
 

Final 

City of Suisun City 
Highway 12 Logistics Center 

Environmental Impact Report 

 
 

 

Prepared for: 

  

City of Suisun City 

 

September 2024 



 Final 

City of Suisun City 
Highway 12 Logistics Center 

Environmental Impact Report 
 

 
 

Prepared for: 
City of Suisun City 

701 Civic Center Boulevard 
Suisun City, CA 94585 

Contact: 
Jim Bermudez 

Development Services Director 
jbermudez@suisun.com   

Prepared by: 
AECOM 

2020 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

Contact: 
J. Matthew Gerken, AICP 

Project Manager 
(916) 414-5892 

 
 
 September 2024 

 
60654411

mailto:jbermudez@suisun.com


Highway 12 Logistics Center EIR  AECOM  
City of Suisun City i Table of Contents 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Chapter/Section Page 

1 INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.1 Input on the Draft EIR .................................................................................................................. 1-1 
1.2 Public Review of the Draft EIR.................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.3 Organization of the Final EIR ...................................................................................................... 1-2 
1.4 Use of the Final EIR ..................................................................................................................... 1-3 

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ........................................................................................ 2-1 
2.1 Comments on the Highway 12 Logistics Center Draft EIR ......................................................... 2-1 
2.2 Comments and Responses to Comments ...................................................................................... 2-1 

2.2.1 Comment Letter #A1 ....................................................................................................... 2-2 
2.2.2 Comment Letter #A2 ....................................................................................................... 2-7 
2.2.3 Comment Letter #A3 ..................................................................................................... 2-16 
2.2.4 Comment Letter #A4 ..................................................................................................... 2-25 
2.2.5 Comment Letter #A5 ..................................................................................................... 2-29 
2.2.6 Comment Letter #A6 ..................................................................................................... 2-42 
2.2.7 Comment Letter #A7 ..................................................................................................... 2-90 
2.2.8 Comment Letter #A8 ................................................................................................... 2-107 
2.2.9 Comment Letter #IO1 ................................................................................................. 2-141 
2.2.9 Comment Letter #IO2 ................................................................................................. 2-185 
2.2.9 Comment Letter #IO3 ................................................................................................. 2-252 
2.2.9 Comment Letter #IO4 ................................................................................................. 2-256 
2.2.9 Comment Letter #IO5 ................................................................................................. 2-269 
2.2.9 Comment Letter #IO6 ................................................................................................. 2-271 
2.2.9 Comment Letter #IO7 ................................................................................................. 2-275 
2.2.9 Comment Letter #IO8 ................................................................................................. 2-298 

3 ERRATA ..................................................................................................................................................... 3-1 
3.1 Chapter 1, Executive Summary .................................................................................................... 3-1 

3.1.1 Revisions to Project Location Description ...................................................................... 3-1 
3.2 Chapter 3, Project Description ..................................................................................................... 3-1 

3.2.1 Revisions to Wastewater Collection and Treatment Description .................................... 3-1 
3.2.2 Revisions to Responsible Agencies for Required Project Approvals .............................. 3-2 

3.3 Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures ........................................ 3-2 
3.3.1 Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics ................................................................................... 3-2 
3.3.2 Draft EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality .................................................................................. 3-3 
3.3.3 Draft EIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources .................................................................. 3-6 
3.3.4 Draft EIR Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas and Energy ....................................................... 3-8 
3.3.5 Draft EIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials ............................................ 3-10 
3.3.6 Draft EIR Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality .................................................. 3-11 
3.3.7 Draft EIR Section 4.10, Noise and Vibration ................................................................ 3-12 
3.3.8 Draft EIR Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation ............................................... 3-14 
3.3.9 Draft EIR Section 4.13, Utilities and Services Systems ................................................ 3-16 



AECOM   Highway 12 Logistics Center EIR 
Table of Contents ii City of Suisun City 

3.4 Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts .................................................................................................. 3-17 
3.5 Chpater 6, Alternatives ............................................................................................................... 3-19 

3.5.1 Draft EIR Section 6.5, Alternatives Analysis ................................................................ 3-19 
3.6 Chpater 7, Other CEQA Considerations .................................................................................... 3-25 
3.7 Chpater 8, References ................................................................................................................. 3-25 

4 REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................................ 4-1 
 

Tables 
Table 2-1 Comments Received on the Highway 12 Logistics Center Draft EIR ......................................... 2-1 
Table 2-2 Feasibility and Applicability of Best Practices and Mitigation in the “Warehouse 

Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act” ..................................................................................................... 2-243 

 
Appendices 
Appendix A  Wildlife Hazard Assessment  
Appendix B Groundwater Soil and Gas Investigation 
Appendix C Level of Service Analysis 
Appendix D Planned Unit Development 
Appendix E Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 



Highway 12 Logistics Center EIR  AECOM  
City of Suisun City iii Table of Contents 

ACRONYMS AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS 
µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 
A-40 Agriculture 40 Acres  
ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments 
ADA American Disabilities Act 
AFB Air Force Base 
AFB Air Force Base  
ALUC Airport Land Use Commission 
ALUCP Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan  
Arid West Manual Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 

Manual: Arid West Region Version 2.0 
BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
BCDC Bay Conservation and Development Commission  
BMPs best management practices  
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model  
CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency  
CalGEM California Department of Conservation, Geologic Energy Management 

Division 
CALGreen California Green Building Standards 
CalRecycle California Integrated Waste Management Board  
Caltrans California Department of Transportation  
CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
CARB California Air Resources Board  
CBC California Building Standards Code  
CCD Community Character and Design 
CCR California Code of Regulations 
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
CEC California Energy Commission 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act  
CESA California Endangered Species Act 
City City of Suisun City  
CO2e carbon dioxide equipvalents 
CSF Commercial Services and Fabricating  
CWA Clean Water Act  
dB decibels  
DTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control  
EIR Environmental Impact Report  
ESA Environmental Site Assessment  
EV electric vehicle  
FAR Federal Aviation Regulations  
FAST Fairfield and Suisun Transit 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency  



AECOM   Highway 12 Logistics Center EIR 
Table of Contents iv City of Suisun City 

FSSD Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District  
GHG Handbook Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, 

Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity 
GHG greenhouse gas  
HASP Health and Safety Plan  
HBC Helm Biological Consulting 
HBG Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc. 
HCP Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan 
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers 
ITP Incidental Take Permit 
LAFCO Local Agency Formation Commission  
LEA local enforcement agenc7 
LID Low impact development  
LOS Level of Service 
MEP maximum extent practicable 
MMRP mitigation monitoring and reporting program  
MSR Municipal Service Review 
MT metric tons 
MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission  
NOP Notice of Preparation  
NOX oxides of nitrogen  
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment  
OGC Orderly Growth Committe 
PG&E Pacific Gas & Electric Company  
PPA Priority Production Area  
proposed Project Highway 12 Logistics Center Project  
PUD Planned Unit Development  
ROG Reactive organic gases  
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board  
SFPD Suisun Fire Protection District  
SID Solano Irrigation District  
SMPA Suisun Marsh Protection Act 
SMPP Suisun Marsh Protection Plan 
SOI Sphere of Influence  
SolTrans Solano County Transit 
SR State Route  
SWPPP stormwater pollution prevention plan  
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board  
TDM Transportation Demand Management 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USFS U.S. Forest Service  
VMT vehicle miles traveled   



Highway 12 Logistics Center EIR  AECOM  
City of Suisun City v Table of Contents 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 
 
 
 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center FEIR  AECOM  
City of Suisun City 1-1 Introduction 

1 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Suisun City (City) prepared a Draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) to evaluate the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed Highway 12 Logistics Center Project (proposed Project) in compliance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the 
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). As described in the Draft EIR, the 
proposed Project required a General Plan amendment, annexation, and pre-zoning of approximately 161 acres of 
land into the City of Suisun City. Approximately 93.4 acres of land would be developed (referred to as the 
‘Development Area’) for warehouse and logistic uses, and the remainder would be Managed Open Space. Upon 
annexation, the proposed Development Area would be zoned Commercial Services & Fabricating (CFS) and the 
remaining Annexation Area would be zoned Open Space (OS) or would be within roadway rights-of-way. The 
Commercial Services & Fabricating zoning would accommodate light manufacturing, research and development, 
warehousing, and accessory office space. The Open Space zoning would allow agriculture, resource protection 
and restoration, and resource-related recreation. Construction within the Development Area would be developed 
over time based on market conditions. At full buildout, the Development Area would accommodate six warehouse 
buildings of approximately 1.28 million square feet collectively, and truck and trailer parking (collectively 
approximately 2,024 stalls). Four buildings (Buildings A, B/C, D, and E) would be clustered west of Pennsylvania 
Avenue and north of the railroad line operated by the California Northern Railroad; one building (Building F) 
would be bounded by Cordelia Road to the south and southeast and by the railroad line operated by the California 
Northern Railroad to the north. The last building (Building G) is proposed in the area east of Pennsylvania 
Avenue, adjacent to undeveloped land to the east and south. 

