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1
1.1

INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION AND REGULATORY GUIDANCE

This Initial Study has been prepared by Solano County (the County) to evaluate the potential environmental effects
of the proposed Woodcreek 66 development project (the project). This document evaluates the environmental
impacts associated with constructing new land uses, as well as supportive facilities and infrastructure.
This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section
15000 et seq.).
An Initial Study is prepared by a lead agency to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the
environment (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063[a]), and thus to determine the appropriate environmental
document. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, a public agency shall prepare…a proposed
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration…when:
(a) The Initial Study shows that there is no substantial evidence…that the project may have a significant
impact on the environment, or
(b) The Initial Study identifies potentially significant effects but revisions to the project plans or proposal are
agreed to by the applicant and such revisions would reduce potentially significant effects to a less-thansignificant level.”
In this circumstance, the lead agency prepares a written statement describing its reasons for concluding that the
proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment and, therefore, does not require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
As described in the Initial Study (Section 3), the project could result in certain significant environmental impacts,
but those impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation of mitigation measures. In
other impact areas, the County has determined that there could be potentially significant impacts, and that an EIR
is the appropriate document for further study.

1.2

WHY THIS DOCUMENT?

Under CEQA, the lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over approval of the proposed
project. Solano County is the lead agency for the project. The County has directed the preparation of an analysis
that complies with CEQA. At the direction of the County, AECOM has prepared this document. The purpose of
this document is to present to decision-makers and the public the environmental consequences of implementing
the proposed project and to focus the EIR on potentially significant impacts. This disclosure document is being
made available to the public for review and comment.
Comments should be addressed to:
Jim Leland, Principal Planner
Solano County Dept. of Resources Management
675 Texas Street, Suite 500
Fairfield, CA 94533
Phone (707) 784-6765
Fax (707) 784-4805
E-mail comments may be addressed to JHLeland@SolanoCounty.com.
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A copy of the Initial Study is available for public review at the Solano County Government Center at the address
listed above.

1.3

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Section 3 of this document contains the analysis and discussion of potential environmental impacts of the proposed
project. Based on the issues evaluated in that chapter, it was determined that the proposed project would have no
impact, less-than-significant impacts, or less-than-significant impacts with mitigation related to the following issue
areas: agricultural and forestry resources; conflicts with an adopted habitat conservation plan; geology, soils,
paleontological resources, and mineral resources; hazards and hazardous materials; land use and planning; noisesensitive uses and airports or private airstrips; and population and housing.
Impacts of the proposed project were determined to be potentially significant and will be studied in an EIR for the
following issue areas: aesthetics; air quality; biological resources; cultural resources; landslide risk; greenhouse gas
emissions; hydrology and water quality; noise; public services; recreation; transportation/traffic; and utilities and
service systems.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN
The County has agreed to adopt each of the mitigation measures described in Section 3. A Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Plan (MMRP) will be prepared and would include those mitigation measures that would reduce
environmental impacts to the resources areas stated above, along with mitigation measures identified in the EIR.
This Initial Study will be incorporated into the EIR.

1.5

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This Initial Study is organized as follows:
Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter provides an introduction to the environmental review process.
It describes the purpose and organization of this document, as well as presents a summary of findings.
Chapter 2: Project Description. This chapter describes the purpose of the project, identifies project objectives,
and provides a description of the proposed project.
Chapter 3: Environmental Checklist. This chapter presents an analysis of a range of environmental issues
identified in the CEQA Environmental Checklist and determines if each of a range of impacts would result in no
impact, a less-than-significant impact, a less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated, or a potentially
significant impact.
Chapter 4: References. This chapter lists the references used in preparation of this IS.
Chapter 5: Report Preparation. This chapter identifies report preparers.
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2
2.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents a description of the Woodcreek 66 development project (also referred to as the proposed
project), including the project location, project background, and project objectives; the existing characteristics of
the project site; and the elements of the proposed project.

2.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The project is a 66-lot subdivision located on approximately 33 acres of land in three existing parcels. The
triangular-shaped project site is bordered by Oakwood Drive to the west, Suisun Valley Road to the east, and
Rockville Road to the north (see Exhibit 2-1). The project site is located in the Rockville area of unincorporated
western Solano County, approximately three miles west of the new City of Fairfield Transportation Center located
at I-80 and Cadenasso Drive, and one mile north of the main campus of Solano Community College.

2.3

PROJECT BACKGROUND AND HISTORY

An Initial Study and Recirculated Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/RMND) were prepared and circulated for
public review and comment by the Solano County Department of Resource Management in October of 2009.
Upon review and consideration of the public comments, Solano County, as the lead agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), determined that an EIR would be prepared for the Woodcreek 66 project.

2.4

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The project applicant has developed Project Objectives, which are used to guide development of alternatives.
The overall objective is to create a 66-lot, single family residential subdivision reflecting local character and
development patterns. Lots will be created for homes designed to reflect the “country” character and setting of the
area. Individual lots will consist of a single-family residential parcel, approximately one-quarter acre in size
(10,000 sf minimum) where houses will individually reflect a value greater than the existing neighborhood homes.
Gateways into the new community will be created at connections to Suisun Valley Road and Rockville Road.
Common space, open space, and recreational opportunities will be provided.
The project proposes an open space buffer along Rockville Road and canal. Open space parcels bordering both
sides of the entry road at Suisun Valley Road are intended to create a separation from vehicular traffic and a
gateway into the eastern portion of the development. Stormwater treatment and retention will be addressed as part
of the site design for these open areas.
Along with responding to zoning policies and subdivision guidelines, the project will be required to address the
existing on-site and surrounding storm drainage issues. The project will provide dedicated space for drainage
ditches, canals, swales, and stormwater retention and treatment. This requires a full understanding of the areawide
drainage issues.
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The project will use a Policy Plan Overlay to permit clustering of lots and modifications of development standards
to provide an aesthetic layout and opportunities for recreation, restoration of habitat and privacy buffering for
existing and future residents.
A proposed pathway is located along the channel adjacent to Rockville Road and will extend through the project
to connect with Suisun Valley Road. Woodcreek 66’s design intent is to provide pedestrian connections within the
community and access to local destinations including recreation areas such as Rockville Hills Park.
It is the intent of the Project to commence Phase 1 construction consisting of the easterly 24 lots, adjacent to
Suisun Valley Road, in the spring of 2015 with lot sales starting at the end of the first year. Sales of Phase 1 and
subsequently construction of the remaining lots in Phase 2 will continue for the next 4 to 5 years. All street
improvements, open space areas, storm drainage elements, landscaping and pathways will be included with
adjacent lot development

2.5

SETTING

The project site gently slopes to the southeast from a high point at the intersection of Oakwood Drive and
Rockville Road, with drainage flowing under Suisun Valley Road to the east. The project site is currently used for
grazing activities with one small, wood-frame outbuilding. The predominant vegetation covering the site is grass
lands, with one oak tree in the northeast corner that would remain after project construction. Other vegetation,
mostly shrubs, is located along the borders of the property and along drainage ways.
The project site is bisected by an unnamed canal which extends from Rockville Road to the south of the property
where it turns east, following the southern property border until it reaches a culvert that flows under Suisun
Valley Road. Adjacent to Oakwood Drive, a roadside ditch borders the property, turning to the east and joining
the above-referenced canal as it heads eastward.
Current project site drainage consists of sheet flow from rainfall events on the site, as well as drainage across the
site that originates from properties to the north and runoff from larger watersheds that include both Rockville
Road and uphill properties.
Approximately midway along the northern project site boundary, the Putah South Canal and Putah Canal Right of
Way (ROW) cross beneath the site via an underground siphon. The Putah South Canal continues diagonally
across the project site and surfaces southwest of the site in an aboveground canal. The project site also has other
rights-of-way and easements, mainly for irrigation and drainage, the majority of which are located east of the
unnamed canal that bisects the project site.
Jurisdictional wetlands have been identified on the project site. These consist of the Putah South Canal and a ditch
adjacent to Oakwood Drive. In addition, small seasonal wetlands are located in the southeastern portion of the
project site.
The land use designation for the project site under the Solano County General Plan (General Plan) (Solano
County 2008) is “Traditional Residential Community (1-4 dwelling units per acre).” Zoning of the three parcels
that comprise the project site is “Residential – Traditional Communities – 1-acre Lot (R-TC-1AC).”
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The surrounding local area is characterized by residential development, open space, and agricultural land. There
are existing residences on adjacent properties to the north, west, and south of the project site. Across Suisun
Valley Road to the east is fallow agricultural land. Within ¼ mile to the north is Rockville Corners, a commercial
area with a gas station, local convenience store, and other services for local residents. A small multi-family
residential structure is across Suisun Valley Road from the project site.

2.6

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Woodcreek 66 would be a 66-lot, single-family, residential subdivision. Individual lots would each consist of a
single-family residential parcel approximately one-quarter acre in size (10,000-square-foot minimum), which
would require rezoning from the existing 1-acre minimum. The project includes a rezoning to R-TC-10 as well as
use of the County’s Policy Plan Overlay to allow deviations from certain development standards.
Access to the project would be from Suisun Valley Road and Rockville Road. A tentative subdivision map
illustrating the proposed location of lots, roadways, and open space is shown on Exhibit 2-2. Table 2-1 provides a
summary of the proposed development.

Proposed Land Use

Table 2-1
Proposed Land Use Summary
Proposed
Existing Zoning
Zoning
Designation
Designation

Single-Family Residential
Minimum Lot Size 10,000 square feet

R-TC-1AC

Open Space/Trails

R-TC-1AC

Roadways

N/A

Total

Number of
Dwelling Units

Total Acreage

R-TC-10 /
Policy Plan
Overlay

66

19.8

R-TC-10 /
Policy Plan
Overlay

N/A

9.4

N/A

N/A

4.8
33.8

Source: CSW/Stuber-Stroeh Engineering Group, Inc. 2013

2.6.1

PROJECT APPROVALS

The project would require various approvals for the proposed land uses and the proposed approach to
infrastructure and public services. Such approvals include, but are not necessarily limited to those outlined below.
The County would need to approve the proposed rezoning and use of the Policy Plan Overlay, including findings
of consistency with the General Plan and Zoning Code, along with approval of a proposed tentative and final map
and improvement plans. Solano LAFCO would need to approve annexation to the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District.
The City of Fairfield would need to approve water supply and conveyance plans for the project site and FairfieldSuisun Sewer District would need to approve wastewater treatment and conveyance plans (along with County
approval of Community Services Agency for ongoing maintenance of on-site infrastructure). The U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation would need to approve road and utility crossings of the Putah South Canal. Depending on the
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resources affected, the project may also require certain permit approvals from agencies, such as permits related to
rare species or permits related to impacts on wetlands.

2.6.2

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

The requirements for development and the allowable uses in areas zoned as “Residential – Traditional
Communities (R-TC)” are provided in Section 28.32 of the County Zoning Code. The purpose of R-TC districts is
to recognize current residential and mixed-use communities located outside agricultural or municipal service areas
where previous development has occurred at higher densities or intensities than currently allowed under County
policy. It is the intent to preserve and enhance the character and quality of these communities and promote future
infill residential and mixed-use development, but not to expand the area of these communities. The R-TC zoning
districts are intended for areas that have previously been subdivided for single-family residential development and
that provide the necessary community services. The regulations for these districts are intended to “stabilize and
protect the residential characteristics of the districts, and to promote and encourage a suitable environment for
family life” (Solano County Zoning Code. 2012. Section 28.21.11 A).
The amount of setbacks between lots and between structures, the height of the dwellings, and the parking
requirements, are set forth in Table 28-32C of the County Zoning Code. Requested changes to these requirements
for the Woodcreek 66 project are noted on the applicant’s submitted “development plan” (see Exhibit 2-3).
Setbacks would generally conform to the R-TC-10 zone, except that the side yard setback would be 15 feet total
(both sides) and 5 feet minimum. The rear yard setback would be 15 feet minimum with 20 feet being typical for
the subdivision. The maximum height of the homes would not exceed 40 feet.
The applicant’s stated intent is for homes constructed on the project site to have a design that “reflect the
‘country’ character and setting of the area” (CSW/Stuber-Stroeh Engineering Group. 2013. Project Description
REVISED). The architecture and design approach for the project will be reviewed under the County’s “Policy
Plan Overlay” process (Zoning Code Section 28.68). Among the materials that will need to be submitted for
review under this section of the County Code are:
►

architectural and sign standards;

►

a development plan that illustrates the approach to landscaping, design and improvement details, including
typical building elevations and streetscape; and

►

a development schedule describing the sequence and timing of subdivision and capital improvements, along
with estimated capital costs and proposed funding mechanism.

In order to approve the project with the requested Policy Plan Overlay (Exhibit 2-4), the County would need to
find (Zoning Code Section 28.68 [c]):
►

(1) The proposed development is in conformity with the general plan…

►

(2) The proposed development is designed to produce an environment of stable and desirable character
consistent with all applicable goals, objectives, policies, proposals, criteria, standards and procedures of the
general plan, and any applicable specific plan for the area in which the proposed development is a part.
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►

(3) The proposed development meets applicable development requirements and where possible, exhibits
creativity and innovation in architectural, engineering, planning, and environmental design [and].

►

(4) Adequate mitigation is provided for any use, process, equipment, or materials which are found to be
objectionable or to be injurious to property located in the vicinity by reason of odor, fumes, dust, smoke,
cinders, glare, unsightliness, hazardous materials, traffic congestion, or to involve any hazard of fire or
explosion.

