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2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE REVISED RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE REVISED RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

Table 2-1, below, indicates the numerical designation, author, and date of each comment letter
received on the Revised Recirculated Draft EIR (RRDEIR).

Table 2-1 List of Commenters on the Revised Recirculated Draft EIR
Letter # Commenter Date of Comment
Organizations (0)
O1 Donald B. Mooney, on behalf of Upper Green Valley Homeowners |August 11, 2014
Law Offices of Donald B. Mooney
02 Herb Hughes, Vice President July 16, 2014
Green Valley Landowners Association
03 Marshall McKay, Tribal Chairman August 8, 2014
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
Individuals (1)
11 Gregory R. Kamman, Principal Hydrologist August 11, 2014

Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc.

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE REVISED RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

The comment letters received on the RRDEIR and responses to the individual comments in the letters
are provided below. The comment letters are reproduced in their entirety and are followed by the
response(s). Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a
line bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the comment letter.



Middle Green Valley Specific Plan Responses to Comments and Revisions to the RRDEIR
Solano County 2. Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR

November 12, 2014 Page 2-2

LAW OFFICES OF DONAILD B. MOONEY [ efter

129 C Strect, Suite 2 o1

DONALD B, MOONEY Davis, California 95616
: Telephone (530) 758-2377
Facsimile (530) 758-7169
dbmooncy@dcen.org

August 11,2014

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
MWalsh@solanocounty.com

Matt Walsh

Planning Services Division

Solano County Department of Resource Managemerit
675 Texas Street, Suite 5500 -
Fairfield, CA 94533-6341

Re: Comments on Revised Recirculated Draff Envir onmentél Impact
Report for Middle Green Yalley Specific Plan PrOJect State
Clearinghouse #2209062048

Dear Mr. Walsh:

This letter provides comments with respect to the Revised Re-circulated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (“RRDEIR”) for the Middle Green Valley Specific Plan
("MGVSP”), The Law Offices of Dana Dean, Donald B. Mooney and Amber L. Kemble
represent the commenters Upper Green Valley Homeowners (“UGH”).” UGH is
comprised of local taxpayers and represent the public interest by protecting the
envirenment, voter initiatives, and by protecting Solano County from urban sprawl,

“While the RRDEIR provides a total of at least 3 watei options (or more, if one adds the
various combination proposals, such as Options C1 and C2), the RRDEIR fails to satisfy
the California Environmental Quality Act’s (“CEQA™) requirements with respect to water
supply; Water Code Section 10910 ef seq.; and the requirements set forth in Vineyard
Area Citizens for Responsibie Growth, Inc. v, City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal 4th
412,

For example, the RRDEIR is missing several relevant and mandatory disclosures
necessary to adequately inform the decision-makers and the public as to the sufficiency
of the new Options B (groundwater) and C (SID water treated by the City of Fairfield). 01-1
As stated by the California Supreme Count, the lead agency owes a mandatory,
proczdural duty to “use its best efforts to find out and disclose all it reasonably can.’
(CEG A Guidelines, §15144; Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal 4™ at p. 428.) One of the basic
objecnves of CEQA is “to inform governmental decision makers and the public about
potentially significant environmental effects of proposed-activities.” (CEQA Guidelines
§15002(a)(1).) To this end, the County must fill in the numerous evidentiary gaps that
exist in the environmental analysis and disclosures pertaining to the Project’s proposed
water supply and with regard to how the new Options B and C alter the County’s prior
analysis with respect to the feasibility of environmentally superior alternatives.
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restricts Options A and C. ( Next, this letter turns to the 1egal inadequacies of Option C T o011
and other procedural issues, such as the inadequate notice of the June 26, 2014 RRDEIR, | cont'd

As previously noted, Option B is already restricted because of the limited the limitation T
availability groundwater such that its use will not affect the Green Valley Creek and the
protected species that depend on it. UGH’s comments on the groundwater Option B has
been previously submitted by way of a letter, dated October 10, 2014 and sent by email to
Mr, Matt Walsh on the same date. The October 10, 2014 letter is incorporated herein by
this reference as if it was re-published here.’ . 1

01-2

1. Measure T Requires a County Wide Vote in Order to Rezone Middle Green
Valley From Its Current Agricultural Designation.

Section 1,3.6 of the RRDEIR acknowledges that the Project would require “zoning map
amendments.” Such amendments would require that the project area be rezoned out of
agriculture and into other districts. (p. 1-9).* This section, however, and the RRDEIR in
general, wholly fail to disclose the relevance and requirements of Measure T. This
omission is a fatal flaw in the RRDEIR, because Measure T significantly restricts the
local governing body’s ability to rezone land out from its Agriculture siatus. Rather, the
county electorate mandated that land that is designated on the 1980 Land Use Diagram
must continue to be zoned Agriculture, unless and until the electorate votes otherwise.
Measure T is in effect until 2028. A true and correct copy of Measure T has previously
been provided in the Administrative Record for the RDEIR as an attachment to the 01-3
January 13, 2014, letter from Law Office of Amber L. Kemble to the Solano County
Board of Supervisors, and is incorporated herein by this reference.

The Supreme Court has affirmed that the local efectorate's right to initiative and
referendum is guaranteed by Cal. Const., art. II, § 11, and is generally coextensive with
the legislative power of the local governing body. (DeVita v. County of Napa (1995) 9
Cal.4th 763.) Measure T is valid and must be enforced by the County.

In 2008, the County residents passed Measure T and the Board of Supervisors adopted it
as Ordinance 2008-01. Measure T maintains Solano County’s model of city-centered
growth and protects the County’s agriculture. Section 2.B. of Measure T states:

¥..The designation of specific lands ... as “Agriculture,” ... on the Solano
County Land Use Diagram, adopted by the Solano County Board of Supervisors
on December 19, 1980, and as amended subsequently consistent with Proposition 1

' The purpose of this incorporation by reference is to have the County respond to the October 10,2013
letter as if those comments submitted herewith, rather than resubmit the October 10, 2013 letter, which is
36 pages long, not including its 4 Exhibits.

2 All page references are to the RRDEIR (dated June 26, 2014), unless otherwise noted.
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A and the Orderly Growth Initiative, shall remain in effect until December 31,
2028...”

Measure T goes on to list exceptions to this provision in Section 2.B, but none apply to
the MGVSP. '

The 1980 Land Use Diagram that is referenced in Section 2.B. is shown as Exhibit A to
Measure T and if designates all of the area of the MGVSP as “Agriculture.” Since
Measure T can only be amended by a vote of the County residents, implementation of the
MGVSP would require such an amendment by a vote of County residents.

Exhibits B and C to Measure T mention Middle Green Valley as a “Special Purpose
Area” and a “special project area,” but Exhibits B or C do nothing to exempt a future
Specific Plan from a vote of the people, per Section 2.B.

In addition, Table AG-3 is part of the text of Measure T and it also mentions Green
Valley as one of the County’s 10 Agriculture Regions. It states the minimum lot size in

Middle Green Valley is ag-20 and it provides for agricultural production and that a future -

Specific Plan will further detail desired ag. uses and lot sizes. (Measure T, p.4). Like
Exhibits B and C, Table AG-3 does nothing to exempt the future MGVSP from the
required County-wide vote as described in Section 2.B. of Measure T.

Remarkably, neither RRDEIR (June 26, 2014), RDEIR (August 27,2013), nor the DEIR
(December 21, 2009) mention Measure T.

Notably, the MGVSP Project is significantly appeats to be over budget by several times
and several hundreds of thousands of dollars over original estimates of costs” What was
the original budget for the MSGVSP? What has the County spent or allocated to date?
The cost of the Project is relevant because the County must also disclose and analyze the
cost of a Measure T vote.

2. There are potentially significant impacts related to Measure T with respect
to water resources for the MGVSP, CEQA requires that the County disclose
and analyze such impacts as they relate to the RRDEIR.

Measure T is designed to prevent urban sprawl, Table 16.6 shows that total current water
usage is 300-350 afy, which is comprised of current agricultural water usage of 190-240
afy, using a combination of SID (140 afy) and groundwater (50-100 afy) and current
domestic water usage that is estimated at 110 afy, using a combination of SID (20 afy)
and groundwater (90 afy). ‘

3 Bven without addressing the Measure T issue, the potentially reimbursable Project costs, with this
additional proposed allocation, will reach approximately $1.7 million. Presumably the total costs of the
Project, for which the County may never be reimbursed, are even higher, '

Page 2-4
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cont'd
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The proposed Specific Plan calls for an increase of water to 560 afy, that is comprised of
186 afy potable, 54 afy recycled and 320 afy from SID. The MGVSP, if implemented,
will approximately double current water usage. Therefore, enforcing Measure T would:
help to conserve water usage in the Plan Area by using approximately half of the water.

3. Per the Court’s Ruling, the City of Fairfield’s Measure L restricts the sale of
the City’s water to the Project on its face, Similarly, Measure L restricts the
newly proposed Option C -- the City of Fairfield’s freatment of SID water.

The RRDFIR acknowledges that the City’s General Plan directs urban growth to urban
areas and that the Urban Limit Line was reaffirmed and readopted by Measure L. The
RRDEIR further acknowledges that Measure L is effective until December 2020, The
Urban Limit Line can only be amended by the voters of the City of Faitfield. (RRDEIR,
p. 16-24). The RRDEIR furthes states:

Fairfield General Plan Policy LU3.1 stipulates that any urban development
requiring basic municipal services shall occur only within the urban limit
line established by the City’s General Plan. By passing local Measure L,
the voters of Fairfield reaffirmed and readopted this policy. The policy
may pertain to Specific Plan water supply Option A, connection to the
Fairfield municipal water supply, and the existence of the policy reduces
the ability of the County to confidently determine that water supply
Option A can occur (i ¢., it creates uncertainty). Both the City’s initiative
measures and City’s general plan are matters for implementation by the
City. City of Fairfield decision-makers will ultimately determine whether -
water supply Option A is possible for the City.

The last sentence of this disclosure is not accurate because the ultimate decision-makers
regarding whether water supply Option A is possible for the City are the City’s
electorate, not the “City of Fairfield decision-makers.” That is the whole point of the
voter initiative, Measure L.,

Additionally, the RRDEIR fails to disclose that Measure L. also potentially restricts
Option CI and C2 because the City’s treatment of water is a municipal service within the
meaning of Measure L.

According to the Court, Measure 1. on its face restricts the sale of the City’s water to the
Project. In the prior litigation, Upper Green Valley Homeowners v, County of Solano, et
al., Solano County Superior Coutt, Case No. FCS036446, the County unsuccessfully
argued that Measure L was “unconstitutional” and/or that it did not apply because the
City would essentially sell water to a CSA, which served as a “straw-man,” thereby
avoiding the application of Measure L. The Court was not persuaded by either of these

Page 2-5

01-5
cont'd
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arguments that attempted to thwart the gist of a voter initiative, The County is bound by T o1
the law of the case. 1 cont'd

4. The County’s defense that Measure L is Unconstitutional Must be Presented
to the Court of Appeal before the City of Fairfield could Avoid Enforcing It.

In its Motion for Reconsideration, the County argued that to the extent that Measure L
prohibited the City from selling water outside of it boundaries (i.e. to the County’s
Middle Green Valley), such interpretation was unconstitutional. (See County’s
Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of Motion for Reconsideration, pp. 7-
9.) The County argued that Article 11, Section 9 of the California Constitution bars
prohibiting the City from selling wholesale water supplies to the County.

The County’s constitutional argument is misplaced in this setting. For the argument to
succeed, if at-all, it first requires the County seek declaratory relief from the Court of
Appeal in an appropriate setting.. (See California Constitution Article 3, Section 3.5.)
The County’s analysis that Measure L. is unconstitutional if it is interpreted to restrict the
sale of water service or treatment of water outside of the City’s boundaries is further
undermined by the City or County failure to seek an opinion from the Court of Appeal.
The City and County are charged with enforcing voier initiatives until a court of appellate
jurisdiction deems it unconstitutional. (Lockyer v. City and County of Sain Francisco
(2004) 33 Cal 4th 1055, 1082.)

o1-7

Notably Option C is legally similar to Option A in that it proposes to use the City of
Fairfield’s municipal service to sell or treat water for the Project. Measure L similasly
restricts both of these actions because they will promote urban sprawl beyond the urban
limit line — precisely what Measure L was meant to prevent. Measure L is constitutional
as a legitimate use of police power. (Daieline Builders, Inc. v, City of Santa-Rosa (1983)
146 Cal.App.3d 520, 528-531; County of Del Norte v. City of Cresceit Crfy (1999) 71
Cal.App4th 965,977.) 1

5, Government Code section 56113 Prohibits Options A and C.

For the first time in the history of the proposed Project, the RRDEIR disclose that there is
“legal uncertainty” for the Project in regards to Government Code §56133.* Please

further disclose and discuss the “legal uncertainty” that is referenced in the RRDEIR on 01-8
page 16-21.

Additionally, the RRDEIR must clarify whether the County is changing its previous
position as articulated in the FEIR Master Response M (AR 976-977), wherein County 1

*The next recirculation must also acknowledge the significant legal uncertainty of the project pertaining to
Measure T — the rezone requires a vote of the people who have already shown their tendency to vote for
agriculture and urban-rural buffers.
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Counsel concluded that Government Code section 56133 does not apply to the CSA .
Whereas, now the County notes the legal uncertainty pertaining to Government Code
section 56113. (RRDEIR at p. 16-21; see Vineyard Area Citizens, supra, 40 Cal 4th at p. 01-8

439, fn 5 [“Factual inconsistencies and lack of clarity in the FEIR leave the reader-and cont'd
the decision makers-without substantial evidence for concluding that sufficient water is,
in fact, likely to be available for the Sunrise Douglas project at full build-out.”].} . 1

In addition, a letter from LAFCO confirms the legal uncertainty of LAFCO’s authorizing
the extension of municipal services, as would be required by Options A and C. A true 0'1_9
and correct copy of the letter from LAFCO to Department of Resources Management,
dated October 8,2013, is attached hereto as Exhibit O and incorporated herein by this -
reference. As explained by LAFCO, LAFCO requires that adequatc water supplies be
available for a project that requires reorganization under Government Code section
56668, such as this Project. Moreover, since none of the prerequisites for approval apply
in section 56133, LAFCO does not have authority to approve of water services from the
City of Fairfield to the Project — either wholesale treated water or water treatment.

As noted in the October 8, 2013 letter, Government Code §56133 requires the extension
of services by agencies to lands that are within the City’s sphere of influence in
anticipation of a later change of organization or an extension of services outside of an
agency’s sphere is only allowed to respond to a documented “existing or impending
threat to the public health or safety of the residents of the affected territory.” Here, the
MGVSP lies outside of City’s sphere of influence and there is no health threat.

01-10

Similarly, LAFCO must approve any expansion of SID’s jurisdiction, but, here, it cannot
do so under Government Code section 56133 because the lands outside of SID’s current
jurisdiction are outside of the sphere of influence and there is no documented “existing or
impending threat to the public health or safety of the residents of the affected territory.”

Legal uncertainty due to Government Code section 56133 creates significant legal
uncertainty that the water sources of Option A and C are actually feasible(due to the
requirement that City of Fairfield and/or SID extend its service boundaries), thus the
Project must provide “requires some discussion of possible replacement sources or
alternatives to use of the anticipated water, and of the environmental consequences of
those contingencies.” (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho
Cordova (2007) 40 Cal 4th at p. 432.) Moreover, the County has failed to and cannot
provide adequate evidence that groundwater resources are available in the minimum
quantities required by the Project, without causing significant environmental impacts to
the Green Valley watershed. Therefore, the RRDEIR fails to show that there is adequate
water available for the Project. Moreover, the RRDEIR fails to show a “sincere and
reasoned attempt to analyze the water sources the project is likely to use.” (Id.)

01-11

6. The WSA for Option C Fails to Show that there is Adeguate Water for the
Project.
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In 2009 SID reported in its comment letter in response to the Notice of Preparation that
the quantity of water was limited because its system was running “at or near capacity.”
(AR 6004-05.) In fact, the data of water demand and supply that is provided in the WSA
for Option C shows that there is not a sufficient quantity of water for additional allocation
for municipal purposes. For example, there are at least 3 years since 1989 where the
water demand was greater than SID’s 141,000 afy allocation.

