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          Colleen Britton 
             
        
Thoughts, Concerns, and Questions about Vacaville’s General Plan 
 
Most of my time was focused on the Energy and Conservation Action Strategy and my remarks apply to 
that document. 
 
First Thoughts: 
 
It’s Good News that due to already existing Federal and State emission controls already in place, 
Vacaville is on-target to meet its 2020 GHG Emissions Reduction target of 21% below the 2020 BAU 
(Business as Usual) forecast.  As I understand it, all of the suggestions in the plan that follows are 
contingency options “in the event that the modeling estimates are incorrect.”  (Hummmm…How could 
they possibly go wrong? Or, they might even error on the positive side.  Who knows.)  
 
My overall comment is that you have done an excellent job minimizing mandatory actions, and have 
focused for the most part on voluntary ones, which unfortunately can’t be modeled or measured 
accurately.  My overarching suggestion regarding the entire plan is to maintain as much local control 
and flexibility as is humanly possible. Focus on keeping “Voluntary—Voluntary!”  Beyond that, I have 
three general areas of concern:   

1. All of the proposals require significant additional staff time---that sounds like expanding 
city manpower, monitoring, measuring, reporting, more paperwork, oversight, and 
collaboration with other agencies. Time = money + paper and lost trees    

2.  Most “actions” require amending Land Use and Development Codes, etc.  More 
restrictions which further increase builders’ costs and businesses’ costs and will limit local 
flexibility in future planning and may discourage both new building and business.  

3.  Funding:  Funding is still an unknown, and I have little faith in the “pot of gold” out there 
somewhere.  While the city has already adopted many of the ‘pre-requisite strings required 
for “possible Grants” from MTC and ABAG, I am concerned that funding will ultimately come 
from the taxpayers.   I would encourage the city leaders not to overly encumber their 
citizens to enact voluntary measures with miniscule possibility of returns. 

 
p. 199   Plan Adaption, re-inventory, and monitoring:  Sounds very reasonable to me!  Go SLOW! “The  
 Energy and Conservation Action Strategy, as a whole, will be reviewed and modified in 2019 to  
 evaluate implementation and achievement of measure reductions and to identify potential  
 updates. It is also anticipated that this Energy and Conservation Action Strategy will be updated  
 at some point to address emissions beyond 2020, in which case regular reviews will continue  
 every five years beyond 2020”   Who knows what the economic and political climate will be  
 then? —I am hoping for a political climate change! 
 
Several Proposed “Actions” deserve further review and comment: 
 
P. 77 TR-1 Bikeway Plan  (less than 1% reduction) (“costs could range from as high as $550,000.00 per  
              mile –$2,500.00 per mile.”) $550K per mi. is one heck of a bike trail.  Is it paved with gold? 
 
p. 79 TR-3 Reduce on-street and designated Parking in favor of more bicycle and walking access to  
 business.  The unintended consequence may be driving businesses elsewhere where parking is  
 accessible. 
 
p. 80 TR-4 Voluntary Trip Reduction Program    Make sure this stays VOLUNTARY!   What are the  

 incentives? Who pays for those incentives?  Business, city, taxpayer, all? 
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p. 82 TR-6 School Trip Reduction   Here’s another suggestion:  Minimize sports practices and other  
 activities on “non-school days, school holidays, etc. so that parents don’t have to make multiple 

 unnecessary trips. Eliminate double practices which also result multiple trips.  This would also  
give families much needed relief and allow more opportunity for family time, activities, etc. 

 
p. 83 TR-7  Shuttle Service for Major Employment Centers  Let’s not amend the Land Use and reduce  

available parking until we conduct a survey to see what the response is.  Again it puts 
additional financial burden on employers.   

 
p. 84 TR-8 Parking Cash-Out  Who Pays for this?  Employer or the Taxpayer? Doesn’t sound like a good  
 deal to me.  Benefits also sound a little “iffy”. 
 
