MINUTES OF THE
SOLANO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting of October 18, 2007
The regular meeting of the Solano County Planning Commission was called to order
at 7:00 p.m. in the Board of Supervisors' Chambers, Fairfield, California.
PRESENT:

Commissioners Moore, Barnes, Mahoney, Barton and
Chairperson McAndrew

EXCUSED:
STAFF PRESENT: Mike Yankovich, Planning Program Manager; Matt Walsh,
Principal Planner; Jim Louie, Senior Planner; Harry
Englebright, Contract Planner; Jeff Henderson, Consultant;
Terry Schmidtbauer, Program Manager, Environmental Health;
Jim Laughlin, Deputy County Counsel; Kristine Letterman,
Planning Commission Clerk
Items from the floor - none
The Minutes of the regular meeting of September 20, 2007 were approved as prepared.
1. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING to consider Use Permit Application U-04-01 of Venoco
(original applicant: Oxy Resources California LLC) to utilize an existing abandoned drilling
pad to drill two exploratory natural gas wells over a two year period and, if gas is found, to
establish a permanent production facility. The project is located near Grizzly Island Road,
approximately 6 miles south of the City of Suisun in the Primary Management Area of the
Suisun Marsh and in the Marsh Preservation (MP) Zoning District; APN: 46-260-120 The
Planning Commission will also be considering adoption of a Negative Declaration of
Environmental Impact as recommended by the Solano County Department of Resources
Management. (Project Planner: Matt Walsh) Staff Recommendation: Remove item from the
planning commission calendar.
Mr. Walsh stated that this item was originally scheduled to be heard by the planning
commission in March of this year. He explained that the driller and the property owner have
struggled to come to terms and agree upon placement of the equipment. There are also
concerns by the property owner with regard to noise. Mr. Walsh noted that this item has been
continued 3 times at the request of both parties with the hope that they could come to some
kind of an agreement. Mr. Walsh stated that at this point staff has not heard from the applicant
regarding the status of their talks with the property owner. He noted that a discussion with the
property owner revealed that he had not been in contact with Venoco and is still not happy
about the project. At this time staff is recommending the item be removed from the calendar
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until such time the applicant is able to move forward with their project rather than asking for
another continuance.
Commissioner Moore commented that over the years there have been numerous actions such
as this where there are differences of opinion by the landowner and the company, but they
have always been resolved in one way or another. It seems as though this one has no solution.
Mr. Moore inquired if staff is privy to any of the details.
Mr. Walsh stated that based on what the applicant has said, there are concerns from the
property owner because he operates a duck hunting club nearby and is concerned that the
drilling and any kind of future compressor could be a noise problem for the onsite residence.
Mr. Walsh stated that there may also be concerns regarding negotiation of the surface lease
and the upkeep of the roads to and from the proposed drilling pad.
Commissioner Moore stated that if he recalled correctly, the pad at the previous location has
been drilled in the past and this hunting club was there at the time. Mr. Walsh stated that the
there are a couple of existing roads that allow access to the pad and he believed there was
some question about which route was better for the driller and the drilling equipment to access
the property.
Commissioner Barton inquired about the process and what happens when the applicant is
ready to continue with their application. Mr. Yankovich explained that staff could reactivate the
application at that time. He noted that the applicant would not have to pay any additional fees.
Mr. Yankovich stated that staff would basically be holding the application in abeyance, but also
would not want to have this time count toward the time frame with regards to processing
applications since the problem is with the inability to contact the applicant. He stated that staff
feels the responsibility is on the applicant to reactivate the application.
Chairperson McAndrew opened the public hearing.
June Guidotti, 3703 Scally Road, Suisun, demanded that a full Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) be required if this application is reactivated. She questioned the permanence of the
project. She wanted addressed in the documentation the noise and the effects on wildlife, and
she wanted staff to show the location of the easements on Grizzly Island Road.
Since there were no further speakers, Chairperson McAndrew closed the public hearing.
A motion was made by Commissioner Barnes and seconded by Commissioner Barton to
remove this item from the planning commission calendar. The motion passed unanimously.
2. PUBLIC HEARING to consider Minor Revision No. 2 to Use Permit No. U-82-01 of
Fellowship Baptist Church for an existing church facility to demolish an existing classroom
building and establish a 9,375 square foot sanctuary in its place, including the expansion of the
parking areas from 62 spaces to 171 spaces. The project is located at 3321 Farrell Road,
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approximately ¼ mile east and west of the City of Vacaville, in an “RR-5” Rural Residential
Zoning District, APN: 0123-130-200. The Planning Commission will also be considering
adoption of a Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact as recommended by the Solano
County Department of Resources Management. (Project Planner: Matt Walsh) Staff
Recommendation: Approve.
