MINUTES OF THE
SOLANO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Special Meeting of March 13, 2008
The special 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 Moore, Barnes, Mahoney, McAndrew and
Chairperson Barton

EXCUSED:
STAFF PRESENT: Birgitta Corsello, Director; Mike Yankovich, Planning Program
Manager; Harry Englebright, Contract Planner; Jim Louie,
Senior Planner; Jim Laughlin, Deputy County Counsel; Kristine
Letterman, Planning Commission Clerk
Items from the floor:
Jon Fadhl, 8320 King Road, Dixon, stated that he has followed this general plan update
process from the beginning, and as an area farmer, he wanted to thank staff for the support
they have shown him.
1. REVIEW and CONFIRM the Administrative Draft General Plan. The Draft includes the
comments and changes made during the review of the various chapters by the Citizens
Advisory Committee, Technical Advisory Committee, Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors. Staff Recommendation: Forward to the Board of Supervisors for their review.
Jeff Goldman, consultant with EDAW, stated that this document represents the compilation of
a number of sections that the planning commission has already reviewed. He explained that
the document provides the plan’s overall vision, with sustainability as the overarching theme.
He stated that the three major components of sustainability are environment, economy, and
social equity. Mr. Goldman reviewed the process and the three essential components and how
those components have been reflected in the General Plan.
Commissioner Moore stated that staff’s presentation sounded very much like what he has read
in the administrative document with regard to the description of agricultural preserve overlays.
He said that the words encourage private ownership. That they appear to protect the individual
property owner’s rights to do what they want to, or not want to do with their land. He said that it
goes on to express the purpose to ensure agricultural mitigation banks are encouraged. Mr.
Moore stated that the principal element appears to be that the property owner is encouraged to
participate, however, in reading further into the document, the policies that depict agricultural
overlays specifically Policy AG.P-5 have invoked the word “required”. Mr. Moore questioned
how in the front of the document it could read one way, and in the directives that are going to
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drive this plan say something else. He asked why the word required is important in insuring this
supposed safeguard of agricultural property. He stated that there has been a lot of discussion
about this, and that the commission recommended to the Board of Supervisors that the word
should be “encouraged”. Mr. Moore stated that he recalled there was another recommendation
made regarding the language, Policy AG.P-6, and noted that that verbiage was not changed.
Mr. Englebright stated that the difference is the provision that it is a voluntary program on the
part of the farmer who has a choice of whether to participate in the conservation easement
program or the mitigation bank program, versus the property owner who is proposing to
develop his property, which would be the person who would be required to mitigate the loss of
the agricultural land. Mr. Englebright indicated that if an individual were to come forward with a
project proposing to convert agricultural land to another land use, that person is required to
mitigate the loss of that agricultural land, noting that that is what Policy AG.P-5 is addressing;
the creation of an overlay district and a requirement that that property owner mitigate for his
development the loss of that agricultural land.
Mr. Englebright stated that the county is encouraging the mitigation occur within the overlay
areas, but it is an individual farmer’s decision whether he wants to participate in a mitigation
bank and sell his development rights or sell a conservation easement for mitigation by
permanently protecting that land. Mr. Englebright stated that the developer is required to
mitigate for his impact, but the farmer has the choice of whether he wants to use his land as
part of the mitigation.
Jeff Goldman stated that the intent of the overlay is to show the county’s desire that these
would be the most important areas that it would want to protect and like to see mitigation
occur. He said it does not mean that these are the only areas where mitigation would occur.
These overlays are the county’s official way of showing that these are the areas we think are
most important to protect should the property owners in those overlay areas wish to participate,
but they are not the only areas where agricultural mitigation could occur in the county.
Commissioner Moore stated that it would be more appropriate if the description of the
agricultural overlay clarified the requirement. He said the language does not change, it starts
off as “encouraged” and gives the impression the whole process is one that is up to the
individual, but the mitigation is in fact a requirement.
Commissioner McAndrew stated that in staff’s presentation they talked about the conservation
of agricultural land over the past 30 years. She stated that in reading the information on page
AG-14, farmland conversion from 1984 to 2006 has been approximately 40,000 acres of ag
land that has been lost in the past 20+ years. She wanted to know if this general plan goes far
enough to address the issue that we are trying to conserve ag land, and if it is addressing
slowing down the land loss that has been seen over the past 20+ years.
