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STAFF REPORT 

DATE:  April 15, 2019 

TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 

FROM: Michelle McIntyre 
SUBJECT: LAFCO Project No. 2019-01: Farmstead Annexation to the City of 

Vacaville. Actions include concurrent annexation to the City of Vacaville, 
and detachment from: Vacaville Fire Protection District, Solano Irrigation 
District, and the Solano County Lighting Service Area. Located south of 
Fruitvale Road, east of North Orchard Avenue, and northwest of Eldridge 
Avenue, 20.67 acres APN: 0125-040-110. 

 
The following analysis measures the subject proposed reorganization against the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg (CKH) Act and the Solano LAFCO’s adopted policies and 
standards.  The staff report below includes six sections (A-F); A) Introduction;              
B) Statutory requirements; C) Local policies and written standards; D) Summary of 
determinations; E) Summary of conditions of approvals; and, F) Staff recommendation. 
 
A. Introduction 

Project Background 
The City has submitted a resolution requesting reorganization of approximately twenty 
acres with the following concurrent actions: annexation to the City of Vacaville, and 
detachments from the Vacaville Fire Protection District, Solano Irrigation District, and 
Solano County Lighting Service Area. 

Project Purpose 
The purpose of the reorganization is to facilitate the development of 130 single-family 
detached homes on approximately fifteen acres.  The remaining five acres will comprise 
of a three-acre neighborhood park, trail amenities, and roads.  

Project Location  
The project site is located south of Fruitvale Road, east of North Orchard Avenue, and 
northwest of Eldridge Avenue in unincorporated Solano County.  The project site is 
bounded on three sides by Vacaville city limits, the exception being Fruitvale Road the 
north.  A map and geographic description is attached as Exhibit A to the Draft LAFCO 
Resolution No. 19-06 (Attachment A). 
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B. Statutory Requirements – CA Rev and Tax Code and CKH Act  

California Revenue and Tax Code 99 - Exchange of Property Tax 
The City and Solano County have agreed use the Master Property Tax Transfer 
Agreement as authorized pursuant to California Revenue and Tax Code Section 99(d); 
letters reflecting the agreement, County Resolution 2000-72, and City Resolution 2000-
32 are enclosed as Attachment B. 

Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence 
On May 8, 2017 LAFCO updated the City’s Municipal Service Review/Comprehensive 
Annexation Plan (MSR/CAP), and Sphere of Influence (SOI)1.  The City’s SOI exhibit 
(enclosed as Attachment C) identifies the proposal area as within the sphere of 
influence and within the Near Term Annexation area. 
 
Staff Recommended Determination: The Commission determines the proposal 
consistent with the City’s MSR, CAP, and SOI and is located within the City’s Near 
Term Annexation area. 

Factors To Be Considered:  
 

The Commission is required consider all of the factors pursuant to §56668 (a-q). 
a.  
Population and 
population density 

At build out, the proposal is expected to increase the City’s 
population by 357 residents. (130 units x 2.74 persons/single 
family resident, City’s General Plan EIR). 
 

Assessed 
Valuation 

Due to a Williamson Act Contract per the Solano County 
Assessor’s Office, the assessed unrestricted value is $296,186 
while the full cash value is $99,700 as of 1/10/2019. 
 

Topography The proposal site is generally flat and elevation ranges from 
approximately 205 feet above mean sea level in the eastern 
direction to approximately 210 feet to the west. 
 

Natural boundaries There are no natural boundaries adjacent to the site. 
 

Land area and land 
use 

A portion of the site was previously a fruit stand and orchard.  
There are two existing residences and a number of outbuildings.  
All of the existing buildings and approximately 400 trees will be 
removed.  According to the developer, the row of mature pecan 

                                                           
1 City of Vacaville’s 2017 MSR/CAP can be accessed via this link http://solanolafco.com/studies.htm  

http://solanolafco.com/studies.htm
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trees on North Orchard Avenue will be retained as part of the 
project. 
 

Proximity to other 
populated areas 

Existing single-family homes are located east, west, and north of 
the proposal site.  Hemlock Elementary School and Orchard 
Baptist Church is located south of the proposal area. 
 

Drainage basins There is an existing open ditch located east of the proposal site 
that will remain open and maintained in its current condition for 
the purposes of storm drainage.  The ditch is used to convey city 
storm water from areas to the north and west.  The project does 
not propose to use this ditch for conveyance of the project’s 
storm water system.  (Additional information on Solano Irrigation 
District easements including the subject ditch is included as part 
of Standard 11 below). 
 

Likelihood of 
significant growth 
in the area and in 
adjacent areas 
during the next 10 
years 

There is not a likelihood of significant growth in the adjacent 
areas as these areas are already developed. 

 
b. The need for organized services, the present cost and adequacy of 
governmental services and controls in the area, probable future needs for those 
services and controls, probable effect of the proposed reorganization, alternative 
courses of action on the cost and adequacy of services and controls in this area 
and adjacent areas. “Services,” as used in this subdivision, refers to 
governmental services whether or not the services are services which would be 
provided by local agencies subject to this division, and includes the public 
facilities necessary to provide those services. 
The City provides a full range of municipal services directly or via contract including: fire 
protection, law enforcement, animal control, parks and recreation, public works, solid 
waste, stormwater, wastewater, and water.  These services are detailed in the City’s 
Comprehensive Annexation Plan/Municipal Service Review and the City’s adopted 
Modified Initial Study for the Farmstead Project2 (Attachment V).  Some of the municipal 
services are summarized below:  

                                                           
2 The Modified Initial Study for the Farmstead Project is enclosed as Attachment V and can also be accessed via this 
link https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/the-farmstead-at-n-
orchard  

https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/the-farmstead-at-n-orchard
https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/the-farmstead-at-n-orchard
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• Fire protection – The proposal area is currently served by the Vacaville Fire 
Protection District (VFPD).  Upon annexation, it will be under the jurisdiction of 
the Vacaville Fire Department (VFD).  VFD and VFPD have mutual aid and 
automatic aid agreements.  The automatic aid agreement states that in 
designated zones, including the proposal area, both agencies agree that upon 
receipt of an alarm or request for service, the dispatch center of the Responding 
Party shall dispatch the closest unit from the Responding Party’s jurisdiction and 
immediately transfer the call to the dispatch center of the party from whose 
jurisdiction alarm or call was received.   
 
The closest station to the proposed project site is Vacaville Fire Department 
Station 71 located on 111 South Orchard Avenue which is approximately 0.7 
miles south of the site.  The second closest station is the Vacaville Fire 
Protection District (VFPD) station on 420 Vine Street located 1.5 miles northeast 
of the site.  Given the proximity of the proposal site to the two fire stations, it is 
reasonable to expect the fire response standards can be met at the project site 
and that both agencies have and will most likely continue to respond to the 
proposal area. 
 
Note: Mitigation for the Vacaville Fire Protection District is discussed under 
Section C Local Policies, Standard 11.  
 

• Law enforcement – The proposal area is currently served by the Solano County 
Sheriff’s Office, upon annexation the proposal will be served by the Vacaville 
Police Department (VPD).  VPD standards for average response times are: six 
minutes and one second for Priority I calls and sixteen minutes and twenty eight 
seconds for Priority II calls.  The VPD has an average response time of six 
minutes for Priority I calls and fifteen minutes for Priority II calls.3  
The City’s General Plan (GP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) determined 
that in order to maintain the City’s existing staffing ratios and adopted standards; 
the VPD will need to add thirty officers, with associated equipment and vehicles 
to serve the City’s new growth areas including the Farmstead project. (Per GP 
EIR, the existing VPD facility is sufficient to support additional officers and serve 
future development.)  The City’s GP requires new development to pay a fair and 
equitable impact fee to offset the cost of the additional law enforcement services, 
this requirement will be met by the City’s condition of approval via Resolution 
2018-138 (Attachment D) which states that the subject reorganization prior to 
recordation of the final map shall annex into the City’s Infill Community Facilities 
District, CFD 12.   
 
 

                                                           
3 City of Vacaville General Plan EIR is available via this link: https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-
development/advanced-planning/adopted-plans/general-plan/general-plan-and-energy-and-conservation-action-
strategy-eir/general-pla  

https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/adopted-plans/general-plan/general-plan-and-energy-and-conservation-action-strategy-eir/general-pla
https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/adopted-plans/general-plan/general-plan-and-energy-and-conservation-action-strategy-eir/general-pla
https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/adopted-plans/general-plan/general-plan-and-energy-and-conservation-action-strategy-eir/general-pla
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• Animal control – Vacaville is one of five cities in Solano County that contracts 
with Humane Animal Services, a non-profit organization for animal control.  The 
City’s 2017 adopted MSR/CAP determined that animal control services are 
adequately provided by the City.   
 

• Solid waste – Recology has the exclusive right to provide collection and hauling 
services for solid waste, recyclables, and yard waste as well as street sweeping 
services in the City through a franchise agreement. 
 

• Parks and Recreation – The proposal will result in the construction of a three 
acre park at the south central area of the project site.  The proposal calls for 
passive park design with a picnic area, benches and a paved walkway through 
the center of the park extending to the two cul-de-sacs that flank the east and 
west side of the park.  The project also includes a ten foot wide multi-use trail 
system to provide access for pedestrians and bicycles around the perimeter of 
the site.  A twenty foot wide landscaped buffer will be included along the eastern 
boundary of the site where the open ditch is located.  The Modified Initial Study 
for the proposal includes the following conclusion: 
 

“The General Plan provides that new neighborhood parks should 
be a minimum of 6 acres of parkland, but that neighborhood 
parks less than 6 acres may be approved in infill areas such as 
the project site where there is a documented shortfall of 
parkland. The development’s obligation towards a neighborhood 
park, based on the City’s park standards of acres per 1,000 
people, would be 0.56 acres of parkland. The proposed project 
far exceeds this requirement by including approximately 5 acres 
of neighborhood parkland and trails that would be available to 
the public and consistent with the General Plan. The project 
would provide a 3-acre public, neighborhood park that is adequate 
to serve the projected project population and would not contribute 
to the degradation of neighborhood parks elsewhere, which 
improves the park-to-resident ratio. Additionally, the project would 
comply with all General Plan policies and pay any park fees, if 
required by the City related to the adequate provision of parkland 
and recreational facilities.” 

 
• Stormwater – The project’s drainage plan includes capturing on-site storm water 

through a series of 15 to 36-inch storm drainpipes that would convey flows to the 
southeast corner of the project site connecting to the City’s twin 54-inch storm 
drain infrastructure downstream of SID’s open channel drainage ditch and that 
the project will not contribute storm water runoff into the open drainage ditch.  
Storm drains within the City are required to convey the 10-year design flows and 
in order to accommodate surface drainage, the City requires that streets and 
public rights-of-way be designed to provide overland release of runoff for 100-
year storm conditions.  
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Note: Upon annexation approval, SID will be deed the open channel drainage 
ditch to the City as agreed upon by the two agencies. (See Standard 11 below). 
 
Wastewater – The project is expected to generate approximately 31,200 gallons 
per day of wastewater during operation.  There are existing sewer lines located 
along North Orchard Avenue, Fruitvale Road, and Eldridge Avenue.  Sewer from 
the project would be conveyed to a 21-inch sewer main in Fruitvale Road.  Per 
the City and developer, 8-inch sewer lines will be installed within all roadways to 
service the proposed residences. 
 
The City’s 2017 MSR notes that flow to the Easterly Waste Water Treatment 
Plant (WWTP) is expected to increase as development allowed by the General 
Plan occurs.  Capacity is 15 MGD and current flows are 7.5 MGD.  The City 
states that the flows drastically declined during the drought which led to reduced 
flows and increased capacity.  The Easterly WWTP is considered to have 
sufficient capacity to serve anticipated growth in the community for 16 years 
without the need for expansion, although upgrades are currently underway.  In 
relation to the City’s Near Term and Long Term SOI, the Easterly WWTP has 
capacity for the Near Term SOI planned annexation areas, including the 
proposed project, but may not have capacity for the Long Term areas as the 
General Plan projects that at buildout the sanitary base flow would be 16.2 MGD, 
exceeding the 15 MGD capacity.  The City anticipates the need for additional 
analysis in 5-10 years. 
 

• Water – The project site has an on-site well and receives agricultural water from 
Solano Irrigation District (SID).  Upon annexation to the City, the City would 
provide water to the site.  Per the City, the project will tie into the City’s existing 
12-inch water lines located on North Orchard Avenue and Fruitvale Road.  The 
developer will install a series of 8-inch water lines located with project roadways.   
The project’s irrigation water would also be provided by the City’s potable water 
system.  According to the City, the project is expected to generate a water 
demand of approximately 35,700 gallons per day during operation which was 
factored in their General Plan.  The City’s General Plan EIR determined that the 
projected increase in water demand with future development is 26.2mgd or 
29,350 AFY and that by 2035 the City will be allocated 41,653 AFY of water 
which is adequate to meet their average daily potable water demand without 
requiring additional water supply entitlements.   
 
The following is an excerpt from the Modified Initial Study (MIS) that addresses 
the water pressure in the North Orchard area of the City and the conclusion from 
the MIS: 
 
“The City has identified the N. Orchard area of the City as having issues related 
to fire flow and residential peak hour water demand. The City’s 1990 Water 
Master Plan notes that water pressure below 20 pounds per square inch (psi) is 
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not acceptable to ensure adequate water pressure is available for fire 
suppression. The master plan notes 20-30 psi is acceptable for fire suppression, 
but a range of between 30-88 psi is recommended (Nolte 1990, p. 7-8). 
 
To address how the proposed project could affect existing water pressure and 
required fire flow pressure in this area, the City’s consultant, NV5, evaluated if the 
project would affect existing water distribution system resulting in a decline in 
acceptable water pressure under both average water demand and maximum water 
demand scenarios (see Appendix H). Under existing conditions, the average water 
pressure in the residential areas north and northwest of Fruitvale Road generally 
ranges from 40 to 45 psi. West of Orchard Avenue water pressure generally falls 
within 40 to 42 psi and to the south and east water pressure generally ranges from 
43 to 48 psi. There are a few residential areas farther to the west and southwest 
where water pressure is lower and ranges between 36 to 39 psi. Under existing 
conditions, all of these areas are within the recommended water pressure guidelines 
as set forth in the Water Master Plan and well above the acceptable water pressure 
minimum of 20 psi. The project’s water demand for 130 residences would result in 
no more than a one (1) psi reduction in water pressure under both average and 
maximum day demand in limited areas to the northeast of Fruitvale Road and south 
of the project site. A one (1) psi reduction in water pressure would not result in 
noticeable changes in performance for household uses. Based on this analysis the 
proposed project would not significantly affect the City’s existing water distribution 
system or water pressure in the area and would not adversely impact the required 
fire flow water pressure standards to the extent that would require the construction 
of new water infrastructure facilities.” 
 

Groundwater Management  
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) applies to basins or sub-
basins that Department of Water Resources (DWR) designates as medium or high 
priority basins.  The proposal site is located within the Solano Sub-basin which was 
ranked medium priority.  SGMA required that groundwater sustainability agencies 
(GSAs) were designated by June 30, 2017.  The City and SID are GSAs and currently 
the proposal area is within SID’s GSA.  Upon completion of the reorganization, the 
proposal site should be included within the City’s GSA.  While LAFCO is not 
empowered to modify the GSA boundaries, the Commission can require that the City 
and SID modify their GSA boundaries with DWR. 
 

Recommended Condition of Approval: The City and SID, as Groundwater 
Sustainable Agencies (GSA) shall modify their respective GSA boundaries with the 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) to reflect the reorganization.  

 
 
 



Agenda Item 6 

c. The effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on local 
governmental structure of the county. 
The proposed development cannot receive municipal services from Solano County per 
the Solano County General Plan and Measure T. 4   There is no other nearby 
municipality that could provide services to the proposal area.   
 
In May 2017 the Commission approved the City’s MSR/CAP and SOI and determined 
the City is able to provide services to the proposal area which is located within the near 
term annexation area. 
 
d. The conformity of both the proposal and its anticipated effects with both the 
adopted commission policies on providing planned, orderly, efficient patterns of 
urban development, and the policies and priorities in Section 56377. 
In summary GC §56377 requires the Commission to consider two policies and priorities. 
The first is that the Commission shall guide development away from existing prime ag 
lands toward areas containing non-prime ag lands unless such action would not 
promote the planed, orderly, efficient development of an area.  The second 
consideration is development of areas that are within the agency’s SOI should be 
encouraged prior to development of other areas outside an agency’s SOI. 
The proposal area is one of four areas identified in the City’s 2017 MSR/SOI that would 
likely be annexed in the next five years.  Consistent with the other three areas identified 
within the City’s near term annexation areas, the Farmstead project is adjacent to 
existing City limits, development, and infrastructure.  The Farmstead project is 
substantially surrounded by the City with the exception of the area to the north which 
includes ten parcels that are developed with existing residences.  Annexation of the 
Farmstead project as well as the ten parcels north of parcels would create a logical 
extension of the city’s boundary and municipal services, and would remove the 
existence of an unincorporated corridor and an unincorporated island. (See Factor f 
below for the specific factor that addresses islands) 
 

Prime Agricultural Land 
GC Section 56064 defines prime agricultural land based on soil types, soil 
classifications, Storie index ratings, and other factors.  The proposal area consists of 
Brentwood clay loam and Rincon clay loam soils, both of which are classified as prime 
agricultural land by the US Department of Agriculture and meets the definition under the 
CKH Act specifically Section 56064. 
As noted above, the CKH Act discourages development of prime ag lands unless such 
action would not promote the planed, orderly, efficient development of an area.  Given 
that the proposal area is substantially surrounded by the City and municipal services 
and infrastructure are adjacent to the property, annexation of the proposal site to the 
City is a logical extension of their boundary and promotes municipal service efficiencies. 

                                                           
4 See Solano County General Plan https://www.solanocounty.com/depts/rm/planning/general_plan.asp  

https://www.solanocounty.com/depts/rm/planning/general_plan.asp
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In their application to LAFCO, the City and developer have indicated their support for 
mitigation of lands that meet the prime agricultural land definition pursuant to Section 
56064.  Given that the City is in the process of establishing an agricultural and avian 
foraging habitat mitigation fee program and agreement with the Solano Land Trust, 
LAFCO staff recommends conditioning approval of the proposal so that the project is 
subject to the said mitigation fee program.  Staff also recommends that the City and or 
Solano Land Trust provide LAFCO with a report on the outcome of the agricultural 
mitigation within one year. (The City staff report for said mitigation fee program and 
related ordinance and resolution is enclosed as Attachment E) 
 

Staff Recommended Determination:  The Commission determines that annexation of 
the proposal site to the City of Vacaville is a logical extension of their boundary and 
promotes municipal service efficiencies as the proposal site is substantially surrounded 
by the City, and adjacent to existing municipal services and infrastructure. 

 

Staff Recommended Condition of Approval:  The proposed reorganization is 
approved on the condition that the proposal is subject to the City’s agricultural and avian 
foraging habitat mitigation fee program to mitigate the impacts on prime agricultural 
lands as defined pursuant to Government Code Section 56064, and that the City and or 
Solano Land Trust shall provide LAFCO with a report on the outcome of the agricultural 
mitigation within one year. 

 
e. The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic integrity 
of agricultural lands, as defined by Section 56016.  
GC §56016 includes the definition for “agricultural lands” which means land currently 
used for the purpose of producing an agricultural commodity for commercial purposes, 
land left fallow under a crop rotational program, or land enrolled in an agricultural 
subsidy or set aside program.   

Williamson Act Contract 
The proposal site is currently under a Williamson Act contract.  A notice of non-renewal 
was submitted to the County on April 17, 2018 to request removal of the project site 
from the Williamson Act contract.  This is a nine year termination process, during which 
the annual tax assessment for the property gradually increases.  Absent an earlier 
cancellation, the Williamson Act contract will terminate on October 13, 2027.  On 
December 11, 2018 the Solano County Assessor-Recorder Office determined that the 
valuation of the project site for purposes of determining the cancellation fee under 
Government Code (GC) Section 51203 is three million dollars.  Without a partial fee 
waiver, the cancellation fee would be three hundred seventy five thousand dollars.  
Without the relief permitted under GC Section 51283, this fee would normally be 
required to be paid prior to recordation of the certificate of cancellation.   
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On January 22, 2019, the Vacaville City Council adopted a resolution approving the 
tentative cancellation of the Williamson Act contract (the “Tentative Cancellation”).  The 
Tentative cancellation includes the findings required to authorize the waiver of the 
cancellation fee and an extension of time to make such payment.  The Tentative 
Cancellation authorizes a fifty-percent reduction in the cancelation fee for a total of one 
hundred eighty seven thousand five hundred dollars (the “Reduced Cancellation Fee”).   
The Tentative Cancellation also extends the time to pay the Reduced Cancellation Fee 
from the date the certificate of cancellation is recorded to the earlier of: the issuance of 
the eighty-fifth residential building permit for the project; or October 13, 2027.  As of the 
writing of this report, the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency has not yet agreed 
to waive all or a portion of the cancellation fee and to grant an extension of time to pay 
all or a portion of a cancellation fee. 
 
GC Section 56754 requires the Commission to make a determination based on 
substantial evidence in the record, if the city shall suceed to the rights, duties, and 
powers of the county pusuant to Section 51243, or that the city may exercise its option 
not to suceed to the rights, duties, and powers of the county pursuant to Section 
51243.5.  As noted, the City has adopted a resolution approving a Tentative 
Cancellation of the Williamson Act contract and has entered into a Williamson Act 
Cancellation Fee Agreement with the property owner (Attachment F). 
 

Staff Recommended Determination:  The Commission determines as required by GC 
§56754 and based on substantial evidence in the record, the City will suceed to the 
contract pursuant to Section 51243. 

 
GC §56856.5 prohibits the Commission from approving or conditionally approving a 
change of organization or reorganization of lands subject to a Williamson Act contract 
except in limited circumstances.  GC  §56856.5(d)(2) allows for annexation of territory to 
a city if a tentative cancellation has been approved pursuant to Section 51282.  As 
noted in prior sections, the Vacaville City Council has adopted a Tentative Cancellation 
on January 22, 2019. 
 

Staff Recommended Determination: The Commission determines it has the authority 
pursuant to Government Code Section 56856.5(d)(2) to approve or conditionally 
approve the Farmstead proposal based on the fact that the Vacaville City Council 
adopted a Tentative Cancellation on January 22, 2019.  
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f. The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the 
nonconformance of proposed boundaries with lines of assessment or ownership, 
the creation of islands or corridors of unincorporated territory, and other similar 
matters affecting the proposed boundaries. 
The map and geographic description, Exhibit A to the draft resolution of the subject 
reorganization, has been reviewed by the Solano County Surveyor.   
 
The proposal site is substantially surrounded by the city with the exception of the area 
north of the proposal area.  As recommended by LAFCO staff, the City has submitted 
an application via resolution to annex the ten parcels to the north known as the Fruitvale 
Annexation.  Should the Commission proceed without annexing the Fruitvale site, the 
Commission will create an island that is substantially surrounded by the City.  Staff 
recommends that both areas annex into the City as approving one without the other 
would create an island or a corridor of unincorporated territory thus creating an illogical 
boundary that would not promote the logical extension of services. 
 

Staff Recommended Condition of Approval: The Commission determines annexation 
of only the Farmstead Annexation or the Fruitvale Annexation creates an illogical 
boundary that does not promote the logical extension of municipal services, therefore; 
the Commission conditions the approval of the Farmstead Annexation proposal on the 
successful completion of the Fruitvale Annexation proposal. 

 
The Fruitvale Annexation to the City of Vacaville Project was submitted on March 10 
and is currently being processed by LAFCO staff.  Staff anticipates it may be heard at 
the Commission’s June 10, 2019 meeting. 
 
g. A regional transportation plan adopted pursuant to Section 65080. 
GC §65080 states, “each transportation planning agency shall prepare and adopt a 
regional transportation plan directed at achieving a coordinated and balanced regional 
transportation system, including, but not limited to, mass transportation, highway, 
railroad, maritime, bicycle, pedestrian, goods movement, and aviation facilities and 
services.” 
A regional transportation plan has been adopted and can be accessed via this link  
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/plans-projects/plan-bay-area-2040/transportation-2035  
 
With respect to transportation/traffic study impacts more specifically related to the 
Farmstead project, the City completed the Modified Initial Study (MIS) for the Farmstead 
Project and the information below are excerpts from pages 81-87 of the MIS 
(Attachment V). Please see MIS for the complete analysis. 
 
 

https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/plans-projects/plan-bay-area-2040/transportation-2035
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“A Transportation Impact Study (TIS) was prepared for the project by Omni-Means, Ltd. 
and is included in Appendix G. To evaluate potential project impacts four intersections 
were identified by the City for analysis. The potential for the project to result in traffic 
impacts was evaluated under six scenarios: 
 

• Existing Conditions 

• Existing plus Project Conditions 

• Short Term Conditions (approved/pending projects, near the project locations, 
generated peak hour traffic volumes have been added to the Existing conditions 
volumes to obtain the Short Term volumes) 

• Short Term plus Project Conditions (project generated peak hour traffic volumes 
have been added to the Short Term conditions volumes to obtain the Short Term 
Plus Project volumes) 

• Year 2035 Conditions 

• Year 2035 plus Project Conditions 

All of the study intersections are all-way stop sign controlled, except for the intersection 
of N. Orchard Avenue/W. Monte Vista Avenue, which is signal controlled. The following 
intersections were identified by the City for analysis. 

• N. Orchard Avenue/Vaca Valley Road/Farrell Road 

• N. Orchard Avenue/Fruitvale Road 

• Gibson Canyon Road/Fruitvale Road 

• N. Orchard Avenue/W. Monte Vista Avenue 

Traffic count data was taken at all study intersections on Thursday, February 15, 2018, 
and were evaluated for average weekday AM and PM peak hour operations. The AM 
peak hour is defined as the one-hour of peak traffic flow (which is the highest total 
volume count over four consecutive 15-minute count periods) counted between 7:00 am 
and 9:00 am on a typical weekday. The PM peak hour is defined as the one hour of 
peak traffic flow counted between 4:00 pm and 6:00 pm on a typical weekday. Schools 
in the area were in regular session and no unknown special event were occurring in the 
area at the time the traffic counts were taken. 

Table 5 shows the existing conditions at these four intersections. All of the study 
intersections currently operate at or above the threshold LOS under Existing Conditions. 
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Table 5 
Existing Conditions Intersection Operations 

# Intersection 
Control 

Type 
Target 
LOS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 N. Orchard Ave/Vaca 
Valley Rd/Farrell Rd 

AWSC Mid-D 9.1 A 8.0 A 

2 N. Orchard Ave/Fruitvale 
Rd 

AWSC Mid-D 11.2 B 11.0 B 

3 Gibson Canyon 
Rd/Fruitvale Rd 

AWSC Mid-D 12.8 B 12.5 B 

4 N. Orchard Ave/W. Monte 
Vista Ave 

Signal Mid-D 23.0 C 21.7 C 

Source: Appendix G 
Notes: 
1 AWSC = All-Way Stop Control 
2  LOS = Delay based on average of all approaches for AWSC, Signal 

 
Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan (revised) 
Transportation Element adopted on October 24, 2017: 

 
• Policy TR-P3.1: Endeavor to maintain LOS C as the LOS goal at all 

intersections and interchanges to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of 
people, goods and services. Strive to design improvements to provide a LOS 
goal of C, based on the City’s most recent 20+year traffic forecast including 
signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

• Policy TR-P3.2: At signalized and all-way stop control intersections, LOS mid-D 
shall be the LOS significance threshold. At two-way stop control intersections, 
LOS D shall be the LOS significance threshold. 

[Additional City GP Policies are outlined in the attached MIS] 

The TIS prepared for the project determined that the project would generate 95 AM and 
151 PM peak hour trips (see Table 4 in Appendix G0. The TIS evaluated the study 
intersections and concluded that each intersection would operate at better than the mid-
LOS D threshold under Existing plus Project conditions, Short Term plus Project 
conditions, and Year 2034 (cumulative) conditions, as shown in Tables 5, 6 and 7 in 
Appendix G. In addition, both project driveways are projected to operate acceptably 
without adding turn lanes to either of the project driveways (Appendix G). The project’s 
traffic impacts would be less than significant and would not result in a significant impact 
peculiar to the project site or change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR 
and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  
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Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Facilities 
N. Orchard Avenue, from W. Monte Vista Avenue to Farrell Road, contains continuous 
sidewalks along the west side of the roadway. The east side of the roadway has 
sidewalks along the majority of the roadway, with the exception of where the proposed 
project would be located. 
 
Fruitvale Road, from Dunsmuir Street to Gibson Canyon Road, contains continuous 
sidewalks along the south side of the roadway, with the exception of where the 
proposed project would be located and near the intersection of Gibson Canyon Road 
and Fruitvale Road. The north side contains sporadic sidewalks along the roadway. 
 
There is an existing Class I bike path from Foothill Drive to Farrell Road and proposed 
Class III bike lanes proposed along N. Orchard Avenue from W. Monte Vista Avenue to 
Farrell Road and along Fruitvale Road from Dunsmuir Street to Stinson Avenue. 
 
The nearest bus stop to the project site served by route 4 is located at the transit 
Plaza near the intersection of Dobbins Street and Monte Vista Avenue, 
approximately 1.4 miles from the project site. 
 
The proposed project includes a multi-purpose pedestrian/bike trail around the 
perimeter of the project to facilitate access. The project site is not currently served by 
public transit, but the nearest bus stop to the project site is at the transit plaza near the 
intersection of Dobbins Street and Monte Vista Avenue, and is served by Bus Route 4. 
The project site is approximately 1.4 miles from this stop. The project is consistent with 
the General Plan and would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. This impact has been 
adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the General 
Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.” 

 
h. The proposal’s consistency with city or county general plan and specific plans. 
The City’s Resolution 2018-139 (enclosed as Attachment G) approved the Farmstead 
vesting tentative map, planned development, conditional use permit for detached single-
family development, and park design review.  The City determined that the proposal is 
consistent with their General Plan. 
 
i. The sphere of influence of any local agency which may be applicable to the 
proposal being reviewed. 
The proposed reorganization is not within the SOI of another municipality.  
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j. The comments of any affected local agency or other public agency. 
 
Solano Irrigation District (SID) – On October 16, 2018, SID adopted their Resolution 18-
40 requesting LAFCO detach the proposal site, the ten parcels to the north along 
Fruitvale, and the open ditch east of the property.  SID’s staff report (Attachment H) 
noted that three of the ten parcels receive irrigation water for landscaping. The staff 
report also noted that the project will have to return to the District’s board for the 
quitclaiming of easements and to deed the existing Eldridge Drain (the open ditch east 
of the property). 
 
Given that the City was submitting reorganization proposal, LAFCO staff recommended 
that the City include the SID action as part of its application to save on processing time 
and associated cost.  Therefore the SID detachment is being considered by the 
Commission concurrently with the City annexation.   
 
On March 26, 2019, SID submitted a request for five conditions of approval, 
(Attachment I) which is summarized as follows: 

1. The eleven parcels (the subject proposal plus the ten parcels to the north on 
Fruitvale) and applicable adjacent areas shall detach from the District. 
 

2. The developer is required to pay the SID fees, the balance of which upon writing 
this report is approximately $2,000. 
  

3. Upon annexation and prior to the City’s recordation of the final maps, the 
developer is required to purchase the District’s Uhl Lateral 2 easement that lies 
along the easterly 10 feet and northerly 20 feet located on the Eldredge Property 
as calculated by the District. 
 

4. Upon annexation and prior to the City’s recordation of the final maps, the City is 
required to take over ownership and maintenance of the Eldredge Drain, located 
along the westerly portion of the lots in Burton Ranch Subdivision and east of 
Eldredge Proposal area. The District will quitclaim the 35 foot wide strip land 
(Eldredge Drain) and 10 foot-wide strip of land (Uhl Lateral 2 fee title) at no cost 
to the City of Vacaville. 
 

5. The developer is required to sign a Protection Facilities Agreement for the 
District’s Uhl Lateral which lies along the southerly portion of the subject 
property. 
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Staff Recommended Condition of Approval: The Farmstead Annexation to the City 
of Vacaville proposal is approved subject to all of the conditions in the Conditions of 
Approval request letter from the Solano Irrigation District dated March 26, 2019 
enclosed as Attachment I to the staff report. 

 
 

Note on Fruitvale Annexation – (ten properties north of Farmstead) 

On April 4, 2019, SID staff via email (Attachment J) clarified that SID, upon SID Board 
approval, may enter into an Out of District water contract with the ten property owners 
north of the proposal area on Fruitvale Road.  The purpose of the Out of District water 
contract is to bridge the gap between detachment from SID and the extension of City of 
Vacaville water.  Since SID provides non-potable water to the subject parcels, an Out of 
District contract is exempt from the LAFCO process under Government Code Section 
56133; thus, the individual property owners would have to enter into a contract with SID 
directly should they choose to continue receiving non-potable water from SID.  An 
excerpt from SID staff is included below: 

 

“To bridge the gap between detachment and alternate source of raw water for the 
parcels north of the farmstead development, the District can enter into an Out of District 
water service contract. This contract would be for the calendar year only. The SID 
standby and Assessment would be collected as if they were within the District boundary. 
They would also be required to pay whatever the going water rate is per acre-foot. If for 
some reason the development stalls, we could revisit the contract again the following 
year and re-evaluate it. The Contract would also need to be approved by our Board, but 
this seems to be a reasonable bridge, at least for the first year. We also would have 
surplus water available this year for an Out of District Water Contract.” 

 
Vacaville Fire Protection District (VFPD) – VFPD was notified of this project and VFPD 
has reached an agreement with the Developer to mitigate impacts, this is also 
discussed in Section C Local Policies, Standard 11 below.  
 

Staff Recommended Condition of Approval:  The Reorganization is approved in 
reliance on the expected compliance by the Developer with the terms of the Vacaville 
Fire Protection District Mitigation Agreement, Attachment K to the Staff Report. 
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k. The ability of newly formed or receiving entity to provide the services which are 
the subject of the application to the area, including the sufficiency of revenues for 
those services following the proposed boundary change. 
 
The City’s adopted Comprehensive Annexation Plan (CAP)/Municipal Service Review 
(MSR) provides a thorough analysis of the municipal services to be extended to the 
city’s sphere of influence areas including the Farmstead project.  The CAP/MSR 
determined the City has the capability and capacity to extend services as well as 
sufficient revenues to provide services to the areas within the near term annexation 
areas.  Per the City, the developer via the vesting tentative map will pay costs 
associated with extending municipal services to the proposal site. The City is requiring 
the proposal site to annex, prior to recordation of final maps, into the Infill Community 
Facilities District (CFD 12) that funds the cost of municipal services.  Furthermore, 
municipal services will be financed through a variety of sources including monthly water 
and sewer charges, and other fees for services.   
 
l. Timely availability of water supplies adequate for projected needs as specified 
in Section 65352.5. 
 
The City of Vacaville prepared an update to their Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP) in 2015.  The UWMP confirms the City’s water supply meet the projected 
demand.  Specifically, the UWMP states, “groundwater and surface water supplies are 
projected to meet or exceed projected water demands even during extended drought 
conditions. Demonstrated reliability of the City’s conjunctive water supply strategy, 
future water supply will be adequate to offset future water demands during normal, 
single, and multiple dry years.” (City of Vacaville, UWMP, 2015, page 7-10) 
 
m. The extent to which the proposal will affect a city or cities and the county in 
achieving their respective fair shares of the regional housing needs as 
determined by the appropriate council of governments consistent with Article 
10.6 (commencing with Section 65580) of Chapter 3 of Division 1 of the Title 7. 
 
This project will contribute to the City’s supply of upper and moderate income housing 
but does not help nor hinder the City meeting its RHNA requirements for low income 
family housing. 
 
n. Any information or comments from the landowner or landowners, voters, 
residents of the affected territory. 
 
Staff received a signed letter supporting the reorganization from the landowner dated 
September 25, 2018.   
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Staff has received the following on April 9, 2019: 
 

1. Opposition Letter from Kevin and Laura Gallagher located on 337 Fruitvale Road 
(Attachment L) 

2. Opposition Letter from Kurt and Debbie Hansen located on 355 Fruitvale Road 
(Attachment M) 

3. Opposition Letter from Ron Hawley located on 331 Fruitvale Road (Attach N) 
4. Opposition Letter from Vance Berean located on 601 Orchard Road (Attach O) 
5. Opposition Letter from Gregory and Jeannie Walker located on 343 Fruitvale 

Road (Attachment P) 
6. Petition Against the Farmstead Project (24 pages)  (Attachment Q) 
7. Petition Against the project at Farmstead at N. Orchard (20 pages) (Attach R) 

 
o. Any information relating to existing land use designations. 
 
Solano County’s 2008 General Plan designates the area as Agriculture (Ag) 40 acres. 
 
p. The extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice.  As used 
in this subdivision, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment of people of 
all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the location of public facilities 
and the provision of public services. 
 
There is no evidence the proposal will or will not promote environmental justice.   
 
 
 
 

56668 Continues to the following page. 
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q. Information contained in the local hazard mitigation plan, information 
contained in a safety element of a general plan, and any maps that identify land 
as a very high fire hazard zone pursuant to Section 51178 or maps that identify 
land determined to be in a state responsibility area pursuant to Section 4102 of 
the Public Resources Code, if it is determine that such information is relevant to 
the area that is subject of the proposal.  
CalFire has prepared a Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone (FHSZ) for Solano 
County.  A closer look at the area 
indicates the project site is not 
located within a Very High FHSZ 
which is depicted with a color red, 
High FHSZ (orange), or Moderate 
FHSZ (yellow).  The closest High 
FHSZ is located approximately .5 
miles east of the proposal site.  
Should the need for fire services 
arise, given the proximity of the two 
closest fire stations, 0.7 miles for 
Vacaville Fire Dept. Station 71 and 
1.4 miles for Vacaville FPD’s 
station, it is reasonable to assume 
both of these agencies are able to respond within their required response times. 
 
The Fire Hazard Zone maps may be accessed in their entirety via CalFire’s website via 
this link: 

http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fhsz_maps_solano  
 
 

Staff Recommended Determination: The Commission has considered the factors in the 
review of a proposal pursuant to GC §56668 a-q. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fhsz_maps_solano
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Notice and Hearing, and Conduction Authority Proceeding  
 
Pursuant to GC §56662, the Commission may waive notice and hearing, and the 
conducting authority proceeding for the following reasons:  

• The proposal site is “uninhabited” meaning there are fewer than twelve registered 
voters. The Solano County Registrar of Voters certified that there are three 
registered voters within the proposal site.  
 

• The Commission has received consent to the reorganization from the landowner. 
 

• The proposal consists of annexations and detachments only. 
 

Staff Recommended Determination: The Commission waives the Conducting Authority 
Proceeding pursuant to GC §56662. 

C. Local Policies and Written Standards  
The Commission has adopted eleven written standards as required by GC §56375.   

Standard 1 
Consistency with the Sphere of Influence 
As discussed in prior sections, the proposal is consistent with the City’s adopted 
municipal service review, comprehensive annexation plan, and sphere of influence. 

Standard 2  
Standard Two only applies to proposals located outside the City’s SOI. 

Standard 3 
Consistency with City General Plans, Specific Plan, and Zoning Ordinance 

The City determined the reorganization is consistent with the Vacaville General Plan, 
Zoning Ordinance, and Development Code via City Resolution 2018-139 (enclosed as 
Attachment G). 

Standard 4 
Standard Four only applies to proposals located outside the City’s SOI. 

Standard 5 
Requirement for Pre-Approval 

On November 13, 2018, the Vacaville City Council adopted the following:  

• Resolution 2018-137 Reaffirming the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and 
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations and the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Vacaville General Plan (SCH 
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#2011022043) for the Farmstead at North Orchard Project (APN 0125-040-110). 
(Attachment S) 
 

• Resolution 2018-138 Requesting that Solano LAFCO initiate proceedings for the 
reorganization of the Farmstead project. (Attachment D) 
 

• Resolution 2018-139 Approving the Vesting Tentative Map, Planned 
Development, and Park Design Review for the Farmstead project (Attachment G) 
 

• Ordinance No. 1935 Amending the Municipal Code by Change of Zoning Map 
for the Farmstead Project. (Attachment T) 

 

Standard 6 
Effect on Natural Resources – California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

The City of Vacaville certified an environmental impact report (EIR) (State Clearing 
House #2011022043), adopted Findings of Fact, Mitigation Measures, rejecting 
alternatives, and adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations on August 11, 
2011 for the Vacaville General Plan project.  On November 13, 2018 the City, via 
Resolution 2018-137, reaffirmed the Vacaville General Plan Environmental Impact 
Report for the Farmstead project making findings and determining that no new 
environmental document would be required. 
 
LAFCO, the Responsible Agency, will consider the CEQA documents prepared by the 
Lead Agency including the General Plan DEIR, FEIR, the Statement of Overriding 
Consideration, Mitigation Monitoring Program, Modified Initial Study, and all related 
studies.   
 
The complete DEIR, FEIR, and related CEQA documents mentioned in the above 
paragraph for the General Plan are provided in their entirety for the Commission’s 
review electronically via the following link:  
https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-
planning/adopted-plans/general-plan/general-plan-documents  
 
The Modified Initial Study for the Farmstead project and related studies are provided in 
their entirety for the Commission’s review electronically via the following link: 
https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-
planning/the-farmstead-at-n-orchard  

 
 

 

https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/adopted-plans/general-plan/general-plan-documents
https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/adopted-plans/general-plan/general-plan-documents
https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/the-farmstead-at-n-orchard
https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/community-development/advanced-planning/the-farmstead-at-n-orchard
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Standard 7 
Relationship to Established Boundaries  

This policy is discussed above consistent with 56668 et seq. and staff recommended 
the Commission adopt determinations that approval of the subject reorganization is a 
logical extension of their boundary and promotes municipal service efficiencies.  
Furthermore, the proposal area is substantially surrounded by the City and directly 
adjacent to existing City infrastructure. 
 

Standard 8 
Likelihood of significant growth and effect on adjacent areas  

In order to address the requirements under Standard 8, the proponent prepared a 
market study.  The market study (Attachment U) includes a residential activity report for 
the City of Vacaville as well as a fiscal impact analysis.  Only the conclusions of the 
market study are provided below: 

 

The City of Vacaville’s General Plan and ECAS Draft EIR forecasts that 445 new 
residential units will be needed every year.  The proposed Farmstead community 
provides 130 units, less than 4 months supply.  

 
The City of Vacaville has issued an average of 273 residential construction permits 
between 2006 and 2016, including the time of the great recession, and over the last 
three years has issued anywhere from 311 to 379.  Farmstead will likely absorb more 
quickly than other residential homes as it is unique being an infill, single family 
residential community in the highly coveted and long-established North Vacaville 
neighborhood within 1.2 miles of Vacaville’s historic downtown whereas the majority of 
the current residential units are greenfield projects in the newly developed area of 
Vacaville several miles from the city center.   

 
Additionally, this annexation will not inhibit the development of lands already within the 
City or inhibit City’s ability to meet its infill goals precisely because Farmstead is an infill 
community—and is identified as such in the MSR—that is moving forward in the 
approval process despite recent outlying annexations. 

 
Lastly, the fiscal impact analysis provided indicates that the proposed Farmstead 
community will generate an estimated $348,645 in additional tax revenues and fees for 
the City.  This estimate implies a tax contribution averaging $961 per resident per year 
compared to the City’s average cost per resident of $810 per resident per year and the 
average contribution (in taxes and fees) of $837 per resident per year.  Overall, the 
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Farmstead community will generate more tax revenues than the cost to the City to 
provide services. 