Mr. Walsh briefly reviewed the written staff report. He stated that this use permit was
approved by the Planning Commission on March 4, 1982 which allowed a 2,600 square
foot church sanctuary, 2,500sf Sunday school, 5,000sf auditorium, parking lot, and a
parsonage. All structures proposed under the original approval were constructed, with the
exception of the auditorium.
Mr. Walsh stated that on September 18, 2003, a minor revision to the original permit was
approved by the Planning Commission. This revision authorized an approximately 500-600
square foot expansion of the church building to accommodate additional seating. Minor
interior floor plan revisions, upgrades to meet ADA requirements, and additional parking
were also approved.
Mr. Walsh explained that this revision proposes to demolish the existing classroom building
and establish a 9,375 square foot sanctuary in its place, to the north of the ministry
building. The new sanctuary would include offices, classrooms, a kitchen, storage,
restrooms, a nursery, a lobby, and the main sanctuary. The new sanctuary could
accommodate a maximum of 329 people, while the facility itself will have a maximum
occupancy of 557 people. The applicant states that they do not expect the sanctuary’s
attendance to be greater than 240 the majority of the time. To accommodate the
expansion, the applicant is also proposing a total of 171 paved parking spaces surrounding
the two structures, including six accessible spaces.
In response to Chairperson McAndrew’s inquiry, Mr. Walsh stated that the busses have to be
licensed, insured, and operable and can not be permanently parked on the property. He stated
that the intent of the requirement is that there is no mass storage of vehicles that are
inoperable.
Chairperson McAndrew referred to page 5 of staff’s report regarding level of service. She
inquired as to what is going to cause the level to move from level B to level C. Mr. Walsh
explained that according to the traffic study, it would be during the church’s peak traffic times
which would be on Sundays and Wednesday evenings. It would be the number of people
attending those services which would cause that increase in the level of service.
Chairperson McAndrew referred to page 32 regarding project trip generation and noted that
there is a multiplier of 1.37 to estimate future traffic, but in Table 3 it shows the counts
multiplied by 1.45 and she inquired about the discrepancy. Mr. Walsh stated that the number
comes from the Traffic Engineers Handbook and he did not have a good answer as to why the
numbers were different.
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Chairperson McAndrew commented that she believed the first numbered reference made
sense, but the second one seemed to be an arbitrary number. She stated that she pointed this
out for consistency reasons. Mr. Walsh stated that staff would look into it.
Chairperson McAndrew opened the public hearing.
Nathan McCauley, project coordinator, stated that staff has provided an accurate review of
their project and he did not have anything to add.
Since there were no further speakers, Chairperson McAndrew closed the public hearing.
A motion was made by Commissioner Barnes and seconded by Commissioner Barton to
adopt the Negative Declaration, the mandatory and suggested findings, and approve Minor
Revision No. 2 to Use Permit No. U-82-01 subject to the recommended conditions of approval.
The motion passed unanimously. (Resolution No. 4480)
3. REPORT on the General Plan Update Program and review of Citizens Advisory Committee
recommendations on Public Facilities and Services Preliminary Goals, Policies and Programs.
Harry Englebright gave a brief overview of where staff is in the General Plan Update process
and provided a meeting schedule for the coming year.
Jeff Henderson, project consultant, reviewed the Citizens Advisory Committees (CAC)
proposed goals and policies on Public Facilities and Services. He explained that the Workbook
separates the public facilities and services into several categories: General (policies that are
applicable to all the facilities and services), policies for water facilities and services, sewer and
wastewater, solid waste, drainage and flood control, fire protection and emergency services,
law enforcement, public education, community facilities, utilities, and Suisun Marsh policies.
Mr. Henderson also reviewed the 3 overriding goals.
Commissioner Barnes spoke with regard to Policy PF-6 that discourages development outside
of urbanized areas which require urban services. He questioned why development is being
discouraged if there is water and sewer in close proximity to the property. He also referred to
Policy PF-7 where it says to ensure that urban development within the urban growth area is
annexed and served by the cities. Commissioner Barnes stated that he sees this as going back
to Prop. A, and he thought the county was going to head in a different direction this time.