Mike Yankovich stated that the policy addressing required mitigation for any type of change in
agricultural land use goes a lot further than what is currently in place, so that in itself will help
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preserve the agricultural use in the county. He stated that in looking at the chart in terms of the
recommended changes of acreage, it is a little misleading in a sense that it looks to be large,
but half of that really is dedicated to changes that could occur from ag to some other use. The
remainder is due to technical changes or they are too small to indicate in the current general
plan, but we are indicating now in this general plan, or there were other types of existing
agricultural uses that are being preserved and are continuing. Mr. Yankovich stated that we are
looking at overall preservation of the agricultural industry and that is why there is an agricultural
chapter in this updated general plan.
Jeff Goldman stated that the economic policies allow farmers greater access to economic
activity that will help them stay viable, and therefore reduce pressure to develop or sell for
development. The philosophy in developing this general plan has been that the combination of
all those strategies will help to provide economic, regulatory, and other incentives to help keep
land that is currently in non-development use non-developed for the foreseeable future.
Chairperson Barton suggested that the commission address each chapter individually starting
with Chapter II, Land Use.
Commissioner Barnes referred to page LU-2 and the first bulleted item that contained the
words “What is urban shall be municipal”. He stated that this was the philosophy contained in
Measure A which was recently defeated. He suggested coming up with another term such as
Solano land plan opportunities. Mr. Barnes stated that there are also areas outside the city that
could provide for growth. He suggested including words such as economic, environmental, and
social.
Chairperson Barton suggested that Commissioner Barnes make a recommendation to the
Board of Supervisors that he would like that reflected in the text rather than trying to make a
change at this point. She commented that the existing language is consistent and is a part of
the guiding principles overall, so it would be difficult to change at this point. Commissioner
Barnes stated that he would like to see some kind of statement that invokes the three
sentiments of economics, environmental and social.
Commissioner Barnes referred to page LU-6 under the Land Use Plan where it refers to
guiding development toward the cities. He stated that if water is available then why not have
residential and commercial development in an area such as the Denverton area like as in the
Rockville and Mankas Corner areas which have commercial land use designations.
Mr. Englebright stated that the planning commission and Board of Supervisors have already
reviewed the land use diagram, so adding new areas for development at this stage would
necessitate starting over to re-evaluate additional areas beyond what is currently reflected. The
reason the land use diagram was taken to both the commission and the Board was to confirm
that this was the maximum that would be looked at, and therefore have a project description for
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Mr. Englebright stated that it is consistent with the
basic guiding principles that the Board established for preparing the plan to direct new
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development toward the cities. He noted that there are some areas outside of the cities that
are being proposed for development.
Commissioner Barnes stated that he is not asking specifically to change the diagram, but to
include language that where water might be available there could be some development, such
as in the case of a gas station. Mr. Englebright stated that in order to include that language it
would require a change in the land use diagram. Mr. Englebright stated that the county does
have areas that have been designated for commercial use and do make provisions within
those areas.
Chairperson Barton suggested that Commissioner Barnes make this a recommendation to the
Board of Supervisors.
Commissioner Barnes referred to page LU-39, Policy LU.P-24 that encourages the location of
industrial development in cities and wanted to know why this cannot be encouraged in the
unincorporated area.
Harry Englebright stated that there are a number of reasons why the concept of city centered
growth and promoting the majority of development within the cities comes forward. It also
interrelates with several other policies. Mr. Englebright stated that the county is trying to
minimize air quality issues, travel distance, and provide alternative means of transportation,
and those issues are easier to address when there is a concentration vs. dispersed pattern of
development. Mr. Englebright stated that in reading Policy, LU.P-25, it talks about encouraging
industrial development within the unincorporated area that cannot be accommodated in a city
because of noise or hazards associated with them, or there is some unique characteristic like
in the Collinsville are where they have deep water access that the cities do not have.
Jeff Goldman stated that in looking at the group of policies from LU.P-24 through 28, hopefully
it is clear that part of the strategy is to find a balance between allowing for industrial uses in the
unincorporated area, and industrial uses in the city without essentially competing against one
another.
Chairperson Barton referred to page LU-36, Policy LU.P-1 regarding the collaboration with
cities to guide development to the county’s urban center and promote sustainable development
patterns. She stated that she was pleased to see this appear so soon in the document and
also liked seeing it in a variety of variations throughout the plan. Chairperson Barton stated that
she also liked the language about preserving the character and quality of existing traditional
community areas and encouraging clustering of residential development as on page LU-38,
Policies LU.P-16 and 17.
