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11. Erin L. Beavers, Director of Community Development, Planning Division, Community 
Development Department, City of Fairfield; January 25, 2010 
 
11.01 General Comment on DEIR Adequacy--deferral--many specific mitigation measures 

and programs are deferred to subdivision map phase; because many of the plan 
impacts are cumulative and should be addressed at the project-level, County should 
acknowledge this issue and develop mechanism to clearly address these overall 
project and cumulative impacts. 

 
 Response:  See Master Response C. 
 
11.02 Public Services and Utilities--Parks and Recreation--Rockville Hills Regional Park--

possible increase in residents using unauthorized access points; EIR should note 
expected use pattern and mitigate; may be opportunities at southern end of study area 
to develop alternative entrance to Rockville Hills Park; suggested mitigation:  work with 
City and stakeholders to study appropriateness of a new park entrance off Green 
Valley Road--mid-Green Valley entrance to Rockville Hills Park for vehicles, bicyclists 
and pedestrians. 

 
 Response:  Comment acknowledged.  No trail connection to Rockville Hills Park is 

proposed. 
 
11.03 Public Services and Utilities--Parks and Recreation--Rockville Hills Regional Park--

bicycle lanes--City suggests that County should formalize bicycle lanes along Rockville 
Road between Green Valley Road and the Park (no actual bicycle lanes now). 

 
 Response:  Rockville Road is not within the Specific Plan boundary.  No trail 

connection to Rockville Hills Park is proposed. 
 
11.04 Hydrology and Water Quality--stream sedimentation concern--serious ongoing issue in 

Hennessy and Green Valley creeks--mitigation should include developing detailed and 
specific plan for detention, sediment control basins, and velocity control/energy 
dissipation structures in the stream channels and at outlets to mitigate the generation 
and transport silts by and through project. 

 
 Response:  The Water Quality setting description on DEIR p. 11-6 explains that, 

pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act, the quality of storm water runoff discharging 
into plan area creeks is governed by the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES).  NPDES permits are required in Solano County for construction 
projects disturbing more than one acre of soil, animal feedlots, and agricultural 
activities above certain thresholds.  Increased agricultural activities facilitated by the 
Specific Plan would be subject to these existing permit requirements.  Permit issuance 
requires preparation of a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPP), an operational 
plan that identifies and describes best management practices (BMPs) to be 
implemented by the NPDES permit holder.  In response to this comment, Impact and 
Mitigation 11-2 pertaining to ongoing project impacts on water quality have been 
revised to add specific reference to the potential for plan-related increases in soil 
disturbance, erosion and sedimentation in surface water due to expanded and new 
agricultural activities, and the associated need to mitigate this potential impact through 
compliance with related requirements set forth in the County Storm Water 
Management Plan and NPDES permit issuance process, including implementation of 
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erosion and sedimentation control measures and best management practices for 
farming activities. 

 
11.05 Transportation and Circulation--DEIR suggests that future regional transportation 

project (examples cited in comment) will mitigate many of the DEIR-identified impacts. 
 
 Response:  The EIR authors concur with this comment.  Consistent with this comment, 

the DEIR indicates in section 17.1.3 on DEIR p. 17-14, and under Mitigation 17-1 on 
DEIR p. 17-27, that future implementation of the planned interjurisdictional I-80/I-
680/SR 12 Interchange Project would serve to mitigate the baseline and baseline-plus-
project impacts on three of the DEIR “study intersections.”  The EIR authors believe 
that the DEIR includes an adequate mitigation discussion for all identified significant 
transportation and circulation impacts. 

 
11.06 Transportation and Circulation--change all "VTA" references to "STA." 
 
 Response:  The suggested corrections have been made to DEIR p. 17-6.  See the 

revised version of DEIR p. 17-6 in section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, herein. 
 
