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1 INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with Section 15088 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the City 
of Fairfield, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(Draft EIR) for the Fairfield Train Station Specific Plan and has prepared written responses to the comments 
received.  

The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2010042093) was received on December 24th, 2010 by the State 
Clearinghouse, which provided a 45-day public review period that ended on February 7th, 2011. After the original 
Draft EIR was released, the City elected to revise the transportation and related sections with revised 
transportation analysis and clarifying information. The City also elected to revise the air quality analysis. The City 
then elected to recirculate for public review these revised sections of the original Draft EIR. The partially 
recirculated Draft EIR was received on February 15th, 2011 by the State Clearinghouse, which provided a 45-day 
public review period that ended on April 1st, 2011. 

Chapter 2 of the Final EIR includes the written and oral comments received on the Draft EIR and presents 
responses to significant environmental issues raised in these comments (as required by the State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15132).  

The focus of the responses to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues that are raised in 
the comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Detailed responses are not 
provided to comments on the merits of the proposed project that do not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 
addressing the adverse physical environmental impacts of the Specific Plan.  

In some instances, responses to comments may warrant modification of the text of the draft EIR. In those cases, 
the text of the Draft EIR is revised and the changes compiled in Chapter 3, Corrections and Revisions to the Draft 
EIR (Errata). The text deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and additions are shown in underline 
(underline). 

This document and the Draft EIR together constitute the Final EIR that is being considered by the City of 
Fairfield. 
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO  
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR. 
The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2010042093) was received on December 24th, 2010 by the State 
Clearinghouse, which provided a 45-day public review period that ended on February 7th, 2011. 

After the original Draft EIR was released, the City elected to revise the transportation and related sections with 
revised transportation analysis and clarifying information. During the Draft EIR comment period, the City 
received a comment letter from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). In response to 
comments from BAAQMD, the City also elected to revise the air quality analysis. The City then elected to 
recirculate for public review these revised sections of the original Draft EIR. The following EIR sections were 
included in the Partially Recirculated EIR: Introduction; Executive Summary; 4.3 Air Quality; 4.11 Noise; 
4.14 Transportation; 5 Alternatives; 6 Other CEQA Considerations; 7 References; and 8 Preparers. The partially 
recirculated Draft EIR was received on February 15th, 2011 by the State Clearinghouse, which provided a 45-day 
public review period that ended on April 1st, 2011. 

The original (December 2010) Draft EIR and the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR are collectively known as the 
“Draft EIR.” 

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the City requested that reviewers of the partially 
recirculated Draft EIR document limit comments to the material included in the recirculated document, and not 
make new comments on matters not included. The City’s written responses address (1) comments received on 
sections of the December 2010 Draft EIR that were not recirculated, and (2) comments received during the public 
review period on sections of the Draft EIR that were recirculated. No comment was received from BAAQMD 
regarding the recirculated Draft EIR. 

This section also includes the oral comments received during the public meetings held on February 9th, 2011 to 
receive comments on the Draft EIR. In conformance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), written 
responses to comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of the Draft EIR were prepared, 
including both written and oral comments. 

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Table 2-1 identifies a number for each comment letter received, the author of the comment letter, the comment 
letter date, the comment number and the comment topic. 

Table 2-1 
Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter # Commenter Date 

Jones Frederick M. Etzel Henn, Etzel & Moore, Inc. 1/30/11 

Air Force Elizabeth J. Schwan, Director of Staff 1/31/11 

SCWA Chris Lee, Supervising Environmental Scientist 2/3/11 

CVFPB James Herota, Staff Environmental Scientist 2/7/11 

FSSD Marcie Bodeaux, P.E. 2/711 

Vacaville Fire Howard F. Wood, Fire Chief 2/7/11 

Travis USD Blair E. Aas, Senior Planning Consultant of SCI Consulting Group 2/8/11 
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Table 2-1 
Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter # Commenter Date 

DFG Scott Wilson, Acting Regional Manager 2/9/11 

Solano Public Works Paul Wiese, Engineering Manager 2/9/11 

SID Richard Wirth, Assistant Civil Engineer 2/9/11 

Suisun City April Wooden, Community Development Director 2/9/11 

City of Vacaville Maureen Carson, Community Development Director 
Rod Moresco, Public Works Director/City Engineer, Interim Utilities Director 

2/9/11 

G&S Karen Shaffer, Principal 3/24/11 

STA Robert Macaulay, Director of Planning 2/9/11 

DOT1 Lisa Carboni, District Branch Chief 2/7/11 

DOT2 Becky Frank, District Branch Chief 4/4/11 

 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided in this 
section. 

City of Fairfield Planning Commission 
Study Session 
February 9th, 2011 
 
The only comment offered at this Study Session was from Planning Commissioner Gary Walker. Commissioner 
Walker expressed concern regarding not having a plan for moving people and bikes from the train station to 
various areas in the Specific Plan Area, including the industrial areas. Commissioner Walker also suggested a 
cohesive plan be designed addressing large truck access and circulation in the area, and the use of raw water for 
irrigation and other uses to save on cost. 

The Specific Plan provides comprehensive circulation planning for pedestrian, bicyclists, and drivers. The 
proposed roadway network includes multiple connections to Peabody Road and Cement Hill Road/Vanden Road 
and an internal network of roadways that will distribute traffic, while providing mobility for vehicles, bicycles, 
pedestrians and transit vehicles. The Specific Plan includes an extensive network of pedestrian pathways and a 
cohesive bicycle path system that will enable residents to access public transportation facilities, parks and other 
public amenities, and destination land uses. On-street bike paths will extend into the Employment (industrial) 
areas of the Specific Plan Area. Off-street bike paths are planned along Vanden Road, as well as on many of the 
connector roads throughout the Specific Plan Area. Class I bike trails are planned throughout the Specific Plan 
Area. Please refer to Exhibit 3-7 of the Draft EIR, which illustrates the proposed Land Use Plan, and Exhibit 3-8, 
which is the Bike and Pedestrian Circulation diagram. As shown in Exhibit 3-8, there are both on-street bike lanes 
and off-street bicycle/pedestrian pathways connecting to the planned train station area. Bicycle and pedestrian 
routes are especially dense in the area surrounding the planned train station, with connections provided in each 
direction (to the north, south, east, and west). The Specific Plan includes a roadway classification called 
“Industrial Collector,” which is specifically designed to handle a mix of truck traffic, along with other users. 
A new collector road will connect New Canon Road to the Employment area in the eastern portion of the Specific 
Plan Area. It is designed with an ultimate ROW of 62 feet when adjacent to open space with four traffic lanes. In 
addition, the Specific Plan provides for “Industrial Connectors,” within the Industrial/Employment areas to 
provide access off of the industrial collector. An industrial connector is designed with an ultimate ROW of 40 feet 
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with two lanes. Mitigation Measure 4.14-3 requires development within the Specific Plan to contribute funding 
toward provision of bus transit service commensurate with bus transit demand. This may include contributions to 
FAST to help extend a bus route to the train station or to extend that route further into the Town Center and 
Industrial Park areas, or direct funding of a shuttle service connecting these areas. As noted on page 3-10 of the 
Draft EIR, Solano Irrigation District (SID) approval will be required for the Specific Plan to use raw water from 
SID for landscape irrigation and operation of proposed water features. 
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Letter 
Jones 

Response 
 

Jones Family represented by 
Frederick M. Etzel 
Henn, Etzel & Moore, Inc. 
January 30, 2011 

  

1 This comment requests a change in land use designation to be shown on diagrams in the 
Draft EIR. 

 The requested changes have been made. Please refer to Section 3 of this Final EIR, which 
includes revised exhibits (Final EIR page 3-3).  

2 This comment identifies that the comment concurs with the land use designation of a 
specific property on Exhibit 3-12 of the Draft EIR. 

This comment is noted. 

3 The comment states that Wetlands Research Associates conducted field surveys on the 
Jones Parcel in March 2000 and May 2010 to determine if any special-status species are 
present on the property. 

 The comment is noted. It is possible that the extent of additional survey and mitigation 
work for future proposed developments on the subject property could be limited if the 
referenced surveys were conducted consistent with established protocols for determining 
presence or absence of special-status species. As stated on page 4.4-58, Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-3b, bullet 1) a): “If a protocol level survey targeting all potentially occurring 
special-status plant species has been conducted on the specific project site in the previous 
5 years, a preconstruction survey shall not be required because surveys conducted 
according to established guidelines are generally considered valid by the resource 
agencies for a period of 5 years.” The protocol-level survey results would have to be 
provided to the City before they would approve grading or improvement plans and before 
ground disturbing activities on the Jones parcel.  

Please provide copies of additional field survey reports to the City that can be used in 
future entitlement processing.  

