 1 industry is
refineries. Mr. Richter stated that the Ag. Commissioner’s report says there is approximately
260 million dollars a year in agricultural production with the addition of support industries.
Chairperson McAndrew stated that this is an important issue and the county needs to pay a lot
of attention because it is a really viable economic producer in the county.
Mr. Richter stated that it is also important to the landowners who are the non-urban residents
of the county, and chances are their land is their biggest asset. He stated that he would hope
that the county would spend a lot of time and energy and resources in figuring out what the
5
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best land use policies are in the future.
Chairperson McAndrew stated that the reason she brings this up is because of the discussion
about some feedback where farmers felt they did not have a strong voice, or that the Board of
Supervisors did not pay attention to their needs. She said this is a strong message that our
county government needs to pay attention to, and even though the farming population may be
a minority in this county, it is economically a majority. Ms. McAndrew referred to the discussion
about the agricultural resource planner and indicated that she read an extensive article about
Placer County and how they have a very strong agricultural commission. She stated that this is
a case in point of how that county strengthened their agricultural base and have paid a lot of
attention to the issue.
Commissioner Mahoney spoke with regard to the subject of farmers markets. He stated that in
the past he tried to get involved in growing produce for the farmers market, but the
bureaucracy was too much. He indicated that a farmer has to qualify as organic, and this is
why a lot of Solano County famers are not participating.
Jeff Henderson reviewed the Agricultural vision, goals and policies for the General Plan
update.
Commissioner Barnes agreed with the vision statement. He commented that farmers are
unique and love to farm. He stated that if they are going to make a profit, they are going to stay
in the business no matter what size acreage they have.
Commissioner Barton referred to Policy AR-17 regarding potential conflicts between
automobile and bicycle traffic and wanted to know if this pertained to bike paths. Mr.
Henderson stated that this particular policy arose out of a broader discussion with the
agricultural community, particularly in the context of the CAC subcommittee’s work with
farmers indicating that there are fundamental conflicts between automobile traffic, bicycle
traffic, and agricultural equipment on many of the rural roads that serve the farms throughout
the county.
Commissioner Barton referred to Policy AR-20 and suggested adding the words and
incentivize, stating that she would like the county to be able to offer some incentives. With
regard to Policy AR-22 in addressing the issue of illegal dumping, she did not see how this
could be done.
Commissioner Mahoney referred to Policy AR-7 regarding the voluntary transfer of
development rights. He stated that he does not like the idea of the county getting involved with
purchasing more development rights.
Jeff Henderson stated that the intent of the policy is not to direct county purchase of the
development rights, it is to set up the mechanism by which individuals can purchase
development rights from one another and transfer those across properties, or an individual
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property owner can transfer the rights from one property to another.
Jim Laughlin stated that this policy is meant for the transfer of development rights from one
property onto another. He stated that the receiving property is allowed to do more than they
would normally be allowed under zoning because the selling property is now allowed to do
less. He stated that throughout the region the total development stays the same, but it would
be concentrated in certain areas.
Chairperson McAndrew referred to Policy AR-4 requiring farmland conversion mitigation. She
stated that this seems to defeat the purpose of preserving prime agricultural land. Mr.
Henderson stated that in the implementation for this policy it is recommending a farmland
mitigation program. He stated that this is common in areas where development proposals
occur on land that is designated for agriculture, or land that is currently in agricultural
production to insure there is no net loss of ag production. He said that what this policy would
do is provide the basis for such a mitigation program to occur in the event that development
proposals are submitted for agricultural land. This would apply to general plan amendments
that would change any land from agriculture to another designation, or development permits for
projects that are already perhaps designated, but would convert ag land that is in current
production. Chairperson McAndrew stated that in taking agricultural land and placing a
development on it, she inquired as to where the 1 for 1 acre would come from as a
replacement.
Mr. Henderson stated that part of this structure relies on the agricultural reserve overlay that
has been designated in the northeast county area, which would then be established as a
potential agricultural mitigation bank for future development projects. Jeff Goldman spoke to
this issue in further detail.