The project must comply with the design and development standards set forth in County Zoning Code Section
28.72.10. Architectural approval of the project is required, in compliance with County Zoning Code Section
28.91. The purpose of architectural approval is to promote the orderly and harmonious development of the
County, the stability of land values and investments, and the general welfare; and to help prevent the impairment
or depreciation of land values and development by the erection of structures or additions or alterations thereto of
unsightly, undesirable, or obnoxious appearance. The County Zoning Administrator and the County Planning
Commission are authorized to carry out the architectural review. A building permit would not be issued until
architectural approval has been obtained. The project must comply with the requirements of County Zoning Code
Article IV (Sections 28-90 – 28-99), “Site Development and Other Standards,” which includes standards for
parking, signs, and other project-related elements.
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Source: CSW/Stuber-Stroeh Engineering Group 2013
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Source: CSW/Stuber-Stroeh Engineering Group 2013
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Source: CSW/Stuber-Stroeh Engineering Group 2011
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2.6.3

OPEN SPACE

The project proposes private open space along Rockville Road, Suisun Valley Road, and in the interior of the site
near the Putah South Canal and Rockville Drain. The open space parcel proposed along Rockville Road is
approximately 40 feet deep. The open space parcels proposed for the interior of the site vary from approximately
100 to 300 feet in width. Along Suisun Valley Road, the proposed open space parcel is approximately 160 feet
deep. As noted previously, the proposed design approach, including landscaping and open space, will be reviewed
through the County’s Policy Plan Overlay process. The applicant will be required to submit more detailed
information as a part of this review process.
A pedestrian pathway is proposed to extend through the property to connect with Suisun Valley Road. The
applicant has indicated that alternatives for the specific location of this pathway will be coordinated with the site
layout and refined during the County’s review of the proposed Policy Plan Overlay and Tentative Map. The
applicant has indicated that the project will be designed to provide safe pedestrian connections within the
community that would provide access to local destinations, neighborhoods, and recreation areas, such as
Rockville Hills Park for local residents.

2.6.4

ROADWAY NETWORK

The project site is bordered by Suisun Valley Road, Rockville Road, and Oakwood Drive. As shown in Exhibits
2-2 and 2-3, entrance and egress would be provided from Rockville Road via Street E and from Suisun Valley
Road via Street A. Street A would cross over the Putah South Canal and would provide connectivity between the
eastern and western portions of the project site. Streets A and E would each have a 50-foot right-of-way. All other
streets would have a 40-foot right-of-way. Parking along Oakwood Drive, Rockville Road, and Suisun Valley
Road is prohibited.

2.6.5

HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE

Currently, three large watersheds from the Rockville Hills flow through the project site. A drainage ditch along
Oakwood Drive collects flow from two of the major watersheds, while flows from the third watershed enter the
project site through a culvert beneath Rockville Road. This culvert connects into the Rockville Drain, which
traverses the middle of the project site from north to south and turns to flow from west to east along the southern
border of the eastern portion of the site. The Rockville Drain conveys runoff to three culverts under Suisun Valley
Road. The culverts discharge to a ditch on the eastern side of the Suisun Valley Road and runoff continues to flow
to the east towards the Suisun Marsh.
To reduce flooding and improve safety for off-site residents along Oakwood Drive, the existing drainage swale
along Oakwood Drive would be filled and replaced with a curb and minor widening of the street. The existing offsite drainage would be redirected to the proposed on-site storm drainage system and a new drainage ditch that
would be constructed adjacent and parallel to Rockville Road. The new drainage ditch parallel to Rockville Road
would be connected to the existing Rockville Drain. (See Exhibit 2-5.)
In an effort to reduce flooding in adjacent areas west of properties along Suisun Valley Road, thereby providing a
benefit to both the proposed on-site and existing off-site residences in that area, a new drainage ditch would also
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be constructed along the northeastern property line to collect stormwater ponding in these areas. Stormwater from
this ditch would drain into an on-site detention basin west of Suisun Valley Road. (See Exhibit 2-5.)
A stormwater runoff collection system with storm drain inlet structures, manholes, and conveyance pipelines
would be installed along project site roadways approximately every 400 feet (see Exhibit 2-5). Runoff from the
project site would flow into the on-site stormwater collection system and would be directed through the site
through a series of vegetated swales and ditches in a generally northwest to southeast direction. Water would then
enter the on-site detention basins, which would be designed to include vegetated, water quality filtration systems.
The detention basin system would be designed to reduce stormwater flows from the project site to levels that
would be at or below existing pre-project levels. The detention basins would not be wet year-round. The water
would exit the detention basins on the project site via gravity flow through two proposed 10-foot by 3-foot box
culverts beneath Suisun Valley Road near the intersection with Street A, and would drain eastward toward Dan
Wilson Creek and eventually into Cordelia Slough.
Fences would be installed parallel to the Putah South Canal to provide for pedestrian safety.

2.6.6

UTILITIES

WATER SUPPLY
The applicant proposes to have Solano Irrigation District (SID) provide the water and administer delivery of the
water to individual users. This would be accomplished by SID sending bulk water supplies to the City of Fairfield
for treatment to potable water standards and return to SID for delivery to users within the project. SID would
provide domestic and fire services. Irrigation water for the open space areas of the project would be supplied by
the Solano Irrigation District (SID). The proposed project is within the boundaries of the Solano Irrigation
District.
As an alternative, the applicant has proposed to have water treated and delivered by the City of Fairfield.

WASTEWATER
Approximately half of the proposed lots on the project site (i.e., the easterly portion) currently fall within the
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District. The project applicant intends to file an application with the Solano County Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to annex the remaining portion of the project site into the FairfieldSuisun Sewer District. All of the sixty six (66) residential units on the site would be served sewer by way of the
Community Services Agency (CSA). The Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District has provided a will-serve letter
indicating that it has the capacity in its existing system to provide sewer service to all 66 proposed lots on the
project site. Sanitary sewer on-site will consist of an 8-inch collection system within rights-of-way connecting to
an existing 10-inch main in Suisun Valley Road at the boundary of the project site.

ELECTRICITY, NATURAL GAS, AND CABLE
Dry utilities (electric, gas, and cable) will be installed underground within the project site and be connected to the
existing system in Suisun Valley Road.
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Source: CSW/Stuber-Stroeh Engineering Group 2013; Adapted by AECOM 2013.
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Source: CSW/Stuber-Stroeh Engineering Group 2013

Proposed Utilities Plan
AECOM
Project Description

Exhibit 2-6

2-16

Woodcreek 66 Initial Study
Solano County

2.7

CONSTRUCTION PHASING

Construction of the project is proposed in two phases, according to the following schedule:
►

►

Phase 1 (24 units between Suisun Valley Rd and the drainage ditch): Spring 2015 – Winter 2015
Phase 2 (32 remaining units): Spring 2016 through Winter 2018
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3.1

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

AESTHETICS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
I.

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Aesthetics. Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?
c)

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

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

a) through d)
The project proposes construction of homes and supportive infrastructure, as well as nighttime lighting, which
could adversely affect aesthetic resources. The impacts are considered potentially significant for the purposes of
this Initial Study and will be addressed in an EIR. It is possible that, based on analysis prepared and evidence
presented in the EIR, the County may find that one or more sub-topics considered in this section to have lessthan-significant impacts.
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3.2

AGRICULTURAL & FOREST RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

II. Agricultural and Forest Resources.
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Model (1997, as updated) prepared by
the California Department of Conservation as an optional
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California
Air Resources Board.
Would the project:
a)

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

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

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

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

Involve other changes in the existing environment,
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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3.2.1

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

An agricultural and forestry resources impact is considered significant, as defined by the State CEQA Guidelines,
if the proposed project would:
►

convert Important Farmland (i.e., Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance)
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use;

►

conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract;

►

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

►

result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or

►

involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural use or conversion of forestland to non-forest use.

3.2.2

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Solano County’s General Plan acknowledges that agriculture is an important industry, a central part of the county’s
identity, and an important component of the County’s visual character (Solano County 2008, page AG-1).
Solano County identifies the majority of the project site and adjacent parcels west and north of the project site as
within the Western Hills agricultural region. The Western Hills region is characterized by grasslands, oak
woodlands, and mountain plateaus. The soil types in the Western Hills agricultural region limit the productive use
of this land primarily to grazing (Solano County 2008: AG-27 and AG-28). Parcels east of Suisun Valley Road
are within the Suisun Valley agricultural region, which are areas mostly in agricultural use, producing grapes for
wine, small grains, or other fruit crops (Solano County 2008: AG-24).
The triangular-shaped project site is currently used for grazing activities and there are no other active agricultural
uses on-site. There are existing residences on adjacent properties to the north, west, east, and south. Across Suisun
Valley Road to the east is fallow agricultural land, as well as a small multi-family residential structure.

SOLANO COUNTY FARMLAND CONVERSION
The California Department of Conservation’s (DOC’s) Important Farmland classifications—Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance—recognize the land’s
suitability for agricultural production by considering physical and chemical characteristics of the soil, such as soil
temperature range, depth of the groundwater table, flooding potential, rock fragment content, and rooting depth.
The classifications also consider location, growing season, and moisture available to sustain high-yield crops.
Together, Important Farmland and Grazing Land are defined by DOC as “Agricultural Land” (Public Resources
Code Sections 21060.1 and 21095).
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The most recent DOC farmland conversion data identifies the 2008 and 2010 acreages of agricultural land,
including Important Farmland and Grazing Land, in Solano County and shows the overall net change in acreage
over the 2-year period. In 2010, DOC estimated that Solano County had approximately 356,659 acres of
agricultural land, of which 147,464 acres were identified as Important Farmland and 209,195 acres were identified
as Grazing Land (DOC 2010a). Between 2008 and 2010, the Important Farmland acreage decreased by
approximately 4%. The overall decrease in agricultural land was 0.3%. This change in acreages of agricultural
land is a result of reclassification of Important Farmland to Grazing Land (DOC 2010a).
The total acreage of Urban and Built-up Land and Other Land is calculated by the DOC, but not defined by the
DOC as agricultural land. Approximately 172,252 acres of land in the County was designated as Urban and Builtup Land (i.e., land that is used for residential, industrial, commercial, and for other developed purposes) and Other
Land (i.e., land that generally includes low-density rural developments, vegetative and riparian areas not suitable
for livestock grazing, confined-animal agriculture facilities, and vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all
sides by urban development) in 2010. Between 2008 and 2010, the acreage of Urban and Built-up Land and Other
Land increased by approximately 0.6% and 0.5%, respectively, primarily from construction of new homes and
business (DOC 2010a, 2010b).
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines suggests that lead agencies may consider conversion of Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland to nonagricultural use to be a significant environmental
effect. According to the Solano County Important Farmland map, published by DOC’s Division of Land Resource
Protection, the project site and adjacent parcels are designated as Urban and Built-up Land, which is defined as
land that is used for residential, industrial, commercial, institutional, and public utility structures, and for other
developed purposes. Prime Farmland is located east of the project site across Suisun Valley Road (DOC 2011).

3.2.3
a)

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

No Impact. The project site is currently used for grazing activities and there are existing residences on adjacent
properties to the north, west, east, and south of the project site. As discussed previously, the Solano County
Important Farmland map designates the project site and adjacent parcels as Urban and Built-up Land and this
designation is not considered by the DOC to be Important Farmland.
Prime Farmland is located east of the project site across Suisun Valley Road. These fields are currently fallow
agricultural land. The proposed residential uses on the project site would be separated by approximately 250 feet
from these lands by Suisun Valley Road and the proposed private open space proposed on the project site. With
this separation and considering the land is currently fallow, the proposed project would not result in new land uses
that could indirectly convert Important Farmland to nonagricultural uses.
Because implementing the proposed project would not directly convert Important Farmland within or in the
vicinity of the project site to nonagricultural uses, no impact would occur.
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b)

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

No Impact. No portions of the project site or adjacent parcels are held under Williamson Act contracts (DOC
2013). The project site and adjacent parcels are zoned by the County as “Residential – Traditional Communities –
1-Acre Lot (R-TC-1AC).” The purpose of the R-TC zoning districts are to recognize current residential and
mixed-use communities located outside agricultural and municipal service areas where previous development has
occurred at higher densities or intensities than currently allowed under County policy. Implementing the proposed
project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses or conflict with a Williamson Act contract.
No impact would occur.
c)

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

No Impact. As noted, the project site is not zoned as forestland, timberland, or a Timberland Production Zone.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forestry resources. No impact would occur.
d)

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

No Impact. California Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) defines forestland as land that can support 10
percent native tree cover and woodland vegetation of any species—including hardwoods—under natural
conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest resource—including timber, aesthetics, fish and
wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation—and other public benefits. The project site does not contain
forestland as defined by this Code Section. Therefore, implementing the proposed project would not result in the
loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest uses. No impact would occur.
e)