Moreover, the maximum demand exceeds a minimum supply year by 28,800 afy
(172,100 — 143,300 = 28,800 afy). Accordingly, the RRDEIR fails to show that there is
sufficient water for the Project from SID. In addition, the RRDEIR drastically and
blatantly underestimates the total water usage for the Project, as is described elsewhere in
this comment letter (i.e. the RRDEIR drastically underestimates the per unit demand and
completely fails to account for conversions from well users to the new potable SID water
forexisting users). Moreover, with the changed condition of the increasing value of
agricultural land in Solano County, as discussed infra, an increase in agricultural water
demand is foreseeable and must be properly taken into account.

While the RRDEIR concludes that the SID water deliveries have been reliable, how many
times has SID requested cutbacks of usage since 20067 See RRDEIR at p. 6-39 stating,
“[SID meets] its total water delivery obligations in nearly every year.” What years has
SID not met its obligations and who had to cut back first either voluntarily or
involuntarily? This information is important to accurately assessing the water demand.

What are existing policies for SID, for the County with respect to having a buffer of
supply of water? Will SID be allocated 100% of its 141,000 afy entitlement? What
percentage of the 141,000 is allocated? To whom? TheWater Supply Assessment for
Option C lists commitments to cities (Fairfield, Vacaville, and Benicia), but it has
maximum, average and minimums. (Option C WSA at p. 3.) What are each of the cities’
allocations? What happens to the allocated water that is not actually delivered to the
cities? Why are the other water users not included on page 6 of the WSA for Option C
(i.e. the Maine Prairie Water District as stated on p. 16-5 of the RRDEIR)? For example,
of particular importance in understanding water availability in Berryessa the RRDEIR
must disclose how much carry over water is in Lake Berryessa that is already allocated to
the participating agencies. How much water is currently in the reservoir? How much
water is lost each year while water sits in the reservoir (i.e, to evapotranspiration)?

Water supply consideration must err on the side of caution, especially considering the
changing weather pattern showing hotter and drier summers and winters with less rain,
Solano County is also experiencing an increase in wind, which in turn drives water
demand up.

There are significant evidentiary gaps such that the decision makers cannot meaningfully
evaluate the actual water supply that is available — physically and on paper.

Page 2-8
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Since Option C is the new primary water supply, then the RRDEIR must include
potentially significant impacts of nsing Lake Berryessa water. It appears that there has
never been a CEQA/NEPA analysis for the Lake Berryessa reservoir that this Project can
tier from. Therefore, there must be additional analysis of the potentially significant
environmental impacts of diverting water from Putah Creck and gaming water behind
Monticello Dam -- to species. Additionalty, the RRDEIR must further disclose and
analyze potentially significant impacts from groundwater pumping (i.e. impacts to other
well users or to nearby creeks). The WSA and the RRDEIR focus primarily on the Water
Code requirements, rather than the mandatory requirements of CEQA. The RRDEIR and
WSA improperly assumes that there are no impacts because SID has a 141,000 afy
allocation. The RRDEIR disclose and analyze potentially significant impacts of taking
the Project’s total water demand.

01-17

T There are Fatal Flaws in the RRDEIR with Respect to the Project’s Water
Supply and Demand

a. Water Supply

The WSA states, “In projected minimum years, the District has a 44,388 AF surplus, 01-18
6,403 AF surplus in the average year, and a 17,100 AF deficit in the worst case year. The
WSA indicates the District uses its carryover storage to bridge years where demand may
exceed the annual Solano Project entitlement plus groundwater supplies.” As noted
above the RRDEIR must disclose how carry over works and is allocated after being
carried over and how evapotranspiration limits the amount of carryover. 1

The 6,403 average must be reduced by 5,000 AF for groundwater because the SID rules
state that such groundwater cannot be relied upon.® Therefore, in an average year the
WSA states that it will only be left with a margin of 1,403 AF of reserved water, or about 01-19
1% of the total allotment of 141,000 AFY. This is not substantial evidence that there is
long-term water for the Project.

Additionally, {o any extent the County relies on SID’s groundwater it must provide
CEQA analysis of using such groundwater — what are the potentially significant impacts 01-20
of using that groundwater — where are SID’s pumps located? Might such pumping
deplete streams? Interfere with existing well users? 1l

* SID rule 3013 in App. B7 states, “The operation of District owned pumps depend on a
variety of circumstances. Watertenders under the direction of Operations Supervisors
shall determine the most efficient and appropriate times to operate the pumps,
Landowners and Irrigators may not rely on or specify delivery of water from those
facilities.”
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Moreover, SID’s “Rules and Regulations that provide for the implementation of an
allocation of water to all users, which, in worst case scenarios, could be utilized to ensure
a pro-rata share of water was available to all users.” Therefore, it is foreseeable and
likely that adding new municipal water users - over 500 houses - will increase the 01-21
frequency in which other water users must reduce their use “on a pro-rata basis.”
Therefore, the County must notify all of SID’s customers and seek their comments for the
RRDEIR. See the Notification section, following.

b. Water Demand - Domestic T

Table 16.5 underestimates actual water usage because existing well users of 110 afy must
be offered SID treated water; homeowners will irrigate with potable water on private
land; and a 25-40% reduction over existing use per unit is unreasonable and not based on
substantial evidence,

i Potable SID Water must be Offered to Existing Well Users in
the Plan Area if it is Offered in the Plan Avea. Thus, the
existing users (110 afy+) in the Plan Area Must be Added to
the Water Demand Estimate.

The RRDEIR is flawed for Option A and Cl and C2 in that it fails to account for
residential conversion to City water, if it became available.® Such a conclusion is not
based on substantial evidence. Rather, it is likely that existing well users will convert to
accessible and inexpensive SID water. As such., Option A and C must consider SID 01-22
_ eventually serving this additional 110 afy (on 215 acres).

If the County provides potable SID water to the Plan area, then it is likely and foreseeable
that existing well users will convert from groundwater to SID water. This is because
once SID provides potable water in an area, it is foreseeable that its use will be easier and
more economical than existing individual wells, treatment, and storage. SID does not
make a profit. (App. B7,p.ii) So, presumably, SID is passing on its savings for
economical water to customers. Existing users will eventually convert to using SID
potable water and the WSA for Option C must include this analysis.

Appendix B also adds that there are another 44 existing agriculture residences in addition
to the 110 afy, (Appendix B, p. 38..) How much water do these residences use? Or, are
they accounted for within the 110 AF?

Certainly when wells and or pumps inevitably fail for the existing 110 + afy users of

% The RRDEIR states, ... surface water from SID and groundwater would continue to be used to serve
existing agriculture and ag-residential uses.” (RRDEIR at p. 16-28.) And, Domestic water [of 2afy for 55
residences] is supplied by a combination of SID and tocal groundwater, as shown in Table 16.6. This is not
proposed to change with Specific Plan implementation. (Id., p. 16-26.)
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potable water will seek and be entitled to treated SID water. See SID Rule 5004, that,

“Water shall be distributed equitably and fairly to Water Users within the District who
have paid all charges and penalties therefrom.” (App. B, p.7.) This Rule requires that 01-22
SID offer potable water to all parcels within an active service area. Moreover, once a cont'd
County provides water to some of the inhabitants of an area, then the county must provide
water all inhabitants of that area.” ;

What is the current cost (¢.g. in June 2014) to SID for each af of water for M&l
customers and for irvigation water?® Does it vary depeading on where water is
delivered? How will the rates be set for MGV SP area? How much will be paid to SID
and how much will be paid (directly or indirectly) to the City of Fairfield for Option C
water?

01-23
What portion of the untreated water for the Project is considered as irrigation and how
much is considered M&I. How will this be determined? What is the difference in price
between the 2 types of water? This information is relevant to determine the feasibility of
environmentally superior alternatives. 1

Is the 43,000 af figure discussed on p. I1 of the Contract (App. B4) affected by the new
deliveries to the Project? ai:28
At any rate, the total demand for potable water must be at least 296 afy, not 186 afy’ 01-25
Moreover, the calculations pertaining to water usage at the school is very low. A school 1 :
with only 300 or 400 students will have more water usage per student than .02 afy. What

data does the RRDEIR rely upon to make the conclusions of water usage in Table 16.5? I 01-26

ji. The RRDEIR Incorrectly Assumes that Homeowners will not
Irrigate their Private Yards with Potable Water.
: 01-27
The DEIR and the RRDEIR indicates that there are over 100 acres of private
landscaping.'® Private residences are able to plant their own preferred fandscaping.

7 A county water district has a legal duty to carry out its primary purpose of furnishing
water to its inhabitants. (Coachella Valley County Water District v. Stevens (1929) 206
Cal. 400, 406-407,410-411; Moore v. Twentynme Palms, etc., Water Dist. (1957) 156
Cal.App2d 109, 111.)

® The cost for irrigation water to SID from the USBR is $2.65 af in 1999 (see App. B4, Conlract between
SID and USBR, p. 10). Whereas the cost from SID for M&I waler is $15.00 in 1999

® The total projected domestic water demand, including existing residential and agricultural/residential uses
(110 afy) plus the estimated demand for the project (186 afy), is approximately 296 afy. (RRDEIR, p. 16-
28)

10 “Proposed non-polable water demands associated with the proposed project include 100 acres of
landscaping irrigation on porttons of the Plan Area such as the rural residential units and other smat
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Private residences can even have swimming pools and water guzzling lawns., (RRDEIR,
p. 16-28.) The Specific Plan pictures show many pictures with lush and highly
landscaped images. Despite the obvious fact that homeowners will landscape their yards
with potable water, the RRDEIR unrealistically assumes the elimination (or close to it) of
outdoor irrigation on private property. 01-27
cont'd
How many acres are available for private landscaping (added together all private
acreage)? Will each residence have non-potable and potable water connections? How
does the RRDEIR account of irrigation of private yards - how much (with potable or
non-potable water) is estimated in the RRDEIR? 1

iii. The RRDEIR’s Reduction of 25-40 % Over Existing Usage is
not Based on Substantial Evidence.

Additionally, the RRDEIR bases a 25-40% reduction on water conservation in toilets and
faucets. This reduction is unrealistic and is not based on substantial evidence. Toilets
that are commonly available already meet the standards as specified in the Specific Plan.
Therefore, the RRDEIR’s assumption of a reduction over current usage is controverted
by the fact that current usage already uses low flush toilets. For example, many of the
toilets on the HomeDepot.com website exceed the purportedly progressive standards as
set forth in the Specific Plan.

For example, the Specific Plan urges that the following water conservation measures

must be taken with respect to appliances: Lavatory faucets must be less than or equal to
2.0 gpm; Showers must be less than or equal to 2.0 gpm; Toilets must be less than or v
equal to 1.3 gpf. (Specific Plan, Draft (2009) p. 5-59; AR 375.) 01-28

Moreover, such conservation measures are not enforceable and appliances are replaced
by homeowners every 10 to 20 years. For example, when a toilet requires replacing a
homeowner is free to obtain any toilet she wants. There is no permit requirement,
Toilets have a lifespan of about 10-15 years. Again, an estimate of water savings over
existing users is not reasonable because other users have had to replace their foilets every
10 years or so, and thus are likely to have the same efficiency as urged by the Specific
Plan. By way of example, Home Depot sells a low flush toilet that exceeds the Specific
Pian urged standard for a mere $98.00.

In addition, Assembly Bill (AB) 325 as amended by AB 1881 (Laird), the Water

Conservation in Landscaping Act, directs local governments to require the use of low-
flow plumbing fixtures and the installation of drought- tolerant landscaping in all new
development. (RRDEIR, p. 16-16.) This bill was passed in 2006. Therefore, assuminga 1~

acreages associated with Plan Area community services, and 160 acres of other agricultural land not in
active use in the Plan Area (i.e., “Agriculture Preserve™).” (RRDEIR, p. 16-28.)
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40% reduction over the status quo is not accurate when the Specific Plan provides no
improvements over mandatory improvements that date back as far as 2006,

Interestingty, the RRDEIR reveals that in 2005, Cordelia’s average water use was .45 af
per unit. What is the more recent data? Additionally, Upper Green Valley’s water use is
approximately .54 af per unit. (Upper Green Valley uses 481 gpd/unit or 175,565 gpy or
(.54 afy)). Further, the RRDEIR admits that ... approximately 55 existing agricultural
residences andfor rural farm units in the Plan Area, .. use of 2 afy per residence for indoor
and outdoor uses.” (RRDEIR, p. 16-26.) The figures of estimated use for the Specific
Plan are too low as compared with the neighbors living in the same area, climate, types of
houses and many of whom already have toilets that exceed the urged 1.3 gpfin the
Specific Plan.

Thus, in contrast to the RRDEIR’s conclusion, there is no substantial evidence to support
a conclusion that a reduction of 25-40% over the worst-case demand would be achieved
by the project.

iv. The RRDEIR Must Disclose the Variation in Estimated Water
Usage Based on Parcel Size.

The house sites in the hills have substantial acreage. How many houses are located in the
hills on what size parcels? How much water (potable and non potable water) does the
RRDEIR estimate that they would use? Is this estimate the same for the smallest parcels?
And, ¥4 acre lots?

In sum, Table £6.5 is fatally flawed and lacks necessary supporting data. It is highly
unreasonable to calculate a 25% - 40% decrease over existing users. This is especially so
when the 55 existing users use an average of 2 afy/unit, but the RRDEIR assumes-a
dramatic reduction over existing users.

Therefore, the 186 afy demand for the project is not based on substantial evidence, and it
underestimates the use per unit and must be refined based on actual recent numbers for
neighboring communities. A more accurate estimate would necessarily be significantly
higher. Given the low margins and the inability for SID to meet its deliveries 100% of
the time, the WSA and RRDEIR must be more accurate with respect to estimated water
demand of the Project.

. Water Demand - SID Irrigation

The RRDEIR states that “SID delivers non-potable water to 18 agricultural and 11
residential (Mé&I) turnouts within the Plan Area through a piped distribution system.”
(RRDEIR, p. 16-8.) And, that “Monthly records of deliveries to 11 residential (M&I)
customers in the Plan Area are available from 2004 to 2011, and those data are totaled to
estimate the annual deliveries in Table 16.3." (Id., p. 16-11.)

Page 2-13
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However, Table 16.3 shows that the RRDEIR’s reliance on current (2009} deliveries
skews water usage in the area to less than what it would be without the Specific Plan.
This is because water usage was a total of 605 afy used in 2004 -- 574 (ag.) + 31 (M&I) =
605. The year 2006 was a total of 474 afy - 451 (ag.) + 23 (M&I) for = 474, Only after
2007, once the General Plan meetings envisioned a 400 +/- housing development in -
Middle Green Valley, did agriculture precipitously drop along with water usage for ag in
the Plan area. The evidence shows that the “farmers” discontinued farming their
agricultural land in favor working toward the Specific Plan and seeking a residential
rezone, which is a potentially more profitable use of iand.

It is improper for the RRDEIR to rely on skewed data that shows a precipitous drop in
agricultural water usage after the Specific Plan gained momentum after 2007. The
average of the water usage from 2004 and 2006 shows expected SID water delivery
would be better estimated at 513 afy for ag. and 27 afy for M & L or an avelage of 540
afy total combined delivery to the Plan area.

Nevertheless, Table 16.6 again drastically underestimates existing irrigation water usage.
(RRDERIR, p. 16-28) It shows that total current water usage is only 300-350 afy." As
shown in Table 16.3, the ag. water usage is falsely depressed due to farmers “throwing in
the plow for the pen.” A more accurate gauge of likely future water use without the
Specific Plan is 513 afy for ag use, not 190-240. Thus using a more accurate water
demand for existing users without the Specific Plan the total project area demand must
necessarily increase by 273 afy, such that total demand + project is at least 1,183 afy, not
910 afy.-

Please provide any and all relevant data supporting the RRDEIR’s Conclusion in Table
16.6 that the Total Existing Water Demand as 300-350 afy. Also, please identify the
years for the data.

8. The RRDEIR must Disclose California’s Severe Drought

The RRDEIR must disclose and analyze issues pertaining to California’s severe drought.
See Exhibits A, showing the Solano County Water Agency’s (“SCWA”) approval of
emergency water provision for Napa;'? and Exhibit B showing that the severity of the
California drought has triggered rules and penalties. Exhibit C shows that a healthy

" This is based on current agricultural water usage is 190-240 afy using a combination of SID (140 afy}
and groundwater (50-100 afy) and current domestic water usage is 110 afy, using a combination of SID (20
afy) and groundwater (90 afy). (p. 16-28)

12 While this pipeline did not actually go into effect, the article tends to show that the little margin of error
of 1% of 4% is insufficient as a reserve amount,

Page 2-14
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water supply in Lake Beiryessa is necessary to attract business to Solano County and that
the drought of 1990 left a capacity of only 25% of Lake Berryessa. If the last bit of SID’s
allocation of Lake Berryessa is used for housing development, it cannot be used to attract
agricultural business, such as Caymus. This is a potentially significant impact to
aesthetics and prime agricultural soils.

