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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF
The Middle Green Valley
Citizen’s Advisory Committee
May 18, 2009
The regular meeting of the Middle Green Valley Citizen’s Advisory Committee was held
Monday, May 18, 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:

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; Sibella Kraus, SAGE,
Teifion Rice-Evans, EPS and Ashleigh Kanat, EPS

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 May 4, 2009 Minutes
The May 4, 2009 minutes were approved.

The agenda items below are listed in the order they were addressed.
5.
•

Implementation Strategies
Mr. Kelly began the presentation with an anecdote of Hephaestus, the Greek god
of craftsmen. He was also the creator of Pandora’s Box, the bottom of which lies
hope. The connection was described because implementation of Specific Plans
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is often complex and fraught with difficulty. But eventually the successful Plans
require craftsmanship and hope and that is consistent with the progress the CAC
has been making to date.
Mr. Kelly presented a timeline for implementation (See page 2 of the May 18th
presentation). The Specific Plan and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will run
concurrently and will exist beyond the completion of the project. Hart Howerton
expects to have landowners’ commitments within the next 60 days in order to
inform the EIR and Development Agreement (DA) process. Mike Yankovich
stated that the County will be approaching the City of Fairfield to discuss the
options for delivery of services within the next several weeks. Matt Walsh added
that the County will discuss utility options at the staff level within the next several
weeks.
Mr. Kelly stated that the DA will have an expiration date – probably 2025. The
conservation and utility agreements are important since they will not have
expiration dates.
Bill Mayben commented that the architectural design review board is not
addressed in the timeline. Mr. Kelly responded that this would be addressed in
the design guidelines, which will be attached to the Conservancy.
Mr. Kelly noted that land purchase agreements can occur after the EIR is
approved.
Sarah Lindemann asked if there was more than one development agreement or
tentative map. Mr. Kelly replied that they are working with the County to create
one cohesive DA. Bill Mayben added that the DA can include tabs that address
different areas.
Mr. Kelly stated that most of the discussion for this meeting will be focused on
the Conservancy and described the Green Fabric exhibit (See page 3 of the May
18th presentation). The restoration and maintenance of 2 creeks and
approximately 450 acres of farm will require a high cost of funding. Capitol costs
are estimated at $13 million, which will include amenities such as the produce
stand, the chapel, the post office, and the establishment of landscaping and
agricultural lands. An estimated $1.5 million will be an endowment from transfer
fees. A yearly subsidy is estimated at $100-$200k, which will come from taxes
from land sales.
Mr. Kelly then read from the Agricultural Conservancy booklet (See pages 4-9 of
the May 18th presentation). He noted that they are making a conscious effort to
place lower maintenance crops adjacent to homes instead of higher maintenance
crops; this is in response to concerns expressed by the Solano County Planning
Commission. He stated that the Conservancy is not just a vehicle for landowners
to get their land subsidized. There is no obligation for landowners, and we must
identify financial incentives as well as the costs passed off to a non-profit
organization.
Sarah Lindemann asked what the alternative was to placing land in a
conservancy. Mr. Kelly responded that use restrictions will allow continued
agricultural operations. There would be no change in jurisdiction, but
development rights would no longer exist.
Sarah Lindemann also asked if the Conservancy will dictate how a ranch is
operated. Mr. Kelly replied that restrictions are aimed more at future generations,
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and easement agreements will vary with situations and can be developed in
conjunction with landowners.
Herb Hughes asked how conflicts will be resolved. Mr. Kelly replied that the
Board will have the authority and will vote on conflicts.
Craig Gillespie asked if the profits generated would go to a landowner or to the
Conservancy. Mr. Kelly responded that the Conservancy will have $13 million for
capital costs, and any profits and loses will go to the Conservancy. The
agricultural land will take a long time to become profitable. One possible scenario
may be that the Conservancy has $2 million budgeted for row crops, plants row
crops on the Russo property, and then signs an agreement with a farmer.
Anthony Russo commented that he saw 3 options of management: 1) an
easement and the landowner farms, 2) an easement and the Conservancy farms,
or 3) the Conservancy owns and farms the land. The Conservancy decision is to
be made by the landowner. He also pointed out 2 rules of Conservancy, which
are land easements and managed agriculture.
Erin Beavers commented that conservation not only protects land from
development, but also adds biological aspects, such as maintaining the land for
species and monitoring the land for grazing.
Sarah Lindemann asked who would pay the property tax. Mr. Kelly replied that
he would report back to the CAC with the answer to her question.
Bill Mayben commented that agricultural land is an amenity and adds value to a
property. He doesn’t see an incentive for landowners to maintain farm operations
themselves.
Nancy Nelson asked how the $13 million for capital costs will get distributed
amongst crop types. Mr. Kelly replied that he will address this later in the
presentation.
Mr. Kelly stated that the endowments may include a 1% tax from the builder, a
3% tax generated from a home sale, and a 1% tax for each re-sale of the
property.
Herb Hughes asked if the percentages could change. Anthony Russo replied that
it depended on the deeds for each property.
Nancy Nelson asked what the incentives were for landowners that don’t receive
profits from land. Bob Hager responded that, a landowner may buy grapes from a
farmer without having to pay for the maintenance. Mr. Kelly added that it was
possible that the Conservancy holds easements and ranch operations would be
maintained by the landowner. For example, the Conservancy could give a
stipend in order to provide for another ranch hand to help with maintenance
operations; the Conservancy has shared goals with landowners.
Jim Wiley asked what had changed in agriculture, seeing that crops have
previously existed before. He thought that the agricultural acreage shown was
too large. Mr. Kelly responded that the agriculture is not promised to be
profitable. The vision is to build agriculture incrementally and to create a market.
Sibella Kraus added that RFP’s will include farmers that will be able to diversify
crops. One goal is to build enough so that the infrastructure is paid for by the
Conservancy and the operating costs are covered by farmers.
Mr. Kelly also noted that there will be efficiencies in consolidated operations.
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Mr. Russo commented that he agreed with Mr. Wiley’s comments, and didn’t see
enough income generated in order to fund the Conservancy; for example, 250
acres of vineyards would require $1 million.
Bill Mayben commented that acreages can be scaled, and that not all vineyards
need to go in all at once. Agriculture that has a lower overhead can contribute to
the agricultural aesthetic. He also noted that it is difficult to predict success, and
referred to a project in New Orleans that did not anticipate its high level of
success.
Mr. Kelly stated that there is no liability to add more agricultural land than the
Conservancy can support.
Nancy Nelson believed that success was happening all around us, and that it is
not just a vision. She thought that if agricultural lands were treated as landscape,
she would be willing to pay Mello-Roos fees.
Finance
Mr. Kelly then presented the total costs of the project, noting that more than 50%
of the costs will go to building improvements (See page 10 of the May 18th
presentation). Bill Mayben added that the uniqueness of the project will drive
value.
Mr. Kelly also presented the infrastructure costs (See page 11 of the May 18th
presentation) and the operations and maintenance cash flow prepared by EPS
(See Table 11. page 12 of the May 18th presentation). The table showed high
initial costs which would be gradually offset by revenues as the project matured.
The Conservancy would increase asset values.
Anthony Russo asked how the Conservancy would be funded. Mr. Kelly replied
that there was potential for the developer to provide funding. There will be a need
to bridge the gap between starting the Conservancy and the sale of the last unit
sold before the Conservancy can stand on its own.
Mr. Kelly also presented text from the California Government Code (See page 13
of the May 18th presentation).
Mr. Kelly presented sample parcel plans, showing both existing and proposed
parcels for the Mason- Mason/Lawton parcels, B+L Properties, Ragsdale parcels,
and the Maher parcels. (See pages 14-17 of the May 18th presentation).