p. 85 TR-9 Transit Network Expansion     Expand as the DEMAND WARRANTS and FUNDING ALLOWS   
 
p. 89 TR-13 End-of-Trip Bike Facilities:  Potential costs to employers and potentially developers for  
 providing bicycle parking and shower facilities. What about the employer having to pay the  
 employee for not using the parking space TR-8???  I don’t see a win here for the employer! 
 
p. 90 TR-14 Incentives for Electric Vehicle Stations  What financial support is provided now-city, state,  
        fed? 
 
p. 100 TR-24  Transit Stop Amenities  (How about a Starbucks?    What Land Use Development Code  
 adjustments would need to be made? Maybe similar options for neighboring properties.) 
 
p. 102 TR-26  Impact Fees for Alternative Transportation  It seems to me that the VAST majority of bike  
 trail users are recreational instead of commuting.  We are giving bikers a FREE ride.  How about  
 asking them to pay for the benefit of million dollar bike trails in the form of a bicycle license, use 
 FEE, registration, etc.  Where is their “skin in the game?” 
 
p. 110  GB-4  Regional Green Building   Question:  What does economies of scale mean? 
 
p. 112 Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Fuels  This fosters a reliance on a much more expensive  
 energy source funding a technology and relies on heavy taxpayer subsidies to be even remotely  
 viable.  It mandates greater expenses in all building with marginal returns and unforeseen  
 costs.    Note the number of birds killed by Wind turbans.  
 
Final Thoughts 
I appreciate the fact that the report laid out the underlying reason for this entire costly process:  
compliance with a myriad of federal and state, regulations and regional requirements that are  
prerequisites for possible future funding.  I also appreciate that the report acknowledged that the 
controversial theory of man-made climate change embraced by our California legislators is the basis 
for all this legislation and regulation.  My concern is that their legislation is more about gaining control 
than about preserving the environment or local decision-making.  Again, I encourage you to Preserve 
Local Control and as much FLEXIBILITY as possible as you make the important decisions that lie ahead.  
   
I thank you all for all your hours and hours of hard work!  Like my Dad used to say, “If it was easy, 
anybody could do it.”  Thank You All Again!   
 
Colleen Britton 
PS Greatly appreciated time staff took to meet with citizens on many occasions during this process!  
Thanks!
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December 17, 2013 

John and Lynn Holbrook  
6375 Katleba Lane  
Vacaville, CA  95687-9429  

Tyra Hays, AICP  
Senior Planner, Planning Division  
City of Vacaville  
Community Development Department  
650 Merchant Street  
Vacaville, CA  95688  

Dear Ms. Hays:   

Thank you for requesting public input for the proposed Vacaville General Plan update, 
with the accompanying EIR.   

Is the City of Vacaville in an insurmountable quandary?  Citizens and city officials are 
expected to comply with legal requirements for General Plans and environmental impact 
statements related to projected growth, while simultaneously protecting the environment 
(e.g., reducing greenhouse emissions) and providing affordable housing.   

The EIR warns the city about dire consequences to Vacaville and the surrounding area, if 
the area is built according to even 50% of the proposed build out.  Does Vacaville, 
without geographic boundaries to limit its growth (such as the ocean or mountains on the 
east side of the city) want to implement and encourage urban sprawl to ultimately look 
(and smell) like larger cities such as Los Angeles or Beijing? 

Will our City be facing fines when we are unable to meet the federal requirements for air 
quality, which are already exceeded?  As of November 20, 2013, according to an article 
in The Reporter on page 3A:  “Ground-level ozone is the only air pollutant for which 
Yolo-Solano does not meet federal health standards.”  This is from an article encouraging 
students to apply for “Clean Air Classroom grants.”  If that situation exists now, how 
much worse can we expect when we read in the current EIR under review in Table 2-1 
dealing with Air Quality (AIR-1) that suggested mitigation factors only allow for an end 
result of “Significant and Unavoidable” Impact?   