9. The Lakes Water System must be Considered for the Project’s Water
Supply.

The RRDEIR states, “The Specific Plan (page 4-26) also mentions a ‘distant third
possibility’ of obtaining water from the City of Vallejo, but because this possibility is
considered to be highty speculative it is not evaluated in this Revised Recirculated DEIR
(as per CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, Speculation).”

The Lakes Water System currently serves Upper Green Valley, Cordelia, and elsewhere.
Previously the Lakes Water System also served 20,000 +/- Vallejo residents. However,
Yallejo no longer serves those customers, but rather they are served by Lake Berryessa.
Accordingly, whereas the costs of maintaining the Lakes Water System was previously
shared by 21,0004/ customers, it is now shared by only 800 +/-customers. The County
has some obligation to protect the unincorporated residents of Upper Green Valley
insofar as a reasonable solution lies in considering the Lakes Water System for the
Project.

Ironically, the WSA for Option C acknowledges that SID seeks to cost share, stating,
“having an additional five hundred customess will help spread out our costs thereby
helping maintain lower costs to our existing customers. . . Lastly, since the DSWA JPA
ends in August of 2014, it is a direct benefit to all of SID's other M&I customers to
generate other M&I customers fagain, holds cost increases down].

The County must not turn a blind eye on the existing problem for County residents of
having the most expensive water rates in the County and elsewhere. The County must at
least consider a potential win-win resolution by considering adding the MGVSP to the
Lakes Water System.

10.  Inexpensive SID Water May Cause Growth-Inducing Impacts that must be
Disclosed and Analyzed under CEQA.

Inexpensive water for urban type development in rural areas (such as SID water for the
Project) may have growth inducing impacts. The County must disclose and analyze the -
growth-inducing impacts related to SID providing water to rural areas. In fact, the WSA
acknowledges that adding M&!I customers will save existing customers moeney: “Lastly,
since the DSWA JPA ends in August of 2014, it is a direct benefit to all of SID's other
M&I customers to generate other M&I customers (again, holds cost increases down).”

Page 2-15
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As SID gains more and more traction to sell water to M&I customers — building on the
MGVSP arrangement, then SID will be more likely to provide municipal and/or
development water. This has potentially significant impacts to prime soils, biological
resources, air quality, greenhouse gases, etc.

Additionally, in relation to Option C1 and C2, the RRDEIR must disclose and analyze the
new growth inducing impact of running pipes with potable water to the entire plan area
because it lays the foundation for the eventual conversion-of ag land for the land that is
preserved in ag. or in open space.

11.  There are Changes in Project Circumstances Since Dec. 2009 that Require
CEQA Analysis

The Notice of Preparation (“NOP™) was published in 2009. Therefore, 2009 serves as the
baseline for the Project, “An EIR must include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice
of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time
environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.”
(CEQA Guidelines §15125(a).) “This environmental setting will normally constitute the
baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is
significant.” (Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Mgit.
Dist. (2010) 48 Cal 4th 310, 321-322.) There have been significant changes it the Project
circumstances since 2009. And, the 2009 baseline must be updated to 2014,

Public Resources Code section 21166 allows that when an EIR has been prepared for a
project, then no subsequent or supplemental EIR shall be required, unless: there are
substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being
undertaken which will require major revisions in the envirenmental impact report or new
information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the
environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available

Here there are at least 3 changed circumstances and/or new information pertaining to the
following.

a. The City of Fairficld’s Massive Train Station Project with 6000 New
Houses is a New and Changed Circumstance

Since 2009, the City of Fairfield has approved of a 6000 home development known as the
Train Station project. This case is similar to Moss v. County of Huinboldt (2008) 162

Cal App 4th 1041. In Moss the existing conditions in Moss became more severe from the
time when the EIR was certified to the time when the project was approved. In Moss the
project consisted of a-minor subdivision that proposed to use water from a local creek.
The creek also provided water to the town of Trinidad, located downstream, Even though
the project was clearly within the scope of a previous EIR, the court determined that
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“new information” showed that water usage of the creek had increased by 73% and that
additional water demands would have a much more severe impact on the downstream
city’s water supply. (Id. at p. 1060 [emphasis added].) Therefore, the court required a
subsequent EIR if and when the miner subdivision was approved.

Here, this Project triggers the conditions in Guidelines section 15162(a)(3)(A), which
requires that, “The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the

* previous EIR or negative declaration.” The previous EIR failed to disclose and analyze
the train station project at all. The train station project was approved on July 26, 2011.
The WSA for Option A is outdated because the train station project was approved after it
was published, and the train station project will use significant quantities of SID water,
How much water will the train station project use? Is all of its water coming from
Fairfield’s allocation of SID water? Will it also be served by the North Bay Aqueduct?

01-36
cont'd

The Project also triggers conditions set forth in Guidelines §15162(a)(3)(B), which states, '
“Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in
the previous EIR.” The combined use of the train station and the MGV SP creates more
severe conditions related to water supply in Lake Berryessa than was shown in the 2009
DEIR.

b. The Substantial Increase in Valie of Solano County’s Agricultural
Crops is a New and Changed Circumstance.

The more recent crop value for Solano County is at an all time high at $343 Million in
2013. See Exhibits D, E,F, and G. See also Exhibit I, showing the 2013 crop report at
http://www solanocounty.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx 7BlobID=18405

Compare the 2013 crop report to the 2009 Crop Report where the total value was only
$251 Million.

http:/fwww solanocounty .comy/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx ?blobid=8833 (See
Exhibit H showing the 2009 crop repott.)

01-37

This 30% increase in total agricultural value since the original publication of the NOP is
relevant to the EIR’s requirement that it justify its finding that the reduced project
alternative preserving more prime farmland is not feasible.

C. Caymus’ and Gallo’s (Major Wineries) Significant Investment in
Solano County Agriculture Constitutes a Changed Circumstance
and/or New Information. '

Caymus, a family owned Napa Winery, has invested on a very large scale in Solano 0138
County with a 178 acre winery and bottling facility. The Caymus winery and distillery
has the capacity to produce 5 million gallons of wine a year and 500,000 gallons of

spirits, making it the largest winery in Solano County “by far.”” It has also invested inthe 1
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County’s agriculture by growing grapes for its wine in Solano County. See Exhibits J, K,
and L showing that Caymus is the largest winery in Solano County by far and is a “game
changer” in Solano County. See also Exhibit M, showing Gallo bought Ledgewood
Winery in Suisun Valley.

The investment in Sofane County by these 2 major wineries undetlies the importance in
the RRDEIR’s accurate disclosures pertaining to the amount of water remaining for
availability to business, Lake Berryessa is necessary to attract business, especially
agricultural business, to Solano County. See Exhibit C showing how Caymus was
attracted to invest here due to the Lake Berryessa water. Obviously, as Lake Berryessa
atlocates more water to housing development, it will have less water available to foster
agricultural or business development of the County. This information is important for the
decision-makers to accurately evaluate the trade offs of providing SID water, which has
traditionally been used as “irrigation water” to the Project.

Secondly, the investment of these 2 large wineries bears on the 2009 alternatives analysis
and its outdated finding that the environmentally superior alternatives (the 200/200
alternative and the no project alternative) are not feasible. As agriculture, especially
grapes, of which there are many in Middle Green Valley, increases in value, then the less
evidence supporis the County’s 2009 finding of infeasibility of the environmentally
superior alternatives. :

12.  The Alternatives Analysis must be Revised and Recirculated Due to the
Change in Circumstances and New Information as listed above.

As noted above, the DEIR’s determination that the Reduced Development Capacity
Alternative or the No Project Alternatives are infeasible is not supported by substantial
evidence in the record due to the new information and/or change in circumstances
pertaining to water demand from the train station and the increase in the value of -
agriculture land. '

CEQA mandates a lead agency adopt feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
that can substantially lessen the project’s significant environmental impacts. (Pub.
Resources Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3), 15126.6(a); Sierra Club v.
Gilroy City Council, supra, 222 Cal App.3d at p. 41.)

CEQA requires that an agency refrain from approving projects with significant
environmental impacts when there are “feasible alternatives or mitigation measures” that
can substantially lessen or avoid those impacts. (Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish &
Game Commission (1997) 16 Cal, 4th 105, 134; Pub. Resources Code § 21002,
Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2).) “[Tlhe purpose of the statutory requirements
for findings is to ensure that the deciston-making agency actually considers alternatives
and mitigation measures.” (Resource Defense Fund v. Local Agency Formation
Commission of Santa Cruz (1987) 191 Cal.App.3d 886, 896.) An alternative may be

Page 2-18
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found infeasible on the basis of specific economic, social or other considerations. (Pub.
Resources Code § 21081(2)(3); CEQA Guidelines § 15091,) CEQA provides that if one
or more significant impacts will not be avoided or substantially lessened by adopting
mitigation measures, then alternatives described in the EIR that can avoid or reduce the
impact, must be found infeasible by specific reasons, if they are not adopted, (Pub.
Resources Code § 21081.5; CEQA Guidelines § 15091{c).}

CEQA defines “feasibility” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social,
and technological factors.” (Pub. Resources Code § 21061.1.) The finding of
infeasibility, however, must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. (Pub,
Resources Code § 21081.5; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, (1988)197
Cal. App.3d 1167; Kings County Farin Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d
692,737.)

In Citizens of Goleta Valley, the Court found that an administrative record that included
no analysis of comparative costs, profits, or economic benefits of scaled-down project
_ alternatives was insufficient to support a finding of economic infeasibility. (Id. at p.
1180-1181.) The Court stated: “The fact that an alternative may be more expensive or
less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible. What
is required is evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe 01-39
as to render it impractical to proceed with the project.” (Id. at p. 1181 [emphasis added].) cont'd
Here, the DEIR proposed Reduced Development Capacity Alternative would be
implemented with a development program similar to the proposed project but with a
primary residential cap of 200 units and a secondary residential cap of 200 units, rathet
than the 400 new primary and 100 new secondary units, (AR 1601-1602.) This Reduced
Development Capacity Alternative also would result in a 30 percent reduction in
commercial service and neighborhood commercial uses. (AR 1602.) The EIR identified
the Reduced Development Capacity Alternative as the environmentally superior
alternative. (AR 1607.) As the Reduced Development Capacity Alternative was
included in the EIR as one of the alternatives to the Project it had to have been potentially
feasible. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).)

The EIR, however, rejected the afternative proposing a total of 400 residential units (200
primary and 200 secondary) as infeasible. (Id.) In its Findings, the Board of Supervisors
also rejected the alternative as infeasible. (AR 86.) The EIR concluded, without support,
that the Reduced Development Capacity 200/200 alternative “would be substantially less
effective than the proposed project in attaining the economic balance between compatible
development and sustained farming and ranching, open space preservation, and natural
resource management through viable development rights transfer and conservancy
mechanisms, and therefore may not constitute a feasible project.” (AR 1607.) Emphasis
added. The EIR also stated that the alternative “would have significant adverse effect on
the economic viability of the Specific Plan program.” (AR 1602.) The EIR further stated 1
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that a reduced capacity would destabilize “the proposed economic plan for continued and
increased sustainable agricuitural production in the plan area.” (Id) The EIR’s
conclusion that the environmentally superior alternative was not economically feasible,
but due to the changes bearing on econemic feasibility since 2009, the Alternatives
Analysis must be re-analyzed and re-circulated.

Here, specifically the new Options C1 and C2 and Option B provide new options to the
Project which bear on the County’s determination of feasibility. The RRDEIR wholly
fails to disclose and analyze the costs associated with these Options. Such costs are
required to be known so as to allow for the assessment of the feasibility of the
environmentally superior alternatives.

CEQA requires that the County disclose their reasoning as to why it rejected the
alternative, The EIR failed to provide the legally required “roadmap” as to how the
County reached its decision to reject a smaller project.

In Kings County Farm Bureau, the court rejected an EIR that failed to include an
alternative that would have used natural gas rather than coal to fire a proposed
cogeneration plant when determination as to economic feasibility was not supported by
substantial evidence. The court held that there must be evidence showing the additional
costs or lost profits would make the project impractical, (221 Cal.App.3d atp. 737.)

In Burger v, County of Mendocino (1975) 45 Cal App.3d 322, 327, the court held that an
infeasibility finding based on economic factors cannot be made without an estimate of
income or expenditures to support a conclusion that the reduction of a motel project or
relocation of the project would make the project unprofitable.

The County’s Findings refer to the Middle Green Valley Specific Plan Financial Model
prepared by Economic Planning & Systems (“EPS”) as the basis for rejecting the reduced
capacity alternative. See AR 86; AR 6485-6502." The EPS Preliminary Model
addresses the cost of water service to the project, but only as lineal feet of pipe. Here,
Option A requires at least 3 municipal pumps, treatment and storage. Options Cl and C2
require pipe (possibly 2 sets of pipes if SID'and potable SID water will serve each
house). Thus the EPS Model must disclose and analyze how these costs affect the
feasibility of a 200/200 Project and the No Project alternative.

How much will the City of Faiifield charge for treatment, distribution in their pipes,
administration, etc. (e.g. total cost) for the Project? How will rates be determined? This
is especially important when there is no representation for determining the rates of water
treatment for non-city residents. (See South Pasadena v. Pasadena Land and Water Co.
(1908) 152 Cal. 579, 587-588.) Who will own and how will they own the new
distribution pipes?

" Economic Planning & Systems was the consultant team’s economist. (AR 8201, 151.}
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13.  The Notice of the Availability of the New RRDEIR ‘was Insuificient because it
was Published IFar Too Late and Failed to Notify the Relevant People

CEQA requires that the Notice of Availability be published at least 45 days prior.
(CEQA Guidelines §15087(a)(1).) Here, the RRDEIR states that the newspaper of
general circulation published the notice in the Daily Republic (RRDEIR p. 1-11), but the
Daily Republic article did not run an article on the Project until July 18,2014. The
public did not receive the 45 days notice as required by CEQA. (See Exhibit N, showing
a true and correct copy of the July 28, 2014 Daily Republic Article.)

Additionally Guidelines section 15087(a)(1) requires, “... If more than one area is
affected, the notice shalf be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from among
the newspapers of general circulation in those areas.” Here, all of the areas affected by
SID’s dedication to water include all areas where SID water is used. Therefore, the
Notice of Availability should alsc be properly noticed in Vacaville, Benicia, Faitfield,
Suisun, to existing SID customers and Maine Praitie.

01-43

The baseline for the project is the date of the publication of the Notice of Preparation
(“NOP”), which in this case in December 23, 2009. (AR1624.) The County, however,
must republish another NOP because the baseline conditions must be updated to reflect
the present physical conditions. For example, it is much less relevant to know the water
availability in Lake Berryessa in 2009 as it is to know the water availability in June of
2014 — the date of the new Option C proposal.

Additionally, the Law Office of Amber L. Kemble received notice on June 28, 2014,
~ which is 44 days prior to August 11,2014, not the required 45 days.

Therefore, due to the foregoing issues pertaining to CEQA’s strict notice requirements
the RRDEIR must be re-circulated with proper notice to all relevant parties.

14.  The Project Description is Unstable and the WSA does not track with the
RRDEIR. ‘

The RRDEIR states that Option C is the preferred option for SID to provide all of the
potable water to the Specific Plan area (186 afy). (RRDEIR, p. 16-21.) However, the
WSA for Option C discloses that it is solely based on SID water in combination with 01-44
groundwater or plus City’s wholesale water. See page | of Appendix C, wherein the SID
letter states that the County intends to entitle the project based on a mix of groundwater
and surface water.

These two contrasting descriptions of Option C make for an unstable project description.

15,  Miscellaneous Questions and Comments
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Has the City of Fairfield treated SID’s water of use outside of the City’s boundaries? If G, 4E
s0, please provide the details of such arrangement — where, how long has this existed?

Has any other city ever treated SID’s water for use outside of the city’s boundaries? T o1-46

How did the County originally arrive at 400 houses as proposed in the 2007 study
sessions, and was stated in the General Plan (2008) — subject to further study, and which 01-47
became the proposed number of primary houses for approval in the MGVSP? 1l

How is the water treated for the domestic supply that SID provides to Mankas Corner in ]
Suisun Valley? (RRDEIR, p. 16-6). Gi4e
How was the multimillion dollar upgrade at the Waterman Treatment Plant paid for?
(See RRDEIR, p. 16-14.) Is there money still owed on it? How are the users equitably 01-49
paying for this improvement?