6 & 7 Development Timeline and Phasing Logic
• Mr. Kelly presented the proposed phasing plans. Phase 1 would include 200
units and would result in a negative operations and maintenance cash flow. (See
page 18 of the May 18th presentation).
• Bill Mayben commented that builders are used to starting with negative funds
before it sees positive cash flow; the Conservancy will share the same economic
model.
• Phase 2 would include an additional 90 units, and it is at this point where the
operations and maintenance cash flow breaks even. (See page 19 of the May
18th presentation).
• Phase 3 would include completing the remaining 110 units, and the operations
and maintenance cash flow would become healthier. (See page 20 of the May
18th presentation).
Page 4 of 6

Minutes of the Citizens Advisory Committee
Middle Green Valley Land Use Plan
Meeting of May 18, 2009

•

•

•

•
•
•

•

•

•

•
•
•
•

•

Craig Gillespie asked if lands on the east side of Green Valley Road would be
brought into the property. Mr. Kelly replied that property owners Biggs and
Engells would have a chance to review the proposed parcels. The properties
would look like they do today if all the units were transferred.
The question was asked if there was a discussion about infrastructure already
currently in place on the Biggs property. Mr. Kelly answered that if Biggs
transfers his units, he could convert his land to vineyards, and if he doesn’t
transfer his units, he would keep his 8 units.
Mr. Kelly encouraged landowners to meet and discuss conservation easement
agreements and to think about what they wanted the easements to include.
Landowner Commitment
Mr. Kelly asked the CAC if they were agreeable with Hart Howerton asking for
landowner commitment.
Bill Mayben thought it was a necessary step in order to move ahead and also
that it was important to ask, “If not this, then what?”
Sarah Lindemann stated that this was drastically different than the timeline
previously discussed, which was closer to a year. However, it made sense to
move the discussions sooner. She also asked what would happen if a landowner
did not participate. Matt Walsh responded that the land would fall back to an A-20
designation as stated in the General Plan. This does not guarantee equally split
parcels; for example, an 80 acre parcel is not guaranteed to subdivide into (4) 20
acre parcels. The landowner would also have to obtain a tentative map on his/her
own, have a separate CEQA process, as well as incur those costs alone.
Sarah Lindemann asked what would happen if a landowner claimed there was
not sufficient notice. Mike Yankovich responded that the County needed to know
the level of landowner participation for the project in order to start the Notice of
Preparation process.
Herb Hughes asked what landowners would be committing to in 60 days? Mr.
Kelly replied that landowners would commit to the concept, the number of units,
the number of existing units, and the Conservancy; this would include the
conceptual locations of parcels, open space, and easements.
Jim Wiley believed that the timeframe was reasonable. He also asked what
controlled the phasing. Mr. Kelly responded that the phasing alternatives
presented were just an example, and would depend on the developer and market
absorption.
Nancy Nelson asked if there was anything in the DA that required phasing to
start in the center of the plan.
Anthony Russo encouraged having landowner commitments sooner than later.
He believed that there was enough data available and also requested the
background tables to Table 11 be available.
Bob Hager agreed with Mr. Russo’s comments.
Craig Gillespie suggested that the County include “this group” in taxation for the
Conservation Project. He also suggested making sure that there was a buy-in
from owners for the Conservancy and that the funds would be available for
support.
Anthony Russo asked what was next for the subcommittee for utilities. Mike
Yankovich stated that the County should have an update from the discussions
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with LAFCO by June 15th. The County is documenting the alternatives which
include a CSD, or connection to Fairfield without annexation; the latter is a
preference, but does not represent a consensus. There is currently no action
required on behalf of the CAC.
9.

Review of General Plan Goal & Policies
This item was continued to the next meeting.

10.

Adjourn to next CAC meeting
- June 15, 2009
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