11.07 Transportation and Circulation--Mitigation 17-1(1)--Green Valley Road/Westlake Drive 

intersection--significant impact to this intersection is not unavoidable--traffic signal as 
part of project would mitigate impacts to a less than significant level and should be 
installed prior to issuance of appropriate building permit trigger; would result in 
intersection dropping below City standard of LOS D. 

 
 Response:  The EIR has been changed to include a fair share contribution to a future 

traffic signal.  Please see revised version of Mitigation 17-1 in section 3, Revisions to 
the Draft EIR, herein. 

 
11.08 Transportation and Circulation--fair share mitigation responsibilities--DEIR 

acknowledges need for developer fair share participation in mitigating project impacts 
on local roadway system, but level of participation is unclear; mitigation should include 
an AB 1600 cost sharing program. 

 
 Response:  Please see revised version of Mitigation 17-1 in section 3, Revisions to the 

Draft EIR, herein.  The AB 1600 level of cost sharing detail is typically established at 
the “second tier” subdivision map approval level. 

 
11.09 Transportation and Circulation--Green Valley Rd./Business Center Dr. 

intersection--DEIR-proposed mitigation configuration not practical (biological and right-
of-way constraints).  City suggests construction of northbound and southbound right-
turn pockets as substitute mitigation. 

 
 Response:  The intent of Mitigation 17-1 language for the Green Valley Rd./Business 

Center Dr. intersection is to incorporate improvement plans that the EIR authors 
understood were currently being advocated by the City for anticipated impacts at this 
intersection with or without the project.  The ultimate (“second tier”) mitigation program 
developed by the City for this intersection would be applicable. 

 
11.10 Transportation and Circulation--Green Valley Rd. section north of Eastridge Dr.--

project will approx. double traffic volume on this segments and develop property next 
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to roadway--as part of initial development phase, segment that was annexed to City 
(approx. 1,800 feet) should be de-annexed and maintained by County as rural road, or 
reconstructed by City to arterial standards as part of project development. 

 
 Response:  Such mitigation details would be appropriately finalized at the “second-tier” 

individual development application phase.  See Master Responses B and C. 
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12. Larry Burch, P.E., 6 Spring Lane, Green Valley, CA  94534; January 25, 2010 
 
12.01 General EIR comment--development agreement--Development Agreement will define 

and assign the roles and responsibilities of the County, landowner and proposed 
Green Valley Conservancy in implementing the Specific Plan policies and EIR 
mitigations; it would have been good to have it available when reviewing the Draft EIR. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Response F. 
 
12.02 General EIR comment--Specific Plan implementation--The Planning Commission and 

Board of Supervisors should retain control over planning within the area, plus oversight 
of the proposed Conservancy, and step in if necessary. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Response H. 
 
12.03 General EIR comment--The Draft EIR gives the impression that mitigations will be 

implemented after the Conservancy is formed, which would occur after the first site 
plan application is filed.  The Conservancy and the Design Review Committee should 
be established soon after plan adoption to work with developers early in the process. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Response H. 
 
12.04 Executive Summary--required approvals--This section should indicate that the Specific 

Plan must incorporate the mitigation measures recommended in the EIR. 
 
 Response:  DEIR section 21.1 on DEIR p. 21-1 adequately explains that “Most of the 

environmental mitigation needs that have been identified in this EIR would either be 
incorporated into the Specific Plan itself or subject to effective monitoring through the 
County’s normal development review and approval process for subdivisions and other 
discretionary improvement activity in the plan area, and if necessary, during 
associated plan check and field inspection procedures.” 

 
12.05 Executive Summary--Where the County is listed in the Mitigation Responsibility 

column in Table ES-1, the EIR should more specifically indicate whether it would be 
the Conservancy, Design Review Committee or CSA that would be responsible for 
implementing the measure, and where the measure would involve the Development 
Agreement.  

 
 Response:  The DEIR does specifically indicate under each specific mitigation 

measure who would be responsible for implementing the measure, including 
indications as appropriate when the Conservancy Design Review Committee (advisory 
to the County) or CSA would have responsibility, and where a particular measure may 
be implemented all or in part through the Master Development Agreement. 