Jeff Henderson reviewed the five Regional Agricultural Policies, the Orderly Growth Initiative
Policies and Potential Implementation Programs.
Commissioner Barton referred to the Implementation Program on page 10 of the staff report,
item d. regarding the development of a marketing and ombudsman position. She stated that
she wanted to make sure that the county utilizes their internal resources first, whether that
means working in conjunction with the Ag. Commissioner or some other department, so that
this is not something that is separate or new.
Commissioner Mahoney spoke with regard to the conservancy programs and questioned if
county funds would be used to promote the purchasing of development rights.
Jeff Goldman stated that ultimately it would be up to the Board of Supervisors to decide what, if
any, direct county role there would be in any of these kinds of conservation programs. He
stated that typically, the ones that currently exist are voluntary, private, non-profit operated. He
said it is not to say that there is a reason why the county can not be involved directly, that
would have to be a Board decision, but he did not believe it is the policy intent to necessarily
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encourage direct county participation, and certainly not the use of county funds for these
programs.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that when the county requires a developer to purchase
mitigation bank property and then it is put into the hands of a mitigation bank that is approved
by the county, they are giving them the land. He commented that the commission has
observed this in a recent project where the property owner was given a piece of land, kept the
development rights, and sold the land. Mr. Mahoney stated that he sees the use of
conservation easements throughout the document, and that we are looking at a philosophical
change. He stated that agriculture has been known to be free and a capitalistic business,
specifically the cattle industry. He stated that this is being changed and we are looking to more
socialized business. Mr. Mahoney stated that the way it is made to sound is that it is a
voluntary sale, the landowner would get the money, invest it anyway they want, and keep on
farming the land forever. He stated that as soon as the city annexes the property, the city can
do what they want with the land.
Jeff Goldman stated that if a property holds a deed restriction, the city can annex the property
but their zoning or other regulations could not trump a deed restriction that permanently
restricts that land only to agricultural use. He stated that this would be a recorded restriction
running with the land not with the ownership of the land. Mr. Goldman stated that what staff is
talking about in these policies is a voluntary arrangement between two private parties, whether
they be individuals or organizations, and the land owning party voluntarily agrees to accept
some sum of money in exchange for giving up the ability for that land to be developed or used
for some nonagricultural purpose. That would become a deed restriction that runs in perpetuity
with the land.
Birgitta Corsello gave an example of the situation. She explained that the county is in the
process of working with the City of Fairfield and the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) to
create a new road. The current design takes it through a piece of land that currently has
conservation easements, and was purchased by the land trust with money from the state and
federal governments. She stated that in order for that road to be constructed and for the county
and the STA to acquire that land, the county has to go through a condemnation proceeding,
pay back the state for the money they originally received based on the current market value of
that land as agriculture, and mitigate for every acre that is being removed for land that is being
taken out of agricultural conservation in order to build a road to serve the community. Ms.
Corsello stated that the concepts behind these programs was not to impede the ability of a city
to grow, or impede the rights of a farmer, unless that farmer wishes to take on additional
income and give up rights, but it was intended to try and keep critical mass in terms of enough
agricultural land to keep ag viable in a particular production area.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that the game just continues on. When a person is required to
purchase mitigation property, that individual is going to purchase that property on the open
market, which will be in competition with any other farmer who wants to buy the property, and if
it happens to be a government entity, that entity will win.
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Ms. Corsello stated that the government entity would buy the property from someone who still
wants to farm it, or as seen in some cases, purchase the land, provide the easements, and
then sell the land to another famer who is interested in farming it with those restrictions. She
noted that the cities of Dixon and Vacaville have done this.
Commissioner Mahoney commented that it is still escalating prices of agricultural ground. Ms.
Corsello stated that while it does impact the cost of ag property, she did not believe that it
impacts it any worse than the development speculation that the county has where land is being
purchased and held in anticipation of turning it into a housing track.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that at least a landowner would know that the property would
be next to a city, where mitigation banks and conservations easements are scattered. Ms.
Corsello stated that one of the recommendations by the CAC for the land use maps is to create
priority areas where mitigation banks would be placed so that they are not scattered
everywhere and there is some order to the way in which development might occur in the future.