The Waterman Treatment Plant has a capacity of 30 mgd and the North Bay Regional -
Plant has a 40-mgd capacity, which can purportedly be expanded to 90 mgd (p. 16-15).
The RRDEIR miust provide data to support how the North Bay Plan can be more than
doubled. How much would that cost and how much would the MGV SP users pay for that
improvement should it be done in the future? This information is relevant to know the
costs of the Project for Option C as it relates to the environmentally superior alternatives.

01-50

Do the following calcufations on page 16-15 take into account the new train station

~ project? ’ ]: 0151
The RRDEIR states that the City’s 2 water treatment plants have the capacity to treat 56
mgd and that Fairfield uses an average of 21.5 and a maximum of 37.6 mgd. (RRDEIR,
p. 16-48-49.) The RRDEIR, however, fails to disclose and analyze the foresecable
increase in use from Benicia and Vacavilie. 1

01-52

Will any of the existing pipelines (i.e. City of Vallejo, USBR) in the Plan area be used for
the Project-or will all new pipes be laid? Who will own those pipes? Who will own the

easements? Does the answer change for the different proposed options (A-C) of water 01-53
service providers — City of Fairfield, CSA providing groundwater, SID with water service
treatment provided by the City of Fairfield? 1

Will the water for the Plan Area in Option C be comingled with Delta water? If so, the

. . i ; 01-54
RRDEIR must analyze and disclose the physical impacts of using Delta water.. 1
- If there are potable water pipes and non-potable water pipes running the rural residential ]
units, what is the increase in cost for doubling up on the pipes to these residences? Who .

will bear this cost? What is the total cost for implementation, operation and
maintenance? What are the size pipes for potable versus non potable water? How will
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they be differentiated to protect public health?
a. Option A

The RRDEIR states “Under Option A, the proposed water supply infrastructure system
would consist of approximately nine miles of onsite pipeline and 500,000 gallons of
onsite storage (for fire hydrants and sprinklers) in two water storage tanks at elevation
(see Figure 16.1).” (RRDEIR, p. 16-28.)

How much does 9 miles of pipeline cost in 2014? Was the cost estimate different than in
2009? Where is the data to support this figure? How much is the additional pipeline to
the limited number of residences in the Kills that are more distant from the City center?

Where will the 2 storage tanks be located? This is a significant aesthetic impact that
requires further disclosure and analysis, especially since it will be located at elevation,

b. Option B

The RRDEIR states “Water treatment is anticipated to consist of mixed media filtration
and disinfection untess measured chemical constituents indicate a need for further
treatment.” How much will this cost? Where will the treatment plant be located? Will
the location of the treatment plants solely be near each well as described on p. 16-367
How large will a treatment plant be? Will additional treatment be required from the
storage tank to the residence? The cost needs to be disclosed and supported by data.
Thereafter the alternatives analysis needs to be refigured. (RRDEIR, p. 16-29.)

The RRDEIR states “[Option B would require] approximately 4.5 miles of onsite
pipelines, and 500,000 gallons of storage (for fire hydrants and sprinklers) in two water
storage tanks preferably located at elevation (see Figure 16.1).” (RRDEIR, p. 16-29.)
Why is there only half of the pipeline than was figured for option A?

For Option B the 54 afy of reuse water requires further CEQA analysis pertaining to the
effect of using grey water above where groundwater will be pumped. For example,
heavy metals, pharmaceuticals, etc. may affect the quality of groundwater. This is a
potentially significant impact. '

Recently, the City of Fairfield extended water service to the Guru Nanak Temple, located
on Rockville Road. This was due to the Temple's water well had problems with saline
and it was an emergency situation. This saline intrusion provides substantial evidence
that the potential wells in MGV (Option B) are also susceptible to saline intrusion
because they are approximately the same distance from the Marsh as iglMGV. How deep
was the well at the Temple? What is the difference in the distance from the Marsh/saline
waters to the Temple versus to Reservoir Road in MGV?

c. Option C

- 01-58
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How much is a “Petition for Change in Place of Use™ expected to cost? How much is the
“annex the Solano Project Place of Use area into SID’s service area” expected to cost?
(RRDEIR, p. 16-29.) :

How much will it cost the City of Faiifield to treat 190 afy water for the Project? How
much will it cost to use (rent) the pipes up to the 24inch flange at Bast Ridge? (RRDEIR,
p. 16-29.) How much does 9 miles of pipeline cost? Where is the data to support this
figure? How much: is the additional pipeline to the limited number of residesnces in the
hills? Where will the 2 storage tanks be focated? This is a significant aesthetic impact
that requires further disclosure and analysis, especially since it will be focated at
elevation. The cost needs to be disclosed and supported by data. Thereafter the
alternatives analysis needs to be refigured. '

For Water Supply Option Cl who and how would the groundwater be treated to Title 22
standards? How much would that cost to build operate and maintain? Where would the
treatment plant be located? Where would the well be located? There are potentially
significant impacts associated with the building, operation and maintenance of a water
treatment plant that must be disclosed and analyzed.

Option C2 is prohibited by Measure L in 2 ways: selling water and treating water for use
beyond the urban limit line.

Would the CSA be obligated to the “Solano Project Members® Agreement as to Drought
Measures and Water Allocation,” as described on p. 16-427 If so, how? )

The RRDEIR discusses that in a drought farmers are asked to idle their water
requirements so that cities get the water. (RRDEIR, p. 16-43.) This is a potentially
significant impact because it affects farmland. MGVSP has a cumulative effect to
reducing the amount of farmland in Solano County because the more municipal reliance
on SID water will necessarily mean less water for agriculture. This is a potentially
significant impact that requires disclosure and analysis under CEQA. Additionally,
Appendix B7 states, SID rule 5004, that, “Water shall be distributed equitably and fairly
to Water Users within the District who have paid all charges and penalties therefrom.”
However, mixing ag and municipal users necessarily sets up hierarchy of use because
people cannot go without water for medical and health reasons, but farmers can forgo a
profit, if necessary.

Under Mitigation 16-2B who would pay to connect an éxisténg well user to the system?
(See RRDEIR, p. 16-46.)

The RRDEIR states, “SID has raised the specific concern that, if sewage disposal
requires the construction of new onsite systems, the design and placement of lines and
leach fields would need to be kept clear of SID and USBR easements (Wirth 2009).”

01-67
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(RRDEIR, p. 16-48.) On site sewage disposal is a potentially significant impact.
Measure L prevents sending sewage to the City. Therefore, the RRDEIR must further 01-68
disclose and analyze the potentially significant impacts associated with on site sewage ~ cont'd

aesthetics, safety, odors, focation away from easements, streams, etc.

The RRDEIR must further disclose and analyze the likelihood of partial project
completion. For example, if a developer wants to start with 4, 25, 50 or 100 houses will
SID provide water for that, or will the developer have the option to simply drop a local
well? How do pipes get laid when only a few houses are initiated? Does this mean that
if the water connection closest to Reservoir Road is used (i.e. Option A or C) that that 01-69
development will be first, but that if Option B is used, a different location could be first —
including the bigger houses in the hills? Furthermore, could a house(s) be built in the
hills using groundwater, but later change to a municipat connection? Do the planned
stages of development vary depending on which water option is used? 1

The only entity that can build 400/ 100 houses at once is a corporate homebuilder. This is
a potentially significant aesthetic impact as corporate houses have a different and more
urban feel than the older single developer style houses that exist in Upper Green Valley. 1

01-70

The WSA for Option C at page 4 states that cities can carry over their water entitlements.
Which cities have carry over entitlements and how much are the cities carrying over?
What do they typically carry over. Additionally, is SID carrying over water in trust for
the cities? How much for whom? Do these carry overs or trusts expire or accumulate?

01-71

TABLE 2 in the WSA, entitled, “Normalized Evapotranspiration of Applied Water
(ETAW) For SID Agricultural Acreage 1991-2010” provides a PRELIMINARY
understanding of water applied to various crops based on evapotranspiration, This data is
in draft form and must be finalized before it can be relied upen in the RRDEIR."

01-72

How many total units does SID currently serve directly with domestic water? How much
of that does SID sell as potable water? How is the SID water that is not potable treated
for domestic use? This information must be disclosed because it is relevant as to whether 01-73
use of SID water for domestic uses and cities is increasing over agricultural use. There
may be a potentially significant impact if SID continues a pattern and practice of
increasing service to domestic uses.", ' This is because the more domestic connections 1

! Page 4 of the WSA acknowledges, that the ...study period is under development by
SID to guide development of a future agricultural water allocation policy.” Emphasis
added.

1> Page 8 of the WSA states “A recommendation to create a Solano County 1991
Emergency Water Pool was suggested and the SID Board of Directors agreed to
participate assisting SCWA create an emergency water pool to help the urban agencies
meet their demands and get through the drought. SID agreed to offer landowners the
opportunity to idle their land for a year, i.e. forgo farming so the water saved could be put
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to SID, then agriculture may be impacted by not receiving water in dry years, as has been |
the practice in the past. This in turn may affect the types of crops grown and ultimately 01.73
limit agriceltural production in Solano County. If farmers cannot rely on water, then

Solano County will loose its agricultural base. This is a potentially significant impact
that requires further disclosure and analysis under CEQA. 1l

cont'd

Please provide the any and all data that the County relies upon from David’s Engineering
referenced in the WSA (for example, see p. 6 FN1).

01-74

Page10 of the WSA (Option C) states that “SID has proven this ability over the last 50+
years with only one year (1991) when SID implemented a water shortage allocation
program to conserve water and provide a supplemental urban water supply to help Solano
Project urban water users meet their demands during a water shortage.” Has SID ever
asked any of its users in the County to not use water other than in the year 19917 If so,
who and how much?

01-75

What is Fairfield’s contingency plan for the wild fluctuations for the North Bay 01-76
Aqueduct, as described in Appendix B8 (Ckita’s Memo)? 1

Table 4 on page 10 refers to a "Maximum" which “represents the maximum supply or
demand anticipated in the future through 2034.” How does the WSA determine the 01-77
maximumn demand? What is the data relied upon? Please provide it. 1

The RRDEIR states that the 100 acres of irrigated land in the Plan area will be from non-
potable sources. (RRDEIR, p. 16-28.) Does this mean that each residence will have two
sets of pipes — one for potable and one for non potable water? How much will that alter 01-78
the cost of the projéct? This affects the feasibility and requires further analysis of the
alternatives analysis.

What will residents use when SID doesn’t allow irrigation water from March to
November? App. B7 states SID Rule 5021 “Surface irrigation water shall not be made
available during the months of November throngh March unless otherwise approved by 01-79
the Board, Water Users desiring to grow winter crops and utilize District facilities shall
submit a request for off-season,” There will be an increase in the use of potable water to
the extent people will irrigate their private landscaping year round. 1

How does the WSAs for Option A and C projected water demand account for the 3,260 I o1-80

into a pool and used fo help the urban agencies. This program was implemented and SID
was able to provide up to 15,000 acre feet of water for the emergency pool.”

' Page 9 of the WSA states, “Agreement provides that Solano Irrigation District will
begin implementing a voluntary agricultural water marketing program for growers
willing to sell their water allocations to cities for municipal and industrial use the
following March.”




Middle Green Valley Specific Plan

Solano County

Responses to Comments and Revisions to the RRDEIR

2. Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR

November 12, 2014

Mr. Matt Walsh
August 11,2014
Page 26

afy that the Train Station Project will use?

Will a future CSA be a participating agency as described on page 24 in paragraph 18 of
the Contract between USBR and SID in Appendix B4? - -

The WSA states, “The County intends to base its environmental review of the project
based on a conjunction surface water/groundwater mix to entitle the project. Therefore,
from a supply perspective, Staff recommends the Board approve the WSA.” What is the
County’s estimate afy of groundwater does the County propose to use for Option C1?
This information is relevant in light of the prior comments from Kamman Hydrology &
Engineering, Inc., dated October 10, 2014 and from the Law Office of Amber L. Kemble,
also dated October 10, 2014 and will be resubmitted on August 11,2014, Such
comments provide substantial evidence that the use of groundwater availability as
analyzed Thomasson for Green Valley necessarily interferes with Green Valley Creek
and is not available in the historic quantifies for municipal pumping over the life of the
Project. Therefore, to any extent Option Cl relies on groundwater, it must disclose the
estimated amount that it intends to use.

The Okita Memo in Appendix B8 states that the water from the North Bay Aqueduct
(“NBA”) fluctuates wildly. Therefore the SID and the City of Fairfield’s Option A and
C2 cannot rely on the City providing water because the City’s supply is limited by the
uncertainty as it related to Delta water.

As the Specific Plan as drafted, does it situate trees or houses in the right of ways of SID
which conflicts with SID’s policy not to locate structures over or trees within 6 feet. See
AR 6005, stating, “No permanent structures will be allowed to be constructed over the
Districts existing right-of-ways nor shall any trees be planted within feet of the edge of
any of our pipelines.”

Who are the other water users for Lake Berryessa water (e.g. who uses the balance of the
207,350 after SID uses the 141,000 afy)? See page 7 of SID’s WSA App. C.

USBR cannot accept interference with an easement for a Project that violates local and
state law. As noted above, the proposed Project Options A and C violate state (Gov’t
Code section 56113) and local laws (Measures L and T). The policy of the USBR with
respect to authorizing Projects that may interfere with their easements as are outlined in
the RRDEIR (i.e. Terminal Reservoir and Mason Road). AR5989. Therefore, this
additional restriction creates further legal uncertainty for the Project.

16.  The Mitigation Measures Do Not Cure the Inadequate Analysis
The RRDEIR’s Impacts and Mitigation Measures section must be reevaluated in light of

the failings and inadequacies identified in the WSAs for Options A, B, and C., For
example, the RRDEIR concludes that under Option A there is adequate water supply to

Page 2-27
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meet project domestic demands and that as a result the impact is less than significant.

(RRDEIR, pp. 16-33 to 16-35.) This impact analysis fails to adequately address Measure
L’s restriction on the City providing water for the Project. In fact, the impact analysis cont'd
ignores the law of the case regarding Measure L. <

01-87

Impact 16-1 applies to the adequacy of water supplies to meet project domestic demands
under Option B. The impact analysis relies upon the flawed analysis in Option B to
conclude that the implementation of Mitigation Measures 16-1a and 16-1b, the impact
would be less-than-significant, (RRDEIR, pp. 16-39 to 16-40.) Neither Mitigation 01-88
Measure 16-1a or Mitigation Measure 16-1b cure the inadequacies of the WSA for
Option B as identified in these comments and the August 11,2014 comments submitted
by Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc.

The RRDEIR concludes that under Option C there is adequate water supply to meet
domestic demands. (RRDEIR, pp. 16-40 to 16-44.) Again, the impact analysis relies
upon the inadequate WSA for Option C as discussed in these comments and the
conuments submitted by Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. 1

01-89

Donald B. Mooney
Amber Kemble
Dana Dean
Attorneys for Upper

Green Valley Homeowners

Attachments
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Members of the Solano County Water Agency board of directors
on Thursday agreed to help. They approved principles for an
agreement that would allow the Napa County Flood Control &
Water District to buy Berryessa water.

The Napa district would be able to buy up to 10,000 acre feet. By
comparison, Fairfield uses about 23,000 acre feet of water from
all of its sources annually. The Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California says an acre-foot is enough water to serve
two typical families for a year.

Napa would buy the Berryessa water for $600 an acre foot. By
comparison, Fairfield pays nothing for Berryessa water because
the Solano Project that created Lake Berryessa in the late 1950s
has been paid off,

No connection exists to bring Lake Berryessa water to Napa
County. The Putah South Canal is a conerete-lined canal that
carries Berryessa water and the North Bay Aqueduct is an
underground pipe that carries Delta water. The two are separate
conveyance systems.

Solano County Water Agency proposes to install a pipe
conneeting the two systems. This connection would be made in
eastern Fairfield in the Cement Hill Road area, near the McCoy
basin, agency General Manager David Okita said. The Putah
South Canal and North Bay Aqueduct at this point are about
1,700 feet apart, he said.

The pipe would enter the underground North Bay Aqueduct
through a manhole. This connection might remain in place only
for 2014, then could be disassembled. Okita said the pipe making
the connection could be rented.

“I think in theory it would only be used in these very unusual
years like this one, that shouldn’t happen very often, maybe once
in a generation,” Okita said.

Berryessa water to help bail out
Napa cities

By Barry Eberling

From page Al | April 11, 2014 | 1 Comment

VACAVILLE — Solano County is moving ahead with its plan to
provide emergency Lake Berryessa water to help Napa County
weather the drought.