 
12.06 General EIR comment--The Draft EIR mitigations rely heavily on the Conservancy and 

the Design Review Committee.  The Design Review Committee should be immediately 
identified, bylaws established, and guidelines prepared for submitting, reviewing and 
processing site plans.  The Draft EIR should explain the implementation schedule, 
manner for establishing the committee, number and qualifications of members, and 
service terms. 
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 Response:  Please see Master Response H. 
 
12.07 Aesthetics--spill light, glare and sky glow--How would Mitigation 3-2 be monitored and 

enforced, for example, if improper lighting in violation of this measure were installed by 
an unaware homeowner? 

 
 Response:  Implementation of Mitigation 3-2, like all other DEIR mitigation measures 

and other County development policies and standards, would be carried out through 
incorporation into the Specific Plan as County policy and/or incorporation into the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan required as part of the EIR findings, and 
ultimately as specific conditions of individual subdivision approvals in the plan area.  
Failure to implement and maintain compliance with such requirements would represent 
violations subject to standard County zoning enforcement procedures (see County 
Code sec. 28-65). 

 
12.08 Biological Resources--riparian habitat--What entities will be responsible for preparing, 

reviewing and approving the Hennessey Creek Restoration Plan?  This should be 
explained in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP). 

 
 Response:  The DEIR explains on p. 6-62 that the Hennessey Creek Restoration Plan 

would be subject to approval by the CDFG and Water Board. 
 
12.09 Executive Summary--Should Mitigation 6-7 in Table ES-1 instead be Mitigation 6-6? 
 
 Response:  Yes; comment acknowledged.  See corresponding correction to DEIR 

Mitigation 6-7 in section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, herein. 
 
12.10 Climate Change--Mitigation 7-1 is unclear whether the standard of LEED Silver or 

better applies to private commercial and residential buildings.  Why wouldn’t the LEED 
Silver standard be required for all buildings?  Don’t County energy conservation 
policies and regulations apply to more than just public buildings? 

 
 Response:  In response to this comment, the word “public” has been replaced with 

“residential and commercial.”  See this revision to DEIR p. 7-16 in section 3, Revisions 
to the Draft EIR, herein. 

 
12.11 Climate Change--Mitigation 7-1, planting shade trees near buildings to reduce energy 

use could conflict with the Specific Plan design standard for rooftop solar systems.  
This mitigation measure should be revised to indicate how and by which entity this 
potential conflict would be monitored and resolved.   

 
 Response:  This issue can be readily resolved on a routine, building-specific design 

review basis. 
 
12.12 Hydrology and Water Quality--riparian setbacks--The wording of Mitigation 11-2 is 

confusing.  Which entity would make determinations regarding exceptions to 
setbacks?  What is the purpose of the setback if it doesn’t exclude development where 
protection is needed?  Exceptions should be limited to encroachments of less than 10 
percent of the buffer width.  Exceptions should require Department of Resource 
Management concurrence.  Differences of opinion between the Department of 
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Resource Management and the Conservancy should be resolved by the Planning 
Commission. 

 
 Response:  Riparian setback requirements and associated jurisdictional agency 

approval requirements are now specifically described in DEIR chapter 6 (Biological 
Resources) under Impact 6-4:  Impacts on Riparian Communities, and Mitigation 6-4, 
on DEIR pp. 6-61 through 6-63, and under Impact 6-5:  impacts on Wetlands, Streams 
and Ponds; and Mitigation 6-5, on DEIR pp. 6-63 through 6-66. 

 
12.13 Hydrology and Water Quality--Potential water quality impacts from wastewater 

treatment facility overflows during power outages, equipment malfunction or operator 
error should be discussed. 

 
 Response:  Please see response to similar comments 7.36 and 12.17. 
 
12.14 Public Services and Utilities--Water--The EIR should clearly indicate that the cost of 

verifying and mitigating groundwater drawdown affecting nearby existing wells would 
be borne by the County Service Area (CSA) and not by the owners of those existing 
wells, to avoid protracted conflicts over responsibility and ensure adverse effects are 
promptly remedied. 