Jeff Henderson reviewed the Land Use Designations: Watershed, Agriculture and Agricultural
Reserve Overlay. He also reviewed the Agricultural Regions: north and eastern county, interior
valley, and additional agricultural regions Jepson Prairie and Western Hills .
Chairperson McAndrew referred to page 19 under the topic of Suisun Valley and noted that the
last line indicates that there is a goal, but none was listed. Mr. Henderson noted the oversight
and stated that staff would make the necessary corrections.
Jeff Henderson reviewed the preliminary goals, policies and programs for Circulation
Commissioner Barton inquired if these goals are in conjunction with, similar to, or the same as
the Solano Transportation Authority’s (STA) goals. Mr. Henderson stated that the concept for
the Circulation Element of the General Plan is to recognize that the STA has a strong role in
the implementation of regional transportation policy within the county, and that the Element is
setting broad policy objectives and goals; the implementation of which will largely rely on
efforts of both the county and the STA and the regional transportation network.
Commissioner Barton wanted to know if the STA has had the opportunity to review this
document.
Joe Story, DKS, traffic and circulation consultant, stated that he did not believe it was
specifically shared with STA. He stated that in general, STA’s objectives are not exactly the
same as in the general plan because they are responsible for managing some of the current
transportation system and providing TDM programs and the like. Mr. Story indicated that STA’s
purpose overlaps the general plan concepts, and he did not see a conflict.
Commissioner Barton stated that she would feel better if STA could review the information
9
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because they have spent a lot of time on the issues that are included in the workbook and it
seems minimal compared to what they do.
Jeff Goldman commented that there is plenty of time for STA’s input since this version is a
preliminary draft. Jeff Henderson noted that STA is a member of the Technical Advisory
Committee for the general plan and the advisory committee is reviewing this document
concurrently.
Jeff Henderson reviewed the policies and programs for Circulation.
Commissioner Barton referred to bus transit implementation programs and asked that shelters
be added to item b. She also asked that an item c. be added to port facilities that provides for
the expansion of ferry service through additional ferry purchases. Commissioner Barnes asked
that Collinsville be specifically listed in item b. under port facilities regarding water
transportation near deep water channels.
Chairperson McAndrew opened the public hearing.
June Guidotti, 3703 Scally Road, Suisun, referred to Policy AR-5 and asked that the word
required be replaced with the word encouraged as originally written. She stated that taking the
value from her property and giving it to the Solano Land Trust is not something she wants to
occur. She stated that the county is letting Solano Land Trust control private property. Ms.
Guidotti noted that in her letter that was submitted to the commission, she suggested that the
upcoming environmental review for the proposed land use designation in compliance with
CEQA be examined. She stated that the longstanding ag designation on her property appears
to be a pest, and Solano Land Trust wants control over it with an overlay. Ms. Guidotti stated
that she believes the CAC recommendation designation of significant wetlands would cause
harm because dumping activities have began to seriously change the ecology of the Suisun
marsh. She stated that it is not okay that Solano Land Trust take overlays on private property.
Jon Fadhl, 8320 King Road, Dixon, stated that he did not see a policy with regard to the intent
of open space and recreation and similar activities in the ag district. He noted that he was
assured by staff that language would be added to the policies, and he just wanted it to be on
the record that he did make a request to add those activities in the ag district.
Jeff Henderson stated that staff’s proposal to address Mr. Fadhl’s concern is to add Policy AR23 which reads: Support recreation and open space activities that are complimentary and
secondary to the primary agricultural activities on the land. He noted that this would be
implemented through revisions to the County’s Zoning Ordinance subsequent to the adoption
of the General Plan.
Since there were no further speakers, Chairperson McAndrew closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Moore stated that he noticed in the report by U.C. Davis that a statement was
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made that the county may have made a mistake in establishing a moratorium against dairies
with respect to its effect on agriculture. He wanted to know why this issue was discussed.