    

Standard 9 
Protection of Prime Agricultural Land 

As noted in prior sections, the property is considered prime agricultural land as defined 
by GC §56064.  The City’s General Plan includes a policy that requires developers to 
permanently protect agricultural lands of equal or greater value at a ratio of one acre of 
conserved agricultural land per one acres of developed land.  Specifically:  
 

Policy LU-P2.4: Require that development on any prime farmland, farmland of 
statewide importance, or unique farmland (as classified by the California 
Department of Conservation) purchase conservation easements to permanently 
protect agricultural lands of equal or greater value at a ratio of 1 acre of 
conserved agricultural land per 1 acre of developed agricultural land. 
 

As previously described, staff recommends that the proposed reorganization is 
approved on the condition that the proposal is subject to the City’s agricultural and avian 
foraging habitat mitigation fee program to mitigate the impacts on prime agricultural 
lands as defined pursuant to Government Code Section 56064. 

Standard 10 
This Standard only applies to changes of organizations or reorganizations that were 
initiated by petition. 

Standard 11 
Local Government Mutual Social and Economic Interest 

Vacaville Fire Protection District 

The developer has reached an agreement with the Vacaville Fire Protection, (enclosed 
as Attachment K) whereby the landowners will mitigate for twenty five years of the 
District’s share of the ad valorem for the current tax roll.  This equates to $151.28 x 25= 
$3,782.00.  The developer has agreed to pay the mitigation upon recordation of the 
reorganization.   

Staff Recommended Condition of Approval:  The Reorganization is approved in reliance 
on the expected compliance by the Developer with the terms of the Vacaville Fire 
Protection District Mitigation Agreement, Attachment K to the Staff Report. 
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Air Port Land Use Commission (ALUC) and Travis Air Force Base (TAFB) Land Use 
Compatibility Plan 

The TAFB Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan sets forth land use compatibility policies 
applicable to future development in the vicinity of TAFB.  These policies are designed to 
ensure that future land uses in the surrounding area will be compatible with existing and 
future aircraft activity at the base, including the potential for bird strike hazards to be 
created.   
On April 11 the ALUC will hold a public hearing to make determinations with respect to 
the proposal’s compliance with the Travis Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.  The 
proposal is within Compatibility Zone D5 which has no land use limitations, but includes 
height limitations and other development conditions.  ALUC staff has agreed to provide 
the Commission their consistency analysis after the conclusion of their April 11 meeting.   
 

Staff Recommended Determination: Given the Commission’s past direction of 
including the ALUC’s consistency determination as part of LAFCO’s approval process, 
staff recommends amending the draft proposed resolution at the LAFCO meeting 
consistent with past directive and practice. 

 

Staff Recommended Determination:  The Commission determines that upon adoption 
of conditions of approval including: mitigation for the loss of prime agricultural lands, 
mitigation for the financial loss of the Vacaville Fire Protection District, and the 
successful annexation of the Fruitvale Annexation project, and other conditions as 
outlined, the proposal is consistent with its adopted written Standards One through 
Eleven. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
5 There are no land use limitations within Compatibility Zone D; only “Height Limitations and Other Development Conditions” 
including height review for objects in excess of 200 feet in height, wind turbines in excess of 100 feet in height, and projects 
within either the Bird Strike Hazard Zone or the Outer Perimeter Area.| 
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D. Summary of Staff Recommended Determinations 
 

1. The Commission determines the proposal consistent with the City’s MSR, CAP, and 
SOI and is located within the City’s Near Term Annexation area. 

 

2. The Commission determines that annexation of the proposal site to the City of 
Vacaville is a logical extension of their boundary and promotes municipal service 
efficiencies as the proposal site is substantially surrounded by the City, and adjacent 
to existing municipal services and infrastructure. 

 

3. The Commission determines as required by GC §56754 and based on substantial 
evidence in the record, the City will suceed to the contract pursuant to Section 
51243.  

 

4. The Commission determines it has the authority pursuant to Government Code 
Section 56856.5(d)(2) to approve or conditionally approve the Farmstead proposal 
based on the fact that the Vacaville City Council adopted a Tentative Cancellation on 
January 22, 2019. 

 

5. The Commission has considered the factors in the review of a proposal pursuant to 
GC §56668 a-q. 

 

6. The Commission waives the Conducting Authority Proceeding pursuant to GC 
§56662. 

 

7. Given the Commission’s past direction of including the ALUC’s consistency 
determination as part of LAFCO’s approval process, staff recommends amending 
the draft proposed resolution at the LAFCO meeting consistent with past directive 
and practice. 

 

8. The Commission determines that upon adoption of conditions of approval including: 
mitigation for the loss of prime agricultural lands, mitigation for the financial loss of 
the Vacaville Fire Protection District, and the successful annexation of the Fruitvale 
Annexation project, and other conditions as outlined, the proposal is consistent with 
its adopted written Standards One through Eleven. 
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E. Summary of Staff Recommended Conditions of Approval 
 

1. The City and SID, as Groundwater Sustainable Agencies (GSA) shall modify 
their respective GSA boundaries with the Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) to reflect the reorganization. 
 

2. The proposed reorganization is approved on the condition that the proposal is 
subject to the City’s agricultural and avian foraging habitat mitigation fee program 
to mitigate the impacts on prime agricultural lands as defined pursuant to 
Government Code Section 56064, and that the City and or Solano Land Trust 
shall provide LAFCO with a report on the outcome of the agricultural mitigation 
within one year. 
 

3. The Commission determines annexation of only the Farmstead Annexation or 
the Fruitvale Annexation creates an illogical boundary that does not promote the 
logical extension of municipal services, therefore; the Commission conditions the 
approval of the Farmstead Annexation proposal on the successful completion of 
the Fruitvale Annexation proposal. 
 

4. The Farmstead Annexation to the City of Vacaville proposal is approved subject 
to all of the conditions in the Conditions of Approval request letter from the 
Solano Irrigation District dated March 26, 2019 enclosed as Attachment I to the 
staff report. 
 

5. The Reorganization is approved in reliance on the expected compliance by the 
Developer with the terms of the Vacaville Fire Protection District Mitigation 
Agreement, Attachment K to the Staff Report. 

 

F. Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends the Commission approve the proposed Farmstead Annexation to the 
City of Vacaville adopting the enclosed Draft Resolution 19-06 making determinations, 
and adding conditions of approval. 
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Attachments:  
Attachment A – Draft LAFCO Resolution 19-06 
Exhibit A – Map and Geographical Description 
Attachment B – Property Tax Transfer Agreement between County and City  
Attachment C – City SOI Exhibit 
Attachment D – City Resolution 2018-138 
Attachment E – Agricultural and Avian Foraging Habitat Mitigation Program 
Attachment F – Williamson Act Cancellation Fee Program 
Attachment G – City Resolution 2018-139 
Attachment H – SID Staff Report dated October 16, 2018 
Attachment I – SID Conditions of Approval 
Attachment J – SID email regarding Fruitvale properties 
Attachment K – Agreement with Vacaville Fire Protection District for Mitigation 
Attachment L – Opposition Letter Gallagher 
Attachment M - Opposition Letter Hansen 
Attachment N - Opposition Letter Hawley 
Attachment O - Opposition Letter Berean 
Attachment P - Opposition Letter Walker 
Attachment Q – Petition Against Proposal 
Attachment R - Petition Against Proposal 
Attachment S – City Resolution 2018-137 
Attachment T – City Ordinance 1935 
Attachment U – Market Study 
Attachment V – Modified Initial Study 
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LAFCO RESOLUTION NO. 19-06 

RESOLUTION MAKING DETERMINATIONS, ADDING CONDITIONS, AND 
APPROVING  

FARMSTEAD ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF VACAVILLE  
(LAFCO PROJECT 2019-01)   

  WHEREAS, a resolution making application for the annexation of certain 
territory to the City of Vacaville was filed with the Executive Officer of this Local Agency 
Formation Commission pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act, commencing with Section §56000, et seq. of the Government Code 
by the City of Vacaville; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Executive Officer has examined the proposal and certified that it 
is complete and has accepted the proposal for filing as of April 9, 2019; and 
  
 WHEREAS, the proposal is exempt from the requirements for notice and 
hearing, and the conducting authority/protest proceeding pursuant to Government Code 
§56662 because it is uninhabited, consists of annexations and detachments only, and 
100% of landowners have given their written consent to the proposal; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code §56665 has 
reviewed this proposal and prepared a report including his recommendations, and has 
furnished a copy of this report to each person entitled to a copy; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Vacaville and Solano County have agreed use the Master 
Property Tax Transfer Agreement as authorized pursuant to California Revenue and 
Tax Code Section 99(d); and has provided LAFCO letters reflecting the agreement, 
County Resolution 2000-72, and City Resolution 2000-32; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Vacaville, as lead agency for The Farmstead project has 
certified an environmental impact report (EIR) (State Clearing House #2017062068) on 
November 13, 2018, the Commission, as the responsible agency, has considered the 
environmental documents prepared and approved by the City of Vacaville including the 
EIR, findings, overriding considerations, mitigations and mitigation monitoring plans, 
and related documents and studies; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Commission has received, heard, discussed and considered all 
oral and written testimony related to the proposal, including but not limited to: 
comments, petitions, and objections; the Executive Officer’s report and 
recommendation; the environmental documents and determination; plans for providing 
service; municipal service review; spheres of influence; and applicable general plans; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Commission does hereby make the following determinations 
regarding the proposal: 
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1. The Commission determines the proposal consistent with the City’s MSR, CAP, and 
SOI and is located within the City’s Near Term Annexation area. 
 

2. The Commission determines that annexation of the proposal site to the City of 
Vacaville is a logical extension of their boundary and promotes municipal service 
efficiencies as the proposal site is substantially surrounded by the City, and adjacent 
to existing municipal services and infrastructure. 
 

3. The Commission determines as required by GC §56754 and based on substantial 
evidence in the record, the City will suceed to the contract pursuant to Section 
51243.  
 

4. The Commission determines it has the authority pursuant to Government Code 
Section 56856.5(d)(2) to approve or conditionally approve the Farmstead proposal 
based on the fact that the Vacaville City Council adopted a Tentative Cancellation on 
January 22, 2019. 
 

5. The Commission has considered the factors in the review of a proposal pursuant to 
GC §56668 a-q. 
 

6. The Commission waives the Conducting Authority Proceeding pursuant to GC 
§56662. 
 

7. Given the Commission’s past direction of including the ALUC’s consistency 
determination as part of LAFCO’s approval process, staff recommends amending 
the draft proposed resolution at the LAFCO meeting consistent with past directive 
and practice. 
 

8. The Commission determines that upon adoption of conditions of approval including: 
mitigation for the loss of prime agricultural lands, mitigation for the financial loss of 
the Vacaville Fire Protection District, and the successful annexation of the Fruitvale 
Annexation project, and other conditions as outlined, the proposal is consistent with 
its adopted written Standards One through Eleven. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED AND ORDERED as follows: 
 

The Farmstead Annexation to the City of Vacaville is approved, subject to conditions 
listed below: 
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1. The City and SID, as Groundwater Sustainable Agencies (GSA) shall modify 
their respective GSA boundaries with the Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) to reflect the reorganization. 
 

2. The proposed reorganization is approved on the condition that the proposal is 
subject to the City’s agricultural and avian foraging habitat mitigation fee program 
to mitigate the impacts on prime agricultural lands as defined pursuant to 
Government Code Section 56064, and that the City and or Solano Land Trust 
shall provide LAFCO with a report on the outcome of the agricultural mitigation 
within one year. 
 

3. The Commission determines annexation of only the Farmstead Annexation or 
the Fruitvale Annexation creates an illogical boundary that does not promote the 
logical extension of municipal services, therefore; the Commission conditions the 
approval of the Farmstead Annexation proposal on the successful completion of 
the Fruitvale Annexation proposal. 
 

4. The Farmstead Annexation to the City of Vacaville proposal is approved subject 
to all of the conditions in the Conditions of Approval request letter from the 
Solano Irrigation District dated March 26, 2019 enclosed as Attachment I to the 
staff report. 
 

5. The Reorganization is approved in reliance on the expected compliance by the 
Developer with the terms of the Vacaville Fire Protection District Mitigation 
Agreement, Attachment K to the Staff Report. 
 

6. Said proposal is assigned the following short form designation: 
 

Farmstead Annexation to the City of Vacaville 
 

7. Pursuant to Section 15096 of the CEQA Guidelines, LAFCO has considered the 
environmental documents adopted by the Lead Agency, which contains 
measures that mitigate all potentially significant environmental impacts except for 
those impacts identified in the EIR for which a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations has been made.  
 

8. Said territory is annexed as proposed and as set forth and described in the 
attached descriptive map and geographical description marked “Exhibit A” and by 
this reference incorporated herein. 
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9. The following concurrent actions are hereby approved: 
 

Annexation to the City of Vacaville 
Detachment from the Solano Irrigation District 

Detachment from the Vacaville Fire Protection District 
Detachment from the Solano County Lighting Service Area 

 
10. The proposal area shall be removed from the spheres of influence of the: City of 

Vacaville, the Vacaville Fire Protection District, the Solano Irrigation District, and 
Solano County Lighting Service Area concurrent with the subject reorganization. 
 

11. All subsequent proceedings in connection with this reorganization shall be 
conducted only in compliance with the approved boundaries, conditions, and 
terms specified in this resolution.  
 

12. The proponent shall pay applicable County, State Board of Equalization, and 
LAFCO fees related to processing the subject reorganization. 
 

13.  The Executive Officer is hereby directed to file a Notice of Determination in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act. 
 

14. The effective date of said reorganization shall be the date of recording of the 
Certificate of Completion. 

 The foregoing resolution was duly passed and adopted by the Local Agency 
Formation Commission of Solano County at a regular meeting, held on the 15th day of 
April, 2019, by the following vote: 
  

AYES: 
 NOES: 

ABSENT: 
 ABSTAIN: 
             
       ________________________________ 
       James Spering, Chair  
       Presiding Officer Solano Local Agency  
       Formation Commission    
 
ATTEST: 
_______________________________ 
Michelle McIntyre, Clerk to the Commission 



LAFCO PROJECT NO: 2019-01 
FARMSTEAD ANNEXATION  

TO THE CITY OF VACAVILLE 
 
 
DESCRIPTION CONSISTS OF 1 PAGE (EXHIBIT A) 
EXHIBIT CONSISTS OF 1 PAGE (EXHIBIT B) 
 
SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT 
 
THIS DESCRIPTION AND EXHIBIT OF THE FARMSTEAD ANNEXATION BOUNDARY IS NOT A 
LEGAL PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AS DEFINED IN THE SUBDIVISION MAP ACT AND MAY NOT BE 
USED AS A BASIS FOR AN OFFER FOR SALE OF THE LAND DESCRIBED. IT IS FOR ANNEXATION 
PURPOSES ONLY. 
 
PREPARED ON APRIL 5, 2019 BY OR UNDER THE DIRECTION OF 
 
 
 
_________________________________________________________ 
ALLAN F. HADDOX, II, PE, PLS 8410 
HADDOX CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC. 
 
 
COUNTY SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT 
 
THIS DESCRIPTION AND EXHIBIT MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE STATE BOARD OF 
EQUALIZATION, THE SOLANO COUNTY ASSESSOR / RECORDER'S OFFICE AND CONFORMS TO 
THE LINES OF ANNEXATION. 
 
 
DATED:_______________________________________________,2019 
 
 
 
__________________________________________________________ 
DANIELLE L. GOSHERT PLS 8491 
ACTING SOLANO COUNTY SURVEYOR 
 
 
APPROVAL BY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION: 
 
 
 
DATED:_______________________________________________,2019 
 
 
 
__________________________________________________________ 
RICH SEITHEL, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
SOLANO LAFCO 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

LAFCO PROJECT NO 2019-01 
FARMSTEAD ANNEXATION  

TO THE CITY OF VACAVILLE 
GEOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION 

 
REAL PROPERTY SITUATE IN THE COUNTY OF SOLANO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 
A PORTION OF SECTION 18 TOWNSHIP 6 NORTH, RANGE 1 WEST, MOUNT DIABLO BASE AND 
MERIDIAN THAT LIES WEST OF THE WESTERLY LINE OF THAT ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF 
VACAVILLE KNOWN AS “BURTON ESTATES ANNEXATION”, ANNEXATION NUMBER 105, AS 
ADOPTED BY THE SOLANO COUNTY LAFCO RESOLUTION NUMBER 1981-N-5; EAST OF THE 
EASTERLY LINE OF THAT ANNEXATION KNOWN AS “ORCHARD AVENUE, ADDITION NO. 2”, AS 
DESCRIBED IN THE SOLANO COUNTY LAFCO RESOLUTION NUMBER 1971-E-2; AND SOUTH OF THE 
SOUTHERLY LINE OF FRUITVALE AVENUE, SOLANO COUNTY ROAD NO. 428 (50’ WIDE), AND MORE 
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWESTERN CORNER OF SAID ANNEXATION KNOWN AS “BURTON 
ESTATES”; HAVING A CALIFORNIA STATE PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE 2, NAD83 (EPOCH 
1191.35) COORDINATE OF 1896178.78 NORTH, 6561268.26 EAST;  
THENCE SOUTH ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE, (L01) SOUTH 00° 32' 46" WEST, 989.19 FEET;  
THENCE, (L02) NORTH 89° 26' 40" WEST, 910.11 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID 
ANNEXATION KNOWN AS “ORCHARD AVENUE ADDITION NO 2”;  
THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE, (L03) NORTH 00° 32' 44" EAST, 989.00 FEET TO THE SOUTH 
LINE OF SAID FRUITVALE AVENUE;  
THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, (L04) SOUTH 89° 27' 24" EAST, 910.12 FEET TO THE POINT 
OF BEGINNING. 
 
CONTAINING 20.67 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 
 
SEE PLAT TO ACCOMPANY LEGAL DESCRIPTION WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART 
HEREOF.  THIS DESCRIPTION AND PLAT OF THE ANNEXATION BOUNDARY IS NOT A LEGAL 
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AS DEFINED IN THE SUBDIVISION MAP ACT AND MAY NOT BE USED AS 
A BASIS FOR AN OFFER FOR SALE OF THE LAND DESCRIBED. IT IS FOR ANNEXATION PURPOSES 
ONLY. 
 
END OF DESCRIPTION 
 
THIS DESCRIPTION WAS PREPARED BY OR UNDER THE DIRECTION OF: 
 
 
 
 
      4/05/2019 

 
 
ALLAN F. HADDOX, II , PLS 8410  DATE 
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SOLANO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
 

DATE:  October 16, 2018                                                                           AGENDA ITEM NO. 5.6 
 
TITLE: Reorganization of Territory, The Farmstead development and 10 Unincorporated 

parcels, totaling 27.71 acres 
 
SUBJECT: Adopt Resolution No. 18-40 Application by Solano Irrigation District Requesting 

the Solano Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to Initiate Proceedings 
for the Reorganization of Territory for the detachment of The Farmstead 
development and 10 Unincorporated parcels, totaling 27.71 acres, Vacaville. 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
The Reorganization of Territory is the first step in the process to either annex property to or detach 
property from the District and is a requirement of LAFCO. 
 
Staff recommends the Board approve the Reorganization of Territory for the detachment of The 
Farmstead development proposed for residential subdivision and 10 Unincorporated parcels, totaling 
27.71 acres, Vacaville. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The Farmstead development is located south of Fruitvale Avenue, east of North Orchard Avenue and the 
10 Unincorporated parcels are located north of Fruitvale Avenue and east of North Orchard Avenue, 
Vacaville. The proposed detachment involves The Farmstead development, APN 0125-040-110, 20.55± 
acres which will be subdivided into residential subdivision. The 10 Unincorporated parcels, APN’s 
0124-143-020, -030, -040, -050, -080, -090, -100, -110, -240 and -250, total 7.16± acres. These parcels 
are larger lots that have not been annexed to the City of Vacaville and within the District boundary, with 
3 of the 10 parcels using District water for landscape irrigation use only. The Farmstead development 
and the 10 Unincorporated parcels are required by LAFCO to annex to the City of Vacaville and detach 
from the District as they are an island within the city. 
 
The developer will prepare an EIR for the development and detachment that will be approved by the 
City of Vacaville, which will comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). No further action by the District will be required under CEQA. Staff will return at a future 
meeting to discuss quitclaiming easements and deed the existing Eldridge Drain (for which SID has 
been litigated against for flooding) to the City as part of future approval of the project. This 
reorganization of territory action is needed now to ensure the detachment coincides with the proposed 
annexation to the City early next year.  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends and requests that the Board adopt Resolution No. 18-40, requesting the Solano 
LAFCO to initiate proceedings for the detachment of The Farmstead and the 10 Unincorporated parcels, 
totaling 27.71± acres.  



TITLE: Reorganization of Territory, The Farmstead development and 10 Unincorporated parcels 
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FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
The following are the Estimated Detachment Fees for this detachment: 
 
Detachment Fee   $ 2,048.37 
Maintenance Detachment Fee    19,982.82 
SID Engineering and Processing Fee    4,578.25 * 
Total Estimated Detachment Fees   $ 26,609.44 * 
 
Agency Fees to be paid directly to LAFCO: ** 
 LAFCO Filing Fee $ 5,000.00 
 BOE Filing Fee  1,200.00 
 County of Solano (NOE)  50.00 
 Solano County Mapping Fee  1,397.00 
 Fees to be paid to LAFCO: $ 7,647.00 
 
Total Estimated Detachment Fees (paid to SID) $ 26,609.44 * 
 
* SID Engineering and Processing Fees are estimated, owner to pay actual charges. 
** Agency Fees paid directly to LAFCO since the detachment from the District will be concurrent 

with the annexation to the City of Vacaville  
 
The developer has paid the Estimated SID Engineering and Processing Fee of $4,578.25 with the 
balance of $22,031.19 being due prior to submittal of the detachment package to LAFCO. All costs will 
be paid by the developer, and there will be no cost to the District. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Location Map 
2. Resolution No. 18-40 

 
 
STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR REPORT: 
 
 
____________________________________________    Date: September 21, 2018 
Frank Weber, Real Property Administrator 
  
  
____________________________________________    Date: October 10, 2018 
Paul Fuchslin, Director of Engineering 
  
 
____________________________________________    Date: October 11, 2018 
Cary Keaten, General Manager 
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Ions 

March 26, 2019 
 
Rich Seithel 
Solano LAFCO 
675 Texas Street, Suite 6700 
Fairfield, CA 94533 
 

Conditions of Approval for Farmstead Subdivision 
Detachment from Solano Irrigation District 

Detachment No. 2018-310 
 
Dear Rich, 
 
With the development of APN 0125-040-110 (Eldredge property) into subdivision, the District will 
require the following: 
 

1. The developer will be required to detach from the District, in addition to the Eldredge property, 
the 10 unincorporated parcels located north of Fruitvale Avenue, east of North Orchard Avenue, 
south of Crestview Estates Unit 7 and west of The Timbers subdivisions. The APN’s are as 
follows: 

 
 0125-040-110 20.55 acres - Eldredge 
 0124-143-020 1.46 acres - Charter 
 0124-143-030 0.74 acres - Hawley 
 0124-143-040 0.73 acres - Gallagher 
 0124-143-050 1.18 acres - Walker 
 0124-143-080 0.48 acres - Hansen 
 0124-143-090 0.25 acres - Berean 
 0124-143-100 0.25 acres - Pasch 
 0124-142-110 1.04 acres - Pyle 
 0124-143-240 0.55 acres - Dixon 
 0124-143-250 0.48 acres - Voshall 
 11 parcels 27.71 ± acres - Net 
 + streets 29.95 ± acres - Gross 
 

2. On September 17, 2018, the developer signed work order #18-2769 for the detachment fees as 
follows: 
 

Part 1: Detachment Fee:   $ 2,048.37 
Part 2: Maintenance Detachment Fee:    19,982.82 
Part 3: Estimated SID Engineering and Processing Fee   4,578.25 
Total Estimated Cost of Detachment Fees:     $ 26,609.44 
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Additional estimated Agency Fees are to be paid directly to LAFCO: 
 LAFCO Filing Fee $ 5,000.00 
 State Board of Equalization (BOE)  1,200.00 
 County of Solano (NOE)  50.00 
 Solano County Mapping Fee  1,342.00 
 
On September 18, 2018, the developer paid $4,578.25 (Estimated SID Engineering and 
Processing Fee) and March 14, 2019 paid $24,031.19 (Detachment Fee, Maintenance Detachment 
Fee and an additional $2,000 SID Engineering and Processing Fee) totaling $28,609.44. The 
developer will pay the estimated Agency Fees (LAFCO, BOE, NOE and Mapping) directly to 
LAFCO. 
 

3. Upon annexation to the City of Vacaville and detachment from the District and prior to any maps 
being approved and/or recorded, the developer will be required to purchase the District’s Uhl 
Lateral 2 easement that lies along the easterly 10 feet and northerly 20 feet located on the 
Eldredge property (see attached map), as calculated by the District. 
 

4. Upon annexation to the City of Vacaville and detachment from the District and prior to any maps 
being approved and/or recorded, the District will require the City of Vacaville to take over 
ownership and maintenance of the Eldredge Drain, located along the westerly portion of the lots 
in Burton Ranch Subdivision that back up to the Eldredge property (see attached map). The 
District will quitclaim the 35 foot-wide strip of land (Eldredge Drain) and 10 foot-wide strip of 
land (Uhl Lateral 2 fee title) at no cost to the City of Vacaville. 
 

5. The developer will be required to sign a Protection of Facilities Agreement for the District’s Uhl 
Lateral which lies along the southerly portion of the subject property. 

 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (707) 455-4032 or via e-mail 
at: fweber@sidwater.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Frank Weber 
Real Property Administrator 
 
 
 
Attachment: 
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From: Paul Fuchslin
To: Rich Seithel; Michelle McIntyre
Cc: Paul Fuchslin
Subject: Farmstead/Frutivale detachments
Date: Thursday, April 04, 2019 10:10:41 AM

Rich – Michelle:
To bridge the gap between detachment and alteranate source of raw water for the parcels north of
the farmstead development, the District can enter into an Out of District water service contract. This
contract would be for the calendar year only. The SID standby and Assessment would be collected
as if they were within the District boundary. They would also be required to pay whatever the going
water rate is per acre-foot. If for some reason the development stalls, we could revisit the contract
again the following year and re-evaluate it. The Contract would also need to be approved by our
Board, but this seems to be a reasonable bridge, at least for the first year. We also would have
surplus water available this year for an Out of District Water Contract.
 
If you have any questions, please let me know.
Thanks,
-Paul
 
 
Paul Fuchslin, P.E.
Director of Engineering
Solano Irrigation District
707.455.4020
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You are signing a PETITION AGAINST the FARMSTEAD PROJECT 

Background information: A developer is under contract to purchase the 20.57acre parcel 

on the southeast corner of Orchard Ave and Fruitvale Rd (aka, "the Aliki Farm"; or Mary Eldredge's 
place). The plan includes 130 single family, two story homes at approx. 10 feet apart covering 15 
acres to be sold at market value. Vacaville's General Plan allows up to 225 attached housing units on 
16 acres at 3,300 sq ft per lot. (Note: This type of housing is usually built for people who commute. 
That means that there will be 260-490 extra vehicles on two connector roads (Orchard Av and 
Fruitvale Rd) at least twice a day.) 

TRAFFIC: The current traffic pattern is problematic. There are four schools (2 elementary, 1 
middle, 1 high) within a mile radius of this parcel. Another 260-490 cars will cause worse traffic 

putting our children's safety at risk. WATER PRESSURE: Low water pressure is already a 

problem in this area. There isn't a guarantee in place that states there won't be a further strain on the 
water pressure when 130 new homes and their families water needs are added to the current system. 

NUMBER OF HOMES IN CURRENT PLAN: Vacaville's General Plan states that 

developments must be generally compatible with the area, including site area, dimensions, distance 
between structures, off-street parking, height of structures, yard area, setbacks, etc. The proposed 

density is too high for the North Orchard neighborhood. PRIME AGRICULTURE LAND: This 
land has been protected by the Williamson Act for decades. The USDA designates it as PRIME 
agriculture land. Prime land allows for Agriculture Preservation and Protection. 

You are signing a PETITION AGAINST the FARMSTEAD PROJECT 

Background information: A developer is under contract to purchase the 20.57acre parcel 

on the southeast corner of Orchard Ave and Fruitvale Rd (aka, "the Aliki Farm"; or Mary Eldredge's 
place). The plan includes 130 single family, two story homes at approx. 10 feet apart covering 15 
acres to be sold at market value. Vacaville's General Plan allows up to 225 attached housing units on 
16 acres at 3,300 sq ft per lot. [Note: This type of housing is usually built for people who commute 
meaning 260-490 extra vehicles on two connector roads twice a day (Orchard Av and Fruitvale Rd). 

TRAFFIC: The current traffic pattern is problematic. There are four schools (2 elementary, 1 
middle, 1 high) within a mile radius of this parcel. Another 260-490 cars will cause worse traffic 

putting our children's safety at risk. WATER PRESSURE: Low water pressure is already a 
problem in this area. There isn't a guarantee in place that states there won't be a further strain on the 
water pressure when 130 new homes and their families water needs are added to the current system. 

NUMBER OF HOMES IN CURRENT PLAN: Vacaville's General Plan states that 
developments must be generally compatible with the area, including site area, dimensions, distance 
between structures, off-street parking, height of structures, yard area, setbacks, etc. The proposed 

density is too high for the North Orchard neighborhood. PRIME AGRICULTURE LAND: This 
land has been protected by the Williamson Act for decades. The USDA designates it as PRIME 
agriculture land. Prime land allows for Agriculture Preservation and Protection. 
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Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy I 

FULLNAME I -....,-SIGNATURE I FULLSTREETADDRESS. I CITY, STATE, and ZIP -1 

lKeY' hY N~ ~ e /'N)I ]};.,- (!_ ~ ~-'l'z? _c::;,u;/;;,- /_J/1 • Vacaville, CA 95688 
G eo ','l~ir'\\ "it---" ff~-l:p tv{, A r:o;J.J[ ,--;:Yt~ c.~ s "S ,..;,j lb.~ . 1'0 Vacaville, CA 95688 

::SC'fitJYZ- .:€>~~,0 1;:~"' Jl !?&1 ~l?;J,f-Lff~ t--Al Vacaville, CA 95688 
\_,, \ -~~ t--L '>t ·. "" 1 .---. d. ~-r ~'X.I•t-'--"" \-N. Vacaville, CA 95688 

j)(} /jr-1 4c/$.T5 ( ./ ..6 -~ - / ....., ~L I r-/~ /::, ,]'), r~ Vacaville, CA 95688 

I.,.,,./.,//~ . , Vb ;??_bY~~ - 9/3 /4 57?/e_ e/- Vacaville, CA 95688 
l\CtrD 'V\f()A~If- -v.Y.~t · CffJl3t Jl !-{i/..?5 11-rnO/Itll P!ofYe vacaville, CA 95688 
·' )n,u ')f7ClfJd1I,Lk:.al r_% ./~ ~ ' '~f. y -1-vr-1 CJ!TYI _(; a0{2, Vacaville, CA 95688 

rv1· ~ 0 K11 ~~ A.;<A'/< ~ ' ! (;I F/o;..f/nl'e IJ;:! Vacaville, CA 95688 
(_jus.-\t--> v/1.: v (Ol £· k::C ~io t"'Lo?e]'J..c.e:r :Pi2- Vacaville, CA 95688 

p£/Z,iiLJ-:f3.J o/ftf?.Cm· j;/F'» _JJ,-t,/"'"· A. 'i:t57<:!'1JJi.lT1.'t-¥£ Vacaville,CA 95688 
\;> "- vJ eS:+-b.-r-0\)VC • 2-Vv IV (/ ,j7 ~:V <AI It, >:7N:."- . Vacaville, CA 95688 

)/.,1 ])AJ;A., ~~Jln44j .~Jh '"/! .~JJ /"). ..5{p(; flraA-h ,'.:if'"JU'AL- Vacaville, CA 95688 
J.Jk-11/ "-1it!J~:-)/( ilW.~iltklMOuAX c:c:..a ((rl.!:> . ~.4 " Vacaville, CA 95688 

·trNAJ rf&N livt£t-r..t.--M,,.----- :111 /~ llJd/1/t.t/" · So<t~ r AR'<-r ~~ :-r-:.1 Vacaville, CA 95688 

CAM~r ""' \/Jv,, ~kJI4l-<> r,_....---- 6;,. ~ _h~d--" ,<;On "/ ~ +~ .~~et ,.,----4-- Vacaville, CA 95688 
1--r:::.JI _., .fVla/1.e.C{JJ(&..1 ' _c -:> ~ q'd. ("_A)~ i7! 1

· . &.vi- Vacaville, CA 95688 
:::J/ vvt t ~- LV-I__; 117. --!...-~ 5/ L Cr:J):fb f'Jl.-:{1+ Ct:0{t2:T Vacaville, CA 95688 

Tcy{ \ "'(\\ ~~ ~- ~ ~ -L\ '6'"" \I fll\ e \(\ (\(\ \ 11 \f'J. Vacaville, CA 95688 
\7\ti-rz.\ tJ"A H-eJV{-\)~,;~ ""- ~rtG7v I. -,-,~47)4 1 /ft-t-erJci.A L(\..)l Vacaville,CA 95688 

~h.~~A- fu f>o? ~ ..>-:7' 7 2 c:? 4Pcj 1../e:, 1 ~~ c >c... -t_.___. Vacaville, CA 95688 
I 1\qHkt.. fj:.. »'en I r --r..-, .._____,_____ I q 0 t4v ,·/ ~ cr Vacaville, CA 95688 

fll"r-\s" H"V1"'" ~ ~ [4D 1')-~,·la.. C:f , Vacaville, CA 95688 

fl_,'{, Pru/]"/LA /). Ft-C./ 4:7-t'T'-fz._ L.l,lavtG/4 &""c.-. Vacaville, CA 9568 

.. J.eJu &"~A4r 'vf0Jh~ 11'i)A A~ (jJy '1 '--/ ·z._ • 1 Jr 1~"10c-t LLc<1.{_. Vacaville, CA 9568 
~ r \ r -~, 

--------
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t't.IIIIUI'\1 AI.:JAII'\1;:) I I Mt. .. I"AKIVI;:) I t:AU t'KUJt:L I .. 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

I FUll NAME ·- mT p-- SIGNATURE I FUllSTREETADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP--~ 

-ch-;-.is71~7,~~'f- r~~~ I 37~ Evevv.reQ.h:br. I Vacaville,CA 95688 
I":: v-I"' .&L )( 5 I k -c.- I 3"'1 o £1/.,,-., 'R~~ o;!:. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

~ 

' Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

~/} ()/ / C1 v;,{ I -~ .,-, - I -55 'f ~ v e:;{{"-uer <h d --- I Vacaville, CA 95688 
Ce1n,ere~ L-{tckedtYn I ~ ~ 117'f).. E'/Q; n'(, lJ01y I Vacaville, CA 95688 

< Sh.~wn_ b~v-L 30! ~--- c;;_J~ Vacaville, CA 95688 

. ~-1-Ja=YL~- lr"" ~"?o :?v..vv,(I.J_....,__ '19-t ~- Vacaville, CA 95688 

1

/jlce.4J'I{f> l~/?~.-u~£L 7JJ~&BJd~eX;J:;;~-,...., "S"7x.J 7~~/1:)/1,,~"' _ I Vacaville, CA 95688 
~t<'L"' ---,---~ 1:&T~-c: _---~_-·-- . -T:_-_- W.LJ-p:.:;_;I{ rc'-e~ 1/k I Vacaville, CA 95688 

fl}- <t/!57 Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

~'~"''"'"'''"' Or,O r/],,"'1 i Q? I :52Y <;(IN.~'-"" ('~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 
I nj_('(': e_ _t.re~J I &'O~.J/U{~ 13) 2 ~~W1ci'~ C.f, I Vacaville, CA 95688 
lOI'--l\1 v~~DoN I ~ ~-l~iG ..... s----;.mLV/CYZ.-: C.:T:' I Vacaville, CA 95688 

-- --· ........... . 

~"''\~~'iKC.\~-~u 1-SZ~ 1.3.;\.o S'xc.l',~""~<&. ex I Vacaville, CA 95688 

); Jl fen!to.:z..- lj)~ II r p'"" ~ -I )0/o- 5-.y~:w, c-+ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Co ..... ...., 7'-,r"~-~u_,-, 1~.7-3'~ I~~~ 1
r-r,..aFn_ 0 "- I Vacaville, CA 95688 

IAJ:c/{ 10,-mo<;c.. I~_A.{:...j_ju..--- l3o7 1J,.,b,, Ofl- I Vacaville,CA 95688 

~illl CV1 fl1£J.riM'l fYl /}J/1/?AM ~~ I ~~~ G-rmr-e. c;t I Vacaville, CA 95688 
)e 1~ \'!~ lhcri\t'il r.. -~-------~ ~- I 1.. 1 \ G v-o""'-- C-1-, I Vacaville, CA 95688 
9-J~ I H~Yi~;,~,i\ 1/YK~- una I 'L [\ Gv-ave.. 0, I Vacaville, CA 95688 

\ J \ c...)t.. -, p 1f=, e t-J !:.IIi'~ ~- I ~2,1 ~ f\AJ<)~ \) Y' [Vacaville, CA 9568 
_,F/d,hfJ _Z-~n-_l-£DLLLA.__._-lt~--~ _.]r~-7 -r;vt<vk ~ IVacaville,CA 9568 

'<._'-'- ''-' I - t .,. ..----- '-" 
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I"' I: IIIIUI'II A\:IAII'II:::tl I Mt__tAI1JYI:) II:AU t'KUJI:L ,--
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, _density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, W~i: will leave you with a copy! 

FULL NAME FULL STREET ADDRESS CITY, STATE, and ZIP 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

\=:> -r.. lOl-<;Lik:>-061 Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacayille, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville1 CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 ts 
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t"t: IIIIUI'II AUAII'\1::1 I I tit: .. tAKIVI:> I tAU t'KUJtL I .. 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, .density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

I FULL NAME I SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 

:a.~ ..... ~ L.fhv- I !ZuJU'-t-. v CA../ A.. Cf.sv 11v11.AP1 ~euv. Vatcuw44 Ca. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

J:b.,,tJ~ -··· _ I /~ 7 ~ tjJfl ~.4 w I Vacaville, CA 95688 

~wj u~ I "j~~aO q 3~ ~1--.C€l?t Lt/1.._ Vc.J..z;.. Ck-1 Vacaville, CA 95688 

Loul:l<'>"-'1 ~tAL- 1/'~J!~~ '}se ~,.... G.:> I Vacaville, CA 95688 

.:J 1'7 "" "' 'N\ ;-, .:: x I(' I ~ ,= Ji~ X't..~ q .;)_~ ~ ~-~ ~~ \_h._ \ j r. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Gholl.Ge' /J1~~s:;;~[-&.:.-::-~ '7;;& aeA,vllrd ZN IIAcAVI LL,; \Vacaville, CA 95688 

J I M }<c?q~ :5!< I I ey::__ JZ/-;.-- _A._ ' '{C e- ar-~d#- .LJJ t/ _,<AiJ_, I Vacaville, CA 95688 

.J!euJN:S::Ii-h ~~~/-/:;~ 9Cfa ff~¢f:VJ4 hAN£:- I Vacaville, CA 95688 

_fVjvVC·<; ~c~ I _· :~ ;~L:~tf'J- ~ ·· hP"<evl(M.k( ( G/1\.J I Vacayille, CA 95688 

1 '<>-- (\{ }!, ~· I ~ I'" lihT () j ' I 
d,():oLIJ'L1Jff2_ ........ ~_t(~{ffljp ~q 'I ~\'~;;) &G. ( rw~ o" I Vacaville, CA 95688 

dtnda 1-fiWY'J;•.SLL'<,,... ~~L~~~~/~2~ ~ 
'-" 

"P? :A.. G, ..--~CAd""- ~"'e. , 1/ v I Vacaville, CA 95688 
7~£ :46rJ /!:_,c4r ~-~ ~ Lt/-7~ ({72-- C 7?404t;A L AJ. '(/q_(ec. uri&l Vacaville, CA 95688 

J3'-ANI<UtJ:;JA-;f ~~~ ,.f; 511 /J:? !Ltdi lkiJ A · l-IJ t/ Y \ Vacaville, CA 95688 

lh\ """"·~~"'" h ':-t ,-~J\0.-~ . I ~ 'St,~ \-\ lli 'VI'"\/'{\"" \__lA. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

'L'\S\(\ \,£lli_s;/k .... I, £L£---_ ':)_, ~ bvQ!Jo..c\c/ J\.1! I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Z/Jldd!__'"r:-M.I~~~ /o, /i'16 ~.-IL-}/4;t/? f._~.r- I Vacaville, CA 95688 

~z"~ S-.,co;"(~" ~~'Z\ I ~~~~&0~ .. ~ ~'C';~\\6CLL D.. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

D v2e-a-- 0 G-"":l, .. J I~~~ 'S Ca:sv..::.~__Q 8?-.Cf G.v~cA.. l..._ \ Vacaville, CA 95688 

hruru:... :~-"'-"' I ~17----- R I Z-__(;,rv,,...0./L L_,./ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

lfmtncfa- ~£cV\ I "-fj[[JifJ. ;V\ fJ?IZ- bro..~ C..r.) I Vacaville, CA 95688 · 

~(~d ()_ fra )') k \ 1 fi I [l di£ _?;;i ~~~ ?!olb G;,-Cln_eo.da._ L11 I Vacaville, CA 95688 

M ~L'"',y-..._ I )9.;---, A ~~j (\)<-~ ~\<:~s .. V~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

I r f( c;: \ p 0fo <:rr;'//~ If { ~ {!M;ti1J c;:n Cork,~ f11Aiu~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

~""e..~'.5.A _ /3e.t''3 ___ L lo.L, __~, j)_ _f_~3 Cor-Te. ~-.._./ \Vacaville, CA 9568 

t'f'r\\\ \\ , ~ I ~~:Jfkl .. (J61( ~ o~A COY3 ()fwli_ffia \tl-e1 C\ \Vacaville, CA 9568 
v · ) J \r I "....,./") .) 
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1'1: Ill lUI" AllAII";) I I Jjj;_::tAKIVI;) II:AU I'KUJI:L I--
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

I FULL NAME I SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 
. ·- ... ...... 

~c_~ 

~ lbO/ r/ &rf,'J?f;::. e- , ;-;4£ 
.... ...._ ' -

fc.Jx,·tr'O- 5/.sC£,1 . I fi.M~ A~ I !PI~ ~ / 1
,/1.AA.A.J. 

M :c ~'ill _ (c;n tie J l I r~.- -L/PV171 IT2.Lf N~ ord"CJrrF 
JlL\~}~/l \Ce,nM I )651£s hC I 5'1~ JJ" ur~rd 

0 • I I' v . I f'rt,,5{a_/ llii'V\RI1.4k C&M~n B!.f-9 C.VY"f~_CII q{)c, c a/ 

VdiR 1 5:;!_~ . I J // I -s2o2. Cc" Vq !e 1 >1'; · 
klbetzrt4, !lf!72-cr~l , . I ?4>L ~->rL?Z.tb /_/ 
K~l\'-1 ~mlth I~· lls£cvv-tc---~ol-
~,c.J~1~~---~~~ ~I 7;2~-f-e--~"l 

lhmtK?)v]iDorr! I Yn.A:!Cxl=-~ l7t.ICJ Cod~ Mo.clt;rf 
o'\0c._~~cA I ~V:,~ ''~'-7 ~ ~"" ~ 
/mi etll:-v 1- ... ~ ~ ... '~ \7f) ~rrh ;JIA..ln~c!-- /1 /1 

~"i--ei) kt. 7JJeldAal Alh~,t~~ //p.fh~~ I 1 -:Z.--z ~_, .. 1:e /YJO"J/v11 JJ 
i/1-m~~~~ M.. FL£Y' .- I~S .• /~_ - I ?,~7· {!c;rfe /J114dr/;; 
f,: c\< Al-\e,tilo I : ~ _ -~ -_ 15-oo ["7o•neri6S Or, 
. ,e--ff !1os4e¥ I /'7':;./:J;i/~ I 5o7 e;~5"1f/rc?dj f:>JA-
C.(,' ' cl~-- ?s~ I ( c. I . _1;<{/_]ih (;_ 7£r I n? (/&')'( r//t_.:-11) f)!(_ 
d<~~-~~~~r/JAuj) I~~~-_: ~~I ~36 ~~~.~8-+lr&) ~ 
fv\\i\0\ffi t~:Ao>---' I ~ '----"' . _:, I ·laM ~~Q~r,v~~ -~~:. 