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

No Impact. See responses to items a) and d) above. Implementing the proposed project would not result in other
changes in the physical environment that could directly result in the conversion of agricultural land, including
Important Farmland, to nonagricultural uses or result in the conversion of forestland to non-forest uses.
The proposed project would not result in other changes in the environment that could indirectly result in the
conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. The closest agricultural land uses are east of the project
site, east of Suisun Valley Road. The proposed residences would be separated from agricultural uses by private
open space and the roadway itself. Chapter 2.2 of the Solano County Code protects farm operations from nuisance
complaints associated with residential uses located next to active agricultural operations. This “right-to-farm
ordinance,” as it is commonly known, guarantees the right to continue agricultural operations, including, but not
limited to, cultivating and tilling the soil, burning agricultural byproducts, irrigating, raising crops and/or
livestock, and applying approved chemicals in a proper manner to fields and farmland. This ordinance limits the
circumstances under which agriculture may be considered a nuisance. To prevent future conflicts, notice of this
ordinance will be given to purchasers of real property in the county. In addition, access to agricultural fields is
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provided by private access roads; therefore, project-related traffic would not disrupt the movement of agricultural
equipment. No impact would occur.
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3.3

AIR QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

III. Air Quality.
Where available, the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied on to make the following
determinations.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

a) through e)
The project proposes construction and occupation of residences, which would involve both direct and indirect air
pollutant emissions. The impacts are considered potentially significant for the purposes of this Initial Study and
will be explored further in an EIR. It is possible that, based on analysis prepared and evidence presented in the
EIR, the County may find that one or more sub-topics considered in this section to have less-than-significant
impacts.
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3.4

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

IV. Biological Resources. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?

a) through e)
The project could adversely affect rare species and habitats. The impacts are considered potentially significant
for the purposes of this Initial Study and will be explored further in an EIR. It is possible that, based on analysis
prepared and evidence presented in the EIR, the County may find that one or more sub-topics considered in this
section to have less-than-significant impacts.
f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. Habitat conservation plan: The Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (SMHCP) is being
prepared by the Solano County Water Agency. The SMHCP has not been adopted and the schedule for
completion is unknown. Therefore, project implementation would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted
habitat conservation plan.
AECOM
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3.5

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

V. Cultural Resources. Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

a) through d)
The project could adversely affect historical and/or archaeological resources. The impacts are considered
potentially significant for the purposes of this Initial Study and will be explored further in an EIR. It is possible
that, based on analysis prepared and evidence presented in the EIR, the County may find that one or more subtopics considered in this section to have less-than-significant impacts.
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3.6 GEOLOGY, SOILS, PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES, AND MINERAL
RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

VI. Geology, Soils, Paleontological Resources, and
Mineral Resources. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to
California Geological Survey Special
Publication 42.)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 181-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994, as
updated), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?
f)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

g) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
h) Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land
use plan?

AECOM
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3.6.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
The project site lies on an alluvial fan at the southern foothills of the Vaca Mountains, which are part of the Coast
Ranges geomorphic province. A review of geotechnical boring logs (KC Engineering 2005), published geologic
mapping (Wagner and Bortugno 1982), and a paleontological resources study (LSA Associates 2009), indicate
that the following geologic formations are present at the project site:
►

Holocene Alluvium. This formation ranges in age from 11,700 years Before Present (B.P.) to present day. It
consists of unconsolidated sand, silt, and gravel carried by erosional forces and deposited by local
watercourses.

►

Pleistocene Alluvium. This formation ranges in age from to 1.8 million-11,700 years B.P. It consists of ash
flow material weathered from the surrounding hills, which was carried by erosional forces and deposited as
sand, silt, and gravel by local watercourses.

►

Sonoma Volcanics. Ranging in age from 5.3–1.8 million years B.P., this Pliocene-age formation consists of
andesitic to basaltic rocks, rhyolite, and tuff and other pyroclastic rocks. The Sonoma Volcanics are
extensively exposed in the southwestern portion of Solano County, especially near Green Valley, and can be
subdivided into at least three volcanic sequences of different ages and eruptive sources. Soil borings indicate
that at the project site, this formation consists of bluish to brownish grey ash flow tuff.

►

Markley Sandstone. Ranging in age from approximately 40–34 million years B.P., this Eocene-age
sandstone member of the Markley formation consists of massive brownish-gray feldspathic micaceous marine
sandstone.

Based on a geotechnical investigation performed by KC Engineering in 2005, bedrock encountered at the project
site consists of the Sonoma Volcanics (KC Engineering 2005). The depth to bedrock varies from 2 feet on the
southwest corner of the site to 15.5 feet on the northeast corner of the site. Bedrock outcroppings were also
observed within the canal (i.e., the Rockville Drain) that crosses through the southern end of the site.
Soil borings were obtained at a maximum depth of 30 feet. Layers of medium dense to dense clayey and silty sand
were observed in the borings on the western half of the site at depths of 2-4 feet beneath the ground surface. The
sand layer ranges in thickness from 2.5 to 10.5 feet. Shallow, perched groundwater was encountered at depths
ranging from 1-13.5 feet below the ground surface. Standing water was observed on the surface of much of the
site following a rain storm (KC Engineering 2005).
The project site is located in a seismically active area. The Cordelia Fault is located approximately 1,300 feet to
the west of the project site and the Green Valley Fault (which is linked with the Concord Fault south of Suisun
Bay) is located approximately 5,500 feet west of the project site (USGS 1993). The Green Valley Fault is active
(i.e., showing evidence of displacement during Holocene time) and is capable of causing a projected maximum
moment magnitude earthquake of 6.2 (Cao et al. 2003). Surface rupture has occurred along the Green Valley Fault
on multiple occasions in the last 2,000 years and the most recent earthquake is estimated to have occurred
between 1573 and 1799 (Baldwin et al. 2008). A magnitude 5.4 earthquake occurred along the Concord Fault in
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1955 (approximately 25 miles south of the project site), which resulted in one fatality and caused generally minor
property damage (USGS 2012).
The project site is relatively flat and gently slopes to the southeast. Elevations on the site range from
approximately 86 feet on the northwest corner to 52 feet on the southeast corner (KC Engineering 2005). The
Vaca Mountains are north and west of the project site and are primarily composed of the Sonoma Volcanics (ash
flow tuff member) in the vicinity of the project site (Wagner and Bortugno 1982).
The project site consists almost entirely of the soil type Conejo soils, wet. Approximately 0.1 acres of Brentwood
clay loam, 0-2% slopes, are present along the southeastern boundary adjacent to the Rockville Drain. A review of
U.S. Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS 2014) soil data indicates there are no projected limitations
for construction of homes in the Conejo soil type, but the low bearing strength and moderate shrink-swell
potential of this soil type may present limitations for construction of local roads and streets without proper
engineering and design. The Brentwood clay loam soil type is limited by a high shrink-swell potential. Both soil
types are moderately susceptible to water and wind erosion hazards (NRCS 2014). .

PALEONTOLOGY
Paleontological Resource Assessment Criteria
The potential paleontological importance of a project site can be assessed by identifying the paleontological
importance of exposed rock units. A paleontologically important rock unit is one that has a high potential
paleontological productivity rating and is known to have produced unique, scientifically important fossils. The
potential paleontological productivity rating of a rock unit exposed at a project site refers to the
abundance/densities of fossil specimens and/or previously recorded fossil sites in exposures of the unit in and near
the project site. Exposures of a specific rock unit in a project site are most likely to yield fossil remains
representing particular species in quantities or densities similar to those previously recorded from the unit in and
near the project site.
An individual vertebrate fossil specimen may be considered unique or significant if it is identifiable and well
preserved and it meets one of the following criteria:
►

a type specimen (i.e., the individual from which a species or subspecies has been described);

►

a member of a rare species;

►

a species that is part of a diverse assemblage (i.e., a site where more than one fossil has been discovered)
wherein other species are also identifiable, and important information regarding life history of individuals can
be drawn;

►

a skeletal element different from, or a specimen more complete than, those now available for its species; or

►

a complete specimen (i.e., all or substantially all of the entire skeleton is present).

For example, identifiable vertebrate marine and terrestrial fossils are generally considered scientifically important
because they are relatively rare. Marine invertebrate fossil specimens are generally common, well developed, and
well documented. They would generally not be considered a unique paleontological resource. The value or
AECOM
Environmental Checklist

3-12

Woodcreek 66 Initial Study
Solano County

importance of different fossil groups varies, depending on the age and depositional environment of the rock unit
that contains the fossils, their rarity, the extent to which they have already been identified and documented, and
the ability to recover similar materials under more controlled conditions, such as part of a research project.
Paleontological Resource Inventory
Published and unpublished geological and paleontological literature were reviewed to document the number and
locations and previously recorded fossil sites from rock units exposed in and near the project site and vicinity, as
well as the types of fossil remains each rock unit has produced. The literature review was supplemented by an
archival search conducted at the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) in Berkeley,
California, by Dr. Pat Holroyd (LSA Associates 2009) and by AECOM (2013). The records search results
indicate that there are no previously recorded fossil localities within the project site boundaries.
A reconnaissance-level field survey was conducted by AECOM on September 5, 2013. The ground surface,
which appeared to consist of a flat alluvial plain, was generally highly visible. No evidence of fossil resources
was observed.
Holocene Alluvium
By definition, in order to be considered a fossil, a resource must be more than 11,700 years old. Holocene
deposits contain only the remains of extant, modern taxa (if any resources are present), which are not considered
“unique” paleontological resources. Therefore, this formation is not considered paleontologically sensitive.
Pleistocene Alluvium
Pleistocene-age alluvial deposits are sedimentary in nature; sedimentary alluvial deposits frequently contain
fossils. The Pleistocene epoch, known as the “great ice age,” began approximately 1.8 million years ago. On the
basis of his survey of vertebrate fauna from the nonmarine late Cenozoic deposits of the San Francisco Bay
region, Savage (1951) concluded that two major divisions of Pleistocene-age fossils could be recognized: the
Irvingtonian (older Pleistocene fauna) and the Rancholabrean (younger Pleistocene fauna). These two divisions of
Quaternary Cenozoic vertebrate fossils are widely recognized today in the field of paleontology. The age of the
later Pleistocene, Rancholabrean fauna was based on the presence of bison and on the presence of many
mammalian species that are inhabitants of the same area today. In addition to bison, larger land mammals
identified as part of the Rancholabrean fauna include mammoths, mastodons, camels, horses, and ground sloths.
The Irvingtonian fauna is more scarce, and is represented by Borophagus (bone-crushing dogs), hyenas, sabretoothed cats, rabbits, giant marmots, horses, mammoths, and mastodons.
The paleontololgical sensitivity determination of a rock unit is based primarily on the types and numbers of fossils
that have been previously recorded from that rock unit (i.e., the paleontological productivity). A search of the
University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) database performed by AECOM (UCMP 2013)
indicates there are 10 vertebrate localities that have yielded land mammals within Pleistocene alluvium in Solano
County. The closest recorded locality to the project site (approximately ¾ mile to the northeast), is V-65183, which
yielded one specimen of Equus (horse) (LSA Associates 2009:2; UCMP 2013).
Thousands of vertebrate fossils have been recovered from Pleistocene alluvial deposits in northern and central
California. There are fewer recorded vertebrate fossils from Pleistocene alluvium in Solano County because it contains
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fewer deposits of this rock formation. However, that does not mean the rock formation is of low paleontological
sensitivity. Rather, the paleontological productivity of the rock formation as a whole must be considered.
Pleistocene alluvial deposits throughout northern and central California are known to contain the remains of land
mammals such as sabre-toothed cats, mammoth, horse, camel, antelope, and many other species. For example,
Jefferson (1991) compiled a database of California late Pleistocene vertebrate fossils from published records,
technical reports, unpublished manuscripts, information from colleagues, and inspection of museum
paleontological collections at more than 40 public and private institutions. He listed hundreds of sites throughout
northern and central California (including 10 sites in Solano County) that have yielded vertebrate fossils from
Pleistocene alluvial deposits. Similarly, a search of the UCMP (2013) database indicates 459 Rancholabrean-age
vertebrate fossils and 55 Irvingtonian-age vertebrate fossils from nearly every county in northern and central
California. The largest known deposit of Pleistocene vertebrate fossils from alluvial fan deposits is the Fairmead
Landfill Site in Madera County. To date, over 15,000 vertebrate fossils have been recovered and fossil recovery is
planned for another 20 years (Fossil Discovery Center of Madera County 2010).
Therefore, because thousands of vertebrate fossils have been recovered from Pleistocene alluvial deposits in
northern and central California, and because a vertebrate fossil has been recovered from Pleistocene alluvium
approximately ¾ mile from the project site, this formation is considered to be paleontologically sensitive.
Sonoma Volcanics (Ash Flow Tuff Member)
A search of the UCMP database indicates that two vertebrate fossil localities have been recorded in the Sonoma
Volcanics. UCMP locality V-1356, located approximately 1.5 miles south of the project site, yielded three Equus
(horse) specimens, five Cervidae (deer), and 21 unidentified mammalian fossils (LSA Associates 2009:2; UCMP
2013). Locality V-6317, in Napa County (approximately 25 miles northwest of the project site), yielded two
Equus specimens. Furthermore, numerous fossilized plant remains have been recovered from nine localities in
Sonoma County and two localities in Napa County, including the Calistoga Petrified Forest, which is open to
visitors (UCMP 2013.) Therefore, this formation is considered to be paleontologically sensitive.
Markley Sandstone
The Markley Sandstone formation has been reported to contain marine mollusks, foraminifera, and radiolarians
(Graymer et al. 1999). However, these types of marine invertebrates are generally common, well developed, and
well documented, and therefore would generally not be considered a unique paleontological resource. Thus, this
rock formation is considered to have a low paleontological sensitivity.