Mr. Englebright explained that the guiding principles the Board of Supervisors has directed
staff to follow in preparing the plan still support the basic principle of city centered growth,
particularly urban density residential to occur through the city annexation process. He stated
that the CAC is not recommending urban density residential in the unincorporated area just
because they have sewer and water service. What they focused more on is the employment
side versus the residential side.
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Commissioner Moore questioned if the CAC is looking into the future and not just looking at
what they have and feel about the county today.
Harry Englebright stated that the CAC has looked into the future in terms of looking at what is
the role of the county for residential development and providing for additional residential
development in certain areas. He commented that in Middle Green Valley they are looking at a
whole planning program for the area, and there has also been expansion of rural residential in
the English Hills area. Mr. Englebright stated that most of the direction has been toward
commercial and industrial where the CAC has made some recommendations in terms of
industrial areas outside of the cities that the county might pursue, particularly to accommodate
the larger industrial users where there is limited space within the cities.
Commissioner Moore stated that in reading this document, a lot of the changes to the policies
are not much more than a rewording of Prop A. He stated that his vision was that we were
planning for the year 2040 not the year 2010. He strongly believed that there will become a
time when Travis AFB is no longer an air force base, and when Vacaville will no longer be
valuable as agricultural land. He said that he believed there will be a time when the only place
around that will still likely be in agriculture will be the Suisun Valley. He questioned if the
committee is being allowed to or are interested in looking beyond the next 20 years.
Harry Englebright stated that the committee is looking at the future needs from their
perspectives.
Commissioner Moore stated that it is not too late for Solano County to look at this from a
different point of view. He commented that the one issue that has gotten a lot of attention is the
sanitation wastewater situation within the county. He said that it was his personal opinion that
instead of providing language that has a tendency to discourage the use of the those kinds of
systems that might be better for all of us, there should be some discussion about approaching
wastewater management for the rural county in a more urban approach for our own benefit and
the quality of our water and our own health. Mr. Moore stated that the kinds of language he
keeps seeing throughout the document is such a facility shall be designed to prevent any
growth inducing impacts on adjoining and designated agriculture and open space areas. He
said this philosophy is found throughout the presentation, and he felt it to be negative.
Mike Yankovich stated that early on in the process the CAC had a number of speakers come
before them and among the things they heard is that agriculture is suffering. However, they are
still looking for viable ways to keep it as a viable entity, and it is still predicted to be a major
industry in the county in the future. This is why the Board has commissioned several studies to
concentrate on agriculture, one specifically in the Suisun Valley and the other county-wide.
Also the Ag Advisory Committee has a special subcommittee to deal with this issue.
Commissioner Moore stated that he is not saying that this county should not be making a
concerted effort to protect and promote its ag character, he is saying that there should not be
verbiage in the policies for the next 40 years that prevents the utilization of the county’s
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properties for something else. He stated that there does not appear to be any provision for
when Travis AFB is no longer here, or for the fact that the county does not have agricultural
manufacturing facilities knocking on their door. Mr. Moore stated that there should be
provisions within this general plan that would attract an alternative, otherwise the property
owners of this county are going to be left high and dry.
Mr. Yankovich stated that the CAC is aware there are no major industrial areas particularly
within the cities, so therefore they are looking for areas for industrial and commercial uses
within the county. With regard to Travis AFB, Mr. Yankovich stated that in the land use
recommendations that the CAC has put forth, there is a Travis Reserve which is a mechanism
to preserve the area around the base for expansion or for potential joint use with regards to
commercial operations. He stated that in terms of residential, there are no major areas for
growth other than Middle Green Valley and the north Vacaville area. Mr. Yankovich stated that
there are no other areas that are being reviewed for major urban densities. He noted that
agriculture is still an area the CAC will be reviewing. He commented that the CAC is adhering
to the principles put forth by the Board for city centered growth, but are also looking at other
opportunities.
Commissioner Barton stated that she would like to see more positive language rather than
negative language in the policies. She suggested that instead of using the words “discourage
development”, use the words “plan for the development” around urban areas. Ms. Barton also
stated that it was talked about in the document of working together on the utilities such as with
PG&E and she noticed that water and wastewater treatment was not included in this idea. Ms.
Barton commented that she understood why it is discouraged because it is to say that we do
not want to promote growth, but then where do we want the growth, how will it be planned for
and at what best way possible.