9-J..RAk!'/..;J. j1c/JI'\Mrlt7 I ~.01-~...J"' I ;i/lv f/'1LO-;/;;~ lA 
a: 1 ni;;··v·· . -r-·7;?//,// 77=;q;;;..-J~I :Po) X !"': w ·-t:r · /h, t/IA"I ffi1fif _ U ~.L. _ ... ..... ,'t)lfl_/__'[{lt2_1J./Je'-'--__,~"-'-
~-:.Hovv7s .. I 6) 0 ) -(Jr--clvJ-etU w. 
.s.Q\ UOY¥/S. I Y.~ -- I £I Cj c~rfi_0~. 
"·M; em~_us----r-r~.~~ti 1 A:~ 1 z;~i) tveAi-v11A} iprL,_ 

I V~ I '--"' / 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 9568 I 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
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~,._, '~" .~,~., _, 

1"1: IIIIUI'\1 A\JAII'II;:) I I 111: .. tAKIVI;) II:AU t'KUJI:L I--
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

~- FULL NAME I SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 

rL'ArJd:€-5 f1!l. yjbftt:i8£:lt I" ~A~::flz.~-173'1 .5/ue-I?:'J!#- k tlct.e&v:l&- (' /f "?:?.MY' 

S'-7'AI0'-&._<Lj., .... #€0iiL£,!2U I §LJL I /3'1 i?lae. /(.d(!L LJit Vac~ll~::: C/J ?aJAf? 
~ 15-rA~ ~----~&.....~ ~----- ~..tt..::i>'i"": "'14-s 1.Sws a-;'k£ L10 VA.f..lWttrt Ct.: CC'Io'6'it 

; U..me}cc J)cu.t.!S Y,. rlJcv.-e_;rL- 7o1Sev/ 11~ Ln, \) V c.r6{:,'?'6 
S\o.n\i ~()p(l v--<; I ~ s~ I ')t)J. Blvn,Jo.t c~. \)1) 9SU;x)l 
f)C1/ftJ/], s~£,.qrr I 0.~ I 54-l. !5/ucr'f..t?j.( c-r-. 1/V q)(,!)tf 

fvLJ..w\\o 'Vo1J?-<r_~!,e2.. I ?Lz lL....-v1'<..A _ l5'3o T31A,o n~ Q.. l!v ~~ 
Sw~ H&rr::ff!Pi140 lc};JF.-Jfl·-~ 15/8 tSL3£ fZ::zfP&-.1=::- c-r.-

fas}'?c; J...kqe:rv~ctn ttJ:(jk JIL I.~J/(5 iS!ue. /2; cJ cw & 
J .t MA'J.blAtYiYl:UJv~~~ ........... 1 soLa ~\w... ~~e..--c.t 

L~ ~ru-~ ~~~ ~ tr-= -~~~ ~T~~-R':ci\a~ ct . 
rc.._, Dt-~Ll~ I a4'Z7~- I c;co !f~f/24 .. -v ~~ 

b~\f"-1'\ ~':rk..f-1<-1 ~~~ ~~~~~ 5"1\M -\t;\1) l-N, 
~~V 1..\.cvlrWv I \\!.:~ ,__ I l_ ~ ~ 'B \ u Q. \"\~a, e l V 
~wb., 1Mr1!VVJIA1 I n=v f_.?:;> - ••nnnn I S\ l CN!,J-vi(J v ::?EAr. 
c,_,_ -u.~o..~ ' I u~ • I \aB vJ€-s-r,.Jooo s-r' 

bF/k IJ1/i);~91f\:lv1/[ ___ mJ .. d;:::iJL Urlt/;::JJm.. _2,r./;J, k)vbL(~ a 
If'~. ·a'\f)aA/~~l~ ° C1 )])~ !I I LfL[;~ Cre.~vtb.~7 pre 

(;!A;c:_y .$.-£.;J,Y6-7- 1\f" ~A~ I ...;;:., 1 p_.?;s~J .. Lk! .J>Z.. 

1£1 1~-ev--1 ?~ ,dL.r~ I 4 r; cr /£.!35ft/le}h-
'DiaVIn a. !..lola¥! I j,Q..LL;..,~ A~~ I 4n th·e.P,i-zll<e..t..V 'i).r... 

be .. Y1YH~ '-· Alo ( LU1A. I ~ -- u-l4t'l i"£<-Esfu,~ fJr-
1\Jc\\'<v. 'NN\-.h ~ '--rl~ I Af7C-, ~4 Li"€.SlVI e v':l l::Jr 

.::r.:.h"' YrtViS - t-· o -C/-€s-f1W Df....-

(\~1 1-t:>)\t:.'l\ > (\ /~' L-1 7'-i e.re>~'V, e;/ 1Jf 
I 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
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- ·--- -·- ro•" "" ~-.,., ~~,.,.~,~~·-··-""~-~~-~--··• 

l"'t: IIIIUI'4 AuA11'4;) I I Nt: -- I"AKIVI;) I t:B_U.t'KUJ_t:l.l--
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! r------ FULL NAME I SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 

3f«ph_,..,-,~ DeJ'vlb~ I J J:..J. __ .:.rJ,~A... [5'?'-/ G"'"-7-<ll'-s'\1..- \IM;sv:lL-Cf.\ Vacaville, CA 95688 

WY.I; T12a1 ll _ I 7~ ~~~JI _,;'_, ls&o r-mAJ7~ Dt. \hULudlp _ te< Vacaville, CA 95688 

/;obtrf f r-e~,' 1/ I ~f lk:t/7 I 'J&O (l;di/Z r:r/Pc; J t 1/trctr;,'/le (;., Vacaville, CA 95688 

5a.VLctv-1A- 0\. m~llsl ~ YU '}i.LQ'a~T '63 I -eo;-~ Mnl~~~ VOJ~\1~\\p- CA Vacaville, CA 95688 
-7Z_;;,._J.,__ ivL~Li> ~---r ~of~ -- I 0 j( Curie Jra.idda. Vo~J; l (P rlt Vacaville, CA 95688 

'11ftTTJ~~ !11l£tiu£]{ ~~- I ;:(if ~2-~~----y]£ Vacaville, CA 95688 

IAAil' M ;J,]/ e- 'MeA ilvAI~ 0d/l?f5z;:q:;----~w t4 ;.;;7 _d;.s -p;_ Vacaville, CA 95688 

DeAV\VI !6+o. I\ ()_ ~ . -p ~<:\" O.tvvS~ I -=r· 0 \ c ~r---k__ \0\ a. A~ f J ~ Vacaville, CA 95688 

\vk ~U .. A- I ' -=-~ _ _ I 7o7 G,,..p{_-e__ Mt<-..d:.AJ Vacayille, CA 95688 

i\Jb\c- ~lc-::,~ I 7~&';-Z I '1"25" ( LWk f1c.J.vd Vacaville, CA 95688 

7'r7___,z_iA VALfVWn--7 I ~~~ - I '12-<: f,:_\_, JLk Vacaville, CA 95688 

M111Lf4ise,(~ f \·, I "'/-U7A_AM'~ ·· I 54t Ccm21tit5-DJt?, Vacaville, CA 95688 

G~1?.-;;.~- 1/ ~j;£-- ls~"X?~~*-L.S~J)~~ug Vacaville, CA 95688 

~:l.,_D'l/)1--tt-JvJt I I~U/1 ~~ I 9tr[ t; vf'Yc..-1'/ift-t :;; ir- Vacaville, CA 95688 

/JJI ~'I I (b 1 lJo~~j.),;;J/ I j t ~ tfrP i~t c;'1/ .ten! f;£ Vacaville, CA 95688 

·~rattle.. Kn57vvd ~- l(;;.;;JQ1l_p I '3 t,r l-r1 c/c;ttt;,J .?J£ Vacaville, CA 95688 

~;rJ i.8r) !l7Jut-'r if:n I r2J!1Jl.Jvk o It-; ;if; r ~~>-t; 1, '(" ..u J D£ ui/ r ,,~~_ Vacaville, CA 95688 

g--;_, ;_,_ -'DA~~~roi~\Lc_._, ___ -o_,c~-1 LJ.i ?1 -~v.e ~+uLe,<-U 'i).;, "-f. u, Vacaville, CA 95688 

Jffl+tf evo_M&-~t.J I ~.:~ I .Zf11o cru:sfl!l &vJ nf--., v, v. , 
XMtYk fjr-v1t-wt~tVI~ ::7 I f7'o <!o;qe.Jda~~A til/ 

~1~1\~d~A;& m~p~ I vzn ~~?/?';itfl/Vt:C?AL-

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

I r<l.ol.~ sc:'tA 0t:AV1c,"lll1P :::3> j :2--S:::- l--< 'SC7 I ~3Lrnoi.P MP;,,~rr;:v Vacaville, CA 95688 

5Aruktu Kh~~bul I ~<77f..:v---__ m mm

7 I 411 -~ ;;;.- /11~0/(~ Vacaville1 CA 95688 

t-1,~ 2-:.eJQ.0r- I r1A~IA5~R_..&n,a~lvo; C-allr?:!:: ~. ,~r-cL 
T7~bb-e/~£~-er ~ ~-- 14!61 ~ ~~~~ 

Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
c:::J . v - ----z.;;r <..J ( 
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~~~ ~-- ·~· """ ~" ~·<· 

1"1: Ill lUI~ f\\Jf\11~::1 I I ME: tf\KIVI;) ll:f\U t'KUJI:\..1 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

[ FULL NAME I SIGNA TUllE I FULL STREET ADDRESS CITY, STATE, and ZIP 

llilPJ\f\11 ThacttS I Vc\ Nf\/ l- -l42j r, f,avk ~1\-Frt? I Vacaville, CA 95688 
I "3f\JQ___:\LVt.Grius I ~ll~ m143L!J rot~~\7-A.crlk~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

\.~~. 'L~ <;:u___l9-t..r I 'nm"}eli\,_1/\ I~ S*ve l!tS I +;;2D u v:-fi . ~~(Q..~ci I Vacaville, CA 95688 
!Jtcok CJ M ~i~ I ~W -~ ---rt"12 Q-cy-k_ --r-6le.c:fo I Vacaville, CA 95688 

If' .J.\M'u ::r::< M.~~ I 14\2-' G-oQ--q: -tu L'lZoo I Vacaville, CA 95688 

D8'<fhfl... rTt{lurr,/1-b. I Pfo:Ji:: iJ-.ryYn~ I ! 0{ bvt\t~.rr.J6ad ])-. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Din&L~ \OvMLhz.J\/1 I l?fJ?~ I i0LP ~1 ,:;z ... v\uocd "[:::¥, I Vacaville, CA 95688 
[-1lJvv() ~ I ·u~;t_- ~-~~ ~~~ . .s~.-)j Ov-. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

1-lhfrhnnv }1;f~(D I ~~ I 6:.....112. p( 0Yr!i1C~ /Jy-. I Vacaville, CA 95688 
fJLU r>1'cz. N IA.UO I I~~ I '7 "-( 2 p l 0 ~{.£_ tJ v: I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Jmm\i .. Jil~ 11?2Jd(/JJ£(_H' I~ t?JOYIAfl?/-c/(}nV.f/, 1Vacaville,CA95688 
[JtlAAJif\ . PijVJJ1r'.WJillJJl1::.ttJ1lA~ I m4 . 'I fitJ1i'wrv~t?Y~ y£,7 I Vacaville, CA 95688 
Arne_x-\·c~· ~~ ~JP-1 ~~ I @..!ltv Plo v-f/V\a \?v- I Vacaville, CA 95688 

A\1'-A-~ ? rL..A._.L .}f-, '"' I ~1. ~~~ I if~ '7 A ( 1 c .; Lvte_ eou ,--i- I Vacaville, CA 95688 
5hJn<X~lJ\f\ .)lJ.S I~~ I Y b I AI 1 (00fe. r ()\~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

v~~I:\RW~'wavchVt-~C:tYGlbtf-:?1 (l7. 4 Stv ! U-<:.. UzVLIL 1 vacaville, cA 95688 

t"'rfa..rl-t;;~~rGl~- G?Jt~J11.3lf~ -" I 6i:L9 Sevdle_ L"--, IVacaville,CA 95688 
Vl'~cf( rJ.. £rAIUIA lh um -I C:ll? ,(~?/e.... /..v~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

1)el')/$-c ~hr'JSOV] ~-~n~' ,A--~ I c>r; &.vi(\-c. (y.,. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Pl<,-r m ,-+c.h -e !I I A.=t~~_.&J_ - I (; D Ce (,Dr+ 0. ..> ev ,'{/c. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

\1et~O.~'tl- Lvtec 1'J)j~Jv\.c r/u •. h I /;11... 6¥.f.e &v7{(~ 1Vacaville,CA9568 

!Err~ 111~---mm 1/d/~; £;.pf)L/)i( I [.,7.)' .se:v//k- ~e- [Vacaville, CA 9568_.£_ 
L..-" ..... ....., - (/ 
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'""''~- ~~'-" ~-. 

l"'t IIIIUI\,1 A\::IAII\,1:) I I ttt_-·tAKM:) I tAU't'KUJtl.l"" 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

I . --fYlb!IJAME. Hmmmmm=r SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP) -] 
I " _l • II 

-. 1\ 1 !' < I o I I -

)) \Vv\A l)'J\ ,}eM_~ I ~ I w; ~ l.~tvb h.a:vW'\lYlC'1 II OLCtiJi {It' 
1-..PSL~ ,\Vv\~lvl r- CJ tuv\~ I tiS~ ~,&,\h bOJ~lrr\G1 vacad//e 
~n I1;: JS~~;~~n/dl~,; lfd~ I 1/Jj.(] (l rtt&. /,ru(affJ11G~ !/ai:rLI!f)k. 
(-;iV\t'l L k;cL;;;Wi I~.LC ~ .. TLf73 -?":or-l:e~Ma_l~,,cn (J;_~a.i(/l1o 
~--L · Wt!J:s'ar!Jii.J/?JilliJc4AaJtJiA 14'~7 /b~ ;&-;;t,;7if 
411N/t.nVI~~~>e-q ~~t1ai;~M/'~ I flftJ !;;£~ Jltr.i;;;l-1 J.trvvrliR. 
-r:-.c ~'Lv A- l~>lL!i- v 1417 (or+f ir{ ~,--~.,. vt11C4u;l/e 
jditq?Jrf)l!~j ~~ j?56 £/tJri?P!lc~. \(UiCcr;T:n~ 
--i'lf\(~mt ~:.u DA,'J-._ ~ ~ 5'3i a. 'FltJ.r-€ n P'<Z. {)f:> \i~ r/>\,_,'1/ ~-
G~ ~ ~~D I ~~~ I 43J! AIJC.P<-tJ<L -c:l \}/ 

f>o.\ric:·-,<L C, "Bc:r~\,..~d I~ I "-13t ,4<-t-=nl.e. c..-i:r vv 
IIr-1'(\t,( 1s.~~v\u I~~~ . l~v :5~~/77-t)'· if&JAv}le..-

\\.\Cl"' A~,J\~ 1-JJ/!{j,Jt~ I Lvitt <,'.:;o":\1~ 
1

~:>1 \laC<>'-·'\\t> 

~1"(\IJI.\-~ ... ~~~L 1 ~~/~A\ /'!c1si 5v,"Jv a_._ 1kdftb 
1-l e~~E '- &cw~c:-;-:._ I -~~ 17:5[) :f ~~/'L L. :£. [_ ;qPZ.. 

{!_a,__,=\., G-_.6~~~ {/~0(3>~.Jf="- 6S'o 'S,.,_," \\~ 4.m_lc 
C /- fiM _HikL.ll m m-r~JfM.- /UJiUL m _[&12.m&J£._s,Vi llu 
lt'.--,)J~~~ IC~:t/1v~r--J~~ c;}dl/ WilE-JC/Vl 1Y'. 
M\d\.~ioZ.\\f~ IK/=C(~a:.\\~ I s-i?.q. WC1€7.CYJ. V' 

. 

1\f,;.~j R~"">&>f"_:_ I~L~-- VfS D A-ract~"' PL 
IA/eLd'RQ.;~u<;sev\ 441~ K~ llf3o Ar~J£A-n" P~ 
i=\ o~ 'r ~ ... ~ IBL ~ ltA .. bb 4'\\(.,:;.::.. ~ \ 

' /CO, 6(\(\P~.I\ Mt:b~ - k-2i? Ai'M.dfl Pl u - - - '-' c.=; --· . ,,._ -- u 

Vacaville, CA 9S688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
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----~~~~ ~-' ~,~, ~,~,~~-"~" '~-~,-~-~-~ ' -~'" 

Major reasons that we residents are againsttnisnroie' of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and yetl'~·in'mk. \, 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

I FULL NAME • I SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

,, I?_ ~'""A"'~'""~"·"~ """-r:.<>'iS&' Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

()-- Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA ,95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
/Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

J)iZ Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 

--
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···-··-· ~ -·- -'~""-"'"====-~""""""-""""'-"'~'-""~~-, ___ , 

t'l: IIIIUI'I Al:JAII'I!> I I ttl: .. 1-AKIVI!> II:AU t'KUJI:L I .. 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, .density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and y6u must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

·---

I FUll NAME I SIGNATURE I FUll STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 

-!S"" b 0 <-o a It:::. a Vacaville, CA 95688 
, ~ I f) ~.e.- 41 k \/V1 CA- "J.}(. 'g Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
q s~ '?'"~< Vacaville, CA 95688 

ctru ll? Vacaville, CA 95688 
V S Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
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-·--~ '" =' ' • om~ ""~ ••-·-~-- ==-""'~''"~"' 

t"t:J IIIUI'II A.Uf\11'11;:) I I Mt: I'"A.t'\IVI;:) I t:A.U t't'\UJI:\...1 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

I 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

FULL NAME T ' SIGNATURE FULL STREET ADDRESS 

I t\11\P flia n n 0 1-YI~-tC!i> 1 Zfl1; __ ~)-ffhj]hn~ 
l\-tY\Y\0\ C\vutttW . I (Ja;.C;.iJ'J___:_ -····· IL\IlCJ\\f\\r)\t,_ ~\t'{ 
'~ YL IAL--J h ~\ rn---- l4o6 sJ;;v~ov/ . ~_fb;_"e 
~.e-o\a.l'\~ .e. h\fC\.n U~1dGJcu}~ ~5 ~Z 121 d '; J, <.:K- Ave.. 
Oo&~VOtx) '~t--··1\~~t\\Jt1M~~(\0k\ 1~5/ Fl of r/d~;z:_ A tJ.-e 

I l 

5~' t"v K:~~ 
.. "2,'-- o I I -l DciM-</ /-1evZ.2.e>c 63'( rf-ut'l:pt;de f/"d.-

0>ob kM~Wt&k__ ...... 1 ~ -111$r:JU<U:rt<.)<~=ee- k 
1\ M-£..01.:-trJ (12; 12.~ hlr{ D~o/~}: C ~ I /It &J:!tr!rfCI4 Dd.. 0an !/e__. 

~ef~~~ Pf3it~¥#u_, I;~ a~~Hiif~"~ 
Y ~,!__. I (OC! Gf'-1rETWodJ> .Uf 

R.tvt'hoJJ ~'hJI'J1;;LL ~ ~).jp_J.Jl___, 2-C: ( U! U 1 e-'t"tJoAV C-r. 
1'1':).(\ ~!.n~ I\?.tJr=~~" ;;; l2:5.c: GJ ,'M\A ,.,..rJ C+ 
11\J~~-~~~Lr Th~~ IZ5C. QuLETWo6D cr. 
-rr~r 5k·dlo:,. v~ 1 ·_;;au 616<r 1 -z ?L. L])"'iC ,~~ ov-
~lr'l S~& ~-~ I nj/' . ll ~11• ~Jvk =-- ~<~~- .Q~~ (r)IIJJIMnJ ~ 

Hr:.:.J~~~~~~ 1/v- 1-(~l::::::s::-Arzt"~v~~r t~.z ril/tel-wttt7ct Pr:. 
l~o;f\~~;1£..-. ~~~~~-- lc9~_C2:2-tt1k~ Q!V 

'2:~_/}-l)!{;:'.-£2__;,~ lr(2"",.;_.Jz Z~,g~d I ;Q;;-~- dld·~~u;/J/Jal2Jr. 
laAn \ ~" ~~ct>Git ~ · 11\Q~ G ?ctoe..()~ 

J J 2/ 

2.1J L oo\etw oa~ Olr. 
o<..o_:,_ J!K1;, h.J!locl fJr • 

CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
Vac'aville, CA 9568 
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'~~~~~==~~==~-=-~ ~'~ '"''~-·-·· -~=--=-

t"t Ill lUI'.! Al:JAII'.I:) I I tlt-·1-AKIVI:) I tAU t'KUJtL I .. 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

FULL NAME =r SIGNATURE 

_:fo.s~ 8/k,L~-"' ~ 
Nlrl );d!\C-~do ~~I 
T!~UUcJ!A A f~.!G-1 ~--1)tji..(uit f/f"rJiifA 

)J;;g~c2L~;r~~~iffl-. 
01~, c~'UFV oy-- I :l/V ~ 
c~Jc,(~'G(Ac b,(} m%) ./!. ~ 
~jff~ 1--1;;¥/m~ffl~~>LJL~~ 

1'£,~'\~ ~Aai~ ~~~~J~-A ~;1 ~ 
'v'"'"'UZ,ID H-At>'ls~ 1\ -fv ~ 
lkJdtfrJ.t, ~\L\~D ~ ~ r 

lo.u.\Ck DO\A""~4Y 1 ~~ rft_"u~-
1/J/!7~. I kiQ J?jU{, ~Vl't-t I 

~0\'V?\n tiV)fp6J!_ i( ,JYY\rM()r~\t~ 
N\\ VP vq h~-e-~neX1 "(\j ~~ 
:0u~ oc;·~ez}r 1'7~ 

I l2e.t-~.:'l<2-D '"P~AUA-tol.A- r~~ 
l 0 ,..-e-"" v /C '--'"'-e _.--:: - ~ 

r\-vW,If\. YILt \\A \AS. ~YD·k l>l3h_ A iJ ~ 
Jn f'!'r\H2Q J¢9~) I '&rJ /\!11 -tltlJ -.l?fJn .. 
\~h£-JiL t01-S1-ih ...... l U-~~~ ~\:)"~/ 
;::::-go~f JUca__IJ-ill} ~~ 7JJP 

I 'fY\p rru';\9 k~\~e.vuncJI~ 
)n.sefH ct..si I ~ ~ 
l~a u I P II' 1-\:0\\:n~~~ ~ 

.. I :--\m~ 1o ~ ·\lrl \'roblfi 1 ~ 
~~~ 

I FULL STREET ADDRESS 

IS""! hud-~\e,. Q1 
1 s~ I f~r'-, {{..\,d\'-Q Qd 
JJ:) o &.rlfv/f/fi 'a 
i ~Q ';j; v~·fvo.)J< i,(' Va_(Jj].._j/j)c C64-
~ ~ u 

zsq (-C.,; tJa\e... Rdl Vo.cqJ:(Ie CA 

:Ztftl f7'v, 'f-t/u..l c: !?] dd-d v/1/ e £q_ 
a:'18 Wl'L~)r, On o,,Q 

2 9 J? f'li\)\T\ \~ \"Z. t:'-, 

186 I ~~'1--t,IR.lt 12:'d , \fV CA. O...fJf''t<iS 
~ 

9YI- "BL<iMlo.. ~ W o.,n, CfS""bW 
( I I I 

s v~ h"1>'r+-uctl _Q_ {(__ J 
c:; \ ~ ~{J\-1-\-lro~ ~ Q 0~ 
5""'8 Y fc.l lc r l d.7-t::_ Dr-
§i h'~jy fb-. 
.5'-/L. Pu/!&J)~e _{:}, 

S=b17 -0v 0vid &'(.~: n v 
_ ~84 !>ARK \C\~ cx.e. 1H' 
s I fJ f 1)\rY---r-1 ck__ ~ \)(}_ (/!. v i \ \e- CA-
50 G, pftpJ!_p_j'])G£ ]):J<. 

------ -

S1 Y lN . 0 {' (" ~ G.-r ,+. -Av -f' 
5'A Cf, ;V. a..tJtMlC AVe, 
1-f\~ ~~ lrL ?<1)\~-A \( -P 

l S "2 S- C \P!flent 'e.0"'~1 

I CITY, STATE, and ZIP 
-

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 9568B 

Vacaville, CA 9568fr 

I 
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-~----~- --~-~~~~-~-----------~~~---~---~~~--,.~-~-~--~-~---~~,.~-~~-~~---,.·-~--~-~~~~-~~-

JJI: Ill lUI\! A \JAil\!=> I I til: ··t-AKIVI=> II:AU JJKUJI:l.l .. 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy I 

FULL NAME I SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS 

t-1 ~ u 'no~"' ~(\((;;( I ( ;;><:: I il(rt-\ M 0{{;.. \ rs (_1;' 
/t,v,., ,.,. J3};_;; r I ~1 fif~ I 5(:;{ CC,._;;-) c CA,O'V' "Z-L>L-e ,;. t/1'1 

I!Ur'" "/y-.;r,·')>·T~ Jd./1 (- I r ~ 'I 

£ 

<-lv..~ ;&b,~ ~.?0~ .A ~t--/Y. 1'-u.; :-- ~ 
joN~ ~~~ sr 

I cb~ JSvb. · Sf 
SoJWtJ I e., orhZ. - 1- z~A?dv: ~-- I tlflri1chYI~ c-F 
£nrt'(JrH ~Yv- l~;r~ ll/f>t'11c..ll1e c:+--
Avvt~:-±ill.rma;,o'Y\ ~ffhd~~~- -~ !MJ___f{fc.cuJcc ~~- f'<i7t-1J 
\_. __ . ho~ ~~ I7D_Wictv1?a~J.ct Or 
\\~~ s1m£toYJ=·~ rrt'['r- 1·300 flv s11-N:f 

~~~..M"\:~Wo/.t~(CVI~ C-1~ !J I t(l/1 Ccrh Ho_fovra. 

K.: I~Clii J ~, ~ ~a_ \ta. ~~ I 36\ it,"~ 1 "', ( c.s+= 
"5 .. ) ~~i ""'\; l)~ol S-XA~ 0 H \o/6-we,;;i--~~:~r.. N\ ~r!1-vkv.;,.. 

, -;;M p jJ ..9+. 
U ;;..v( A ])uiA, Oafl-. ~ J'il J!VJ~_fo.t!.Pv c.i ~d-e 
i1/J . . ~ I 1/J!lJL.M~.L I 14' A J A I 360 (h~~;_ /sf-

'dJFIJ _f?¥"/# I~ I !J:J.7;v 'gJ..JJN.o 
-~v.o·.,~;u rvt.orJJtr I ~<t\ \lv~\NIK 

lS'l~~ \)~'S-b.. IV_ _ I b~t:l cl..li<;rv~~w 
/1/tlr.>c 14AL1;v ··~ I i l q !J fJ j cJ q H.f .-,I 
I/~O<brt'1--l f t;.;."?"-.. I?:-;;_ .? . ' 14:;:; [ld.-zr '71-
1-tv\o.f'N. ~\o-,n~Ci).A..._'Q_ ~ 1?-<..\'-\ ~~''L\-\~o:x\ <k . \ .• ' --u 

I CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 956~ 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 · 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
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~I: Ill lUI'<! A\:1811'<1;) I I til: -- tAKIVI_;)_II:AU ~KUJI:L I--
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

CA 95688 
CA 95688 
CA 95688 

CA 95688 

CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville. CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville. CA 95688 
Vacavil 

Vacavil 
Vacavil 

Vacavil 

CA 95688 

CA 95688 
CA 95688 

CA 95688 
Vacaville. CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville. CA 95688 
Vacaville. CA 95688 
Vacaville. CA 95688 
Vacaville. CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

CA 9568 
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Pt IIIIUN AGAINST THE ""FARMSTEAD PROJECT"" 

Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink, 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy I 

I FULL NAME SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS CITY, STATE, and ZIP l 

117AIJ;;- 4r;Lv-4d.V I ~~ r-:z~:r Qt..a;&-:/.t.)OOZJ Vi2. I Vacaville, CA 95688 
[(~.,\ ~~ _____ I 'e S:t ZL2.Q_ I f?ZlP GA. &.> z. L.k~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

rv\:6-.o.~ \\e..s~; 1\12_ I f~~ --- I 5ll6l.ttrat1'1\e: w~l..l_ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

3(Jff{iJIJ_f2(})f0~ J ~- I 5()/.o /JlYCAY'IlltL~)A.J\1 I Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

:;acj~ 0 Vacaville, CA 95688 
75J'L{ ~ Wtl..L1 Vacaville, CA 95688 

!U!tll~i/Zf>f~ti I ~,~- I )/:;;). IYHL~/ii: w~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 
~;Lo.v Z::e-fo-t 1.---~ ~ I ye.r ,-; f.t-vA-Jo-u p/Z! I Vacaville, CA 95688 

' f?f7%m,/A1 ~~kJ d...o I p . 4S.eoo~ I ?r.ro T'F'o q'Uj~ool.. c._.\_\:::_ I vacaville, CA 95688 
". -- ----,--- -- ---~ --- T r~ T I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 95.68 
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Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy I 

CITY, STATE, and ZIP 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

caville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
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1-'I:JJJJUN Al:JAIN~ I I HI: .. 1-AKIVI~ II:AU 1-'KUJI:L I .. 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy I 

L FULL NAME SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP l 

~UN\t>\'H ot.JL ~-~ ... mm ~ /} -1'3'-L~-~~X)~Cc--' I Vacaville, CA 95688 
---~ M.- Vacaville, CA 95688 

3L/:2.-TIA1V0.-ef Drt Vacaville, CA 95688 

. \/]-hv-1 ~~ ~&i~i.td ~~11?/1~~ I ~?!J 1/iYJL/f"J) v I Vacaville, CA 95688 
3JJI~ ~ Vacaville, CA 95688 
YVI 1 ~ 081---\) .r c0 e.- Vacaville, CA 95688 

f,ot;tJe>' ;:r:~cU:tu.. I~~ 1.3&¥ weN;r,,c~ crf; I Vacaville, CA 95688 

_C_qcoJ LtD"!:s::ct."-'1 I ~-_ _)j. ~A~ I ;)()(0 Wu~?rcR....c.-~'G I Vacaville, CA 95688 
C'~ L..-~~ I <lit)( 7 /. I 3-id-- t..:)Do~'/ e ~~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 
((;cl (" J,. • .._""_/ 1 

I d;/t-1~ I Jt > w wdi;O(w c:.fi-de I Vacaville, CA 95688 

( ba~ ~V\( I ~ ~ .4 I '3j ~ ~ ~/151) c ir"" I Vacaville, CA 95688 
~\.e•\k' L\.tc.Lh~1 I~Z ;.;t;;;;.~ L I'5~L\. ~ c Tf' _ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

OV'\ O.l> (A_jpV-XYJ/JZ:' 'fCitA ~ _ I33Lp UUot-dMcfil~CireJl..f0 I Vacaville, CA 95688 
'-" 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
' 

1, Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 

Attachment Q

Page 20 of 25



-~-----~~~~~~·~~· ~··~· -- ···~ .~··~m -· " ~~~~~~~~~ 

I" I: IIIIUI'II A\:Jf\11'11;:) I I HI: .. l"f\KIVI;) ll:f\U t'KUJI:l..l .. 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, .density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

[ FUll NAME I SIGNATURE I FUll STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 

Nane.V Jane /'IJadonlra.. ~Cl~ IV'"o6 J/uuk..~~ 1 Vacaville, CA 95688 

Eu&rJIF"f.· MJ4.J...v~"' JJ.~Pt~.J. l£".s.t -<~ .LJ..t •. L .··.~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 
ltx-1--flleet~ M..Cruie.e- ~~At-~~~ I Svt SAt:td./~kn AtJe. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Dittnne '-· Gh/P(;\rd I t~ t.. ~ I t)"J i" -~ ~·· k~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

fl.:c.h-.t. A-G-r~---01 ~a. )1.:. ,:..J I Stff 5,t....L Gl ... ,4-.-~. I Vacaville,CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
e:,(<>L'("~' B'""=- mnn-r-2,._ <""\: -~ I I'L~ :p-, ..... ~\ \),..- I Vacaville, CA 95688 

t-\-¥ ·~ cL 1

VQ~_ ... 1 ·~N~~ £Lxio . --~e:;·c; o W 1 (~a(} oil\ -G. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

J_.I~"';KtnM~;c;l Y~.~nn"""'·~ I ">19i ~~~d~o-,.,11 0-1- \Vacaville,CA 95688 
--;-.-e.;·~· v.;;NnA.n£1\.,_;z:J -~ "-" ~ -·-r rooo -~=h~_,_~-ct, "1S:U s; \ 1 vacaville, CA 95688 

11\~R\D V\v'l5DV[ I ~x: r I iOOD o-bV1SOVl_tt ~C§b63" I Vacaville, CA 95688 
~hhb.J AMADIU I /~ :------- I I 000 G'-h (\~cYl ct I Vacaville, CA 95688 

tJ,[c~SOo;;~~tal7 ~~~~ lsrz, $7-l/JsoAJ A-rE<, t::tr-bW I vacaville, CA 95688 
]) tO>">I\Cl... ~~~"~e ~~t;:CL~ ~~- I ,s:r ;£_5j.,~ r><C>r- /ia-e~ l~ r~~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 
!"". e;.""' P'etAw,A..e-.'<- I ~· ?v-~·· I :J.).S' s:J-;,.. '"''"' Av~ ., s-<. <-><- I Vacaville, CA 95688 

).....;"cA."- c::e.r"'""""A-._'1...- :; J..f:" s-n;..,.sM A..re- '7.>' :r« Vacaville, CA 95688 

Av1 f""A\.f bu/ . ..( · t--./'>. ~ ~ {, L, f r Vl~M lv0 , Vacaville, CA 95688 

1?1~ ~cf:iC 7 ' 1. ~ 1. 4B~~~ :4,c: 1. Vacaville,CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

1 I I Vacaville, CA 9568 I 
·~ Vacaville, CA 9568 -, __ 

~ 
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l"tJJJ IUN AbAIN!;I I Ht ""J-AKM!)Jt:AU 1-'KUJI:CJ .. 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

I FULu\IAMEU I SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP HI 

r<.o'P\Y! ·:L ~~"'-I~ ~ ~ I y.qo Cor-oteb<\. L" 95"'t..rr I Vacaville, CA 95688 
V. ~ [p 8 8 Vacaville, CA 95688 

4'hiJ:i ~. Vacaville, CA 95688 

Yl, r,hA~ ~(tJrfl~ I // U/ I 706 /57~ -k 2~0:,/ '(~,--(i~(JJ~ I Vacaville, CA 95688 
s~· <)A~_(J~Y~ I )~ '3JJ~o \~ ls-6()2; I Vacaville, CA 95688 

~1.1 \\o !Zo..-n:, ''-- I -~;:;; ··I /o I f!,rv..z. (}.,_.,._ t:. A v . fff%'3 I Vacaville, CA 95688 

do~~ £ctf~-l---::::::7...-7~ I s:367;; rAIZIZift-G e.-An I Vacaville,CA 95688 
VtL.TL.__,~-zAvA'-.Ij,., I -JZ~;-~ - I :30'1 fiu 1£w,,.J 12...o, I Vacaville, CA 95688 
Lisa J.&ra lO\ ~-~_/]&u/(_[__ _ TinCf ___ 4i"1Ai.WoJe \2-.t\. I Vacaville, CA 95688 

- ' '3 J7 Vacaville, CA 95688 

IL~\~r-.A u_~ ~ ?s-7- Vacaville, CA 95688 
1<1l \rl. Gt~-r\ ~ ...... . - I P~l Fr;J1-hb.,t 0 J7 ,t. I Vacaville, CA 95688 
~~ T @ ~ I '«--il>en,l\t: \ bv--· mu'f= \ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

~\Qcw -1\vro-?D(Q, I' J~, ~~(JA, --1-BJ I zr;~/.lt:V Ln !Ia LA,;(;, I~ /'A I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Marl~ Cack 1-Mnvi~- £'~ J 5fi..__, ~\"~m A.-.re.. I Vacaville, CA 95688 
)\\(r'ha~k, C~cnta-4£~~ 14'-l'lS (c;l~ ~1- Ad· D _ I Vacaville, CA 95688 

""CJ ~- · · ······z:.- 1 I Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 · 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 9568 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
--
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/ 1"'1: Ill lUI" A \:JAil";) I I Ml: -- tAKIVI;) II:AU I"'KUJI:\..1 
.ajor reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

~ ,. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you5nust sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

I ------ FULL NAME I SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP I 
. . -

!JffA no ()oqeL I ~ Uor....Q I :::,Lf2. LOirtl!Mt~ WOI/ 
£>~~ ~:0.. mmmT~ -~;o I :540 Wtr!WI;~ {lJmlJ 
Uc,u.,d 1}1~(1:\lii~AJ) UVt..-0 I5Ji C~Aw.:.:., Ua.J 
11iffidJ)J!. }?;?C£t?t!l 'f::dff//J1 )11. »J~p?p-1 53)0/a/lnnll~ u)J .. u 
J;A.~~ .. :U 'lJf)J~~-.~=~ I &1' Iii ~~--~--I -cr-r " . -L_~~;,-;; -tdt '-{ 
C[OI{fSSVL /.-(A. I~ k- J5"13 IA.fOVY1te Y'J0-0r- J 

I \-lwa<f:'L."lctvt"-1 Lv1 I(~~ I 87'S Lc..f4!11,Z'e W'5c 
I I I .....____.-

'3"uJ...,.,_ L"'- I 572- IP<.r,.,"'i""- \;<1~ 
£-<IYJ;Y d d« Lo/Ja:- ~arid d~ I :Z.&-IJ N erl-A nv-r.itPJd.f'. A-vL 
~ut"'dt?~=::tn~s __ I _ ?5-..JtJ!-___ -~~)-·1x--;r;:;f,~~l-Au~ 

I 0 do.. Ji< ~c_E I ~~~ I llo Aj.· rOe.c r-IA{(.h A tG/!5' 

16r:-lf-. IN -e II~ I -~'- ILL2eJJ!r- I JZ-1 z tJ, t9v~ aJtJ.. -Me:. 
' :t La-tl 

'4?b 'J-1Po.1 ~ 
liM.JJ'A.nn~.?J.!~zl·/t-'~_,;t;,_, __ 1-V --J ·- · // 

~,-- -w II o-- I' ~~ y 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
Vacaville, CA 9568 

~ 
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t"l: Ill lUI" A \:JAil";) I I t'U: tAKIV'I_;) II:AU t"KUJI:l.l . 
Major reasons that we residents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, ,density, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy I 

FULL NAME I SIGNATURE I FULL STREET ADDRESS I CITY, STATE, and ZIP 

f.\:cvvd ~wi+ \I ~ JO} ~rv Vacaville, CA 95688 

\ (~J.-1/l.SS {;....1 1 r4f} //1 p '"' ') j) Quc.C'(t.....Qt-0 L..f<.ID /£_ Vacaville, CA 95688 

~SJ._ ~\\ P.' \_ -~~' d-t3 GM_te_~i:leld 0-\. Vacaville, CA 95688 

f\1 rs. L 1ti Jtk /VI b!r"\/Ct I '--nw~ /nur!u__ it::S Qu(p+J .. JnnrP i'lr/tle Vacaville, CA 95688 

:Joe M e.ri!CL "\~ Ji ....-Jr . I c;;::; rf1,; e:fu10o c! 'D n · .; {J Vacaville, CA 95688 

ilus~t _,Sro~'-:> A 1!/ / ~ \~Ci ~e'l\~esOD W\\.JE Vacaville, CA 95688 

i") ?J ,et) I.N Jll _.e I C, C..1 I )\1 h/. .//,(;? /V .# f /Lfq !1 Llt6/uJtJV-t:, -biG Vacaville, CA 95688 

N a r\\1\ .c,_ "-~ \L ~\<-~ ~;A ~u ~-,./ /1' I t:1t.\ ~ I I<:. I vJ 0 01) '\)./1 Vacaville, CA 95688 
' '\l VI' Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

"' 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

.. Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

. Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
. 

Vacaville, CA 9568_ 

I 
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."~~=~.,~·~----
~~· ... __ ...,. ... _., • nc tAKMSTEAD PROJECT" 

----··· ... Q. vvc ,.,.,aents are against this project are traffic, water pressure, .~ensity, and preservation of PRIME designated agriculture land. 

Notes: You must be at least 18 years of age to sign petition, and you must sign in ink. 
If you would like some background information, we will leave you with a copy! 

r- -- ------F-UiLNAME SIGNA11JRE _ _ _ _ _ 1 _ _ FUll STREET ADDREss 1 

J}J\\Q.J.,o.-~1 MA'-1 ~~-D I ,dk. kjJ t< fit c-. ""2o'2- Q~, E?7 L.) 1501'> DR_ vv' 
/.)If, 1 -f,._ L H ~ e,- I~ -a- /'> 16' /_/_ /} 

/J //or ~..<d _e( 1/.v' 
VAC&'1Crv bUIIVffAf!P C//t:: IJJ/)£ I fk f I' 17 (d Nr:dei~ ft. 
(?I'M ~ J(rfi Jrr/,;/t'" Jf/bndli. 'J!JH~~ 'fit, /]rlr?hJC!?Jcl Yr. 
Tfh [)B.bMwL ~7{_ / '! ') )- G? <J ( /j?:;p-f;:Jz.r..o @:) 

. 

