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County Administrative Center
First Floor Multi-Purpose Room
675 Texas Street, Fairfield

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF
The Middle Green Valley
Citizen’s Advisory Committee
March 23, 2009
The regular meeting of the Middle Green Valley Citizen’s Advisory Committee
was held Monday, March 23, 2009, in the Solano County Administration Center,
Multi-Purpose Room, 675 Texas St., Fairfield, CA 94533.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

Craig Gillespie, Bob Hager, Herb Hughes, Sarah
Lindemann, Bill Mayben, Nancy Nelson, Anthony
Russo and James Wiley

MEMBERS ABSENT:

None

OTHERS PRESENT:

Birgitta Corsello, Director, Resource Management;
Mike Yankovich, Planning Manager, Resource
Management; Matt Walsh, Principal Planner;
Resource Management; and Diane Buschman, Office
Assistant III, Resource Management;
Brendan Kelly, Project Manager, Hart Howerton; Amie
MacPhee, Principal, Hart Howerton;

1.

Call to Order
Matt Walsh called the meeting to order at 6:15 p.m.

2.

Roll Call
Roll call was taken and a quorum was present.

3.

Public Comments for Items Not on the Agenda
There were no public comments.

4.

Review and Approve February 9, 2009 Minutes
The March 2, 2009 minutes were approved.
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5.

Homework Assignment
Brendan Kelly apologized for not completing the compilation of the homework
concerning the prioritization of the General Plan policies. This item was
continued to the April 13, 2009 meeting for review and discussion.

6.

MGV Vision and Cluster Alternatives
Mr. Kelly began with an announcement regarding the Middle Green Valley CAC
bus tour that was scheduled on Friday, March 27th. He explained that the
purpose of the tour was to review examples of cluster or rural development in the
areas of Yountville, Oakdale, St Helena and parts of Napa.
He then proceeded to review the initial draft of the Community Design Workbook
dated 03/23/09. The goal was to find consensus among the CAC for a rural
setting with compatible development that incorporated agriculture, open space,
rural character and cluster alternatives. Mr. Kelly urged the CAC to continue to
communicate the CAC’s progress and ideas on the Plan to their constituents. He
reinforced the notion that it was a “consensus” plan, and the “CAC’s Plan” and
that Hart Howerton invited questions and comments.

7.

Network and Neighborhood Character
Mr. Kelly continued reviewing the Community Design Workbook which included
discussions about the Vision, The Plans, and Community Patterns sections as
well as a review of the General Plan Goal and Policies. (See Draft Community
Design Workbook, March 23, 2009) He also discussed the main concepts of the
Vision for Middle Green Valley which centered on preserving the wide open
spaces, creating small town character and honoring the agricultural legacy of the
area.
Mr. Kelly summarized the resource findings and the resulting lands suitable for
development. The concept plan alternatives #1 and #2 were reviewed for their
consistency with the General Plan and vision. He stressed that the amenity for
the community was the Open Lands network shown in Alternative #2, which
amounted to over 80% of the lands in the Study Area. Alternative #1 would not
result in any community open space areas. Other highlights of Alternative #2
included accommodating approximately 400 new homes; the Green Valley road
view shed would be protected and enhanced; a potential connection to regional
open space; community benefits; a long term plan would avoid speculation
pressure, a long term strategy for habitat and flood protection; sustainable
agriculture as a centerpiece of new development; and a strategy for municipal
services. Sarah Lindemann asked how the EIR and Specific Plan would address
the servicing issues. Mr. Kelly responded that there would be alternative
scenarios described in the Specific Plan and analyzed by the EIR.
Mr. Kelly went on to review the Green and Gray Fabric that make up the
development pattern in the Study Area. The green fabric consists of natural,
passive and active open lands. The gray fabric is made up of rural collector and
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neighborhood roads, alleys, driveways, trails and emergency vehicle access
roads. In reviewing the idea of incorporating alley designs, Anthony Russo
supported the idea and commented that it created an “inviting” environment from
his observations at Palmetto Bluff. He discussed the many benefits of using
alleys which centered on hiding the service functions and creating a “walkable”
environment.
8.