4 The comment states that the field surveys conducted by Wetlands Research Associates 
determined that the Jones parcel has no value as a vernal pool conservation area. 

 The medium and high value conservation areas designations shown on Exhibit 4.4-9 are 
as identified in the proposed Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (SMHCP). 
The SMHCP defines medium value conservation areas for vernal pool grasslands as 
highly to very highly disturbed lands on historic vernal pool soils and adjacent valley 
floor grassland habitat located on non vernal pool soils. This includes lands with soils 
that have been altered by leveling or cultivation, but have an intact impermeable layer 
and are adjacent to high value conservation areas but separated from them by a road, 
levee, or other man-made structures. Medium value conservation areas typically do not 
support special-status species. Since the referenced map was produced not as a part of 
this EIR, but rather as a part of the SMHCP, we cannot revise the exhibit as requested. It 
is included as a reference and part of the background data incorporated into the EIR, but 
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does not necessarily dictate the EIR’s conclusions with regard to the value of habitat on-
site that would be subject to urban development. 

The value of habitat on this property will be determined by means of site-specific surveys 
required by Mitigation Measures 4.4-3a, 4.4-3b, and 4.4-4. These measures requiring 
surveys of land for sensitive plant species or sensitive habitat (including vernal pools) 
before grading activities commence. Depending on whether applicable protocols were 
followed, the surveys prepared by Wetlands Research Associates may meet some or all of 
the requirements of these mitigation measures. The commenter is welcome to submit the 
referenced reports for inclusion in the record. 

5 The comment states that the field surveys conducted by Wetlands Research Associates 
determined that there are no special-status species occurrences on the Jones parcel. 

 See response to Comment 3. 

6 The comment references the location of a roadway on a specific property within the 
Specific Plan Area. 

 The subject exhibit has been revised. The revised version of Exhibit 4.9-2 is provided in 
Section 3 of this Final EIR, “CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT 
EIR.” Please see Final EIR page 3-19. 

7 This comment requests a change in land use designation to be shown on diagrams in the 
Draft EIR. 

 The requested change has been made. The revised version of Exhibit 4.10-11 is provided 
in Section 3 of this Final EIR, “CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT 
EIR.” Please see Final EIR page 3-21. 
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Letter 

Air Force 
Response 

U.S. Air Force 
Elizabeth J. Schwan, Director of Staff 
January 31, 2011 

  
1 This comment includes salutation and appreciation for opportunity to review and 

comment on the Draft EIR. 

 This comment is noted. 

2 This comment indicates that additional comments are attached to the letter. 

 This comment is noted. 

3 This comment indicates that the reasons given for the listing of Travis AFB on the 
National Priority List Sites on page 4.8-6 are incorrect. 

 The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared to support the Draft EIR incorrectly 
reported the nature of contamination being remediated at Travis AFB. This paragraph has 
been revised based on the comment to quote the Environmental Protection Agency’s NPL 
Site Narrative for Travis AFB, as suggested by the Department of the Air Force. Please 
see Final EIR pages 3-12 and 3-13, which illustrate these revisions. 

4 This comment indicates that on page 4.8-6 of the Draft EIR, the extent and nature of the 
groundwater contamination plume is misstated. 

 The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared to support the Draft EIR incorrectly 
reported the nature of groundwater contamination plume. This paragraph has been 
revised to report the extent and nature of the TCE groundwater plume, as it is described 
in the Environmental Protection Agency’s Travis Air Force Base Second Five-Year 
Scoping Report (September 2008). In addition, an exhibit showing the groundwater 
plume extending approximately 120 feet from Travis AFB, approximately 0.75 mile from 
the Specific Plan Area has been added to this section.  

Please see Final EIR pages 3-12 and 3-13, which illustrate these revisions. 

5 The comment indicates that the Department of the Air Force is not aware of 
contamination in the Specific Plan Area that could be attributable to the Air Force Base. 

 The referenced portion of the Draft EIR includes City of Fairfield policies. The 
commenter references Policy HS 7.7, which is of particular relevance for this project. 
This policy is included below: 

Policy HS 7.7: During environmental document preparation for and before 
approval of any project within 0.5 mile of the boundaries of Travis Air Force 
Base, the City shall consult with the Travis AFB Environmental Cleanup 
Program, EPA, California Department of Toxic Substances Control, and the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board regarding continuing base 
contamination and remediation efforts. No projects shall be approved where 
there is substantial evidence of existing contamination that would pose an 
unacceptable risk to the health of future occupants of the project. 
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The City did not, through including reference to this General Plan policy, intend to imply 
that there was necessarily a contamination problem attributable to Travis Air Force Base 
that affects the Specific Plan Area. The City included City of Fairfield General Plan 
Policy HS 7.7 (like all other plans, policies, regulations and ordinances identified in the 
Draft EIR) for the purpose of providing the regulatory background relevant to the project. 
The City acknowledges the Air Force Base comment for the purposes of compliance with 
this General Plan policy. 

6 This comment disputes Impact 4.8.2 on page 4.8.24 of the Draft EIR, which indicates the 
potential for particulate and nitrate contamination of groundwater resulting from Travis 
AFB. 

 This impact has been revised based on the updated information from the Environmental 
Protection Agency. The significance conclusion and mitigation measures were not 
revised, however. This is because existing and historic land uses in the Specific Plan Area 
not related to Travis AFB could contribute potentially significant impacts. Please see 
Final EIR pages 3-13 and 3-14, which illustrate this revision. 

7 This comment disputes Impact 4.8.3 that a plume of contaminated groundwater extends 
into the Specific Plan Area. 

 This impact has been revised based on the comment and on the updated information from 
the Environmental Protection Agency. Please see Final EIR pages 3-12 and 3-13. 

8 This comment expresses concern that if wetlands are created for mitigation banking in 
areas near the Travis AFB runway, this could increase the possibility of bird-strike 
incidents. 

 The City shares this concern. Mitigation in Section 4.4 of this EIR requires future 
development to avoid fill of wetlands and other waters of the United States to the 
maximum extent feasible. Where this is not feasible, permits and conditions are required 
for direct and indirect effects to wetlands and other waters of the United States and 
waters of the state as spelled out in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a. The framework of this 
mitigation is to achieve “no net loss.” The City’s intent is for wetlands regulated under 
Section 404 to be mitigated at ratios consistent with those proposed in the current draft 
Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (SMHCP), which would require wetlands 
preservation at various ratios. 

It is possible that a combination of replacement, restoration, or enhancement of wetland 
habitat would be used to mitigate impacts. Compensatory mitigation for losses of 
perennial and seasonal drainage channels is required through in-kind preservation, 
restoration, or enhancement. Project applicant(s) could purchase mitigation credits at a 
mitigation bank. Neither the Specific Plan nor the EIR propose the creation of wetlands. 

In response to the commenter’s concerns that wetlands could be created near Travis’ 
main runway, creating potential for bird strike, Mitigation Measure 4.8-5 has been added 
to the Final EIR. Mitigation Measure 4.8-5 would require that if wetland creation is 
proposed to be created within 10,000 feet of a runway at Travis Air Force Base, the City 
will require that the proponent consult with Travis Air Force Base and include conditions, 
as necessary, to avoid substantial increase in the potential for bird-strike incidents. 
Specifically, Mitigation Measure 4.8-5 provides:  

Mitigation Measure: 4.8-5: Consult with Travis Air Force Base. 
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1) Project applicant(s) of project phases that propose creation of wetlands 
within 10,000 feet of a runway at Travis Air Force Base shall consult with 
representatives of Travis Air Force Base and incorporate conditions, as 
necessary, to avoid substantial increase in the potential for bird-strike 
incidents. 

Implementation:  Project applicant(s) of project phases that propose creation of 
wetlands within 10,000 feet of a runway at Travis Air Force 
Base. 

Timing:  Before approval of tentative maps, conditional use permits, 
improvements plans, or area plans where the plans for which 
project applicant(s) propose creation of wetlands within 
10,000 feet of a runway at Travis Air Force Base to mitigate 
impacts. 

Monitoring:  City of Fairfield. 

Exhibit 4.4-10 shows lands in the Specific Plan Area and vicinity that are proposed 
options for compensatory wetland mitigation. These lands include both established 
mitigation banks and potential mitigation sites. Because of the large amount of on-site 
conservation, opportunities for on-site compensatory mitigation may exist through 
restoration and enhancement of existing and historic wetland habitats. For example, many 
of the wetlands in the Specific Plan Area are historic vernal pools that have been 
subjected to agricultural disturbances (e.g., grading, draining, and planting) that have 
resulted in varying levels of degradation of the vernal pool habitat. 