' 

·-...._ 
~ 

""---~--------~------- ---- ----

~ I':' ', 

CITY. STATE. and ZIP --. -. -- -- . -- ~- -

Vacaville, CA 9568 
Vacaville, CA 9568: 
Vacaville, CA 9568: 

Vacaville, CA 9568~ 

Vacaville, CA 9568~ 
Vacaville, CA 9568~ 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacayille, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 · 

Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 95688 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Vacaville, CA 9568 1 

Vacaville, CA 9568 
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Post in General 

("j;'l''(,.(~ Sc:ott Brown 
, Vacaville Gibson Canyon 
v 

Poll: For or against proposed project "Fannstead at N. Orchard 

In my opinion this type of development does not belong nor fit in the North Orchard neighborhood. 
There are no other highly compacted housing in our area, it is totally unlike any other development that 
has taken place in the N. Orchard area since 197 4. It's further my opinion that these duplexes will put 
further strain on our water system that already experiences low water pressure. It's also my opinion 
that highly compacted housing {Development calls it medium, but considering that housing means 
single family homes, and that I have not seen single family homes more compacted than this, that this 
is the highest possible compact single family housing possible) brings more crime even if we are 
considering crime per capita, that's not considering the stress involved in being married to your 
neighbor, having common walls, small outside living space, etc. This type of housing is usually created 
for people who commute, considering the Vacaville transit system ignores N. Orchard, there are no 
current stops, this means all these people will be in transit to and from their highly compacted homes. I 
would posit that the only people who will benefit from this destructive proposed project will only be the 
developers and whatever city leaders might benefit politically or financially from it. It will bring more 
crime, put more burden on our water system, cause a significant increase in traffic and be an eye sore 
we must drive past every day on our way to our jobs. It does not benefit us in any way I can see, but it 
does create burdens we should not have to suffer. It breaks with the overall theme of the N. Orchard 
neighborhood. It seems to me that developments like this would be better placed closer to the 
freeway, where they are actually needed and wanted. N. Orchard is at the very edge of the city 
boundaries, literally bordering the line between county and city. Why is a bedroom community, highly 
compacted, duplex development even being considered this far away from where the people who 
might live there need to be? It's my opinion that the developers wish to profit as much as possible, but 
at our expense. It's also my opinion that they are using the reputation of our neighborhood as a benefit 
to add to their profit margin. The developers are not part of our community, they live far away and yet 
their advertising seeks to promote them as locals who care. They do not care about the people in our 
neighborhood, they only care to profit from our reputation as being one of the best neighborhood in 
Vacaville. I have created an online petition against this proposed development at: 
https://www.change.org/p/christina-love-cityofvacaville-com-petition-against-proposed-development
named-farmstead-at-n-orchard-vacaville-ca If you feel as I do, please take the time and sign the 
petition. Christina Love, the Associate Planner associated with this proposed project will get updates 
when people sign the online petition against this proposed development. 

Choose one: 

® 
Against the proposed "Farmstead at N. Orchard" development 
91% 
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Comments 

Name Location Date Comment 

Erik Mrazek Vacaville,CA 2018-06-09 This development Is a horrible idea. It would not improve the 
north Orchard neighborhoods. It would create an infrastructure 
nightmare for all that live in this area. 

jennifer Blandford Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 I concur that this is not best fit for this area or our community. 

SallyThaller Vacaville, CA 2018-Q6-10 I feel like this community will only further negatively impact our 
resources. It will be a strain on our water, roadways, and be an eye 
sore. 

Rose Gullett Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 This type of development would likely change our calm, peaceful, 
safe neighborhood to one that is overly-crowded, less attractive, 
less safe for kids walking home ... and our home values would 
probably be negatively impacted as a result. 

Lyndsay Zadnik Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 I grew up on a fruitvale and also just up the street off North Park. 
The schools were already overcrowded then (back in the 90s/OOs). 
This Is a poorly thought out Idea, and absolutely does not go with 
the current vibe ofthis community. Would be a shame to see Aliki's 
land sold in this manner. 

Andrea us 2018-Q6-12 Keep the character of our side of town 
Hofmann-Miller 

Kimberlie Haddon Vacavllle,CA 2018-06-12 We moved to the Orchard/Fruitvale road area with our 3 children 
almost 5 years ago specifically for Its eatabllshed, serene, quiet, old 
town, orchard feel. Would hate to see that tainted in anyway. 

Dena Nofuentes Vacaville,CA 2018-06-12 Orchard has traffic congestion Issues resulting from the five schools 
that surround it and lack of bus transportation for students. I don't 
think we need to add anymore cars and housing communities to 
this area. 

Mary Brown Vacaville,CA 2018-06-13 I'm Signing because I agree completely with this petition, and 
the other positive signers. More importantly this project is in the 
planning stages, and the land In question Is still County land, not yet 
owned by Vacaville. I feel that collectively we have a very real chance 
to affect what will happen to our beloved neighborhood. 

Harry Dykstra Vacaville, CA 2018-06-15 Adding this into our neighborhood is a horrible idea in many ways. 
Traffic school water pressure parking and possible criminal activity 
In such a neighborhood all need to be addressed. 

morris LeBard vacaville, CA 2018-06-17 I would send a check, I do not feel comfortable giving out the 
Information requested. 

morris LeBard vacavllle,CA 2018-Q6-17 To build medium density Is a terrible idea, we have high density just 
a few blocks away Besides the problems with the added traffic this 
would affect our services to the area. I have lived in this area for 30+ 
years and I am concerned with the impact this would have on my 
and other personal values to our investment in the future. 
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Name Location Date Comment 

KellyHile Vacaville, CA 2018-06-19 The increase in traffic, possible increase in crime, increased 
numbers at nearby schools are not positive. And it looks like only 
one, maybe two entrances I exits in this development? No widening 
of the road on Fruitvale? No sidewalk? 

Gary Eisenberg Vacaville, CA 2018-06-19 Not a good fot for our neighborhood. 

Lindsay Brick Nielson us 2018-07-17 I want our neighbor to stay what It is, peaceful and traffic free for 
the hundreds of kids who live right in this areal 

Tiffany Van Vessem Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 We don't need to build everywhere. Leave some beauty 

Gabriella Borello Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 fm signing because this is the best part of Vacaville, please don't put 
apartments here :( 

)oelle S Vacaville, CA 2018-07-18 This is a comparatively small parcel of land to develop for such an 
upheaval to a well established Vacaville neighborhood. Medium 
density housing means more than just the headache of living with 
construction of new homes. It requires roads to be widened and 
utility system updates. When is it ever a good thing to diminish 
the current residents' quality of life and maybe even their property 
values for a new development? Vacaville is not an Island. The city 
doesn't need to fill every green space with homes. 

)oelle S Vacaville, CA 2018-07-18 This is a comparatively small parcel of land to develop for such an 
upheaval to a well established Vacaville neighborhood. Medium 
density housing means more than just the headache of living with 
constructton of new homes. It requires roads to be widened and 
utility system updates. When Is it ever a good thing to diminish 
the current residents' quality of life and maybe even their property 
values for a new development? Vacaville is not an island. The city 
doesn't need to fill every green space with homes. 

jullene Esparza Vancouver, WA 2018-07-18 As a former resident and with my whole family still living down 
the street I know this is a horrible Idea. Those trees have stood 
there longer than most of the residents and that area shouldn't be 
exploited this way. The new housing should keep the current charm 
ofthe rest of the area. 

Shane Shannon Vacaville, CA 2018-10-11 This kind of development will take away what is special about this 
neighborhood. This is a quiet and peaceful neighborhood and that 
Is why it is a desirable place to llve.The development will take it 
away what Is special about this neighborhood, by increasing traffic, 
building homes that don't fit with the rest of the neighborhood and 
forever changing It Into every other city neighborhood. Vacaville 
stands out among other communities, because of its open spaces 
and small town feel.! don't want Vacaville to turn into Fairfield, 
where the city approves houses to be built on every square inch so 
they can get more taxes! 

Michelle Ortiz Vacaville,CA 2018-10-19 Vacaville's city council, looking to expand revenues, basically rubber 
stamps every development that is presented to them. While North 
Village, Southtown and Cheyenne were approved (along with 
Mello-Roos taxation), Farmstead Is an lnfill project and some of 
the required infrastructure is in place. The planning commission 
showed concern over the nearly 30 year old zoning (medium 
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density) but traffic and water pressure concerns should be more 
than enough reason for the council to reduce the zoning. I am not 
anti-development but I believe In smart development. 

Yamileth Shannon Oakland,CA 2018-11-17 We live on Fruitvale Rd. and we were never notified of any proposal 
by the developer, as it was put out by the council. The council 
disregarded some it's own regulations like requiring a six acre 
park, but instead allows the developer to put in a scant green space 
that Is not easily accessible to the rest of the neighborhood. The 
councils staff produced bogus studies of impacts on traffic and the 
existing water infrastructure, saying that there will be negligible 
impact to the community and favorable to moving forward with the 
developer. The water pressure in our neighborhood cannot handle 
having 130 additional homes attached to its already strained system 
and cause a large drop in water pressure. The traffic will increase 
by approximately 260 vehicles, with only two entry and exit points 
from the development. The staff said schools would only see about 
35 new students, but the demographics of the neighborhood is 
changing as seniors move out and young families with children 
move in. The draw of this neighborho 

Ashley Ralston Sacramento, CA 2019-01-09 I do not think that this area can or should sustain such a dense 
housing development. Also, I am deeply concerned about the 
impact on Hemlock Elementary and the other schools that will be 
impacted by this. 60 homes or so would be ok, definitely NOT 130! 
This is way too dense forthls area. 

Mary Brown Vacaville,CA 2019-04-08 I feel the Farmstead project Is so very wrong on all levels, there 
are so many valid reasons why this project should have never 
been approved. Today I am still trying to make sense of all this 
and still looking for at least one positive thought about this project 
I Can't help but wonder if! followed the MONEY if I could better 
understand what the city Is doing? 

Kristine Sag Vacaville,CA 2019-Q4-08 The traffic Impact with that many homes in a tight space is going to 
be horrendous. With low income families comes more crime which 
will impact our homes, schools, and children. I don't mind regular 
single family homes built on Fruitvale and Orchard but this is just 
wrong for our neighborhood. 

Kristen Navarro Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 There is ample space a thousand other places In Vacaville for 
high/medium density housing in Vacaville that would accommodate 
both the traffic and schooling needs of the new residents. THIS Is 
not one of them. It will fail. It will cause problems, headaches and 
uproar. Don't let this be another Dutch Bros (terrible location that 
continues to cause traffic woes). Listen to the people who already 
reside there. It does not belongll 

Kristina Widner Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 This is my part of the city and we don't need anymore traffic 
congestion than there already Is. Why can't these developers just 
leave well enough alone. Go find an area that wants this kind of 
developement to occur around thern. 
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Signatures 

Name Location Date 

_-scott brown Fairfield, CA 2018-06-09 

julianne Mrazek Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Erik Mrazek Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

--- Tracee Eberhart San Francisco, CA 2018-06-09 

.---Richard Rossini Palo Alto, CA 2018-06-09 

jon Pope Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Robert Baker Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Gary Eisenberg Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Tasha Hagerman Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Kerrie Guerrero Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

joseph Hammer vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Sharlene Mccombe Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

janet Larsen Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Kristen Navarro Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Sue Sabile Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Michelle Clement Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Dawn Mitchell Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Brett Musgrove Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Mary Clark Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Robin Newey Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 
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Name Location Date 

- Kimberly Wells Sonoma, CA 2018-06-09 

Arianna Musgrove Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

Monica Buescher Vacaville, CA 2018-06-09 

julie McDonald Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

james Henry Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Adrienne Oswalt Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Priscila Fernandez Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Robin Hunt Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Amy Goddard Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

jessica DeGrange Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Monica Ross Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Samantha Lindholm Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Renee Barr Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Holly Kirk Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Dar-AI Blankinship Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Barbra Figueira Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

,.,-- Sarah B San Carlos, CA 2018-06-10 

Douglas Figueira Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Chandra Dodd Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

mike mccombe Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Noelle Buckband Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Kathy Lopez Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Attachment R

Page 6 of 20



Name Location Date 

Beverly Canova vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

-- Greg Gorohoff Concord, CA 2018-06-10 

Deborah Gallagher Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Marla Mandell Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

jennifer Blandford Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Barbara Gill Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

- Randy Hartman Elk Grove, CA 2018-06-10 

Carrie Nielsen vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

-- Stephen Owens-Wong Hayward, CA 2018-06-10 

Nicole Bimber vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

-- DeAndra Bryant us 2018-06-10 

Sally Thaller Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Pamela Olson Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

-- Arynne Lamantia us 2018-06-10 

- Amy Wassell Lafayette, CA 2018-06-10 

Raychel Whedbee Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

-=-- Aaliyah Brown us 2018-06-10 

Michelle Ortiz Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Shawn jordan Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Patricia Crist Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Elisa Dalling Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Nichole Beaudry Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 
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Name Location Date 

jason Morace Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Lindsay Pope Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

George Steggall Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Leslie Shebley Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

--- Dana Guerrero Sanjose,CA 2018-06-10 

_.- Audrey Musgrove Dixon, CA 2018-06-10 

- Richard Lais San Francisco, CA 2018-06-10 

Noel Bradanini Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Christine Heise vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Rachele Poplin Vacaville, CA 2018-06-10 

Michelle McGranahan Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

jordan Poplin Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

- Tiffani Lanting Citrus Heights, CA 2018-06-11 

--- Priscilla Lopez Oakland, CA 2018-06-11 

-- Carly Blankinship San jose, CA 2018-06-11 

Gary Lee Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Lisa Dean-Gilley Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Rose Gullett Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

jenna Giottonini Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Rick Hamilton Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

linda peterson Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

~ Dayna Lipkin Sanjose,CA 2018-06-11 
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Name Location Date 

Connie Rosa-Geiskopf vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Jamie Simpson Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Tiffany Henry Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

karen Whiteman vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Dianne Halsey Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Pamela Boller Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Shanna Peters Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Nicole Maneri Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Elisabeth Haugen Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Naomi Chador Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

---- Brittany Brummel Rector,AR 2018-06-11 

Tiffany De Tomasi Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

Mellessa bishop vacaville, cA. 2018-06-11 

- Somto Uzoka us 2018-06-11 

Stephanie Charter Vacaville, CA 2018-06-11 

- robert ramos us 2018-06-11 

...---carol Wise-Littrell us 2018-06-11 

- willie woods us 2018-06-11 

=- Erfina juita Sacramento, CA 2018-06-11 

- Samantha Mendez us 2018-06-12 

Patricia Martin vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Sean Martin vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 
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Name Location Date 

Michelle Gaborko Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Linda gabel Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

angel pompliano vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

jeremy White Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

julie Moak Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Brianna Cahoon Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Christina Meek Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Monica Arnett Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Matt Hermon Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Sherrie Reynolds Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

jennifer Brisbon Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

April schmutzler Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Pamela Reyes Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Cassandra Collier Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

AI Taylor Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

jennifer Moak Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

-==--- Sharon Patelzick San jose, CA 2018-06-12 

Paula Windham Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Grace Rydjord Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Mary jannisse Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Deanna Simmons Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Sherry Oakley Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Attachment R

Page 10 of 20



Name Location Date 

~ Amber Bloss-Annis Granger, IN 2018-06-12 

_.- Cami Hoff Palo Alto, CA 2018-06-12 

_.- Miranda Cornejo Dixon, CA 2018-06-12 

.- Sudha Chidambaram Sanjose,CA 2018-06-12 

john Perchaz vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Lyndsay Zadnik Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

judy Burton Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Lauren Chalmers vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

- Ron jacobson Oakland, CA 2018-06-12 

Kimberlie Haddon vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Robert Silva vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

--- Sarah Milligan us 2018-06-12 

Michelle Cordell Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

RendiBaker Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Laura Richardson Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

_ Andrea Hofmann-Miller us 2018-06-12 

--==- Chrissy Helmer Oakland, CA 2018-06-12 

April White vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Stacy Mitchell Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Elyse Lago Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

---- ellis jelly us 2018-06-12 

jennifer Oakley Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 
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Name Location Date 

Arne Newton Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Anjee Deards Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Malissa Blair Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

janice Ure Vacaville, US 2018-06-12 

Monique Rao Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

-- julie Riley Huntington Beach, CA 2018-06-12 

Dena Nofuentes Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

__.- Lisa Courtney San Francisco, CA 2018-06-12 

-- Samantha DePoorter Pleasanton, CA 2018-06-12 

Emily Qirreh Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

jenny Murphy Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Bruce and Kim Carmichael Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Donna Couture Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Theresa Mejia-Chapman Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Sara McConville Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

-John Mena us 2018-06-12 

-Aieinalam Dayton, VA 2018-06-12 

.- lucastzul us 2018-06-12 

Tammi Stout Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

-.=- Haris Iftikhar us 2018-06-12 

Karen Bradford Vacaville, CA · 2018·06-12 

jo Clark Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 
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Name Location Date 

Amy Pittard Vacaville, CA 2018-06-12 

Janelle Easling Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

Stephen Easling Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

-- melissa easling Fairfield, CA 2018-06-13 

sarah tigri vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

Mary Brown Brown Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

Desiree Crone Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

-Helga Austin San Diego, CA 2018-06-13 

-- Maylene Ripley Oakland, CA 2018-06-13 

Magen Boykin Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

Carina Matthews Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

Megan Canalita Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

jennie Edney Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

- Ebony Irving us 2018-06-13 

- Christie Larlee Sanjose,CA 2018-06-13 

Debbie Lopez Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

jean Davis Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

Susan Long Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

- Barbara Lotze Roseville, CA 2018-06-13 

.--Alexia Garibay us 2018-06-13 

...,.--- Yesenia Miramontes El Monte, CA 2018-06-13 

Michelle Morgan Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 
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Adrian Feike Vacaville, CA 2018-06-13 

_...---' Tammy Hayward Kent, WA 2018-06-13 

AlysonWebb Vacaville, CA 2018-06-14 

Christy Munoz Vacaville, CA 2018-06-14 

.---- C STEVENSON Stevenson Redding, CA 2018-06-14 

Thomas Newkirk Vacaville, CA 2018-06-14 

Katrina Brown Vacaville, CA 2018-06-14 

Harry Dykstra Vacaville, CA 2018-06-14 

joAnn Blankinship Vacaville, CA 2018-06-15 

-· Laurie Koran San Ramon, CA 2018-06-15 

Randy Henry Vacaville, CA 2018-06-15 

Debbie Meyer Vacaville, CA 2018-06-15 

Denise johnson Vacaville, CA 2018-06-16 

joe Lee Vacaville, CA 2018-06-16 

-----
Derrick johnson Oakland, CA 2018-06-16 

.---- jOHN BRISCOE . Gridley, CA 2018-06-17 

Kristin Cihak Vacaville, CA 2018-06-17 

--- Betty j. Mortensrn Napa,CA 2018-06-17 

Dona Witzel Vacaville, CA 2018-06-17 

.-/ Ward Charter Sonoma, CA 2018-06-17 

_---joan Kelley Merced, CA 2018-06-17 

____. Morris LeBard Oakland, CA 2018-06-17 
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.--- Carolyn Stevens Sunnyvale, CA 2018-06-17 

.....- Roni Milander Oakland, CA 2018-06-18 

/ Stephanie Quesada Saint Helena, CA 2018-06-18 

Kelly Hile Vacaville, CA 2018-06-19 

Heather Helton Vacaville, CA 2018-06-19 

Lana Stueve Vacaville, CA 2018-06-20 

---- joan Merrill Pleasant Hill, CA 2018-06-20 

Yolanda Garcia-Martinez Vacaville, CA 2018-06-20 

Steve Bera Vacaville, CA 2018-06-20 

--- Kimberly Wells Napa,CA 2018-06-21 

Michael Altarriba vacaville, CA 2018-06-21 

Diane Holt Vacaville, CA 2018-06-21 

Elizabeth Laird vacaville, CA. 2018-06-21 

Robert Serface Vacaville, CA 2018-06-26 

Kayleigh Abeloe Vacaville, CA 2018-07-16 

Bryce jean Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Amanda jean Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Jeff Nelson Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Andrea Thompson Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

---- Victoria Black Fairfield, CA 2018-07-17 

--- Lindsay Brick Nielson us 2018-07-17 

Ryan Ceccanti Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 
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Diane Vanbezey Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Tiffany Van Vessem Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Katie Ireton Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Erica Walker Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Katie Black Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Mitch Nielson Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Gabriella Borello Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Rosemary johnson Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Stephanie Kuidis Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

.-- Kimberly Carlson Garden Valley, CA 2018-07-17 

___. Kristie Moran Fresno, CA 2018-07-17 

Kendra Villarreal Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

-----
Brenda Bradford San Leandro, CA 2018-07-17 

Kaye Isnor Vacaville, CA 2018-07-17 

Kacey Ramos Vacaville, CA 2018-07-18 

Traci jacobsen Vacaville, CA 2018-07-18 

.----- Aaron Richardson Roseville, CA 2018-07-18 

Carrie Lance Vacaville, CA 2018-07-18 

joelle Sesar Vacaville, CA 2018-07-18 

jessica jones Vacaville, CA 2018-07-18 

......---- juliene Esparza Vancouver, WA 2018-07-18 

--- Paul Sesar Katy, TX 2018-07-18 
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- Greg Ramos San Francisco, CA 2018-07-18 

Lis Ryburn Vacaville, CA 2018-07-18 

Mary King Vacaville, CA 2018-07-18 

- Nickola Deal Oakland, CA 2018-07-18 

--- jenna Browne Modesto, CA 2018-07-19 

.-- Alexis Alden San Francisco, CA 2018-07-19 

Barbara jean Vacaville, CA 2018-07-22 

-----
james james us 2018-09-22 

--- Tonja Bell us 2018-09-25 

-- max morelli us 2018-09-25 

--Edgar Ramirez us 2018-10-05 

Shane Shannon Vacaville, CA 2018-10-11 

- Ingrid Morales us 2018-10-18 

_john Cobb us 2018-10-26 

joseph Patterson us 2018-10-26 -
_ Yamileth Shannon Oakland, CA 2018-11-17 

....--Ashley Ralston Sacramento, CA 2019-01-09 

- Utkarsh Nath Fremont, US 2019-01-23 

_.-- Carole Hagen Hillsboro, US 2019-01-24 

_ Dena Cornelius Amarillo, US 2019-01-26 

_ Donald Caraway us 2019-02-17 

...----Mary O'Connor Houston, us 2019-02-17 
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Tom Panacci Vacaville, CA 2019-03-09 

- Michael Friedmann Bronx, US 2019-03-18 

Catherine Lamb Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

Donell Weekley Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

· Diana T King Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Carlajaye Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Richard McDonald Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

julie Kim Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Andres Santamaria Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Diane Santamaria Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Anna Allen VACAVILLE, CA 2019-04-08 

Deborah Lazaro Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Sarah Corpus vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

Matthew Woleslagle Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Frank Schuddeboom Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

Albert Fox Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

Taleane Roberts Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

john Corpus Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Roxanna Guido Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

Debra Stock Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

Willa Sheppard Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Rose Seguerra Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 
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Name Location Date 

George Burton Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

Fernando Chavez Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

Marc DeSplinter Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

..--- Diane Coggins Oakland, US 2019-04-08 

Roberta Nance Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Nicole Kilmurray Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

____ Seth Simmons Sunnyvale, CA 2019-04-08 

Lindsey Gonzales Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Tuttle lindsay Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

---- Kevin Eubanks Davis, CA 2019-04-08 

__.. Kevin Kilmurray San Francisco, US 2019-04-08 

Matthew Guido Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

- Stone Ford Williston, US 2019-04-08 

Danielle Wing Oakland, US 2019-04-08 

Kristine Sagan Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Ashley Guglielmoni Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Valerie Frese Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Sara Royer Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Carlie Moreno Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

jennifer Capoot Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 

jeff Crowson Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Tara Ragsdale Vacaville, US 2019-04-08 
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Name Location Date 

jasmine Risso Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Ashley Barnett Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

---- Paula Williamsgomez Livermore, CA 2019-04-08 

Kristina Widner Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

Elizabeth Scarrott Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 

- Lauren Gonzales Los Angeles, CA 2019-04-08 

Sheree rodriguez Rodriguez Vacaville, CA 2019-04-08 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1935 

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF VACAVILLE AMENDING THE 
MUNICIPAL CODE BY CHANGE OF ZONING MAP 

FOR THE FARMSTEAD AT NORTH ORCHARD PROJECT AREA (APN 0125-040-110) 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF VACAVILLE DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION ONE: The City Council reaffirmed the Vacaville General Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the Farmstead at North Orchard project in accordance with the 
findings in City Council Resolution 2018-137. The District Zoning Map, a portion of the Zoning 
Ordinance of the City of Vacaville, being Ordinance No. 1552 is changed as follows: 

The Farmstead at North Orchard project area is pre-zoned, contingent on the 
recordation of annexation and completion of the cancellation of the Williamson Act Contract, 
with the following zoning districts: 

• RM - Residential Medium Density 
• CF - Community Facilities 

The change to the Zoning Map is more fully described in Exhibit A. 

SECTION TWO: The City Council has reviewed the pre-zoning request to establish the 
RM and CF zoning districts on properties within the Farmstead at North Orchard project area as 
shown on Exhibit A hereto and finds: 

1. That the proposed amendment is internally consistent with the goals, objectives, and 
policies of the General Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, and the Development Code; 

Finding: The pre-zoning designations for the Farmstead at North Orchard project are 
consistent with the planned land uses as designated by the City's General Plan. The 
proposed zone change is internally consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of 
the General Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, and the Land Use and Development by 
creating lands for public recreation and access to community facilities, by creating space 
for new housing in an infill area of the City where all services are available. 

2. That the proposed zone change would not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or 
welfare of the community; 

Finding: The zone change would maintain public health, safety, and welfare of the 
community. The project will extend existing pedestrian connections and create new 
ones to promote safer walking and biking between existing homes, parks, and schools 
along currently well-travelled routes. The proposed zone change will provide for a public 
park to serve an underserved segment of the community. The proposed zone change 
establishes City access to maintain an existing drainage channel adjacent to the 
property and places numerous prominent trees in public lands. 

3. That the proposed zone change would maintain the appropriate balance of land uses 
within the City; 
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Finding: The proposed project would maintain the appropriate balance of land uses 
because it would provide a different type of detached single-family residential unit than 
the immediate existing development, consistent with the City's General Plan land uses 
and in a manner that is compatible with adjacent residential areas by creating larger 
setbacks and landscaped buffers than required by City policy and that is typical of 
adjacent communities. Additionally, the project maintains the proper balance of land 
uses by establishing a public neighborhood park in a neighborhood that has a 
demonstrated lack of public park lands according to established City policy. 

4. That the anticipated land uses on the subject site would be compatible with existing and 
future surrounding uses; 

Finding: The anticipated land uses on the project site are compatible with existing and 
future surrounding uses because they will be detached single-family homes on private 
lots with private yards and open space, similar to those of some of the existing homes in 
the area, and at a density that has been demonstrated to maintain all City services at 
acceptable standards. The project plans establish zoning that provides a large public 
open space setback along all perimeters of the site, in between existing residential areas 
and the project, thus incorporating landscaped setbacks with trails that separate existing 
homes from the site and that preserve large existing trees that are part of the 
established character of the area. 

5. The potential impacts to the City's inventory of residential lands have been considered; 

Finding. The zone change and annexation would add 130 potential dwelling units to the 
City's inventory of residential lands. This number is consistent with the limits on 
residential dwelling units for this infill site as established by the adopted General Plan. 

6. That the proposed zone change is consistent with the development related application 
that is processed and approved concurrently with the other project development 
applications. 

Finding: The proposed zoning is consistent with the land uses, site design, and project 
features identified in the Farmstead at North Orchard project. The requested zone 
change is consistent with the concurrent Vesting Tentative Map, Planned Development 
with Conditional Use Permit, and Design Review for the Park Master Plan. These 
entitlement requests are contingent on the recordation of annexation and completion of 
the cancellation of the Williamson Act Contract. The project is consistent with the vision 
of the overall project under consideration by the City. 

SECTION THREE: The City Council of the City of Vacaville finds that the foregoing 
changes of zoning, as shown in Exhibit A, are necessary to ensure that said lands ultimately are 
used for the purposes which are most appropriate and most beneficial from the standpoint of the 
City as a whole. 

SECTION FOUR: If any section, subsection, phrase or clause of this ordinance is for any 
reason held to be unconstitutional, such decision shall not affe.ct the validity of the remaining 
portions of this ordinance. 
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The City Council hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each 
section, subsection, phrase or clause thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more 
section, subsection, phrases or clauses be declared unconstitutional. 

SECTION FIVE: Effective Date. 

This ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after passage thereof. 

The prezoning shall become effective when the annexation of these properties becomes 
effective. · 

SECTION SIX: Publication. 

This ordinance shall be published in accordance with the provisions of Government 
Code Section 36933. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that this ordinance was INTRODUCED at a regular meeting of the 
City Council of the City of Vacaville, held on the 13th day of November, 2018, and ADOPTED 
and PASSED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Vacaville held on the 11th 
day of December, 2018 by the following vote: 

tbl)~~ HQ..v r-i.~, ~t,K'E:. ~\t---\\-, V l.C-L)--{a..:)()l ~fh~...-tt
AYEs:~~ur ~~"-.J.....J 
NOES: t-.J oue 

ABSENT:('-..Jb J0 C 

ATTEST: 

Exhibit A- Farmstead at North Orchard Prezoning Map 
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December 12, 2018 

Memo 

 

To:  City of Vacaville 

From: Philip King, Ph.D. 

Re:  Proposed Farmstead Community 

 

The primary purpose of this memo is to demonstrate that the proposed Farmstead 
Community project meets LAFCO standard No. 8: “Likelihood of Significant 
Growth and Affect on other incorporated or unincorporated territory” by way 
of the following market demand and economic/fiscal analysis.  LAFCO outlines 
precisely what substantiation/documentation is required.  
 

Summary: 

• Current market conditions justify the annexation of this infill site in a 
desirable area of Vacaville; 

• The site has already been identified in the City’s General Plan for residential 
development since 1990; 

• The Farmstead site is one of four near-term annexation areas for the City of 
Vacaville as indicated in the 2017 Municipal Services Review (MSR) as 
accepted by LAFCO in May 2017.  

 

This memo discusses each of the four requirements to meet LAFCO standard #8 in 
order followed by a fiscal impact analysis. 

 

LAFCO’s Required Documentation to meet Standard #8: 

 

1. For a change of organization of reorganization where 40 acres or more of 
commercial or industrial land is proposed or where 100 acres of residential 
land use is proposed, a market study is required to document this analysis. 

Since the proposed Farmstead community is on a 20-acre infill site at the southeast 
corner of Fruitvale Avenue and N. Orchard Avenue, this requirement is not 
applicable, although this memo does contain many or most of the elements 
necessary. 

 

2. For a change of organization of reorganization where less than 40 acres of 
commercial or industrial land is proposed or where less than 100 acres of 
residential land use is proposed, the proponent shall provide an analysis of 
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likelihood of significant growth based on available information in responding 
to this standard.   

The City of Vacaville’s General Plan and ECAS Draft EIR1 provides detailed 
information, based on the best available data and forecast for Vacaville’s housing 
market.  For 2016 to 2035, the EIR forecasts that 445 new residential units will be 
needed every year.  Note that the proposed Farmstead community provides 130 
units, less than 4 months supply.  The EIR goes on to state that: 

“Using the assumptions above, it is anticipated that approximately 
9,680 new units will be built in Vacaville by 2035.  This translates into 
an approximate annual growth rate of 1.2 percent.  It should be noted 
that this is a robust projection of residential growth, especially when 
compared to regional growth projections developed by ABAG. ABAG’s 
2009 Projections for the entire Bay Area region averaged 0.86 percent 
annual growth between 2010 and 2035.  Therefore, the residential 
projection for an annual growth rate of 1.2 percent in Vacaville 
indicates that Vacaville may grow faster than the region as a whole.  
Vacaville’s moderate home prices, ample supply of residentially-
designated land, accessibility to job markets in Vacaville as well as in 
both the Sacramento and inner Bay Area regions, and reputation as a 
family-friendly town are factors that would contribute to a higher-
than-average residential growth rate, and based on historic 
development trends, this projection is reasonable.  In addition, as 
discussed further in Chapter 4.12, Population and Housing, the total 
amount of development projected by ABAG in 2035 is actually similar 
to the 2035 projection in this EIR.  ABAG assumes that there is more 
development in place in 2010 than other demographic data, such as 
from the California Department of Finance – the demographic data 
used in this EIR.  Therefore, although the increment of new 
development projected by ABAG is less than that projected in this EIR, 
the total amount of development (existing plus new) anticipated in 
2035 by ABAG is similar to that predicted in this EIR.” p. 3-43. 

Consequently, the small Farmstead community project can easily be absorbed by 
future demand and also note that the forecasts here are consistent with ABAG’s 
forecasts.  It should also be noted that as a small infill project in a desirable area, the 
Farmstead community is more likely to find significant demand for its homes even 
in a softer market. 

 

3. An analysis of consistency of the proposed project with the City’s Municipal 
Service Review. 

                                                        
1 See https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=5512.  
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The Farmstead community is consistent with the City of Vacaville’s Municipal 
Service Review (MSR), as the area is identified as a “near term annexation area.2”  It 
should also be noted that the MSR indicates that the Farmstead community already 
has much of the infrastructure needed, which would have to be created for other 
projects.  In particular, the MSR notes: 

 “Orchard Avenue at Fruitvale Road – This site, which lies north and south 
of Fruitvale Road and east of Orchard Avenue, is an unincorporated county 
island. The island encompasses approximately 27 acres, of which 21 acres 
are vacant and designated as Medium Density Residential.  A six-acre park 
is designated in the southerly portion of the site.  The City is capable of 
providing municipal services to this area once the properties are annexed 
into the city. “3 
 
 

4. Documentation of the City’s Building Permit Activity over the past ten years, 
and current supply of residential units. 

 

Between 2006 and 2016, residential construction permit activity in Vacaville 
averaged 273 units per year, including about 220 units per year of single-family 
units and the balance of multifamily units, including the time period that included 
the housing crash of the great recession.  In 2015 and 2016, the single-family unit 
permit totals were 369 and 337, respectively, which is much more in line with the 
City’s longer-term permit history, from 1980 to 2016, during which the City 
permitted an average of 469 new units per year, including approximately 355 new 
single-family units per year. 4 City of Vacaville permit totals for 2017 were  311. 

The City of Vacaville Community Development Department Residential Activity 
Report (Updated February 2018) 5 indicates approximately 5,824 total residential 
units in the supply pipeline for the Vacaville market area.  A December 2018 (see 
Table 1) update based on The Ryness Report and a market survey conducted by AJ 
Craig Development show that approximately 4,563 total residential units exist as 
potential supply for the Vacaville market area (see blue shading for updates).  
However, it should be noted that certain projects are less likely to be delivered to 
market as compared to others (see orange shading).  First, the Lagoon Valley project  
consisting of 1,015 units will be very difficult to bring online based on tremendous 
infrastructure cost, decreasing the overall total residential units to approximately 
3,548.  Second, the Foxboro Knoll residential units consist of large lots which are 
difficult to absorb in the Vacaville market currently as large lots sizes increase the 

                                                        
2  See City of Vacaville: Final 2017  M unicipal Service Review   fo      
Influence Update City Council Review: May 8, 2017,  p. 22. 
3 See City of Vacaville: Final 2017  Municipal Service Review  for  Comprehensive Sphere of 
Influence Update City Council Review: May 8, 2017,  Figure 4.4-4 Annexation Areas, p. 21. 
4 California State Department of Finance, Table 2:  E-5 City/County Population and Housing 
Estimates, 1/1/2017 (http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/) 
5 City of Vacaville, Residential Activity Report (Updated February 2018). 
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per lot construction costs to the point that challenges financial feasibility, thus 
decreasing the overall total residential units further to approximately 3,490.   Lastly, 
the majority of units are included in projects located in growth areas at the edges of 
the City of Vacaville urban services area requiring the installation of new 
infrastructure to bring these units online allowing the Farmstead community to be 
absorbed by the Vacaville market much faster than the balance of the greenfield 
development projects included in the City’s Residential Activity Report.  Conversely, 
the Farmstead community is an infill site of 130 single-family homes, and as such, 
has all the required backbone infrastructure in place at the community plan 
boundaries.  Another 122 remaining custom home lots are indicated in the City’s 
Residential Activity Report, but these are usually absorbed by the market much 
slower as the pool of buyers for these lots is significantly smaller compared to the 
typical buyer seeking production homes in Vacaville.  The City’s Residential Activity 
Report also indicates a potential for 216 multifamily apartments by the Nut Tree, 
but these units are intended to be for-rent residential homes that are absorbed by a 
different consumer than that of production for-sale residential homes.   
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Total Units Built
Under 

Construction
Combined 

Dec. 2018 Ryness 
Update

Remaining

Cheyenne at Browns Valley 206 157 21 178 206 0

Southtown 1A 141 98 34 132 141 0

North Village Unit 7 295 0 4 4 291

Brighton Landing                            
(Village 1-6)

349 79 93 172 206 143

Brighton Landing                                  
(Village 7-12)

418 0 10 10 408

Southtown Phase 3 242 0 0 0 242

The Estates                           
(Vanden Meadows)

176 0 0 0 176

Villages                                      
(Vanden Meadows)

463 0 0 0 463

Parkside                                  
(Vanden Meadows)

50 0 0 0 50

Foxboro Knoll                       
(Vanden Meadows)

58 0 0 0 58

The Reserve Ph. 3                                     
(Rogers Ranch)

29 0 29 29 0

Montessa 61 0 0 0 61

Roberts Ranch 785 0 0 0 785

Lagoon Valley 1015 0 0 0 1015

East Main District 83 0 0 0 83

The Farm at Alamo Creek 768 0 0 0 768

Potters Place North 20 0 0 0 20

5159 334 191 525 4563
1073
3490

Table 1 - City of Vacaville Residential Activity Report (Updated December 2018)
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Fiscal Impact Analysis 

 

This section of the report will estimate the fiscal impact of the project-- that is 
whether the project generates sufficient tax revenues to support the services 
required for residents from the Farmstead Community.   

Table 2 below presents the results of the fiscal impact analysis for a complete build 
out of the Farmstead Community.  These results are described in more detail later in 
this memo.  Overall this community will generate an estimated $961 in tax revenues, 
which significantly exceeds the average per Vacaville resident ($837) or the City’s 
average expenditure per resident, of $810.  Overall, this community will generate 
just under $348,645 in additional revenues for the City of Vacaville per year. 

The analysis in this memo does not include Operating or Capital Grants, which 
account for just over a quarter of the City’s budget.  Since some of these grants are 
tied to a City’s population, the Farmstead property will also likely increase some of 
the City’s significant grant revenue.  However, this increase is difficult to estimate.  
Even without additional grant revenue, this community will generate tax revenue 
significantly beyond the cost of providing City services.  Overall, the Farmstead 
community will generate more tax revenues than the cost to the City to 
provide services. 

 

Table 2 Estimated Tax Revenues for the Proposed Farmstead Community 

 

 
 

Overview of the Community 

The proposed community is on a 20-acre infill site at the southeast corner of 
Fruitvale Avenue and N. Orchard Avenue; it contains 130 single-family homes.  AJCD 
WVP Vacaville, LLC, the community developer projects that these homes will sell for 
an average of $530,000 to $560,000; this study used the midpoint of this estimate 
$545,000 as the average selling price for the homes.  This study used the median 
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household size per capita, in Solano County, 2.79 for average household size, 
yielding an estimate of 363 residents of the proposed Farmstead community. 

 

Table 2: Key Data for the Homestead Community6 

  
 

Method Used to Estimate Taxes Generated 

Property Taxes were estimated based on an average selling price of $545,000.  The 
property tax rate in Vacaville is 1.17%.  However, the City does not receive all this 
amount; the City share is 0.24%.7  As indicated in Table 1 above, the Farmstead 
community generates $170,400 in new property taxes for the City of Vacaville. 

Sales taxes were estimated based on an analysis of Vacaville retail purchased from 
Insight Market Analytics (see Appendix).  This analysis estimates Vacaville residents’ 
retail spending based on income and other demographics.  The analysis also 
estimates what share of retail spending is “captured” by the City of Vacaville and 
what share “leaks” to other cities (e.g., Fairfield) or to online retailers.  Despite 
Vacaville’s significant retail development, the City has significant leakage in several 
categories which implies lower sales tax revenues. 

Vacaville’s current sales tax rate is 8.125% of which the City receives 1.75% directly, 
partly due to Measure M, passed in 2016.8  To estimate the sales taxes generated by 
the community, this analysis used the estimates from Insight Market Analytics 
contained in the appendix.  

The analysis also adjusts for categories (e.g., groceries, prescription drugs) that are 
not generally subject to sales tax.  As indicated in Table 3 below, the proposed 
Farmstead Community will generate $117,508 additional dollars in sales tax 
revenues for the City due to spending from Farmstead residents, or $324 per 
resident. 

 

 

 

                                                        
6 Estimates of household size were obtained from the US Census: 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/vacavillecitycalifornia/HSD310216#viewtop. 
7 The State of California taxes all property at a 1% rate per year.  This 1% share goes to various 
government agencies including school districts.  The City of Vacaville receives 0.24267% (City of 
Vacaville Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2016-2017, p. 153, Schedule 6). 
8 See https://ballotpedia.org/Vacaville,_California,_Sales_Tax,_Measure_M_(November_2016).  
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Table 3: Estimates of Retail and Sales Taxes Generated by Farmstead 
Community 

 
In addition, adding new residents to the City also increases the attractiveness of 
Vacaville for local retailers, which could plug some of the City’s leakage; this was not 
included in the analysis.  Despite Vacaville’s significant presence with outlet malls 
and big-box stores, City residents still spend approximately 20% of their retail 
dollars outside of the City. 

 

Other Fees/Taxes 

This study assumed that residents of the Farmstead community would generate 
other taxes and fees at the same level of existing Vacaville residents.  Since the 
projected income for the Farmstead community is significantly higher ($125,000 
per household) than the median household income in Vacaville ($76,000 per 
household) due to the assumed average sales price, it is likely that fees and other 
taxes will be substantially higher, as they are for property and sales taxes.  Thus, the 
estimates for other fees/taxes provided here should be considered very 
conservative.  

 

Grants and Contributions 

The City of Vacaville received a significant proportion of its revenues from grants 
and contributions, both for capital improvements and for current operations.  
Overall, these funds represented 28% of the 2016-2017 budget for the City of 
Vacaville9 This analysis assumed NO increase in grant revenue for the City as a 
result of this community.  However, since many grants are tied to the population, 
one should expect that there would be an increase in grant revenues, but it’s difficult 
to estimate this increase 

                                                        
9 City of Vacaville Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2016-2017, p.12. 
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Conclusion 

This memo indicates that the project has met the four elements necessary under 
LAFCO standard No. 8: “Likelihood of Significant Growth and Affect on other 
incorporated or unincorporated territory.”   

 
1. For a change of organization of reorganization where 40 acres or more of 

commercial or industrial land is proposed or where 100 acres of residential 
land use is proposed, a market study is required to document this analysis. 

 

The proposed Farmstead community is on a 20-acre infill site; consequently this 
requirement is not applicable. 

 

2. For a change of organization of reorganization where less than 40 acres of 
commercial or industrial land is proposed or where less than 100 acres of 
residential land use is proposed, the proponent shall provide an analysis of 
likelihood of significant growth based on available information in responding 
to this standard.   

The City of Vacaville’s General Plan and ECAS Draft EIR forecasts that 445 new 
residential units will be needed every year.  The proposed Farmstead community 
provides 130 units, less than 4 months supply.  

 

3. An analysis of consistency of the proposed project with the City’s Municipal 
Service Review. 

The Farmstead community is consistent with the City of Vacaville’s Municipal 
Service Review (MSR), as the area is identified as a “near term annexation area.  

 

4. Documentation of the City’s Building Permit Activity over the past ten years. 

 

The City of Vacaville has issued an average of 273 residential construction permits 
between 2006 and 2016, including the time of the great recession, and over the last 
three years has issued anywhere from 311 to 379.  Farmstead will likely absorb 
more quickly than other residential homes as it is unique being an infill, single 
family residential community in the highly coveted and long-established North 
Vacaville neighborhood within 1.2 miles of Vacaville’s historic downtown whereas 
the majority of the current residential units are greenfield projects in the newly 
developed area of Vacaville several miles from the city center.   
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Additionally, this annexation will not inhibit the development of lands already 
within the City or inhibit City’s ability to meet its infill goals precisely because 
Farmstead is an infill community—and is identified as such in the MSR—that is 
moving forward in the approval process despite recent outlying annexations. 
 
Lastly, the fiscal impact analysis provided indicates that the proposed Farmstead 
community will generate an estimated $348,645 in additional tax revenues and fees 
for the City.  This estimate implies a tax contribution averaging $961 per resident 
per year compared to the City’s average cost per resident of $810 per resident per 
year and the average contribution (in taxes and fees) of $837 per resident per year.  
Overall, the Farmstead community will generate more tax revenues than the cost to 
the City to provide services. 
 