MINERALS
Under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA), the State Mining and Geology Board may designate
certain mineral deposits as being regionally significant to satisfy future needs. The Board’s decision to designate
an area is based on a classification report prepared by the California Geological Survey (CGS) and on input from
agencies and the public. In compliance with SMARA, the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG)
has established the classification system shown in Table 3.6-1 to denote both the location and significance of key
extractive resources.
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Table 3.6-1
California Division of Mines and Geology Mineral Land Classification System
Classification

Description

MRZ-1

Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present or where it is
judged that little likelihood exists for their presence

MRZ-2

Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or where it is
judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists

MRZ-3

Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated from existing data

MRZ-4

Areas where available data are inadequate for placement in any other mineral resource zone

Note: MRZ = Mineral Resource Zone
Source: Dupras 1988:7

The project site is located within the designated Sacramento-Fairfield Production-Consumption Region for
Portland cement concrete aggregate, which includes all designated lands within the marketing area of the active
aggregate operations supplying the Sacramento-Fairfield urban center (Dupras 1988:2). The project site is located
within an area classified by CDMG as MRZ-1—areas where adequate information indicates that no significant
mineral deposits are present or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence (Dupras 1988:
Plates 30, 31, and 35).
The project site does not lie within an area designated by the Solano County General Plan or any other plan as a
locally important mineral resource recovery site (EDAW 2008: Chapter 4).

3.6.2

DISCUSSION

a)

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to California Geological Survey
Special Publication 42.)

Less-than-Significant Impact. Surface ground rupture along faults is generally limited to a linear zone a few
yards wide. Since the project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone map (USGS
1993), nor is the site located within or immediately adjacent to the trace of any other known fault, surface fault
rupture at the project site is unlikely. This impact is considered less than significant.
ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is located in a seismically active area
within the Coast Ranges. The Cordelia Fault is located ¼ mile west of the project site. According to Jennings
(1994), the last known activity on the Cordelia Fault occurred during the Pleistocene epoch along the northern
portion of the fault (which is nearest to the project site).
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Fault creep along the Green Valley Fault has been recorded both east and south of the project site (Bryant et al.
2007:Figure 2). Earthquake activity on this fault has been documented within Holocene time (Baldwin et al.
2008). The Green Valley Fault is considered to be “active” and is capable of causing an earthquake with a
projected maximum moment magnitude of 6.2 (Cao et al. 2003).
In addition, the southern portion of the West Napa Fault, as well as the Rodgers Creek Fault, are located
approximately 15 and 25 miles west of the project site, respectively (Jennings 1994). The West Napa and Rodgers
Creek faults are active and are each considered capable of generating earthquakes with a projected maximum
moment magnitude of 6.5 and 7.0, respectively (Cao et al. 2003). Therefore, the potential for damage from strong
seismic ground shaking is considered a potentially significant impact, requiring mitigation.
Mitigation Measure GEO-1a: Prepare Final Geotechnical Report and Implement Recommendations.
Before building permits are issued and construction activities begin in any phase, the project applicant
shall hire a licensed geotechnical engineer to prepare a final geotechnical report, which shall be submitted
for review and approval to the Solano County Division of Building and Safety Services. The final
geotechnical engineering report shall address and make recommendations on the following topics:
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

seismic design parameters;
site preparation;
soil bearing capacity;
appropriate sources and types of fill;
potential need for soil amendments;
road, pavement, and parking areas;
structural foundations, including retaining-wall design;
grading practices;
soil corrosion of concrete and steel;
erosion/winterization;
seismic ground shaking;
liquefaction; and
expansive/unstable soils.

In addition to the recommendations for the conditions listed above, the geotechnical investigation shall
include subsurface testing of soil and groundwater conditions (as appropriate), and shall determine
appropriate foundation designs that are consistent with the version of the California Building Standards
Code (CBC) that is applicable at the time building and grading permits are applied for.
All recommendations contained in the final geotechnical engineering report shall be implemented. Special
recommendations contained in the geotechnical engineering report shall be noted on the grading plans and
implemented, as appropriate, before construction begins. Design and construction of all project
development shall be in accordance with the CBC. The project applicant shall provide for engineering
inspection and certification that earthwork has been performed, in conformity with recommendations
contained in the geotechnical report.

AECOM
Environmental Checklist

3-16

Woodcreek 66 Initial Study
Solano County

Mitigation Measure GEO-1b: Monitor Earthwork during Earthmoving Activities.
All earthwork shall be monitored by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer retained by the project
applicant. The geotechnical or civil engineer shall provide oversight during all excavation, placement of
fill, and disposal of materials removed from and deposited on construction areas.
Implementing Mitigation Measures GEO-1a and GEO-1b would reduce the potentially significant impact of
possible damage to people and structures from strong seismic ground shaking to a less-than-significant level by
requiring that the design recommendations of a geotechnical engineer to reduce damage from seismic events be
incorporated into buildings, structures, and infrastructure as required by the CBC, and that a geotechnical or civil
engineer provide on-site monitoring to ensure that earthwork is performed as specified in the plans.
iii)

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Soil liquefaction occurs when ground shaking from an earthquake causes a
sediment layer saturated with groundwater to lose strength and take on the characteristics of a fluid, thus
becoming similar to quicksand. Factors determining the liquefaction potential are soil type, the level and duration
of seismic ground motions, the type and consistency of soils, and the depth to groundwater. Loose sands, peat
deposits, and unconsolidated Holocene-age sediments are susceptible to liquefaction, while clayey silts, silty
clays, and clays deposited in freshwater environments are generally stable under the influence of seismic ground
shaking.
The project site is located in close proximity to an active seismic source, shallow groundwater conditions are
present, and some of the ground surface is covered by Holocene-age sediments.
KC Engineering (2005:9-10) performed a liquefaction analysis as part of their geotechnical report. They indicated
that the surficial soil materials generally have a consistency that is firm to hard and a relative density that is
medium dense. Furthermore, bedrock is present at relatively shallow depths ranging from 2-15.5 feet below the
surface. The cohesive soils have more than 15% clay fraction and within the granular soils, more than 30% of the
soil particles pass through a No. 200 sieve. Based on this data, KC Engineering opined that the liquefaction
potential of the near-surface soils is low. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant.
iv)

Landslides?

The topography at the project site and immediately adjacent to the project site to the east and southeast, is nearly
level. Short, steep slopes are present within the project site only within existing drainage channels (i.e., Putah
South Canal and Rockville Drain). However, steep hills are present to the west and north of the project site, on the
opposite sides of Oakwood Drive and Rockville Road, respectively. These hills are composed of the Sonoma
Volcanics formation (KC Engineering 2005:8).
The hillsides adjacent to the project site to the north/northeast are mapped as “Area 4,” which are considered the
“Most Susceptible Areas” to landslide hazards according to Manson (1988). This hazard category consists of
steep slopes where there is substantial evidence of downslope creep of surface materials. Manson (1988) indicates
that slopes within Area 4 should be considered naturally unstable. The hillsides adjacent to the homes along
Oakwood Drive (west of the project site) are also mapped as Area 4. The hillside immediately adjacent to the
project site at the southwestern property corner is mapped as Area 3—“Generally Susceptible Areas.” Slopes
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within this category are considered to be at or near their stability limits due to a combination of weaker materials
and steeper slopes. Although most slopes within Area 3 do not contain landslide deposits (as of 1988), they can be
expected to fail, locally, when modified.
The proposed project would not be constructed within an area of steep slopes. However, steep slopes are present
immediately adjacent to the project site in three locations (to the north, northeast, and southwest) as described
above. If a landslide were to occur in these areas, debris could flow onto the project site.
This impact is considered potentially significant and will be addressed in the EIR.
b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. A review of NRCS (2014) soil survey data indicates that
project site soils are moderately susceptible to erosion by wind and water. Project implementation would involve
grading and construction activities for infrastructure and building and road foundations. Conducting these
activities would result in the temporary disturbance of soil and would expose disturbed areas to winter storm
events. Rain of sufficient intensity could dislodge soil particles from the soil surface. If the storm is large enough
to generate runoff, localized erosion could occur. In addition, soil disturbance during the summer as a result of
construction activities could result in soil loss and loss of topsoil because of wind erosion. Therefore, impacts
associated with construction-related erosion are considered potentially significant, requiring mitigation.
Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Prepare and Implement a Grading and Erosion Control Plan.
Before grading permits are issued, the project applicant shall retain a California Registered Civil Engineer
to prepare a grading and erosion control plan. The grading and erosion control plan shall be submitted to
the Solano County Department of Building and Safety for review before issuance of any grading permit
for on-site work. The plan shall be consistent with Solano County’s Grading, Drainage, Land Leveling,
and Erosion Control Ordinance and the state’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit,
and shall include the site-specific grading associated with development for all project phases.
The plan referenced above shall include the location, implementation schedule, and maintenance schedule
of all erosion and sediment control measures, a description of measures designed to control dust and
stabilize the construction-site road and entrance, and a description of the location and methods of storage
and disposal of construction materials. The proposed erosion, sediment, and runoff control measures,
shall incorporate recommendations contained in the county's Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook.
The plan shall contain a description of the following:
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

vegetative measures;
drainage protection and control measures;
erosion and sediment control measures;
runoff control measures;
cut and fill construction;
disposal of excess materials;
stockpiling of materials;
dust control measures; and
construction schedule.
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Erosion and sediment control measures could include, but are not limited to the use of detention basins,
berms, swales, wattles, and silt fencing, and covering or watering of stockpiled soils to reduce wind
erosion. Stabilization of construction entrances to minimize trackout (control dust) is commonly achieved
by installing filter fabric and crushed rock to a depth of approximately 1 foot. The project applicant shall
ensure that the construction contractor is responsible for securing a source of transportation and
deposition of excavated materials.
Implementing Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would reduce potentially significant construction-related erosion
impacts to a less-than-significant level because a grading and erosion control plan with specific erosion and
sediment control measures such as those listed above would be prepared, approved by Solano County, and
implemented.
c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. A review of NRCS (2014) soil data indicates there are no
projected limitations for construction of homes in the Conejo soil type, but the low bearing strength and moderate
shrink-swell potential of this soil type may present limitations for construction of local roads and streets without
proper engineering and design. KC Engineering (2005) noted that groundwater was encountered at shallow
depths, and standing water was present over much of the site at the time of their field investigation. Therefore,
depending on the time of year, groundwater may be encountered, especially in areas where deeper excavation is
required for utilities. Furthermore, regardless of the time of year, localized seepage zones may be encountered in
some of the utility trenches. Shallow groundwater increases the potential for soil instability during construction,
which may result in the collapse of trenches. Therefore, this impact is considered potentially significant,
requiring mitigation.
Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1a (Prepare Final Geotechnical Report and
Implement Recommendations).
Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1b (Monitor Earthwork during Earthmoving
Activities).
Implementing Mitigation Measures GEO-1a and GEO-1b would reduce the potentially significant impact of
construction in unstable soils to a less-than-significant level by requiring that the recommendations of a licensed
civil or geotechnical engineer regarding soil bearing capacity, shallow groundwater, and soil stability be
implemented during construction and into the project design, in accordance with the requirements of the CBC.
d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994, as updated), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Expansive soils shrink and swell as a result of moisture
change. These volume changes can result in damage over time to building foundations, underground utilities, and
other subsurface facilities and infrastructure if they are not designed and constructed appropriately to resist the
damage associated with changing soil conditions. A review of NRCS (2014) soil survey data indicates that nearly
the entire project site is composed of moderately expansive Conejo soils. Based on soil borings obtained by KC
Engineering (2005), the project site generally consists of moderately expansive, soft to hard silty and sandy clays.
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Perched seasonal groundwater conditions were also encountered. Soil expansion, including volume changes
during seasonal fluctuations in moisture content, could adversely affect road surfaces, interior slabs-on-grade,
landscaping hardscapes, and underground pipelines. Therefore, this impact is considered potentially significant.
Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1a (Prepare Final Geotechnical Report and
Implement Recommendations).
Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1b (Monitor Earthwork during Earthmoving
Activities).
Implementing Mitigation Measures GEO-1a and GEO-1b would reduce the impact from construction in
expansive soils to a less-than-significant level by requiring that the design recommendations of a geotechnical
engineer to reduce damage from expansive soils (such as construction using post-tensioned slabs) be incorporated
into buildings, structures, and infrastructure, as required by the CBC, and that a geotechnical or civil engineer
provide on-site monitoring to ensure that earthwork is being performed as specified in the plans.
e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

No Impact. Sewer service for the project site would be provided through installation of a sewer collection system
and conveyance to a treatment plant. There is no impact.
f)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Project-related earth-moving activities would occur in
Holocene- and Pleistocene-age alluvium, the Sonoma Volcanics (ash flow tuff member), and potentially in the
Markley Sandstone. Holocene alluvium and the Markley Sandstone are considered to be of low paleontological
sensitivity because of the young age and lack of recorded vertebrate fossil localities, respectively. Therefore,
earth-moving activities in Holocene alluvium and the Markley Sandstone would have a less-than-significant
impact on unique paleontological resources.
However, because numerous vertebrate fossils have been recovered from Pleistocene alluvium and the Sonoma
Volcanics in northern and central California, including localities that are close to the project site, these formations
are considered to be paleontologically sensitive. Therefore, earth-moving activities in Pleistocene alluvium and
the Sonoma Volcanics could result in accidental damage to or destruction of unique paleontological resources.
This impact is considered potentially significant, requiring mitigation.
Mitigation Measure PALEO-1: Conduct Construction Personnel Education, Stop Work if Paleontological
Resources are Discovered, Assess the Significance of the Find, and Prepare and Implement a Recovery
Plan, as Required.
To minimize the potential for destruction of or damage to previously unknown potentially unique,
scientifically important paleontological resources during earthmoving activities at the project site, the
project applicant shall do the following:
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►

Before the start of any earthmoving activities at the project site, the project applicant shall retain a
paleontologist who shall train all construction personnel involved with earthmoving activities,
including the project superintendent, regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance
and types of fossils likely to be seen during construction, and proper notification procedures if fossils
are encountered.