 
 The Draft EIR does not address the Specific Plan proposal to use rainwater for toilet 

flushing, including maintenance requirements and how to ensure these systems will 
continue to be maintained and used by individual homeowners over time. 

 
 Response:  It is the proposed Specific Plan intent that the cost of verifying and 

mitigating any groundwater drawdown effects on nearby existing wells would be borne 
on a fair share basis by all properties within the CSA boundary, and not by the 
individual owners of existing wells, including wells outside the CSA boundary. 

 
 Regarding the proposed use of rainwater for toilet flushing and the need for associated 

long-term operation and maintenance assurances, these infrastructure details would 
be forthcoming when specific second-tier projects are under consideration.  The 
development of such detailed, site-specific information will occur during the required 
subsequent subdivision approval process, where under standard County subdivision 
review and approval procedures, such project details as ongoing implementation and 
maintenance requirements are considered and ultimately established with adoption of 
the Final Subdivision Map and County Service Area infrastructure specifications. 

 
12.15 Public Services and Utilities--Water--Mitigation 16-5 would be implemented for any 

“substantive” development application.  The Draft EIR should explain what constitutes 
a substantive development application. 

 
 Response:  The word “substantive” has been removed from DEIR Mitigation 16-5 in 

response to this comment; see the revised version of DEIR p. 16-37 in section 3, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR, herein. 

 
12.16 Public Services and Utilities--Water--Mitigation 16-6 states that, “…Formulation of this 

Wastewater Master Plan component to SID satisfaction would reduce this impact to a 
less than significant level.”  Does “formulation” mean planning?  Shouldn’t this be 
formulation and implementation? 
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 Response:  The Mitigation 16-6 verbiage provides sufficient mitigation assurance; the 

phrase “formulation of this Wastewater Plan component to SIP satisfaction” provides a 
sufficient performance standard. 

 
12.17 Public Services and Utilities--Wastewater--What emergency power supply or 

wastewater storage would be available for an on-site wastewater treatment plant under 
Option B during a power outage or extensive plant maintenance period?   

 
 Response:  The wastewater Option B system design would be required to incorporate 

standard State and County emergency provisions for power outage and standard 
interim backup provisions for plant maintenance. 

 
12.18 Public Services and Utilities--Fire Protection and Emergency Services--The EIR should 

consider a fair share contribution to upgrading the existing fire station near Falls 
School instead of building two costly new fire stations, since the Rockville Trails 
Estates fire station may never be built and, if a new emergency vehicle access road 
were built connecting Green Valley Estates, the existing fire station would provide 
quicker response times to the project than the proposed new stations.  

 
 Response:  Before the first subdivision map is approved, fire station needs will be met.  

Please also see response to comment 9.01.  
 
12.19 Public Services and Utilities--Fire Protection and Emergency Services--Mitigation 16-8 

is confusing regarding necessary project changes.  Why weren’t emergency vehicle 
access roads designed at the 18 foot width to ensure that they will meet Cordelia Fire 
Protection District standards? 

 
 Response:  The verbiage on DEIR p. 16-47 has been revised to correctly read, “...the 

emergency access roads (fire roads) proposed by the Specific Plan would have 16-
foot-wide pervious travel ways plus one-foot shoulders on each side, thereby meeting 
the 18-foot minimum width requirement of the CFPD.”  See this revision to DEIR p. 16-
47 in section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, herein.  All Specific Plan area road 
improvements would require review and approval by the County and CFPD. 

 
12.20 Executive Summary--mitigation implementation--The Draft EIR (p. ES-74) states that, 

“Implementation of most of the mitigation measures recommended in this Draft EIR 
could be effectively implemented through incorporation into the Specific Plan itself…”  
Shouldn’t this be “will be?”  Will the mitigation measures be incorporated into the 
Specific Plan? 