In sum, the Farmstead community easily meets the LAFCO standard #8.  There is 
sufficient demand over the next ten years to justify this project, and, as an infill 
community, it will easily be absorbed in the community. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This Modified Initial Study has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated 
environmental impacts of the Farmstead project (proposed project). This document relies, in part, 
on the City of Vacaville General Plan approved by the City of Vacaville City Council on August 
11, 2015 and its accompanying Environmental Impact Report (SCH#2011022043), also certified 
on August 11, 2015 (Resolution 2015-074) (General Plan EIR). 

This document has been prepared to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.). CEQA requires that all state and local government agencies consider the 
environmental consequences of projects over which they have discretionary authority before 
acting on those projects. The environmental analysis in this Initial Study relies on Sections 
15168 and 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines, which govern program EIRs and projects 
consistent with a general plan or community plan.  

Under Section 15183, where a project is consistent with the use and density established for a 
property under an existing general plan or zoning ordinance for which the city has already 
certified an EIR, no additional environmental review is required “except as might be necessary 
to examine whether there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the 
project or its site.”  

If these requirements are met, the examination of environmental effects is limited to those 
which the agency determines, in an initial study or other analysis: 

(1)  Are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would be located, 

(2)  Were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action, general 
plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, 

(3)  Are potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts which were not 
discussed in the prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community plan or zoning 
action, or 

(4)  Are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial new 
information which was not known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined 
to have a more severe adverse impact than discussed in the prior EIR. 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15183(b).) 
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Under these sections, the program EIR, in this case the City’s General Plan EIR, serves as a basis 
for the Modified Initial Study to determine if project-specific impacts would occur that are not 
adequately covered in the previously certified EIR.  

The proposed project’s land uses and development assumptions are consistent with the City’s 
General Plan. Therefore, the Lead Agency (City of Vacaville or City) is not required to examine 
environmental impacts that have already been adequately evaluated in the previously certified 
General Plan EIR if the project would not lead to new or substantially greater environmental 
impacts, or to a significant impact that is peculiar to the project or to the project site. 

This Modified Initial Study is a public document used by the City of Vacaville to determine 
whether the project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the City finds substantial 
evidence that any aspect of the project, either individually or cumulatively, may have a 
significant effect on the environment, regardless of whether the overall effect of the project is 
adverse or beneficial, the City is required to prepare an EIR. Where the City determines that 
some impacts may be significant while others will not be significant or can clearly be mitigated 
to less-than-significant levels through mitigation measures to which the project proponent has 
agreed, the City may prepare an EIR focused on the potentially significant impacts. Under this 
last approach, the City may use an Initial Study to satisfy the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 
section 15168 (c)(4) and section 15128. 

As document herein, since the certification of the General Plan EIR in 2015, there have been 
no significant changes in the physical environment that could result in a new or substantially 
increased impacts related to the project.  

This Modified Initial Study serves to evaluate whether the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project are adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR. This Modified Initial Study 
indicates whether the proposed project would result in significant impact that: (1) is peculiar to 
the project or the project site; (2) was not identified as a significant effect in the General Plan 
EIR; or (3) are previously identified significant effects which as a result of substantial new 
information that was not known at the time that the General Plan EIR was certified, are 
determined to have a more severe adverse impact than discussed in the General Plan EIR. Such 
impacts, if any, will be evaluated in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183). 
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1.1 Project Overview and Project Background 

The project site is located in the western portion of the City on a parcel of land that is under the 
jurisdiction of Solano County, but is entirely surrounded by land within the City essentially 
creating an “island” under the County’s jurisdiction, as shown on Figure 1, Site Location. The 
project site, 369 N. Orchard Avenue, is located southeast of the N. Orchard Avenue/Fruitvale 
Road intersection, with N. Orchard Avenue forming the western boundary and Fruitvale Road 
forming the northern project boundary. Hemlock Elementary School, two residential lots, and the 
Orchard Baptist Church border the project site on the south with Eldridge Avenue and residential 
lots along Laramie Way in the City located adjacent to the east side of the project site. Existing 
residences currently within the County border the northern boundary. The project applicant, 
AJCD WVP Vacaville, LLC, is proposing to annex the 20.57-acre project site (APN 0125-040-
110) into the City to develop 130 single family detached lots as well as approximately 5+/- acres 
dedicated to a new public park, trail amenities, and roads on 15.82 acres.  

The topography of the project site is flat and located between 204 and 225 feet above mean sea 
level. The portion of the site designated for the project was previously an orchard and still 
includes remnants of the orchard and a roadside fruit stand located at the corner of Fruitvale 
Road and N. Orchard Avenue in the northwest corner of the site. The site has not been actively 
farmed in a number of years and is currently fallow. In addition, there are two residences and a 
number of miscellaneous outbuildings located in the southern portion of the site. All of the 
buildings on the site along with approximately 396 trees are slated for removal to accommodate 
the project. Lining the western boundary of the project site adjacent to N. Orchard Avenue is a 
row of mature pecan trees that would be retained as part of the project.  

There are three Solano Irrigation District (SID) easements or infrastructure (i.e., canals and 
pipes) that provide irrigation water along the northern, eastern and southern boundaries of the 
project site. The northern and eastern easements would be abandoned as part of the annexation 
process. The eastern easement is 10-feet wide between the eastern property line and 10 feet 
inside the eastern property line. Additionally, SID owns in fee a 10-foot wide strip of land 
between the eastern property line and the adjacent open drainage ditch (discussed below). The 
southern easement would be maintained by SID, and the project’s proposed trail system would 
be allowed within SID’s 20-foot easement, contingent upon SID approval.  

An open ditch is located 10 feet to the east of the eastern property line that would be maintained 
in its current condition for the purposes of storm drainage. This open drainage ditch is currently 
used to convey City storm water from areas to the north and west. The project does not propose 
to use this ditch for conveyance of the project’s storm water system. SID currently has two 
easements over the adjacent properties to the east, one 20-foot wide and the other 10-foot wide, 
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over this 30-foot wide ditch for maintenance purposes and intends to convey this easement to the 
City for future maintenance.  

The two residences on the project site are served by a septic tank and leach lines. There is 
also one well on the project site. It is not clear if the residences receive water from this 
well or another source.  

The City’s General Plan designates the project site as Residential Medium Density (8.1 – 14 
units/acre) and parks (City of Vacaville 2015, Figure LU-6). The land uses and general 
infrastructure assumptions of the project site are consistent with the City’s General Plan and have 
been evaluated in the General Plan EIR. The project site is currently within Solano County’s 
jurisdiction and is designated and zoned Agriculture 40 acres (A-40). 

According to the Department of Conservation Important Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program, the entire project site is designated Grazing Land (DOC 2018). The project site 
includes an active Williamson Act Contract that is set to expire in nine (9) years based on the 
property owner filing a Notice of Non-Renewal with Solano County to cancel the contract. The 
Notice of Non-Renewal was recorded by the Solano County Clerk on April 13, 2018. 

The project site is not within the Land Use Compatibility Area for the Nut Tree Airport, 
however; the project site is within Compatibility Area Zone D for Travis Air Force Base.  

1.2 Project Description 

The proposed project includes development of 130 single-family residential units on 15.82 acres, 
an approximately 3-acre park along with approximately 2 acres of connected public trails, roads, 
and associated water, wastewater and storm drainage infrastructure (see Figure 2, Site Plan). The 
project site is currently designated Residential Medium Density (8.1-14.0 du/a), consistent with 
the City’s General Plan and would be zoned Residential Medium density (RM). The project 
would achieve a density of 8.22 units/acre. 

Residential lots would typically be 44-feet by 75-feet or 3,300 square foot lots. The project does 
not include proposed house plans, however, all homes would likely be two-story and consistent 
with the City of Vacaville Residential Design Requirements. A Design Review application 
would be required for house plans when they are proposed. 

An overview of the various project elements is included below. 
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Figure 1 Project Location  
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Figure 2 Site Plan 
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Landscaping/Trails/Lighting/Fencing 

The approximately 3-acre public park located in the south central portion of the project site is 
designed as a passive park and does not contain any active uses such as a tot lot or play 
equipment for children. The park would include a picnic area, benches, and a paved walkway 
through the center of the park that would connect to the two cul-de-sacs that flank the east and 
west side of the park. A crushed rock walkway would provide year-round access around the 
perimeter. A variety of native shrubs and grasses along with some trees would be planted. The 
park does not include new turf, but is proposing to plant no-mow grasses that require less water 
and maintenance. A tribute to the Eldredge family, including a commemorative plaque where the 
homestead was located are proposed within the park. In addition, the park name would include a 
tribute to the Eldredge family and agricultural heritage of the site. A conceptual rendering of the 
park is shown on Figure 3. 

The project includes a 10-foot wide multi-use trail system that would provide access for 
pedestrians and bicycles around the perimeter of the project site, as shown in Figure 2. The trail 
would be constructed of concrete on the western, northern and eastern segments and asphalt over 
the southern segment and within the southern SID easement. 

The project includes standard City street lights along N. Orchard Avenue, Fruitvale Road and 
along internal project roads. All lighting would be shielded to prevent light spillover onto 
adjacent residences, consistent with Section 14.09.127.110 of the City’s Land Use Development 
Code. No lights would be included in the park or along the project’s trail system. 

The backyards of each home would include 6-foot-tall privacy wood fences. A 6-foot-tall block 
wall would be included along the backside of the lots along the western, southern and eastern 
boundaries of the site. The multi-use trail would be located on the outside of the perimeter wall.  

As shown on Figure 2, the project includes monument signage reminiscent of the former fruit stand 
along N. Orchard Avenue and Fruitvale Road and at the northwest corner of the site. In addition, a 
20-foot wide landscaped buffer would be included along the eastern boundary of the site.  

Circulation System 

The project’s internal roadway system would be designed per the City’s residential roadway 
standards. Access to the site would be from both N. Orchard Avenue and Fruitvale Road, as 
shown on Figure 2. Roadway widths would range between 34 and 36-feet, with approximately 
five-foot-wide attached sidewalks along both sides of the street. On-street parking would be 
permitted, except two places in the internal network where the roadway narrows for traffic 
calming. As noted above, a 10-foot-wide multi-purpose trail would provide pedestrian and bike 
circulation around the perimeter of the project boundary.  
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Infrastructure 

An existing 12-inch city water main is located within both N. Orchard Avenue and Fruitvale Road. 
The project would connect to the city’s existing water main at both locations creating an internal 
looped water network. Sewer would be provided by the trunk sewer main located within Fruitvale 
Road. Sewer flow tributary to the internal lots will be collected internally and conveyed to the 
connection point with the existing trunk sewer at the proposed intersection with Fruitvale Road. The 
lots fronting Fruitvale Road would have a separate sewer main that would collect and convey sewer 
flows to a connection point within Fruitvale Road, separate from the internal system.  

Water, Sewer and Storm Drainage 

The project’s infrastructure includes a series of 8-inch water lines and 8-inch sewer lines that 
would tie into the City’s 12-inch water line located within both N. Orchard Avenue and Fruitvale 
Road and 21-inch sewer main in Fruitvale Road.  

The project’s drainage plan includes capturing on-site storm water through a series of 15 to 36-inch 
storm drainpipes that would convey flows to the southeast corner of the project site connecting to 
the City’s twin 54-inch storm drain infrastructure downstream of SID’s open channel drainage 
ditch. The project would not contribute storm water runoff into this drainage ditch.  

Energy Conservation 

The project would include a variety of energy conservation features to minimize electricity and 
water. Some of the conservation features include: 

• Energy efficient appliances and fixtures (e.g., showers, toilets), consistent with state and 
local energy requirements (e.g., Title 24).  

• The homes would be pre-wired to accommodate solar panels.  

• Vehicle charging outlets would be provided as a standard feature in each home.  

• The public park and trail system would include drought tolerant plants and would 
conform to the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Regulations. 

Off-site Improvements 

The portion of Fruitvale Road adjacent to the project site would be reconstructed to include curb 
and gutter and a 26-foot travel lane along the south side of the road and a 12-foot travel lane on 
the north side of the road. N. Orchard Avenue adjacent to the project site would be improved 
with curb and gutter, landscaping, and a 10-foot separated trail within the limits of the adjoining 
project boundary. 
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Figure 3 Conceptual Park Plan 
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Construction Schedule 

Project buildout is anticipated to take approximately three and half years with completion 
estimated sometime in 2022, if the project is approved. No import or export of soil is required. 
All construction equipment and construction worker vehicles would be staged (parked) on site 
during construction. 

Project Approvals 

The project approvals required from the City for this project include the following:  

• Annexation into Vacaville city limits, approved by Solano Local Agency  
Formation Commission; 

• Cancellation of a Williamson Act Contract, currently in non-renewal; 

• (Pre) Zoning of Residential Medium Density, contingent on completion of annexation; 

• Vesting Tentative Map to subdivide the site into 130 residential lots, a 3 acre park, and 
pedestrian paths; 

• Park Design Review approval and subsequent residential design review approval; and 

• Conditional Use Permit and Planned Development for single-family development. 

This Modified Initial Study may be used by responsible agencies and trustee agencies that may 
have some approval authority over the proposed project (i.e., to issue a permit). The project 
applicant would obtain all permits, as required by law. The following agencies and Native 
American tribe have been identified as having potential discretionary authority over approval of 
certain project elements, or alternatively, may serve in a ministerial capacity: 

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife; 

• Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board;  

• California Department of Conservation; 

• Solano County Local Area Formation Commission;  

• Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District;  

• Solano County Airport Land Use Commission;  

• Solano County;  

• Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation; and 

• Solano Irrigation District. 
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1.3 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance 

This Modified Initial Study provides the evidence required that the General Plan environmental 
determinations are applicable to a portion of this project.  

The following is an overview of the steps followed for the environmental review of the 
proposed project. 

• Review the proposed project against the impact analysis and mitigation measures 
contained in the City’s General Plan EIR. 

• Identify any previously adopted mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR that 
apply to the proposed project. 

The primary source reviewed for the preparation of this Modified Initial Study is the City’s 
General Plan EIR and associated technical studies, available at the City’s Community 
Development Department office and online at: http://www.cityofvacaville.com/ 
index.aspx?page=878. 
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2 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

In reviewing the site-specific information provided for this project, the City of Vacaville has 
analyzed the potential environmental impacts created by this project and determined that 
development of the project site with residential uses and a park has been previously evaluated in 
the General Plan EIR. Therefore, on the basis of the following initial evaluation, we find that the 
proposed project is consistent with the General Plan EIR and all of the project impacts would be 
less than significant or can clearly be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with General Plan 
policies or mitigation measures included in the General Plan EIR. Based on the findings of this 
Modified IS, both project-specific impacts and cumulative impacts would all be less than 
significant or mitigated to a less-than-significant level through compliance with General Plan 
policies or mitigation included in the General Plan EIR.  

 Aesthetics  
Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology and Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

 
Hydrology and  
Water Quality 

 Land Use and Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population and Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation and Traffic  
Utilities and  
Service Systems 

 
Mandatory Findings  
of Significance 
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that 
earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, 
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, 
nothing further is required. 

 

_______________________________   ____________________________ 
Signature       Date 
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3 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The following contains a modified environmental checklist based on the form included in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The modified Checklist or Initial Study is used to describe 
the impacts of the proposed project. A discussion follows each environmental issue identified in 
the checklist. Included in each discussion are project-specific mitigation measures, if required 
and recommended as appropriate for the proposed project. 

For this Checklist, the following designations are used: 

Significant Impact Peculiar to the Project or Project Site: An impact that could be significant due 
to something peculiar to the project or the project site that was not previously identified in the 
General Plan EIR. If any potentially significant impacts are identified, an EIR must be prepared that 
analyzes those impacts. 

Significant Impact due to New Information: Any impact that would be considered significant 
based on new information which was not known at the time the prior EIR was prepared. If any 
significant impacts are identified, an EIR must be prepared that analyzes those impacts. 

Impact Adequately Addressed in General Plan EIR: Impacts previously evaluated in the 
City’s General Plan EIR that would not change from what was evaluated previously. This 
designation applies where the project would not result in a new significant impact, a substantially 
increased significant impact, or a peculiar impact that was not analyzed in the General Plan EIR. 

 

Significant Impact 
Peculiar to the 
Project or the 
Project Site 

Significant Impact 
due to New 
Information 

Impact Adequately 
Addressed in 

General Plan EIR 
3.1  AESTHETICS – Would the project? 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    
b) Substantially damage scenic resources including, 

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

   

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings?    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area? 
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Environmental Setting 

The project site is located in Solano County surrounded by the Vacaville City limits within 
northwestern Vacaville. Interstate 80 (I-80) is located approximately 1.47 miles southeast of the 
project site. Downtown Vacaville is located less than two miles southeast of the project site. The 
project site bounded on the north by Fruitvale Road, by N. Orchard Avenue on the west, 
residential development on the east, and Orchard Avenue Baptist Church, residences and 
Hemlock Elementary School on the south. Existing sources of light from street lights and 
building lights is visible at night from developed areas surrounding the project site. The majority 
of the site is undeveloped with remnants of a cultivated orchard still present. There are currently 
approximately 553 trees on the project site, as well as two rural residences and a number of sheds 
and other outbuildings as part of the original farm complex.  

The City of Vacaville General Plan does not designate areas as “scenic vistas;” however, there 
are a number of scenic vistas within the City including views of the hills surrounding Lagoon 
Valley in the southwest, and views looking west towards the Vaca Mountains, and views of the 
Inner Coast Range hillsides within the City. There are no designated State Scenic Highways in 
Vacaville (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-24). 

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan (City of Vacaville 2015a): 

• Policy LU-P1.1: Maintain Vacaville as a freestanding community surrounded by 
foothills, farmland and other open space. 

• Policy LU-P1.2: Protect Vacaville’s natural environment. Integrate creeks, hills, utility 
corridors, and other significant natural features into major development plans. 

• Policy LU-P1.3: Preserve the predominant single-family residential character of 
Vacaville while providing other housing opportunities.  

• Policy COS-P8.1: Preserve scenic features and the feel of a city surrounded by open 
space, and preserve view corridors to the hills and other significant natural areas.  

Discussion 

1. As discussed in the environmental setting above, the City’s General Plan does not 
designate official scenic vistas, but recognizes that views of and from the City comprise 
an important element of the City’s quality of life (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-24). 
The General Plan EIR Study Area evaluated future development in the area of and 
including the entirety of the project site. The General Plan includes relevant goals and 
policies, listed above, that would preserve scenic views including policies requiring 
protection of the city’s natural environment and preserving scenic features and view 
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corridors to the hills and other natural areas. The proposed project includes a small site 
completely surrounded by development which has limited views of the surrounding 
hillsides. However, the project has been designed to comply with policies COS-P8.1, LU-
P1.2 and P1.3 by integrating open spaces, including the neighborhood park on the 
southern portion of the project site and the perimeter landscape buffer/walking path, into 
the community and home design that retain the predominant single-family character of 
the adjacent neighborhoods. The General Plan EIR concluded that new development 
designed consistent with General Plan policies would minimize impacts to scenic vistas 
to a level that is less than significant. This project has been designed to comply with the 
City’s General Plan policies and due to its location would not affect scenic vistas. The 
impact was adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR. The project’s impact would be 
less than significant, the same as the General Plan EIR (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.1-8) 
and, therefore, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

2. There are no designated State Scenic Highways within the City of Vacaville. The General 
Plan EIR concluded the impact to scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway was less than significant. 
The proposed project would have no impact on scenic resources along a State Scenic 
Highway because there are no designated State Scenic Highways in the City. The impact 
was adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR and would not change from what was 
identified in the General Plan EIR (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.1-8).  

Although N. Orchard Avenue is not a scenic highway; the pecan trees that border the 
western property line along N. Orchard Avenue do hold scenic value to the neighborhood. 
The project makes every effort to maintain and protect the historic pecan trees. 
Additionally, the project identifies a number of large trees located within the proposed park 
that would remain. (See c. below as well). The project design would comply with the 
City’s General Plan policies to minimize impacts to visual character and the impact was 
adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR; therefore, the project would not result in a 
significant impact not previously identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for 
requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

3. As stated in the General Plan, most of Vacaville’s scenic resources are associated with 
open space, natural resources, and agricultural uses and include riparian corridors 
throughout the city and views of the rural and undeveloped lands (City of Vacaville 
2015a, p. COS-24). The General Plan designates some of these undeveloped and open 
lands for development of future residential, commercial, and business/industrial uses. The 
project’s compliance with the General Plan policies listed above would reduce the 
aesthetic impact of future development on currently undeveloped lands. The proposed 
project has been designed to complement the intermixed agricultural lands landscaping 
without strong boundaries or transitions. The mature pecan trees that line N. Orchard 
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Avenue would be retained to maintain the visual character of the area along with trees 
within the proposed park site. A neighborhood park would be integrated as part of the 
project consistent with the General Plan. The project design would comply with the 
City’s General Plan policies to minimize impacts to visual character and the impact was 
adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR; therefore, the project would not result in a 
significant impact not previously identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for 
requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

4. All new development in the City would be required to comply with standards for light and 
glare established in Section 14.09.127 of the City’s Land Use Development Code. Specifically, 
in compliance with Section 14.09.127.110, all project lighting would be shielded and directed 
downward to avoid creating a hazard or nuisance to other properties or adversely impact traffic 
on adjacent streets. Exterior building lighting would be installed to identify building entrances 
and promote safety, and parking lot lighting would comply with the City’s Off-Street Parking 
and Loading Design Guidelines (City of Vacaville 1996a). The Off-Street Parking and Loading 
Design Guidelines provisions include, but are not limited to, limiting exterior lighting to a 
minimum of one foot candle and a maximum of six foot candles, creation of a photometric plan 
demonstrating compliance with lighting standards and a site plan showing location and design 
of exterior fixtures. The General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of these standards by 
future development would prevent the creation of sources of light and glare that would 
adversely affect views and impacts would be less than significant (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 
4.1-11) and the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

The project would include street lighting along Fruitvale Road and N. Orchard Avenue, 
as well as interior street lightings compatible with the City’s roadway lighting standards 
ornamental, pedestrian scale lights no taller than 20-feet are proposed for local street 
lighting, with optics and shields that direct the light to the ground and minimize light 
pollution onto neighboring properties. The project does not include lighting the perimeter 
trail or in the neighborhood park. The project complies with the General Plan policies as 
well as the City’s Land Use Development Code; therefore, the impact was adequately 
addressed in the General Plan EIR and would not change from what was identified in the 
General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 
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Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact Adequately 
Addressed in 

General Plan EIR 
3.2  AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES – Would the project? 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

   

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

   

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use?    

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 
of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

   

 

Environmental Setting 

Solano County and the City of Vacaville contain land designated by the California Department 
of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) as Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland and grazing land (DOC 2018). 
The eastern side of Vacaville contains most of the Prime Farmland. According to the General 
Plan EIR, the City has approximately 199 acres of Prime Farmland and 1,079 acres of non-prime 
farmland under active Williamson Act contracts and approximately 147 acres of Prime Farmland 
and 133 acres of non-prime farmland under Williamson Act contracts that are in non-renewal 
status (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.2-9).  

A majority of the project site was historically farmed and the entirety of the site is designated as 
grazing land under the DOC FMMP. The project site is zoned A-40, Exclusive Agricultural 40 
acres in the Solano County General Plan (Solano County 2008). The project site currently 
includes a Williamson Act contract that was filed for non-renewal on April 13, 2018. 

According to the Draft Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (Solano HCP 2012), the 
inner coast range natural community, consisting of ridges and valleys within the Inner Coast 
Range that contain grasslands, oak woodland, oak savanna, and mixed chaparral/scrub brush, are 
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located in the southwestern and northern portions of the City primarily on hillsides and vacant 
and agricultural lands (City of Vacaville 2015a, Figure COS-1). The Arborist Report prepared 
for the project site (Appendix D), identifies a total of approximately 553 trees on the 20.57-acre 
project site. As part of the proposed project, approximately 396 trees would be removed and 137 
trees would remain. The majority of the remaining trees would be located along the western 
boundary of the project site and within the proposed neighborhood park in the southern portion 
of the project site.  

California Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) defines “forest land” for the purposes of 
CEQA as land that can support 10% native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, 
under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest resources, 
including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and 
other public benefits. 

California Government Code Section 51104(g) defines “Timber,” “Timberland,” and 
“Timberland Production Zone” for the purposes of CEQA as either trees of any species 
maintained for eventual harvest for forest production purposes (“Timber”); privately owned 
land, or land acquired for State forest purposes, used for growing and harvesting timber 
(“Timberland”); or “Timberland Production Zone” which means an area zoned and used for 
growing and harvesting timber. 

The project is requesting the site be annexed into the City so the Solano County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO) would review the request to ensure the project meet’s LAFCO 
objectives to discourage urban sprawl, preserve open space and agricultural lands, and efficiently 
extend government services, as needed.  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan (City of Vacaville 2015a): 

• Policy LU-P2.4: Require that development on any prime farmland, farmland of statewide 
importance, or unique farmland (as classified by the California Department of 
Conservation) purchase conservation easements to permanently protect agricultural lands 
of equal or greater value at a ratio of 1 acre of conserved agricultural land per 1 acre of 
developed agricultural land.  

• Policy LU-P5.2: Lands East of Leisure Town Road: In conjunction with approval of any 
new urban development on lands shown as “Area B” on Figure LU-3, which consists of 
lands that are inside the Urban Growth Boundary but east of Leisure Town Road and 
between the Locke Paddon Community areas on the north and New Alamo Creek on the 
south, the City shall require such development to mitigate its impact on agricultural and 
open space lands by preserving, to the extent consistent with applicable law, for each acre 
of land developed, at least 1 acre of land outside the Urban Growth Boundary but within 
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Pleasants Valley, Upper Lagoon Valley, or Vaca Valley, or any other location that is 
within 1 mile of the Urban Growth Boundary. Alternatively, to the extent consistent with 
applicable law, such development may pay an equivalent in-lieu fee as determined by the 
City in consultation with the Solano Land Trust. Lands acquired directly or with fees 
collected pursuant to this requirement shall first be offered to the Solano Land Trust. Any 
such fees transferred to the Solano Land Trust may only be used to acquire or protect 
lands outside of the Urban Growth Boundary but within 1 mile of the Urban Growth 
Boundary, or within Pleasants Valley, Upper Lagoon Valley, or Vaca Valley. 
Acquisitions pursuant to this requirement shall be coordinated with the Solano Land 
Trust. If for any reason adequate land to meet the conservation goals described in the 
Vacaville General Plan, and in particular this section, cannot be identified or acquired, 
the City and the Solano Land Trust, or if the Solano Land Trust declines to participate, 
the City and another land conservation entity shall meet and confer to identify other areas 
where conservation acquisitions can occur at a reasonable cost and to satisfy the 
conservation goals described in this section. 

• Policy LU-P5.3: Coordination with Future Solano County LAFCO Open Space or 
Agricultural Land Mitigation Program: If the Solano County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) adopts an open space or agricultural land mitigation program 
applicable to the area defined in Policy LU-P5.2, lands defined therein shall be subject 
only to the requirements of the LAFCO mitigation program, provided that if the 
requirement described in Policy LU-P5.2 provides greater mitigation than the LAFCO 
requirement, the incremental difference between the two programs shall be imposed in 
addition to the LAFCO requirement to the maximum extent permitted by State law. To 
the extent the LAFCO requirement and this requirement overlap, development shall be 
subject to only the LAFCO requirement. 

Discussion 

1. The General Plan EIR evaluates the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural 
uses in the area of and including the entirety of the project site. General Plan Policy LU-
P2.4 requires development or conversion of any Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, or Unique Farmland (as classified by DOC) to developed uses to purchase 
conservation easements. The conservation easements are designed to permanently protect 
lands of equal or greater value at a ratio of one acre of conserved agricultural land per 
one acre of developed agricultural land. The General Plan EIR noted that compliance 
with policies implemented by the City to protect agricultural lands and minimize loss of 
agricultural resources would not mitigate the conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses and the impact would be significant and unavoidable.  
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The proposed project would not convert Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, or Unique Farmland to developed uses, which are a protected resource under 
Policy LU-P2.4. As noted in the Setting above, the entire project site is designated as 
Grazing land and is entirely surrounded by development within the City. The site was 
previously farmed many years ago, but since that time has not been actively irrigated or 
used for any type of agricultural production. The project applicant proposes to develop a 
3-acre (passive) neighborhood park to preserve open space, as well as the retention of 
approximately 137 trees. Impacts to the conversion of farmland have been adequately 
addressed in the General Plan EIR and the project would not result in a significant impact 
not previously identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further 
CEQA review are not met. 

Solano County’s Uniform Rules require lands under Williamson Act contracts to be under 
agricultural land use and zoning designations. The project site is currently under a Williamson 
Act contract and is designated in the Solano County General Plan for agriculture and zoned A-
40 Exclusive Agriculture 40 acres (Solano County 2008). The physical impacts to agriculture 
as a result of developing the project site (which is under a Williamson Act contract) is 
addressed under (a) above. A notice of non-renewal was submitted to the County on April 13, 
2018 to request removal of the project site from the Williamson Act contract. This is a nine-
year termination process, during which the annual tax assessment for the property gradually 
increases. The request for non-renewal of the Williamson Act contract would not conflict with 
the existing contract as it is a permitted procedure under the Williamson Act. The General Plan 
EIR acknowledges that the General Plan contemplates the development of lands with active 
Williamson Act contracts for non-agricultural uses, including the project site (City of Vacaville 
2015, p. 4.2-20). The General Plan EIR also acknowledges that because these parcels are 
located near existing urbanized areas, they may not be viable for agricultural operations due to 
conflicts with nearby urbanized areas. The EIR determines that the proposed land uses on 
Williamson Act contracted lands is a significant and unavoidable impact (City of Vacaville 
2015, p. 4.2-20). The City’s 2015 General Plan designates the site for residential and park uses. 
The project applicant is proposing to annex the project site into the City of Vacaville and 
rezone the site for residential uses consistent with the City’s General Plan. As indicated above, 
the project site is entirely surrounded by land within the City that has been developed and the 
site has not been actively farmed for many years. In addition, the land is designated as Grazing 
under the State’s Important Farmland Mapping program, which does not classify Grazing land 
as Important Farmland. The General Plan EIR evaluated conflicts with land under Williamson 
Act contracts. This impact has been adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR and the 
project would not have any additional impacts; therefore, the criteria for requiring further 
CEQA review are not met. If the City approves the project it would also adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 
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c,d) The Solano County Zoning Code does not contain a zoning district for forest or 
timberland (Solano County 2015a). As discussed in the Setting above, the inner coast 
range natural community, consisting of ridges and valleys within the Inner Coast Range 
that contain grasslands, oak woodland, oak savanna, and mixed chaparral/scrub brush 
areas exist in the southwestern and northern portions of the City. The project site is not 
located in one of these areas where forest and timberland are known to exist. The project 
site contains approximately 553 trees. The applicant proposes to remove approximately 
396 trees, including any unhealthy, damaged, or dead trees, and proposes to retain 137 
mature and healthy trees (Appendix D). The trees on the project site do not meet the 
definition of forestland, Timber, Timberland, or a Timberland Production Zone. 
Therefore, the project would not conflict with forestland zoning or result in the loss or 
conversion of forestland to non-forest uses. The General Plan EIR concluded that there 
would be no impact to forest and timberland resources due to buildout of the General 
Plan. This impact has been adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR and would not 
change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the criteria for 
requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

5. The project site is located northwest of Downtown Vacaville and is adjacent to residential 
development around the project site on the north, east, and west while Hemlock 
Elementary School borders the southern boundary. The project site is currently under the 
jurisdiction of the County, with the applicant proposing to annex the project site into the 
City. Land in the County in the vicinity of the project site includes undeveloped 
agricultural land south of Vaca Valley Road northwest of the project site. The project site 
and agricultural land within the vicinity of the project site within the County is designated 
agriculture and zoned A-40 Exclusive Agriculture 40 acres (Solano County 2008, 2015).  

There are no forestlands in the project vicinity or on the project site and forestlands in the 
region are not actively used for timber harvesting. The General Plan EIR concluded that 
implementation of General Plan policies and actions and compliance with the County’s 
“Right-to-Farm” ordinance (Chapter 2.2, Agricultural Lands and Operations) would reduce 
the potential for conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses to less than 
significant (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.2-23-24). The proposed project would not result in 
the conversion of land designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance or 
Unique Farmland, or land under active agriculture to non-agricultural use or conversion of 
forestland to non-forest. This impact has been adequately addressed and would not change 
from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further 
CEQA review are not met.  
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Significant Impact 
Peculiar to Project 

or Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.3  AIR QUALITY – Would the project? 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan?    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

   

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

   

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people?    

 

Environmental Setting 

The City of Vacaville is located primarily within the boundaries of the Sacramento Valley Air 
Basin (SVAB), but a small portion, Lagoon Valley, is located within the San Francisco Bay Area 
Air Basin (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-30). Mountains surrounding the SVAB create a 
barrier to air flow, which can trap air pollutants under certain meteorological conditions. These 
stagnant conditions occur with the highest frequency during autumn and early winter (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-10). Air quality in a majority of the City is monitored and managed by the 
Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-
30). The YSAQMD is responsible for establishing programs, plans and regulations enforcing air 
pollution controls in order to attain all state and federal ambient air quality standards.  

Air pollutants of concern in the City include ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides 
(NO2 and NOx), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and particulate matter (PM2.5/10) (City of Vacaville 2015a, 
p. COS-30). Vehicle use is the primary source of pollutants in the City, which contributes both 
directly and indirectly to air pollution (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-30). Additional sources 
of air pollutants include wood smoke from residential fireplaces, construction activities, 
consumer productions, architectural coatings, fertilizers, asphalt paving, and agriculture 
operations (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-15).  

Sensitive receptors refer to those segments of the population most susceptible to poor air quality and 
typically include children, elderly people and sick people, as well as sensitive land uses such as schools, 
hospitals, parks, and residential communities (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-31).  
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Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan (City of Vacaville 2015a): 

• Policy COS-P12.3: Encourage project designs that protect and improve air quality and 
minimize direct and indirect air pollutant emissions by including components that reduce 
vehicle trips and promote energy efficiency.  

• Policy COS-P12.4: Require that development projects implement best management 
practices (BMPs) to reduce air pollutant emissions associated with the construction and 
operation of the project.  

• Policy COS-P12.5: Require dust control measures as a condition of approval for 
subdivision maps, site plans, and all grading permits. 

• Policy COS-P12.6: Consistent with the Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District’s 
standards, require that any fireplaces in new and significantly renovated residential 
projects, or commercial projects are pellet-fueled heathers, U.S. EPA Phase II-certified 
wood burning heaters, or gas fireplaces.  

• Policy COS-P12.10: Encourage the use of roadway materials that minimize 
particulate emissions.  

Discussion 

1. The YSAQMD plans applicable to the project include the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour 
Ozone Attainment Plan and Reasonable Further Progress Plan and the 2006 and 2009 
Triennial Assessment and Plan Update (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-18).  

The Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan and Reasonable Further Progress 
Plan was prepared using population and employment data assumptions based on the City’s 
General Plan adopted in 1990 and amended in 2007 (City of Vacaville 2013 p. 4.3-18). The 
City’s current General Plan did not increase the 2035 population or employment forecast. 
Therefore, the General Plan EIR found that implementation of policies in the City’s Energy 
Conservation Action Strategy (ECAS) would reduce the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
below assumptions in the 2007 General Plan. The General Plan EIR assumed residential uses 
and a park would be developed on the project site (City of Vacaville 2013 p. 4.3-15, Land 
Use Map). This would ensure future development, including the proposed project would not 
conflict with air quality assumptions in any of the plans adopted for the purpose of reducing 
air quality emissions (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-18).  

The 2006 and 2009 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update includes rules and regulations 
to reduce emissions from sources that are regulated by YSAQMD including agricultural 
sources, industrial sources and vehicle emissions (City of Vacaville 2013 p. 4.3-19). The 
Plan includes commitments to implementing feasible measures to attain emissions 
reductions including controls on architectural coatings, industrial and commercial boilers, 
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steam generators and heaters, graphic arts, internal combustion engines, and large water 
heaters (YSAQMD 2010). The General Plan EIR determined that the General Plan 
policies and ECAS policies would not conflict with the fulfillment of these commitments 
and would contribute to a reduction in air quality emissions by implementing measures to 
reduce regional VMT (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-19). The General Plan EIR 
determined that buildout under the General Plan would not conflict with plans adopted 
for the purpose of reducing air emissions and the impact would be less than significant. 
The project applicant will comply with applicable General Plan and ECAS policies and 
the impact has been adequately addressed and would not change from what was 
identified in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the criteria for requiring further CEQA 
review are not met. 

2. The General Plan EIR evaluated potential impacts from violations of air quality standards 
for criteria air pollutants, construction emissions and carbon monoxide hotspots resulting 
from future development anticipated under the General Plan. The General Plan EIR 
determined that future development would exceed the thresholds for PM10 due to the 
increase in traffic that would occur in 2035 compared to existing conditions, which would 
result in a significant and unavoidable impact (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-20). 
Construction of future development could contribute to the short-term degradation of air 
quality and the release of particulate emissions; however, compliance with General Plan 
policies COS-P12.4 and COS-P12.5 would reduce construction-related air quality 
impacts to a less-than-significant level (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-21). The City is 
currently in attainment for State and federal CO standards and the General Plan EIR 
calculations for 2035 CO concentrations shows that future traffic conditions under the 
General Plan are not expected to exceed the 1-hour or 8-hour State CO standards and 
impacts would be less than significant (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-22). To evaluate 
project-specific emissions associated with construction and operation of the proposed 
project and to determine whether emissions would exceed criteria air pollutant thresholds. 
Construction and operational emissions were estimated for the proposed project using the 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod).  

Construction. Sources of emissions during project construction would include: off-road 
construction equipment exhaust, on-road vehicles exhaust and entrained road dust (i.e., 
demolition debris haul trucks, material delivery trucks, and worker vehicles), paving, and 
architectural coating activities. Detailed assumptions associated with project construction 
are included in Appendix A. 

Pollutant emissions associated with construction activity, specifically ROG, NOx, PM10, and 
PM2.5 emissions were quantified using CalEEMod. Daily and annual construction emissions 
are compared to the applicable YSAQMD thresholds, which are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Estimated Daily and Annual Construction Emissions 

Year ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 
Daily Emissions (Pounds Per Day) 

2019 4.41 45.63 10.66 6.71 
2020 4.53 50.25 10.47 6.53 
2021 54.51 28.76 3.80 1.76 
2022 54.21 26.29 3.63 1.61 
Maximum Daily 54.51 50.25 10.66 6.71 
Pollutant Threshold NA NA 80 82 
Threshold Exceeded? NA NA No No 

Annual Emissions (Tons Per Year) 
2019 0.04 0.41 0.03 0.02 
2020 0.23 2.26 0.31 0.19 
2021 3.88 3.65 0.46 0.22 
2022 0.92 0.21 0.03 0.01 
Maximum Annual 3.88 3.65 0.46 0.22 
Pollutant Threshold 10 10 NA NA 
Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA 
Source: See Appendix A for detailed results. 
Notes: The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. YSAQMD has adopted annual 
construction thresholds for ROG and NOx, as well as a daily threshold for PM10. Therefore, because no significance thresholds exist for daily 
emissions of ROG and NOx and annual emissions of PM10 and PM2.5, ‘NA’ has been inserted under these pollutants.  
The SMAQMD threshold for daily PM2.5 emissions was also applied to this analysis. 
ROG = reactive organic gases; NA = not applicable; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter 

As shown in Table 1, daily construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 and annual emissions of 
ROG and NOx would not exceed the YSAQMD applicable significance thresholds during any 
construction year. Therefore, construction impacts would be less than significant. 

Operations. Operation of the proposed project would generate criteria pollutant (including 
ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5) emissions from mobile sources (vehicular traffic), area sources 
(consumer products, landscaping equipment), and energy sources (electrical consumption). 
CalEEMod was used to estimate daily emissions from project-related operational sources. 
Table 2 summarizes the operational emissions from the daily mobile, energy, and area 
emissions of criteria pollutants that would be generated from the proposed project. 
Operational emissions were then compared to the YSAQMD operation thresholds. 

Table 2 
Estimated Daily and Annual Operational Emissions 

Source ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Daily Emissions (Pounds Per Day) 
Area 17.64 0.79 0.11 0.11 

Attachment V

33 of 116



 

Table 2 
Estimated Daily and Annual Operational Emissions 

Source ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Energy 0.11 0.95 0.08 0.08 
Mobile 2.52 14.58 7.62 2.09 

Maximum Daily 20.27 16.32 7.81 2.28 
Pollutant Threshold NA NA 80 82 

Threshold Exceeded? NA NA No No 
Annual Emissions (Tons Per Year) 

Area 3.18 0.04 0.01 0.01 
Energy 0.02 0.17 0.01 0.01 
Mobile 0.35 2.41 1.24 0.34 

Total Emissions 3.55 2.62 1.26 0.36 
Pollutant Threshold 10 10 NA NA 

Threshold Exceeded? No No NA NA 
Source: See Appendix A for detailed results. 
Notes: The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. SMAQMD has adopted annual 
thresholds for ROG and NOx, as well as a daily threshold for PM10. The SMAQMD threshold for daily PM2.5 emissions was also applied to this 
analysis. Because no significance thresholds exist for daily emissions of ROG and NOx and annual emissions of PM10 and PM2.5, ‘NA’ has 
been inserted under these pollutants. 
ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter 

As indicated in Table 2, operational emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 would not 
exceed the daily and annual significance thresholds resulting from development of the 
proposed project. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact in 
relation to regional operational emissions. Therefore, because the proposed project would 
not exceed the applicable significance thresholds for construction and operations the 
impact was adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the 
General Plan EIR.  

3. The YSAQMD 2006 and 2009 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update addresses 
attainment of State and federal O3 standards, which addresses growth anticipated under 
the General Plan (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-27). Since future development would not 
exceed acceptable levels of O3 precursors, or ROG and NOx, above individual thresholds 
emissions associated with buildout of the General Plan development would not conflict 
with this plan. Implementation of Goal COS-12 includes policies aimed at reducing air 
pollutant emissions, which would have a beneficial effect on the cumulative increase in 
criteria air pollutants. Although future cumulative development would exceed individual 
thresholds for PM10, as discussed in item (b) above, the proposed project would not 
exceed the project-specific significance thresholds for any criteria air pollutant for either 
construction or operations, including emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact in regards 
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to the criteria air pollutants and so would not result in a new significant impact or a 
substantial increase in a previously-identified significant impact, and thus impacts would 
not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR.  

4. As discussed in item (b) above, future development under the City’s General Plan would 
not result in the generation of a substantial concentration of CO or other emissions (City 
of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-27). Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) would be the primary 
pollutant of concern and YSAQMD reviews the potential for TAC emissions from new 
and modified stationary sources through the permitting process. The General Plan EIR 
concluded that General Plan policies COS-P12.7, COS-12.8 and COS-12.9 and action 
COS-A12.1, in conjunction with existing YSAQMD regulatory programs would ensure 
impacts related to an increase in exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs from future 
development would be less than significant (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-30). Due to 
the location of the project site and the proposed residential uses, compliance with these 
policies would not be required to mitigate potential impacts. As discussed below, 
development of the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending 
on the population groups and the activities involved. The closest existing sensitive receptors 
include Hemlock Elementary School located adjacent to the project’s southern boundary and 
residential land uses bound the project site to the north, east, and west.  

TACs are defined as substances that may cause or contribute to an increase in deaths or in 
serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. Health 
effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of cancer risk. The 
YSAQMD recommends an incremental cancer risk threshold of 10 in 1 million for 
stationary sources. YSAQMD does not have a recommended threshold for mobile source 
emissions. “Incremental cancer risk” is the net increased likelihood that a person 
continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs resulting from a project over a 9-, 30-, 
and 70-year exposure period would contract cancer based on the use of standard Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) risk-assessment methodology 
(OEHHA 2015). In addition, some TACs have non-carcinogenic effects. TACs that 
would potentially be emitted during construction activities associated with project 
development would be DPM.  