The location of wetlands mitigation is not currently known. The selection of sites would 
be based on topographical features, soil types, hydrology, and other physical traits, 
including relative distance to existing wetlands, wetland types, and habitat values. The 
Draft EIR notes that the Solano ALUC and Travis AFB will have the opportunity to 
review specific projects as a condition of the ALUP, including a mitigation bank 
associated with phased development of the Specific Plan as pre-mitigation. The Draft 
EIR states at 4.8-29: 

“Other land uses that could potentially involve “hazards to flight,” as defined by 
the LUCP are required to be reviewed, conditioned if necessary, and approved 
by the Solano County ALUC prior to development. With specific land use and 
design review according to the standards described in the ALUP and 
administered by the Solano County ALUC, and conditioning of projects 
accommodated under the Specific Plan, as necessary, this impact is considered 
less than significant.” 

Because the regulatory regime would provide Solano ALUC and Travis AFB with the 
opportunity to review and require project applicants to comply with design modifications 
to protect safe flight patterns in the Travis AFB, the analysis is considered sufficient and 
the impact conclusion remains as it was written in the Draft EIR. The additional 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-5 would further ensure that if the approach to wetlands 
mitigation changes, consultation would ensure against any substantial effect on Travis 
AFB operations. Impact 4.8-5 would remain less than significant.  
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Letter 
SCWA 

Response 

Solano County Water Agency 
Chris Lee, Supervising Environmental Scientist 
February 3, 2011 

  
1 The comment states that the EIR follows the conservation measures in the Draft SMHCP 

and that SCWA commends the City of Fairfield on following these measures and 
continuing its efforts to conserve important biological resources in Solano County. 

 The City acknowledges SCWA’s support for the City’s mitigation strategy for the 
Specific Plan. 

2 The comment provides specific suggested edits for Sections 3 and 4.9 of the Draft EIR 
and notes that fencing along Putah South Canal would have to be funded by Specific 
Plan project developer/s. 

 The requested change to page 3-5 of the Draft EIR has been made as indicated below: 

The northwest portion of the Specific Plan Area is traversed by the Putah South Canal. 
Solano County Water Agency (SCWA) is responsible for operating and maintaining the 
33-mile long canal under an agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation and SID. SID 
maintains the Putah South Canal under contract to SWCA. 

Please see Final EIR page 3-1, which illustrates the above change.  

With respect to exclusion fencing along Putah South Canal where pedestrian and bicycle 
access is anticipated, the only area along the Putah South Canal where Exhibit 3-8 
proposes new pedestrian/bicycle access is along a short stretch of the Linear Park 
between New Canon Road and the north end of the North Bay Water Treatment Plant. 
Exclusion fencing will be included in the design for this stretch of the Linear Park, to be 
paid for by the developer. 

Page 3-18 of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below to the paragraph under the 
heading “Bicycle and Pedestrian System”: 

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities will be provided alongside public streets in the Specific 
Plan Area. The Specific Plan also anticipates a multi-use trail system to complement 
sidewalks and other pedestrian facilities throughout the area. An off-street bike path 
would extend along existing Vanden Road (future Jepson Parkway) through the Specific 
Plan Area northeast toward Vacaville. An additional multi-use trail will be extended to 
the south toward a pedestrian overcrossing of Vanden Road and Union Pacific railroad to 
connect with Center Elementary School, south of the Specific Plan Area (Exhibit 3-8). 
Exclusion fencing will be provided along Putah South Canal for the Linear Park between 
New Canon Road and the north end of the North Bay Water Treatment Plant to be paid 
for by the developer. 

Please see Final EIR page 3-2, which illustrates the above change.  

Page 4.9-8 of the Draft EIR has been revised as requested. See the strikeout language 
below: 

…Reclamation owns the Solano Project facilities, including the Putah South Canal, a 
portion of which passes through the Specific Plan Area as shown on Exhibit 4.9-2. The 
Solano Project, operated under a cooperative agreement by the Solano County Water 
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Agency and Solano Irrigation District, provides water for irrigation and domestic supplies 
for the cities of Vacaville, Suisun City, Vallejo, and Fairfield. 

Please see Final EIR page 3-19, which illustrates the above change. 

3 The comment states that drainage facilities should be designed so that McCoy Basin 
operations are not adversely affected.  

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2 has been revised for additional clarity. Please see Final EIR 
page 3-20, which shows this revision. 

Under 3), text has been added as follows: 

3) The final drainage plan shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City of Fairfield 
and FSSD that 100-year flood flows would be appropriately channeled and 
contained, such that the risk to people or damage to structures within or down 
gradient of the project site would not increase as a result of the Specific Plan. The 
final drainage plan shall demonstrate that stormwater facilities would appropriately 
convey off-site runoff and would appropriately contain project-related runoff so as 
not to adversely affect McCoy Basin operations. 

4 The comment suggests a specific revision to Section 4.15 of the Draft EIR.  

 Page 4.15-2 has been revised as suggested by the commenter as shown below: 

The Solano Project is operated owned by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR). 
SCWA is responsible for management of the Solano Project on behalf of the USBR. The 
first Solano Project water was delivered in 1959. Facilities of the Solano Project include 
Monticello Dam, Putah Diversion Dam, and the Putah South Canal.  

Please see Final EIR page 3-30, which illustrates this revision. 
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Letter 
CVFPB 

Response 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
James Herota, Staff Environmental Scientist 
February 7, 2011 

  
1 The comment summarizes the responsibilities of the Central Valley Flood Protection 

Board as they potentially related to activities accommodated under the Specific Plan. 

The City acknowledges the cited requirements of the California Code of Regulations and 
the permit requirements for specified activities. The text of the Draft EIR has been 
revised to reflect the referenced requirements. This change applies to page 3-13 of the 
Draft EIR under the heading “Other State/Regional Agencies”: 

Approval of permits by state agencies, such as a streambed alternation agreement for 
Union Creek with the Department of Fish and Game, and other permits from the State 
Water Resources Control Board, Bay Area Air Quality Management District; the 
California Department of Transportation for encroachment permits for improvements to 
SR 12, as necessary; the Central Valley Flood Protection Board for structures or other 
facilities falling within its jurisdiction; and other agencies. 

Please see Final EIR page 3-1, which illustrates the above change. 

2 The comment restates information from the Draft EIR regarding McCoy Creek and 
indicates that a permit will be required for any proposed encroachments into the 
floodway of McCoy Creek and any adjacent levees. 

The comment quotes from a discussion of potential encroachment onto McCoy Creek. 
This discussion appears at page 4.4-64 of the Draft EIR. The City acknowledges the cited 
requirements of the California Code of Regulations and the permit requirements for 
specified activities falling within the Board’s jurisdiction. Please refer to the response to 
Comment 1 from this same letter. 
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Letter 
FSSD 

Response 

Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 
Marcie Bodeaux, P.E. 
February 7, 2011 

  
1 The comment compliments the City on the analysis of wastewater related issues in the 

Draft EIR. 

The City acknowledges the comment from the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District, which is 
included here for decision maker consideration. 
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Letter 

Vacaville Fire 
Response 

Vacaville Fire Protection District 
Howard F. Wood, Fire Chief 
February 7, 2011 

  
1 The comment discusses the need for annexation to the City of Fairfield and contends that 

annexation will be a large impact on the Fire District and discusses the desire to meet 
with the City regarding annexation. 

The City acknowledges the comment from the Vacaville Fire Protection District, which is 
included here for decision maker consideration. Please refer to Section 3.0 of the Draft 
EIR, which discusses the various annexation and detachment actions that the City 
anticipates will be necessary to fully implement the Specific Plan, as proposed. Please 
refer to page 3-10 of the Draft EIR. The Specific Plan proposes detachment from the 
Vacaville Fire Protection District, which may decrease the amount of revenue provided 
today, along with a reduction in a reduction in Vacaville Fire Protection District’s 
responsibilities for providing fire protection and associated costs. 

Section 4.10 of the EIR describes the responsibilities of the Solano Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCo). Impact 4.10-1 is a detailed examination of the 
proposed Project and Solano LAFCo standards. As discussed in relation to Standard 11, 
LAFCo evaluates change of organization and reorganization according to social and 
economic effects on adjacent areas and other service providers. While, the EIR is not 
required to provide social or economic analysis unless related to a reasonably foreseeable 
adverse physical impact, the City has analyzed and described public facilities, services, 
and utilities that will be required to serve the Specific Plan at buildout. This information 
is presented in the EIR and Specific Plan. The Specific Plan has been prepared with City 
standards for utilities and levels of service for public services. As noted, the City will 
require the Specific Plan to provide for public facilities and utilities according to City 
standards. Please refer to various mitigation measures identified throughout the EIR, 
included, but not limited to Mitigation Measure 4.10-3, which requires long-term 
financing for maintenance of open space lands; Mitigation Measure 4.13-1, which 
requires fair-share contributions toward the cost of fire response; Mitigation Measure 
4.13-2, which requires fair-share contributions toward the cost of law enforcement; 
Mitigation Measure 4.13-4, which requires fair-share contributions toward the cost of 
library services; Mitigation Measure 4.13-6, which requires fair-share contributions 
toward the cost of parks and recreation facilities; Mitigation Measure 4.14-2, which 
requires fair-share contributions toward transportation facilities; Mitigation Measure 
4.14-3, which requires fair-share contributions toward transit needs; Mitigation Measure 
4.14-8, which outlines the approach to planning and financing of roadway improvements; 
and mitigation measures in Section 4.15 of the EIR, which outline planning and financing 
of water and wastewater infrastructure. 