 
 Response:  Yes.  Comment acknowledged.  See corresponding correction to DEIR p. 

ES-74 in section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, herein.  Also, see related response 
12.04. 

 
12.21 Project Description--phasing--Draft EIR Figure 2.14 does not show the phasing of trails 

development.  The trails development schedule should be included in the EIR.  What 
are the implementation dates for the various trails?  Would the trail through the 
Nightingale Hills, a key mitigation for development, be delayed until Phase 3A?  Also, 
what is the schedule for the various main access roads?  Road development should be 
coordinated with emergency access roads for fire. 
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 Response:  Please see Master Response E. 
 
12.22 Project Description--vegetation screens and creek restoration--The two rows of trees 

planted to screen homes in the Biggs Subdivision from views from Green Valley Road, 
and the restoration of vegetation along the unnamed drainage through the Biggs 
Subdivision, should be done early to allow time to grow.  Were the planned rows of 
vegetation already included in the approval of the Biggs Subdivision? 

 
 Response:  The Biggs Subdivision is part of the DEIR “existing setting” baseline and 

not part of the proposed project (Specific Plan).  The DEIR therefore does not analyze 
the potential effectiveness of Biggs Subdivision landscaping improvements. 

 
12.23 Project Description--trail system--The legend for Figure 2.11 should contain a 

description for the trailhead “star.”  A trailhead should be shown in the Nightingale 
neighborhood.  A preferred alignment for the trails westward into the foothills from the 
Elkhorn and Three Creeks trailheads would be through the open space areas rather 
than paralleling the roads to the rural houses, as shown.  This would be more 
consistent with General Plan Policy RSP-42 and would provide better fire fighting 
access.  How will the trail alignments be selected and what public involvement will 
there be?  The roads needed for access to the water tanks should be shown in Figures 
2.11 and 2.12. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Response E.  There is no trailhead proposed in the 

Specific Plan for the Nightingale Neighborhood. 
 
 Public involvement has been adequately provided for throughout the preparation of the 

Specific Plan and EIR. 
 
 The suggested depiction of service access to the designated water tanks is duly noted 

and will be included in the final Specific Plan. 
 
12.24 Project Description--circulation--Why is the emergency access road linking foothill 

portions of the Three Creeks and Elkhorn neighborhoods not shown in Figure 2.11?   
 
 Response:  There is no emergency access road proposed by the Specific Plan at this 

location. 
 
12.25 Project Description--emergency access--An emergency access road should be 

provided west and north through the Nightingale Hills area and shown in Figure 2.11.  
It could also serve as the trail route. 

 
 Response:  This comment regarding the project will be considered by County decision-

markers in their future deliberations on the Specific Plan.  No specific need for this 
emergency connection in particular has been identified in the DEIR. 

 
12.26 Project Description--drainage--Page 2-35 describes proposed rainwater harvesting 

and refers the reader to Chapter 11 Hydrology and Water Quality for details.  However, 
Chapter 11 does not mention rainwater harvesting.  The EIR should reference the 
Specific Plan description of proposed rainwater harvesting and discuss details, such 
as what treatment is necessary, and reference other successful examples elsewhere. 
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 Response:  The reference on DEIR p. 2-35 to Chapter 11 “for details” is a general 

reference regarding all project hydrology and water quality aspects that pertain to an 
identified environmental impact or mitigation concern.  The reference does not 
specifically apply to rainwater harvesting.  The DEIR has identified no significant 
environmental impact associated with potential project rainwater harvesting provisions. 

 
12.27 Hydrology and Water Quality--Why does the outline of the groundwater basin in Figure 

11.1 differ from that in Figure 16.1? 
 
 Response:  An improved version of Figure 16.1 is included in section 3 of this Final 

EIR document which more clearly indicates the Suisun-Fairfield Groundwater Basin 
and is more clearly consistent with Figure 11.1. 