During project construction, DPM emissions would be emitted from heavy-duty 
construction equipment and heavy-duty trucks. Heavy-duty construction equipment and 
diesel trucks are subject to CARB ATCMs (described in the Environmental Setting) to 
reduce DPM emissions. According to the OEHHA, health risk assessments, which 
determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 30-
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year exposure period for the maximally exposed individual resident; however, such 
assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the 
project. However, based on the minimal duration of proposed construction activities 
(approximately 2-years, which equates to about 7% of the total 30-year analysis exposure 
period) and that the project would not require the extensive use of heavy-duty 
construction equipment, the project would result in minimal TACs during construction 
and would result in less than significant health risk impacts. 

CEQA generally does not require an evaluation of the impact of existing environmental 
conditions on a project’s future users or residents. (CBIA v. BAAQMD (2015) 62 Cal.4th 
369). The following discussion is provided for information purposes only. In regards to 
project operation, the proposed project does not include stationary sources that would 
emit air pollutants or TACs, such as commercial uses that could generate emissions, large 
boilers, emergency generators, or manufacturing facilities or result in a substantial 
increase in diesel vehicles (i.e., delivery trucks). Project operations would not result in 
TAC generation from on-site sources during long-term operations and would not result in 
the creation of a significant health risk at nearby sensitive receptors. 

In regards to land use compatibility of locating new sensitive receptors in the area, the 
Yolo-Solano Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts identifies 
screening distances for the siting of new sensitive receptors. The proposed project would 
not locate sensitive receptors within the following distances: 

• Within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural 
roads with 50,000 vehicles/day; 

• Within 1,000 feet of a major service and maintenance rail yard; 

• Immediately downwind of ports (in the most heavily impacted zones) and 
petroleum refineries; 

• Within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation (for operations with two or more 
machines, provide 500 feet); or 

• Within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined as a facility with a throughput of 
3.6 million gallons per year or greater). 

In summary, the potential to expose existing and proposed sensitive receptors to 
substantial levels of TACs during short-term construction and long-term project 
operation would be a less than significant impact. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant and would not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR 
and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  
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5. Odor impacts from future development could result from either locating new sources of 
odor near existing receptors, or locating new receptors near existing odor sources. 
Provisions of the California Health and Safety Code Section 41700 prohibits the discharge 
of anything that could endanger the comfort or health of the public and is enforced by the 
YSAQMD (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-30). The project site is not located in proximity 
to any land uses that could expose future residents to objectionable odors. 

The General Plan EIR determined that there is not enough evidence from YSAQMD to 
suggest that there are existing significant impacts from odors from any one source or that 
any mitigation action should be taken based on these previous complaints. The General 
Plan EIR concluded that future development, including development of the project site, 
would not introduce a new population into an area significantly impacted by existing 
odors (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.3-31). In addition, the proposed project is located 
within an area consisting of primarily residential and school land uses. Therefore, the 
impact was adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the 
General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant Impact 
due to New 
Information 

Impact Adequately 
Addressed in 

General Plan EIR 
3.4  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project? 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

   

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

   

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

   

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 
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Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant Impact 
due to New 
Information 

Impact Adequately 
Addressed in 

General Plan EIR 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? 

   

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

   

 

Environmental Setting 

In addition to agricultural lands, the City of Vacaville has three main natural community types: valley 
floor grassland and vernal pool natural community, inner coast range natural community, and 
riparian, stream, and freshwater marsh natural community (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-4). 
Vacaville is a member agency for the Draft Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (Draft 
Solano HCP), which implements conservation measures to ensure the protection of threatened and 
endangered species and their habitat. The Draft Solano HCP was completed in October 2012; 
however, the HCP has not yet been formally adopted (Solano County Water Agency 2016). The 
Draft Solano HCP addresses 37 threatened and endangered species and 35 species identified as 
Special Management Species (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-5). The Draft Solano HCP also 
identifies six key wildlife corridors throughout Solano County, one of which is located in the 
southern portion of the City in the Vacaville-Fairfield Greenbelt. The Vacaville-Fairfield Greenbelt 
provides connectivity for a variety of wildlife species between the lowlands of the Jepson Prairie and 
the uplands of the Vaca Mountains. A portion of the Vacaville-Fairfield Greenbelt is located within 
the City’s Urban Growth Boundary and the General Plan Planning Area in southern Vacaville.  

The northern portion of the site contains the remnants of an existing orchard and a small fruit stand 
on the northwestern corner of N. Orchard Avenue and Fruitvale Road. The southern portion of the 
site contains two residences and several outbuildings. Trees cover the majority of the site including 
fruit, nut, native, and non-native ornamentals.  

A Biological Constraints Assessment was conducted by LSA on November 10, 2017 for the project 
site (Appendix E). Investigations of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Online 
Inventory, California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
(USFWS) Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) Online System, review of the Draft 
Solano HCP, and a site reconnaissance pedestrian survey on October 19, 2017, were used to 
identify habitat and special-status species constraints. The Biological Constraints Assessment 
concluded that due to the disturbed nature of the project site, the site is unlikely to support any 
special-status plant or animal species (see Appendix E). Most of the special-status plant species 

Attachment V

38 of 116



 

require specific habitat that is not available on the site. A blooming season focused rare plant 
survey confirmed that Pappose tarplant (Centromadia parryi ssp. Parryi), a California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS) rare plant rank 1B.2 species does not occur on the site. There is a low 
potential for Swainson’s hawks to nest or forage on the property as the only semi-suitable habitat 
is the currently fallow orchard on the northern portion of the property. The California 
Department of Fish and wildlife (CDFW) requires that projects consider impacts to Swainson’s 
hawk if there are nests within 10 miles of the project; the nearest known nest is located over 2 
miles east (Appendix E). Only one potentially jurisdictional water feature was identified near the 
project site, which consists of the irrigation drainage ditch on the eastern edge. The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) generally does not take jurisdiction over man-made drainage 
ditches; however, the ditch would be avoided by the proposed project.  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan (City of Vacaville 2015a): 

• Policy COS-P1.5: Require new development proposals to provide baseline assessments 
prepared by qualified biologists. The assessment shall contain sufficient detail to characterize 
the resources on, and adjacent to, the development site. The assessment shall also identify the 
presence of important and sensitive resources, such as wetlands, riparian habitats, and rare, 
threatened, or endangered species affected by the development.  

• Policy COS-P1.6: Require new development to minimize disturbance of natural habitats 
and vegetation. Require revegetation of disturbed natural habitat areas with native or non-
invasive naturalized species.  

• Policy COS-P1.7: Encourage new development to incorporate native vegetation into 
landscape plans. 

• Policy COS-P1.8: Prohibit the use of invasive, non-native species, as identified by the 
State or County Department of Agriculture or other authoritative sources, in landscaping 
on public property or in common areas in private development. 

• Policy COS-P1.11: Require that, as appropriate, new policy plans or specific plans 
contain a resource management component and associated funding mechanisms that 
include policies to protect preserved natural communities.  

• Policy COS-P1.12: Until the Solano Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) is adopted, 
comply with all of the Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures listed in 
the Draft Solano HCP (see Appendix A of the HCP for a list of the Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures that are applicable to Vacaville). In addition, require that 
development projects provide copies of required permits, or verifiable statements that 
permits are not required, from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (2081 
Individual Take Permit) and US Fish and Wildlife Service (Section 7 Take 
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Authorization) prior to receiving grading permits or other approvals that would permit 
land disturbing activities and conversion of habitats or impacts to protected species. 
In cases where environmental review indicates that such permits may not be required, 
the Community Development Director may establish time limits of not less than 45 
days from the submission of an adequate request for concurrence response from an 
agency. If the agency has not responded, or requested a time extension of no more 
than 90 days to complete their assessment, within the established timeframe, 
applicable grading permits or other authorizations may be provided, subject to other 
City requirements and review. However, the City’s issuance of grading permits or 
other authorizations does not absolve the applicant’s obligations to comply with all 
other State and federal laws and regulations. 

• Policy COS-P1.13: Require that new development avoid the loss of special-status bat 
species as feasible. 

Discussion 

1. The General Plan EIR determined that future development would have a less-than-
significant impact on special-status species with implementation of General Plan policies, 
the Draft Solano HCP, and compliance with federal and state laws (City of Vacaville 
2013, pp. 4.4-55-58). The proposed project would not remove critical habitat or habitat 
for special-status species as no habitat suitable for special-status species exists on the 
project site (Appendix E). However, though none were observed during field 
reconnaissance, there is the potential for project specific impacts to result associated with 
the removal of foraging habitat for the Swainson’s Hawk. The size of the project site and 
surrounding developed areas limit the property’s suitability for the species. This impact 
was adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the General 
Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

b–d) The General Plan EIR concluded that future development would have a less-than-
significant impact on special-status species with implementation of General Plan policies, 
the Draft Solano HCP, and compliance with federal and state laws. The proposed project 
would not alter or adversely affect riparian areas or other sensitive natural communities 
and wetlands because no riparian areas or other sensitive natural communities were 
identified on the site through a search of database inventories and the biological field 
survey (Appendix E). A portion of the Vacaville-Fairfield Greenbelt is located within the 
City’s Urban Growth Boundary and the General Plan Planning Area in the southern 
portion of the City. This is the only area identified in the General Plan EIR where wildlife 
corridors are known to exist. The General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of the 
Draft Solano HCP, General Plan policies and actions, and federal and state regulations 
would reduce potential impacts to wildlife corridors to a less-than-significant level (City 
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of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.4-67). The project site does not contain and is not adjacent to any 
identified wildlife corridors as described in the General Plan EIR. In addition, the project 
site is not adjacent to, and does not contain riparian areas, or other sensitive natural 
communities and wetlands, is not located within the boundaries of the Vacaville-Fairfield 
Greenbelt; nor is there the potential for wildlife corridors to be present on the project site 
due to habitat types and surrounding development (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.4-67; 
Appendix E). This impact was adequately addressed and would not change from what 
was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA 
review are not met. 

5.  The General Plan EIR concluded that future development would not conflict with any 
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources and that all biological resource 
requirements in various federal, state and local regulations and policies would remain 
intact and the impact is less than significant (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.4-67). The 
project has been designed consistent with the General Plan and would not conflict with 
any City policies or the City’s Tree Preservation (Chapter 14.09.131) ordinance 
protecting biological resources; therefore, this impact was adequately addressed and 
would not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR. 

The Arborist Report (Appendix D) recommends the removal of 396 trees due to very poor or 
poor health, conflicts with the proposed development or infrastructure, and because many are 
orchard trees with insignificant value. However, the Arborist Report supports the project’s 
proposal to keep and maintain the pecan trees along N. Orchard as part of the scenic value of 
the roadway. In addition, the Report supports and recommends that the healthy viable trees 
located within the proposed park remain and be maintained.  

6.  Although the Draft Solano HCP is not an adopted habitat conservation plan, the City’s 
General Plan has used the Draft Solano HCP to develop goals, policies and actions 
consistent with the HCP (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.4-67). The General Plan includes 
policies to support the efforts to prepare and implement the HCP, specifically, action 
COS-A1.1, which directs the City to adopt and implement the requirements of the Draft 
Solano HCP. Future development would not conflict with the Draft Solano HCP since the 
General Plan was designed to be consistent with HCP policies and the impact would be 
less than significant. The project applicant will comply with applicable General Plan 
policies and the impact was adequately addressed and would not change from what was 
identified in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the criteria for requiring further CEQA 
review are not met.  
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Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact Adequately 
Addressed in 

General Plan EIR 
3.5  CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project? 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

   

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries?    

 

Environmental Setting 

An intensive level cultural resources survey and built environment evaluation was completed for 
the project site in April 2018 with the intent of identifying any potential impacts to prehistoric or 
historic resources. A copy of the Cultural Resources Evaluation Report for the Eldredge 
Property (Farmstead) Project, Solano County, California is included in Appendix F. Based on 
the findings of the April 2018 study, the likelihood of encountering significant unanticipated 
prehistoric or historical-age cultural deposits during project-related earth-disturbing activities is 
low to moderate.  

Historic Resources 

The City of Vacaville contains over 200 historic resources and the City has identified six historic 
districts including: Pleasants/Hoskins Ranch district, Buck Avenue district, Monte Vista Avenue 
district, 100/200 block of Kendal Street, the 300/400 block of Kendal Street, and Parker 
Addition. The Pena Adobe, Will H. Buck House, Vacaville Town Hall, the site of the First 
Vacaville Buddhist Church, Pleasants/Hoskins Ranch district, and Vaca Adobe are all listed in 
the National Register (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-21). The project site is not located within 
any the City’s historic districts and does not contain any historic buildings. 

Archaeological Resources 

In prehistoric times, the Patwin peoples resided in the area west of the Sacramento River to the 
crest of the Coast Ranges. Remnants of the inhabited semi-permanent villages of the Patwin 
people have been found in the hills around Vacaville. Dozens of prehistoric archaeological 
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resources in the Vacaville area, including habitation sites, burial sites and isolated tools have 
been identified (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-20). 

Paleontological Resources 

The Vacaville area lies within a transition zone between the Sacramento Valley to the east and 
the Coast Range to the west and is comprised of a variety of rock types dating from various 
geologic periods. Certain formations in these rocks types may contain fossils that are 
paleontologically significant (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-20). The project site is underlain 
by Holocene and Pliestocene Alluvium soils (Solano County 2008, Figure 4.7-1). Holocene 
alluvial deposits generally contain vertebrate and invertebrate fossils of extant modern taxa, 
which are generally not considered paleontologically significant. Pleistocene alluvial deposits 
generally contain fossils from the Rancholabrean land mammal age from which many taxa are 
now extinct and these deposits are considered highly sensitive for paleontological resources 
(Solano County 2008).  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan (City of Vacaville 2015a): 

• Policy COS-P6.2: Require that a records search of California Historical Resources 
Information System be conducted and reviewed by cultural resources professional for 
proposed development areas to determine whether the site contains known prehistoric or 
historical cultural resources and the potential for as-yet undiscovered cultural resources. 

• Policy COS-P6.3: Require that areas found to contain significant historic or prehistoric 
artifacts be examined by a qualified consulting archaeologist or historian for appropriate 
protection and preservation.  

• Policy COS-P6.4: Require that if cultural resources, including archaeological or 
paleontological resources, are uncovered during grading or other on-site excavation 
activities, construction shall stop until appropriate mitigation is implemented.  

• Policy COS-P6.5: Require that any archaeological or paleontological resources on a 
development project site be either preserved in their sites or adequately documented as a 
condition of removal. When a development project has sufficient flexibility, avoidance 
and preservation of the resource shall be the primary mitigation measure, unless the City 
identifies superior mitigation. If resources are documented, coordinate with descendants 
and/or stakeholder groups, as warranted. 

• Policy COS-P6.6: Treat human remains discovered during implementation of public and 
private projects within the city with respect and dignity.  

In addition, Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that in the event of discovery or 
recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, there 
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shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably 
suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which the remains are 
discovered has determined whether or not the remains are subject to the coroner’s authority. 
If the human remains are of Native American origin, the coroner must notify NAHC within 
24 hours of this identification. 

Discussion 

a,b) The two common types of historical resources that may be impacted by future development 
are historical archaeological deposits and historical architectural resources. It is probable 
that subsurface archaeological deposits associated with the historic period in Vacaville 
exist and could be impacted by future development. Based on consideration of inventory 
results and review of the present physical context, the likelihood of encountering 
significant unanticipated prehistoric or historical-age cultural deposits during project-
related earth-disturbing activities is considered low to moderate (Appendix F). The General 
Plan EIR concluded that with implementation of policies under goal COS-P6, as well as 
compliance with federal and state laws, this would reduce impacts to historical 
archeological and architectural resources to a less-than-significant level (City of Vacaville 
2013, p. 4.5-32–33). For example, Policy COS-P6.4 requires that if any cultural resources 
are discovered during grading or other excavation activities, site work shall stop until 
appropriate mitigation is implemented. 

The project site contains two residential buildings and eleven ancillary structures, evaluated 
in the Cultural Resources Report. The Cultural Resources report determined the buildings are 
not considered eligible for listing on a federal or state historic inventory and are not 
historically significant buildings; therefore, there would be no potential impacts to historic 
building resources. The proposed project would have no impact associated with the removal 
of historically significant properties and/or the integrity of such resources. The project site 
does not contain any identifiable historical resources, nor is it located near an identified 
historical resource, and therefore, the impact has been adequately addressed and would not 
change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR.  

Although the project site does not contain historical resources as defined in Section 15064.5 
of the CEQA Guidelines, the site can be considered of local interest related to the history of 
the City of Vacaville. One of the oldest families of Vacaville currently owns the property and 
whom played a major part of the development of the City. The mature pecan trees along N. 
Orchard Avenue contribute to the scenic value of the neighborhood. The proposed park site 
would be located on the former homestead site and the corner of N. Orchard Avenue and 
Fruitvale Street was the location of the family’s fruit stand where produce grown on the site 
was sold. The project includes a tribute to the Eldredge family, including a commemorative 
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plaque where the homestead was located, a tribute name for the park related to the family and 
agricultural heritage of the site, and a subdivision sign reminiscent of the former fruit stand.  

3. Future development has the potential to excavate below ground surface and subsequently 
damage or destroy unknown paleontological resources (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.5-
34). The project site contains Pilocene soils (Appendix C). According to the Cultural 
Resources Report (Appendix F), the project site is not known to be in an area containing 
paleontological resources. Specific General Plan policies COS-P6.3 and COS-P6.4 
require on-site activities to stop if any paleontological resources are encountered and 
proper mitigation be implemented, which require resources either are preserved in situ or 
adequately documented as a condition of removal. The General Plan EIR concluded that 
implementation of policies contained in Goal COS 6 and compliance with federal and 
state regulations would reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources to a less-
than-significant level (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.5-34-35). The project site does not 
contain any rock formations, nor is it in an area of the City or County sensitive for 
paleontological resources; therefore, the impact has been adequately addressed and would 
not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for 
requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

4. Future development has the potential to uncover and impact previously unrecorded human 
remains during construction and ground-disturbing activities (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.5-
35). With implementation of General Plan policies and compliance with applicable federal 
and state regulations, specifically General Plan policy COS-P6.6 and Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5, the General Plan EIR concluded that impacts to human remains from 
future development, including the project site, would be less than significant. The impact has 
been adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the General 
Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant Impact 
due to New 
Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.6  GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

   

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

   

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?    
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to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant Impact 
due to New 
Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?    

iv) Landslides?    
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil?    

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

   

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

   

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

   

 

Environmental Setting  

A preliminary geotechnical exploration was prepared by ENGEO Incorporated on October 27, 
2017 for the project site and is attached as Appendix B. The report identifies one fault system, 
the Vaca-Kirby Hills Fault system, passes through the City of Vacaville. The Vaca fault has not 
experienced displacement for the past 11,700 years and the Kirby Hills Fault has no evidence of 
displacement in the last 700,000 years. The California Geologic Survey does not include 
Vacaville on its list of cities that are affected by Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones (DOC 2010). The 
nearest active faults are the Great Valley (Gordon Valley), Great Valley (Pittsburg Kirby Hills), 
Green Valley Connected, Great Valley (Trout Creek), Hunting Creek-Berryessa, and the West 
Napa faults located between 0.6 to 17.8 miles from the project site (Appendix B). The City is 
located within a seismically active region and earthquakes have the potential to cause ground 
shaking or liquefaction. Generally, Vacaville is characterized by low liquefaction potential; 
however, areas near Ulatis Creek (east of the project site) and Alamo Creek (west of the project 
site) are susceptible to high levels of liquefaction. The foothills of the Vaca Mountains have the 
potential to cause landslides and areas along the northern and western edges have experienced 
landslides in the past (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. SAF-3). Soils within the City are silty, sandy 
and clay loams with a small portion of purely clay soils, which are more prone to expansion. 
Subsidence can occur throughout the City in areas where groundwater has been extracted (City 
of Vacaville 2015a, p. SAF-7). 
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As required by the state Subdivision Map Act (Government Code Title 7 Division 2) and the 
City’s Subdivision Ordinance (Vacaville Municipal Code Chapter 14.11), a soils and 
geotechnical report has been prepared for the project site by ENGEO (October 27, 2017 - 
included as Appendix B).  

The project site is located in area of medium liquefaction potential (City of Vacaville 2015a, 
Figure SAF-2). The topography of the project site is flat with a less than 5% slope and is not 
mapped in an area where landslides are known to occur (City of Vacaville 2015a, Figure SAF-3, 
4). The geologic subunits of the project site are alluvium and terrace (Pliocene to Holocene) and 
soils in the project site consist of Brentwood clay loam, Reiff fine sandy loam, Rincon loam, and 
Rincon clay loam (City of Vacaville 2013, Figure 4.6-2 and 4.6-3). The results of the field 
investigation conducted in October 2017 by ENGEO for the project site found soils on the site 
consisted of 4 to 6 feet of loose to medium dense sandy soils underlain by medium stiff to hard 
clay, silty clay, and clayey silt (Appendix B). Groundwater was encountered in the borings at 
depths ranging from 10 feet to 12 feet below the ground surface.  

 The report by ENGEO details that sandy soils, such as those found near the surface at the 
project site, generally have low expansion potential. Listed below are relevant policies from the 
City of Vacaville General Plan (City of Vacaville 2015a): 

• Policy SAF-P1.4: Determine the geologic suitability of proposed development sites 
during the earliest stages of the planning process. Such analyses should consider the 
potential structural engineering needs of the project and the impacts development 
activities may have on adjacent lands.  

• Policy SAF-P1.5: Require geotechnical studies prior to approving rezoning requests, 
specific plans, or subdivision maps in areas that have experienced landslides in the past, 
as shown in Figure SAF-3, and that are within ¼ mile of a fault.  

• Policy SAF-P1.6: Require preparation of a soils report prior to issuing a building permit, 
except where the Building Official determines that a report is not needed. 

• Policy SAF-P1.11: Require contour rounding and revegetation to preserve natural 
qualities of sloping terrains, mitigate the artificial appearance of engineered slopes, and 
control erosion. Encourage the use of native trees and shrubbery in revegetation areas. 

• Policy COS-P14.5: Require the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
to minimize erosion, sedimentation, and water quality degradation resulting from 
construction or from new impervious surfaces.  
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• Policy PUB-P13.1: Maintain wastewater conveyance, treatment, and disposal 
infrastructure in good working condition in order to supply municipal sewer service to 
the city’s residents and businesses. 

Discussion 

1. (i–iv) As discussed in the Setting above, the United States Geologic Survey (USGS) has 
indicated that faults in the area have not been active in the past 11,700 years and the City 
is not included in the California Geologic Survey’s list of cities affected by Alquist-
Priolo Fault Zones. General Plan policies under Goal SAF-1 require that the potential 
risks associated with fault rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction and landslides are 
minimized through compliance with the California Building Code (CBC) design 
requirements. The General Plan EIR concluded that with the implementation of the 
policies under Goal SAF-1 and compliance with the California Building Code (CBC), 
hazards associated with earthquakes, ground shaking, liquefaction and landslides would 
be less than significant (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.6-14-18).  

The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no 
evidence of active faulting has been observed. The project site has a low potential for fault-
related surface rupture (Appendix B). However, the project site is located in a seismically 
active region and may experience ground shaking as a result from seismic activity in the 
region. As discussed in the Setting above, the project site is relatively flat and is not located 
in an area that would be subject to landslides. The project applicant would be required to 
comply with General Plan policies, the CBC, and any recommendations contained in the 
Geotechnical Report (Appendix B) to reduce risks from seismic shaking, ground shaking, 
liquefaction and landslides. This impact has been adequately addressed and would not change 
from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further 
CEQA review are not met.  

2. The City’s General Plan EIR notes that construction of future development would have 
the potential to result in the loss of topsoil and cause erosion (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 
4.6-18). Section 14.26.030.020 of the Vacaville Land Use Development Code establishes 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control erosion including a post-construction 
BMP design plan, which provides BMPs to control volume, rate and potential pollutant 
load of stormwater runoff and a stormwater facilities operation and management plan 
(City of Vacaville 2015b). Grading standards describing required control erosion 
techniques are included in Section 14.19.244.010 of the City’s Land Use and 
Development Code. These control techniques include use of filter materials, approved 
erosion control such as sedimentation basins or check dams, and measures described in 
the Post-Construction Erosion and Sediment Control Plan outlined in Section 
14.19.242.020 of the City’s Code (City of Vacaville 2008a).  
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General Plan policies SAF-P1.11 and COS-P14.5 require contouring and revegetation to 
preserve natural sloping and control erosion and use of best management practices 
(BMPs) to minimize erosion resulting from construction of new impervious surfaces. The 
General Plan EIR concluded that compliance with applicable sections of the Land Use 
and Development Code and General Plan policies would reduce erosion impacts 
associated with new development to a less-than-significant level (City of Vacaville 2013, 
p. 4.6-18). The project applicant would be required to comply with General Plan policies 
and the City’s Land Use Development Code regulations to reduce risks of erosion and 
loss of topsoil. The impact has been adequately addressed and would not change from 
what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA 
review are not met.  

c, d) Unstable soils could create hazards for future development. This includes the potential 
for lateral spreading to occur where liquefiable layers are present and subsidence in areas 
underlain by soft water-saturated and low-density alluvial materials (City of Vacaville 
2013, p. 4.6-18-19). Expansive soils have a high shrink swell potential and generally, 
soils with a clay component are more prone to expansion. General Plan policies SAF-
P1.5 and SAF-P1.6 require soils and geotechnical studies for future development to 
determine geologic suitability. Implementation of General Plan policies would ensure the 
site-specific potential for hazards due to lateral spreading, liquefaction, subsidence, and 
expansive soils are properly considered when issuing a permit for development. 
Additionally, future development would be required to comply with CBC criteria and 
standards designed to reduce geologic risks to acceptable levels. The General Plan EIR 
found that implementation of General Plan policies and compliance with CBC standards 
would reduce impacts associated with unstable geologic conditions and expansive soils to 
a less-than-significant level (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.6-19).  

A Geotechnical Report was prepared for the project by ENGEO in compliance with 
General Plan policies SAF-P1.5 and SAF-P1.6. The project applicant is required to comply 
with CBC standards and recommendations provided in the Geotechnical Report (Appendix 
B) to reduce risks associated with expansive soils and unstable geologic conditions; and 
impacts would not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR.  

5. The Easterly Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and associated wastewater collection 
system are owned and operated by the City of Vacaville. Under General Plan policy 
PUB-P13.1, the City would maintain adequate wastewater collection and treatment 
services to serve existing and new development and will maintain wastewater 
infrastructure in good working condition. Future development would be required to 
connect to the City’s public sewer system and septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
systems would not be permitted. The General Plan EIR determined that this impact would 
be less than significant (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.6-20).  
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The proposed project is designed to connect to the City’s existing sewer system and 
provide on-site sewer service. The project does not include any septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems; therefore, the impact was adequately addressed and would 
not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for 
requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.7  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

   

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

   

 

Environmental Setting 

Assembly Bill (AB) 32 requires that California reduce its greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 
1990 levels by year 2020. Under this legislation, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is 
required to establish a program for statewide GHG emissions reporting, as well as monitoring and 
enforcement for the reporting program. The AB 32 Scoping Plan, approved December 12, 2008, 
includes a range of GHG reduction actions including a cap and trade program that covers 85% of 
the State’s emissions (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-25). In addition, Senate Bill (SB) 375 
requires the automobile and light truck industry to produce reduced-emission vehicles and requires 
metropolitan planning organizations to prepare sustainable communities strategies to demonstrate 
how a region will meet CARB’s GHG reduction targets by reducing the amount of vehicle miles 
traveled (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-25).  

The Association of Bay Area Governments and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission have 
prepared a sustainable communities strategy for the Bay Area, Plan Bay Area, which includes the 
City of Vacaville. The Plan Bay Area plan was adopted in 2013 and includes a 2008 GHG 
emissions inventory prepared for the City, which is used as a baseline to measure future GHG 
emissions reductions. The City calculated the increase in GHG emissions associated with proposed 
land uses, including the project site. The results showed that transportation accounted for the 
highest percentage of GHG emissions (63%), followed by non-residential (17%) and residential 
(16%) energy use, solid waste disposal (2%), moving and treating water/wastewater (1%) and 
other off-road emissions (1%) (City of Vacaville 2015a, Figure COS-3). The City’s ECAS 
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includes the 2008 GHG emissions inventory, a 2020 Business as Usual (BAU) forecast model, and 
targets for GHG emissions reduction and measures to meet those reduction targets (City of 
Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-26). 

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan (City of Vacaville 2015a): 

• Policy COS-P9.2: Promote land use patterns that reduce the number and length of motor 
vehicle trips. 

• Policy COS-P9.8: Promote green building practices in new development.  

• Policy TR-P8.4: Require that new development applications include bike paths or bike 
lanes, when appropriate.  

• Policy TR-P8.9: Require that new multi-family and non-residential developments 
provide adequate public and private bicycle parking and storage facilities.  

Discussion 

a) The General Plan EIR states that the generation of GHGs, either directly or indirectly, 
that may result in a significant impact on the environment would be less than significant 
if it complies with a qualified GHG emissions reductions strategy or results in less than 
6.6 MTCO2e per service population per year (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.7-22). The 
General Plan EIR concluded that the proposed ECAS is a qualified GHG emissions 
reduction strategy because it contains the elements required by the BAAQMD, including 
a GHG emissions inventory and Business as Usual (BAU) projection, a GHG emissions 
reduction target consistent with AB 32, a review of relevant local and state policies, 
quantitative emissions projections demonstrating target achievement, and strategies for 
implementation, monitoring and environmental review (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.7-
23-24). Since the General Plan contains policies and actions aimed to reduce GHG 
emissions in the City and promotes the concepts of the ECAS, future development, 
including the proposed project would not conflict with the ECAS. The proposed project 
includes design and operational measures, incorporated into the project design features 
and/or the project’s development standards that encourage sustainable design in the 
proposed community. Additionally, through General Plan action COS-A9.1, the City is 
required to monitor the effectiveness of the ECAS every five years by conducting a GHG 
emissions inventory. This monitoring would be done through the City’s evaluation of all 
future development proposals as development occurs. This on-going process would 
require each phase of the project to implement the relevant environmental design 
standards applicable to the phases allowing the City to identify the project’s attainment of 
the ECAS goals. The General Plan EIR concluded that future development within the 
City, including the proposed project, would have a less-than-significant impact on the 

Attachment V

51 of 116



 

generation of GHGs because it would be consistent with the ECAS, which aims to reduce 
GHG emissions in the City (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.7-36). The project applicant 
would comply with General Plan policies COS-P9.2, COS-P9.8 and TR-P8.9 (listed 
above) and ECAS transportation and land use measures such as LU-2, which requires 
new residential projects to include a pedestrian or bicycle through-connection in any new 
cul-de-sacs; LU-4, which requires adequate pedestrian access to or through all new 
commercial, residential, and mixed-used development and the incorporation of pedestrian 
amenities; and EC-1, which mandates the use of energy-efficient appliances in new 
development that meet Energy Star standards and the use of energy-efficient lighting 
technologies that meet or exceed Title 24 standards. The project incorporates design 
features including the development of a trail system within the project site to encourage 
alternative methods of transportation such as walking and bicycling, consistent with the 
General Plan and the ECAS. In addition, a portion of the project site would be dedicated 
for open space, which could be used for groundwater recharge. Therefore, impacts have 
been adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the General 
Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

b) Based on an updated statewide GHG emissions inventory data, the State would need to 
reduce emissions by 21.7% from 2020 business as usual (BAU) projections in order to 
reach 1990 levels (AEP 2012). In addition to the 2020 target for statewide GHG 
emissions reductions, Executive Order B-30-15 establishes that statewide GHG emissions 
be reduced to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and Executive Order S-03-05 establishes a 
target to reduce GHG emissions by 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. The timeframe or 
buildout of the General Plan and ECAS do not go up to year 2050. GHG emissions in the 
City through buildout of the General Plan (2035) are projected to be 1,519,040 MTCO2e 
including state and federal measures to reduce GHG emissions the amount would be 
reduced to 1,131,010 MTCO2e (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.7-27). There are no adopted 
State plans to achieve reductions beyond 2020 and it is likely that additional measures 
would be required to meet the 2030 and 2050 goals. The General Plan EIR concluded that 
buildout of the General Plan including application of measures contained in the ECAS 
would conflict with the State’s 2050 goal to reduce emissions by 80% below 1990 levels 
and the impact would be significant. It is assumed that a majority of the reductions 
needed to reach the 2030 and 2050 goals would come from State measures. The City has 
identified all feasible GHG emission reduction measures considered during the ECAS 
process, which are included in the ECAS. Since no additional mitigation is available, the 
General Plan EIR determined this impact to be significant and unavoidable.  

GHG emissions are cumulative in nature and potential GHG emissions generated by the 
land uses assumed for the project site were included in the City’s General Plan GHG 
forecast that was analyzed in the General Plan EIR, which included the entirety of the 
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project site. The project applicant will comply with General Plan policies, ECAS policies, 
and federal and State regulations. Therefore, the impact has been adequately addressed 
and would not result in a significant impact not already identified in the General Plan EIR 
and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. If the City approves the 
project it would also adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

 Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information  

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

   

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

   

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

   

d) Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

   

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

   

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

   

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

   

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

   

 

Environmental Setting 

Hazardous waste that is common in the City is generated by gasoline stations, dry cleaners, 
automotive mechanics, auto body repair shops, machine shops, printers, photo processors and 
agricultural operations (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. SAF-23). Hazardous materials and hazardous 
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wastes are heavily regulated by federal, State and local agencies including the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC). There are 82 sites in the City that are known to contain, or have previously 
contained hazardous materials (City of Vacaville 2013, Table 4.8-1). A Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the project site by ENGEO (Appendix C) which 
identified one Recognized Environmental Condition (REC), no historical RECs, and no 
controlled RECs on the project site (ENGEO 2017, p. 12). As far back as 1937, the project site 
has been used for agricultural purposes, primarily as an orchard, until recent years. Two 
residences are located on the southern portion of the project site. Due to the historical uses of the 
project site, agricultural chemicals such as fertilizers and pesticides, as well as equipment fuel 
may have been used on the project site. Solano County, is the Certified Unified Program Agency 
(CUPA) for all cities and unincorporated areas in the county has adopted a Hazardous Waste 
Management Plan for all waste projected to be generated within the county (City of Vacaville 
2015a, p. SAF-23). The Hazardous Materials Business Plan regulates all businesses that handle 
hazardous materials in quantities greater than or equal to 55 gallons of liquid, 500 pounds of 
solids, or 200 cubic feet of gas and addresses the preparedness for emergency response to 
incidents involving hazardous materials (Solano County 2016). The City has adopted the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG’s) regional hazard mitigation plan, Taming 
Natural Disasters: Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan for the San Francisco Bay 
Area, as the local hazard mitigation plan for natural disasters and emergency response (City of 
Vacaville 2015a, p. SAF-24-25).  

There is a high potential for wildland fires and there are 2,635-acres of land within the City 
classified by Cal Fire as High Fire Hazard Severity Zones and 5,717 acres classified as Moderate 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.8-6). According to Figure 4.8-1, Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones in the Local Responsibility Area (LRA) and the State Responsibility Area 
(SRA), in the General Plan EIR, the nearest High Fire Severity Zone and Moderate Fire Severity 
Zone are located approximately 0.5 mile east of the project site. The City adopted Chapter 
14.20.290 of the Municipal Code, to reduce risks from wildland fires for new development 
adjacent to permanent open space or other lands where no development is anticipated in the near 
future (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. SAF-20).  

The proposed project would be expected to generate limited amounts of household hazardous waste 
typical of residential uses and would not generate hazardous waste equal to the quantities listed 
above regulated by the Solano County Hazardous Waste Management Plan. The project site is not 
included in the Cortese List for hazardous waste and substances (DTSC 2007). The nearest school to 
the project site is Hemlock Elementary School, approximately 250 feet to the south.  

The project site is not included in the area of influence for Nut Tree Airport (City of Vacaville 
2015, Figure LU-4, p. LU 11) but is located within Compatibility Zone D for the Travis Air 
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Force Base (Solano County, 2015b; Figure 1, p. 13). Compatibility Zone D does not limit 
residential development or other uses, but would require airspace review for objects greater than 
200-feet tall and to ensure that no wildlife attractant hazards are created by the project (Solano 
County, 2015b). The project site is not mapped in an area of moderate or high wildland fire risk 
(City of Vacaville 2015a, Figure SAF-9).  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy SAF-P5.2: Require that all development in areas of potential wildland fire 
hazards, including agricultural areas east of Leisure Town Road, include the following: 

o Fire breaks adjoining open space areas; 

o Adequate emergency access to adjoining open spaces; 

o Clearance around structures; 

o Fire-resistant ground cover; 

o Fire-resistant roofing materials; and  

o Adequate emergency water flow.  

• Policy SAF-P5.6: Require all development applications to be reviewed and approved by 
the Fire Department prior to project approval.  

• Policy SAF-P7.3: Maintain an adequate level of disaster response preparedness through 
careful review of proposed developments and through staff training in and exercise of the 
local hazard mitigation plan.  

• Policy SAF-P7.4: Require that emergency access routes be kept free of traffic 
impediments. 

Travis Air Force Base, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

The Travis Air Force Base Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (2015 Update) sets forth land use 
compatibility policies applicable to future development in the vicinity of the base. These policies 
are designed to ensure that future land uses in the surrounding area would be compatible with 
existing and future aircraft activity at the base, including the potential for bird strike hazards to be 
created. Due to the location of the proposed project within Compatibility Zone D (Solano County, 
2015; Section 5.8, p. 43), the following policy is applicable to the project. 

• Section 5.8.2.c: All discretionary projects located within the Bird Strike Hazard Zone 
and Outer Perimeter are required to consider the potential for the project to attract 
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hazardous wildlife, wildlife movement, or bird strike hazards as part of environmental 
review process required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Discussion 

a, b) As noted in the General Plan EIR, future development could involve the routine use and 
handling of hazardous materials, which could also lead to reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 
4.8-21). Future development, including construction activities would be subject to existing 
regulations related to transport, use and disposal of hazardous materials. The General Plan 
EIR concluded that implementation of General Plan policies in coordination with existing 
programs would reduce impacts from future development related to the release of hazards 
through use, transport and disposal as well as reasonably foreseeable accident conditions to 
be less than significant (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.8-21-22).  

The project’s residential development would only be expected to generate small amounts of 
household hazardous waste and would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. In 
addition, the proposed project would comply with existing programs and General Plan 
polices and the impact would not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR. 
Therefore, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

c) Future development, as noted on the General Plan EIR is not expected to result in significant 
land use changes in the vicinity of existing schools. As future development occurs new 
schools would be located in residential neighborhoods (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.8-22). 
Future development occurring within ¼ mile of existing or proposed schools would be 
required to comply with federal, state and local agencies include the DTSC’s Hazardous 
Waste Management Program and the California Accidental Release Prevention Program. 
General Plan policies require adequate separation between hazardous materials sites and 
sensitive uses such as schools and specify development standards for properties where 
hazardous materials are present. The project site does not include land designated for a future 
school and is approximately 250 feet from the nearest existing school. The General Plan EIR 
concluded that compliance with federal, State and local regulations and implementation of 
General Plan policies would reduce impacts to schools from hazardous materials to a less-
than-significant level (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.8-23).  

The proposed project includes residential development that would not emit hazardous 
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste. The 
nearest school to the project site is Hemlock Elementary School, approximately 250 feet 
to the south. The proposed project would only be expected to generate small amounts of 
household hazardous waste and would comply with General Plan policies along with 
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federal, State and local regulations. This impact was adequately addressed and would not 
change from what was evaluated in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring 
further CEQA review are not met.  

d) As discussed in the Setting above, there are a number of sites in Vacaville that are known 
to contain or have previously contained hazardous materials. Most of these sites have 
been remediated to the satisfaction of the State’s Regional Water Control Board and are 
listed as closed. The closest site identified by the SRWCB as containing or has previously 
contained hazardous materials is the Darpetro #4 (Exxon) site, located at 199 Orchard 
Street (City of Vacaville 2013, Table 4.8-1). Compliance with General Plan policies 
would reduce risks associated with hazardous materials sites by requiring that areas 
historically used for commercial or industrial uses complete environmental investigation 
to ensure that soils, groundwater and buildings affected by previous hazardous materials 
releases would not negatively impact the environment or health and safety of property 
owners and residents. The General Plan EIR determined that with U.S. EPA oversight 
and implementation of General Plan policies, future development would result in a less-
than-significant impact.  

As mentioned in the Setting above, the project site is not included on the Cortese List for 
hazardous waste and substances and is not known to contain any hazardous materials 
(City of Vacaville 2013, Table 4.8-1). In addition, the Phase 1 ESA prepared for the 
project noted there are no recognized environmental conditions present on the site and no 
hazardous substances, pollutants, contaminants, petroleum or petroleum products were 
identified on the project site (see Appendix C). The Phase I ESA identified two listed 
sites within one mile of the project site through the Standard Environmental Record 
sources, and one site through the Additional Environmental Record sources. No sites 
were identified within a half-mile of the project site, nor were any listed sites in higher 
elevation in relation to the project site. For those reasons, the identified listed sites within 
the one-mile search radius are unlikely to pose a significant hazard to the environmental 
integrity of the project site (Appendix C). This impact has been adequately addressed in 
the General Plan EIR and the project would not have any additional impacts. Therefore, 
the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

e, f) As discussed in the Setting above, the project site is not located within the Land Use 
Airport Compatibility plan for the Nut Tree Airport and no project components exceed 
200-feet in height, nor include sources such as a pond or detention basin that could attract 
wildlife. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

There are no private airstrips in Vacaville, as a result, there would be no impact 
associated with risks in the vicinity of a private airstrip (City of Vacaville 2013 p.4.8-30).  
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The project site falls within the Travis Air Force Base ALUCP Zone D, which does not 
limit residential development and only requires airspace review for objects over 200-feet 
tall. The project would not contain any buildings or structures that would exceed 200-feet 
and require airspace review. Therefore, the project would be consistent with the Zone D 
requirements and the impact would not change from what was evaluated in the General 
Plan EIR. However, the ALUCP was updated in October 2015 to incorporate standards 
related to potential wildlife hazards associated with land uses that could attract wildlife in 
areas that conflict with aircraft movement. A Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) is not 
required for this project because there are no elements of the project that could attract 
wildlife contributing to a potential hazard. Thus, the project is consistent with the 
ALUCP and would not result in a new or substantially increased significant impact that 
was not analyzed in the General Plan EIR. This impact has been adequately addressed in 
the General Plan EIR and the project would not have any additional impacts. Therefore, 
the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met 

7. As discussed in the Setting above, the City’s emergency response plan is the ABAG’s 
Taming Natural Disasters report. General Plan policies under Goal SAF-7 would reduce risks 
associated with emergencies and natural disasters by promoting public awareness, providing 
education for disaster preparedness, requiring emergency access routes be kept free from 
traffic impediments, and requiring the Fire Department review all development applications. 
The General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of General Plan policies would reduce 
interference with an emergency response plan to a less-than-significant level. The project 
design meets the City’s Fire Department requirements for fire ingress and egress by 
providing two points of access into the subdivision, as shown on Figure 2. Additionally, the 
project site is within the response area of the existing Fire Station 71. This would ensure the 
project would not impair emergency access in the event of an evacuation. The proposed 
project would comply with General Plan policies related to reducing interference with 
adopted emergency response plans; and the impact has been adequately addressed and would 
not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the criteria for 
requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

e) As discussed in the Setting above, the City contains areas designated by Cal Fire as High and 
Moderate Fire Severity Zones. The nearest High Fire and Moderate Fire Severity Zone is 
located approximately 0.5 mile east of the project site (City of Vacaville, 2013; p. SAF-21, 
Figure SAF-9). General Plan Policy SAF-5.2 requires all development in areas with a 
potential wildland fire risk to include firebreaks adjoining open areas, provide adequate 
access to open space, ensure clearance around structures, fire-resistant ground cover and 
roofing materials are included, and adequate emergency water flow is available. Section 
14.20.290 of the City’s Land Use Development Code provides development standards for 
new construction adjacent to open space where there is a threat of wildfire such as use of fire 
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buffer zones, fire access roads, use of a fire protection greenbelt, drainage ditches, rear/side 
yard setbacks, non-combustible fencing, and sprinkler systems (City of Vacaville 2005). The 
General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of General Plan policies and compliance 
with existing Land Use Development regulations would reduce impacts from wildland fires 
to less than significant.  