Standard 11 in the LAFCo Standards and Procedures document indicates that project 
applicants “should work with the Executive Director to identify the affected agencies and 
work with those agencies to identify and mitigate the impacts prior to the LAFCo 
hearing.” The City is aware of the most recent Solano LAFCo Standards and Procedures 
document and acknowledges the applicability of LAFCo review, including an analysis of 
revenue implications of development of the Specific Plan Area within the City of 
Fairfield and the associated need for changes to organization and service areas. 
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The environmental impacts of adoption, construction, and operation of the Specific Plan 
are comprehensively addressed at a programmatic level in the environmental topic 
sections of this EIR, including direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts 
associated with providing public services and facilities needed to serve land use change 
anticipated under the Specific Plan. The impacts of construction and operation, related to 
fire protection, have been analyzed throughout this EIR (see Draft EIR, pages 4.13-15 
through 4.13-19). There is no aspect of this comment that relates to the adequacy of the 
EIR in addressing adverse physical environmental impacts. As noted in the Draft EIR 
(see page 4.13-19), implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would reduce the 
significant impact associated with inadequate fire protection facilities, services, and 
equipment. However, since a site has not been selected, and it has not been determined 
whether a vacant site would be selected or whether an existing building and developed 
site would be selected, it is not possible for the City to determine whether there would be 
significant impacts after mitigation. Therefore, the impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

The commenter misunderstood City staff during the referenced conversation. The 
commenter had expressed strong concern during the referenced conversation that the City 
had not yet initiated the "good faith effort" referenced in Local Agency Formation 
Commission guidelines to enter into an agreement with the Vacaville Fire Protection 
District. As noted in the LAFCo attachment to the comment letter, the good faith effort 
should occur “prior to the LAFCo hearing.” City staff provided information to the 
commenter regarding the Specific Plan process and explained that no annexation request 
had been submitted to LAFCo, and therefore, it was premature to enter into an 
agreement. As no hearing can been requested until after the Specific Plan is adopted, and 
the Specific Plan has not yet been adopted, it remains premature to begin such an effort. 

2 The comment requests that all boundary lines not fronted by roadways have a minimum 
of a 10-foot access road between the City and County to maintain access between the 
wildland area and City properties. 

Where urban development is proposed in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
boundary between the City of Fairfield and the unincorporated County, the City will 
require appropriate fire access to adjacent non-urbanized land. Construction of fire access 
roads along much of the anticipated boundary is either infeasible or would not be 
permitted due to wetland or other sensitive habitat conditions. For example, it would not 
be feasible to construct fire roads adjacent to future City boundary areas along the Union 
Pacific Railroad tracks. Other City boundary areas abut a protected mitigation bank. The 
City will not require fire access roads in these areas or other areas where the construction 
would be infeasible due to existing physical features, environmental resources, or other 
existing conditions.   

The City has added clarifying information pertaining to fire access. Please see Final EIR 
pages 3-2 and 3-8, which illustrate these changes. 

3 The comment is a reproduction of a letter from Solano Local Agency Formation 
Commission related to annexation. 

The City acknowledges this attachment to the comment letter, which is included here for 
decision maker consideration. There is no aspect of this attachment that relates to the 
adequacy of the EIR in addressing adverse physical environmental impacts. 
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4 This is a reproduction of an agreement between the Dixon Fire Protection District and 
the City of Dixon. 

The City acknowledges this attachment to the comment letter, which is included here for 
decision maker consideration. There is no aspect of this attachment that relates to the 
adequacy of the EIR in addressing adverse physical environmental impacts. 

5 This is a reproduction of an article related to growth management, annexation, and 
revenue policy. 

The City acknowledges this attachment to the comment letter, which is included here for 
decision maker consideration. There is no aspect of this attachment that relates to the 
adequacy of the EIR in addressing adverse physical environmental impacts. 
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Letter 
Travis USD 
Response 

Travis Unified School District 
Blair E. Aas, Senior Planning Consultant of SCI Consulting Group 
February 8, 2011 

  
1 The comment summarizes information related to school enrollment and capacity. 

The City acknowledges the comment, which is included here for decision maker 
consideration. 

2 The comment contends that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the cumulative 
impacts of the remaining and proposed residential projects within the Fairfield portion of 
the School District. 

The comment suggests that the Specific Plan would accommodate up to 2,666 low 
density, 2,350 medium density, and 1,784 high density dwelling units. The comment 
letter has transposed the high density and low density figures. As noted in Section 3.0 of 
the Draft EIR and elsewhere, at maximum buildout, the Specific Plan is anticipated to 
accommodate up to 2,666 high density units, 2,350 medium density units, and 1,784 low 
density units. The District’s calculations (for a medium yield scenario) would yield 
approximately 543 more students than using the District’s student generation rates with 
the correct housing buildout figures. 

Using the student generation rates provided in the comment letter (but the correct housing 
estimates), if the Specific Plan were fully built out, it could generate roughly 2,640 
students (using the School District’s medium yield scenario). If the figures provided in 
the comment letter are used instead, the student generation estimate would be roughly 
3,183 – approximately 543 more students than would be derived using the correct 
buildout estimates provided in the Specific Plan and Draft EIR (using the School 
District’s medium yield scenario). As noted by the commenter, the student generation 
rates for small-lot single-family housing and townhomes developments and multi-family 
developments are lower compared with the rates for low-density housing.  

The Draft EIR comprehensively addresses potential impacts related to school services in 
Section 4.13, including a description of existing conditions and regulatory requirements, 
impact analysis, and significance characterization (see Draft EIR, pages 4.13-3 through 
4.13-4, 4.13-7 through 4.13-9, 4.13-14, and 4.13-23 through 4.13-24). As noted, school 
facilities are provided within the Specific Plan Area, impact fees would be required to go 
toward funding and construction of any additional facilities needed, and the California 
State Legislature has declared the school impact fee to be full and adequate mitigation 
under CEQA (see Draft EIR, pages 4.13-7 through 4.13-8). 

In addition, pages 6-16 and 6-17 of Section 6 of the Draft EIR provide an analysis of the 
cumulative impacts of the Specific Plan related to provision of public services. As noted, 
development of the Specific Plan and future development in Solano County would 
increase the demand for public services (Draft EIR, page 6-17). State law provides that 
payment of school impact fees constitutes adequate CEQA mitigation for all project-
specific and cumulative effects relating to adequacy of school facilities as a result of 
residential development. Although a cumulative shortage of public services and facilities 
would not represent a significant environmental impact under CEQA because these are 
no physical impacts on the environment, such a shortage could lead to the need to 
develop additional public-services facilities, which could in turn lead to significant 
construction- and operation-related environmental impacts.  
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The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative effects in the Draft EIR includes the 
City of Fairfield Planning Area, the City of Vacaville, and other nearby areas of Solano 
County, including the projects identified by the commenter. The City compiled future 
population and employment estimates from the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG), which were used in the most recent Regional Transportation Plan 
(Transportation 2035 Plan) by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). It is 
assumed that the development of the related projects, and/or development of the 
additional public-services facilities required to serve them, would be preceded by the 
required CEQA review. However, conducting the required CEQA review of the related 
projects would not necessarily guarantee that significant environmental effects associated 
with construction of new school facilities and other public services would not occur. 
Hence, the development of new school facilities and other public services could result in 
significant cumulative impacts. Mitigation measures considered in Section 4.13 would 
reduce some but not all of these cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR concludes that the 
Specific Plan would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this 
cumulatively significant impact (Draft EIR, page 6-17). 

Please refer to the response to comment 8. 

3 The comment identifies the student generation rates used by the School District. 

The City appreciates the submittal of this information. Lacking information during the 
preparation of the Draft EIR, the City resorted to use of generation rates published in a 
recent EIR. 