Birgitta Corsello indicated that the county does not have a moratorium on dairies, but the
regulations for dairies are very restrictive. She indicated that what Mr. Richter’s report found
was, primarily in the Dixon area, because of the loss of tomatoes and sugar beets, the farming
community would do quite well if there were sufficient dairies to acquire alfalfa, oat, wheat and
other crops that one would normally use to replace row crops. She stated that the current dairy
has done a significant amount of purchase of those products, but not sufficient to compensate
for the loss of other crops. Ms. Corsello commented that a second dairy based on the size of
the one that was being considering for permit would have significantly helped those farmers
that are in the row crop business and are looking for a replacement. She said it would have
also produced enough milk to have attracted the potential for a processer to relocate to the
Northern California area. She indicated that the farming community that was involved in both
Larry Clement’s workshops, as well as the ones that Kurt Richter interviewed, were very vocal
that it was a mistake the county should have reconsidered. She said it is not likely any of those
rules will be changed.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that he supported June Guidotti’s suggestion to add the word
encouraged back into Policy AR-5 as originally written. He also suggested doing the same in
Policy AR-7 to change the language back to what was previously written to read: and if feasible
implement. Commissioner’s Barnes and McAndrew also supported the change.
3.

PUBLIC HEARING to consider Draft revisions to the Solano County Uniform Rules and
Procedures Governing Agricultural Preserves and Land Conservation Contracts. This
project is determined to be categorically exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act. (Project Planner: Matt Walsh)
Matt Walsh reviewed the background information contained in staff’s written report regarding
the purpose of the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson Act). Mr. Walsh
explained that since Solano County’s current policies and regulations for administering
agricultural preserves were last amended in 1994, some of its information concerning
compatible uses is out of date and potentially inconsistent with the Williamson Act program. As
a result, Solano County is proposing to amend its guidelines, bringing them up-to-date with
current state requirements. Mr. Walsh briefly reviewed the topics of discussion which deal with
commercial agriculture, recreation and open space use, draft rules and procedures, permitted
and compatible uses, animal boarding and breeding facilities as compatible uses, an
alternative to the Agricultural Advisory Committee’s (AAC) recommended draft, and the
California Environmental Quality Act.
Mr. Walsh noted that staff has heard from many property owners who have expressed
interest in establishing animal boarding or breeding facilities on contracted lands, and that
this topic has been a hot button issue in the County. Mr. Wash stated that staff’s
recommendation is to support the AAC approved version of the Rules and Procedures
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which does not include horse facilities. He noted that if the county is considering
incorporating some allowances for animal boarding facilities, setting a maximum size for the
operation, similar to Santa Barbara County is a good idea. He indicated that staff has
provided an alternative in the wording which mirrors some of the requirements as in Santa
Barbara County’s recently approved Provisions and Rules incorporating some allowances
for animal boarding facilities on contracted lands, setting a maximum size for the operation.
Staff is suggesting a footprint size of 3% of the parcel size or 5 acres, whichever is less.
Chairperson McAndrew wanted to know why Solano County is proposing a larger amount
in acreage as opposed to the Santa Barbara plan. Mr. Walsh stated that the suggested
increase in size is to allow a bigger footprint on larger parcels. The idea is the extra square
footage would impose less of an impact. He noted that on smaller parcels it would not make
a difference. In response to Chairperson McAndrew’s inquiry, Mr. Walsh stated that the
designated 3% of property would not receive the Williamson Act beneficial tax treatment.
Chairperson McAndrew asked for clarification regarding the language in the staff report
pertaining to minimum preserve size. Mr. Walsh explained that the minimum size for an
agricultural preserve is 100 acres. The minimum size for a parcel under Contract for prime
land is 10 acres, for non-prime, 40 acres. He stated that this language pertains to the
preserve itself. He indicated that it is possible to have a smaller preserve, but the minimum
parcel sizes within the preserve still have to meet the minimum contract size.
Chairperson McAndrew inquired about any restrictions regarding the residential uses listed
in the report that are deemed incidental to agricultural use. Mr. Walsh stated that the
residential uses that are listed are individual dwelling units that zoning may or may not
allow on a parcel under contract. He stated that the unit would have to be linked to either
the residential or agricultural use of the property.