Chairperson Barton referred to page LU-63 regarding the marsh and other natural resources,
and asked staff to talk briefly about the community meetings that were held out in the
Collinsville area.
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Jeff Goldman stated that at the community meetings there was not a strong majority for a
specific point of view, but there were some shared views, one being that part of the reason for
Collinsville to exist is the marsh, the waterways, and other natural resource areas. It was
agreed that this area in particular has an opportunity for the potential for a deep water port or
other water dependent uses, and is one of the few areas in Solano County that has that
potential, so it was of the opinion that it be designated for possible industrial use. Mr. Goldman
stated that one of the things to consider is that the potential for inundation from sea level rise
has some pretty serious implications for any kind of development uses in this part of the
county, so that is something that property owners, as well as the county itself would need to
consider long range.
Chairperson Barton stated that as things are continuing to move forward, it is important to relay
to the Board the need to keep an education campaign going with Collinsville so there are no
surprises down the road.
Chairperson Barton referred to page LU-69 and stated that she felt this section pertaining to
Old Town Cordelia was under represented and under promoted compared to other areas in the
plan. She wanted to recommend the Board take another look at this, and whether it is to add
language regarding the live/work component, somehow encourage a distinction draw for the
area such as with the use of more signage. Ms. Barton stated that she sees this area as the
Gateway to the North County and wanted to make sure that the area is promoted as well as it
could or should be for what they have.
The next Chapter for review was Chapter 3, Agriculture.
Commissioner McAndrew referred to page AG-8, Agricultural Economy. She stated that while
she felt having the figures on commodity sales was a good idea, she was interested in seeing a
percentage or type of representative figure that shows the comparison to other sales or income
that the county receives. She said her aim is to show how important agriculture is to the
economy of the county which is not really reflected here.
Commissioner Mahoney inquired if an ethanol plant would be compatible within an agricultural
area. Mr. Yankovich stated that there is not enough corn grown in the county to support such a
plant. He indicated that this topic was discussed in the Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC)
meetings so it is not that it is something that would not be considered, it is just that at this point
in time it is not something that is viable.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that if the county could provide incentives to obtain an ethanol
plant, then there would definitely be a lot more corn produced around the Dixon area as well as
in Yolo and Sacramento counties. He indicated that at one time there was a lot of corn grown
in those areas.
Mike Yankovich stated that in looking at the document, there are some incentive based policies
within the agricultural chapter to help support the agricultural industry.
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Commissioner Mahoney inquired about the definition of Delta Vision. Mr. Yankovich explained
that the idea is to look for some way to provide water to different areas of the state. The
Peripheral Canal was discussed many years ago, and this issue has been brought up again,
and one of the areas being looked at is to reroute water around the Sacramento region. Mr.
Yankovich stated that what staff found out in their ag discussions is that the most eastern
portion of the county is an area that is one of the most vibrant agricultural regions with regard
to ag production. It is an area that has been looked at with regards to potentially flooding and
providing water as a holding basin for transportation further south. He indicated that this is in
the discussion phase, and the Board is taking a leadership role because of the implications
regarding agriculture.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that one of the reasons he brought up the subject is that we
are talking about pressure on agricultural lands and the potential for Solano County to lose ag
lands for Southern California interests. He referred to the mitigation bank that was established
on Highway 113 that took grazing land out of production and turned it into environmental
wetlands. He spoke to the Yolo By-pass that was purchased. He stated that slowly but surely
there are other interests taking away Solano County agriculture.
With regard to mitigation banks and conservation easements, Commissioner Mahoney wanted
to know if there is any way that the county can electronically track these numbers so that we
know what we are dealing with. He stated that he wanted to know how much ground in Solano
County is owned by the federal government, the state, and the local government because this
takes land out of the county’s tax base. He stated that he wanted to know what kind of ground
the county has as far as non-mitigation banks because as soon as a development company
wants to develop ag ground next to a city, they are going to have to purchase a mitigation
bank. That means the developer is going to go out into the County and buy ground, put it in a
mitigation bank and whatever agricultural ground the county has left that does not have a
mitigation bank or easement located on it, is going to make that ground more and more
expensive for agriculture.