In the City’s EIR for the Villages at Fairfield (published in 2005), estimates of student 
generation are presented. This EIR reported an estimated student generation of 382 
elementary, 83 middle, and 135 high school students from Villages III and IV. Villages 
III and IV proposed a total of 1,226 dwelling units. This equates to 0.312 elementary, 
0.068 middle, and 0.110 high school students per dwelling unit. If this same ratio were 
applied to the Specific Plan, the Specific Plan would generate roughly 2,119 elementary, 
460 middle, and 749 high school students.  

With the receipt of this information from the School District, it is now acknowledged that 
full buildout of the Specific Plan would not generate as many students as previously 
estimated. Using the updated student generation rates, full buildout of the Specific Plan 
could generate as many as 1,549 elementary students compared to 2,119 presented in the 
Draft EIR, 414 middle school students compared to 460 presented in the Draft EIR, and 
677 high school students compared to 749 estimated in the Draft EIR (using the School 
District’s medium yield scenario). This additional information does not materially affect 
the impact analysis and does not change any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

4 The comment contends that the Draft EIR does not address the enrollment impact of the 
Specific Plan or the cumulative enrollment impact of the other development projects in 
the City that would be served by the School District. 

The Draft EIR comprehensively addresses potential impacts related to school services in 
Section 4.13, including a description of existing conditions and regulatory requirements, 
impact analysis, and significance characterization (see DEIR, pages 4.13-3 through 4.13-
4, 4.13-7 through 4.13-9, 4.13-14, and 4.13-23 through 4.13-24). As noted, school 
facilities are provided within the Specific Plan Area, impact fees would be required to go 
toward funding and construction of any additional facilities needed, and the California 
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State Legislature has declared the school impact fee to be full and adequate mitigation 
under CEQA (see DEIR, pages 4.13-7 through 4.13-8). 

In addition, pages 6-16 and 6-17 in Section 6 of the Draft EIR provide an analysis of the 
cumulative impacts of the Specific Plan related to provision of public services. As noted, 
development of the Specific Plan and future development in Solano County would 
increase the demand for public services (Draft EIR, page 6-17). State law provides that 
payment of school impact fees constitutes adequate CEQA mitigation for all project-
specific and cumulative effects relating to adequacy of school facilities as a result of 
residential development.  

Although a cumulative shortage of public services and facilities would not represent a 
significant environmental impact under CEQA because these are not physical impacts on 
the environment, such a shortage could lead to the need to develop additional public-
services facilities, which could in turn lead to significant construction- and operation-
related environmental impacts. It is assumed that the development of the related projects, 
and/or development of the additional public-services facilities required to serve them, 
would be preceded by the required CEQA review. However, conducting the required 
CEQA review of the related projects would not necessarily guarantee that significant 
environmental effects associated with construction of new school facilities and other 
public services would not occur. Hence, the development of new school facilities and 
other public services could result in significant cumulative impacts. Mitigation measures 
considered in Section 4.13 would reduce some but not all of these cumulative impacts. 
The Draft EIR concludes that the Specific Plan would result in a cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant impact (Draft EIR, 
page 6-17). The information contained in the comment letter does not change this 
determination, as presented in the Draft EIR.  

The comment identifies several development projects in addition to the Specific Plan that 
would be anticipated to increase demand for school services within the area served by the 
School District. The commenter estimates that development projects in the vicinity of the 
Specific Plan Area together would generate approximately 4,608 students. If the correct 
figures are used for the Specific Plan, that estimate would be 4,065, approximately 543 
fewer students than indicated in this comment (see Table 2-1) (using the School District’s 
medium yield scenario).  

Table 2-1 
Student Generation Estimates 

Development Project Remaining Units K through 6 7th and 8th 9 through 12 K through 12 
Goldridge 594 258 68 113 439 

Zinn/Goldridge Remainders 51 22 6 10 38 

Villages at Fairfield (3 & 4) 1,239 271 73 121 465 

Hawthorne Mill East 825 242 64 105 411 

Madison 174 42 11 19 72 

Fairfield Train Station Specific Plan 6,800 1,549 414 677 2,640 

Total Fairfield Portion of District 9,683 2,384 636 1,045 4,065 

Difference (318) (83) (142) (543) 
 

Please refer to the response to comment 8. 
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5 The comment provides a range of estimates for student generation for the Specific Plan. 

The City acknowledges the comment, which is included here for decision maker 
consideration. These estimates do not use the correct estimates for full buildout of the 
Specific Plan as explained more fully under the response to Comment #3. 

6 The comment suggests that additional or different information on School District and 
California Department of Education standards should be referenced in the Draft EIR. 

The comment states that Table 4.13-2 in Section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIR incorrectly 
references the School District’s capacity and acreage standards. The City acknowledges 
this comment. The City did not have access to the School District’s capacity or acreage 
standards. According to the commenter, the capacity standard for new schools within the 
Fairfield area of the District has yet to be determined. In Comment #7, it is suggested that 
the School District’s acreage recommendation is 14 acres for elementary schools – at 
least for schools within the Specific Plan Area.  

The commenter states that the required site acreage for new elementary and middle 
schools referenced in the Table 4.13-3 are understated. Table 4.13-3 is a table 
summarizing library service level guidelines. The City presumes that the commenter 
instead is referencing Table 4.13-2, which presents information from the City’s 2002 
General Plan on school facility standards, the best information available to the City at the 
time the Draft EIR was published. This additional information is included here for 
decision maker consideration and does not change the conclusions reached in the Draft 
EIR. 

The District suggests that the City should use California Department of Education 
guidelines and criteria for siting new schools. The City has added reference to California 
Department of Education guidance and a cross reference to existing information in the 
Draft EIR providing information on siting criteria.1 Please see Final EIR page 3-22. This 
additional information does not change any conclusion in the Draft EIR. 

Please also refer to the response to comment 8, which addresses the need for additional 
school acreage. 

7 The comment provides the commenter’s estimate of elementary school facility needs for 
the Fairfield portion of the School District’s service area. 

The commenter estimates that the remaining housing units to be constructed within the 
City would create the need for at least three new schools in addition to the Goldridge site. 
It is unclear to the City at this time what this estimate would be if the correct housing unit 
estimates were used for the Specific Plan in the commenter’s calculations. However, 
using the capacity estimates in this comment letter, it is possible that full development of 
the Specific Plan could generate demand for approximately 1 to 1.5 elementary schools in 
addition to the school provided on-site as referenced in the Draft Specific Plan.  

The commenter estimates that with development in Vacaville, a second middle school 
site and a second high school or significant expansion of Vanden High School will be 
required. It is not clear to what degree the housing unit estimates were used to derive this 

                                                      
1 California Department of Education. Guide to School Site Analysis and Development. Available online: 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/fa/sf/guideschoolsite.asp#Rule  
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estimate or if the same needs would occur if the correct housing unit totals were used for 
the Specific Plan. 

Please refer to the response to comment 8. 

8 The comment states that the Draft EIR includes information on requirements for school 
funding and that State law does not provide for funding that is sufficient to construct 
schools needed to serve the Specific Plan. 

The Draft EIR comprehensively addresses potential impacts related to school services on 
pages 4.13-23 through 4.13-24 in Section 4.13. In addition, pages 6-16 and 6-17 in 
Section 6 of the Draft EIR provide an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the Specific 
Plan related to provision of public services. State law provides that payment of school 
impact fees constitutes adequate CEQA mitigation for all project-specific and cumulative 
effects relating to adequacy of school facilities as a result of residential development. 
Although a cumulative shortage of public services and facilities would not represent a 
significant environmental impact under CEQA because these are not physical impacts on 
the environment, such a shortage could lead to the need to develop additional public-
services facilities, including schools, which could in turn lead to significant construction- 
and operation-related environmental impacts. It is assumed that the development of the 
related projects, and/or development of the additional school facilities required to serve 
them, would be preceded by the required CEQA review. The Draft EIR concludes that 
the Specific Plan would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to 
this cumulatively significant impact (see page 6-17 of the Draft EIR). 

The commenter discusses different strategies for funding of school facilities for the 
Specific Plan, including participation in a new or community facilities district, additional 
state funding, or other unspecified agreements between future project proponents under 
the Specific Plan and the School District. 

The commenter notes that state law dictates that a project may not be denied solely on the 
basis of inadequate school facilities. The commenter contends that state law does not 
prevent the City from analyzing schools facility needs and concluding that there are 
significant impacts that remain unmitigated. The commenter suggests that an analysis 
could be conducted to analyze whether developer fees, as dictated by state law, would be 
adequate for funding school facilities needed to serve estimated demand generated by the 
Specific Plan. If they are found not to do so, the City would then be required to adopt a 
statement of overriding considerations, finding that the merits of the project outweigh the 
unmitigated impacts. The City has concluded that there could significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impacts related to public services provision (including schools) (see page 6-
16 and 6-17). 