 
12.28 Hydrology and Water Quality--ongoing impacts on water quality--Why doesn’t Impact 

11-2 include pollutants from spills of sewage or treatment chemicals from the 
wastewater treatment plant? 

 
 Response:  The potential for hazardous materials spills or mishandling impacts 

associated with operation of the onsite wastewater treatment plan under wastewater 
Options B and C is addressed in DEIR chapter 15, Public Health and Safety, under 
Impact and Mitigation 15-2. 

 
12.29 Hydrology and Water Quality--groundwater--To justify the conclusion of a less than 

significant impact on groundwater, the EIR should include more information of local 
groundwater, including:  a cross-section of the valley and the groundwater basin; how 
groundwater conditions where the proposed wells would be located are different than 
conditions in the proposed Rockville Trails Estates development; any differences in 
groundwater levels from west to east across the valley due to the Green Valley fault; 
any identified effects of the new large well at the country club golf course; estimated 
drawdown due to the new wells; and the depths and locations of good and poor 
groundwater. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Response I. 
 
12.30 Public Services and Utilities--Water--what are the white areas in Figures 16.1 and 

16.2, and the corresponding figures in Chapter 2; not part of the groundwater basin?  
What does the Phase I label in the Biggs subdivision area represent? 

 
 Response:  The white areas on Figures 16.1 and 16.2 and the corresponding figures in 

Chapter 2 are Specific Plan-designated development areas.  The “Phase 1” label in 
the Bigg’s subdivision on Figures 16.1 and 16.2 and other EIR figures was derived 
from an incorrect reference in the draft Specific Plan; the label is erroneous and has 
been eliminated from the final version of the Specific Plan to be brought forward for 
County approval. 

 
12.31 Public Services and Utilities--Water--The information about groundwater presented in 

the Draft EIR is inadequate and insufficient to support the conclusion of a less than 
significant impact.  The Draft EIR groundwater analysis does not satisfy General Plan 
policy PF.P-14 or Implementation measure PG.I-11.   
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 Response:  Please see Master Response I. 
 
12.32 Public Services and Utilities--Water--The Draft EIR conclusion of a less than significant 

impact related to water supply is premature because it is based not on evidence but on 
future County and State verification and approval. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Response C and Master Response I regarding alleged 

speculative assertions and deferred studies pertaining to water supply. 
 
12.33 Public Services and Utilities--Water--(repeats comment 12.14)  The EIR should clearly 

indicate that the cost of verifying and mitigating groundwater drawdown affecting 
nearby existing wells would be borne by the County Service Area (CSA) and not by the 
owners of those existing wells, to avoid protracted conflicts over responsibility and 
ensure adverse effects are promptly remedied. 

 
 Response:  Please see response to comment 12.14. 
 
12.34 Public Services and Utilities--Water--The groundwater situation has not been 

conclusively investigated.  The Draft EIR analysis is speculative; there is no proof to 
claim less than significant.  The mitigation defers to future studies a fundamental issue 
that needs to be resolved now. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Responses B, C and I. 
 
12.35 Public Services and Utilities--Wastewater--The Draft EIR (p. 16-32 and corresponding 

descriptions in Chapter 2) states that Option B would involve 5.7 miles of pipeline.  
However, Option B has the same layout as Option A, which would involve 9 miles of 
pipeline.  In addition, Option B would also have recycled water pipelines to the 
irrigation mixing station and each home.  Would this constitute a total of 14.7 miles of 
pipeline for Option B? 

 
 Response:  DEIR p. 16-30 indicates that wastewater service Option B would include 

“approximately 9 miles of onsite pipeline (see Figure 16.2).”  DEIR p. 16-32 indicates 
that “In addition, approximately 5.7 miles of pipeline would be installed under roads in 
the Specific Plan area (see Figure 16.2).”  The two sentences are correct as worded 
and indicate a total of 14.7 miles of pipeline for Option B.  The DEIR impact and 
mitigation findings regarding the wastewater system option include consideration of 
this pipeline total. 