Commissioner Mahoney stated that we also have to recognize that Highway 12 is a major
thoroughfare and a serious look needs to be taken at turning that road into a road that can
handle the traffic. He stated that we also need to look at Highway 113 which is small but
heavily traveled. He commented that the Rio Vista bridge is not sufficient and there is no plan
for changes.
Commissioner Barnes inquired as to the size of the parcels that will be adjacent to the cities.
He stated that in driving down Green Valley Road there are a lot of 160 acre parcels that abut
the City of Fairfield. He questioned if there shouldn’t be a transition of parcels such as 2 ½ to 5,
or 40 to 160, instead of having a property with 160 acres and then having an adjacent
landowner infringed upon by that ag operation.
Harry Englebright stated that the concept of a transition has certainly been brought up by the
CAC and it is also something that is going to be reviewed as discussions take place regarding
agriculture. He believed the overall response to this issue has been that one house per 40
acres can raise concerns about a farming operation just as well as with one house per 20 or
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one house per 5 or 10 acres. He stated that it is an urbanite against an ag operation and the
density is not so much the issue, as the interface.
Mr. Englebright stated that the CAC has not discussed this matter fully, and it will be one of the
issues they will be reviewing under the ag topic. He indicated that the information that came
back from the special study sessions in the Middle Green Valley area was an idea of
recognizing a portion of the valley that could potentially be developed at higher densities
through a transfer development right program. The property owners in the areas that want to
be protected would have the capability of selling their development rights by being able to build
one house per 5 acres, then they could sell transfer units to the area for development in the
lower part of the valley which might be a bigger return for their investment versus building the
house themselves.
Commissioner Barnes inquired about where potential solid waste sites would be located.
Mr. Englebright stated that the CAC has not specifically gone out and looked for potential solid
waste sites. He explained that what is being recommended is actually under the Integrated
Waste Management Plan which requires the county to have a Siting Element. He stated that
this element will be reviewed and updated, and it is through this process with the integrated
waste task force where they will be looking at the existing capacity of the landfills and whether
there is a need to identify new sites to accommodate the future needs over the next 40 years.
Chairperson McAndrew referred to Policy PF-7 and asked for an explanation of the words
“through city annexation”.
Mr. Englebright explained that the cities are the entity that will provide the full spectrum of
urban services to the county. Except for the provision of water, the county does not provide
urban services. What this policy is saying is that in coordination with the cities and LAFCO
where there is planned urban development that is going to need the full range of services, be it
water, sewer, transit, emergency response, etc. development is accommodated through the
annexation process.
Chairperson McAndrew referred to the implementation programs and inquired about the
Capitol Improvement Program.
Harry Englebright stated that the county’s Department of General Services prepares a capitol
improvement program for the county, which includes future building needs, jails, courts, and a
whole range of facilities that the county provides. This program is reviewed every year or two,
and the county collects this fee on city and county building permits, and it is how the
department programs those funds in looking at future needs.
In response to Commissioner Mahoney’s inquiry, Mr. Henderson stated that the general plan
land use map will include a public land use designation. This will be used to identify the
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location of current public facilities in known locations, and where the county plans for future
facilities.
Harry Englebright also commented that the program will identify potential joint facilities or sites
for facilities. He cited a recent example being the county’s purchase of land in the Suisun
Valley so that it is preserved for potential relocation of the truck scales. He stated that the
county has also had discussions with some of the cities about joint corporation yards so that
fueling facilities can be shared. He indicated that it is through those kinds of discussions and
ultimately the Board’s decision to work out those kinds of agreements.
Commissioner Mahoney inquired if it is known what percentage of land is currently owned in
the county by the government. Mr. Yankovich stated that the county does not have
involvement with federal and state with regards to the acquisition of lands
Commissioner Mahoney stated that he believed this should be public record especially when
looking at tax base and open space designations. He wondered how much is going to be open
space and how much is owned by the government, and how much the government is getting
involved in purchasing that open space land. He said that he would like to know what that
percentage is.
Jeff Henderson reviewed the Water Facilities and Service Policies.
Commissioner Moore referred to page 4 of the Workbook and inquired if the policies that have
been revised are not opposed to domestic water systems managed by special districts. Mr.
Yankovich stated that in looking at policy 16 the proviso is that adequate evidence has to be
provided to show that there is adequate water supply and recharge to support that system.
In response to Commissioner Moore’s request, Mr. Henderson explained the Awhanee Water
Principles.