Commissioner Barton inquired if Yolo County is more liberal with regard to animal boarding
facilities. Matt Walsh stated that Yolo County has an Agricultural Preserve (AP) zoning
district. If the property is zoned “AP”, the landowner is automatically eligible to go under
contract as long as any uses on the property are consistent with that zoning district. He
noted that public horse facilities are a conditional use in the “AP’ District.
Commissioner Barton commented that it seems that the trend is moving in the direction of
counties allowing this type of use. Mr. Walsh stated that in discussing this topic with other
counties, they seem to want to find ways to allow these uses. Mr. Walsh noted that it has
been somewhat of a concern though, because if the State Department of Conservation
sees a horse boarding or show facility or something they consider to be an incompatible
use, their process is to notify the county, and then it becomes the county’s responsibility to
enforce it; if the county chooses not to, the State can take over.
Commissioner Barton stated that she finds it interesting that hunting and fishing clubs are
compatible, but stables, public horse shows, and breeding are not. Mr. Walsh stated that he
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believed hunting and fishing clubs were deemed a lower intensity use.
Jim Laughlin noted that hunting and fishing clubs are currently defined as permissible by
state law for recreational areas.
Chairperson McAndrew opened the public hearing.
John Mangels, 2294 Morrison Lane, Fairfield, stated that he owns several parcels of land
that are under Williamson Act contract. He also noted that he is a member of the AAC. Mr.
Mangels indicated that he believes a deliberation by the commission on this document is
premature, mainly because it has been directed by passage of AB1492, followed by the
State Department of Conservation directives to county staffs. He indicated that the problem
is key groups of people that are affected by this contractual arrangement and change,
namely Williamson Act contract holders, have not been notified that a change in the rules
are occurring or have had an opportunity to comment directly on these proposed rules. Mr.
Mangels stated that the appropriate course of action to take would be to slow down the
process and collect comments and input from Williamson Act contract holders. He stated
that some of these rules that are proposed affect the business of agriculture and more and
more restrictions are being imposed on what can be done with a given piece of property.
Joetta Griffin, 7655 Pleasants Valley Road, Vacaville, provided some information regarding
other counties’ allowances with regard to horse boarding, breeding, training and horse
shows, including Santa Barbara who not only allows it as an incidental use, but also as a
principal use on Williamson properties, as long as certain conditions are met. Ms. Griffin
stated that missing from this document language, if the commission decides to approve
breeding and boarding facilities on contracted lands, is the word “training”, and if added to
the language, would it also be included when referring to breeding and boarding. She
stated that almost every boarding facility has an arena which is necessary. Ms. Griffin
commented that the Department of Conservation has expressed concern with regard to
special events in the temporary and permanent impact on the land due to population
increase. She noted that she did not view special event activities much different then
having a tasting room on the property. She said that if the limitations are to be kept within
the development envelope, she did not see why it should make a difference.
Ms. Griffin indicated that Yolo County allows 4 horse shows per year. She noted that a use
permit is not required if a landowner has 15 horses or less, but more than 15 horses or
shows per year on non-prime land requires a conditional use permit. With regard to
taxation, she stated that any improvements that are put onto the land, whether it is located
within that 5 acres or elsewhere, and whether it is agricultural or not, it is taxed at the
regular rate. She stated that the discount applies only to the actual land. Ms. Griffin stated
that the regulations state that an ag commodity is any and all plant and animal. She stated
that horses are not companion animals, they are livestock. She said horse owners are held
to all the same rules as livestock handlers and questioned why horses are not considered
as compatible.
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Chairperson McAndrew closed the public hearing.
Chairperson McAndrew inquired about the notification process to landowners under
Williamson Act contract. Mr. Walsh indicated that staff sent out a notification letter last year
to all landowners under contract notifying them that the process of updating these
guidelines were underway. The notice provided a brief summary and instructed those who
were interested in being placed on a notification list to contact staff. Mr. Walsh noted that
only a few calls were received. He indicated that a mass mailing has not been done since
that time.