Mr. Mahoney stated that there have been two islands in the county that have already been
flooded and he inquired about the amount of acreage. He stated that it is important to know
that information if the commission is going to make a knowledgeable and informed decisions.
Commissioner Mahoney requested that this information be included somewhere in the
document. He stated that if the county is worried about protecting agriculture, then we need to
know what we are dealing with and the numbers needs to be a part of an ongoing process in
the general plan. He stated that the county needs to make knowledgeable decisions on land
use issues especially when we are talking about something as viable as agriculture in the
county.
Mike Yankovich stated that staff could provide a supplement to the existing policy with another
policy stating that the county should be monitoring the conversion of agricultural land. Mr.
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Yankovich noted that up to this point the county has not required use permits for mitigation
banks. He noted that what the commission will be seeing in the future is a zone text
amendment that will require mitigation banks to obtain a use permit, so the commission would
be able to look at that and make an informed decision as to whether or not there is proper use
of the property. He stated that staff is still wrestling with a way to track private land
conservation easements.
Commissioner Barnes referred to page AG-8, Agricultural Economy stating that at this time
loan rates and price support payments are available from the federal government. He felt that
people should be made aware of this and that way more money would be received into the
county, and the farmers would make more money than what they are making now. The
conservation program through the environmental incentive program and funding may include
the cost share for live stock wells, pipelines, water facilities, fencing and soil erosion measures
and are all available through the federal government, and he felt this should be brought
forward. Commissioner Barnes commented that there are areas in the Mid West have what is
called refuse silos where silos are placed on agricultural land and refuse from the cities and the
county are placed in them which eventually turn into compost. Mr. Barnes commented that this
would be another way the agricultural community can make money aside from an ethanol
plant.
Commissioner Barnes referred to page AG-16 regarding Agricultural Buffers and stated that he
would like to see some kind of a step program implemented when placing agricultural lands
adjacent to cities, and start off with parcel sizes such as 2.5, 5, and 10 acres respectively so
that a person who has a large farming operation is not in conflict with residential properties and
cause a nuisance such as with the spraying pesticides.
Commissioner Moore referred to page AG-2 and stated that when looking at the map (Figure
AG-2), it appears that a large part of the county is within the Williamson Act. He stated that it is
his understanding that every one of these properties under Williamson Act have voluntarily
participated in the program and it would take up to 10 years to cancel the contract. He
commented that all of this discussion about preserving agricultural land and open space and
making rules so that people cannot do away with agriculture, it looks like the majority of the
county’s ag property owners have already done this for us. He commented that for the next 10
years, even without a revision to the general plan agriculture is pretty well preserved.
With regard to the Agricultural Reserve Overlay on page AG-17, Commissioner Moore
questioned how it can be stated that this is voluntary and encouraged and then make a
provision for the mitigation bank to be required without some explanation. He stated that it
needs to be explained to the average person that the mitigation bank is a land use requirement
in the event that the property owner makes the decision they want to change the use
designation of that land, because as it is currently written it appears that we have taken away
that right.
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Commissioner Moore referred to page AG-28, indicating that the same issue applies. The
policy should be clarified that it is the mitigation of that request that the property owner has
been encouraged to participate in a voluntary program to preserve agriculture by changing the
use. The mitigation is the part that is going to be required.
Commissioner Moore referred to page AG-32, Policy AG.P-33(b) and inquired if the county is
still making decisions on what is prime land based on decisions that were made back in 1965.
Jim Laughlin stated that there are 5 different ways that prime land can be classified as prime,
and two of those deal with the quality of the soil. Mr. Laughlin stated that the soil has not
changed since 1965 and the soil rating system is still the same.
Commissioner Barton referred to AG-3, Purpose and Relationship to Other General Plan
Chapters. She stated that she was pleased to see this because it shows how important is to
the county.
The next Chapter for review was Resources.
Commissioner Moore referred to Page RS-28, Policy RS.P-30 and inquired as to who the
facilitator is for this particular activity. Harry Englebright explained that the specific plan was
jointly adopted by Solano County and the City of Vallejo, and under that plan the City of Vallejo
is obligated to eventually purchase some of the remaining private lands that are currently under
water in the white slough area.
The next chapter brought up for review was Chapter 5, Public Health and Safety.