►

If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the construction crew shall
immediately cease work in the vicinity of the find and notify a qualified paleontologist and the Solano
County Planning Services Division.

►

The paleontologist shall evaluate the resource and prepare a recovery plan in accordance with Society
of Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines (1996). The recovery plan may include, but is not limited to, an
intensive field survey in the vicinity of the find, sampling and data recovery, museum storage
coordination for any specimen recovered, and a report of findings.

►

All feasible recommendations contained in the recovery plan shall be implemented before
construction activities can resume at the site where the paleontological resources were discovered.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would reduce potentially significant impacts related to damage
or destruction of unique paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level because construction workers
would be alerted to the possibility of encountering paleontological resources and, in the event that resources were
discovered, fossil specimens would be recovered and recorded and would undergo appropriate curation.
g)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. The project site is located within an area classified by CDMG as MRZ-1—areas where adequate
information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present or where it is judged that little likelihood
exists for their presence (Dupras 1988: Plates 30, 31, and 35). Therefore, project implementation would not result
in the loss of availability of known mineral resources, and there would be no impact.
h)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

No Impact. The project site does not lie within an area designated by the Solano County General Plan or any
other plan as a locally important mineral resource recovery site (EDAW 2008: Chapter 4). Thus, there would be
no impact.
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3.7

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Potentially
Cumulatively
Considerable
Contribution

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Would the project:
a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

a) and b)
The project would involve construction and occupation of residences, which would involve both direct and
indirect greenhouse gas emissions. Climate change is a significant cumulative impact and the project’s
contribution is considered potentially cumulatively considerable for the purposes of this Initial Study. This issue
will be explored further in an EIR. It is possible that, based on analysis prepared and evidence presented in the
EIR, the County may find that one or more sub-topics considered in this section to have less-than-cumulatively
considerable impacts.

AECOM
Environmental Checklist

3-22

Woodcreek 66 Initial Study
Solano County

3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Would the project:
a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and/or accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
e)

For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

3.8.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
A search was performed by AECOM in 2013 of the Geotracker database, which is a groundwater information
management system that is maintained by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Data relating to
leaking underground storage tanks and other cleanup activities are part of the information that SWRCB is
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required to maintain under California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 65962.5 (i.e., the “Cortese List”).
There are no recorded open, active contamination sites located on or within 0.5 mile of the project site.
The Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (i.e., the “EnviroStor” database) is maintained by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) as part of the requirements of PRC Section 65962.5. A search
of this list by AECOM in 2013 indicated that DTSC has no records of active hazardous waste sites within 0.5 mile
of the project site (DTSC 2013). There are no Superfund sites within 8 miles of the project site (EPA 2013).
The use of lead as an additive to paint was discontinued in 1978 because human exposure to lead was determined
by EPA and the Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) to be an adverse human health risk,
particularly to young children. Demolition of structures containing lead-based paint requires specific remediation
activities regulated by federal, state, and local laws. There is a small shed along the southern project site
boundary, adjacent to Suisun Valley Road, which is being used as shelter for horses. The shed has a metal roof
and painted exterior walls. The shed would be demolished as part of the proposed project. Because the age of the
shed is unknown, workers could be exposed to lead-based paint during the demolition process.
Because the existing shed on-site is not insulated, demolition of the structure would not result in hazards related to
asbestos-containing materials.
Schools in the Project Vicinity
There are no K-12 schools within one-quarter mile of the project site. The closest K-12 school is Mundy
Elementary, located at 580 Vintage Valley Drive in Fairfield, approximately 2 miles southwest of the project site.
The Fairfield-Suisun School District is considering a proposed school adjacent to the project site. However, the
School District would have to acquire land in order for that project to proceed, and negotiations for land
acquisition have not yet commenced nor is there any specified date when they are projected to occur. A design for
the proposed school has not been developed, and there are no plans in the near future to begin the CEQA process
for a nearby school. Because the School District is in such an early stage of planning for this potential school,
there is uncertainty, from a CEQA perspective, as to whether or not it would ever be implemented. Therefore, the
potential school that may be constructed adjacent to the project site is not considered as part of this analysis. Even
if the school project were to be implemented, the proposed project entails only single-family residences. It does
not involve commercial uses such as dry cleaners, drug stores, or grocery stores, which are generally smallquantity generators of hazardous wastes under the RCRA, nor does it involve any industrial uses.
Airport Safety
There are no public or private airports in the project vicinity. The closest airport is Travis Air Force Base, located
approximately 8 miles to the east. The project site is outside the “Area of Influence” for Travis Air Force Base, as
illustrated in Figure 2A of the 2002 Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility Plan (Solano County Airport
Land Use Commission 2002).
Wildland Fire Hazards
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE) has developed fire hazard severity zones
as a way to predict fire damage. The zones depicted on CALFIRE maps take into account the potential fire
intensity and speed, production and spread of embers, fuel loading, topography, and climate (e.g., temperature and
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the potential for strong winds). The project site is located within a State Responsibility Area (SRA), and that SRA
is designated as a moderate fire hazard severity zone (CALFIRE 2007).

3.8.2 DISCUSSION
a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Project development with residential uses would involve the storage, use, and
transport of hazardous materials (e.g., asphalt, fuel, lubricants, paint) during construction activities.
Transportation of hazardous materials on area roadways is regulated by the California Highway Patrol and the
California Department of Transportation, and use of these materials is regulated by the California Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), as outlined in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations. The project
applicant, builders, contractors, and future residents would be required to use, store, and transport hazardous
materials in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations during project construction and
operation. Because the project construction contractors and residents during the operational phase are required by
law to implement and comply with existing hazardous materials regulations, direct effects related to the creation
of significant hazards to the public through routine transport, use, disposal, and risk of upset would be considered
less than significant.
Construction contractors would be required to comply with Cal/EPA’s Unified Program; regulated activities
would be managed by the Solano County Department of Resource Management, Environmental Health Services
Division, the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), in accordance with the regulations included in the
Unified Program (e.g., hazardous materials release response plans and inventories, California Uniform Fire Code
hazardous material management plans and inventories). Such compliance would reduce the potential for
accidental release of hazardous materials during construction of the proposed project.
Because the project will be required to implement and comply with existing hazardous material regulations, and
because each of these regulations is specifically designed to protect the public health through improved
procedures for the handling of hazardous materials, better technology in the equipment used to transport these
materials, and a more coordinated quicker response to emergencies, impacts related to the creation of significant
hazards to the public through routine, transport, use, disposal, and risk of upset would be less than significant.
b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and/or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed previously, a search of the Geotracker
(SWRCB 2013) and Envirostor (DTSC 2013) databases indicates there are no known hazardous materials on the
project site on or within 1/2 mile of the site. However, a small shed will be demolished along the southern
property boundary adjacent to Suisun Valley Road. If the age of the paint on the shed dates to pre-1978, workers
could be exposed to lead-based paint during the demolition process. In addition, there is a potential for accidental
spills from fuels, oils, solvents, paints, and other materials that would be used during the construction process.
Therefore, this impact is considered potentially significant, requiring mitigation.
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Test Paint for Lead Content and Follow OSHA and EPA Regulations for
Demolition and Disposal.
The paint on the shed that is to be demolished shall be tested at a laboratory for lead content. If the
laboratory test results indicate that the California Department of Public Health exposure level of 5,000
parts per million (ppm) or 0.5% or more (by weight) of lead is present, then the measures listed below
shall be implemented. (If the lead content is below these levels, then no further mitigation shall be
required.)
The construction contractor employed by the project applicant shall develop and implement a worker
protection program in accordance with OSHA’s regulations pertaining to lead (Title 29 CFR Part
1926.62), in order to minimize worker risk of lead exposure. The plan may include, but is not limited to,
the following components:
►

limiting demolition activities to achieve a permissible exposure limit (PEL) of 50 micrograms of lead
per cubic meter of air, as averaged over an 8-hour period;

►

the use of engineering controls and work practices, where feasible, designed to reduce exposure (for
example, washing of hands before eating food and provision of shower facilities for use before
employees leave the work site);

►

the provision of protective clothing and, where necessary, with respiratory protection accordance with
29 CFR Section 1910.134.

The materials containing lead-based paint shall be disposed of at an appropriately permitted landfill, as
specified in the plan.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and Associated
Best Management Practices.
Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall obtain coverage under the SWRCB’s
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit for general construction
activity (Order 2009-0009-DWQ), including preparation and submittal of a project-specific Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) at the time the Notice of Intent is filed. The SWPPP shall identify
and specify:
►

the use of an effective combination of robust erosion and sediment control Best Management
Practices (BMPs) and construction techniques accepted by the local jurisdictions for use in the project
area at the time of construction, that shall reduce the potential for runoff and the release, mobilization,
and exposure of pollutants, including legacy sources of mercury from project-related construction
sites. These may include but would not be limited to temporary erosion control and soil stabilization
measures, sedimentation ponds, inlet protection, perforated riser pipes, check dams, and silt fences

►

the implementation of approved local plans, non-stormwater management controls, permanent postconstruction BMPs, and inspection and maintenance responsibilities;
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►

the pollutants that are likely to be used during construction that could be present in stormwater
drainage and non-stormwater discharges, including fuels, lubricants, and other types of materials used
for equipment operation;

►

spill prevention and contingency measures, including measures to prevent or clean up spills of
hazardous waste and of hazardous materials used for equipment operation, and emergency procedures
for responding to spills;

►

personnel training requirements and procedures that shall be used to ensure that workers are aware of
permit requirements and proper installation methods for BMPs specified in the SWPPP; and

►

the appropriate personnel responsible for supervisory duties related to implementation of the SWPPP.

Where applicable, BMPs identified in the SWPPP shall be in place throughout all site work and
construction/demolition activities and shall be used in all subsequent site development activities. BMPs
may include, but are not limited to, such measures as those listed below.
►

Implementing temporary erosion and sediment control measures in disturbed areas to minimize
discharge of sediment into nearby drainage conveyances, in compliance with state and local standards
in effect at the time of construction. These measures may include silt fences, staked straw bales or
wattles, sediment/silt basins and traps, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary vegetation.

►

Establishing permanent vegetative cover to reduce erosion in areas disturbed by construction by
slowing runoff velocities, trapping sediment, and enhancing filtration and transpiration.

►

Using drainage swales, ditches, and earth dikes to control erosion and runoff by conveying surface
runoff down sloping land, intercepting and diverting runoff to a watercourse or channel, preventing
sheet flow over sloped surfaces, preventing runoff accumulation at the base of a grade, and avoiding
flood damage along roadways and facility infrastructure.

A copy of the approved SWPPP shall be maintained and available at all times on the construction site.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would reduce the potentially significant temporary,
short-term construction-related impacts associated with hazardous materials to a less-than-significant level by
requiring testing of paint for lead, implementation of measures designed to reduce construction worker exposure
to lead according to OSHA regulations, and implementation of a SWPPP with appropriate BMPs, such as spill
prevention and contingency measures to reduce the potential for accidental spills and implement appropriate and
timely cleanup activities, if spills do occur.
c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. There are no existing or proposed K-12 schools within one-quarter mile of the project site and the
project involves residential uses that would not be anticipated to involve hazardous emissions or acutely
hazardous materials. There is no impact.
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d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact. Based on a search of hazardous waste databases maintained by SWRCB (2013), DTSC (2013), and
EPA (2013), the project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled under the requirements
of the Cortese List. Furthermore, there are no known open, active hazardous materials sites within one-half mile
of the project site. There is no impact.
e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The project site is not located within the boundaries of an airport land use plan, nor is it located
within two miles of a public airport. There is no impact.
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. There is no impact.
g)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is undeveloped and construction
materials, equipment, and personnel would be staged on site. However, nearby roadways in the project vicinity,
such as Oakwood Drive, Rockville Road, and Suisun Valley Road, could be affected intermittently during
construction phases. Ongoing construction activities could result in temporary lane closures, increased truck
traffic, and other roadway effects that could interfere with, or slow down emergency vehicles, temporarily
increasing response times and impeding existing services. The impact is considered potentially significant,
requiring mitigation.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: Prepare and Implement a Construction Traffic Control Plan.
The project applicant shall prepare and implement a traffic control plan for construction activities that
may affect road rights-of-way, in order to facilitate travel of emergency vehicles on affected roadways.
The traffic control plan must follow applicable Solano County standards and must be approved and
signed by a professional engineer. Measures typically used in traffic control plans include advertising of
planned lane closures, warning signage, a flag person to direct traffic flows when needed, and methods to
ensure continued access by emergency vehicles. During project construction, access to the existing
surrounding land uses shall be maintained at all times, with detours used, as necessary, during road
closures. The traffic control plan shall be submitted to the Solano County Public Works Department for
review and approval before the approval of all project plans or permits.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would reduce the significant impact associated with decreased
emergency response times during construction to a less-than-significant level by requiring preparation and
implementation of a construction traffic control plan that would provide for adequate emergency access during
construction activities.
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h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The surrounding local area is characterized by residential development, open
space, and agricultural land. There are existing residences on adjacent properties to the north, west, and south of
the project site. Fallow agricultural land is located to the east of the project site, across Suisun Valley Road. The
project site is covered with annual grasses and scattered shrubs.
In SRAs, CALFIRE is required to delineate three hazard ranges: moderate, high, and very high fire hazard
severity zones. The project site is located within a SRA designated as a moderate fire hazard severity zone. The
project site is located at the southern edge of the Vaca Mountains, immediately east of the Rockville Hills
Regional Park—areas that are generally undeveloped and are also located within a moderate wildfire hazard zone
(CALFIRE 2007).
Within a SRA, the financial responsibility of preventing and suppressing fires currently falls primarily on the
State. However, fire suppression services to the project site would also be provided by a local fire service district,
in addition to the State, which will be discussed in greater detail in the “Public Services” section that will be
included in the DEIR.
Because the project site is not located in or near an area of high fire hazard severity, and because adequate fire
protection services would be provided by both the State and a local fire protection district, this impact would be
less than significant.
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3.9