Lake Berryessa reservoir is located in Napa County, but provides
water almost exclusively to Solano County and farms. Napa
County cities get no Berryessa water. Despite the three-year
drought, the reservoir is more than 7o percent full.

Both Solano and Napa counties get water from the state’s North
Bay Aqueduct, which carries water pumped from the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, But the state is giving no Delta
water allocations this year, with perhaps only carry-over
allocations from previous years available. That could hit the
Napa County cities of Napa, American Canyon and

Calistoga hard,

The connection would also help Benicia and Vallejo get more
water during peak summer demand periods, an agency report
said.

Okita wasn't certain how much the temporary pipe connection
will cost. The users of the emergency Berryessa water will pay for
the connection, he said.

Engineering to make the connection between the Putah South
Canal and North Bay Aqueduct is relatively simple, Okita wrote
to the board. But the necessary agreements and permits involve
13 different agencies, he said. It involves transferring water from
a federal project to a state project.

Before the agreement can go forward, it must be approved by the
Napa County Flood Control and Water District.

"The Solano County Water Agency board of directors consists of
the Solano County Board of Supervisors, the mayors from the
county’s seven cities, a representatives from Reclamation District
2068, the Maine Prairie Water District and Solano Irrigation
District,

Reach Barry Eberling at 427-6929 or
beberling@dailyrepublic.net. Follow him on Twitter at
wanw.witter.com/beberlingdr.
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irrigation restrictions arc mandatory. The state Water Resources
Control Board could fine water agencies $10,000 a day for failure
to comply, a water board press release said.

The regulations were approved July 15 and became effective
Tuesday, after final approval Monday by the Office of
Administrative Law.

Solano County is weathering the drought better than many other
parts of the state. Fairfield's drought measures kick in when the
Lake Berryessa reservoir drops to 50 percent full, The reservoir
in Napa County is 61 percent full,

Still, local communities such as Fairfield must respond to the
state’s actions.

Fairfield Assistant Public Works Director for Utilities Felix
Riesenberg said Fairficld has existing fines for water waste, The
first offense results in a warning, the second offense in a $25
fine, the third offense in a $50 fine and fourth offense in a $100
fine.

“We don't envision changing the fine amounts,” Riesenberg said.
“That has worked. We don't have to go up to that $500 amount.”

Riesenberg wasn't aware of any cases where the city has issued a
fine,

“We may have an instance here or there,” he said. “Usually,
education is all it takes.”

City code enforeement officers handle water-waste issues, he
said.

Fairfield always has an outdoor irrigation restriction in place that
prohibits watering between noon and 6 p.m., Riesenberg said.
That’s what Fairfield proposes to use to meet the state’s demand
for outdoor watering restrictions.

Cities dealing with state
drought rules

The contrast between watered and un-watered grass s apparent on Rancho
Solano Parkway in Fairfield, Wednesday. New water regulations from the
state Water Resources Control Board were put into effect Tuesday. (Robinsen
Kuntz/Dally Republic)

By Barry Eberling

From page A1 | July 31, 2014 |

FAIRFIELD — Solano County cities are trying to figure out how
to respond to new state policies that erack down on water
wasters.

The state Water Resources Control Board announced the policies
earlier this month to deal with the drought. All Californians are
to stop washing down driveways and sidewalks, watering
landscaping to the point of runoff, using a hose to wash vehicles
unless the hose has a shut-off nozzle and using drinking water in
a decorative water feature unless the water is recirenlated.

Local agencies can ask courts to fine violators up to $500 a day.
In addition, larger water agencies are required to activate their
water shortage contingency plans to a level where outdoor water

But following the state requirement to the letter and activating
the city's water shortage contingeney plan to the point where
outdoor landscaping irrigation restrictions arve imposed is
problematic. The only additional outdoor watering restriction
mentioned in the Fairfield plan, reserved for when Lake
Berryessa is 37 percent full, calls for no outdoor irrigation,

Should the noon-to-6 p.m. restriction fail to satisfy the state,
Fairfield would seek to create an intermediate step before the no-
watering restriction, Riesenberg said.

Fairfield for more than 16 years has contacted residents with
high water bills. It offers to have interns come out from the
spring through fall to look for water-saving solutions, such as
checking for leaks and adjusting the irrigation systems. The
program expanded countywide in 2011,

Interns in previous years did about 16 surveys a day, Fairfield
Management Analyst Andy Walker said. The number has
dropped this year to about eight surveys a day.

“I think part of it is that people have been cutting back,” Walker
said. “They are much more aware of what they are doing with
their water.”

Gov. Jerry Brown in January asked all communities to
voluntarily reduce water use by 20 percent, Fairfield in February
reduced water use by 3 percent over February 2013. It reduced
use by 23 percent in March, 20 percent in April, 19 percent in
May and 4 pereent in June, according to the city.

“You can drive around the town,” Riesenberg said. “I was just in
south Cordelia this morning. I was amazed at the number of
brown lawns, of zeroscape (yards). The community has been
conserving. This is where it gets tough, when the state makes a
one-size-fits-all.”

Suisun City’s water policies are governed by the Suisun-Solano
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Water Authority, a joint powers authority between the city and
the Solano Irrigation District. The authority has yet to adopt any
new restrictions in response to the state’s new requirements, a
city press release said.

Suisun City at times receives complaints from residents that a
neighbor is overwatering a lawn, Those complaints get forwarded
to the city code enforcement officers. The city might hand out a
warning, city Senior Accountant Elizabeth Luna said.

‘The Suisun-Solano Water Authority could meet and discuss
declaring a drought, she said.

Benieia has been harder hit than other Solano County cities by
the drought because it usually gets most of its water from the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, not Lake Berryessa. It has
imposed mandatory outdoor watering restrictions.

Vallejo is planning to limit landscape watering to three days a
week. Benicia and Vallejo have started water patrols, with city
officials looking for water-wasting activities. Vacaville will starta
water-waste hotline, said a press release from the Solano County
Water Agency.

Go to www.Solanosaveswater.org for more information, as well
as for water conservation tips.

Reach Barry Eberling at 427-6929 or
beberling@dailyrepublic.net. Follow him on Twitter at
wwiw.twitter.com/beberlingdr.

Water supplies might help
attract businesses

The Putah Creek South Canal runs through Fairfield near Hillborn Road. The
location of nearby Lake Berryessa helps draw business' to the area with a
consistent water supply. (Adam Smith/Dally Republic)

By Barry Eberling

From page B7 | April D6, 2014 |

FAIRFIELD — Solano County when wooing prospective
businesses can portray itself as a bit of an oasis in a drought-
prone state.

“Water is an asset,” Fairfield Economic Development Specialist
Charles Ching said. “We have a lot of food and beverage
manufacturers in town that need a lot of water. There a lot in the
Bay Area that are looking for places that have a reliable water
supply.”

Local cities promote water conservation. But they haven't had to

impose mandatory water conservation during the ongoing, three-
year drought, in contrast to some communities.

Exhibit C

Exhibit C

Various cities in the Sacramento area have mandatory, 20
percent water eutbacks in place for its residents and businesses.
Folsom Lake, the area’s main water supply, has shriveled.

The water agencies that rely on Folsom Lake have a conservation
website. Under the economic development section, it notes that
some cities may not issue new water connection permits if the
situation worsens.

San Joaquin Valley farms that depend on the Central Valley
Project face getting no irrigation water whatsoever, Lake Shasta
reservoir is 49 pereent full.

Gov, Jerry Brown has ealled on residents statewide to voluntarily
cut water use by 20 percent.

Meanwhile, local cities and farms get water from the Bureau of
Reclamation’s Lake Berryessa reservoir, which exists almost
solely to serve Solano County. Many local cities, such as Fairfield
and Vacaville, also get water from the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta through the state’s NorthBay Aqueduct.

Lake Berryessa is the county’s ace in the hole, Tt fills with rain
runoff in local hills. It sits unconnected to state and federal water
projects that depend on snowfall in the Sierra Nevada.

Despite the drought, Lake Berryessa reservoir remains at almost
70 percent full. It is slow to fill, but also slow to empty.

Sandy Person of the Solano Leonomic Development Corp. said
the area’s local water supplies are “a huge asset” in the quest to
attract businesses. The area is well-positioned to attract food
processors that need high-quality water, she said.

On March 11, the Solano County Board of Supervisors heard a
report on the county’s economy, Supervisor Skip Thomson
mentioned Solano County’s water supplies.

“I think we can use that to our advantage,” Thomson said.
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Chuck Wagner, owner of Caymus Vineyards in Napa Valley, Reach Barry Eberling at 427-6929, or
mentioned Solano County’s water supplies during a talk at the beberting@dailyrepublie.net. Follow him on Twitter at
Solano Economic Development Corp. annual lunch. The Wagner wunw.twitter.com/beberlingdr.

Family of Wine plans to open a winery and plant vineyards on
Cordelia Road in southernmost Suisun Valley, where it can use
Lake Berryessa irrigation water.

“You're very lucky here to have sufficient water,” Wagner said.

Fairficld wants its businesses to conserve water voluntarily. But,
city Assistant Public Works Manager for Utilities Felix
Riesenberg said, this doesn’t require a hard sell.

“Most businesses will do that,” he said. “You don't have to
encourage businesses to be efficient all that often. It tends to be
part of their bottom line.”

Water conservation can come in such areas as landscaping.
Riesenberg said local businesses don’t have to worry about their
ability to produce their produet because of water restrictions.

Anheuser-Busch came to Fairfield in the early 1970s. City
officials have said one reason was the quality of Lake Berryessa
water,

The brewery has kept water conservation in mind. Improved
technology allowed it to cut its water use by 47 percent in recent
years without brewing less beer.

Iiven Solano County isn’t drought-proof. In the early 1990s, a
six-year drought sapped Lake Berryessa to 25 percent of its
capacity. Foundations from the long-submerged town of
Monticello re-emerged, as did a long-submerged bridge along a
former highway route.

One more extremely dry year would have put the county in dire
straights, But 1992-93 ended up being extremely rainy and the
drought broke.

Area in 2013 saw business
comings and goings

By Barry Eberling

Exhibit D From page C1 | December 29, 20173 |

FAIRFIELD — Wine and cars both made an impact on the local
business scene in 2013,

The year saw several major businesses either open or announce
they will be coming to central Solano County. The good news was
tempered by the closing of some major local stores,

The Wagner Family of Wine announced it will build a winery in
southernmost Suisun Valley, The Wagner family owns Caymus
Vineyards in the Napa Valley.

The winery will be located on 176 acres at 2658 Cordelia Road
and is to be built in phases through 2018. It is to have a capacity
of 5 million gallons of wine annually, an amount that would far
and away male it the biggest winery in Solano County.

Charles Wagner appeared before the county Planning
Cominission on Aug. 1 and talked about why the family chose
Solano County for its winery.

“It's a great location, centrally located near highways,” Wagner
said.

Local vintners welcomed the news. They viewed it as another
step to putting Suisun Valley on the wine map.

Also in 2013, Encore!Glass anmounced it is moving from Benicia
to Fairfield. The company contracts for wine bottles made in
such places as Asia and Mexico and supplies them to about goo
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wineries, along with packaging services. It has about 60
employees.

Encore!Glass will be located in a $16 million, 318,000-square-
foot, concrete tilt-up building being built by Sacramento-based
developer Buzz Oates on Cordelia Road, Buzz Oates plans to
build another, $24 million, 471,000-square-foot building on the
same site.

Groundbreaking took place on May 1. Fairfield officials
welcomed the news as a sign of an improving industrial land
market.

Fairfield also saw the opening of CarMax on Aug. 28 in its Auto
Mall. CarMax took over the site of the old Chrysler and Dodge
dealerships that closed during the Great Recession.

Fairfield Mayor Harry Price said CarMax will bring people from
all over the region. Once they come to Fairfield, they might visit
other auto mall dealerships or attractions such as Jelly Belly, he
said.

“From an economic point of view, it's going to be a great draw,”
Price said on CarMax’s opening day.

Vacaville spent much of the year wooing Ieon Aireraft. The
company could establish a manufacturing plant for the Icon As, a
two-seat, amphibious landing aircraft with fold-up wings, a
speed of up to 120 mph and range of 300 miles.

Icon plans to move from Southern California to either Vacaville
or a site in Texas or Arizona. Company officials called Vacaville
the “top contender” and the company moved to buy 14 acres of
county land near Nut Tree Airport for $2.1 million. But Icon by
vear’s end had yet to announce its choice for a new home.

A long-established Fairfield business left in 2013. Dennis Landis
in May closed his The Blue Frog Grog and Grill at 1750 Travis
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Blvd. Ie had opened it 25 years earlier at the first restaurant in
Fairfield’s Gateway area.

“He was a pioneer. He took a chance before anybody else. He saw
Fairfield had a good potential,” Fairfield Senior Economic
Development Division Project Manager Karl Dumas said.

A few weeks ago, Fuddruckers opened in The Blue Frog building.
The hamburger restaurant kept a trace of The Blue Frog alive.

“We were able to keep the brewery intact and keep the brand of

Blue Frog going, which has a very large following in the Fairfield
area and beyond that,” said George Almeida, who owns the local
Fuddruckers.

Two Suisun Valley restaurants saw changes in 2013.

Rockville Bar & Grill at Rockville Corner closed for remodeling in
September. It reopened as an Italian restaurant called Salvio at
the Rock, named after the chef.

And, early in the year, Mankas Steakhouse replaced Mankas
Tapas Bar and Steakhouse at Mankas Corner. The new owners
and chef came with experience from the Napa Valley culinary
world.

The past year also saw the loss of some businesses. Orchard
Supply Hardware closed stores in Fairfield and Vacaville, Kmart
closed its Fairfield store.

Agriculture is the rural county’s biggest business. The county
Agricultural Department in June announced that the previous
year, 2012, saw county crops reach a total value of $343 million,
an all-time high.

Report shows Solano grape
tonnage dips slightly

By Barry Eberling

From page 87 | February 23, 2014 |

FAIRFIELD — Solano County grape growers in 2013 harvested
fewer grapes than in 212, but got a higher price per ton.

Growers harvested 21,980 tons of grapes and the average price
for all varieties was $842, bringing in about $18.5 million. That
compares to 2012, when growers harvested 23,828 tons at an
average price of $827 per ton, earning about $19.7 million.

The figures come from the preliminary statistics released by the
state Department of Food and Agriculture in its Grape Crush
Report.

Roger King of the Suisun Vintners & Growers Association called
2013 a good year.

“We got a record state crush, but Solano didn't have large crops
like some other regions did,” King said. “We seemed to be pretty
much on par to our normal.”

His Suisun Valley vineyard produced 50 percent of the previous
year, King said. But 2012 was a big year and it's not unexpected
that the subsequent year’s crop is smaller, he said.

“It's just the way the vines are,” he said.
Solano County’s numbers are dwarfed by Napa’s. Napa County

grape growers harvested 172,977 tons of grapes and earned $638
million. The average price per ton for all varietics was $3,691.
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Napa is Napa and has its brand, King said. Solano County is not
going to be in parity with that county for prices, he said.

He pointed out that Solano County's numbers are not just for
Suisun Valley and its wineries. Suisun Valley grapes represent
about 50 percent grapes grown in the county. Ryer Island in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta may account for about 33
percent, he said.

That skews the price figures, because grapes grown in the Delta
bring in less money than grapes grown in the coastal regions, he
said.

Also, Suisun Valley growers sell grapes to the East Coast.
Probably 250 tons to 400 tons doesn't show up in the state
report, which looks only at grapes crushed in California, King
said.

He called Cabernet a bellwether grape. Solano County Cabernet
Sauvignon fetched prices in the $1,700-per-ton range, in sync
with Lake and Mendocino counties, he said.

Solano County’s wine world is seeing changes. The Wagner
Family of Wine, which owns Caymus Vineyards in Napa Valley,
is to build a winery on Cordelia Road that will dwarf any existing
in the county. A wine packager and a wine bottle supplier and
packager are coming to warehouses on Cordelia Road.

“It's about the wine economy,” King said. “When I say ‘wine
economy,’ it’s the entire economic impact of the wine industry in
the county. That’s going to be growing quite a bit as a result of
these moves.”

Chuck Wagner, owner of Caymus Vineyards, addressed the
Solano Economic Development Corp. luncheon on Jan. go. He
said much of Suisun Valley wine is sold directly to consumers by
wineries, similar to the way locally grown fruits and vegetables
are sold directly to consumers at Suisun Valley produce stands.
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Wagner Family of Wine sells much of its wines through
distributors, to restaurants and stores, Wagner said. He expects
to see more of this three-tier distribution system used in Sclano
County, he said.