We encourage our students to enter contests to encourage water awareness, as seen in the 
December 17, 2013, edition of The Reporter, page 3A.  On the same day, the public is 
requested to come to a meeting in which they review the EIR document that says in Table 
2-1 dealing with Biological Resources (BIO-1) that due to water issues the destruction of 
the “important wildlife corridor” would be “Significant and Unavoidable.”  What kind of 
message are we giving to our youth about the importance of providing water not only for 
ourselves but for the wildlife we are responsible for, safeguarding it for future 
generations?   
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Money seems to be at the bottom line.  Under Population and Housing (POP-1), the 
statement is made:  “The proposed general plan would induce substantial population 
growth within the EIR Study Area.”  It goes on to say that by limiting housing, states that 
this could “drive up home prices in Vacaville, reducing housing opportunities for 
Vacaville residents and changing the character of the city.”  The EIR concludes that there 
is a “Significant and Unavoidable” Impact, made in part by previous decisions by the 
City to allow growth that would irreparably destroy what we currently enjoy about 
Vacaville.  The “small town” feeling is leaving us as we continue to discuss issues. 

Author Denis Waitley has said: “Expect the best, plan for the worst, and prepare to be 
surprised.” We do expect the best of Vacaville city officials.  We see that the general plan 
is not planning for the worst, as it seems to be progressing toward twenty-nine
“significant and unavoidable impacts” as stated in Table 2-1.  The surprises that may 
need to be prepared for are fines for not complying with environmental laws.  

Vacaville must not see itself as an isolated unit.  It will be impacting nearby I-80 as it 
funnels in large number of vehicles (even if some may be electric cars or buses).  Let’s 
prepare to be surprised.  Let’s not surprise our future children with how insensitive we 
were to the environment.  Let’s surprise our future generations (and ourselves) when we 
saw the “significant and unavoidable impacts” and avoided them. 

Sincerely, 

John & Lynn Holbrook 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES  
Planning Commission - Regular Meeting  
City of Vacaville 
7:00 p.m. - Council Chambers December 17, 2013

CALL TO ORDER: 
The regular meeting of the Vacaville Planning Commission was called to order by Chairman 
Niccoli at 7:00 p.m.  

A.  Roll Call 

 Deputy City Clerk Claudia Archer administered the oath of office to newly appointed 
Planning Commissioner Jan Aldrich.  

Present:   Chairman Niccoli, Vice-Chair Wilkins, Commissioner Aldrich, Commissioner 
Johnson, Commissioner Nadasdy, and Commissioner Woolsey. 

Absent:   Commissioner La Bar. 

Also
Present:

Community Development Director Carson, City Planner Buderi, Assistant City 
Attorney Faber, Associate Civil Engineer Burke, and Public Works Director Hartwig.

2. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE AND ENERGY & CONSERVATION ACTION STRATEGY 
(ECAS) - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) PUBLIC COMMENT 
HEARING - City of Vacaville 
Staff Contact: Tyra Hays 

a.
Accept public comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR for the General Plan Update 
and ECAS. 

