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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 2, 2009
The regular meeting of the Middle Green Valley Citizen’s Advisory Committee
was held Monday, March 2, 2009, in the Solano County Administration Center,
Multi-Purpose Room, 675 Texas St., Fairfield, CA 94533.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

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

MEMBERS ABSENT:

None

OTHERS PRESENT:

Mike Yankovich, Planning Manager, Resource
Management; Matt Walsh, Principal Planner;
Resource Management; and Kristine Letterman,
Administrative Secretary, Resource Management;
Brendan Kelly, Project Manager, Hart Howerton; Amie
MacPhee, Principal, Hart Howerton; John Wagstaff,
Wagstaff Associates, Sibella Kraus, SAGE; Mike
Josslyn, Wetland Research Associates; Justin
Semion, Wetland Research Associates

1.

Call to Order
The meeting was called 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 February 9, 2009 minutes were approved.
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5.

Homework Assignment
Brendan Kelly asked that the home work assignment report be continued to the
next meeting since not everyone had completed the task. He noted that the
homework assignments that were submitted to him had been very helpful by
providing a wealth of local information and a sense of issues that are important
for the area.
Mr. Kelly briefly reviewed the meeting agenda and described the material that
would be covered during the meeting. He stated that the purpose of the meeting
was to talk about open lands within the study area including the definition of open
lands and open lands in a regional context.

6.

Recon Workbook
Mr. Kelly reviewed the draft recon workbook emphasizing areas with revisions
and areas where additional information is still needed. He stated that the end
product of the workbook will be a constraints map. Policies covered included
screened development from Green Valley Road; protection of wildlife corridors;
utilizing cluster neighborhood development concepts; and ensuring long-term
agricultural viability.
The natural lands, passive open lands and active open lands of the regional
context map were reviewed as well as the Parcel Owners Summary. Mr. Kelly
provided a draft summary of the acres and potential units that could be assigned
to the different land owners. This was a preliminary list and did not include all
landowners. It did make an assumption that an acre of land in the study area is
equal to any other though there will be exceptions to this rule. All landowners
were asked to check the APNs listed and confirm the ownership of the parcels
with the consultant team. Anthony Russo did not agree with this unit calculation
and distribution method but agreed that this was a preliminary list for review only.
Nancy Nelson expressed that the method might be too simplistic and
mathematical. The real estate data presented that was based on zip codes now
reflects specific Upper Green Valley information; Herb Hughes asked that the
team confirm the number of parcels in Upper Green Valley.
Under Aesthetics a graphic showing areas visible from Green Valley Road was
briefly described. Mr. Russo suggested that the “invisibility of homes” is a
different standard than that of “screening homes” which is specified in the GP
Goal and Policies. The goal is development that is compatible with active,
passive and natural open space. Potential hazards and geological constraints for
Green Valley included wildfires and Green Valley Fault. Touching on the
Population and Housing section Mr. Kelly stated that the Middle Green Valley
project was an opportunity for Green Valley to return to its identity as a “place”
rather than become a series of development projects.
Regarding Public Services, Mr. Kelly stated that the process by which the City of
Fairfield could make their water resources available to the study area was
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“technically” simple compared to wastewater or the sewer services reaching the
study area or parts north. However the process would not be politically simple.
He stated that part of the project would be to describe alternatives on waste and
wastewater systems as there was a connection between wastewater services
and the health of natural open lands such as riparian corridors.
There was new information in the Climate Change section. Mr. Kelly stated that
there is now focused attention on EIRs as they relate to climate change. The
team presented new wind data that conforms to many landowner experiences of
the southern portion being a “high wind” area. There may even be a potential for
wind power generation in the southern portion of the Mason/Lawton Trust/Maher
properties. Mr. Kelly then directed the group’s attention to a Combined
Constraints map which revealed land visible from Green Valley Road, mapped
wetlands and waters, land with steep slopes, areas with sustained winds, areas
affected by the Green Valley Fault and potential dam inundation areas. In
reviewing the composite constraints, Mr. Russo asked that differentiation
between real constraints and potential constraints be made. Erin Beavers
suggested that we examine the 2 classifications for Floodplain (as opposed to
floodway).
7.