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

IX. Hydrology and Water Quality. Would the project:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level that would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?
c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial on- or off-site erosion or
siltation?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in on- or off-site flooding?
e)

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?
i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j)

Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

a) through j)
The project proposes construction of homes and supportive infrastructure, which could cause erosion and other
impacts related to hydrology and water quality. The impacts are considered potentially significant for the
purposes of this Initial Study and will be addressed in an EIR. It is possible that, based on analysis prepared and
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evidence presented in the EIR, the County may find that one or more sub-topics considered in this section to have
less-than-significant impacts.
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3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X. Land Use and Planning. Would the project:
a)

Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to, a general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c)

3.10.1

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

A land use and planning impact is considered significant, as defined by the State CEQA Guidelines, if the
proposed project would:
►

physically disrupt or divide an established community;

►

conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or

►

conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

3.10.2

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project is a proposed 66-lot subdivision located on approximately 33 acres of land in three existing parcels.
The triangular-shaped project site is currently used for grazing and agricultural activities with one small, woodframe outbuilding. The project site is bordered by Oakwood Drive to the west, Suisun Valley Road to the east,
and Rockville Road to the north. The project site is located in the Rockville area of unincorporated western
Solano County, approximately three miles west of the new City of Fairfield Transportation Center located at I-80
and Cadenasso Drive, and one mile north of the main campus of Solano Community College.
The surrounding local area is characterized by residential development, open space, and agricultural land. There
are existing residences on adjacent properties to the north, west, and south of the project site. Across Suisun
Valley Road to the east is fallow agricultural land. Within ¼ mile to the north is Rockville Corners, a commercial
area with a gas station, local convenience store, and other services for local residents. West of Oakville Road is
the Rockville Regional Park. The 633-acre park is managed by the City of Fairfield and offers hiking, mountain
biking, and picnicking.
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The land use designation for the project site under the Solano County General Plan (General Plan) (Solano
County 2008) is “Traditional Residential Community (1-4 dwelling units per acre).” The purpose of the
Traditional Residential Community land use designation is to recognize current residential and mixed-use
communities located outside agricultural and municipal service areas where previous development has occurred at
higher densities or intensities than currently allowed under County policy. It is the intent to preserve and enhance
the character and quality of these communities and promote future infill residential and mixed-use development,
but not to expand the area of these communities.
Zoning of the three parcels that comprise the project site is “Residential – Traditional Communities – 1-Acre Lot
(R-TC-1AC).” The requirements for development and the allowable uses in areas zoned as R-TC are provided in
Section 28.32 of the County Zoning Code. The R-TC zoning districts are intended for areas that have previously
been subdivided for single-family residential development and that provide the necessary community services.
The regulations for these districts are intended to “stabilize and protect the residential characteristics of the
districts, and to promote and encourage a suitable environment for family life” (Solano County Zoning Code.
2012. Section 28.21.11 A).

3.10.3
a)

DISCUSSION

Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. No residences are located on the project site. The project site is currently used for grazing with one
small, wood-frame outbuilding. Residences are located on adjacent properties to the north, west, and south of the
project site. The project would not divide these residences from one another. The project proposes residential uses
on the site – the same prevailing use as exists to the north, west, and south of the project site. The project does not
propose to close any publicly accessible path or roadway that exists today and provides connectivity among the
existing residences in the area. On the contrary, the project proposes a connection between Rockville Road and
Suisun Valley Road that does not exist today. Therefore, implementing the proposed project would not physically
divide an established community. The project would involve the construction of homes and to the extent that the
project would introduce any visual barriers – these impacts will be studied comprehensively an EIR in a section
focused on aesthetic resources.
b)

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, a general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. As discussed above, the project proposes development of a 66-lot subdivision located on
approximately 33 acres of land in three existing parcels. Currently, the project site is designated by the County
General Plan as Traditional Residential Community (1-4 dwelling units per acre) and is zoned as Residential –
Traditional Communities – 1-Acre-Lot (R-TC-1AC).
The County would need to approve a proposed rezoning of the project site to Residential – Traditional
Communities – 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lots (R-TC-10) and use of the County’s Policy Plan Overlay (PPO)
to allow deviations from certain development standards, as wells as make findings of consistency with the
County’s General Plan goals and policies and land use designation for the project site. In addition, a Solano
County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) reorganization action would be required for creation of a
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new Community Services District (CSD) by Solano County and annexation of a portion of the project site into the
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District.
The project does not propose any General Plan policy changes or General Plan amendments. Based on the
residential land use designation applicable to the project site, the General Plan would permit a range of between 1
and 4 residential dwelling units per acre. Therefore, approximately 33 to 132 dwelling units could be developed
on the 33-acre project site. The proposed 66 residential units are within the range allowed by the General Plan on
the project site. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan’s land use designation.
The project’s proposed residential uses would be inconsistent with the site’s Residential – Traditional
Communities – 1-Acre Lot (R-TC-1AC) zoning designation. Under the proposed project, individual lots would
each consist of a single-family residential parcel approximately one-quarter acre in size (10,000-square-foot
minimum). However, the proposed project includes rezoning of the project site to Residential – Traditional
Communities – 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lots (R-TC-10), which would allow development of the site with
the project’s proposed residential densities and development standards.
The proposed project also includes a rezone of the entire site to Policy Plan Overlay (PPO) and the proposed
project has been designed to meet the requirements of this zoning district. The PPO district is intended to
encourage comprehensive planning on focused, large-scale or mixed land use developments and can provide
zoning flexibility by establishing development standards and land use allocations which may vary with the type,
density, or intensity of use of the underlying district regulations for specific parcels. These standards and uses
accommodate the special needs of the physical site and the community, while being consistent with the Solano
County General Plan (see General Plan Policy LU.P-16). Development standards are intended to meet or exceed
those of the underlying districts described in the other chapters of the Zoning Ordinance. The PPO requires a
detailed development plan that combines the functions of zoning, master, and precise plans, design review, and
capital improvement plans in one coordinated process (Zoning Code Section 28.68).
LAFCO is charged with applying the policies and provisions of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government
Reorganization Act (California Government Code Section 56000 et seq.) to its decisions regarding annexations,
incorporations, reorganizations, and other changes in government organization. This act establishes the process
through which a local agency boundary change is made and associated planning authority is transferred from one
local agency to another. Implementing the proposed project would require a Solano County LAFCO
reorganization action for creation of a new CSD by Solano County and annexation of a portion of the project site
into the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District.
Potable water for domestic use and sewer would be provided to the project by way of a new CSD. In order to
form a CSD, the applicant must follow the application process stipulated in the Solano Local Agency Formation
Commission Standards and Procedures Manual (1999, as amended 2013), which includes submitting a petition,
application, map, and legal description of affected area, as well as environmental documentation. The Solano
County LAFCO would then conduct proceedings to consider if creation of the CSD consistent with LAFCO
guidelines.
Approximately half of the proposed lots on the project site (i.e., the easterly portion) currently fall within the
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District. Before the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District could provide sewer service to the

AECOM
Environmental Checklist

3-34

Woodcreek 66 Initial Study
Solano County

proposed project, Solano LAFCO would need to approve annexation of the remaining portion of the project site
into the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District.

As part of the Solano County LAFCO approval process, Standard No. 10, “Provision and Cost of
Community Services,” states a “will serve” letter from the manager or director of the affected agency is
required for all changes of organization and reorganizations (Solano County LAFCO 1999:25). The FairfieldSuisun Sewer District has provided a will-serve letter indicating that it has the capacity in its existing system to
provide sewer service to all 66 proposed lots on the project site. Water would be purchased from the adjacent City
of Fairfield and a will-serve letter has been received from the City verifying its ability to sell water to the County
for the proposed project.
For the reasons described above, the proposed project would be consistent with the County General Plan policies
land use designation for the project site. With approval of the proposed project and associated zoning changes, the
proposed project would not conflict with zoning designations. Approval by Solano County LAFCO for creation of
a new CSD by Solano County and annexation of a portion of the project site into the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer
District would ensure these actions are consistent with the Solano County LAFCO guidelines. Therefore, the
proposed project would not conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
Specific impacts and project consistency issues associated with other resource and issue areas are addressed in
each technical section of this Initial Study and the EIR for the proposed project. These technical sections provide
a detailed analysis of other relevant environmental effects as a result of project development, including those
effects that are addressed by County policy.
c)

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

No Impact. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Solano County Water Agency, and its eight member agency
contracts (the City of Vacaville, the City of Fairfield, Suisun City, the City of Vallejo, Solano Irrigation District,
and the Maine Prairie Water District) have prepared the proposed Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan
(SMHCP) to ensure the protection of threatened and endangered species and their habitat within the water
agency’s contract service area (see Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” for further discussion). The SMHCP is in
draft form and is not an approved HCP. No other natural community conservation plan exists for areas within the
county.

Woodcreek 66 Initial Study
Solano County

3-35

AECOM
Environmental Checklist

3.11 NOISE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XII. Noise. Would the project result in:
a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other
applicable local, state, or federal standards?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?
c)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
e)

For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

a) through d)
The project would require the use of construction equipment, will generate vehicle trips along roadways in the
vicinity of the project site, and would introduce noise-sensitive land uses. The impacts are considered potentially
significant for the purposes of this Initial Study and will be explored further in an EIR. It is possible that, based
on analysis prepared and evidence presented in the EIR, the County may find that one or more sub-topics
considered in this section to have less-than-significant impacts.
e) and f)
There are no public or private airports in the project vicinity. The closest airport is Travis Air Force Base, located
approximately 8 miles to the east. The project site is outside the “Area of Influence” for Travis Air Force Base
(Solano County Airport Land Use Commission 2002).
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3.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XIII. Population and Housing. Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing homes,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
c)

3.12.1

Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

A population and housing impact is considered significant, as defined by the State CEQA Guidelines, if the
proposed project would:
►

induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (by proposed new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (through the extension of roads or other infrastructure);

►

displace substantial numbers of existing homes, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere; or

►

displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.

3.12.2

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

POPULATION
Solano County has experienced population growth in the recent past, with the most population growth occurring
within the incorporated cities. California Department of Finance (DOF) estimates that Solano County’s total
population increased from 394,930 in 2000 to 413,344 in 2010, or a 5% increase over the 10-year period (DOF
2010). Approximately 5% (18,834 persons) resided in the unincorporated areas of the county and 95% (394,510
persons) resided in the incorporated cities (DOF 2010).
As of January 1, 2013, Solano County’s total population increased to 418,387 persons with 5% (18,946 persons)
residing in the unincorporated areas of the county and 95% (399,441 persons) residing in incorporated cities
(DOF 2013a). The population in Solano County is expected to increase to 634,852 by 2060. This represents an
increase of 52% over the 2013 estimated population (DOF 2013b).
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HOUSING
According to the DOF, the total number of housing units in Solano County was 152,698 in 2010, with an average
household size of 2.83 persons per unit. Approximately 91% of these housing units were attached and detached
single-family homes (DOF 2012). In 2010, the total number of housing units in the unincorporated area of the
county was 7,445 units, which represents approximately 5% of the total housing units in the county as a whole.
As of January 1, 2013, the number of households in Solano County was 154,111, with an average household size
of 2.84 persons (DOF 2013a). The bulk of new housing construction has occurred in the incorporated cities of the
county, where there was an increase of 1,394 units between 2010 and 2013. Only 19 housing units were
constructed in the unincorporated area of the county between 2010 and 2013.