It’s hard to become a world-class wine region through direct
sales, Wagner said, The region needs to sell wine in such places
as New York, he said.

For now, local grape growers are looking ahead to the 2014
growing season, King said the storms from Feb. 5 to Feb. 11 had a
big impact amid a drought.

“Everybody who sits with vineyards in the ground, we just put g
inches of rain into that soil,” King said. “It’s been watered. It's
ready to go.”

‘When the vines bud in four to five weeks, they will have a robust
water profile around them in the soil, he said.

Reach Barry Eberling at 427-6929, or
beberling@dailyrepublic.net. Follow him on Twitter at
www.twitter.com/beberlingdr.

Nectar of the gods

ur

By Daily Republic

From page A8 | February 02, 2014 |

It's hard not to be impressed by the prospects for Solano County
wines based on news from that particular agricultural sector.

Chuck Wagner of Caymus Vineyards in Napa County wooed a
Fairfield audience when he spoke Thursday at the Solano County
Eeonomic Development Corporation’s 31st annual meeting.

His massive Wagner Family of Wine project on Cordelia Road, at
the former Hopkins Ranch, will upon completion include a
winery along with a bottling and distribution complex, and
related activities, according to county-approved permits,

They'll begin planting a vineyard within a few weeks, Wagner
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said.

The project is scheduled for completion in phases through 2018,
‘The operating capacity will hit 5 million gallons of wine annually,
by far the largest in Solano County.

‘The new Wagner Family of Wine operation will be in fine
company,

Wine grapes rank sixth in value on Solano County’s anmual crop
report for 2012 — the latest available — at nearly $19.8 million.
Indications from last fall are that the 2013 grapes should produce
fine wines, perhaps enough to push wine grapes into the county’s
top five million-dollar commodities.

Meanwhile the Buzz Qates project on Cordelia Road continues
apace. Wine bottle supplier Encore Glass is on track to lease a
nearly completed 318,000-square-foot building there.
Meanwhile Saxco International, which provides packaging for
the wine, beer, liquor and food industries, has signed on fora
473,000-square-foot warehouse.

Simply smooth

We have a slew award-winning wines from right here in Suisun
Valley, based on the 2014 San Franciseo Chronicle Wine
Competition. It's billed as the largest competition of American
wines in the world, so to win, place or show there is no small feat.
Napa Valley wines were certainly well-represented, but so were
our Suisun Valley wines.

Vezer Family Vineyard and Wooden Valley Winery cleaned up
while a trio of other Suisun Valley wineries made solid showings.

» Vezer’s 2012 Verdelho won best of class, its Jakes Cellar Master
red blend won gold, and its 2010 Petite Sirah, 2012 Black
Museat and 2010 Zinfandel each won silver.

« Wooden Valley’s 2013 Sauvignon Blane and 2011 Merlot each
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won gold, its 2011 Petite Sirah and 2011 Zinfandel won
silver, and its 2009 Lanza Cabernet Sauvignon and 2011
Cabernet Sauvignon each won bronze.

» Ledgewood Creek Winery & Vineyards won gold for its 2010
Syrah, silver for its 2010 Rhone blend and bronze for its
2010 Cabernet Sauvignon.

« GrapeHeart Vineyards won silver for its 2010 Cabernet
Sauvignon and bronze for its 2010 The Beat red blend.

« Suncé Winery & Vineyard scored bronze with its 2011 Suisun
Valley Syrah.

Solano County’s Putah Creek Winery, meanwhile, earned five

silvers: for its 2011 Syrah, its 2012 Sauvignon Blane, its 2009

Tannat, its 2012 uncaked Chardonnay and its 2011 Barbera,

For those who are interested, the public tasting is scheduled Feb.
15 at the Festival Pavilion at Fort Mason Center in San Francisco.

Solano crop value hits all-time
high

Members of the Dorrough family harvest walnuts, on thelr ranch in Suisun
Valley, in 2013. Walnuts in 2013 had a total value of $55.4 million, making it
the most valuable crop in Solana County. (Robinson Kuntz/Daily Republic
file)

By Barry Eberling

From page A3 | June 11, 2014 |

FAIRFIELD — Solano County agriculture had another record-
breaking year in 2013 and walnuts once again led the way.

County agriculture production had a value of $348.2 million,
according to the newly released 2013 Solano County Crop and
Livestock report. The performanee dropped the 2012 total of
$343 million into second place.

The record-breaking year came despite some weather-related
setbacks for some erops, county Agricultural Commissioner Jim
Allan wrote to the Selano County Board of Supervisors.

“Overall low rainfall totals and late spring rains decreased
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Fresno County overall is far bigger, covering about 6,000 square

production in grapes, walnuts and field crops,” Allan wrote.

The $348.2 million figure represents the price of the crops when
sold hy the farms and ranches. It does not reflect processing and
other effects that agriculture has on the local economy.

‘Walnuts in 2013 had a total value of $55.4 million in Sclano
County, an inerease of $8.6 million over 2012. There's potential
for still more growth. Assistant Agricultural Commissioner
Simone Hardy said farmers are planting more walnuts and
almonds in the Dixon area.

Cattle and ealves came in second at $38.8 million, but fell almost
$5 million from the 2012 value. A county report attributed this to
a return to normal cow-calf operations after speculation in feeder
calves,

Rounding out the top five, alfalfa had a value of $35.4 million,
nursery produets $35 million and tomatoes $29,7 million.

The erop in the top spot has shifted over the years, In 2009,
Solano County’s No. 1 crop was tomatoes. In 2006, before the
housing meltdown, nursery products led the way.

Crops listed in the crop report range from wheat to safflower to
grapes to corn to watermelons,

“I like the fact we have so much diversity,” Hardy said.

Agriculture is the top business in rural Solano County. Still, the
county ranks toward the middle among California’s 58 counties
in agricultural production. It can’t compete with Central Valley
counties such as Fresno County, an agricultural powerhouse that
has topped $6 billion in agricultural production.

“We're not in the billion-dollar club,” Hardy said.

But Fresno County has about 2,800 square miles in agricultural
production, compared to 636 square miles in Solano County.

miles, compared to Solano County’s 9og square miles.

Solano County is a Bay Area agricultural powerhouse, though it
trails the Napa County erop value of about $662 million and
Sonoma County value of about $821 million.

Hardy said Solano County agriculture’s strengths include
diversity and the number of farms that have been owned by local
families for several generations. The county has freeway access,
water, good soils and a Board of Supervisors dedicated to
keeping agriculture viable, she said.

Reach Barry Eberling at 427-6929 or
beberling@dailyrepublic.net. Follow him on Twitter at
wwew.twitter.com/beberlingdr,
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FEATURED SOLANG COUNTY
AGRICULTURAL RIEGION:
DIKON RIDGE

One of the 10 agricultural reglonal aveas deslgnated in Solso County, Dixoy Ridgeia located in he
northeastern corer of Bolano Cauity. 1t is bounded by the city of Winters ta the northwest, Davis
e the ewst, Midway Rond
10 the south and Inferstate
505 on the western edge.

Tt e roughly rectangulu i
shape and conslsis of
approximatcly 71,000
neres, 9% of which is
designated 2 prime
farmland, le, the “best

luﬂ chemical features able
o sutaln  leng-term
spriealtuml  production”,
Ornly 9% of California's
total Jand acreage holds
this  diatinction, which
makea Dixen Ridge highly
valusble for production
purposes.

Certainly the shze and

eeape of agricultural enterprise f Dixon Ridge rellects this productivity. 1t Is home to Superior
Farma and the Campbell Soup Company, well-known processing facilifica that support area
growers. A seenie deive through the area reveals both erganie and imditiona] eultivation of walnuts
{ranked 3rd overafl In Solano County srap valuc) and o the south the land-use pattern changes to
the large acreage tracts neccssary for cconomic production of whicat, sMalfa, and processing tomatees,

Seattered throughout the Dixon Ridge area are farm holdings invalved in the burgeoning business of
direct inacheting Solno Grown. Wine, organic vegetubles, sheep (used for food and fiber
production), pasturcd fowl, griss-fed beef and other agricultuml prodhucts are all grown wnd/or
produced in Dixon Ridge.

The Dian Ridge c\g:lm rural Reglon Slr\lugll: Pian, a current project of the Selns County
caource s designed to adiress the umlque agricultural

practices in this reghon, When uwu;ﬂw. the Strategic Pl will Turther define (through planning
land use desigmmtions, specialized zoning, and agricultural standards) the framewark needed 10
secommadate and facllitate the range of agricultural agtivities found in the Dixon Ridge Agriculiural
Reglon,
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Stmune Hardy
Agrivulival Commisloner Assiatant Agricultural Commisioner
Sealer of Welghts and M, Bealer of Weights asd Measuses.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Agricultural Cammisslonce/ Weights and Measurcs
1 “Texna Street Firficld, CA 945

Phon (307) 784-1310  Fux (707) 784-1330

To:  AG. Kawamura, Sceretary
California Department of Food and Agricalture

nised

“The Honarable Board of Supervisor
County of Solana, Californla

Purssan o the provistons ol Seetlans 2279 and 2272 of the Callforia Food and Agriculvaral Code, Taum pleassd
1o present the Solano Conmty Crop aml Livestork Report for 2009, Also inchuded ks the 2000 Sustsinable
Agricultues Repor,

This report s the 60" annual report issued by the Agrleuliur] Commissioner. During this historleal time frame,
the ceonomy hes repeatedly slumped and rebounded, new teshnalogies have emerged, cenain crops have come
and gone, but agricultue hias remnined a mainstay of Solano Connty.

e groas value of Solae County's agriculiural vwdu:!iunﬁnrzﬂw was $351,922, SD& which represents 8
ehecrease of $40,860,400 from 2008 values, n alide of 14%. Proceming s in value by
over nine milllon dollars, buoyed by a stuble water supply and logal markes uppunum:iel. The nursery industry
continued 1o sffer feom distress i the renl estate market lowering demand for arnumental plauts, Walnus rose
in value abous a million dollars, Many Tower farm gate vahres d Iy to prive pol

In the slow ceonamy,

Solmo County farmers and ranehers produced over 80 different crops and canimodities in 2009, Twenty-voe of
thase crups excecded $1,000,000 In value. Procesing Tomatoes recapiured the number one postilon with a value
of $39,432,400, u distisction they lve 1ot claimed fos e st ning years. Nutsery products fell from the number
onte rariking 10 24 with & vatuc of $33,499,400, followed hy Walnuts at $21,077,600 aud Alflfa st $20,443,100,
Catile nnd Calves, Wine Grapes, Certifled Sunflower Sced, Milk, Almonds, Sheep and Lamba snd Fickd Cormn
rounded out the top ten craps for 2009,

1 would like 16 express my sincere appreciation to all of he farmers, ranchers, boards, conmmissfors, and sgencica
who contributed vital data without which this report wonld uot be posaible. Bpeclal recognition Is given to Shidcy
Tavare and Ann McKny of my stall for their dedication ta compiling and producing the 2009 Solano County
Crop and Livestock Report,

Tosee this or any of the previows erop reparts online or to learn more about the services provided and programs of
the Solana Caunty Department of Agricnlmce and Welghts and Measures, visht our website at
swsezslnocounty somd g

Reapectfully submitted,

Jim Allan
i

‘Sealer of
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GIRANTD TOTAL OF ALL
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS
(UE D40 IL LA R S)

2009 251,922,500
2008 $292,782,900

VALUE SUMMARY

Fleld
Crops

Yeur I\’ru(\:lnscp.ﬂui Seed Vc();rlnb\c Antimal Yeir e

Fhaeery Crops Froduction

W00 47490400 IS044700  BFOLI0  SHISI00  BIAUNIN0  BIESS0 85574400
001 48,209,300 37,668,100 26,634,100 4,897,700 33,079,600 35,181,700 185,670,500
W01 dTOLA0 IRTRLAN0  2SOTLEOG  S7IIO0  I7ISA000  4I9IEB00 (99488500
2003 43,945,500 42373400 26,518,000 5,326,600 35,663,700 60,295,600 214,122,500
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DISTRIRUTION OF FARM ACREAGE

2009 2008

Field Crops 91,282 102644
Fruit & Nut Crops' 18,999 19,007
Pasturc & Rangeland 204,518 200,826
Seed Crops 11,264 9,208
Vegetable Crops 14,559 12404
Nurscry Products 1,221 1421
Other 15971 12,962
TOTALS 357816 360,562

Tlaciats ver bemim acresgs.
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Oiher
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B LEAON IDOLLATR C
(US DOLLARS)

RANKING
000 2008
Tomatoes; Procecising 39,432,400 | e}
Nursery Products 33499400 1 '
Walnuits 21,077,500 3 5
Alfaifa W443100 [ 2
Catile & Calves 19,810,100 s 4
Grapes, Wine 12,181,600 f 7
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Almonds 7,698,300 9 n
Sheep & Lamba 6,367,400 " i
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Ryegrass 2,203,700 " "
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Safflower, (bl . . n
8 |
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“Cirus a " u
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Kiwl i - R | ] 2
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ACREAGE, PRODUCTION & VALUE ACREAGE, PRODUCTION & VALUR

FRUIT AND NUT CROPS FELD CROPS
Bearing ~ Per Total Harvested  Per Total
Crap Year Acrea Acre Total Unit  PerUnit  Value (3) Crop Year e Aere Total st PerUnit  Value ($)
2009 33 0.78 259120 Tom 2971 698300 Edible, sl 2009 1642 L1 1823 Ten E30.70 1,514,100
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i 2008 PR 14400 Toa 3 187,500 Fiimenhr Wy s - - Tm 1200 3374200
2009 spst 298 W97 Tan 207 2213700
; 2000 e 12 17080 Ton 1,550 264,700 Ryegrass &
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SOLANG COUNTY
AGRICULTURAL REGIONS
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SOLANG COUNTY
AGRICULTURAL REGIONS

MAP KEY
(e ﬁ e P s %mm
@mm " et - Franes ‘i Sheep

W T o T gfm e \

i |

2000 SBOLANG COUNTY
INTERNATIONAL TRADING PARTNERS

COMMODITY CATEGORY & DESC

PrionN

Apple, Apricot, Bassia, Blucherry, Cherry, Cranbery,

PEST INSPECTED NO, OF INSPECTIONS
Chassywinged Shamshooter 41 Nursery s 14,770 Trap Wispestions
Hamelockiscer vitripermis, Urban Trapa 46 Properties Surveyed

formerly known as H, cosgulnta) 1,265 Nursery Shiposcits

1,375 Nursery, Croplnd,
and Urisan Traps

Light Brawn Apple Moth
(Bphyas pastvierana)

Apple Maggot, Gypsy Modls,

Japanese Doetie, Melon Fly, 983 Detection
Oviental Fruil Fly, i Trags
Meditermnean Fralt Fly

Ciypsy Moth Ouiidoor Howsehold Goods
(Lywanirts dispior)
Sudden Oak Death MNursiry, Greonviaste,

Waod Products, Sai, ete.

(Phyrophihara ramarimg)

Exoile Pests Incoming Parcels, Freight
Plani Shipments, Scods, Flay, cté.