Commissioner Moore referred to Figure HS-1, 100-Year Floodplain Zone map and commented
that the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps have not been updated since
1983, and he wanted to know if the work that went into developing this map has taken into
account the activities that have taken place since that time. Mr. Englebright explained that the
general plan map is based on 1996 FEMA information. He stated that the FEMA maps are the
maps utilized by the building division to ensure that residential structures are above the flood
plain. Mr. Englebright indicated that as a result of recent legislation, remapping of both the 100year and 200-year flood plains will be required. He noted that as that remapping is completed,
the county will be required to incorporate the information into the General Plan at the time of its
next Housing Element update.
Commissioner McAndrew referred to Figure HS-7, Landslide Stability and inquired if the area
of Green Valley is suppose to be completely white or was there some information missing.
Harry Englebright stated that the State Department of Conservation who did the mapping only
mapped certain quadrants, so the areas that are in color are the only areas that were actually
mapped.
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Commissioner McAndrew inquired if the information is available elsewhere. Mr. Englebright
stated that the information was not available, but explained that the county does have a map
that looks at slope and gives a general indication of where there could be potential issues.
Commissioner Barnes referred to page HS-9, Dam Inundation and inquired as to why maps
are not available to the public. Jeff Goldman explained that the issue is concern about making
easily accessible to the public maps showing what areas would be inundated if that dam fails,
with the idea being that somebody who had less than honorable intentions might be able to use
that in a calculated manner.
Commissioner Barnes referred to page HS-45 and suggested the language regarding fire-safe
construction be reemphasized with big black lettering or some other manner to bring attention
to its importance.
Commissioner McAndrew referred to pages HS-85 through 96 and wanted to know why this
information was missing. Mr. Englebright indicated that these pages will contain the noise
contour maps. He explained that these maps are dependent upon the traffic modeling which is
yet to be completed. He noted that these maps will be available by the time the document is
released for public review.
Commissioner Moore referred to page HS-78 regarding the subject of noise penalties. Mike
Yankovich explained that the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) measure adds on
additional points for the time when ambient noise levels are lower, such as at night when folks
are sleeping. If a noise is much more apparent, then they add a penalty for the noise intrusion.
In other words, it penalizes the noise if it occurs during certain areas of the day such as early
morning late or late night hours.
There were no comments from the commission on Chapter 6 – Economic Development and
Chapter 7 – Transportation and Circulation.
Chapter 8 – Public Facilities was the next chapter to be reviewed.
Commissioner Moore referred to pages PF-8 and 9, Policies PF.P-16 and 19 and stated that it
seems these two policies are in opposition of each other. In one case we are saying that
domestic water shall be provided for rural development through onsite individual wells or
through public water, and the other policy says we are going to limit the public water
infrastructure to developed areas.
Harry Englebright stated that the intent of Policy 19 is that development can be served by
either a public water system or through private individual wells. Where there is public water
available, the intent of Policy 16 is to limit that system to serve that planned growth. He noted
that Policy 19 should probably be listed first so that it is saying that water service can be
provided in one of two fashions, on-site well or public system, and then where we are providing
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water by public system, we want to limit it to the designated areas for development so as not to
impact agriculture.
Commissioner Moore stated that Policy 16 infers to him that we are going to limit developing
those facilities. Jeff Goldman stated that the language in these two policies can be clarified. He
indicated that these two policies came about from a broader discussion with the CAC about the
role of water, particularly in rural residential areas and whether it was appropriate to allow
something other than individual on-site wells. The trade off could be, for example, having
smaller lots that are clustered so more of that rural residential development could be in
protective open space as opposed to the typical way that rural residential development has
occurred in the county.
Commissioner Barnes referred to page PF-23, Policy PF.P-23 and stated that what he would
like to see added are sites to locate silos for disposable waste.
Harry Englebright commented that the county will be initiating an update to its Integrated
Waste Management Plan next year. It will include the Siting Element that deals with the siting
of landfills and other disposal facilities, and how composting will occur. He suggested that this
would be the planning process where those kinds of ideas should be expressed. Mr.
Englebright stated that it is the county’s intention to deal with the existing sites in the general
plan, and to defer to the Integrated Waste Management Plan for details in terms of
recycling/composing facilities.
Chairperson Barton noted that Chapter 9, the Housing Element, was last updated in 2001 and
is not a part of this general plan update. The commission did not have any comments with
regard to Chapter 10 - Park and Recreation Element or Chapter 11 – Tri-city and County
Cooperative Plan.