Open Space Network
Mr. Kelly began the open space section by reviewing the combined constraints
and presenting the conceptual open lands diagram for review. This showed
slightly revised areas of sending and receiving based on the work of the prior
month. The team reviewed the three dominant open lands definitions prior to the
plan being presented. The three categories are as follows:
A. Natural Lands (Creeks and Corridors)
B. Passive Lands (Pastures and Oak Woodlands)
C. Active Lands (Agricultural Lands and Civic/Community Spaces)
Mike Josslyn, Wetland Research Associates, spoke about the plants and animals
that are either in the natural open space lands or have the potential to live in the
Middle Green Valley area. The planning process looks at how the species list of
plant and animals in an area can be condensed into habitats that can be
protected and perhaps linked together. In that way a system of habitats that
provide the necessary areas for species to live could be created. By utilizing a
planning process that creates a system of habitats that would protect the range
of species in the area, regulatory issues associated with protected species could
be minimized.
He stated that the four key items for a successful plan are riparian corridors,
wetlands and ponds, oak woodlands and wildlife corridors. The definition of a
riparian corridor includes the stream and the associated water dependent
vegetation that provides ecological value for wildlife, flood protection, and visual
value for the community. Natural riparian corridors can provide water quality
improvements through filtering water before it reaches the stream and flows
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downstream. It can also provide for bank stabilization and habitat for plants and
animals. Riparian corridors can also be used as buffers. Generally for flood
control and bank stabilization benefits the width of the corridor would be about
100 feet or more to provide adequate buffers on either side of the stream.
The process to identify the wetlands and ponds in the study area has begun.
Wetlands are defined as an area where plants are adapted to saturated soils.
Their importance to the landscape is that they absorb water before it flows
downstream.
Oak woodlands are an important resource within the state and are protected by
state laws. They are a plant community that provides ecological value for nesting
birds and other wildlife species. Another aspect of oak woodlands is their
potential carbon sequence breaking value for lands that are put in conservation
easements. Grazing is a compatible use with oak woodlands.
Wildlife corridors are important as a link between different habitats. They are
linear habitat areas that connect larger habitat areas and are important in
sustaining populations of larger wildlife such as mountain lions and deer. By
maintaining corridors the potential for loss of habitat for protected species can be
reduced and regulatory issues associated with protected species could be
minimized. Mr. Josslyn concluded by saying that the riparian corridors were the
backbone of the system. The wildlife corridors provide connection between open
space areas. Wetlands can be used to treat storm water coming off development
and agricultural lands. Any development in Green Valley will have some
mitigation requirements for potential habitat loss. Mitigation opportunities can
occur in conjunction with the corridors and open space areas.
Sibella Kraus, SAGE, stated that Middle Green Valley was a place to fully
develop or invest for agriculture. Being aware of the challenges for agriculture in
Solano County, she thought that it was important to keep as much food
production local rather than importing it globally. Food grown locally provides
more value to the community. Ms. Kraus provided examples of successful
farming enterprises that could be considered for Green Valley such as the Full
Belly Farm which produces over 50 different types of crops on 250 acres. It has a
very diverse marketing scheme including wholesale and farmers markets. A
critical part of farming in Solano County is it’s connectivity to the Bay Area and
Sacramento.
Mr. Kelly stated that while almost anything could be grown in Middle Green
Valley, the economics of farming is an issue. Part of the specific plan process will
be to find how to make agriculture viable. The first part is to find out where the
markets are located. The more difficult part is competing with cheaper imported
produce. He believed that agriculture proposed for the Middle Green Valley plan
will have to be subsidized. As an example, in Napa an acre of vineyard today is
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worth more than an acre for a home site. This was not always the case. He
stated that it was a result of a business plan 50 years in the making.
Mr. Kelly reviewed the Conceptual Open Lands Network Map. He stated that
providing a buffer around Green Valley and Hennessy Creeks and all the
tributaries is an important part of the plan. Passive open lands are not
necessarily incompatible with small clusters of homes. The active lands for the
most part are agricultural. He suggested that development could be placed in
hard to see and screened locations. The open lands scheme was being
presented in concert with potential settlement or receiving areas. For the most
part the intensity of the cluster developments were being focused to the west of
the hills in areas where they are out of the wind, out of view and out of the
corridors. Mr. Kelly also spoke about a couple of opportunities that could help the
agricultural viability of the area. The example given was Oakville Grocer on Hwy
29 near Yountville. He described Yountville as an example of a successful cluster
development and encouraged those present to visit it. Mr. Kelly spoke briefly
about the regional aspects the project. There were potential connections to other
areas of interest such as watersheds to the north, Rockville Hills Park, Suisun,
Solano Park and the Bay Area Ridge Trail.
8.

Action Item
Mr. Kelly stated that the purpose of the meeting was about getting consensus
from the CAC on the importance of the natural corridors, the passive open lands
and the agricultural potential for Middle Green Valley. The CAC will be trying to
find steps to make this happen including financing. There are 500 acres of viable
agricultural land in the study area. He continued by calculating that 400
homeowners contributing $300 a month would equal about 1.5 million per year
for subsidizes to make ideas like those described earlier a reality. A $500,000 per
year subsidy to an enterprise such as Full Belly Farms would enable it to provide
high quality produce to the local and regional area. Experienced and qualified
local artisan producers would also want to be part of that picture. The thought
was to not penalize the people who would be the first to try an idea such as a
riparian corridor or to plant vineyards. He asked the CAC if there was consensus
on moving forward to investigate cluster development within the areas described
earlier.
Anthony Russo stated that conceptually he would be willing to go forward with
the ideas presented. But he was concerned with lot sizes and that the clusters
would be too small to bring value back to compensate for everything that needs
to be done. He was very concerned about the inequity regarding the burdens
placed on those who will try out the new ideas such as planting vineyards. He
stated that unless there were tremendous subsidies, projects such as those
described earlier were destined to fail. Jim Wiley said he agreed with Mr. Russo
and would like to get the opinion of Mr. Maher before agreeing to move forward.
Mr. Russo agreed with Mr. Wiley. Sarah Lindemann stated she also believed it
was important to hear from the other landowners regarding their thoughts on the
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conceptual plan. Bob Hagar said that it was a good start but it was still very
conceptual. He stated that he also agreed with Mr. Russo, Mr. Wiley and Ms.
Lindemann. Craig Gillespie stated that conceptually he agreed to move forward.
He liked the idea of branding the area and tying it all together as one place.
While he liked clustered development he would like to see the “front area” clear
of development. Bill Mayben stated that conceptually he agreed to move forward
with the plan. He stated that the plan had to start somewhere and thought that
the concepts would become clearer by the next meeting. Nancy Nelson stated
that she agreed with Mr. Gillespie and Mr. Mayben and also thought that Hart
Howerton had done a stellar job communicating with the community. Herb
Hughes stated that generally he agreed with the comments of the other
members. He thought that the goals and objectives had been presented very well
and also thought that the concepts would become clearer as the process
continued. Consensus on the Open Space Framework as a device to establish
alternative cluster development scenarios was approved within context of the
above comments from the CAC.
9.

Homework
Mr. Kelly briefly described the homework assignment and asked the CAC
members to visit the listed websites to get a wider awareness of Conservation
Communities or cluster development alternatives before the next meeting.

10.

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