DEIR Public Comment Period:  October 25, 2013 - 5pm December 18, 2013 
The General Plan Update and Energy & Conservation Action Strategy (ECAS) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) provides an assessment of the potential 
environmental impacts of implementing the proposed General Plan and ECAS. The 
proposed General Plan is intended to serve as the principal policy document to guide 
future conservation and development in the City of Vacaville. The proposed General Plan 
includes goals, policies, and actions that have been designed to implement the City's and 
community's vision for Vacaville. The policies and actions would be used by the City to 
guide day-to-day decision making so there would be continuing progress toward 
attainment of the Plan's goals.  The proposed ECAS is intended to serve as a detailed 
long-range strategy to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and achieve greater 
sustainability in the City of Vacaville. The proposed ECAS includes measures that will 
guide the City of Vacaville's actions to reduce its contribution to global climate change 
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and achieve its State-mandated emission reduction target.  The Draft EIR identifies 
significant environmental impacts related to Aesthetics, (alteration of visual character and 
scenic vistas; light & glare); Agricultural Resources (farmland conversion); Air Quality 
(construction and operation); Biological Resources (construction; habitat loss; wetland 
impacts); Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Hydrology and Water Quality (construction 
impacts, flooding); Noise (traffic, construction, school); Population and Housing 
(infrastructure extension/growth); Traffic & Transportation.  Significant and unavoidable 
impacts are identified in Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air Quality, Biological Resources, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hydrology and Water Quality, Population and Housing, and 
Traffic and Transportation.  The DEIR and supporting documents may be reviewed at the 
City of Vacaville, Community Development Department, 650 Merchant Street, Vacaville, 
CA, 95688 during regular business hours.  The DEIR is also on file at the Vacaville Public 
Library/Ulatis Community Center, 1000 Ulatis Drive, Vacaville and the Vacaville Public 
Library/Town Square, 1 Town Square, Vacaville. The DEIR is accessible through the City 
of Vacaville website, www.cityofvacaville.com and at www.VacavilleGeneralPlan.org.  All 
written comments on the DEIR should be sent/delivered to Tyra Hays, Project Manager, 
City of Vacaville, Community Development Department, 650 Merchant Street, Vacaville, 
CA, 95688 by 5pm, December 18, 2013.  FAX (707)-449-5423; phone 449-5366; email: 
thays@cityofvacaville.com.    Recommended Action:  This is an informational item and no 
action is required at this time.  The Planning Commission hearing will provide an 
opportunity for any interested persons to make verbal comments on the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  

Item G.2

JoAnna Jansen, DC&E reviewed the three documents to reviewed, which are the General Plan, 
The Energy Conservation Stragegy and the Draft EIR.  She also reviewed the public comment 
period for review of the documents.    

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED: 

A Vacaville High Student, Lizbeth Cervalis, speaking on behalf of the Vacaville Reach 
Coalition, stated that their organization is working to improve the Markham area trail (“Rocky 
Hill Trail”) with the help of non-profit organizations, which provides connections to the 
neighborhood.  This area has safety concerns due to how it attracts crime and abusive activities 
and they are working with other orgainzations to clean up the area and make is safer for area 
residents.  She explained how many citizens do not feel safe on the trail and how there is no 
lighting - it’s not paved, and it is difficult to travel in general. She asked that the City include the 
Rocky Hill Trail as part of the General Plan trail system to allow future improvements for family 
and law enforcement. 

Anna Caren, Vacaville High Student and Reach participant also asked that the Rocky Hill Trail 
be included in the General Plan, adding that action needs to be taken to make the area safer.  She 
explained how people are harassed, and do not feel safe – especially at night.  Needs to be a safer 
trail because many people use it out of necessity.  Provided example of how she doesn’t feel safe 
using the road due to the threat of something bad happening every time she uses it.  
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Kelisha Webb, a Vaca High student and member of the Vacaville Reach Collation (intern) also 
requested that awareness be brought to the trail and that Reach polled middle school students and 
most do not feel safe using the trail.  Stated that doing this requires city awareness and that the 
trail should be recognized as a bike trail on the General Plan.

Clark Morrison, legal counsel and expert in Land Use Law, representing the Jepson Ranch Land 
Group, expressed the group’s appreciation for work on the General Plan and the excellent 
technical work that has been done on the document. He stated that a written comment letter was 
submitted and the group is pleased with DEIR for future development purposes. 