Since there were no further comments from staff or the commission, Chairperson Barton
opened the public hearing.
June Guidotti, 3703 Scally Road, Suisun, spoke with regard to Chapter 11, Tri-city and County
Cooperative Plan and stated that she resents the fact that they have mega dairies and mineral
rights, and the public never got to vote on it. She said that farmland that is used to support
agri-tourism, ag processing, and ag research should be exempt from the Ordinance. She
requested that the commission take a vote to remove her property from the proposed
Agricultural Reserve Overlay, as she does not voluntarily participate in the ag conservation
easement. She said she views these types of programs as formal discrimination, as the
program benefits some private landowners at the expense of other private landowners. She
requested the planning commission direct staff to include her proposed submission she made
during the presentation phase of the general plan. She requested the words “energy
production” be added to the Jepson Prairie to clarify her proposal. She requested the planning
commission develop a policy to allow both agricultural and industrial uses and that the
development policy be added to the draft general plan prior to public comment. Ms. Guidotti
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requested that the county consider her project to be for agricultural development subject to
county agricultural mitigation programs and fees, and that the fees be waived.
Kathleen Hughes, 1500 Warburton Avenue, Santa Clara, spoke on behalf of the City of Santa
Clara. She informed the commission that the city purchased 2,000 acres of land in the Cordelia
hills in 1980 with the purpose of building wind generation. She stated that this intent never
came to fruition, however, they have just finished an extensive wind study and are looking to
put out a Request for Proposal within the next few months for bids to build wind generation on
that site. She stated that it is their intent to have the project up and running in the next couple
of years. Ms. Hughes stated that they were recently informed that the Cordelia hills wind
status, or site designation has been dropped from the Cordelia hills area in the general plan.
She said that the City of Santa Clara would like to request that the Cordelia hills be included as
a designated wind resource area much like the Montezuma hills area. She said they believe
their project will meet the county’s vision for the environment, the preservation of land, and will
benefit the community. Ms. Hughes stated that they believe this wind project will achieve these
values with added benefits of meeting the greenhouse goals.
Bob Berman, City of Benicia, stated that it is his belief that this draft document is not ready to
be released to the public. He indicated concern with the land use figures on Table LU-2 where
it estimates development capacity and talks about number of dwelling units. He said that there
is no indication of how this was determined, and that those numbers need to be a part of the
plan. Mr. Berman stated that it is not clear how many units are existing or new, or what method
was used to determine those numbers of units. He stated that he was concerned with the issue
of sustainability, noting that there is no discussion of how the goals and policies of the plan
result to provide sustainability benefits. He stated that he would like to see each of those goals
and policies of the plan described in terms of the benefits provided to economy, environment,
and equity. Another concern is many of the goals and policies need to be more direct. They
need to be active in terms of what is going to happen. Too many of the goals start out with
words like coordinate, encourage, promote, and consider. He said those words do not result in
action. Mr. Berman stated that another concern is with global warming. He said there needs to
be specific policies that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reduce automobile travel. Mr.
Berman stated that in staff’s presentation much of the discussion related to programs that are
in the plan, not the goals and the policies, but the implementation of programs.
Derrick Lum, 2506 Mankas Corner Road, Suisun Valley stated that he is a farmer in Suisun
Valley. He said that the word preserve is hard to accomplish, he would like to see the words
encourage and opportunities. Mr. Lum stated that farming is not like it was 10, 20, 30 years
ago, times have changed, expenses have increased, but the farm gate has not. He said the
farmers are the ones you want to preserve, not the land. He stated that the Farm Bureau
represents over 400 farmers, and they had an overwhelming vote to support the general plan.
He said it is important everyone support the plan because it is the farmers who provide the
food and fiber to everyone.
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Brian Miller, City of Fairfield, 1000 Webster Street, Fairfield, referred to the map and the area
immediately north of the City of Fairfield which is shown as the Rancho Solano north planning
area. He indicated that this is not officially within their sphere of influence, but it is within their
urban limit line and has been shown in their general plan for the last 15 years as a
development area. Mr. Miller stated that they now have some interest in negotiating with
property owners some development on a small portion of that area, so they would like it
considered to be shown as within the municipal service areas on the general plan diagram.