The project site is surrounded by residential development on the north, east, and west, as 
well as Hemlock Elementary School to the south. There are no undeveloped lands 
adjacent to the project site where wildfires are more likely to occur. The closest 
undeveloped large lots of land are located approximately 1.0 mile northeast of the project 
site. The project would also comply with General Plan policies and Section 14.20.290 of 
the Land Use Development Code. Therefore, impacts have been adequately addressed 
and would not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria 
for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information  

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.9  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project? 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted)? 

   

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

   

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

   

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

   

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?    
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Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information  

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

   

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 
would impede or redirect flood flows?    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

   

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?    
 

Environmental Setting 

The City is permitted under National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
number CA0077691 issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(CVRWQCB) (RWQCB 2014) to permit the disposal of treated wastewater. Wastewater is treated at 
the Easterly Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) in accordance with the requirements in the 
NPDES and released into Old Alamo Creek where it travels to Cache Slough and eventually out to 
the Delta (City of Vacaville 2018). There are four major stream courses within the City: Old Alamo 
Creek and tributaries Laguna Creek and Encinosa Creek, Ulatis Creek, Horse Creek and tributary 
Pine Tree Creek, and Gibson Canyon Creek. The City has two existing reservoirs, Lagoon Valley 
Lake that drains a portion of Lower Lagoon Valley and Basherini Reservoir, which is owned and 
operated by the Solano Irrigation District (SID). Generally, the natural and unaltered creeks do not 
have the capacity to convey a 100-year storm event and some areas cannot accommodate a 10-year 
storm event (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. SAF-9).  

Per the City’s Groundwater Management Plan, all of the City’s 17 existing and three proposed 
groundwater wells are located in the Solano Subbasin (City of Vacaville 2011b). In 2010, the City 
produced only 5,068 acre-feet of groundwater, which represented 31% of the total water used that 
year (City of Vacaville 2011b). The General Plan EIR determined that the total water demand 
through 2035 from future development would be approximately 26.2 million gallons per day (mgd) 
or 80.4 acre-feet. The City will need to replace five existing groundwater wells and add three new 
wells, in the northeastern section of the City, in order to meet 2035 production capacity demands 
(City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.9-22). The project site is not located within a 100-year Flood Zone 
(City of Vacaville 2013, Figure 4.9-1). Monticello Dam is the only dam near the City that could 
pose a threat of inundation to existing and future developments. The project site is not mapped 
within the dam inundation area for Monticello Dam (City of Vacaville 2013, Figure 4.9-4).  
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Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy COS-P14.3: Encourage pest-tolerant landscapes using native plants to minimize 
need for pesticides.  

• Policy COS-P14.5: Require the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
to minimize erosion, sedimentation, and water quality degradation resulting from 
construction or from new impervious surfaces. 

• Policy COS-P14.6: Protect existing open spaces, natural habitat, floodplains and wetland 
areas that serve as groundwater recharge areas. 

• Policy COS-P14.7: Protect groundwater recharge and groundwater quality when 
considering new development projects. 

• Policy SAF-P2.2: Asses the adequacy of storm drainage utilities in existing developed 
areas, and program any needed improvements in coordination with new infrastructure 
that will serve developing areas. 

• Policy SAF-P2.4: Design storm drainage infrastructure to serve dual purposes to the 
extent possible. This includes the following: 

o Drainage facilities integrated into recreational corridors with bike paths, sidewalks 
and landscaping. 

o Drainage channels integrated with transportation and environmental corridors. 

o Active and passive recreation areas incorporated into detention basins where feasible. 

• Policy SAF-P3.1: Evaluate the storm drainage needs for each project, this evaluation 
should account for projected runoff volumes and flow rates once the drainage area is fully 
developed. In the Alamo Creek watershed upstream of Peabody Road (including Alamo, 
Laguna, and Encinosa creeks), require post-development 10-year and 100-year peak 
flows to be reduced to 90% of predevelopment levels. In the remainder of Vacaville, for 
development involving new connections to creeks, peak flows shall not exceed 
predevelopment levels for 10- and 100-year storm events.  

• Policy SAF-P3.3: Require a Storm Drainage Master Plan to be prepared for new 
development projects to ensure new development adequately provides for on-site 
drainage facilities necessary to protect the new development from potential flood hazards 
and ensure that potential off-site impacts are fully mitigated.  

• Policy SAFP4.4: Require that new development mitigate its additional runoff and 
mitigate removal of any floodplain areas.  
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Discussion 

a, f) Construction of future development and conversion of undeveloped lands to urban uses 
has the potential to increase erosion and discharge of sediments and create new sources of 
water pollution (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.9-21). Future development that disturbs one-
acre or more of land is required to comply with the CVRWQCB’s NPDES permit, which 
requires development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP). The SWPPP must list BMPs to protect stormwater runoff, prevent or reduce 
erosion, improve sediment control, control run-on and runoff and prevent pollutants from 
entering runoff (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.9-21). General Plan Goal COS-14 and 
associated policies would protect water quality by minimizing point and non-point source 
pollutants, minimizing pesticides use and requiring BMPs to protect water quality from 
construction and new impervious surfaces. The General Plan EIR concluded that the 
NPDES permit BMP requirements to prevent erosion, control sediment and runoff and 
prevent pollutants from entering runoff and implementation of General Plan policies 
would reduce impacts to water quality to a level that is less than significant (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.9-21).  

The proposed project would convert approximately 15.82 acres to residential 
development that would increase impervious surface area and could generate a new 
source of water pollution. The project includes a 3+/- acre park and 2+/- acres in 
trails, which would not be anticipated to create a measurable amount of impervious 
surface area. The project would include a connection to the City’s storm water system 
near the southeast corner of the project site.  

The City has stated that the existing system has capacity, and as such, the project 
would be required to pay the regional City Standard detention and conveyance fees as 
accepted mitigation for connecting the project’s storm drain system to the City’s 
existing system. The City uses the detention fee to provide storm water detention with 
regional detention facilities in lieu of individual project-specific detention 
improvements, and the conveyance fee reimburses the City for transmission sized 
storm drain facilities. The proposed project is required to provide detailed hydrologic 
and hydraulic analysis as a part of the final improvement plan preparation following 
entitlement approvals. This impact has been adequately addressed and would not change 
from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further 
CEQA review are not met. 

2. As discussed in the Setting above, groundwater in the City is extracted from the Solano 
Subbasin of the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin and the City is the primary user of 
groundwater in the area. Per the City’s 2016 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) the 
Solano Subbasin is not projected to be become over drafted if current management 
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conditions continue (City of Vacaville 2016). The City has identified the need to construct 
three new groundwater wells and the replacement of other wells in order to meet the 2035 
demand for water consistent with water supply planned for in the City’s 2010 UWMP (City 
of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.9-23). General Plan policies under Goal COS-13 and the ECAS 
include measures to promote water conservation and encourage the use of non-potable water, 
which would reduce demand on water supply, including groundwater resources. 
Groundwater recharge would be protected through compliance with General Plan policies 
requiring protection of existing open spaces, natural habitat, floodplains and wetlands, which 
are areas of groundwater recharge, as well protection of groundwater quality and recharge 
when considering new development. The General Plan EIR concluded that implementation 
of General Plan and ECAS policies would protect groundwater recharge areas and promote 
conservation; and the impact would be less than significant.  

The Solano Subbasin covers 425,000 acres of Solano, Yolo and Sacramento counties 
including the cities of Vacaville and Dixon (DWR 2004). The proposed project would 
increase impervious surface area and reduce open space used for groundwater recharge. 
The approximately 15.82-acre project site represents roughly 0.00004% of the total 
subbasin area. Conversion of the project site from agricultural to urban uses would not 
significantly reduce the area available for groundwater recharge. The project includes a 
3-acre park, which could be used for groundwater recharge, and would include pervious 
surfaces in the form of landscaping throughout the development. The project would 
connect to the City’s water system and would promote water conservation consistent with 
General Plan policies. This impact has been adequately addressed and would not change 
from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further 
CEQA review are not met.  

c–e) Conversion of undeveloped lands to residential and park uses associated with buildout of the 
City’s General Plan would alter the existing drainage patterns and could cause an increase in 
peak flows and volumes discharged from developed lands (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.9-23). 
General Plan policies under Goal COS-14 and SAF-3 would require BMPs to minimize 
erosion, sedimentation and water quality degradation, evaluation of drainage needs at the 
project-level, and preparation of a Storm Drainage Master Plan for new development. Future 
development would also comply with NPDES permit requirements by preparing a SWPPP, as 
discussed above in items (a, f). Additionally, Section 14.19.242 of the City’s Land Use and 
Development Code regulates grading and earth moving. Grading permits are issued for 
construction activities subject to the NPDES permitting requirements providing an Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan is submitted, which shows that the project would comply with the Clean 
Water Act. The General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of General Plan policies and 
compliance with NPDES permitting requirements would result in less than significant drainage 
impacts.  
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The proposed project would minimally alter the existing drainage on site however; the 
proposed project is not anticipated to cause an increase in peak flows. The City has 
concluded that the existing drainage system has capacity to support the proposed project. 
The City uses detention fees to provide stormwater detention with regional stormwater 
detention facilities in lieu of individual project-specific detention improvements. The 
proposed project would pay the City’s detention fees to reimburse the City for any 
required transmission sized storm drain facilities. Impacts related to drainage have been 
addressed within the General Plan EIR and through the implementation of the City’s 
detention fee system. Project impacts would not change from what was identified in the 
General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

g, h) As mentioned in the Setting above, the project site is not located within a 100-year 
floodplain. The proposed project would not place housing within the floodplain and would 
not place structures in areas that could impede or redirect flood flows. This impact has been 
adequately addressed and would not result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 
General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

9. There are places in the City mapped within the inundation zone by the Monticello Dam, 
which could expose people or structures to a risk of flooding. Since the Monticello Dam 
and other levees are owned and operated by other agencies, it is not feasible for the City 
to address maintenance or improvements necessary to eliminate the risks from dam or 
levee failure. Therefore, the General Plan EIR concluded that this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable. The project site is not mapped within the inundation zone for 
Monticello Dam. Therefore, there would be no risk to people or property on the project 
site from dam or levee failure. This impact has been adequately addressed and would not 
result in more severe impacts than those identified in the General Plan EIR and, the 
criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

f) A seiche could form on Lake Berryessa, which is located approximately 10 miles 
from the City (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.9-29). Due to the distance, the City is not 
at risk from inundation if a seiche did occur, and the City would not be at risk of 
tsunamis since it is located more than 10 miles inland from Suisun Bay. The General 
Plan EIR concluded that with incorporation of General Plan policies and consistency 
with the California Building Code, impacts would be less than significant. The project 
site is flat and is not located in an area where landslides have occurred in the past. 
The project site is also not at risk of a tsunami from Suisun Bay or a seiche from Lake 
Berryessa due to its distance from these sources. There would be no impact to the 
project related to inundation from seiche, tsunami or mudflow and the impact has 
been adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the 
General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  
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Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.10  LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project? 

a) Physically divide an established community?    
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

   

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?    

 

Environmental Setting 

The City’s General Plan is the primary planning document that sets forth a vision for future 
development (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.10-20). The project site is designated as for 
Residential Medium Density (8.1-14 units/acre) and park in the City’s General Plan (City of 
Vacaville 2013a, Figure LU-6). The project site is not located within an area of special 
consideration, and the proposed project’s land uses are consistent with the City’s General 
Plan. Medium-density designation within the General Plan provides for single-family 
detached housing when in compliance with Residential Design Requirements for New Single 
Family Development. Surrounding designations include Residential Estate to the north, 
Residential Low Density to the east and west, and the Schools designation to the south.  

The General Plan EIR assumed medium-density residential uses would be developed in the 
northern portion of the project site and public park uses would be developed in the 
southwestern portion of the site (City of Vacaville 2015a, Figure LU-6).  

The General Plan EIR evaluated consistency with the preferred land use scenario included in the 
ABAG Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Plan. ABAG and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted the Plan Bay Area in July 2013. The Plan Bay Area 
is updated every four years and a current update called Plan Bay Area 2040 is in progress 
(ABAG & MTC 2018). Vacaville is a member agency for the Solano HCP, which implements 
conservation measures to ensure the protection of threatened and endangered species and their 
habitat. The Draft Solano HCP was completed in October 2012; however, the HCP has not yet 
been formally adopted (Solano County Water Agency 2016). 
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The project site is not located within the area of influence for Nut Tree Airport, but is located 
within Land Use Compatibility Zone D for the Travis Air Force Base Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (City of Vacaville 2013, Figure LU-4 and LU-5).  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy LU-P1.4: Protect established neighborhoods from incompatible uses. 

• Policy LU-P2.1: Require lands outside, but adjacent to, the current City limits to annex 
to the City of Vacaville as a prerequisite to development. Do not provide City utility 
services, water, and sanitary sewer to new development outside the City limit (with the 
exception of sanitary sewer for infill in the Elmira area) unless the City Council with the 
approval of the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), approves exceptions in 
situations where the following three conditions are met: 

o The area in question cannot annex into the City immediately, because it is not 
currently contiguous to the City limit. 

o The property owner signs a recorded, irrevocable agreement to annex the property to 
the City when such annexation is requested by the City. 

o The development is consistent with this General Plan and is found to meet all 
appropriate City development standards. 

• Policy LU-P3.6: Require that new development or new Specific Plan areas be located 
immediately adjacent to existing development or infrastructure.  

Travis Air Force Base, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

The Travis Air Force Base Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan sets forth land use compatibility 
policies applicable to future development in the vicinity of the base. The policies are designed to 
ensure that future land uses in the surrounding area will be compatible with existing and future 
aircraft activity at the base, including the potential for bird strike hazards to be created. The 
following policy is applicable to the project. 

• Section 5.8.2.c: All discretionary projects located within the Bird Strike Hazard Zone 
and Outer Perimeter are required to consider the potential for the project to attract 
hazardous wildlife, wildlife movement, or bird strike hazards as part of environmental 
review process required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
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Discussion  

a) With the exception of two residences and several ancillary outbuildings, the majority of 
the project site is undeveloped and had previously been used as an orchard. Development 
of the proposed project would not divide established communities because the site does 
not contain any development. Developed land uses surround the project site. The 
proposed project would not divide existing residential communities and new development 
would follow General Plan policies to encourage cohesive and connected communities by 
providing new public connection through the site to all adjacent uses, including some 
existing but incomplete bike paths. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
The proposed project would implement General Plan policies and would not change from 
what was identified in the General Plan EIR. The impact has been adequately addressed 
and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

b) The General Plan EIR evaluated General Plan consistency with the ABAG SCS Plan 
preferred land use scenario, Solano County General Plan, Nut Tree and Travis Air Force 
Base Land Use Compatibility plans, and the SID Master Water Agreement. The General 
Plan EIR concluded that future development consistent with the General Plan would not 
conflict with these land use plans and the impact would be less than significant. The 
proposed project does not contain buildings over 200-feet in height, nor does it add any 
habitat that would contribute to wildlife hazard attractants, and therefore the impact is 
less than significant. The project would not result in a new or substantially increased 
significant impact that was not identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for 
requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

Consistent with the Vacaville Municipal Code, the project also seeks a conditional use 
permit and a planned development for the construction of single-family homes in a 
Residential Medium Density Zone. Without a conditional use permit, residential 
development would be limited to multi-family housing as a permitted-by-right use within 
the Residential Medium Density Zone. The proposed 130 units is the minimum density 
required for consistency with the General Plan and Zoning density range (8.1 – 14 
dwellings per acre).  

c) As discussed in the Setting above, the Draft Solano HCP is not an adopted conservation 
plan. The Draft Solano HCP was reviewed to develop goals, policies and actions of the 
General Plan so that, once adopted, the General Plan would be consistent with the HCP 
(City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.10-26). The project site is located within the boundaries of 
the Draft Solano HCP. The General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of policies 
and designated actions would reduce potential impacts to conflicts with the HCP to a 
less-than-significant level. Development of the proposed project would be consistent with 
General Plan policies to ensure that the project is consistent with the Draft Solano HCP 
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when adopted. This impact was adequately addressed and would not change from what 
was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA 
review are not met.  

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.11  MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

   

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

   

 

Environmental Setting 

According the General Plan, there is one limestone deposit with some evidence of historic use in the 
vicinity of Cement Hill and stone quarries in the Vaca Mountains. The western hills contain 
sandstone and conglomerates that may be used for sands, gravel and stone, but none of these 
resources are currently being mined (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-35). The project site is not 
located near Cement Hill or the western hills where mineral resources are known to occur. Vacaville 
is not mapped in an area containing aggregate mines by the California Geologic Survey (2012 Map 
Sheet 52). There are no mapped Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)-2 zones in the City (City of 
Vacaville 2015b, p. 4.6-12). MRZ-2 zones are defined as those “areas where adequate information 
indicates that significant mineral resources (aggregate) deposits are present or where it is judged that 
there is a high likelihood for their presence” (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.6-20).  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy COS-P16.1: When reviewing land use proposals, take into account potentially 
available mineral resources on the property or in the vicinity of the project site.  

Discussion 

a, b) The project site is not located in an area known to contain mineral resources or have 
active or historic mineral resource recovery sites. The lack of MRZ-2 zones in the 
City indicates that there are no known mineral resources that would be of value to the 
region or the state. The General Plan EIR concluded that the lack of MRZ-2 zones and 
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delineated locally important resource recovery sites along with implementation of 
Policy COS-P16.1 would result in a less-than-significant impact to mineral resources. 
Development of the project site would not result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource or a mineral resource recovery site. Therefore, the impact has been 
adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the General 
Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.12  NOISE – Would the project: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

   

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

   

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

   

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

   

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

   

 
Environmental Setting 

Noise monitoring conducted by LSA in 2010 as part of the City’s General Plan EIR indicates that 
existing daytime noise levels throughout the City range from 54 to 70 dBA Leq, which is typical of 
urban or suburban settings (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.11-18). Documented sources of audible noise 
include vehicle traffic, aircraft overflights, heavy equipment operations, construction activity, loading 
and unloading operations, commercial activities, dogs barking, birds chirping, wind blowing and 
people conversing (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.11-18). The City’s Municipal Code Section 8.10.030 
limits operation of construction or grading equipment within 500 feet of an occupied residence to 
between 7:00 a.m. and dusk (one-half hour after sunset) Monday through Saturday and prohibits 
construction activities on Sunday (City of Vacaville 2008b).  
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The project site is surrounded by residential development to the north, east, and west, and by 
Hemlock Elementary School to the south. The General Plan EIR identified noise environments 
normally acceptable, conditionally acceptable, normally unacceptable and clearly unacceptable for 
various land uses. For Residential Low Density (RL), 60 dBA Ldn is the normally acceptable limit 
and 65 dBA Ldn is the acceptable limit for Residential Multifamily (RLM), 70 dBA Ldn is the 
conditionally acceptable limit and 70-75 dBA Ldn in the normally unacceptable limit, and noise over 
75 dBA Ldn is clearly unacceptable for both RL and RLM (City of Vacaville 2013, Table 4.11-8). 

The project site is not located within the Nut Tree Airport or the Travis Air Force Base noise 
contours (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.11-14). 

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy NOI-P1.1: Require an acoustical analysis for all proposed projects that would 
locate noise sensitive land uses where projected ambient noise level is greater than the 
respective “normally acceptable” noise level as indicated on Table NOI-3, and require 
mitigation of noise impacts that exceed the land use compatibility standards.  

• Policy NOI-P1.2: Require that noise created by new transportation and non-
transportation noise sources be mitigated, to the extent that is technically and 
economically feasible, to comply with noise level standards of Table NOI-3. 

• Policy NOI-P2.3: Design subdivisions to minimize the transportation-related noise 
impacts adjacent to residential areas.  

• Policy NOI-P2.4: Maintain smooth street surfaces adjacent to land uses that are sensitive 
to noise intrusion. 

• Policy NOI-P2.5: Encourage the use of open space, earthen berms, parking, accessory 
buildings, and landscaping to buffer new and existing development from noise. Use 
sound walls only when other methods are not practical or when recommended by an 
acoustical expert as part of a mitigation program.  

• Policy NOI-P3.1: Limit truck traffic to designated truck routes. 

• Policy NOI-P4.2: Require the following construction noise control measures: 

o Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust 
mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for equipment. 

o Locate stationary noise-generating equipment as far as possible from sensitive 
receptors when sensitive receptors adjoin or are near a construction area.  

o Utilize “quiet” air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology exists. 
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o Limit hours of operation of outdoor noise sources through conditions of approval.  

Discussion 

1. Policies in the General Plan require new development projects to mitigate noise impacts 
and to comply with the City’s Land Use Compatibility Requirements, as defined in Table 
4.11-8 of the General Plan EIR (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.11-21). General Plan policy 
NOI-P2.5 requires setbacks and use of noise barriers, if applicable, and mitigation to 
ensure that noise impacts for new development projects comply with the City’s Land Use 
Compatibility Standards. General Plan policies NOI-P2.3, NOI-P2.4, NOI-P3.1, require 
design and maintenance of street networks to minimize transportation related noise 
impacts to noise-sensitive land uses, and enforcing truck routes through the City. The 
General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of General Plan policies would reduce 
impacts related to exposing sensitive receptors to noise impacts from stationary sources, 
rail sources and transportation sources to a less-than-significant level.  

As discussed in the Setting above, the project site is surrounded by residential development 
to the north, east, and west, and by the Hemlock Elementary School to the south. Project 
development would be located further than 50 feet from an existing noise level contour as 
indicated by Figure NOI-1 in the General Plan. The project would comply with all General 
Plan policies to reduce noise impacts to sensitive receptors, including complying with the 
City’s noise ordinance (Municipal Code Section 8.10.030) for construction. The impact 
has been adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the 
General Plan EIR.  

2. Future construction activities could result in disturbances to residences from 
groundborne vibration and noise associated with construction equipment (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.11-29). Consistency with the City’s Land Use Compatibility 
Standards would ensure that groundborne vibration and noise impacts are minimized 
(City of Vacaville 2013, Table 4.11-8). General Plan policy NOI-P4.2 requires the use 
of noise barriers and control measures that reduce exposure of noise sensitive land uses 
to construction-related groundborne vibration and noise. The General Plan EIR 
determined that implementation of General Plan policies would reduce impacts to 
sensitive receptors to excessive groundborne vibration or noise levels associated with 
future development to a less-than-significant level (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.11-30).  

The proposed project does not include any pile driving or use of other types of construction 
equipment that typically generates groundborne vibration. The project would also comply with 
General Plan policy NOI-P4.2 to reduce groundborne vibration and noise and would comply 
with the City’s noise ordinance (Municipal Code Section 8.10.030) that sets forth allowable 
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hours of construction. The impact has been adequately addressed and would not change from 
what was identified in the General Plan EIR.  

3. The General Plan EIR found that three roadway segments in the eastern portion of the City 
would experience an increase greater than 5 dBA compared to existing traffic noise levels. 
None of these roadways would serve the project site (City of Vacaville 2013, pp. 4.11-30-
31). The General Plan EIR did not identify any roadway segments that would experience an 
increase in traffic noise that would serve the project site (City of Vacaville, 2013; p.NOI-5).  

Traffic volumes used to analyze future noise impacts in the General Plan EIR assumed 
development of the project site with residential uses and a park. The project site is not 
adjacent to any roadway segments that would exceed noise levels (City of Vacaville, 
2013.) In addition, a residential project does not contain uses that would result in a 
substantial increase in existing noise levels. It is compatible with adjacent residential and 
school uses that surround the project site. Therefore, the project would not result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project, and the impact has been adequately addressed would not 
change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR.  

4. Short term noise increases that could occur from future development include 
construction-related noise, an increase in traffic on local streets associated with 
construction activities, and an increase in noise from equipment and activities 
associated with site preparation and construction. Maximum noise levels generated 
during the site preparation phase of construction can range up to 91 dBA Lmax at 50 
feet from multiple pieces of operating equipment (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.11-33). 
General Plan policies NOI-P1.1 and NOI-P1.2 would ensure short-term noise impacts 
would be minimized by requiring consistency with the City’s Land Use Compatibility 
Standards and policies and Municipal Code for construction-related activities. The 
General Plan EIR concluded that with implementation of these policies, the exposure 
of sensitive receptors to noise generated from future development construction 
activities would be less than significant.  

Construction of the proposed project would require site clearing, grading, trenching for 
utilities and building construction. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are 
existing residences located approximately 100 feet north across Fruitvale Road, 
approximately 100 feet to the west across N. Orchard Avenue, approximately 80 feet to 
the east, and Hemlock Elementary School approximately 200 feet to the south of the 
project site. The project would implement all General Plan policies related to minimizing 
construction related noise and would comply with construction times specified in Section 
8.10.030 of the City’s Municipal Code. The impact has been adequately addressed and 
would not change from what was evaluated in the General Plan EIR. 
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e, f) Portions of the City are within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour for the Nut Tree Airport. 
According to the General Plan EIR, all proposed land use designations within this area 
are compatible with the 60 dBA contour (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.11-33). No portion 
of the City lies within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour of Travis Airforce Base (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.11-35).  

 The project site is located approximately 7.0 miles from Travis Air Force Base and 2.0 
miles from the Nut Tree Airport. The project site is not located within a noise contour for 
Travis Air Force Base (Solano County 2002) or Nut Tree Airport (City of Vacaville 
2013, Figure 4.11-2) and there are no private airstrips in the project vicinity. Compliance 
with General Plan policies would ensure any potential aircraft noise impacts associated 
with future development would be minimized. The General Plan EIR concluded that with 
implementation of General Plan policies, the impact of exposure of sensitive receptors to 
excessive noise from aircraft sources would be less than significant. There would be no 
impact on the project related to exposure to excessive noise levels from aircraft noise 
sources. The impact has been adequately addressed and would not change from what was 
identified in the General Plan EIR.  

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.13  POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project? 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

   

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

   

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?    

 

Environmental Setting 

The City’s most recent Housing Element was adopted on May 12, 2015, and includes a housing 
needs assessment that identifies current and projected housing needs, as well as policies to 
accommodate affordable housing development for a range of income and household types (City 
of Vacaville 2015c). The latest Department of Finance (DOF) population estimate lists the 
population, as of January 1, 2018, for Solano County as 439,793 and for the City as 98,977 (DOF 
2018). In 2018, DOF estimated 34,884 total housing units in Vacaville, which was 
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approximately 22% of all units in Solano County (158,786 units). The average household size 
(persons per household) in the City in 2018 was 2.77, which was slightly below the Solano 
County average of 2.88. Single-family detached homes accounted for approximately 71% of 
Vacaville’s housing stock (DOF 2018).  

The 2035 projections under the General Plan include 9,680 new dwelling units, 26,500 new 
residents, 9,720 new jobs, 1 million square feet of new commercial space, 1.1 million square feet 
of new office space, and 2.1 million square feet of new industrial space (City of Vacaville 2013, 
Table 4.12-3). ABAG projections for development by 2035 in the City includes 4,550 new 
households, 11,400 new residents and 13,730 new jobs between 2010 and 2035 (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.12-6). The City’s 2035 projections were based on actual development trends 
in the City instead of the ABAG’s projections. The City chose to not use the ABAG projections 
because they did not accurately reflect past development trends and reflected a more limited 
amount of residential development through 2035 (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 3-42). 

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy LU-P1.3: Preserve predominantly single-family residential character of Vacaville 
while providing other housing opportunities. 

• Policy LU-P3.2: Manage growth so that the quantity and quality of public services and 
utilities provided to existing businesses and residents will not drop below required levels 
of service because of new development, except when required findings related to levels 
of service are made. While existing development bears some responsibility to fund 
improvements that will resolve such deficits, ensure that new development also funds its 
fair share of the cost of maintenance and depreciation of facilities.  

• Policy LU-P3.4: Do not approve new development unless there is infrastructure in place 
or planned to support growth.  

• Policy H.1 - G 1: Ensure a supply of housing of differing type, size, and affordability in 
order to meet Vacaville's housing needs for the current and future residents and workers 
within the community. 

• Policy H.1 - G 4: Ensure the development and availability of housing appropriate for 
special needs groups including, but not limited to, young adults, young families, seniors, 
people with physical and developmental disabilities and homeless people. 

• Policy H.1 - I 17: Implement California energy conservation standards. 

• Policy H.1 - I 18: Implement the California Green Building Standards Building Code. 

• Policy H.1 - I 19: Encourage energy-conserving development patterns. 
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• Policy H.1 - I 20: Encourage energy conservation through energy-reducing landscaping, 
orientation and configuration of buildings, site, and other factors affecting energy use. 

Discussion 

1.  As noted above, future buildout of the City’s General Plan includes 9,680 new dwelling 
units (including the project), 26,500 new residents, 9,720 new jobs, 1 million square feet of 
new commercial space, 1.1 million square feet of new office space, and 2.1 million square 
feet of new industrial space (City of Vacaville 2013, Table 4.12-3). The City chose not to use 
ABAG projections for estimating growth through 2035 because the City anticipated growth 
would exceed the ABAG projections for the region (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.12-7). 
General Plan policies LU-P3.2 and LU-P3.4 require that development in new urban areas 
should be planned and new growth should only occur in areas served by existing utilities and 
public services. The General Plan EIR concluded that because buildout of the General Plan 
by 2035 would significantly exceed development projected by ABAG’s existing and 
expected future 2035 projections, this impact would be significant. In order to reduce the 
anticipated population growth by 2035 to a level that would not exceed ABAG projections, 
the City would have to limit housing opportunities to less than half of what is projected under 
the General Plan. Additionally, the City has already approved projects accounting for 4,900 
new units, which exceeds ABAG projections (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.12-9). The City 
cannot rescind existing development entitlements so it would be infeasible to reduce 
development capacity to meet ABAG projections. It is also not feasible to mitigate 
population growth to a level that is not substantial; therefore, this impact was determined to 
be significant and unavoidable.  

The project site is surrounded by residential development on the north, east, and west sides, 
as well as by Hemlock Elementary School to the south. The project site is currently served 
by existing utilities that provide services to the existing two residences and outbuildings. 
The proposed project would add 130 housing units, with an average persons-per-household 
rate of 2.74 for a total of 356 persons which were accounted for within the scope of the 
projected population growth under the General Plan horizon year buildout projections. The 
project applicant would follow all General Plan policies related to orderly, planned growth 
and would increase population growth within the vicinity of the project site, but it would 
not exceed what was previously evaluated in the General Plan EIR. The impact has been 
adequately addressed and would not change in severity from what was identified in the 
General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

b, c) Much of the City’s future development would occur as residential or non-residential 
uses developed on agricultural, vacant or underutilized parcels (City of Vacaville 2013, 
p. 4.12-9). The General Plan EIR concluded that impacts related to displacing housing or 

Attachment V

75 of 116



 

people would be less than significant. The project site is currently developed with two 
residences, one of which is occupied. Development of the project site would require the 
removal of the two residences and outbuildings prior to construction. The displacement 
of two residential family units is not considered substantial nor would it result in the 
displacement of a substantial number of people. Therefore, the impact has been 
adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further 
CEQA review are not met.  

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.14  PUBLIC SERVICES 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 
Fire protection?    
Police protection?    
Schools?    
Parks?    
Other public facilities?    

 

Environmental Setting 

The Vacaville Fire Department (VFD) provides fire and emergency medical services to 
approximately 28 square miles within the City, as well as emergency medical services to 
approximately 160 square miles of unincorporated county land surrounding the City (City of 
Vacaville 2015a, p. PUB-1-2). The VFD has administrative offices at City Hall, as well as four 
existing stations in the City; Station 712 located at 111 South Orchard Avenue is the closest station to 
the project site located approximately 0.5 miles south (City of Vacaville 2013, Table 4.13-1). The 
VFD’s 2016 annual report states that the VFD currently employs 93 fire prevention, suppression, 
investigation, and administration personnel (VFD, 2018). A 2003 Standard of Response Coverage 
evaluation indicated that staffing levels were just meeting the City’s needs and as the City expands 
along its outer areas, additional fire staff and stations would be required in order to maintain adequate 
service (VFD 2003). VFD plans to develop three new fire stations and relocate one existing fire 
station. The three new locations are planned for the Southtown area (Station 75) at Vanden and 
Cogburn Circle, Lower Lagoon Valley (Station 76), and Orange Drive just east Leisure Town Road 
(Station 77). Construction of Station 77 would be contingent on the relocation of Station 73. These 
new stations are located in the southern and northeastern portions of the City and would not directly 
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serve the project site (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.13-11). VFD’s adopted standard response time and 
success rate is 7 minutes for 90% of calls, which refers to the time period between VFD notification 
and arrival on the scene of the incident within the City limits (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.13-12). 
VFD has mutual aid agreements with Dixon, Fairfield and the Vacaville Fire Protection District for 
provision of automatic aid response in designated areas.  

The Vacaville Police Department (VPD) provides law enforcement services to the City and 
includes a 24/7 communications center, crime suppression and prevention, investigations, traffic 
patrol and emergency services. The single main VPD police station is located at 660 Merchant 
Street, adjacent to Vacaville City Hall, and is approximately 1.5 miles southeast of the project site. 
VPD employs 103 sworn officers and 58 non-sworn full-timer personnel, and due to budget 
constraints 13 sworn and 12 non-sworn personnel positions are unfulfilled (City of Vacaville 2013, 
p. 4.13-2). VPD standards for average response time are 6 minutes and 1 second for Priority I calls 
and 16 minutes and 28 seconds for Priority II calls. Currently, the VPD has an average response 
time of exactly 6 minutes for Priority I calls and 15 minutes for Priority II calls (City of Vacaville 
2013, p. 4.13-3). Vacaville receives assistance with police services from the Solano County 
sheriff’s office approximately 10-15 times per year (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. PUB-5).  

The project site is located with the Vacaville Unified School District (VUSD) and students 
would attend Hemlock Elementary School, located adjacent to the southern boundary of the 
project site, Willis Jepson Middle School located approximately 0.25 mile southwest, and 
Vacaville High School located approximately 0.5 mile southeast.  

The City is currently served by two libraries, the Town Square Branch Library, located at 1 
Town Square Place and the Cultural Center Branch Library, located at 1020 Ulatis Drive (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.13-33).  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy LU-P3.2: Manage growth so that the quantity and quality of public services and 
utilities provided to existing businesses and residents will not drop below required levels 
of service because of new development, except when required findings related to levels 
of service are made. While existing development bears some responsibility to fund 
improvements that will resolve such deficits, ensure that new development also funds its 
fair share of the cost of maintenance and depreciation of facilities.  

• Policy LU-P3.4: Do not approve new development unless there is infrastructure in place 
or planned to support growth.  
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• Policy PUB-P1.1: Prohibit any development that will not, even with identified mitigation 
measures, maintain standards for fire, rescue and emergency medical service. All service 
standards shall be met prior to project occupancy. Allow exceptions to these service 
standards only when there are overriding findings of special circumstances or economic 
or social benefits.  

• Policy PUB-P1.2: Ensure that new development pays a fair and equitable amount to 
offset the costs for fire, rescue, and emergency medical response services by collecting 
impact fees, requiring developers to building new facilities, and requiring the new areas 
to create or annex into a Community Facilities District. 

• Policy PUB-P1.4: Identify and mitigate fire hazards during the project review and 
approval process. 

• Policy PUB-P1.5: Require that new development satisfy fire flow and hydrant 
requirements and other design requirements as established by the Fire Department. 

• Policy PUB-P2.2: Prohibit any development that will not, even with identified mitigation 
measures, maintain standards for law enforcement service. All service standards shall be met 
prior to project occupancy. Allow exceptions to these service standards only when there are 
overriding findings of special circumstances or economic or social benefits.  

• Policy PUB-P2.3: Ensure that new development pays a fair and equitable amount to 
offset the costs for law enforcement services by collecting impact fees and requiring the 
creation of or annexation into a Community Facilities District. 

• Policy PUB-P2.4: Identify and mitigate law enforcement hazards during the project 
review and approval process. 

• Policy PUB-P2.5: Require physical site planning that prevents crime by locating 
walkways, open spaces, landscaping, parking lots, parks, play areas, and other public 
spaces in areas that are visible from buildings and streets. 

• Policy PUB-P4.3: In conjunction with the approval of residential development, cooperate 
with local school districts to ensure that sufficient school facilities are available to serve 
the enrollment generated by the new development. 

Discussion 

1. i. Fire Protection 

Future development within the City by 2035 is projected to add 9,680 new dwelling units 
and 26,500 new residents and it is likely that new or expanded facilities would be 
required to support additional staff and serve new development (City of Vacaville 2013, 
p. 4.13-14). Land outside of the City limits is currently served by four fire protection 
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districts, but any land outside the City limits and within the City’s Sphere of Influence 
would first be annexed into the City to receive fire protection services (City of Vacaville 
2013, p. 4.13-14). Upon annexation into the City, VFD would be the service provider for 
the project. Compliance with General Plan Policy LU-P3.2 and Policy PUB-P1.1 would 
help minimize fire risks and ensure the adequate provision of fire protection and 
emergency medical response services to serve existing and future development. New 
development would be required to pay a fair and equitable impact fee to offset the cost of 
fire and emergency medical services, in compliance with General Plan policy PUB-P1.2. 
The General Plan EIR concluded that future development would have a less-than- 
significant impact on the provision of fire and emergency medical services. Please see the 
discussion under Utilities regarding adequate fire flow to serve the project and the 
surrounding areas. The project is within the scope of the projected population growth 
under General Plan horizon year buildout, and the General Plan EIR anticipated 
residential uses on the site.  

The proposed project would create or annex into the City’s existing Communities 
Facilities District (CFD) and would comply with all General Plan policies related to 
reducing fire risks including payment of developer impact fees, per General Plan 
policy PUB-P1.2. This impact has been adequately addressed and would not change 
from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring 
further CEQA review are not met.  

ii. Police Protection  

Upon annexation into the City, VPD would be the service provider for new 
development. The General Plan EIR determined that in order to maintain the City’s 
existing staffing ratio and adopted response standards, the VPD would need to add 30 
officers, with associated equipment and vehicles. The existing VPD facilities would 
be sufficient to support additional officers and serve future development (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.13-4). Compliance with General Plan policies would ensure 
adequate police staffing is available to serve existing and future growth. New 
development would be required to pay a fair and equitable impact fee to offset the 
cost of law enforcement services under General Plan policy PUB-P2.3. The General 
Plan EIR concluded that future development would have a less than significant 
impact on the provision of police protection services. The project is within the scope 
of the projected population growth under General Plan horizon year buildout, and the 
General Plan EIR anticipated residential uses on the site. The proposed project would 
create or annex into the City’s existing CFD and comply with all General Plan 
policies related to reducing the potential for an increase in crime and maintaining 
adequate law enforcement services, which includes payment of developer impact 
fees, per policy PUB-P2.3. This impact has been adequately addressed and would not 
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change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for 
requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

c. Schools 

The project site is adjacent to Hemlock Elementary School to the south and within a half 
mile of Orchard Elementary School, and a mile from Alamo Elementary School, a 
quarter of a mile southwest of Jepson Middle School, and half a mile from Vacaville 
High School. According to the California Department of Education’s Data Reporting 
Office, the current school enrollment in 2017/2018 is shown below in Table 3. The 
project’s anticipated generation of school age students is provided in Table 4. 

Table 3 
2017/2018 School Enrollment 

School 2017/2018 Enrollment 
Hemlock Elementary School 413 
Orchard Elementary School 362 
Alamo Elementary School 704 
Jepson Middle School 924 
Vacaville High School 1,913 
Source: California Department of Education Data Reporting Office, accessed June 2018. 

Table 4 
Student Generation Rate 

Grade Residences Student Generation Rate New Students 
K-6 130 0.28 36 
7-8 130 0.11 14 
9-12 130 0.16 21 

Total 71 
Source: School Facility Justification Report for Residential, Commercial and Industrial Development Projects for the Vacaville Unified School 
District, School Facility Consultants, March 2015.  

All new residential and commercial development in the City is required to pay a 
developer impact fee to fund school improvement projects (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 
4.13-30). The General Plan EIR concluded that impacts to the VUSD would be less than 
significant since payment of development fees has been deemed adequate to fully 
mitigate the impacts of new development on school facilities under Section 65996 of the 
California Government Code. The project would pay required developer fees to mitigate 
impacts to schools facilities. Therefore, the impact has been adequately addressed and 
would not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR.  
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d. Parks 

Impacts to parks and the provision of parkland is evaluated in Section XV. 
Recreation, below.  

e. Other Public Facilities 

Future development within the City could impact other public services including 
libraries (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.13-35). It is expected that availability of school 
library facilities would help decrease the potential impact on City and County library 
facilities. Compliance with General Plan policies would ensure that adequate public 
services and facilities are funded to meet increasing demand. The General Plan EIR 
concluded that impacts to library facilities would be less than significant. The project 
is within the scope of the projected population growth under General Plan horizon 
year buildout, and the General Plan EIR anticipated residential uses on the site. The 
project would comply with General Plan policies related to ensuring adequate 
provision of other public facilities including library facilities. The impact has been 
adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the General 
Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.15  RECREATION – Would the project? 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

   

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

   

 

Environmental Setting 

The General Plan classifies park and recreational facilities into six categories: Neighborhood 
parks, community parks, regional parks, accessible open space, special purpose facilities and 
bikeways, multi-use trails, and nature trails (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. PR-1-3). Development 
of parks, recreation and open space facilities in the City is guided by the City’s Comprehensive 
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan adopted in 1992. Funding for acquisition and 
development of parks is primarily derived from park development impact fees. Operation of City 
parks is provided by the Community Services Department and funded through the City’s General 
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Fund and user fees, while maintenance of City parks is provided by the City’s Public Works 
Department and funded primarily through the General Fund and numerous maintenance districts 
(City of Vacaville 2015a, p. PR-9).  

The project includes a roughly 3 acre park that would be built by the developer, funded through 
park impact fees, and maintained by the City through a new parks assessment district for the 130 
new homes. The park fills an unmet need of park space identified in the General Plan. 

The City standards for provision of park and open space is 4.5 acres of developed parkland per 
thousand residents, which is further divided into 1.8 acres per 1,000 people for neighborhood 
parks, 1.7 acres per 1,000 people for community parks, and 1.0 acre per 1,000 people for 
regional parks (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. PR-13). Currently, the City provides 1.3 acres of 
neighborhood park per 1,000 people, 1.6 acres of community park per 1,000 people, and 3.7 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 people for a total of 6.6 acres of parkland per 1,000 people 
(City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.13-47). The General Plan states that new neighborhood parks must 
be a minimum of 6 acres in size, and can be as large as 9 acres as needed to serve the local 
service area. However, the General Plan allows for new neighborhood parks less than 6 acres 
may be approved in infill areas where there is a documented shortfall of parkland. The service 
area standard for neighborhood parks is a 0.5 mile maximum, approximately a 10 minute walk, 
and a 1.5 mile maximum for community parks (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. PR-15).  