Steven Fawl, Locke Paddon Colony, expressed concern with the air quality analysis portion of 
the draft DEIR (referenced AB32).  With the imposition of reducing greenhouse gases, the DEIR 
states that the City is currently compliant with this requirement, but the larger Sacramento area is 
out of compliance, so the reduction of greenhouse gases should be reduced even further.  He 
noted that the DEIR does not address full build out so we may not be in compliance in the future, 
and air quality should be more of a concern because of this.  He noted that the DEIR is 
inadequate because it was based on a horizon year versus full build out of the General Plan 
area.  He felt that there is more information needed to determine if compliance can be met and 
that there is no exact percentage of full buildout.  He pointed out that there are thirty (30) 
significant and unavoidable impacts and believes that the City is not being accountable for these 
mitigations and is finding ways around mitigation by stating the impacts as unavoidable.  He 
noted that if there is no feasible mitigation then “don’t build” should be an option of mitigation 
when some impacts are significant and unavoidable, and that the city should consider changes to 
land uses densities as well.  He expressed that the DEIR is inadequate; it must evaluate build out 
of the General Plan.  CEQA requires “adequate review of the project and its impacts.”  The 
DEIR does not reveal what the full build out looks like.  The DEIR is on the entire General Plan, 
not a part of it;   General Plan DEIR must address the significant development proposed by the 
entire General Plan area. He believes that the verbiage in the DEIR is an illusion of doing the 
right thing by stating things like “We will discourage…” versus “We won’t…” The DEIR should 
contain much stronger wording. The City needs to go back to the drawing board (concerning the 
review of impacts and wording of policies).

Ellen Fawl, Chair of the Solano Growth Committee, stated that the DEIR is “overreaching” by 
going over 20 years.  The DEIR does not analyze full buildout and it assumes that traffic will be 
bad and nothing can be done about it.  She noted that the impact to the existing citizens who live 
in the area needs to be considered.  She expressed her belief that the city should not build or find 
new ways to handle traffic. 

Bob Panzer agreed that the DEIR does not take into account unintended consequences of traffic 
and could end up being much worse than we have considered.

Tony Smith commented that the DEIR does not address maintenance of parks and trail systems 
(drew upon his own firsthand experience from working within the City).  Loss of jobs in the city 
means less people to actually buy the houses being developed, and that more houses and 
development provides more stress on all City departments.  He added that they need to focus on 
the industrial park areas versus housing, which stresses parks and schools.
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Roberto Valdez, commented that: 
• The DEIR needs to include more creative "green bridges" or (underground) tunnels to 

provide for wildlife movement.   
• 4.4-55, SCWA detention basins do not add to wildlife habitat and have no environmental 

benefits.
• 4.4-65, Solano County has at least 8 corridors (rather than 6) for wildlife movement.   
• 4.4-7, City need to recognize migratory pathways and also burrowing owls.
• 4.4, the City needs to clarify the urban growth boundary in Lagoon Valley with regards to 

the Habitat Conservation Plan.
• 4.4-9, include the California Goldfields.
• 4.4-52 questioned the appropriately timed surveys.   
• 4.4-53, no mention of bumble bees in upper areas.
• 4.4-58 exercise caution with wind turbines.
• Eucalyptus trees provide valuable habitat for butterfields and Swainson Hawk.
• 4.4-5, separate and identify hillside acreage.   
• 4.4-9, wind turbines harm bird species (specifically burrowing oals, bald eagles, and 

golden eagles).
• 4.4-64, for minimal protection of Oaks, provide a 3:1 replacement plus 5 year 

monitoring.
• 4.4-67 DEIR does not substitute the HCP.   
• 4.4-67, corridor between Vacaville and Fairfield needs to lessen impacts.  
• BI0-1, not enough mitigation of impacts.  Expressed the idea of an “environmental 

mobility team” to ensure the safety of the environment and animal’s habitats.  

Nancy Martin, Maple Road (Locke Paddon) resident, commented that traffic is an issue 
especially pertaining to emergency disaster issues. Flooding is an issue in Locke Paddon.  Also, 
that the City needs to look at these areas before development takes place.  

Laura Peters, Locke Paddon Colony resident, stated that the proposed DEIR is “intentionally 
negligent” with word choice and structure, incomplete, and there are impacts that are not 
included.  The language “needs to be chiseled” and not broad.  The property north of Leisure 
Town should be Urban Reserve because the cost to provide services is too great to justify 
allowing urban designations now.