2379 Trap buspectlons
43 ProperticyFiekds Inspecied
8,036 Trap Inspections

36 Shipencals

1,726

Export {Interatioanl,

Raw Agriculturad (plant}
Interstate, and fntrsinge) Products

seai for Expost 10,807 Astes Seed Crops

1,062 Federal Phytosanitary Cestificates

4 State Quaraniinz Compliance
aeud Phytosanliary Centlffcates

738 Phytosanitary Fiold Inspections.

DRGANIC FARMING STATISTICHS

FARMS ACRES
0 Apgraximately 1404

(ke beans, Beets, beassul,cubbope, caross, cleaod, atres, sven, cut flokers,

APPROXIMATE VALUE
$7.234.204

cuplen, g, (e, g, besbs, ke, meban, bl goeca, ebives,

Omisr, e s, et AR, pors s, e, 1t e, S, bl apes, smatues, i, wios grapes, )

DRIED FRUIT (DF)

Mungo, Papays, Peach, Pear, Pincapple, Pruncs, Raisin,
Steawherry

HAY (H) Alfilfi, Rye Gass, Timothy Hay, Sudan Hay

Caiolia, Grape-Cuttings, Grape-Dommant Plants, Grape-
NURSERY STOCK (N8) Dormant Rootstock, Grape-Plants (Vines), Grape-

Roatstock

NUTS (N) Almond, Walout

’ Cucumber, Melon, Pepper, Pumnpiin, Squash, Tomatille,
S Tomato, Watermelon
VEGETABLE (V) Endive-Red, Endive-White

DESTINATION COUNTRIES

AND COMMODITIES
EXIPORTED

ALGERIA GRS ECUADOR  ©F  FTALY oF FERU S

Vi ¢ DRHE  HUSSIAN
AUSTRALIA  DRMS  EGVIT DF o JAPAN i g I
BELGIUNL 07 FRANCE £E5 JORDAN s SAUDLARAIIA UF
BRAZIL e GERMANY RN KAZAKHSTAN H SINGAFORE U

REPUBLIC OF
CANATIA N3 GUATEMALA 5 Sl o SLOVAKIA  bF
CHILE 3 HONDURAS 4 LATYIA N SRAIY oF
CHINA BLILS  TONGKONG N3 LITHUANIA W TAIWAN ey
COLUMEIA  DF INDIA DEN . MEXICO WY THAILAND 5
" UNITED ARAT

COSTARICA & INDONESIA  OF  NETHERLAND  DF g N
DOMINICAN ; UNITED
werticns 50 ISRAFL GRS NORWAY o it s

1 VIETNAM s
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Exhibit I

Exhibit I

“What does not benefit the hive does not benefit the bee either.”
-Marcus Aurelius, Meditations

Pollinators in Selano County

Colonial honeybees are not native to the New World, but were probably intraduced early
In Once here; ' in both captivity and in the
wild, Before the of the Europea , plants in the Amaricas were pol-
linated be a varlety of solitary bees, butterflies, nummingbirds and other native specles.
Shortly after the gold rush, the Imtan[st c, smrm introduced the first 12 honeybee
colonies to California. i

In 1948, honay, beeswax, package bees and queens appeared In Solano Counly s first
crop report totaling $18; dsu in value. Aithouph growers of Iruit and seed crops had been
getting value from bees for uome time béfore it was racognlaed in a crop report.In 1968,
pollination services: were flr flrst addsd to the anhual réport, coming in with a value of'
$18,800 that paled in meznwn to the $100, 900 for honiey, wax and bees. By 1978, polli-
natlon out valuad hunay. -and by 1953, polllna; an snllpssn‘ a[l bas prm!ul:ts Pallination
services remain the leading apiary value producerin the county today, Many of Solanc's
millien dollar crops reuulfe hun pnlllnal\cn in¢luding almundék prunes, sunflowers and
watermelons. £

Sn 1982 ‘Varréa mite was {n(rpuuned {o.Cal pmla bees Val Is a bee parasite thqn! feer.ls \
on haneybees and their farva.” As orie ‘might Imagine, it is Very difficult ta kill a bug on.an * |
Insect sinc the same; cg)mpnunﬂ- tond fo Ise hazardous to both. It s - generally belleved

* that Colony Gullapee Dlanrcibr:CCD! |§ caused by I-‘dr(oa ‘mite plus ohe ar more ather fai
‘tors such as viruses of-fu tlamihe lssés from Varroa and CCD,; Solano County Is a

lie bees, County: beakeepers behefit froni

{ Fariiflly and the a

q;nly,*lhcl\ ro! 8
! hedberows of nallll\de plahits a
o

of bees must fly 55,000 miles !e méke a pouhd of honey.

¢ The name for the Europeanhoneyty b Apis mv.’.’!f.era
' The knping of bees Is called ﬁplcu!twe and a gruup nf baahlven is an Aplary.
¢ The Roman beo geddess was named Mellonia. | 1 .l‘_

foa
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Solano County

Jim Allan
Agricultusl Commisaionss
Swater of Weights and Measures

Simaone Hardy
Ausistont Agricuural Commistianer
Saalar of Waighls and Moasires

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Agricultural Commissionar/Weights and Measures
501 Texas Street Fairfiold, CA 94533
Phons (707) 784-1310  Fax (707) 7644330

To, Karen Ross, Secretary
Callfornia Department of Food and Agricullurs

and

The Honorsbie Board of Supervisors
County of Seians, Galifornia

Pusrsuant 1o the provisions of Sections 2279 and 2272 of the California Food and Agricullural Code, | am pleased
to pressn! the Solana County Crop and Livestack Repor for 2013

This raport Is the 64" anmuad raport Issuad by the Agcultural Ce Whila 201 : s
nw all-time high for Sclano County production, many crops were held back from thelr potential

waathr. Gvarl ko Fanfal 1t a1 e $priAg ol deckeased prodUHoN In Gropus, Walnds and Ack crops
Itfa imgortant to remember thal thia repor Is of farm pets values anly. Processing capaclly allows some growers
i add or recapture value, but this repor is not a measura of mmblm T oo | Aecou o s e g
and support mullipbars genarated by this production in the local econamy.

Tha gross vaiue of Solano Gounty's agricuttural production for 2013 was $348,215,000—a reccrd high, which
rapresents a rise of $5,520,000 from 2012 values, an Increase of 1.6%. Walnuts retained the top pasilion at
§55,435,000. The naxt thrae crops: Catle and Calves, Alalfa and Nursery Producls all came in a virtual tie at 35
millian plus. Processing Tomatoes rounded out our lop five, with reliable access to water making Solano County
an ldeat place to contract for this important erop.

This year's Crop Report celebrates Pollinalors—an Industry Linto ltself and an essential suppart service for many of

urop comerodiies, Public forest s Honeyboes and other Poliators s rurving gh se hose nsects ore
ohallanged by ifain the 21" century. We also have a tributa to former Soland Agricullural Commissionar John
Bonutis whes unkmaly passing sxddonsd s al,

For the first ime, we are hosting a page to highlight our Welghts and Messures programs. These essential
activities iouch avery citizen every day as thay pariicipats in 8 markeipiaca for goods and services kept equitable
by rigareus enfrcement of our Welghts and Measures laws.

Our crop report editor and lead, Cliver Hardwick has confinusd his yeoman's rola in compling thés report and | am
gratoful for his afforts.

1 would fike to express my sincers appreciation to all of fhe farmess, ranchers, boards, commissions, and agencies
wha contributed vital dala without which this report would not b possibia, as wellas fy st for their dedication to
compiling and producing the 2013 Solana County Crop and Livestock Report

To see this o sny of the pravious crop reparte onlina or fo leam more abaut the services provided and programs of
tha Solano Gounty Department of Agriculture and Welghts and Measures, please visl our wbste a1
i SOUNDCOUNIY. CONVEY.

Respeciflly submited,
e

Y
i

©,
#

Jim Allan
Agricuitual Commissioner/Sealer of Welghts and Measures
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SOLANO COUNTY
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Erin Hannigan, Vice-Chair, District 1
Linda J. Seifert, Chalr, District 2
Jamas P. Spering. District 3
John M. Vasquez, District 4
Skip Thomaon, Oistrict §

COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE
OFFICER
Hirgitta E. Corsello

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Agricultural Commissioner!
Soaler of Waights & Measures
dim Allan

Assistant Agricultural Commissioner!
Sealer of Weights & Measures
Simena Hardy

Daputy Agricultural Commissionaer!
Saaler of Waights & Measures
Linda Pinfold

Daputy Sealer of Welghts & Moasures
Doug Echelbarger

Senlor Agricultural Blologlst ! Welghts & Measures Inspectors
Manny Davera
Ofiver Hardwick
Johnnia Jehnson
Thea Nothalt
Stovo Paris
Andrina Guan
Dava Schroader
Shirey Tavare
Laura Trigp

Agricultural Biologlst / Welghts & Measures Inspectors
Mark Danlsls, Jr.

Accounting Technician
Dan Peterson

Office Assistants.
Sandea Culberison
Sharcn Garrelt
Suki LaForga

VEGETABLE CROPS ANIMAL PRODUCTION
17% 16%

SEED CROPS 8%

NURSERY PRODUCTS
0% FIELD GROPS 26%

FRUIT & NUT CROPS
8%

YEAR ANIMAL FIELD FRUIT & NUT | NURSERY SEED ‘ VEGETABLE YEAR TOTALS

| PRODUCTION' | CROPS CROPS PRODUCTS CROPS CROPS

2008 | 60801800 | s2er2m0 | arsimsm | 60,018,000 | 10533500 | 35505000 236,689,600

54,518,600 'suu.Eunl 43430000 | EBEIOT00 | 10820900 | 47,762,700 §288,256,200

40,815,400

S2A6B000 | 83615600 | E3A1H.T00

36144000 | eeee000 | Se208000 | $308,218,000

Responses to Comments and Revisions to the RRDEIR
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SOLANO COUNTY GENERAL INFORMATION

POPULATION'
Gounty Population: 424,203
Benicip Dixon Fairfield Rio Vista
27,454 19,005 110,018 7
Sulsun City Vacaville Valigjo Uningorporated
23,613 118,470
AREA
Land Area (Squara Milas)* 62642 Urbanand Bult Up Land Area {Acres)’ 50,591
Land Area (Acres)’ 528911 Land Area In Farms {Acres)® 407,101
\Water Area (Square Miles)® 8353 Total Cropland (Acres)’ 169,837
water Area (Acres) 53462 Imigaled Cropland (Acres)® 130,809
FARMS
Avarage US Sizs (Acres)’ 434 Number of Farms In Sofano County” B0
Avarage Califormia Size (Acres)” 328 Full Time 482
Averaga Solano County Size (Acras)’ 473 Part Tima 308

STATE RANKING (2012)'
County Rank by Gross Value of Agricultural Production
27
Commadity Rank by Gross Value of Production
5lh - Grain Hay dih - Sheep and Lambs 181 - Wheat, Seed
Ath - Saffower = Sudan Hay rd - Wool
3rd - Sunflower, Seed

FARMING REGIONS

Bixan Ridas Japson Prairie Suloun Vallay
Elmiraibaine Prairia Memtezuma Hils Western Hils
Green Vallay PleasantsVacalLagoon Valoys Winfers

Ryet lsland

LOCAL ASSESSED PROPERTY VALUES (2013)
$41,009,570,674
TRANSPORTATION
Total Maintained County Road Miles
578
Major Roadways

Interstatas 80, 505, 680, and 780
Stata Routes 12, 20, 37, 84, 113, and 220

et d

2013 CROP VALUE 2013 CROP RANKING 2012 CROP RANKING

35,144,000




Middle Green Valley Specific Plan Responses to Comments and Revisions to the RRDEIR
Solano County 2. Responses to Comments on the RRDEIR
November 12, 2014 Page 2-43

FRODUCTION
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L i i i | b 012 20000 220 | asion | Ton | mm
EE HEWDE z ETH 1470 L
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c i T TOTAL FIELD 2013 | 08000 | $66,744,000
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sy e e 2103, mrcis, i berden Chm v, bya. i e, B e o e B, PR, § ke e poTeganen s esbaris ::::::‘M:::"""‘*“hm“h.
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HARVESTED |
YEAR ‘ %
ACRES TOTAL PER UNIT CHANGE
= T e
8 e B
unflawer i i B
Watermelon e o 3%
L3 540
" Ton Fi T
Wheat m & 2%
Miscellaneous’ | 185%
TOTAL SEED. 10,800 steg2on [
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In Remembrance:

John Michael Donahue
Agricultural Commissioner!
Sealer of Weights and Measures
of Solano County
June 13, 1948 - November 14, 2013

John Donahue began his career in Solano County as an
Agricultural Biologist in 1973 and moeved up the ranks to
the position of Solano County Agricullural Commissioner
where he served from 19851889,

Commissioner Donahue was a life-long resident of
Solano County and made his homs in Fairfield. John
contributed not only to local government but also to stats
government; holding positions as the Regional
Coardinator with tha California Department of Foad and
Agriculture (CDFA), Chief of Worker Health and Safety for
the Department of Pesticide Regulation and Director of
Inspection Services with CDFA Ccmmwsalmaf
Dunahus also served as ths Chalrman of the Valley

Chemicals Committee, State Fesuude Wolker Health
and Safety Advisary Cummlilee and me Pesticide Groundwater Protection Committes. In his service

with CDFA he sal on ing licenses on 1 of Agriculiural Deputies
and Commissioners. As state ”aIEOﬂ, ha expanded his partnership with the California Agricultural
and Sealers i (CACASA) to craft cohesive statewide policy while

achrwwleﬂglng local issues and interests. He retired in 2001, after a 28 year career in civil service,

We remember John Donahue for his influence on agriculture at all levels and his sound common
sense in addressing issues. He had a goed, logical mind and was well-known for being direct.
Although commitied to the enforcement of the laws and regulations, he recognized that no law or
regulation however well-crafted could ever address all to his
role in government service, an approach to enforcement that was appreciated by those In the
regulated community.

Commissioner Donahue was a pragmatist, which Is exsmplified in the mema below wrillen to Gary
Silveria as Gary took on the Job of Assistant Commissioner,

Subject : Working Relationship

“I have been thinking of putting in writing just what type of working relationship I would
want with the individual who | was leaving in charge in my absence. Condolences may
be In order, but you are that individual. | will attempt to list the issues involved - | may
miss some. You can structure them in any way you want, bul keep in mind historical
procedures do have some value and they seemed to have worked in the past’

Those ideals that he brought to the work he performed, the people he mentored and the organization
in which he worked confinue to this day. Thank you, John for your contributions to California
Agrioultura.
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WEIGHTS & MEASURES DIVISION

Since 1915 consumers in California have relied upon county Weights & Measures officials, (Sealers)
to provide "Equity in the Marketplace” essential to the stabllity of California’s economy. As the
recognized lecal regulatory agency the Solano County Weights & Measures Division protecis
consumers and businesses engaged in local commerce, by inspecting devices and packaged goods,
auditing Vel , and enforcing regulations.

J| County Sealers enforce the California business and Professions Code,
and the California Code of Regulations, Sealars annually inspect a
wide variety of commercial devices including: gasoline dispensers,
Bl propane and taxi meters, ambulance odometers, and scales from the
| smallest usad for buying gold, to ones used in your grocery store, and
all the way up fo the largest for weighing vehicles, After inspection and
testing the Sealer will affix a Seal, {pictured left) to the device indicating
to the consumer that the device can be relied upon for accuracy.
Solano County currently has 812 registered establishments with 16972
various commercial devices shawn below:

Fabric/Cordage/Wire Meters 40 Computing Devices 836
LPG {Propane) Meters 49 Counter Scales 150
Misc. Measuring Devices 13 Livestock Scales 18
QOdometers 89 Crane Scales 3
Retail Motor Fuel Meters 4068 Portable Platform Scales 78
Retail Water Meters 55 Hanging Scales 19
Taxi Meters 78 Hopper/Tank Scales 14
Elec., Vapor, Water Sub-metars 9989 Monorail Meal Beam 3
Vehicle Meters a Vehicle &Railway Scales 55
‘Wholesale Meters 43 Dormant Scales 37

Ensuring equity in the marketplace involves mora fhan inspaciion of devices, so the Business and
Professions Code has a section dedicated to Quantity Control. Sealers enforce regulations of
packaged goods by Inspeciing packages to determine the accuracy of net weight, measure, or count.
Package labels are inspected for conformity 1o regulations,

Welghmaster operations are an essentlal part of California’s s

are recognized as legal documentation of quantities which businesses and individuals rely upon as
the basis of payment. Sealers routinely audit Waighmaster operations to verify correctness of
cerlificates, proper weighing procedures, and compliance with the California Business and
Profassions Code.

Another large pat of the duties of county Sealers is the strict of petrole cvertish
and labeling regulations. Sealers routinely visit gas stations to conduct petroleum ingpections along
with the testing of motor fuel meters for accuracy. Consumer complaints on gas purchases as with all
other pregrams are given high priority and are investigated within 24 hours of receipt.
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facility is going to get a lot of press, a lot of talk about Suisun
Valley. Our biggest issue in Suisun Valley is awareness.”

Roger King of the Suisun Valley Vintners and Growers
Association expeets more Napa Valley wineries to come to the
area at some point. Like Caymus, they might seek to have
facilities both in the Napa Valley and in Suisun Valley.

“Napa Valley has functionally gotten close to the point ta where it
can’t expand, won’t expand and doesn’t want to expand,” King
said.

He noted that the Cordelia Road location will allow Caymus to
take advantage of trains and roads for transportation. The Port of
Oakland is easy to reach, as is air travel. Suisun Valley’s location
is an ace-in-the-hole in an industry where everything that must
be moved is big, from glass to erates to bottled wine, he said.

‘The Caymus project would be a huge uptick to the Solano County
wine economy, King said.

Vietoria Erickson and her husband Ray run the Erickson Ranch
produce stand on Cordelia Road. Their business is close to the
Caymus property.