 
12.36 Public Services and Utilities--Parks and Recreation--The description of project 

characteristics in Section 16.4.4 should include a trailhead, similar to the descriptions 
for the Elkhorn and Three Creeks neighborhoods.  More than 8 or 10 parking spaces 
would be needed since this would be the most popular and accessible trailhead, and 
would connect to the Bay Ridge Trail system.  Input should be sought from trail 
planning organizations on trailhead facilities and routes.  Specific Plan Figure S-77 
should be revised to match the revised EIR designations regarding trail alignments, 
trailheads and parking. 

 
 Response:  This comment does not pertain to a CEQA-identified environmental topic 

or mitigation requirement.  As a note, there is no trailhead proposed in the Nightingale 
Neighborhood. Please see Master Responses A and E. 
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12.37 Public Services and Utilities--Parks and Recreation--When will the trails into the 

western foothills along the west side of Green Valley Road through the Nightingale, 
Elkhorn and Three Creeks neighborhoods be developed?  They should be 
implemented in Phase I, with temporary facilities if needed.  Early development of 
these trails would also provide fire fighting access to the western areas. 

 
 Response:  Please see responses to related comments 7.12, 7.42, 12.23 and 12.21.  

Please also see Master Response E. 
 
12.38 Public Services and Utilities--Parks and Recreation--The trailhead within the 

Nightingale neighborhood is not shown in the Draft EIR or the Specific Plan.  Without 
trailhead parking and toilet facilities for what may be the most popular entry point, this 
may be a significant impact on the neighborhood. 

 
 Response:  No trailhead is proposed within the Nightingale Neighborhood in the 

current version of the Specific Plan.  See Master Response A. 
 
12.39 Public Services and Utilities--Parks and Recreation--Bay Area Ridge Trail Council 

approval of trail facilities may address comment 12.23 regarding a preferred trail route 
through open space areas rather than paralleling roads. 

 
 Response:  Please see Master Response E. 
 
12.40 Public Services and Utilities--Solid Waste Management--Why weren’t diversion rates 

more recent than 2000 presented? 
 
 Response:  The state diversion rate requirement cited on DEIR p. 16-62 reflects State-

adopted AB 939, which was enacted in 2000. 
 
12.41 Public Services and Utilities--Solid Waste Management--The design of project homes, 

and commercial and school facilities should be coordinated with the Solano Garbage 
Company to ensure adequate storage, and efficient access and collection of trash and 
recycling. 

 
 Response:  Comment acknowledged.  Such solid waste management detail would be 

the proper subject of second-tier site-specific project planning and review (see Master 
Responses B and C). 

 
12.42 Transportation and Circulation--roundabout design--The Rockville Road/Abernathy 

Road roundabout is too tight; Middle Green Valley roundabouts should have more 
generous dimensions. 

 
 Response:  The Specific Plan illustrated roundabout design configuration remains 

conceptual.  The final roundabout design will be formulated by the County Department 
of Public Works to reflect current practice. 

 
12.43 Transportation and Circulation--Green Valley Road should not be widened.  The 

existing two-foot dirt shoulder could be paved.  Widening Green Valley Road would 
lead to more speeding, like on Rockville Road. 
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 Response:  Widening of Green Valley Road is not proposed. The Solano County 
Department of Public Works is requiring stabilization of the roadway shoulders along 
the route (e.g., compressed gravel).  In addition, the DSP proposes that the speed limit 
be reduced to 35 mph and has included two roundabouts (one at Mason Road and 
one at the Eastridge entrance) as traffic calming measures.  Please also see Master 
Response A. 

 
12.44 Mitigation Monitoring Checklist--The responsibilities of the Conservancy, Design 

Review Board and Community Services Agency should also be listed in the checklist. 
 
 Response:  The responsibilities of these entities are adequately described in the 

Specific Plan.  Please also see Master Responses G and H.  The mitigation 
responsibilities of these entities are indicated where applicable in the MMRP checklist 
included in section 4 of this Final EIR document. 