Dr. Ellie Bush stated that the language of the DEIR is too vague and was concerned about the 
loss of 2,000 ± acres of ag land, which is a significant and unavoidable impact.  Also, that the 
difference of amount between what could be developed versus what will be developed is 
vague.  She commented that she was in favor of a "no project" alternative and suggested that 
development occur more in the center of the commuity where vacant land is 
underutilized.  Echoed Steven Fawl’s argument against growth in ag land. Vast expansion east of 
Leisure Town should be reconsidered. Development is for the multi-zoned development of 
Downtown. The policy of preserving the small town feel of Vacaville is not consistent with what 
is proposed.  And lastly, that there is a lot of potential controversy within the document. 
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Dennis Fergurson, Quinn Road resident, questioned development east of Leisure Town Road, 
adding concern about the water levels in the area (cited evidence from his own well).  Went 
further to explain that with current development plan, one pump would have to be used 24/7 for a 
detention basin to work with other pumps on hand for storm vats.  There is a high water table 
that results in the ground consistently swelling and shrinking according to the climate (cited 
visible evidence on his property and others in surrounding areas nearby).  He stated that ag land 
is more appriopriate, and residential development should be closer to I-505 or towards the 
hills.  He felt that the City is responsible for preserving ag land.    

Doug Bush commented that Vacaville's assets - agricultural and park land being one of the main 
ones - are being eliminated and that the DEIR is an opportunity for reflection on where the City 
should develop from here.  Stated that the city should not just be going through the motions and 
should take this opportunity to think about what we all want Vacaville to be. 

Mike Geller, Kilkenny Road resident, stated that the EIR does not address historic structures in 
the Kilkenny area and that traffic is definitely a concern with too many large arterials that go to 
nowhere.  He questioned the need for a four lane road on Kilkenny Road stating that it would be 
unfair to existing residents – should be rerouted since the Orange Drive Extension should be fine 
for leisure Town and Meridian.  The existing almond farmers will create a significant impact on 
new residential or industrial development in the area in September and October due to dust that 
is generated.  Traffic will also be a significant impact.  And that significant and unavoidable is 
not a good enough response by the city.

Tom Phillippi, Phillippi Engineering thanked everyone who was involved in the process, and 
reviewed the work that has occured with the land owners in the area.  He requested that they 
establish a firm schedule for completion of the process for everyone to be able to follow along 
and to help aid in a difficult process. 

City Planner Buderi noted when the comment period would close on December 18th at 5pm.  

COMMISSION COMMENTS: 

Commissioner Nadasdy, commented that the 2010 data for public services and recreation 
statistics should be updated.

Commissioner Johnson encouraged comments to help improve the current document and went 
on to state that home based solar and wind power should be addressed.  The City is deficient in 
parks, but the issue of expanding park space becomes a concern regarding maintenance of the 
parks and how that is paid for (explained how it is based on revenue from new development and 
that there is no way to catch up to increased park production without development).  He 
commented that the issue may need to be addressed by a vote of the citizens, because there is a 
lot of open space that have the potential to become parks, but no good mechanism on how to 
maintain parks.  Other impacts not mitigated are traffic on Leisure Town Road, the Fairfield rail 
station and additional homes (that will increase traffic if we do nothing), how do we pay for the 
expansion of Leisure town Road (argued that that is through the right amount of development).    
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Vice-Chair Wilkins, noted the importance of capturing the comments that have been made.  He 
commented that air quality is an issue and that there needs to be a number attached to 
buildout.  He thanked the Vaca High students for making an effort to ensure that the 
Markham trail is within the General Plan.  Stated that the trail is an issue that should be 
improved today and will forward information along to the police department and others.  
Appreciated the turn-out and in the end wants people in the future to look back and see us as 
people with a good view. 

Commission comment closed.  
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