Building Types
Mr. Kelly then reviewed the proposed building types in the Study Area which
make up a diverse settlement pattern. These building types include: Agricultural
Tourism/Community, Courtyard, Small Lot, Large Lot, Meadow Lot and
Compound Lot. The agricultural/tourism building type could include such uses as:
a fire station, small hotel, local grocer or recreation facilities. The courtyard lot is
an attached building type that is predominately residential with some
neighborhood commercial and small office uses such as neighborhood retail, art
gallery or small offices occurring within the neighborhood center near the main
town green. The small lots are a detached building type that is predominately
residential with some neighborhood commercial uses. Large lot building types
are detached residential buildings located at the edges of neighborhoods that
could accommodate ancillary buildings such as in-law units or a home office. The
meadow lot is a detached building type that would be located at the edges of the
oak woodlands. Building uses would include residential, home office and in-law
units. The compound building type offers opportunities to create a group of
connected buildings whose uses would be primarily residential with the option for
secondary, utility and service buildings which could house home offices, in-law
units, storage uses, agricultural or equestrian operations. The idea behind the
proposed building types was to give every property owner a range of product
types in a defined development footprint.
Bill Mayben commented that the Courtyard Type was a “sophisticated” product,
and would not be inexpensive to build. He also commented that it’s big “value
add” was the type of lifestyle it offered.
Sarah Lindemann also added her observations after visiting the Santa Lucia
Preserve. She was impressed with the overall conservation idea and the amount
of land that was put into a preserve (19,000 acres), the way buildings blended
into the hillsides, and how the roads were designed to include utilities.
Erin Beavers commented that the built fabric and its implementation was only as
good as the Development Standards and Design Guidelines that were put into
place to create it. Bill Mayben added to Erin’s comments by stressing the point
that “builder’s will push and push”, and that the Design Review Board would need
to be a strong group that would protect the vision of the community.

Page 3 of 5

Minutes of the Citizens Advisory Committee
Middle Green Valley Land Use Plan
Meeting of March 23, 2009

9.

Review of General Plan Goal and Policies
Mr. Kelly then confirmed that the Lots on Vintage Lane, De Leu Drive and
Jeni Lane were not sending and/or receiving and were not “in play”, (as
depicted on Option #2, dated November 11, 2007). The CAC affirmed that
assumption. Mr. Kelly also reviewed the topics for the next meeting which will
include a discussion of the feasibility analysis and the Transfer Development
Right (TDR) program for the Middle Green Valley study area.
Mr. Kelly then asked each of the CAC members to give their comments on
the night’s presentation of the planning vision and concepts:
1. Bob Hagar commented that he would like to review the economics, but all in
all the plans and ideas were headed in the right direction.
2. Jim Wiley expressed concern that there was too much agricultural land being
preserved and was not sure it would be sustainable. He did not like the
Courtyard or the Small Lot types and suggested that it be more of a Large Lot
program. He supports the Lots located in the hills.
3. Sarah Lindemann complimented Hart Howerton on the planning process and
the design. She thought the concept was a good one that preserved the
integrity and history of the land which her family values the most. She liked
the notion that so much of the land is preserved in open space. She was “very
pleased”.
4. Herb Hughes commented that he fully supported the plan which
demonstrates a “new way” of community planning. He stressed that the “old
way” will not work in the future and that “things have changed”. He liked the
notion that the plan embraces and speaks to a “way of life” that centers on a
community that together are “stewards” of the land.
5. Craig Gillespie commented that he liked the “neighborhood idea” presented,
and that he was OK with the Courtyard Type. He commented that the
Courtyard Type would be the first unit he would buy because of the ease of
maintenance while still having the benefit of access to a vast open space
system.
6. Anthony Russo stated that he supports the Plan and commented that he
would like to live “smack” in the middle of the neighborhood center or on a
Compound. He stressed the importance though of tackling the feasibility
aspects of implementing the Plan (the phasing of servicing, amenities etc.),
and that the amenities would need to come first to drive real estate values. He
also suggested that the Landowners would need to meet to discuss how the
plan could work and be implemented. Mike Yankovich agreed that sometime
after the April 13th meeting that a Landowner meeting should take place.
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7. Bill Mayben commented that “we all need to wrap our heads around some
unexpected aspects” of the plan that combined could create a rich community
environment. He thought that the Plan depicted an intelligent way of
preserving agriculture/open space. He concluded that implementation was
key, and that he is interested in understanding the phasing/feasibility analysis.
8. Nancy Nelson affirmed that the Plan meets the Goal and Policies of the
General Plan. She added that it provided an opportunity to give a rich
community to 400 people while not taking away from the experience of
existing residents. She expressed concerns with implementation, and noted
the failure of Mountain House to deliver on its early vision.

10.

Adjournment
Since there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned at
approximately 8:45pm.
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