Commissioner Barton referred to Policy PF-16 on page 4 and wanted to know what kind of
evidence would need to be provided when areas are identified with marginal water supplies.
Mr. Englebright stated that currently the county requires a pump test of the wells to
demonstrate that the minimum standards can be met in terms of providing adequate water
flow. He indicated that there are some areas where it is known that there are marginal water
supplies, such as in the English Hills area. He noted that a groundwater study was conducted
for that area which made recommendation for certain minimum parcel sizes for adequate
recharge. Commissioner Barton stated that she fully supports the potential implementation
programs.
In response to Chairperson McAndrew, Mr. Englebright briefly summarized the details of the
English Hills Specific Plan Groundwater Investigation.
Commissioner Moore referred to page 5, and noted that the word “than” is missing from the
last sentence in Policy PF-19.
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Jeff Henderson reviewed the policies for Sewer and Wastewater.
Commissioner Barnes referred to Policy PF-21 on page 7 and the statement that says such
facilities shall be designed to prevent any growth inducing impacts on adjoining lands. He
wanted to know the reasoning behind this statement.
Mr. Englebright explained that it means the county is not producing growth beyond what is
planned and ultimately adopted and approved as part of the general plan. He noted that it does
not mean it is not designed to accommodate future growth. He explained that if a specific
number of acres are planned for residential growth, and a system is designed to serve what is
planned, there could be issues if the system is designed to go beyond that scope which can
create the environmental review process and other issues.
Commissioner Moore believed that the CAC is focusing on the Rockville Trails Estates project
and not looking forward 35 or 40 years. He referred to an area such as Allendale. He stated
that if that area could no longer be used for anything other than perhaps a manufacturing type
of activity, if a development were proposed and they are required to produce their own plant,
growth requirements for that facility or supporting facilities in that same area could benefit from
the expansion of that type of facility. He stated that this type of language prevents this from
happening. Mr. Moore stated that he could not be comfortable with that kind of phraseology in
a general plan.
Mr. Englebright explained that the proposed policy does not limit centralized plants just to the
Rockville area. He stated that if growth is planned for, and the agency that is providing the
sewer service wished to expand to provide the service to that area, that would be consistent
with the policies of this plan.
Commissioner Barnes suggested using verbiage that is more general and less specific.
Chairperson McAndrew recommended accepting Commissioner Barton’s suggestion with
regard to using more positive language.
Mr. Yankovich stated that staff could take a look at the language. He reemphasized that the
committee is looking at the industrial and commercial areas that have been recommended to
be redesignated in the county, and it would allow some major industrial users to have a
centralized wastewater treatment system that would serve a number of parcels and major
users.
Commissioner Barton referred to Policy PF-21 and wanted to know if language could be added
to indicate that we require connection to the closest public system or to use the best method
available. Mr. Yankovich stated that based on what has been happening in the Rockville area
and after some research and contact with the city, as it stands now that can not happen. He
said that it does not necessarily mean language can not be added to state that in the future this
9

Minutes of the Solano County Planning Commission
Meeting of October 19, 2007

could be something to study. Commissioner Barton stated that it comes down to public health.
She stated that if we have decided how the planning is going to be, where it is going to be and
those homes are going to be there, it would be best to have the best system we can have.
Commissioner Mahoney inquired further regarding sewage treatment. Mr. Englebright stated
that if someone is going to have an onsite system, it is that individual’s responsibility to
maintain and operate that system. If a system serves more than one site then it would be a
public system which would have to meet the minimum standards. Mr. Englebright stated that
staff could clarify the language.
Commissioner Barton stated that she is pleased to see this change in the policy.
Chairperson McAndrew commented that one of the biggest areas of concern with the Rockville
Trials project was the issue of the retention ponds that came about as part of the sewage
treatment system. She inquired if this is and area that needs to be reviewed in the policy. Mr.
Englebright stated that the idea is to try and keep the policies generalized. He commented that
the design issue in a particular project or in the review of projects in the future, the commission
and Board will have those kinds of issues in determining what kinds of systems ultimately get
approved with a particular project. Mr. Englebright stated that if a community services district is
formed to provide that service, then this would become an issue that the district will have to
deal with.
Jeff Henderson reviewed the Solid Waste Policies and Implementation programs.
Commissioner Barnes wanted to know if some specific locations should be identified. Mr.