The City does not set school impact fees and, as such, does not intend to conduct analysis 
of the relationship between impact fees and school construction costs. The commenter is 
incorrect to suggest that, if the City were to conduct such a fiscal analysis and find unmet 
needs, there would be the need for overriding considerations (and by implication, 
significant and unavoidable impacts). 

According to Government Code Section 65995 (h) “The payment or satisfaction of a fee, 
charge, or other requirement levied or imposed pursuant to Section 17620 of the 
Education Code in the amount specified in Section 65995 and, if applicable, any amounts 
specified in Section 65995.5 or 65995.7 are hereby deemed to be full and complete 
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mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not 
limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in 
governmental organization or reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on 
the provision of adequate school facilities. This provision is understood to mean that the 
payment of school impact fees is all that may be required under CEQA to mitigate 
impacts to school facilities. Government Code Section 65996, subdivision (a) provides 
that the provisions set forth in the Government Code are “the exclusive methods of 
considering and mitigating impacts on school facilities.” This provision is interpreted to 
mean that CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze adverse physical changes to school 
grounds, school buildings, and any school-related consideration relating to a school 
district’s ability to accommodate enrollment. (Chawanakee Unified School District v. 
County of Madera (June 21, 2011) Cal.App.4th (Case No. F059382)). Under the law, it is 
legally infeasible to require developers to do more to mitigate school-related impacts than 
pay the fees that are required by state law, as implemented by the local school district. In 
some instances, developers agree to pay fees to school districts in excess of the amounts 
established by state law. In this case, if the project applicants agree to carry out additional 
options for funding after coordination with Travis Unified School District, they would be 
doing so on a voluntary basis. The payment of such additional fees would not properly be 
characterized as CEQA mitigation, however. 

According to Government Code Section 65996 ((b) The provisions of this chapter are 
hereby deemed to provide full and complete school facilities mitigation and, 
notwithstanding Section 65858, or Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the 
Public Resources Code, or any other provision of state or local law, a state or local 
agency may not deny or refuse to approve a legislative or adjudicative act, or both, 
involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property or any 
change in governmental organization or reorganization, as defined in Section 56021 or 
56073, on the basis that school facilities are inadequate. 

The Specific Plan envisions development over a more than a 20-year time horizon. Over 
such a lengthy period, various conditions can change that would affect school facility 
needs. For example, development may occur at lower densities than maximum allowed, 
school site size standards may be revised, or student yields may change. Demographic 
trends not only affecting the Specific Plan Area but the balance of the School District 
would have an influence on the need for school facilities. Construction of the Goldridge 
School is anticipated to serve the needs of the School District in the short term. As noted 
elsewhere, to fully satisfy its obligations under state law, the City will collect impact fees 
on behalf of the School District to fund acquisition of land and construction of additional 
school facilities. Subject to limitations of state law, the School District is empowered to 
use these funds to acquire appropriate land for school sites. School District powers for 
acquisition include the use of eminent domain, when necessary and justified. Based on 
this understanding, it is not the obligation of the City to identify or designate on behalf of 
the School District, the location of new school facilities. That said, the City wishes to 
ensure that the School District has all the information needed to effectively plan for new 
school facilities. To assist with this effort, the City has added a mitigation measure to the 
Draft EIR, as shown below. This measure does not constitute CEQA mitigation, in that 
the measure does not address an impact that would otherwise be significant. 
Nevertheless, this measure will assist the School District in ensuring that adequate school 
facilities are provided. The following measure is therefore recommended for adoption. 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-3. School Facilities Planning. 
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1) The City shall continue to work cooperatively with the Travis Unified School 
District to identify land for elementary schools in appropriate locations in the 
City's northeast area. In particular, the City will continue to provide updated 
information, as requested, regarding cumulative development plans and active or 
proposed development applications. The City will also provide the School 
District with proposed plans for residential development when submitted to the 
City by private developers.  

2) Following the completion of all necessary CEQA review and documentation by 
the School District and the subsequent acquisition of land for a new school, the 
City will promptly process an application by the District to amend the General 
Plan Land Use Diagram to identify the acquired property with a Public Facility 
land use designation, in accordance with the requirements of law. The City may 
bundle the amendment with other amendments pending during the calendar year 
due to the limitation on the number of amendments that are permitted under state 
law in a calendar year. 

3) If additional land for schools is acquired within the boundary of the Specific 
Plan, following the completion of all necessary CEQA review and documentation 
by the School District, the City will promptly process an application by the 
School District to amend the Specific Plan Land Use exhibit and other pertinent 
information in the Specific Plan to reflect the planned school, in accordance with 
the requirements of law. 

4) If land for a school site is within the Specific Plan boundary, or otherwise within 
one half mile of the Fairfield-Vacaville Train Station, the City will strongly 
encourage the District to consider school site designs that are more land efficient 
than a single-story plan. In particular, multiple story buildings or joint-use 
facilities, where feasible, would be encouraged to reflect the higher-density, 
transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly character of the Specific Plan and its 
surroundings. 

Implementation: City of Fairfield. 

Timing: Throughout Specific Plan buildout. 

Enforcement: City of Fairfield. 

9 The comment states that the City has ample opportunity to work with the District, 
Specific Plan proponent, and other interested parties to address the school facility needs 
for the Specific Plan. The commenter states that the best solutions for complex challenges 
come from collaborative efforts and creative discussions. The commenter states that the 
School District looks forward to an open dialogue and continued close communication 
about this important project. 

The City acknowledges the comment, which is included here for decision maker 
consideration. 
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Letter 
DFG 

Response 

California Department of Fish and Game 
Scott Wilson, Acting Regional Manager 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment summarizes the Project Description of the Specific Plan Draft EIR. 

 This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis provided in 
the Draft EIR. All of the biological resources noted by DFG are discussed on pages 4.4-2 
through 4.4-25 of the Draft EIR. 

2 The comment summarizes the biological resources present in the Specific Plan Area as 
reported in the Draft EIR. 

 This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis provided in 
the Draft EIR. 

3 The comment states that DFG will require a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement 
under Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code for any activity that 
will divert or obstruct the natural flow or change the bed, channel, or bank of a river, 
stream, or lake, or use material from a streambed. The comment states that the proposed 
relocation of a segment of the Solano Irrigation District canal and construction of a lake 
adjacent to Union Creek are project activities that would be subject to Section 1600 
requirements. 

 The comment is noted and the requirement for a streambed alteration agreement is 
specifically discussed under Impact 4.4-4 on page 4.4-60 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-4 requires the project applicant(s) to secure and implement a Section 1602 
streambed alteration agreement. 

 Page 4.4-60, Impact 4.4-4, paragraph 3 of the Draft EIR is revised to read: 

 Any changes to the bed, bank, channel, or flow of Union Creek or the SID canal could 
result in significant direct and indirect effects on in stream habitat and would require a 
streambed alteration agreement from DFG. Please see Final EIR pages 3-11 and 3-12.  

In addition, the City has revised Section 3, page 3-13, under the heading “Other 
State/Regional Agencies,” as shown below: 

► Approval of permits by state agencies, such as a streambed alternation agreement for 
alterations to Union Creek or the SID canal with the Department of Fish and Game, 
and other permits from the State Water Resources Control Board, Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District; the California Department of Transportation for 
encroachment permits for improvements to SR 12, as necessary; and other agencies. 

Please refer to Final EIR page 3-1, which illustrates the above change.  

4 The comment states that water diversion and storage may require a water rights permit 
from the State Water Resources Control Board and that DFG and other permitting 
agencies may require mitigation and avoidance measures that could have a significant 
impact on Plan design and feasibility. The comment states, therefore, that a mitigation 
and monitoring plan should be prepared for DFG review and that specific avoidance 
measures should be included in the Final EIR. 
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 The project would rely on existing water supply already appropriated through the Solano 
Project, the State Water Project, and agreements and contracts with the California 
Department of Water Resources and the Solano Irrigation District. Water supply is 
delivered to the City of Fairfield through the Solano County Water Agency and the 
Solano Irrigation District. The proposed project would result in a change in how or where 
some of the appropriated water supply might be used, but would not require appropriation 
of new water rights that have not already been through environmental review and the 
water rights permitting process. The proposed project would also not require a change in 
the point of surface water diversion. The Water Supply Assessment prepared for the 
Specific Plan showed that the City would have enough water to serve the proposed 
Specific Plan, in addition to existing and planned development, under the multiple dry 
year condition. Water supply and the results of the Water Supply Assessment are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.15, “Utilities” of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Impact 
4.15-1 beginning on page 4.15-19, the City of Fairfield would not need additional water 
supplies to meet Specific Plan demands. 