3.12.3
a)

DISCUSSION

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

Less than Significant. Implementing the proposed project would be expected to increase the population in
unincorporated Solano County through the construction of 66 new single-family dwelling units. Based on the
DOC’s 2013 estimate of 2.84 persons per dwelling unit, the proposed project is estimated to accommodate 187
new residents at buildout.
The project would not directly induce substantial unplanned population growth in Solano County (i.e., by
proposed new unplanned homes). The project is consistent with the on-site planned land uses as envisioned under
the County’s General Plan. As discussed above in Section 3.10, “Land Use and Planning,” the land use
designation for the project site under the County General Plan is Traditional Residential Community (1-4
dwelling units per acre). Based on the allowable number of dwelling units per acre, approximately 33 to 132
dwelling units could be developed on the 33-acre project site and these dwelling units would result in 94 to 375
new residents. Therefore, the project-related estimated increase in population is within the range specified in the
General Plan for residential development under the Traditional Residential Community land use designation. The
County does not consider the potential level of population added under the project to be substantial, such that a
potentially significant effect could occur outside the impacts already analyzed in the topic-specific sections of this
Initial Study and the EIR.
The project also does not induce substantial population growth indirectly (through the extension of roads or other
infrastructure). Entrance and egress to the project site would be provided from Rockville Road and Suisun Valley
Road. The proposed project would not require extensions of these or other existing roadways in the vicinity of the
project site. Any new utility infrastructure required to serve the proposed project would be sized to accommodate
project-related demands and would not be intended to serve any new development on lands other than the project
site. The project does not propose, and the County will not require the project to construct infrastructure that
would indirectly encourage development of any vacant or underutilized properties in the vicinity of the project
site. Potential indirect impacts related to agricultural resources are evaluated in a separate section of this Initial
Study.
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Because the proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial unplanned population growth in
Solano County, this impact would be less than significant.
b)

Displace substantial numbers of existing homes, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The project site is currently used for grazing and there are no existing residences within the project
site. Therefore, implementing the proposed project would not displace existing housing or necessitate the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. There is no impact.
c)

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The project site is currently used for grazing and there are no existing residences within the project
site. Therefore, implementing the proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people or
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. There is no impact.
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3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XIV. Public Services. Would the project:
a)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, or the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public
services:
Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?

a)
The project would create demand for public services and facilities, including fire protection, law enforcement,
parks, and public schools. The impacts are considered potentially significant for the purposes of this Initial Study
and will be addressed in an EIR. It is possible that, based on analysis prepared and evidence presented in the EIR,
the County may find that one or more sub-topics considered in this section to have less-than-significant impacts.
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3.14 RECREATION
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XV. Recreation. Would the project:
a)

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

a) and b)
The project would create demand for parks and recreational facilities. The impacts are considered potentially
significant for the purposes of this Initial Study and will be addressed in an EIR. It is possible that, based on
analysis prepared and evidence presented in the EIR, the County may find that one or more sub-topics considered
in this section to have less-than-significant impacts.
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3.15 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XVI. Transportation/Traffic. Would the project:
a)

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
c)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

f)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

a) through f)
The project will generate vehicle trips along roadways in the vicinity of the project site. The impacts are
considered potentially significant for the purposes of this Initial Study and will be explored further in an EIR. It
is possible that, based on analysis prepared and evidence presented in the EIR, the County may find that one or
more sub-topics considered in this section to have less-than-significant impacts.

AECOM
Environmental Checklist

3-42

Woodcreek 66 Initial Study
Solano County

3.16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XVII. Utilities and Service Systems. Would the project:
a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
c)

Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?
e)

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand, in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

f)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

a) through g)
The project would create demand for utilities and service systems. The impacts are considered potentially
significant for the purposes of this Initial Study and will be addressed in an EIR. It is possible that, based on
analysis prepared and evidence presented in the EIR, the County may find that one or more sub-topics considered
in this section to have less-than-significant impacts.
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3.17 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XVIII. Mandatory Findings of Significance.
a)

Does the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of
a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or
threatened species, or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.)
c)

Does the project have environmental effects
that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Authority: Public Resources Code Sections 21083, 21083.5.
Reference: Government Code Sections 65088.4.
Public Resources Code Sections 21080, 21083.5, 21095; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th
357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the
Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.

3.17.1
a)

DISCUSSION

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or
threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

Biological and cultural resources impacts will be studied in an EIR. This is a potentially significant impact.
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b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)

Mitigation measures identified within this Initial Study, along with relevant Solano County General Plan policies
designed to reduce environmental effects of the project and other projects entitled in the unincorporated County
would reduce cumulative impacts and cumulatively considerable impacts attributable to the project’s incremental
effects. However, some of the project’s effects require further evaluation, and may require additional mitigation.
At this time, it is not certain whether some potentially significant impacts identified in this Initial Study could
potentially result in cumulative effects when combined with the possible effects of other projects. A full analysis
of cumulative impacts for the issue areas identified as potentially significant impacts will be provided in an EIR.
This is a potentially significant impact.
c)

Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial Study, the potential for adverse direct or indirect impacts
on human beings was considered in response to the questions of the environmental checklist. There is no
substantial evidence that implementation of the project would result in environmental impacts that would cause a
substantial adverse effect on human beings for those issue areas where impacts were determined to be less than
significant or less than significant with mitigation. Additional evaluation is required for those issue areas
determined to have potentially significant impacts. This is a potentially significant impact. These issues will be
further discussed in the EIR.
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SOLANO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND NOTICE OF SCOPING MEETING
FOR WOODCREEK 66 PROJECT
March 2014
TO:

Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, and Interested Persons

RE:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) for the Woodcreek
66 project and Notice of EIR Scoping Meeting

In accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Solano County
(County) has determined that the project will require preparation of an EIR. An Environmental Initial
Study was used to focus the EIR on the issues that were found to be significant.
Solano County will be the lead agency for preparation of the EIR. The applicant is Woodcreek Homes,
Inc. The purpose of the Notice of Preparation is to provide an opportunity for public agencies, interested
parties, and the public to comment on the scope and content of the EIR. Comments in response to this
Notice of Preparation should be submitted to the County no later than 5:00 PM on April 21, 2014.

Public Scoping Meeting
th

A public scoping meeting on the Draft EIR will be held on Thursday, March 27 , 2014 2:00PM, in the
Board of Supervisors Chambers at the Solano County Administration Center, 675 Texas Street in
Fairfield. The purpose of the EIR scoping meeting is to solicit the views of interested parties requesting
notice, responsible agencies, agencies with jurisdiction by law, trustee agencies, involved federal
agencies, and Solano County, as to the appropriate scope and content of the Draft EIR.

Comment Period
This Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) initiates the CEQA scoping process. The comment period for this
NOP will run from March 21, 2014 to April 21, 2014

Contact Information and Location of Documents for Review
Comments in response to this Notice of Preparation and questions should be addressed to:
Jim Leland, Principal Planner
Solano County Dept. of Resource Management
675 Texas Street, Suite 5500
Fairfield, CA 94533
Phone (707) 784-6765
Fax (707) 784-4805
JHLeland@SolanoCounty.com.
A copy of materials related to the EIR is available for public review at the Solano County Government
Center at the address listed above.
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Focus of Input
The County relies on responsible and Trustee agencies to provide information relevant to the analysis of
resources falling within the jurisdiction of such agencies. The County encourages input for the proposed
project EIR, with a focus on the following topics:
►

►

►

►

Scope of Environmental Analysis. Guidance on the scope of analysis for this EIR, including
identification of issues that will require closer study due to the location and character of the project;
Mitigation Measures. Ideas for feasible mitigation, including mitigation that would avoid, eliminate,
or reduce potentially significant or significant impacts of the project;
Alternatives. Suggestions for alternatives to the project that could potentially reduce or avoid
potentially significant or significant impacts, including alternatives designs, alternative mixes of land
use, alternative phasing strategies, and other options; and
Interested Parties. Identification of public agencies, public and private groups, and individuals that
the County should notice regarding this project and accompanying EIR.

Project Description
The proposed project is a 66-lot subdivision located on approximately 33 acres of land in three existing
parcels. Individual lots would each consist of a single-family residential parcel approximately onequarter acre in size (10,000-square-foot minimum). Access to the project would be from Suisun Valley
Road and Rockville Road. Exhibit 1 illustrates the proposed project.

Project Location
The triangular-shaped project site is bordered by Oakwood Drive to the west, Suisun Valley Road to the
east, and Rockville Road to the north (see Exhibit 2). The project site is located in the Rockville area of
unincorporated western Solano County, just outside Fairfield City limits.

Infrastructure
Implementation of the project will require new roadways, water lines, sewer lines, and drainage
systems. The EIR will analyze the environmental impacts of constructing the infrastructure identified
below. Infrastructure will be designed to serve development anticipated as a part of project.
Roadways
The project site is bordered by Suisun Valley Road, Rockville Road, and Oakwood Drive. Entrance and
egress would be provided from Rockville Road and from Suisun Valley Road. One of the internal streets
would cross over the Putah South Canal and would provide connectivity between the eastern and
western portions of the project site. Internal streets and improvements to off-site streets will be required
to meet County standards and conditions.
Water
Potable water for domestic use and fire protection would be provided to the project by way of a
Community Services Agency (CSA) formed by the County of Solano. The water would be purchased
from the adjacent City of Fairfield. A will-serve letter has been submitted by the City of Fairfield.
Irrigation water for the open space areas of the project would be supplied by the Solano Irrigation
District (SID). The proposed project is within the boundaries of the Solano Irrigation District.

Source: CSW/Stuber-Stroeh Engineering Group, Inc.; Adapted by AECOM 2013

Exhibit 1

Source: AECOM 2014

Exhibit 2

Project Location
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Sewer
The project applicant intends to file an application with the Solano County Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) to annex the remaining portion of the project site into the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer
District. All of the sixty six (66) residential units on the site would be served sewer by way of the
Community Services Agency (CSA). The Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District has provided a will-serve letter
indicating that it has the capacity in its existing system to provide sewer service to the project.
Drainage
Currently, three large watersheds from the Rockville Hills flow through the project site. A drainage ditch
along Oakwood Drive collects flow from two of the major watersheds, while flows from the third
watershed enter the project site through a culvert beneath Rockville Road. This culvert connects into the
Rockville Drain, which traverses the middle of the project site from north to south and turns to flow from
west to east along the southern border of the eastern portion of the site. The Rockville Drain conveys
runoff to three culverts under Suisun Valley Road. The culverts discharge to a ditch on the eastern side
of the Suisun Valley Road and runoff continues to flow to the east towards the Suisun Marsh.
The existing drainage swale along Oakwood Drive would be filled and replaced with a curb and minor
widening of the street. The existing off-site drainage would be redirected to the proposed on-site storm
drainage system and a new drainage ditch that would be constructed adjacent and parallel to Rockville
Road. The new drainage ditch parallel to Rockville Road would be connected to the existing Rockville
Drain. A new drainage ditch would also be constructed along the northeastern property line to collect
stormwater ponding in these areas. Stormwater from this ditch would drain into an on-site detention
basin west of Suisun Valley Road.
A stormwater runoff collection system with storm drain inlet structures, manholes, and conveyance
pipelines would be installed along project site roadways approximately every 400 feet. Runoff from the
project site would flow into the on-site stormwater collection system and would be directed through the
site through a series of vegetated swales and ditches in a generally northwest to southeast direction.
Water would then enter the on-site detention basins. The detention basin system would be designed to
reduce stormwater flows from the project site to levels that would be at or below existing pre-project
levels. The detention basins would not be wet year-round. The water would exit the detention basins on
the project site via gravity flow through two proposed 10-foot by 3-foot box culverts beneath Suisun
Valley Road, and would drain eastward toward Dan Wilson Creek and eventually into Cordelia Slough.

Phasing
Construction of the project is proposed in two phases. Phase 1 includes 24 units between Suisun Valley
Road and the existing on-site drainage ditch and would be constructed between Spring 2015 and Winter
2015. Phase 2 includes the 32 remaining units and would be constructed between Spring 2016 and
Winter 2018.

Permits and other Approvals
Implementation of the project will require approval by the Solano County Board of Supervisors. Other
permitting agencies with permitting approval or review authority over portions of the project may include
local, state, and federal agencies identified below. Other agencies with permitting approval or review
authority and other approvals may be identified during preparation of the EIR.
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Local
►

►

►

►

Bay Area Air Quality Management District: Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate.
City of Fairfield: Approval of water supply and conveyance plans and provision of water service to
the project site.
Solano County Local Agency Formation Commission: Approval of project site annexation to the
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District.
Fairfield-Suisun Sanitary District: Approval of wastewater treatment and conveyance plans and
provision of sanitary sewer service to the project site.

State
►

►

►

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB): National Pollutant Discharge
and Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permits for runoff.
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB): Section 401 Water Quality Certification.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW): Section 1602 Streambed Alternative Agreement
(if necessary).

Federal
►

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Clean Water Act Section 404 permit (if necessary).

►

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation: Approval of road and utility crossings of the Putah South Canal.

Project Objectives
The applicant has developed Project Objectives, which are used to guide development of alternatives,
and are presented below.
The overall objective is to create a 66-lot, single family residential subdivision reflecting local
character and development patterns. Lots will be created for homes designed to reflect the “country”
character and setting of the area. Individual lots will consist of a single-family residential parcel,
approximately one-quarter acre in size (10,000 sf minimum) where houses will individually reflect a
value greater than the existing neighborhood homes. Gateways into the new community will be
created at connections to Suisun Valley Road and Rockville Road. Common space, open space, and
recreational opportunities will be provided.
Woodcreek’s design responds to the existing land patterns through lot size and density. Individual
parcels are arranged to replicate existing land patterns, leaving an open space buffer along Rockville
Road and the new canal. Open space parcels bordering both sides of the entry road at Suisun Valley
Road create a separation from vehicular traffic and a gateway into the eastern portion of the
development. Stormwater treatment and retention will be addressed as part of the site design for
these open areas.
Along with responding to zoning policies and subdivision guidelines, the project will address the
existing on-site and surrounding storm drainage issues. The project will provide dedicated space for
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drainage ditches, canals, swales, and stormwater retention and treatment. This requires a full
understanding of the areawide drainage issues.