Laura Kuhn, City of Vacaville, 650 Merchant Street, Vacaville, stated that one of the key
concepts is the concern over retaining what is urban shall be municipal vs. city centered
growth. She pointed out that she believed the commission needs to consider what type of
commercial and industrial development can go on the lands that are being looked at for zone
change. She commented that the cities of Vacaville and Dixon are probably the most impacted
by those proposals. She said that there are four areas that are immediately adjacent to the City
of Vacaville where new industrial and commercial land is proposed, one parcel being 250 acres
in size.
Ms. Kuhn stated that they submitted a letter to the county dated February 13, 2008, with their
comments. She said that they made some suggestions for the areas immediately adjacent to
the city’s sphere of influence, and recommended that they be treated somewhere to what is
being proposed for Travis Air Force Base, including an urban reserve. The other proposal for
the industrial area, the 250 acres in particular, they are suggesting the commission look at a
limited light industrial zoning district. Ms. Kuhn stated that it is their intent to preserve some
area for industrial uses that support what is happening in the county, and if it is intended to
keep some of the existing uses that are already there, they would be willing to work with county
staff on creating a more limited zone and incorporating provisions for buffers and landscaping
and design standards that would address the common concerns that come with that type of
development. They project that the residential area north of Vacaville with the proposed
rezoning could accommodate anywhere from 170 to 340 new residential homes, and they raise
the concern about the ability to provide water service. She said that they understand that the
water district in that area has limited resources and they are concerned about the ability of the
fire district to serve that area and increased development. She commented that this is
something the commission needs to consider before increasing the density.
Jack Batson, 3022 Vista Grande, Fairfield, spoke with regard to the Land Use Map and the
parcel identified as ZZ. He stated that he would like to protest this designation. He stated that
the parcel is owned by a non farmer who wants to develop it, and if the county allows that to
happen, then they have gone against everything that has been said here tonight to sustain the
unique character of Suisun Valley and encourage ag viability as an overall policy. Mr. Batson
commented that the fastest thing to kill off agriculture will be the urban areas around
agriculture, and this would be a very big step in that direction. He believed that several people
have said that the land is not good ag land, but he noted that it is located right in it the middle
of Suisun Valley and right across the road spring wheat is being grown. He asked that Parcel
ZZ be removed from the map.
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Mr. Batson spoke about Suisun Valley Special Study Area Policy Nos. 14, 17, and 18, noting
that Policy14 promotes the branding and identity of Suisun Valley products. He said that area
landowners would like to make Suisun Valley into another Apple Hill, but need help in
accomplishing this task. He noted that the Suisun Valley Fund is the only funding source and
he inquired if the county would like to do what it says in Policy Nos. 11, 13, and 16, and include
the County’s General Fund. He noted that the Suisun Valley Fund will expire in 2010. Mr.
Batson stated that they have done a good job helping the valley’s grape growers and wine
makers who are becoming well known, but have not been able to do that with the fruit and
vegetable growers. He stated that the fruit growers are now in the process of forming their own
promotional organization and need support. If the county could take the place of the Suisun
Valley Fund for 2 to 3 years thereafter, he believed that good things could happen.
Jim Dekloe, 655 Oakbrook Drive, Fairfield, spoke on behalf of the Solano Group of the Sierra
Club. He reminded the commission of the wisdom of the current general plan, especially the
comment “what is urban shall be municipal”. He said that what that has done is set Solano
County aside as one of the wisest land use areas in the country. He said that we have
managed orderly growth in a way better than almost any other county. What city centered
growth has done is reduce the cost to the county because residential development does not
pay for itself. He said that there is an economy of scale to focus development in an area and
provide the services there, and that the destruction of county finances and agriculture is rural
residential development. Mr. Dekloe stated that this general plan seems to depart significantly
from the wisdom of the past general plan. He said that we will lose 21,971 acres of agricultural
land. He said that city centered growth minimizes that impact because what is important is the
urban agricultural interface. Mr. Dekloe asked the commission to reconsider some of these
rural residential areas and take them out of this proposal because it diminishes quality of life
and is a threat to agricultural.
Charles Jeter, 5697 Lewis Road, Vacaville, stated that he owns a family business on Lewis
Road and participates in the Williamson Act. He said that it is very frustrating to start up an
agricultural business. He said that the county cannot compete with people who are able to
bring over Asian pears cheaper than we can put them to market 15 miles down the road. He
said that he is hearing some great plans but is not sure how many of them are innovative. He
said that agricultural innovation is something Solano has in California because it is located
between the cities of Berkeley and Davis, and between Silicon Valley and Sacramento. Mr.