She expressed hope that, if the Caymus plans comes to fruition,
people who visit the winery will also stop by Erickson Ranch.

“It will be great for our side of the freeway,” Erickson said. “It
will be nice to have a winery over here, another attraction.”

Caymus proposes to build its winery in three phases, according
to application papers filed with the county. The first phase to be
built in 2014 includes a 132,000-square-foot building housing
bottling facilities, bottling tanks, cased good storage and barrel
storage.

A second phase to be built in 2015 and 2016 includes a 120,000~
square-foot addition to the 132,000-square-foot building. The
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Caymus proposes large
Cordelia Road winery

By Barry Eberling

From page Al | June 27, 2013 |

FAIRFIELD — Napa Valley's Caymus Vineyards has targeted a
178-acre site along Cordelia Road south of Fairfield for what
would be Suisun Valley's biggest winery.

The proposed winery and distillery is to have the capacity to
produce 5 million gallons of wine a year and 500,000 gallons of
spirits. It is to offer tours, retails sales and tasting and have space
for promotional events.

This would be the only Suisun Valley winery on the southern side
of Interstate 80. The location at 2658 Cordelia Road is flush
against the Suisun Valley appellation southern boundary, just
inside of it.

Solano County is taking comments on the environmental
documents through July 26. The Planning Commission is to
consider the proposed winery Aug, 1.

Officials with Caymus Vineyards did not return phone calls
Wednesday.

Ron Lanza and his family run Wooden Valley Winery several
miles to the west in Suisun Valley. He and other grape growers
for years have been trying to promote Suisun Valley as a wine-
tasting destination.

Lanza said Caymus has a big name and a great reputation.

“It will be good,” Lanza said. “It’s going to get press. This type of

final phase to be built by 2018 includes a hospitality building and
events courtyard.

The project will allow Caymus to expand production capacity,
centralize packaging and wine storage and take advantage of
truck and rail transportation. 1t will provide access to grapes
grown in Solano County and other California counties, the
application papers said.

Bulk juice and wine are to be transported along Cordelia and
Chadborne roads in 5,000-gallon tank trucks. Tours, tasting and
retail sales are to be daily from 10 a.m. to 6 p.m., with the
number of visitors reaching 250 a day at a peak, the papers said.

The ability to produce 5 millian gallons of wine annually more
than qualifies the proposed Caymus project as a “large winery”
under Solano County’s definition. The threshold is 100,000
gallons annually.

King has heard that Caymus alse plans to plant vines at the
Cordelia Road site.

“Where they're at right now is arguably the pinot country in the
valley,” King said. “It'’s down in the coolest part of the valley. I'm
sure they will be looking at pinot. You can grow a lot of whites
down there,”

Caymus Vineyards in Napa Valley is located on 73 acres in
Rutherford. It has been owned since the 1940s by the Wagner
family, who also founded it.

Please go to the Solano County website at
www.co.solano.ca.us/depts/rm/documents/eir/default.asp to
view the Caymus environmental documents.

The Caymus project, if it goes forward, would be the second large
project to come to this area of Cordelia Road over the past year.
Sacramento-based developer Buzz Oates bought adjacent land in
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2012 within Fairfield city limits and is building two warehouses.
Grading is already underway for the Buzz Oates project.
Reach Barry Eberling at 427-6929 or

beberling@dailyrepublic.net. Follow him on Twitter at
wunw.hwitter.com/beberlingdr.

Good news in Suisun Valley

ur

By Daily Republic

From page A10 | August 04, 2013 |

We are heartened by the Solano County Planning Commission’s
unequivocal support Thursday for a massive new winery project
in Suisun Valley.

Once it’s built, the Wagner family of Napa County — who operate
Caymus Vineyards — will lay claim to the largest winery in Selano
County. It will sit on 178 acres along Cordelia Road in rural
Fairfield.

This is a huge step in a quest to increase Suisun Valley's profile
as a wine hotbed, There are already several family owned
wineries in the area, but the Wagner plan, which would have the
capacity to produce 5 million gallons of wine and 500,000

Exhibit K

Exhibit K

gallons of spirits annually, is in a different league.

Those who are entrenched in the Suisun Valley wine industry —
those family owned operations — view the Wager family project
as a boon for the region.

Ron Lanza, who along with his family run Wooden Valley
Winery, said he and other grape growers have tried for years to
promote Suisun Valley as a wine-tasting destination. Solano
County’s Suisun Valley Strategic Plan does the same, designating
a number of Suisun Valley hotspots as agritourism destinations.

Roger King of the Suisun Valley Vintners and Growers
Association said he expects more Napa Valley wineries to come
here in the future as they push for a two-county footprint.

‘We expeet that he’s correct.

Suisun Valley already enjoys a good reputation both for the
grapes that are grown here and shipped to outside wineries, and
for the wine that’s produced here. The Wagner family project,
once its three phases are completed sometime avound 2018 —
market forces notwithstanding — will serve as an anchor to the
Suisun Valley wine industry just as a major retailer serves to
anchor a mall.

Others will follow.

The first phase of construction is scheduled start in 2014. With
no further approvals from a county elected body planned, it looks
like it's full speed ahead. That's good news.
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Wagner used Thursday’s Solane Economic Development Corp.
31st annual meeting to introduce himself to the community.
Mare than 300 civic and business leaders attended the lunchtime
event at the Hilton Garden Inn.

His great-grandfather homesteaded in Solano County’s Elmira
area in 1861. But his great-grandfather then moved to the Napa
Valley and the Wagner family became established on a farm near
the small town of Rutherford.

Wagner described his youth in Rutherford as going hunting and
fishing with his dog. Then, as a high school freshman, he got
called into the office. His father, Charlie Wagner, had been shot
by a disgruntled former employee, but not fatally.

“Even as a freshman in high school, 1 felt a need to help,” Wagner
said.

Six years later, his father and mother asked him if he would help
them launch a winery. If not, they said, they would sell the Napa
farm and move to Australia. He said he would.

Caymus Vineyards was born, The family planted 55 acres of
grapes, with Wagner, his father and another man doing the
pruning. In 1987, his father appeared on the cover of Wine
Spectator with the blurb, “Best Damn Cabernet in California.”

“With this, the phone began to ring,” Wagner said. “We began to
produce more wine.”

‘Wagner worked with his father at Caymus Vineyards for 30
years, until his father died. Today, the Wagner family grows
grapes in four counties and is about to add Solano County.

Climate is all-important to growing wine grapes, Wagner said.
He called Solano County’s climate “amazing.”

“I don’t know if I've seen a place you can get on the highway and
the temperature can change one degree a mile,” Wagner said.

Wagner talks about Solano
County winery

Chuck Wagner of Caymus Vineyards speaks at Thursday's Solano Economic
Development Corp. luncheon at the Hilton Garden Hill in Fairfield, (Barry
Eberling/Daily Republic)

By Barry Eberling

From page A3 | January 31, 2014 |

FAIRFIELD — Chuck Wagner of Caymus Vineyards in Napa
Valley found that he really liked the grapes being produced by
growers near the Solano County border.

“It makes one wonder, ‘What’s in a county line?’ Not much,”
Wagner said.

‘Wagner Family of Wine is expanding its winemaking endeavors
to include Solano County. Last year, the county approved
permits so the family ean build a winery, bottling and
distribution complex on the 178-acre Hopkins Ranch along rural
Cordelia Road. The winery is to be by far the largest in Solano
County.

California has five viticulture regions based on heat. Wagner said
the regions in Solano County “smear” together, as opposed to
having distinet boundaries.

Another plus for Solano County is its water supply, Wagner said.

Cities and farms in the county are just about the sole recipients
of water from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s massive Lake
Berryessa in Napa County. Napa County opted out of the project
before Monticello Dam was built in the late 1950s and gets none
of the water.

“We can’t get it from the other side, but we can get it over here,”
Wagner said to laughter.

Solano County also has rich soils, perhaps richer than they
should be for quality wine, Wagner said. Vines in rich soils
produce berries in greater quantities, but of lower quality, he
said. Struggling vines produce smaller but higher quality berries.

Napa Valley shares the problem, Wagner said. He didn’t see it as
serious,

Wagner Family of Wine will begin planting a vineyard on the
Hopkins Ranch within a few weeks, Wagner said. This will be
root stock. There’s another year to decide what variety of grape
will be grafted on, which means determining what variety is best
for this site.

“I'm not sure,” Wagner said.
He praised the friendly people he’s found in Solano County.

“I love Napa, but there is sometimes a little pretentious quality to
our valley,” Wagner said.

Wagner didn’t profess to come to Solano County knowing
everything about the wine business.
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“There is no such thing as perfection in our business,” Wagner
said. “It is very difficult.”

Reach Barry Eberling at 427-6929 or
beberling@dailyrepublic.net. Follow him on Twitter at
www.twitter.com/beberlingdr,

Gallo buys Ledgewood Creek
Winery

Workers harvest chardonnay grapes during the early, pre-dawn hours at a
Ledgewood Creek vineyard in 2012, The Modesto wine giant E. & J. Gallo has
purchased the Suisun Valley winery. (Robinson Kuntz/Daily Republic file)

By Barry Eberling

From page Al | April 26, 2014 |
SUISUN VALLEY — Wine giant E&J Gallo has purchased
Ledgewood Creek Winery in Suisun Valley.

Gallo bills itself as the largest family owned winery in the world.
It has its headquarters in Modesto.

Ledgewood Creek Winery General Manager Rick Wehman
confirmed the sale by the Frisbie family on Friday. He said the
tasting room is closed, at least for now.

Wehman couldn’t say if the Ledgewood Creek name will remain
or if the tasting room will reopen.

“It's up to Gallo to decide,” Wehman said.
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E&J Gallo representatives couldn’t be reached Friday for
comment.

Roger King of the Suisun Valley Vintners & Growers Association
said the Gallo deal is a vineyard deal. He doesn’t expect Gallo to
operate a winery on the property, adding that would go against
its usual practice.

“They're buying vineyard land with guaranteed water,” King said.
“The reality is Solano County is on a closed-loop system with
(Lake) Berryessa.”

Lake Berryessa reservoir in Napa County has proven to be a
reliable water source, even amid droughts such as the current
three-year drought in California.

This is another step in the county’s wine economy being built up,
King said. By “wine economy,” he refers not only to wineries, but
vineyards, cork distributors, glass distributors and various wine-
related companies.

“The negative is you lose a local brand people had become loyal
to and had an affinity to,” King said. “I'm sure there will be a lot
of people who say, ‘That's my favorite winery, I'm devastated I
can't go there anymore.' "

Dean and Florence “Bunny” Frisbie founded Ledgewood Creek
Winery at 4589 Abernathy Road in the heart of the valley. They
bought a pear orchard in 1985, planted grapes on the 400 acres,
released the first Ledgewood Creek wine in 2001 and opened a
tasting room in 2003.

Florence Frisbie died March 27.

Suisun Valley aver the past three decades or so has built its
reputation as a wine region. It’s scattering of wineries until
recently had all been family owned and on the smaller side.

Last year, the Wagner Family of Wine announced it would build
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Suisun Valley's largest winery on Cordelia Road. The Wagner
family owns Caymus Vineyards in Napa County.

Now comes the Gallo purchase. Both Wagner and Gallo are
family owned operations on a larger scale than Suisun Valley had
previously seen.

King called this attention a maturing for Suisun Valley. The
Suisun Valley Vintners & Growers Association has elevated the
Suisun Valley brand over the past decade within the industry, he
said.

Gallo has bought Suisun Valley grapes for 20 or 30 years, King
said.

“They're no stranger to this valley as a grape buyer,” King said.
“Now they’re going to be a grape grower,”

Reach Barry Eberling at 427-6920 or
beberling@dailyrepublic.net, Follow him on Tuwitter at
wwnw. twitter.comy/beberlingdr.

Sunday, July 27, 2014
FAIRFIELD-SUISUN, CALIFORNIA
99 CENTS

Green Valley water options up
for review

By Barry Eberling

From page A4 | July 18, 2014 |

TFAIRFIELD — Solano County is accepting comments through
Aug,. 11 on its latest plans to bring water to a proposed Middle
Green Valley development and surmount a legal hurdle facing
the project.

The Solano County Board of Supervisors in July 2010 approved a
plan for a 1,930-acre rural area along Green Valley Road,
apparently ending a growth war that lasted several decades. Four
hundred new homes would be allowed, 1,490 acres of open space
would be preserved and an agricultural conservancy would be
created to promote farming.

But a lawsuit claimed the project environmental impact report
did a faulty job analyzing possible water sources for the homes.
Solamo County Superior Court Judge Paul Beeman agreed in
2011 that more work needed to be done. The county in response
rescinded its approvals for the project,

Solano County cireulated a revised water section for the
environmental impact report in 2013. The Board of Supervisors
decided in January to go even further and analyze a new
proposal to have the Solano Irrigation District provide water.

The latest proposed version of the environmental impact report
says the Solano Irrigation District could provide 186 acre-feet of
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water annually for domestic uses, enough to meet projected
demand. Because the district has no water treatment plant, it
would use Fairfield’s water treatment plants.

However, the Solano Irrigation District service area doesn’t cover
the entire 1,030 acres, the draft report said. The distriet would
have to win approval from the Solano County Loeal Agency
Formation Commission to change its service area boundaries to
cover 97 of the proposed homes.

Another option included in the draft report is having Fairfield
supply water to middle Green Valley. But the report said a “legal
uncertainty” exists because of Fairfield's voter-approved
Measure L that created city growth boundaries.

Measure L states that “any urban development requiring basic
municipal services shall oceur only within the incorporated city
and within the urban limit line established by the General Plan.”

Still another option is using groundwater, The draft report says
enough water would be available to serve the homes even during
multiple dry years, However, it said, groundwater use would be a
potentially significant impact without implementation of
established county and state groundwater well and public water
system regulations and reviews.

After the comment period closes, the county must provide
responses to the comments received. These comments will be
packaged into the draft, revised final environmental impact
report that will go to the county Board of Supervisors for
consideration. A hest-case scenario has this happening in
September, county Principal Planner Matt Walsh said.

For the project to go forward, the Board of Supervisors must
onee again do what it did in 2010 - approve the environmental
impact report, the specific plan and the master developer
agreement. The county must also submit the revised
environmental impact report to Beeman to see if the changes
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erase the legal issues brought up in his ruling.

Go to www.co.solano.ca.us/depts/rm/planning/default.asp to
see the latest version of the draft Middle Green Valley
environmental impact report. The report can also be reviewed at
the Fairfield Cordelia Library, 5050 Business Center Drive; the
Tairfield Civie Center Library, 1150 Kentucky St.; and the
Resource Management Department at the Solano County
Government Center, 675 Texas St. in Fairfield.

Exhibit O

Reach Barry Eberling at 427-6929 or
beberling@dailyrepublic.net. Follow him on Twitter at
wivw. twitter.com/beberlingdr.
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ATTACHMENT GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 56133
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camplete and scocptable for fling or whether tho request ilbwcl!lpma. lfl request is determined not to be.

camplete, wwIMhs
those | est that are i lete and ihe manner In they canbe
the reqeest i the wlhemndul’!hml

cammission meeting for which adequate notlce can ba given but not more than 90 days from the date Uit

Dn)cqulsl Is deemed complete, unless the commission has delegated approval of those requests to the
ifieer, The commission o offieer shasll approve, di approve with

conditions the csntract for extended serviees. If the contract is disopproved or approved with conditions,

the applicant may request reconsideration, clting the reasons for reconsideration.

() This section does not apply 10 comnm«ommmnumldy

e provided ks an shernsive o, or
soballla for, pubilc services akeady belng proviled by an et bl sérvics provider and hers the
level of servico to be provided is conslstent with the level of service contemplated by the exiating service
pravider, This section doss not 1pply 10 contracts for the transfer of nonpotable o nontreated water, This
scction does not apply to contracts or ngreements solely involving the provision of surplus water 1o
sgricultural lands and fecllities, including, but mot Himited 19, Incidental residentinl structunes, for projects
theal serve conservation parpeses or that directly support agricultural industries. Howover, prior o
extending surplus water service to aiy project that will suppert or Induce developmncnt, the city or district
shall first request and recelve writien approval from the commission in the affected counly. This section
does not apply 1o an exterded servica that a city or district was providing on or before January 1, 2001,
This secticn daes not apply to a local publicly m:d:lecnw uliy, as defined by Section 9604 n?lhn
Public Utilities Code, prov not involve

installation of clectric distibution facilities by the local pﬂhh:!y owned clectric utllity, cutsido oﬂlu
wlility’s jurlsdictional boundarics.
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