Type of Environmental Impact Report
The EIR will address impacts resulting from project construction and operation to enable the project
applicant, the County, and other agencies with jurisdiction over elements of the project to examine the
effects of implementing the proposed project. This EIR will include a detailed, project-level analysis that
is specific to the site of the proposed facilities and improvements. Solano County’s intent in evaluating
the proposed project at a project level of detail is that no additional CEQA document would be required
for additional regulatory approvals following adoption of the project, barring the occurrence of any of the
circumstances described in Public Resources Code Section 21166.

Potential Areas of Concern
Pursuant to Section 15143 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may limit an EIR’s discussion
of environmental impacts to specific issue areas where significant impacts on the environment may
occur. Solano County used a variety of information to determine which issue areas would result in
significant or potentially significant impacts on the environment. This information included field surveys
of the project site; literature and database searches; professional judgment; review of project
characteristics; and comments on previous environmental documentation related to the project site.
This NOP is accompanied by an Initial Study, which is used to determine areas where the project would
have no impact, less-than-significant impacts, less-than-significant impacts with mitigation, or potentially
significant impacts that would require study in an EIR.
The Initial Study includes analysis to demonstrate that the project would have no impact, less-thansignificant impacts, or less-than-significant impacts with mitigation related to the following issue areas:
agricultural and forestry resources; conflicts with an adopted habitat conservation plan; geology, soils,
paleontological resources, and mineral resources; hazards and hazardous materials; land use and
planning; noise-sensitive uses and airports or private airstrips; and population and housing.
Impacts of the proposed project were determined to have significant adverse impacts in the following
issue areas: aesthetics; air quality; biological resources; cultural resources; landslide risk; greenhouse
gas emissions; hydrology and water quality; noise; public services and utilities (including recreation and
energy); and transportation/traffic. The EIR will include analysis of these topics, along with a reasonable
range of alternatives that will meet the basic project objectives, while attempting to avoid or substantially
lessen some or all of the significant environmental effects. The EIR will analyze the “no project”
alternative as required by CEQA and cumulative impacts, potential growth-inducing impacts, and
significant and unavoidable environmental effects.

March 27, 2014
Mr. Jim Leland
Principal Planner
Solano County Dept. of Resource Management
675 Texas Street, Suite 5500
Fairfield, CA 94533
RE: Woodcreek 66 Project
First I’d like to indicate that I support property owners rights develop their property, as long as it
doesn’t require altering the zoning in the area or goes outside the General Plan to accommodate a
developers greed. This project should not be allowed in the rural area of Rockville as it is proposed. If
the developer reworks the plan to fit within the zoning of 1 acre lots, and design the homes to have the
same country feel as those in the surrounding area, I would still have the following concerns as a
resident of Oakwood Drive and ask that they be addressed in the EIR:
1) Re-Directing run-off from ditch on Oakwood Dr– How will this affect the water supply to homes
on Oakwood Drive that depend on wells for their water supply. Why leave part of the ditch on
Oakwood in gravel and concrete lining if water will be diverted?
a) Where will the diversion begin (Part of the runoff upstream runs to a ditch behind my house that
is within 5 feet from my homes foundation. I believe this is upstream of the point that the diversion
will happen)
2) Density & Height– Does not fit within the neighborhood in the Unincorporated area of Rockville
3) Aesthetics – How will the Aesthetics be improved for the residents along Oakwood Drive whose
views of the surrounding hills and rock cliffs from their front yards will be blocked and would be
boxed in behind the proposed Project 8’ wall?
4) Traffic – Rockville Road is already hazardous when entering and exiting from side streets/lots
5) Emergency Services – Will the county increase the manpower for Police and Fire to services the
additional homes?
6) Habitats – The Red Tail Hawk nest nearby and use the area as a feeding ground
7) Indian Burial Grounds - The area is known to have been the site of an Indian village which may
contain human remains as were found near the corner of Rockville Rd and Suisun Valley Rd.
All notifications regarding this proposed Development should also be sent to:
Law office of Donald B. Mooney
129 C Street, Suite #2
Davis, CA 95616
Respectfully Submitted:
Linda M. Ellis
4151 Oakwood Drive
Fairfield, CA 94534
(707)344-4413

FAIRFIELDmSUISUN SEWER DISTRICT
1010 CHADBOURNE ROAD • FAIRFIELD, CALIFORNIA 94534 • (707) 429-8930 • WWW.FSSD.COM
GREGORY G. BAATRUP, GENERAL MANAGER

April 14, 2014

C0-0140.10.70

Jim Leland, Principal Planner
Solano County Dept. of Resources Management
675 Texas Street, Suite 500
Fairfield, CA 94533
RE: Woodcreek 66 Environmental Initial Study
Dear Mr. Leland,
The Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District has the following comments on the Environmental Initial
Study for the Woodcreek 66 project dated March 2014:
Comment #1:
Section 2.6.1 Project Approvals
Solano LAFCO would need to approve annexation to the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District.
The Sewer District's enabling act Article 1 Section 1 states that "No property shall become a part
of the district unless it is a part of either the City of Fairfield or the City of Suisun City." No part
of the project is currently within the Sewer District or could be annexed to the Sewer District
without it first being annexed to the City of Fairfield. The District currently serves other parcels
around the project through an out-of-agency service contract with Solano County.
Comment #2:
Section 2.6.6 Utilities, Wastewater
Approximately half of the proposed lots on the project site (i.e., the easterly portion) currently
fall within the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District. The project applicant intends to file an
application with the Solano County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to annex the
remaining portion of the project site into the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District. All of the sixty six
(66) residential units on the site would be served sewer by way of the Community Services
Agency (CSA). The Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District has provided a will-serve letter indicating
that it has the capacity in its existing system to provide sewer service to all 66 proposed lots on
the project site.
See Comment #1 above related to the project site being in the Sewer District. The Sewer District
has not issued a will-server letter but only a letter indicating that the capacity exists within our
sewer system.

Comment #3:
Section 3.10.3 b)
In addition, a Solano County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) reorganization action
would be required for creation of a new Community Services District (CSD) by Solano County and
annexation of a portion of the project site into the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District. ...
Implementing the proposed project would require a Solano County LAFCO reorganization action for
creation of a new CSD by Solano County and annexation of a portion of the project site into the FairfieldSuisun Sewer District. ...
Approximately half of the proposed lots on the project site (i.e., the easterly portion) currently fall within
the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District. Before the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District could provide sewer
service to the proposed project, Solano LAFCO would need to approve annexation of the remaining
portion of the project site into the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District. ...
The Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District has provided a will-serve letter indicating that it has the capacity in
its existing system to provide sewer service to all 66 proposed lots on the project site. ...
Approval by Solano County LAFCO for creation of a new CSD by Solano County and annexation of a
portion of the project site into the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District would ensure these actions are
consistent with the Solano County LAFCO guidelines.
See Comments #1 and #2

If you have any questions about these comments please contact me at 707-429-8930.
Sincerely,

Talyon Sortor
Assistant General Manager

Gerken, Matthew
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Leland, James H. <JHLeland@SolanoCounty.com>
Tuesday, April 22, 2014 8:23 AM
Gerken, Matthew
FW: Individual Comments to Wood Creek 66 Project (4/21/14).

Matthew
A NOP Comment email.
Jim
From: Roberto Valdez [mailto:roberto58valdez@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 4:57 PM
To: Leland, James H.
Subject: Individual Comments to Wood Creek 66 Project (4/21/14).

Monday (4/25/14).
Jim Leland, Principal Planner
Solano County Dept. of Resource Management
675 Texas Street, Suite 5500
Fairfield, CA 94533
Subject: Individual Comments related to Woodcreek Initial Study (March 2014) and Notice of Preparation of a
Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Scooping Meeting (March 27, 2014) for Woodcreek 66
(Development) Project.
Dear Mr. Jim Leland:
Even though I was not able to attend your scooping meeting re: Woodcreek development project on
Thursday (3/27th), I am stating my following concerns about adverse impacts from this proposed project to
our environment in Solano County:
1. Since I am familiar with the previous request from this developer with regards to the Woodcreek 35‐plus
homes built‐up in
the Rockville area near the protected Rockville Park, I am very concerned that 66 home lots wills
significantly impact both
known wild species ( ex. Swainson's hawks, etc.) and open‐space habitats within the project site. So, that
the EIR needs
to include an CEQA analysis.
2. Since I am aware that there are known Native American burial sites near the proposed project site, I am
very
concerned that this project site will potentially disturb/desecrate Native American known sacred sites
within the
1

proposed site. Did AECON contact the Wintun/Most Likely Descendants who are responsible for protecting
their
ancestral burial grounds within the project site?
3. Reading both the Initial Study and notice of preparation, I am very concerned the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) provide the cumulative impacts that both the residential water‐usage and sewer system
will have on available water‐levels from Lake Berryessa during during drought years. By the way, the
proposed Multi‐Species Habitat of Solano County does not address this important climate factor.
Therefore, in my opinion, the Initial Study is inadequate which both the DEIR needs to address
comprehensively within the project site within both the Suisun Valley (No. 3) & Rockville Corridors (No.
5). Please refer to Figure 4‐2 of the Final Administrative Draft for the proposed HCP of Solano County in the
Solano County Water Agency website.
Yours Sincerely,
Roberto Valdez, Solano County resident.

NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is intended only for the
use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential or exempt from disclosure under applicable laws. If you are not the intended recipient, you are
notified that dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be a
violation of law. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and
delete all copies of the original message.
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AECOM
2020 L Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95811
www.aecom.com

916.414.5800 tel
916.414.5850 fax

Woodcreek 66 EIR
Scoping Meeting Notes

To:

Jim Leland

From:

Matthew Gerken

Date:

March 27, 2014

Subject:

Scoping Meeting Notes

In accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Solano County
(County) determined that the Woodcreek 66 project will require preparation of an EIR. An Environmental
Initial Study was used to focus the EIR on the issues that were found to be significant. Solano County
will be the lead agency for preparation of the EIR. The County prepared and circulated a Notice of
Preparation to provide an opportunity for public agencies, interested parties, and the public to comment
on the scope and content of the EIR. The County also conducted a public scoping meeting on March
27th, 2014 to receive verbal input on the scope and content of the EIR. Following is a summary of
comments received at this scoping meeting.

LINDA ELLIS
Concern about number of lots proposed: 66 versus 33
Concern about re-routing Oakwood Drive ditch to new area; it is like a river in the winter; upstream, it
branches out and goes behind house; would like to have this considered because water will go back
and create problems for homes on Oakwood Drive
Concern about density and height – there are no two-story homes in the vicinity
Visual resources: concern about rural aesthetic
Traffic on Rockville Road is hazard – some people drive 50 miles per hour; already difficult to turn in the
area; concern that access onto Rockville Road would create additional hazard
Regional Park is a major concern
Traffic hazard – for cyclists, there is no bicycle light in crossing areas; could be hazardous in the future
Service: fire and sheriff- will the County increase patrol for sheriff; will increase fire service somehow?
Red-tailed hawk nest in oak trees and hunt on the project site
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Native American burial ground is located nearby at Tower Mart and was discovered during this project

JAY HIASON
Cordelia Fire Protection District
The project needs 2 points of connection
1,200 per minute and 20 lbs of residual pressure required
Request to include agency in distribution of draft EIR

DAVE MARIANO
3915 Denverton Road
Asking why the County would have to prepare the EIR if the applicant is paying for preparation of the
documents
Concern about development in the County and infrastructure costs
Rural areas do not have safety, fire, police, sewer services; County should not allow development in the
area and should wait until City wishes to develop in the area

ESTHER PRIOR
Agri-tourism – consider Suisun Valley to be location for tourism; bicycling; wineries; etc.; believes that
this project would conflict with County agri-tourism goals
Safety concerns on Rockville Road; there are two blind corners in the area already and hazardous
conditions that exist; not sure whether there would be traffic lights or other approaches to alleviating
hazardous circulation conditions
Sewer: would become CSA and use City sewer service; asking who would pay for sewer service and
what if there are vacancies in the CSA; who would pay for sewer, then, if the financing was tied to
occupied residences
Drainage: Oakwood Drive currently floods whenever have a storm event; there was 12” of rain on
Oakwood Drive when only a few inches fell in Fairfield; when the rain comes, this will be an issue; one
of the residents at the end of the street floods due to Rockville Hills; water goes down ditch on the
housing side of road; see proposed new stormwater facilities
Concern that new asphalt will create new runoff
City of Fairfield should be concerned due to impacts to Rockville Park
Project Objective: was to create residences that reflect local existing pattern, but two-story homes do
not fit within the character of the existing residential area
Question about when seeing report on drainage issues
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LAWRENCE HERZIG
Asking about impacts to water wells that exist in the area; wondering whether project could affect
groundwater levels
One existing well will be within approximately 12’ away from project; concern about contamination and
way would run off to the south; overlay lines jump past where well is located; beyond fence line; the well
is very close to where will build the project
When there have been droughts in the past, can get dry
If increasing density; thinking about fire protection services; doing clearing in the park; if adding more
homes, if having to clear the park due to fire risk, would the project make response to the existing
homes in the area more difficult?

LARRY WELSH
There is an underground canal in the same area as project site
What if had earthquake and the canal broke? It would take a long time to shut down that canal in the
event of an earthquake

LUKE SAWYER
Concern about the size of parcels and conflicts with the existing zoning
Share concerns about groundwater and quality; most properties are on wells in this area; not sure about
impacts to water supply and quality
The proposed wall along Oakwood Drive takes away from the quality of living; nobody wants to look at
wall as view from front yard
Concern regarding traffic – two or three cars per home – consider this high level of traffic; do not feel
roadways in the area are equipped to handle this traffic