The comment does not specify what resource impacts are lacking specific avoidance 
measures in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR presents avoidance, minimization, and 
compensatory mitigation measures for all of the biological resources that would be 
affected by the project (see Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 through 4.4-6). The mitigation 
approach presented in the Draft EIR is appropriate for this program EIR. There is no 
requirement to present a project-specific mitigation plan to DFG for review before 
completion of the Final EIR. 

5 The comment states that the project applicants would be required to obtain take 
authorization from DFG for projects that could result in the take of species listed under 
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), including California tiger salamander, 
and that project-related impacts of the authorized take must be minimized and fully 
mitigated. The comment states further that the EIR must specify impacts, mitigation 
measures, and monitoring and reporting programs and should describe standard CESA 
requirements such as land acquisition, permanent protection and management, and 
funding in perpetuity of compensatory lands. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b of the Draft EIR, the first bullet is revised to read (please see 
Final EIR pages 3-10 and 3-11): 

1)   No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for 
California tiger salamander (known or potential breeding pools/ponds plus 
surrounding Specific Plan Area grasslands within 1.3 miles), until take 
authorization has been obtained from the USFWS and DFG, and the project 
applicant(s) of all project phases have abided by all conditions in the take 
authorization, including conservation and minimization measures, intended to be 
completed before on-site construction. Conservation and minimization measures 
are expected to include requirements for preparing supporting documentation 
describing methods to protect existing vernal pools during and after project 
construction, methods for determining impact ratios, a detailed monitoring plan, 
and reporting requirements. DFG may issue a Consistency Determination under 
Section 2080.1 of CESA if the applicant(s) obtains take authorization from 
USFWS and submits the federal opinion take statement to the Director of Fish 
and Game. DFG must determine that conditions specified in the Federal take 
authorization are consistent with CESA. If a Consistency Determination is not 
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obtained, the applicants shall obtain a separate incidental take permit under 
Section 2081(b) of CESA. 

3)  If the SMHCP is not adopted in time for project implementation, or if the City 
chooses to not seek coverage, the project applicant(s) shall secure take 
authorization prior to project construction through formal consultation with the 
USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, and with DFG pursuant to Fish and 
Game Code Sections 2080.1 or 2081(b), and shall implement all measures 
included in the Biological Opinion (BO) issued by the USFWS and in the take 
authorization or consistency determination issued by DFG. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b of the Draft EIR identifies specific preservation and creation 
ratios and methods for mitigating impacts on California tiger salamander aquatic 
breeding habitat and upland habitat and explains the need to include supporting 
documentation describing methods to protect existing vernal pools during and after 
project construction, methods for determining impact ratios, a detailed monitoring plan, 
and reporting requirements. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b would reduce 
significant impacts on California tiger salamander to a less-than-significant level because 
it would ensure that substantial breeding and upland habitat would be preserved in the 
Specific Plan Area and that breeding habitat lost as a result of project implementation 
would be replaced (Draft EIR, page 4.4-53). As discussed in the Draft EIR, it is the City’s 
intent that Specific Plan projects participate in the proposed Solano Multispecies Habitat 
Conservation Plan (SMHCP) as an avenue for take authorization under CESA and ESA 
(Draft EIR, page 4.4-52). If the SMHCP is adopted, DFG take authorization would be 
granted to participants. The mitigation approach presented in the Draft EIR is adequate 
for a program-level CEQA analysis. As noted in the Solano County Water Agency 
comment letter that was submitted on the Draft EIR, the EIR mitigation approach follows 
the approach outlined in the draft SMHCP. 

The City has added information to the Draft EIR, as shown below under the heading 
“California Endangered Species Act” (see Final EIR pages 3-9 and 3-10). 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (California Fish and Game Code Section 
2050, et seq.) directs state agencies not to approve projects that would jeopardize the 
continued existence of an endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued existence of a species. 
Furthermore, CESA states that reasonable and prudent alternatives shall be developed by 
DFG, together with the project proponent and any state lead agency, consistent with 
conserving the species, while at the same time maintaining the project purpose to the 
greatest extent possible. Under CESA, project-related impacts of the authorized take must 
be minimized and fully mitigated, and adequate funding to implement those mitigation 
measures and monitor compliance with and the effectiveness of the measures must be 
ensured. Standard CESA issuance requirements can include land acquisition, permanent 
protection and management, and/or funding in perpetuity of compensatory lands. 

6 The comment states that a Swainson’s hawk nest was documented in the southern portion 
of the Specific Plan Area in 2010, as reported in the Draft EIR, and that their records 
show a nest tree was documented in the northern portion of the Specific Plan Area in 
2005 and several other nest sites within 5 miles of the Specific Plan Area. The comment 
further summarizes information from the Draft EIR about Swainson’s hawk impacts and 
mitigation. 
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 The record of a Swainson’s hawk nest in the northern portion of the Specific Plan Area is 
acknowledged on page 4.4-22 of the Draft EIR and the nest site is shown on Exhibit 4.4-
5. The Draft EIR also acknowledges on page 4.4-22, that there are several CNDDB 
records of Swainson’s hawks nesting in the Specific Plan Area. Please see Table 4.4-2 on 
page 4.4-14 of the Draft EIR, which notes in reference to Swainson’s hawk: 

“Known to forage in the Specific Plan Area. LSA documented a nesting pair in the 
southern portion of the Specific Plan Area in 2010 and there is a 2005 CNDDB record of a 
pair nesting in a eucalyptus tree near Vanden Road on the north end of the Specific Plan 
Area. There are several CNDDB records of nesting pairs in the Specific Plan Area vicinity, 
including two at Cypress Lakes Golf Course.” 

See also the discussion of Swainson’s hawk on page 4.4-22 of the Draft EIR. 

7 The comment states that the Draft EIR includes measures to avoid or minimize impacts to 
nesting tricolored blackbirds and loggerhead shrikes, but that mitigation for permanent 
loss of nesting and foraging habitat for these species should be included in the Final EIR. 

 Implementing measures to minimize impacts on nesting tricolored blackbirds and 
loggerhead shrikes is sufficient to reduce potential project impacts on these species to a 
less-than-significant level. As noted by the commenter, Mitigation Measures 4.4-2d and 
4.4-2e would reduce significant impacts on tricolored blackbird and loggerhead shrike to 
a less-than-significant level by minimizing disturbance to active nests (Draft EIR, page 
4.4-55). 

The comment cites Section 3503 of the Fish and Game Code, which states that it is illegal 
to take possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird. The Fish and Game 
Code does not state that it is unlawful to remove foraging habitat or nesting habitat that 
does not contain active nests at the time of removal. The loss of foraging and nesting 
habitat would not constitute a significant impact on tricolored blackbirds or loggerhead 
shrikes because it would not result in a substantial reduction in local population numbers 
or reduce the population below self-sustaining levels and because the Specific Plan open 
space design would ensure that suitable nesting and foraging habitat for these species 
would still be available in the Specific Plan Area after full build out. The Specific Plan 
would propose preserved open space for significant areas of grassland (foraging for 
Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl) and the area where an active Swainson’s hawk nest 
was identified the southern portion of the Specific Plan Area in 2010. 

Mitigation Measures 4.4-2d and 4.4-2e require projects developed under the Specific 
Plan to avoid and minimize impacts to tricolored blackbird and loggerhead shrike, 
through a preconstruction survey and, if necessary, buffering around any nesting colony, 
in consultation with DFG. Compensatory mitigation for the loss of nesting and foraging 
habitat for tricolored blackbirds and loggerhead shrikes is not required to reduce the 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

8 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not specify permanent protective measures 
for known Swainson’s hawk nest sites and that new development within 250 to 500 feet of 
known nest sites will likely lead to eventual abandonment of that site, especially if the 
breeding pair dies and the other cannot attract a new mate in the new urban landscape. 
The comment states further that a CESA permit would be required from DFG for any 
projects that have potential to result in take of Swainson’s hawk. 
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 Planned residential and urban land uses are more than 500 feet away from the current 
known Swainson’s hawk nest sites in the Specific Plan Area. However, the northern 
CNDDB 2005 Swainson’s hawk nest site record is within the Jepson Parkway project, 
which was evaluated under a separate CEQA/NEPA process. Swainson’s hawks nests 
were not observed at this site during surveys conducted for the Jepson Parkway project or 
for the Fairfield Train Station Specific Plan. The active nest identified in the southern 
portion of the Specific Plan Area in 2010 is located just 600 feet north of an existing 
elementary school and residential development. Therefore, the birds nesting here are 
adapted to human disturbance within this distance. The majority of remaining trees in the 
Specific Plan Area are either located in the designated open space areas or along Vanden 
Road in areas that already support residential and commercial development. Because the 
known nest sites would continue to have a greater than 500-foot buffer, other potential 
nest trees surrounded by 1,759 acres of interconnected open space would be retained in 
the Specific Plan Area following development and foraging habitat would be preserved at 
a 3:1 ratio, the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR (Mitigation Measure 4.4-
2c) are sufficient to reduce project impacts on Swainson’s hawk to a less-than-significant 
level and no further mitigation is needed. DFG may require additional measures as a 
condition of the CESA permit, but additional mitigation are not required to reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level under CEQA. 