Commissioner Barton stated that in reading the agenda materials, she read that there was
some concern from an agricultural view point regarding horse breeding because of spraying
or having and activity nearby that that might not be compatible. She asked for further
explanation. Mr. Walsh stated that pesticide application was one of the primary issues
brought up in the discussions because there are farmers who may perform aerial spraying
or some other type of pesticide application, and due to required setbacks and distances to
sensitive receptors, it may impact the way they are able to farm their property and pose
liability issues.
Commissioner Barton inquired about other animals such as sheep and cows that may be
out in the fields when spraying occurs. Mr. Walsh indicated that those types of animals did
not come up in the discussion because they are considered to be more of a traditional ag
use.
Commissioner Barton stated that in the interest of opportunity and options for Solano
County as a whole, she wanted to see language added to allow animal boarding, breeding,
training and shows. She stated that she also agreed with the 3% or 5 acre footprint.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that when horses are placed on a 5 acre parcel and the
adjacent property is growing alfalfa, spraying could be a problem. As far as other livestock
is concerned, he stated that farmers do not spray when sheep and cattle are in the fields.
He noted that if the animals are on a neighboring field, they tend not to like the noise of the
airplane and move to the other side of the property. He stated that horses would be in a
smaller area and there would not be enough room for them to distance themselves from the
spray. Mr. Mahoney stated that horses are definitely considered livestock, but at the same
time the county is looking at a change in the horse industry when individuals move out to
the country, buy prime farm land and put horses on the property. He stated that the county
is seeing a change in agriculture, but at the same time it can not be said that horses are not
related to agriculture. He stated that he would agree with Commissioner Barton’s
recommendation to add horse facilities.
Commissioner Moore stated that it appears to him that everything the county is doing putts
a restriction on a property owner regardless of what they are trying to accomplish. He
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stated that when the Williamson Act was established in 1965 it was to help keep property in
agriculture. He commented that the chart in the staff report which shows commercial
agricultural income guidelines is in need of updating. Commissioner Moore stated that he
believes everything the county has done so far appears to make it more difficult for the
landowner, and it appears that the one thing that is keeping property in agriculture is the
Williamson Act. He stated that landowners are creating open space by keeping their land in
agriculture.
Mr. Walsh noted that the agricultural income guidelines chart is updated annually.
Commissioner Moore stated that there should be some consideration given because of the
uniqueness of the ag business, and he felt that the county’s ordinance should be structured
differently. He stated that he would be interested in knowing some of the recommendations
other counties have provided to the citizens advisory committee regarding the General Plan
update. He believed the county should really look at this with the idea of what can be done
to help people continue to be successful in agriculture if this is going to be an agricultural
county, and not establish rules and regulations that make it difficult for them to succeed.
Commissioner Moore stated that the restrictions on what the property owner can do in the
way of ancillary buildings, such as the number and placement of structures on the property,
is ridiculous. He stated that while he knows this is a zoning issue, the fact of the matter is it
is restrictive to the property owner, and restricting the ability of the agricultural property
owner from making a business would be the same as if these kinds of limitations were put
on any businessman.
Chairperson McAndrew clarified that when a landowner owns property, it is private land and
not open space in regard to how it is accessible.
A motion was made by Commissioner Barton and seconded by Commissioner Mahoney to
concur that a categorical exemption from CEQA is appropriate, and recommend that the
Board of Supervisors adopt the proposed draft amendments to the Solano County Uniform
Rules and Procedures Governing Agricultural Preserves and Land Conservation Contracts
as recommended by the Agricultural Advisory Committee with the addition to Section IV.B.
to read: 6. Public horse boarding or breeding stables and kennels are compatible uses on
nonprime land if the total area of the stable or kennel operation, and related facilities, does
not exceed 3% of the area of the legal parcel of 5 acres, whichever is less; the facility must
be operated by the resident farmer, and; the commercial agricultural income must meet the
thresholds in Appendix F per gross acre of the parcel. The motion passed unanimously.
4.

ANNOUNCEMENTS and REPORTS

5.

Since there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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