Currently, the City meets service standard ratios for baseball/softball fields, neighborhood 
centers and swimming pools, but is deficient in facility ratios for the other eight recreational 
facility types (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.13-53).  

The nearest existing neighborhood park to the project site is N. Orchard Park located 
approximately 0.3 mile north and the nearest existing community park is Andrews Park located 
approximately 1.0 mile southeast. The only regional park in the project area is Lagoon Valley 
Regional Park, located approximately 2.5 miles south-southwest of the project site (City of 
Vacaville 2015a, Figure PR-1).  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy PR-P1.1: Provide new parks according to the standards established in this 
Element to ensure adequate distribution, size and access. 

• Policy PR-P1.8: Make designated open spaces more accessible to the public with a 
linked park and trail system that takes advantage of surrounding open space.  
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• Policy PR-P2.1: All parks and recreational facilities required by the park standards in 
this Element shall be publicly owned, operated, and maintained, except as otherwise 
allowed by the Quimby Act.  

• Policy PR-P2.2: New parks and recreation facilities shall be funded, at least in part, by 
fees paid by new development, or as turn-key facilities with new development, as 
described in Policy PR-P2.5. 

• Policy PR-P2.4: Require all residential developers, including apartment builders, to 
provide sufficient parks and other recreational facilities to meet the standards established 
by the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Facilities Master Plan by 
dedicating land and/or paying in-lieu fees for land acquisition, and by paying Park 
Development Impact Fees for the construction of new facilities.  

• Policy PR-P2.5: Encourage development of turn-key neighborhood parks, which are 
completed in conjunction with development of a new subdivision, rather than 
payment of impact fees. 

• Policy PR-P3.1: Locate new neighborhood parks adjacent to new elementary schools 
where possible. Whenever possible, work with the school district to design both the park 
and school to maximize the benefits to the public.  

• Policy PR-P3.4: Locate parks and recreation facilities to take advantage of natural 
features, adjoining open spaces, trail access, lands that may be jointly-used for recreation 
purposes, land use buffers (i.e., areas of open space or low-intensity uses between 
potentially conflicting land uses), urban separators and easements. 

Discussion 

a, b) As discussed in the Setting above, the City is currently deficient in meeting the provision 
standards for neighborhood and community parklands, but exceeds the standard for 
regional parks and the total amount of parkland. The City is also deficient in meeting 
service standards for eight of the eleven recreational facility types. The General Plan is 
projected to add a total population of 112,000 residents by 2035, which would exacerbate 
the deficiencies in neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities. It is 
estimated that in order to meet these standards by 2035, an additional 91 acres of 
neighborhood parkland and 50 acres of community parkland would be needed (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.13-49). General Plan policies would ensure that parkland and 
recreational facility goals are met by requiring construction of new park facilities or 
payment of in-lieu park fees for land acquisition and park development impact fees for 
the construction of new facilities. Additional policies would ensure that parks and 
recreational facilities are not overburdened by use and that the public’s investment in 
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parks and recreational facilities is protected. The General Plan EIR concluded that with 
implementation of General Plan policies, impacts to parks and recreational facilities 
would be less than significant.  

The General Plan provides that new neighborhood parks should be a minimum of 6 acres 
of parkland, but that neighborhood parks less than 6 acres may be approved in infill areas 
such as the project site where there is a documented shortfall of parkland. The 
development’s obligation towards a neighborhood park, based on the City’s park 
standards of acres per 1,000 people, would be 0.56 acres of parkland. The proposed 
project far exceeds this requirement by including approximately 5 acres of neighborhood 
parkland and trails that would be available to the public and consistent with the General 
Plan. The project would provide a 3-acre public, neighborhood park that is adequate to 
serve the projected project population and would not contribute to the degradation of 
neighborhood parks elsewhere, which improves the park-to-resident ratio. Additionally, the 
project would comply with all General Plan policies and pay any park fees, if required by 
the City related to the adequate provision of parkland and recreational facilities. Therefore, 
the project’s impacts to recreation facilities have been adequately addressed and would not 
change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring 
further CEQA review are not met.  

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.16  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project? 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation including mass transit and 
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

   

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways?  

   

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

   

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 
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Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?    
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

   

 

Environmental Setting 

The City is served by two major freeways, Interstate 80 (I-80) with four lanes in each 
direction extending southwest toward Highway 101 in San Francisco and northeast toward 
Sacramento and beyond, and Interstate 505 (I-505) with two lanes in each direction 
connecting I-80 with Interstate 5 (I-5). The project site is located in the western portion of 
the City and is served by N. Orchard Avenue and Fruitvale Road. Existing public 
transportation in the area includes local and regional bus service and taxi operations. Bus 
service in the City is provided by Vacaville City Coach, Fairfield and Suisun Transit (FAST), 
and YOLOBUS, while taxi service is provided by a number of privately-operated taxi 
companies (City of Vacaville 2017, p. TR-8). The nearest bus stop to the project site is at the 
transit Plaza near the intersection of Dobbins Street and Monte Vista Avenue, and is served 
by route 4. The project site is approximately 1.4 miles from this stop. 

Planned improvements under the General Plan that would be implemented by the City 
include a new 2-lane arterial between Wrentham Drive and Gibson Canyon Road extending 
Vaca Valley Parkway, which is located approximately 1 mile northeast of the project site. No 
other roadway improvements are located within 2 miles of the project site (City of Vacaville 
2015a, Table TR-1). Planned transit improvements in the City include construction of a new 
commuter rail station at the southeast corner of Peabody Road and Vanden Road. 
Additionally, non-motorized transportation improvements include construction of a Class I: 
Bike path from Foothill Drive to Farrell Road (Existing); Class III: bike route along N. 
Orchard Avenue from W. Monte Vista Avenue to Farrell Road (Existing); and a Class III: 
bike route along Fruitvale Road from Dunsmuir Street to Stinson Avenue (Existing.)(City of 
Vacaville 2017, p. TR-7.) 

A Transportation Impact Study (TIS) was prepared for the project by Omni-Means, Ltd. and is 
included in Appendix G. To evaluate potential project impacts four intersections were identified 
by the City for analysis. The potential for the project to result in traffic impacts was evaluated 
under six scenarios: 
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• Existing Conditions 

• Existing plus Project Conditions 

• Short Term Conditions (approved/pending projects, near the project locations, generated 
peak hour traffic volumes have been added to the Existing conditions volumes to obtain 
the Short Term volumes) 

• Short Term plus Project Conditions (project generated peak hour traffic volumes have been 
added to the Short Term conditions volumes to obtain the Short Term Plus Project volumes) 

• Year 2035 Conditions 

• Year 2035 plus Project Conditions 

All of the study intersections are all-way stop sign controlled, except for the intersection of N. 
Orchard Avenue/W. Monte Vista Avenue, which is signal controlled. The following intersections 
were identified by the City for analysis. 

• N. Orchard Avenue/Vaca Valley Road/Farrell Road 

• N. Orchard Avenue/Fruitvale Road 

• Gibson Canyon Road/Fruitvale Road 

• N. Orchard Avenue/W. Monte Vista Avenue 

Traffic count data was taken at all study intersections on Thursday, February 15, 2018, and were 
evaluated for average weekday AM and PM peak hour operations. The AM peak hour is defined 
as the one-hour of peak traffic flow (which is the highest total volume count over four 
consecutive 15-minute count periods) counted between 7:00 am and 9:00 am on a typical 
weekday. The PM peak hour is defined as the one hour of peak traffic flow counted between 
4:00 pm and 6:00 pm on a typical weekday. Schools in the area were in regular session and no 
unknown special event were occurring in the area at the time the traffic counts were taken. 

Table 5 shows the existing conditions at these four intersections. All of the study intersections 
currently operate at or above the threshold LOS under Existing Conditions. 

Table 5 
Existing Conditions Intersection Operations 

# Intersection 
Control 

Type Target LOS 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 
1 N. Orchard Ave/Vaca Valley 

Rd/Farrell Rd 
AWSC Mid-D 9.1 A 8.0 A 

2 N. Orchard Ave/Fruitvale Rd AWSC Mid-D 11.2 B 11.0 B 
3 Gibson Canyon Rd/Fruitvale Rd AWSC Mid-D 12.8 B 12.5 B 
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Table 5 
Existing Conditions Intersection Operations 

# Intersection 
Control 

Type Target LOS 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 
4 N. Orchard Ave/W. Monte Vista 

Ave 
Signal Mid-D 23.0 C 21.7 C 

Source: Appendix G 
Notes: 
1 AWSC = All-Way Stop Control 
2  LOS = Delay based on average of all approaches for AWSC, Signal 

Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Facilities 

N. Orchard Avenue, from W. Monte Vista Avenue to Farrell Road, contains continuous 
sidewalks along the west side of the roadway. The east side of the roadway has sidewalks along 
the majority of the roadway, with the exception of where the proposed project would be located. 

Fruitvale Road, from Dunsmuir Street to Gibson Canyon Road, contains continuous sidewalks 
along the south side of the roadway, with the exception of where the proposed project would be 
located and near the intersection of Gibson Canyon Road and Fruitvale Road. The north side 
contains sporadic sidewalks along the roadway. 

There is an existing Class I bike path from Foothill Drive to Farrell Road and proposed Class III 
bike lanes proposed along N. Orchard Avenue from W. Monte Vista Avenue to Farrell Road and 
along Fruitvale Road from Dunsmuir Street to Stinson Avenue. 

The nearest bus stop to the project site served by route 4 is located at the transit Plaza near 
the intersection of Dobbins Street and Monte Vista Avenue, approximately 1.4 miles from 
the project site. 

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan (revised) 
Transportation Element adopted on October 24, 2017: 

• Policy TR-P3.1: Endeavor to maintain LOS C as the LOS goal at all intersections and 
interchanges to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of people, goods and services. 
Strive to design improvements to provide a LOS goal of C, based on the City’s most 
recent 20+year traffic forecast including signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

• Policy TR-P3.2: At signalized and all-way stop control intersections, LOS mid-D shall 
be the LOS significance threshold. At two-way stop control intersections, LOS D shall be 
the LOS significance threshold. 
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• Policy TR-P3.4: The City may allow LOS above the established LOS significance 
thresholds for a particular location as an interim level of service where improvements are 
programmed by the City that will improve the level of service to an acceptable level. 

• Policy TR-P3.6: Require all roads to comply with the City’s Standard Specification for 
Public Improvements document for the City’s roadway network. 

• Policy TR-P4.2: As part of development approvals, require reasonable demonstration 
that traffic improvements necessary to mitigate development in accordance with policies 
TR-P3.1 through TR-P3.3 will be in place in time to accommodate trips generated by the 
project, or satisfy findings identified in policies TR-P3.4 and TR-P3.5. 

• Policy TR-P4.3: In order to ensure that adequate roadway capacity is provided for the 
buildout of the General Plan and that new development does not preclude the 
construction of adequate circulation facilities, require all new development to provide 
right-of-way dedications consistent with this Transportation Element (Figure TR-6). 

• Policy TR-P6.1: Discourage unnecessary through-traffic in residential areas through 
circulation system design and planning. 

• Policy TR-P6.3: Consider traffic calming measures consistent with the City’s traffic 
calming policies and approved by the City as part of development proposals in an effort 
to lower vehicle speeds and enhance mobility for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

• Policy TR-P7.2: Require that new and existing on-street bicycle lanes be striped, signed, 
and maintained to encourage their use.  

• Policy TR-P7.3: Require that new development applications include transit amenities, 
such as bus stops, bus bays, transit shelters, benches and on-site drop-off locations, as 
appropriate, or explain why these features are infeasible or unnecessary. 

• Policy TR-P7.4: Require that new development applications design roadway networks to 
accommodate transit vehicles and facilitate efficient transit routes. 

• Policy TR-P7.6: Require that new development applications design roadway networks to 
accommodate on-street bicycle lanes, and only allow bicycle routes with sharrows when 
on-street bicycle lanes are impractical or infeasible.  

• Policy TR-P7.7: Require that new roadway networks be designed as a grid pattern to 
reduce circuitous travel patterns and improve access and circulation for all modes.  

• Policy TR-P7.8: Prioritize transportation improvements that support and enhance 
travel by transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes to and from designated Priority 
Development Areas (PDA). 
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• Policy TR-P8.4: Require that new development applications include bike paths or bike 
lanes, when appropriate.  

• Policy TR-P8.5: Enhance and improve bicycle connections between neighborhoods and 
between neighborhoods and significant destinations, such as parks, schools, transit stops 
and transit centers, shopping centers, and employment centers. 

• Policy TR-P9.2: Design separated pedestrian paths and trails to be convenient, 
visible and safe. 

Discussion 

a, b) Under the General Plan 2035 conditions, 34 of the 100 study intersections would exceed 
the City’s LOS standards during one or both peak hours (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.14-
41). Of these 34 intersections, four intersections were identified in the western portion of 
the City that would serve the project site or are located within the vicinity of the project 
site: Foothill Drive at Pleasant Valley Drive, Monte Vista at Orchard Avenue, Monte 
Vista at Browns Valley Parkway, and Monte Vista at Dobbins Street. These intersections 
are within the vicinity of the project site but anticipated to receive only limited traffic 
from the project. The General Plan EIR concluded that with mitigation traffic impacts 
would be reduced to less than significant. Improvements required at the intersection of I-
80 and Leisure Town Road are not within the City’s jurisdiction and since the City 
cannot assure the timing, right-of-way and funding for improvements this impact was 
determined to be significant and unavoidable.  

The TIS prepared for the project determined that the project would generate 95 AM and 
151 PM peak hour trips (see Table 4 in Appendix G0. The TIS evaluated the study 
intersections and concluded that each intersection would operate at better than the mid-
LOS D threshold under Existing plus Project conditions, Short Term plus Project 
conditions, and Year 2034 (cumulative) conditions, as shown in Tables 5, 6 and 7 in 
Appendix G. In addition, both project driveways are projected to operate acceptably 
without adding turn lanes to either of the project driveways (Appendix G). The project’s 
traffic impacts would be less than significant and would not result in a significant impact 
peculiar to the project site or change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR 
and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

3.  The Nut Tree Airport is within the City limits and under the General Plan this area 
would be consistent with existing development and with airport operation requirements 
(City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.14-72). General Plan policies limit residential development 
in areas impacted by potential hazards from airport uses and requires working with the 
Solano County Airport Land Use Commission to prevent development that could affect 
air traffic patterns due to its nature or height. The General Plan EIR concluded that future 
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development would have a less-than-significant impact on air traffic patterns. The project 
site is not located within the Nut Tree Airport Land Use Compatibility Zone. This impact 
has been adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the 
General Plan and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

4.  Future development in the City would increase residential and commercial land uses 
requiring modification of existing roadways and construction of new roadways to support 
growth (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.14-72). Roadway improvements are required to 
comply with the City’s Standard Specifications for Public Improvements, which would 
reduce potential hazards due to roadway design or incompatible uses. General Plan 
policies require arterial and collector roadways to meet LOS standards to avoid traffic 
diversion and to discourage traffic on local streets. The General Plan EIR concluded that 
designing roadway improvements in accordance with City standards and General Plan 
policies would ensure that future development does not significantly increase hazards due 
to design features. This impact would be less than significant. The project does not 
require any roadway improvements with the exception of adding curb, gutter and 
sidewalks along Orchard Avenue. The proposed project is required to comply with 
General Plan policies and City standards related to design and LOS. This impact would 
be less than significant and, therefore, has been adequately addressed and would not 
change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR.  

5. General Plan policies related to LOS standards, integrated roadway networks and arterial 
roadway design would ensure efficient circulation and adequate access are provided 
throughout the City, which would help facilitate emergency response (City of Vacaville 
2013, p. 4.14-73). However, the General Plan EIR found that 34 intersections would fall 
below an acceptable LOS standard as a result of future development, and these 
intersections may not be able to be mitigated when the improvements are needed (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.14-74). The General Plan EIR concluded that this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable. The impacted intersections are not located within the 
western portion of the City in the vicinity of the project site and would not likely be used 
by the project residents. The project includes two points for ingress/egress and has been 
designed to meet the fire department’s requirements for emergency access. Therefore, 
this impact would be less than significant. This impact has been adequately addressed and 
would not change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for 
requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

6. The General Plan contains policies to provide for an integrated network of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities as well as public transit (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.14-74). General 
Plan policies are designed to enhance and construct bike route networks throughout the 
City, develop continuous pedestrian walkways within the Downtown and residential 
neighborhoods, add pedestrian trials, and support expansion of transit network services. 
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Under the General Plan, new development is required to include transit amenities unless 
justification for non-provision is provided, bike paths or bike lanes when appropriate, and 
adequate public and private bicycle parking and storage facilities. The General Plan EIR 
concluded that implementation of General Plan policies would ensure that future 
development would support and not conflict with plans, programs and policies regarding 
bicycle or pedestrian facilities and the impact would be less than significant (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.14-75).  

The proposed project includes a multi-purpose pedestrian/bike trail around the perimeter 
of the project to facilitate access. The project site is not currently served by public transit, 
but the nearest bus stop to the project site is at the transit plaza near the intersection of 
Dobbins Street and Monte Vista Avenue, and is served by Bus Route 4. The project site 
is approximately 1.4 miles from this stop. The project is consistent with the General Plan 
and would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. This impact has been adequately addressed and would not 
change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring 
further CEQA review are not met. 

 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.17  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project? 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources 
Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms 
of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, 
or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 

   

 i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

   

 ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying 
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 
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Environmental Setting 

A constraints level archeological review of the project site was conducted in October 2017 
to determine the cultural sensitivity of the project site. A copy of the Cultural Resources 
Evaluation Report for the Eldredge Property (Farmstead) Project, Solano County, 
California is included as Appendix F. 

Dudek contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on March 27, 2018, to 
request a search of its Sacred Lands File (SLF) for the proposed project site and surrounding 
area. The NAHC responded on March 30, 2018, indicating that the search did not identify any 
Native American resources in the vicinity of the project site (Appendix F). The Cultural 
Resources Evaluation also reviewed the buildings located on the project site to determine 
eligibility for listing on a federal or state list of historic resources. Based on the architectural 
evaluation none of the buildings were determined eligible for listing on a federal or state list of 
historic resources.  

Native American Cultural Resources 

Native American cultural resources are not limited to physical archaeological resources with 
scientific significance, but could also include cultural landscapes, tribal cultural resources, and 
non-unique archaeological resources. The Vacaville area was a part of the ancestral territory of 
Native Americans, and there is the potential for unrecorded tribal cultural resources (TCRs) to be 
present in the area (City of Vacaville 2015a, p. COS-21-22).  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy COS-P6.1: Consult with those Native American Tribes with ancestral ties to 
the Vacaville city limits regarding proposed new development projects and land use 
policy changes. 

• Policy COS-P6.3: Require that areas found to contain significant historic or prehistoric 
artifacts be examined by a qualified consulting archaeologist or historian for appropriate 
protection and preservation. 

• Policy COS-P6.4: Require that if cultural resources, including archaeological or 
paleontological resources, are uncovered during grading or other on-site excavation 
activities, construction shall stop until appropriate mitigation is implemented. 
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Discussion 

1. (i,ii) Based on a search of the NAHC Sacred Lands File no sacred sites were identified in 
or near the project area (see Appendix F). To determine if the local tribes have any TCRs 
in the area, as a courtesy the City reached out to the Yocha Dehe Tribe (Tribe). 
Communications are summarized below.  

• May 18, 2018 – mailed initial letter to Tribe informing them about the project. 

• June 6, 2018 – received mailed notice from Tribe with request to meet with City staff. 

• June 13, 2018 – telephone call to contact listed on the Tribe’s letter; Riemann Rouse; 
wrong number. Sent email to contact listed, attached requested information, and 
requested a return contact for meeting. 

• June 18, 2018 – telephone call to Yocha Dehe Tribe general number and was directed 
to Mr. Rouse. Mr. Rouse indicated he would review the information provided and 
would get back in touch regarding a meeting .  

• June 26, 2018 – follow up email to Mr. Rouse.  

• July 6, 2018 – telephone call and left a message for Mr. Rouse following up on prior 
telephone call and email.  

• July 27, 2018 – meeting with Mr. Rouse.  

Consistent with Policy COS-P6.1, and based on the meeting with Mr. Rouse and a 
subsequent letter sent to the City from Mr. Rouse, the project applicant has agreed to 
allow a representative from the Yocha Dehe Tribe to be on site during ground 
disturbing activities to monitor if any TCRs or other important Native American 
resources are unearthed. This obligation would be included as part of the project’s 
Conditions of Approval. The project is consistent with the General Plan policies 
related to cultural resources and would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding cultural resources, including TCRs. This impact has been 
adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the General 
Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

  

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.18  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project? 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?    
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Significant 
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to Project or 
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Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

   

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

   

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

   

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

   

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?    

 

Environmental Setting 

Water 

The City has three primary water sources: the Solano Project, State Water Project (SWP) water 
and settlement water from the North Bay Aqueduct (NBA), and groundwater sources (City of 
Vacaville 2015a, p. PUB-18). From the Solano Project, the City is entitled to 5,750 acre-feet per 
year (AFY) of water through its own annual allocation (entitlement) from Solano County Water 
Agency (SCWA) and an additional allocation from SID through a master water agreement 
executed in 1995 and amended most recently in 2018. The schedule incrementally increases the 
annual entitlement from 2,500 AFY in 2010 to 10,050 AFY in 2040. In 2015, the City had 8,875 
AFY in allocation, but used only 6,214 AFY (City of Vacaville 2011a, NV5 2017). From the 
SWP, the City receives an annual allocation of 8,978 AFY (NV5 2017). In addition, the City 
receives an annual allocation of up to 9,320 AFY of Settlement Water (available by the State 
Department of Water Resources), of which only an average of 25 to 30% has been made 
available per year (City of Vacaville 2011a, NV5 2017).  

The City has 10 operating groundwater wells, most of which are located in the Elmira well field, 
and can provide up to 7,000 AFY of potable water (NV5 2017).The City’s total water supply 
available in 2015 from groundwater, and surface water was approximately 34,173 AFY. The 
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actual amount of water provided to the City in 2015 was 13,205 AFY (City of Vacaville 2011a, 
NV5 2017). The total water supply (allocation or safe yield) available to the City in 2040 will be 
approximately 42,198 AFY (NV5 2017). 

The North Bay Regional Water Treatment Plant (NBR Plant) co-owned by both the City of Vacaville 
and the City of Fairfield is operated by the City of Fairfield and has a design capacity of 40 mgd, of 
which the City of Vacaville is dedicated 13.3 mgd of the design capacity. The NBR Plant draws 
water from the Sacramento River Delta via the NBA, as well as Solano Project water from the Putah 
South Canal (City of Vacaville 2011, NV5 2017). The Diatomaceous Earth (DE Treatment Plant 
owned and operated by the City has a design capacity of 10 mgd but produces an average of 3.36 
mgd when in operation with Solano Project water from Putah South Canal.  

The proposed project would tie into the City’s existing 12-inch water lines located within both N. 
Orchard Avenue and Fruitvale Road. The project would install a series of 8-inch water lines 
located with project roadways. The project’s irrigation water would be provided by the City’s 
potable water system.  

The City’s General Plan EIR notes that the N. Orchard area of the City has issues related to fire 
flow and residential peak hour water demand. The City’s 1990 Water Master Plan notes that 
water pressure below 20 pounds per square inch (psi) is not acceptable to ensure adequate water 
pressure is available for fire suppression, per Section 64602 of the California Waterworks 
Standards. The Master Plan notes 20-30 psi is acceptable for fire suppression, but a range of 
between 30-88 psi is recommended (Nolte 1990, p. 7-8).  

The project is expected to generate a water demand of approximately 35,700 gpd (or 13.03 
million gallons per year) during operation, as shown in Table 6. During construction, 
approximately 1,000 gallons of recycled (non-potable) water is estimated to be used per acre of 
disturbed area for dust control during high-wind weather and high-traffic areas. 

Table 6 
Proposed Project Projected Water Demand 

Residential Units 
Average Gallons per 

day/per unit Peak Water Demand (gpd) Total Water Demand (gpd) 
130 265 1,250 35,700 

Source: City of Vacaville, 2018. 

Wastewater 

The City maintains the wastewater collection system to areas surrounding the project site. The 
City owns and operates the Easterly Wastewater Treatment Plant (EWWTP) located east of the 
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City and adjacent to the unincorporated Town of Elmira. The EWWTP has an average dry 
weather flow (ADWF) capacity of 15 mgd and a 55 mgd peak hour wet weather flow (City of 
Vacaville 2014b). The average day annual wastewater treated at the EWWTP for the years 1999 
through 2016 range from 5.9 to 8.5 mgd. In 2015, the City completed the necessary facility 
upgrades to the EWWTP that were required to comply with Waste Discharger Order (WDO) R5-
2008-0055, NPDES Permit No. CA007769 and Time Schedule Order R5-2008-0056. Additional 
modifications to meet the current WDO R5-2014-0072-01 included denitrification improvements 
to meet effluent nitrate limits and construction of tertiary effluent filters to meet the California 
Code of Regulations Title 22 requirements. The City’s wastewater collection system consists of 
sewer lines ranging in diameter from 6- to 54-inches, seven City-maintained lift stations, and 
associated facilities (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-29).  

Existing sewer lines are located along N. Orchard Avenue, Fruitvale Road, and Eldridge Avenue. 
Sewer from the project would be conveyed to a 21-inch sewer main in Fruitvale Road.  

The project would install 8-inch sewer lines within all roadways to service the residences.  

The project is expected to generate approximately 31,200 gallons per day of wastewater (or 13 million 
gallons per year) during operation, as shown in Table 7. During construction, construction worker 
wastewater would be handled through a portable restroom company and hauled off site.  

Table 7 
Proposed Project Projected Demand in Wastewater Generation 

Residential Units 
Average gallons per day  

per dwelling unit 
Dry weather flow  

for wastewater (gpd) 

Peak wet weather flow 
 (2.5 peaking factor) of wastewater 

(gpd) 
130 240 31,200 78,000 

Source: City of Vacaville, 2018. 

Stormwater 

The City is located within four watersheds, Gibson Canyon Creek, Ulatis Creek, Horse Creek 
and Alamo Creek, all of which are part of the larger 150 square mile Ulatis Creek watershed 
(City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-40). The project site is located within the Upper Ulatis Creek 
Hydrologic Unit. The natural, unaltered portions of the creeks generally do not have adequate 
flow capacity to convey a 100-year storm event, while the modified natural channels were 
designed to provide a 10-year or 50-year level of protection (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-42). 
The City has several regional detention basins, both natural and constructed, that reduce the flow 
in the creeks before reaching the City in order to reduce flooding. Storm drains within the City 
are required to convey the 10-year design flows and in order to accommodate surface drainage, 
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the City requires that streets and public rights-of-way be designed to provide overland release of 
runoff for the 100-year storm (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-43).  

Solid Waste and Recycling  

Recology Vacaville Solano provides solid waste, yard waste and recyclable materials collection 
in the City. The City’s 2010 per capita disposal rate was 4.9 pounds per resident per day, which 
is below the City’s target disposal rate of 6.5 pounds per resident per day (City of Vacaville 
2013, p. 4.15-47). Solid waste collected by Recology is deposited at the Hay Road Landfill 
(SWFP 48-AA-0002) located at 6426 Hay Road in Vacaville. The Hay Road Landfill has a 
permitted daily capacity of 2,400 tons and a total capacity of 37 million cubic yards (Cal Recycle 
2018). The landfill receives approximately 136,066 tons of solid waste, of which 81,268 tons is 
from Vacaville (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-48). The landfill has a remaining capacity of 
30.4 million cubic yards and is projected to reach capacity in 2069 (Cal Recycle 2018). The 
Household Hazardous Waste Facility, operated by Recology Vacaville Solano, accepts disposal 
of household hazardous waste (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-48). The project is expected to 
generate approximately 318.53 tons per year of waste during operation. Demolition of on-site 
structures (approximately 3,000 square feet of residences and 2,000 square feet of outbuildings) 
would generate approximately 50 tons (320 cubic-yards) of solid waste. The project would 
require approximately eight 40 cubic-yard debris bins with a capacity of approximately 6.25 tons 
per bin (Lirette, 2018).  

Recyclable material generated by the proposed project would be taken to the Recology Vallejo facility 
located in Vallejo. Unrecyclable solid waste would be taken to the Hay Road Landfill l in Vacaville.  

Listed below are relevant policies from the City of Vacaville General Plan adopted on 
August 11, 2015: 

• Policy COS-P13.4: Require new development to incorporate Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) for water use and efficiency and demonstrate specific water conservation measures. 

• Policy COS-P13.7: Explore installation of dual plumbing in large, new commercial 
and/or residential developments to enable future use of recycled non-potable water 
generated on- or off-site. 

• Policy COS-P14.3: Encourage pest-tolerant landscapes using native plants to minimize 
the need for pesticides.  

• Policy COS-P14.5: Require the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
to minimize erosion, sedimentation, and water quality degradation resulting from 
construction or from new impervious surfaces.  
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• Policy PUB-P9.9: Require construction sites provide for the salvage, reuse, or recycling 
of construction and demolition materials and debris.  

• Policy PUB-P12.1: Prohibit any development that will not meet standards of water 
service. All service standards shall be met prior to project occupancy.  

• Policy PUB-P12.3: Require new development provides fair share funding for all required 
water utility infrastructure and facilities.  

• Policy PUB-P12.4: Require that new development designate water service corridor 
easements or routes when tentative maps or specific plans are approved.  

• Policy PUB-P13.4: Plan, construct, and maintain wastewater treatment facilities to 
provide a level of wastewater treatment that meets State discharge requirements and to 
plan for expanding wastewater treatment capacity, consistent with anticipated needs. 

• Policy PUB-14.3: Ensure that new development provides adequate funding for all 
wastewater infrastructure and facilities.  

• Policy PUB-P14.4: Prohibit any development that will not maintain adequate standards for 
wastewater service. All wastewater service standards shall be met prior to project occupancy. 

• Policy PUB-P14.5: Require that new development designate sewer easements or routes 
when tentative maps or specific plans are approved.  

• Policy SAF-P3.1: Evaluate the storm drainage needs for each project; this evaluation 
should account for projected runoff volumes and flow rates once the drainage area is fully 
developed. In the Alamo Creek watershed upstream of Peabody Road (including Alamo, 
Laguna, and Encinosa creeks), require post-development 10-year and 100-year peak 
flows to be reduced to 90% of predevelopment levels. In the remainder of Vacaville, for 
development involving new connections to creeks, peak flow shall not exceed 
predevelopment levels for 10- and 100-year storm events. 

• Policy SAF-P3.2: Continue to require development impact fees to fund necessary storm 
drainage improvements, including drainage detention basins. 

• Policy SAF-P3.4: Require that new development designate storm drainage easements or 
routes when tentative maps or specific plans are approved.  

Discussion 

1. Future development within the City is expected to increase flows to the Easterly WWTP 
to 16.2 mgd by 2035 (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-35). This would exceed the current 
treatment capacity of the plant by approximately 8%, and per the City’s NPDES permit, 
the City is required to have a plan in place for expanding the Easterly WWTP by the time 
flows are expected to reach 15 mgd (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-35). Recent 
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improvements to the Easterly WWTP allow for compliance with new NPDES permit 
discharge requirements, but did not add capacity over the current 15 mgd (City of 
Vacaville 2018). The City is required to plan, construct and maintain wastewater 
treatment facilities to meet State discharge requirements and to plan for expanding 
wastewater treatment capacity consistent with anticipated needs under General Plan 
policy PUB-P13.4. The General Plan EIR concluded that with implementation of General 
Plan policy PUB-P13.4, future development including development of the project site 
would have a less-than-significant impact on meeting wastewater treatment requirements.  

The proposed project would develop 130 dwelling units, resulting in an operational 
generation of approximately 35,700 gpd or 13.03 million gallons per year, shown in Table4. 
During peak wet weather flows, a peaking factor of 2.5 is used by the City’s Design 
Standards Section DS 6, Sanitary Sewer System (City of Vacaville, 2018), resulting in a peak 
daily flow of 78,000 gpd, which is within the General Plan EIR assumptions for increase in 
wastewater requiring treatment. The proposed project would not exceed wastewater 
treatment requirements of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
would not result in a new impact that was not previously analyzed in the General Plan EIR 
and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

2.  The project would result in an estimated water usage of 35,700 gpd or 13,030,500 
million gallons per year (or 39.99 acre-feet per year), shown in Table 4. The City has 
sufficient water to meet its customers’ needs through 2040, including the proposed 
project. This is based on continued application of the water conservation ordinance 
and on-going conjunctive use of water supply sources. The City’s current UWMP 
addresses the current and projected use and distribution plans for recycled water, 
which would further reduce water usage demands for future development within the 
City (City of Vacaville 2016).  

The City has identified facilities improvements which include expansion of the NBR Plant, 
increased hours of production at the DE Plant, addition of three new main zone reservoirs 
and a new upper zone reservoir, construction of three new groundwater wells and 
replacement of five existing wells, and construction of new transmission and distribution 
system water mains (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-16-19). In January 2016, the City 
adopted a series of water service rate increases designed to generate an annual increase in 
revenues over the next five years. The City intends to combine the increased water rates, 
capital replacement funds, water connection fees, direct develop construction, and various 
long-term financing options, to raise the necessary revenue to fund and implement the 
construction of water production, treatment, and transmission facilities currently defined in 
the Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) and Water Master Plan. 
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The City has identified the N. Orchard area of the City as having issues related to fire 
flow and residential peak hour water demand. The City’s 1990 Water Master Plan notes 
that water pressure below 20 pounds per square inch (psi) is not acceptable to ensure 
adequate water pressure is available for fire suppression. The master plan notes 20-30 psi 
is acceptable for fire suppression, but a range of between 30-88 psi is recommended 
(Nolte 1990, p. 7-8). 

To address how the proposed project could affect existing water pressure and required fire 
flow pressure in this area, the City’s consultant, NV5, evaluated if the project would affect 
existing water distribution system resulting in a decline in acceptable water pressure under 
both average water demand and maximum water demand scenarios (see Appendix H). Under 
existing conditions, the average water pressure in the residential areas north and northwest of 
Fruitvale Road generally ranges from 40 to 45 psi. West of Orchard Avenue water pressure 
generally falls within 40 to 42 psi and to the south and east water pressure generally ranges 
from 43 to 48 psi. There are a few residential areas farther to the west and southwest where 
water pressure is lower and ranges between 36 to 39 psi. Under existing conditions, all of 
these areas are within the recommended water pressure guidelines as set forth in the Water 
Master Plan and well above the acceptable water pressure minimum of 20 psi. The project’s 
water demand for 130 residences would result in no more than a one (1) psi reduction in 
water pressure under both average and maximum day demand in limited areas to the 
northeast of Fruitvale Road and south of the project site. A one (1) psi reduction in water 
pressure would not result in noticeable changes in performance for household uses. Based on 
this analysis the proposed project would not significantly affect the City’s existing water 
distribution system or water pressure in the area and would not adversely impact the required 
fire flow water pressure standards to the extent that would require the construction of new 
water infrastructure facilities. 

Expansion of the Easterly WWTP would be required to accommodate future 
development through 2040 to increase capacity beyond 15.0 mgd (City of Vacaville 
2013, p. 4.15-36). It is likely that additional new or expanded facilities would also be 
needed to serve future development, the construction of which could significantly impact 
the environment. The construction or expansion of facilities would be subject to project-
specific environmental review. The General Plan EIR concluded that General Plan 
policies to promote water conservation and reduce potential impacts of new or expanded 
production facilities for water and wastewater would reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level. The proposed project would not require the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities, distribution lines or require the expansion of existing 
facilities; therefore, the impact would not change from what was identified in the General 
Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 
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3. The increase in impervious surfaces from future development would generate additional 
stormwater runoff that, without new or expanded storm drainage facilities, would endanger 
public safety and the environment (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-44). Compliance with 
General Plan policies would ensure that adequate storm drainage facilities for existing and 
new development would be provided. The General Plan EIR determined that new 
stormwater drainage facilities would still be needed to accommodate anticipated new 
development and any new or expanded facilities would be subject to project-level 
environmental review. The General Plan EIR concluded that future development impacts to 
stormwater drainage facilities would be less than significant.  

The proposed project would develop approximately 12-acres of currently undeveloped land, 
which would increase impervious surface and generate additional runoff. The City has stated 
that the existing drainage system has capacity to support the proposed project. The City uses 
detention fees to provide stormwater detention with regional stormwater detention facilities 
in lieu of individual project-specific detention improvements. The proposed project would 
pay the City’s detention fees to reimburse the City for transmission sized storm drain 
facilities. Impacts related to drainage have been addressed within the General Plan EIR and 
the project would not result in a new impact that was not analyzed in the General Plan and, 
the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met. 

4. The General Plan EIR determined that the projected increase in water demand for future 
development is 26.2 mgd or 29,350 AFY (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-21). As 
discussed in the Setting above, in 2035 the City would be allocated 41,653 AFY of water, 
which would be adequate to meet the average daily potable water demand without 
requiring additional water supply entitlements (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-21). 
Development of the project site with these land uses was assumed in the City’s General 
Plan and evaluated in the General Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR concluded that this 
impact would be less than significant. The proposed project would generate a water 
demand of 37,500 gpd, which was factored into the General Plan EIR analysis. 
Therefore, the impact has been adequately addressed and would not change from what 
was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA 
review are not met.  

5. As discussed in item (b) above, wastewater generated by future development in 2035 
would exceed the capacity of the Easterly WWTP and flows collected throughout the 
City would exceed the capacity of certain sewer lines and lift stations. Impacted facilities 
would require replacement with larger facilities or the construction of new collection 
system routes (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-37). Compliance with General Plan 
policies would ensure sufficient wastewater treatment capacity is available to serve the 
projected demand in addition to existing demand. The General Plan EIR concluded that 
this impact would be less than significant. Impacts related to adequate capacity in the 
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treatment plant have been addressed within the General Plan EIR and the project would 
not result in a new impact that was not previously analyzed in the General Plan EIR. 

f, g) As discussed in the Setting above, the Hay Road Landfill has a permitted daily capacity 
of 2,400 tons, a total capacity of 37 million cubic yards and remaining capacity of 
approximately 30.4 million cubic yards. The proposed project would develop 130 
residential units, for a total of 356 persons. According to the most current information 
available, the City is meeting the state-mandated diversion goal of 6.5 pounds per 
person per day and has an actual per capita disposal rate of 4.9 pounds per person per 
day (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-47). The proposed project would generate 
approximately 1,745.38 pounds per day, or 637,063.7 pounds, or approximately 318.53 
tons per year of waste during operation. Demolition of on-site structures 
(approximately 3,000 square feet of residences and 2,000 square feet of outbuildings) 
would generate approximately 50 tons (320 cubic-yards) of solid waste. The project 
would require approximately eight 40 cubic-yard debris bins with a capacity of 
approximately 6.25 tons per bin (Lirette, 2018). The General Plan EIR concluded that 
the Hay Road Landfill would have sufficient capacity to serve future development, 
which accounts for the project, and the impact would be less than significant.  

It is anticipated that recycling efforts would continue and potentially increase, which 
would hold steady or potentially decrease the per capita solid waste disposal rate (City of 
Vacaville 2013, p. 4.15-51). Compliance with General Plan policies would help reduce 
per capita solid waste disposal and increase recycling in the City. The General Plan EIR 
concluded that future development would comply with federal, State and local solid 
waste statutes and impacts would be less than significant. Waste generation for the 
proposed project was included within the General Plan EIR’s development assumptions, 
and the proposed project would not significantly impact the capacity of solid waste 
facilities, therefore the impact has been adequately addressed and would not change from 
what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA 
review are not met.  
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Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact due to 

New Information 

Impact 
Adequately 

Addressed in 
General Plan EIR 

3.19  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality 
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

   

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

   

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

   

 

Discussion 

1. The proposed project has the potential to affect biological resources including special-
status species. The project’s potential to impact biological resources would be less than 
significant through compliance with General Plan policies which includes compliance 
with the Solano HCP. The likelihood for special-status species to occur on the project site 
is minimal, as provided in the biological resources evaluation due to the highly disturbed 
nature of the site, the lack of high-quality habitat, and rigorous landscaping practices held 
by the previous landowners. The project site includes seven structures, two of which are 
residences and one is occupied. Development of the project site would not result in the 
loss of important examples of major periods in California history or prehistory and 
compliance with existing requirements and General Plan policies would ensure impacts 
are reduced to less than significant. Impacts associated with these resources have been 
adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the General Plan 
EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.  

2. The proposed project was included in the future development assumptions evaluated in 
the General Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR concluded that cumulative impacts to 
agricultural resources, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, population and housing and 
traffic would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project would develop 
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approximately 15.82-acres of agricultural and developed land. Future development in 
Solano County is estimated to convert over 21,000 acres of agricultural land to urban 
uses by 2030 (City of Vacaville 2013, p. 4.2-24). Future growth in Vacaville would 
contribute to the cumulatively significant loss of agriculture in the region, however the 
project site consists of grazing land which is not protected agricultural land. The amount 
of regional growth projected and the decisions of surrounding counties regarding the 
conversion of agricultural land is outside the City’s control, therefore, the General Plan 
EIR concluded that this impact is significant and unavoidable.  

Project-level air quality emissions resulting from construction and operation could 
contribute to a cumulative increase in air quality emissions. Future development 
under the General Plan could conflict with Executive Order S-03-05’s goal to reduce 
GHG emissions by 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 (City of Vacaville 2013 p. 4.7-
27). GHG emissions are cumulative in nature and the project’s potential GHG 
emissions were included in the City’s GHG projections for buildout of the General 
Plan and analyzed in the General Plan EIR. Additional reductions needed to meet the 
2050 target would likely come from State measures over which the City has no 
control or authority. All feasible GHG emissions reduction measures have been 
included in the ECAS and no further mitigation is available (City of Vacaville 2013 
p.4.7-28). Since GHG emissions are cumulative in nature, the General Plan EIR 
determined this impact to be significant and unavoidable.  

Population growth from future development under the General Plan would be cumulatively 
considerable in combination with anticipated population growth in other parts of Solano 
County and the surrounding region. It is not feasible to mitigate population growth under the 
General Plan to a less-than-significant level and the General Plan EIR concluded that this 
impact is significant and unavoidable (City of Vacaville 2013 p. 4.12-10).  

The General Plan EIR concluded that future development would contribute to significant 
cumulative traffic impacts. However, the project’s contribution to cumulative traffic impacts 
would not be significant and the impact was determined to be less than significant. The project 
would not result in a new or substantially increased significant impact that was not analyzed in 
the General Plan EIR and, therefore, the impact has been adequately addressed and would not 
change from what was identified in the General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further 
CEQA review are not met. 

3. The proposed project would generate an increase in air emissions associated with construction 
and operation that may directly or indirectly have an adverse effect on residents living in the 
area. The project’s increase in air emissions was determined to be less than significant and 
impacts have been adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the 
General Plan EIR and, the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.   
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APPENDIX A 
Air CalEEMod  
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APPENDIX B 
Geotechnical Report  
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APPENDIX C 
Phase I ESA and Lead/Arsenic Report  

Attachment V

111 of 116



APPENDIX D 
Arborist Report  
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APPENDIX E 
Biological Constraints Letter  
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APPENDIX F 
Cultural Resources Report  
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APPENDIX G 
Traffic Impact Study 

  

Attachment V

115 of 116



APPENDIX H 
Water Modeling Results 
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