9 The comment states that mitigation lands should be protected in perpetuity and provide 
for the long-term management of habitat for each special-status species that may be 
adversely affected, that project proponents should ensure that incompatible land uses be 
prohibited in lands designated for species conservation, and that a detailed MMP should 
be prepared for each future project and submitted to DFG for review. 

 The Mitigation Measures presented in the Draft EIR specify that mitigation and 
monitoring plans shall be developed if the SMHCP is not adopted prior to project 
implementation (for example, see Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a, bullets 3 and 4). However, 
if the SMHCP is adopted, project applicants would participate in the SMHCP to obtain 
take authorization and mitigation would be carried out according to the terms and 
conditions of the SMHCP and would not require development of an MMP for individual 
biological resource impacts covered under the SMHCP. The following revisions are 
incorporated to address the remaining elements of the comment: 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a of the Draft EIR is revised to add mitigation bullet 11 as 
follows (see Final EIR page 3-10): 

11) All vernal pool habitat mitigation lands shall be preserved in perpetuity and 
incompatible land uses shall be prohibited in habitat conservation areas. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b of the Draft EIR is revised to add mitigation bullet 7 as 
follows (see Final EIR page 3-10): 

7) All California tiger salamander habitat mitigation lands shall be preserved in 
perpetuity and incompatible land uses shall be prohibited in habitat conservation 
areas. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-2c of the Draft EIR is revised to add mitigation bullet 9 as 
follows (see Final EIR page 3-11): 
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9) All Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl habitat mitigation lands shall be preserved 
in perpetuity and incompatible land uses shall be prohibited in habitat conservation 
areas. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a of the Draft EIR is revised to add mitigation bullet 4 as 
follows (see Final EIR page 3-11): 

4) All Contra Costa goldfields habitat mitigation lands shall be preserved in perpetuity 
and incompatible land uses shall be prohibited in habitat conservation areas. 

Please see also Section 3 of the Final EIR, which summarizes changes to the Draft EIR 
by section. 
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Letter 
Solano Public Works 

Response 

Solano County Department of Resource Management, Public Works Engineering 
Paul Wiese, Engineering Manager 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 This comment indicates that analysis by the Solano Transportation Authority included a 

future four-lane Walters Road extension as the preferred alternative. The comment 
recommends that the City work cooperatively with the Solano Transportation Authority 
to ensure roadway improvements included in the Specific Plan adequately address 
regional traffic needs, particularly if the Walters Road extension will only be built to a 
two-lane width.  

The City concurs with the commenter’s suggestion that the City work cooperatively with 
Solano Transportation Authority to ensure that roadway improvements adequately 
address regional transportation needs.  

Comprehensive transportation analysis is included in Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR. Both 
direct project impacts are considered, in addition to cumulative impacts using a long-term 
growth scenario. The analysis in Section 4.14 fully considers roadway improvements 
needed within the Specific Plan as a part of future projects, as well as planned regional 
improvements and off-site locations to which Specific Plan projects would need to 
contribute on a fair-share basis. As discussed on page 4.14-125 of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR, the City shall adopt a Road Improvement Phasing Plan 
concurrently with adoption of the Specific Plan. The Road Improvement Phasing Plan is 
required to correlate the timing of required construction of road improvements with the 
level of new development within the Specific Plan such that the Level of Service policies 
of the City are maintained throughout buildout of the Specific Plan. Mitigation Measure 
4.14-8 requires new development within the Specific Plan to participate in the 
construction and financing of road improvements, including constructing Walters Road 
extension from Intersection 15 to Intersection 11 with 4 travel lanes. The City intends to 
work cooperatively with the Solano Transportation Authority to ensure that roadway 
improvements included in the Specific Plan adequately address regional traffic needs. 

2 This comment discusses reference in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR to the construction of 
Canon Road and notes that the County has initiated work on the existing alignment of 
Canon Road and North Gate Road. The commenter recommends that the City work 
cooperatively with Solano County and the Solano Transportation Authority to redefine 
the federal project to provide useful public improvements consistent with the Specific 
Plan, including the Vanden Road – Canon Road intersection. 

This comment is noted and included here for decision maker consideration. Although this 
does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical 
environmental impacts attributable to the Specific Plan, the comment is important and the 
City’s intent is to cooperate with the County and STA regarding public improvements in 
the Specific Plan Area.  

3 This comment identifies an on-street bike path along Peabody Road connecting the 
Specific Plan Area to Vacaville. The commenter suggests that an off-street or multi-use 
sidewalk or path connecting the two cities along Peabody Road would be preferred due 
to traffic speeds and volumes.  
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This comment is noted and included here for decision maker consideration. Please refer 
to Final EIR page 3-5. Exhibit 3-8 has been revised to show off-street pathways along 
Peabody Road and Cement Hill Road.  

Please also refer to the discussion in the Draft EIR under Impact 4.14-6. As noted, the 
Specific Plan will not increase transportation hazards. The roadway network defined in 
the Specific Plan provides acceptable intersection spacing. Specific Plan streets, 
intersections, and off-street paths and trails will be designed and constructed in 
accordance with City of Fairfield design standards for roadways, paths, and trails. The 
City’s design standards are, in part, developed specifically to avoid introducing hazards 
and incompatible use. 

4 This comment addresses the speed limit on Vanden Road.  

This change has been made. Please see Final EIR page 3-27.  

5 This comment addresses the Jepson Parkway Project.  

The City will continue to work with the STA and other partners in the Jepson Parkway 
project to ensure that the improvements to the Parkway corridor through the Specific Plan 
area are consistent with the Jepson Parkway design. The funding agreement for Jepson 
Parkway obligates the County to fund 50% of work from the former railroad crossing of 
Vanden Road, just east of the train station, eastward towards Vacaville. The City agrees 
to take over the County's obligation from the overcrossing to the northeastern edge of the 
proposed Great Park, eliminating the County's obligation on more than 1.5 miles of 
Vanden Road.  In addition, the City will be taking full responsibility to improve 
unincorporated portions of Peabody Road between the City limits and Vanden Road.  
Together, this substantially reduces County obligations to improve unincorporated roads 
in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area, beyond the obligations of the City identified in 
funding agreements for Jepson Parkway. The City will not, however, be responsible for 
additional portions of Vanden Road that will be permanently outside of the City limits. 

6 This comment addresses concurrency of transportation improvements and development.  

This comment is noted and included here for decision maker consideration. The timing of 
improvements is discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.14-8 in the Draft EIR. As discussed 
on page 4.14-125 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, the City is required to adopt a 
Road Improvement Phasing Plan concurrently with adoption of the Specific Plan. The 
Road Improvement Phasing Plan is required to correlate the timing of required 
construction of road improvements with the level of new development within the Specific 
Plan such that the Level of Service policies of the City are maintained throughout 
buildout of the Specific Plan. 

7 This comment pertains to traffic impact fees.  

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.14-2 states that “Projects developed under the Specific 
Plan shall pay applicable regional transportation impact fees, if and when such fees are 
developed by the STA, and applicable property assessments for transportation 
improvements.” 

8 This addresses the Meridian Road / Fry Road intersection.  
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This comment is noted and included here for decision maker consideration. The 
intersection of Meridian/Fry was not included in the analysis based on the criteria used to 
select study intersections, which included the expected project trip distribution, the 
relative importance of the roadways within the regional roadway network (i.e., volumes 
served, connections to other major roadways, etc.), and the likelihood of impacts based 
on the project volumes expected to use the intersection. These criteria have been added to 
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for informational purposes. Please see Final EIR 
pages 3-26 and 3-27. 

The following provides more information on why Meridian/Fry was not expected to see 
substantial Specific Plan traffic nor experience significant impacts: the distribution of 
Specific Plan trips to this intersection would be substantially lower than those assigned to 
the intersection of Meridian/Hay, because (1) Meridian/Hay is located about 1.5 miles 
from the Specific Plan site, and provides a direct connection to I-80 via Lewis Road; and 
(2) Meridian/Fry is located about 3.0 miles from the Specific Plan site, and not on a direct 
route to I-80 from the Specific Plan site. Further, the intersection of Meridian/Hay is not 
significantly impacted by the Project. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the 
intersection of Fry/Meridian, which is approximately 1.5 miles further to the north and 
would serve less Specific Plan traffic, would also not be significantly impacted. 
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