Englebright stated that it is required to show existing and planned solid waste facilities under
the general plan. He indicated that the Integrated Waste Management program requires the
county to develop a specific siting element designed to identify future sites as needed. He
explained that this planning program is a separate program that is occurring after this general
plan update is finished. He noted that if that Plan depicts any new sites, staff would have to
amend the general plan to incorporate those sites.
Commissioner Barnes stated that he favored being more specific with regards to locations.
Commissioner Moore stated that he believed this to be more of a zoning issue where landfill
operations would be allowed as opposed to designating a specific spot. Mr. Englebright stated
the current zoning ordinance allows for solid waste facilities within the ag district, but there is a
requirement that the county has to identify adequate sites to meet its needs and are ultimately
required to reflect those sites in the general plan.
Commissioner Moore stated that under Policy PF-25 it talks about cooperation with the cities
and landfill operators. He stated that in today’s environment, would it not be appropriate to add
the State to that requirement. He did not foresee any chance that the regional aspect of waste
management is going to change in the State of California in the next 40 years. Mr. Moore
10

Minutes of the Solano County Planning Commission
Meeting of October 19, 2007

stated that since we are not able to restrict other entities from using our landfills, it is more than
just the city and its landfill operator that we need to cooperate with.
Commissioner Mahoney referred to the last sentence in Policy PF-25 where it states to ensure
sufficient capacity to dispose of waste generated within the county. Mr. Yankovich stated that
the CAC felt it was important that the philosophy should be given to the landfill operators so
that they feel that even though under the law there is no requirement they have to take care of
the county first, at least it would be known that the county should be given primary
consideration, and they felt strong enough to make it a policy.
After some further discussion about landfills, Jeff Henderson referred to the New Policy added
that addresses impacts on nearby properties. He stated that this is more specific and that with
the presence of this new policy the words “does not adversely affect the environment” could be
deleted from Policy PF-24.
Commissioner Barton referred to Policy PF-27 and suggested using the word “require” rather
than “encourage” when referring to responsible waste management practices including
recycling and composting. She stated that a lot of these policies use the word encourage and
she suggested more proactive language. Chairperson McAndrew suggested that stronger
language be used in the new policy at the bottom of page 8.
Jeff Henderson reviewed Drainage and Flood Control Policies and Implementation programs.
Since there were no comments from the commission, he reviewed Fire Protection and
Emergency Services.
Chairperson McAndrew referred to the discussions earlier with regard to using more proactive
language and suggested the same in Policy Nos. PF-34 and 35.
With regard to Policy PF-34, Mr. Yankovich stated that staff does not have the authority to
require the fire district to consolidate, but we can encourage them in that respect if it is
determined that the response times improve as a result with the consolidation. He stated that it
could be changed in Policy PF-35 to require a project to implement the fire protection
requirements.
Jeff Henderson reviewed Law Enforcement Polices and Implementation programs. Since there
were no questions or comments from the commission, Mr. Henderson reviewed Public
Education Policies and Implementation programs.
Chairperson McAndrew asked if at some point the county believes they will no longer be
responsible for making land available and providing a county school board, and if schools at
some point will be incorporated into city school districts.
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Mr. Yankovich stated that school districts cover the full extent of the county itself whether rural
or urban, but the key in terms of the committee was the concern about whether there are
adequate facilities and funding and if development will pay its fair share.
Jeff Henderson reviewed Community Facilities and Implementation programs. In response to
Commissioner Barton, Mr. Englebright stated that there have been some discussions with the
library staff as well as with Health and Social Services in terms of reviewing their plans, and by
incorporating them by reference into the general plan they become part of the plan.
Jeff Henderson reviewed Utilities Policies and Implementation programs. Since there were no
questions or comments, Mr. Henderson reviewed the policies regarding the Suisun Marsh and
noted that these policies are being reviewed by BCDC and the CAC took no action because
they are awaiting that review.
Chairperson McAndrew opened the floor for public comment.
June Guidotti, 3703 Scally Road, Suisun, stated that county counsel has made it known that if
a member of the CAC has a conflict of interest they need to make acknowledgement of that
fact. She stated that new people have been brought onto the CAC and noted that many of
them own land in Green Valley. Ms. Guidotti submitted several letters to be made part of the
record. She stated that her zoning was changed as well as her land use. She stated that
BDCD is changing the policy and the CAC does not know what those changes are. Ms.
Guidotti stated that if the planning commission does not stop this, there is not going to be any
agriculture left.
4.

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