Jeter commented that we have all this knowledge and money that travel through this county on
a daily basis. He said that we want to see cost savings via energy efficiency, and we want to
see cost reduction. Mr. Jeter stated that gearing passion in agriculture in our neighboring Bay
Area counties and in our youth particularly, is something that should be focused on by Solano
County. We have to look at where we are going to get or next generation of farmers, and these
young generation farmers need to see a career path and that they can make a living; they
need to have examples. He said we need to promote our farming lifestyle showing career
paths. Mr. Jeter stated that he is hoping to support the general plan and that the county can
support the farmers.
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Bill Mayben, 4243 Green Acres Court, Fairfield, stated that a sustainable development plan is
one which meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs. He said that the draft general plan represents
unsustainable development because it extends the 19th century assumption that resources are
limitless and exist for exploitation. The Solano County general plan trades our future for the
short term economic gain of a privileged few, mistakenly assuming the continuity of our natural
resources without the need for an ongoing effective study, management and stewardship. He
found the language in the plan muddy with political double talk, and the policies introduced in
this plan encourage the leap frog development of Solano County land far beyond the needs or
our natural population. The document fails to provide a correlation between the projected
growth of our existing population and the defined extent and locations of new development. At
the discretion of a pro development Board, Solano County natural assets will be squandered
as commodities in a regional development market rather than being conserved and planned for
the future of our county residents and their children.
Mr. Mayben commented that we are not obligated to do this by any state mandate. This draft
general plan does not fairly represent the needs or desires of the citizens or the precedence
set in Solano County and should be wholly rejected for what it is, simply a politically sponsored
land grab. Instead of a plan for the year 2020 we have a plan from 1960. The draft general
plan was not created using a long term integrated systems approach to developing and
achieving a healthy community by jointly addressing economic, environmental, and social
issues. It did not foster a strong sense of community by building partnerships and consensus
among key community stake holders. It is essentially imposed for 4 urgent county supervisors
heavily supported by landowners and out of area development money. One may legitimately
ask, what is the hurry, this is a plan for our future. The plan fails to justify a need for initiating
development under county jurisdiction. The plan pushes ahead its interests rather than
supporting our cities interests. Recent county based projects have demonstrated that in their
haste to approve, Solano County administration failed to provide effective oversight creating
poorly designed, poorly financed projects which do not even pay their own way or mitigate the
impacts they create. The private utility systems which they propose historically require
government intervention and tax dollars to operate.
Mr. Mayben stated that plan fails to provide clear, balanced housing initiatives for all income
levels, setting the stage for social and economic dislocation among our citizens despite
statements supporting affordable housing. The vast majority of designated areas are for
upscale and estate housing. The county should not be in the housing business which is being
conducted effectively by the cities. The general plan threatens the character of our individual
communities by superimposing county based development schemes on community boarders
without agreement or participation of its citizens, and the plan violates the integrity of the
individual cities by bringing development pressure to the distinctive natural separation between
the cities regardless of statements to the contrary. Changing the balance of environmental
diversity in favor of uniform repetitive human development. This is the process by which Santa
Clara and Sacramento counties became what they are today. The general plan encourages the
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needless and expensive proliferation of county based municipal services into agriculture and
open space areas encouraging the conversion of irreplaceable farmland, prime ag soils into
residential and commercial uses rather than initiate residential and commercial development of
county land. The Board should focus on agriculture, transportation, recreation, conservation,
and resource management to support our cities and citizens. Sustainable development seeks
balance and the long term and overall cumulative effects of growth. The draft general plan
does not take into account the cumulative effects of the 7 city plans within the county, thereby
avoiding accountability for the consequences of overdevelopment, and unless development in
Solano County is coordinated, it will be like a run away freight train and if the new general plan
is Solano County’s guide to the future, who’s future is it.
Mr. Mayben stated that as a citizen he would have to vote against the commodifcation of
Solano County property for the broad regional market. He believes Solano County belongs to
its citizens and our Board needs to represent those citizens.
Since there were no further speakers, Chairperson Barton closed the public hearing.
Mr. Yankovich informed the commission that this item will now go before the Board of
Supervisors. It is scheduled for consideration at the Board’s special meeting of March 18,
2008.
2. ANNOUNCEMENTS and REPORTS
3. Since there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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