1.1 INPUT ON THE DRAFT EIR 

To assist the City in determining the focus and scope of analysis for the Draft EIR, pursuant to the provision of 
Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated April 1, 2021, 
and reissued the NOP on May 14, 2021, revised for clarity and to provide additional information related to 
planned sewer service that was not known at the time of the initial NOP release, to government agencies, special 
service districts, organizations, and individuals with an interest in or jurisdiction over the proposed Project. The 
NOP is a brief notice sent by the lead agency to inform the public, interested parties, responsible agencies, trustee 
agencies, and potentially affected federal, state, and local agencies that the lead agency plans to prepare an EIR. 
The NOP also seeks comments regarding the scope and content of the EIR. The City held a public scoping 
meeting for the proposed Project on April 13, 2021 to solicit additional input.  

The NOP and responses to the NOP are contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EIR 

The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2021040016) was received by the State Clearinghouse and 
circulated for a 45-day public review period from August 31st through October 17th, 2023. The City circulated the 
document to public agencies, other public and private organizations, property owners, developers, and other 
interested individuals. Detailed information related to the Highway 12 Logistics Center Project and this EIR are 
available at City Hall and online at the Project webpage: https://www.suisun.com/Departments/Development-
Services/Suisun-Logistic-Projects.  

https://www.suisun.com/Departments/Development-Services/Suisun-Logistic-Projects
https://www.suisun.com/Departments/Development-Services/Suisun-Logistic-Projects
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In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City, as the lead agency, has reviewed the 
comments received on the Draft EIR for the proposed Project and has prepared written responses to all comments 
received.  

In response to comments from the public and public agencies on the Draft EIR, the City has incorporated minor 
revisions to the text of the Draft EIR into the Final EIR, as shown in Chapter 3, “Errata”. The revisions to the test 
of the Draft EIR outlined present minor corrections, additions, and revisions initiated by the City based on 
comments received during the public review period by reviewing agencies and/or the public, as well as minor 
corrections and clarifications added by the City during preparation of the Final EIR. None of the information 
added to the Draft EIR altered the significance conclusions. Rather, the new information amplified and clarified 
the information presented in the Draft EIR. None of the revisions or updates to the Draft EIR’s analyses 
represents “significant new information” as the term is defined by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Thus, 
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not necessary. 

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF FINAL EIR 

The City prepared this Final EIR, which includes:  

► A full list of agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the Draft EIR in Chapter 2 
of this Final EIR; 

► A summary of comments and detailed responses to all comments on the Draft EIR in Chapter 2 of this Final 
EIR; and  

► Minor revisions to the Draft EIR detailed in Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this Final EIR.1 

► References used in this Final EIR are provided in Chapter 4, “References,” of this Final EIR. 

Chapter 2, “Comments and Responses to Comments” of this Final EIR includes the written comments received on 
the Draft EIR and responses to these comments (as required by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15132). To assist 
the reader, each response includes a summary of the comment. The range of responses include providing 
clarification on the Draft EIR, making factual corrections, explaining why certain comments may not warrant 
further response, or simply acknowledging the comment for consideration by decision makers when the comment 
does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing potential adverse physical environmental effects of the 
proposed Project. 

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, “Errata” of this Final EIR. The text 
deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and additions are shown in underline (underline). The revisions 
summarized in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR do not change any of the impact conclusions presented in the Draft 
EIR. 

 
1  Chapter 3, “Errata,” includes only pages of the Draft EIR where revisions have been made, not the entire Draft EIR.  
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This document and the Draft EIR together constitute the Final EIR that the City Council will consider when it 
decides whether to approve the proposed Project, an alternative to the proposed Project, to take some other action, 
or to take no action at all.  

1.4 USE OF THE FINAL EIR 

The Final EIR allows the public and the City decision makers an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft EIR 
and the Responses to Comments. The Final EIR serves as the environmental document to inform the City’s 
consideration of the proposed Project, as discussed in the Draft EIR. 

As required by Section 15090(a)(1)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency, in certifying a Final EIR, must 
make the following three determinations: 

1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 

2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and the decision-making 
body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving the project. 

3. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

CEQA includes what the California Supreme Court has called the “substantive mandate,” by which “public 
agencies [must] refrain from approving projects for which there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures” 
that would mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effects of a project as proposed. (Mountain Lion 
Foundation v. Fish & Game Com. (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 134 (Mountain Lion). (See also Pub. Resources Code, § 
21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15002[a][3] and 15021[a][2].) As the Court explained, this substantive mandate “is 
effectuated in [Public Resources Code] section 21081, which requires the adoption of what are commonly known 
as “CEQA Findings.” (Mountain Lion, supra, 16 Cal.4th at p. 134.) “Under this provision, a decisionmaking 
agency is prohibited from approving a project for which significant environmental effects have been identified 
unless it makes specific findings about alternatives and mitigation measures.” (Ibid.) The parallel provision in the 
CEQA Guidelines requiring CEQA Findings is Section 15091. 

As required by Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for 
which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless 
the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of Fact) for each of those significant effects, 
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding supported by substantial evidence in the 
record. The possible findings are: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially 
lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not 
the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should 
be adopted by such other agency. 
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3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the Final EIR. 

The Final EIR, once certified with an adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, will impose 
requirements on the construction and operation of whatever version of the proposed Project, if any, that the City 
Council chooses to approve.  
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS  

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the City of 
Suisun City (City) Highway 12 Logistics Center (proposed Project) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). In 
conformance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088(a), the City has 
prepared written responses to comments related to potentially adverse environmental effects of the proposed Project, 
as well as topics raised by commenters that are unrelated to environmental impacts under CEQA.  

2.1 COMMENTS ON THE HIGHWAY 12 LOGISTICS CENTER DRAFT EIR 

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

Table 2-1. Comments Received on the Highway 12 Logistics Center Draft EIR 
Letter # Commenter Date 

A1 California Department of Conservation, Geologic Energy Management Division 
(CalGEM) 

October 6, 2023 

A2 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) October 16, 2023 
A3 Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District (FSSD) October 17, 2023 
A4 Solano County Department of Resource Management – Airport Land Use 

Commission 
October 17, 2023 

A5 Solano County, Department of Resources Management, Local Enforcement Agency 
and Public Works 

October 17, 2023 

A6 Solano Local Agency Formation Commission October 16, 2023 
A7 Suisun Resource Conservation District October 17, 2023 
A8 California Department of Fish and Wildlife October 13, 2023 
IO1 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo (on Behalf of Napa/Solano Residents for 

Responsible Development) 
October 17, 2023 

IO2 Blum, Collins & Ho, LLP (on Behalf of Golden State Environmental Justice 
Alliance) 

October 17, 2023 

IO3 Aleta George September 28, 2023 
IO4 Barbara Pisching October 10, 2023 
IO5 Gabriel Riley October 15, 2023 
IO6 Noah Rumbaoa October 2, 2023 
IO7 Solano County Orderly Growth Committee October 14, 2023 
IO8 Mike Zeiss October 9, 2023 

 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This section of the Final EIR contains summaries of the comment letters received during the public review period 
for the Highway 12 Logistics Center Draft EIR and the City’s responses to these comments.  
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2.2.1 Comment LETTER #A1: 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION GEOLOGIC ENERGY MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
(CALGEM) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #A1 

Comment A1-1 Summary of Comment: The comment cites to Public Resources Code Section 3208.1, which sets 
forth the requirements for oil, gas, and geothermal well abandonment, and notes that, based on 
a California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) 
records search, there are no known oil, gas, or geothermal wells at the Project Site. The 
comment letter further summarizes the regulatory requirements related to well abandonment, 
and notes that if any previously unknown wells are encountered during project-related 
construction, the applicant is required to notify CalGEM and follow the proper regulatory 
procedures.  

Response: This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR. The City agrees that there are no known oil, gas, or geothermal wells present at the 
Project Site. As noted by CalGEM, if the Project is approved, if the Project moves to 
construction, and if any previously unknown wells were to be encountered during project-related 
construction, the applicant would be required to notify CalGEM and to follow appropriate 
regulatory procedures. 
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2.2.2 Comment LETTER #A2: 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #A2 

Comment A2-1 Summary of Comment: The commenter states that the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) has reviewed the Draft EIR for the proposed Project to ensure consistency with State 
planning priorities, and provides a summary of the proposed Project. 

Response: The City appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. This comment does not pertain 
to the adequacy or completeness of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR; the 
comment is noted. 

Comment A2-2 Summary of Comment: The commenter states that the Project’s driveways (identified as #1 and 
#2) require an evaluation for sight distance and allowable offset from the intersection of State 
Route (SR) 12 and Pennsylvania Avenue.  

Response: A preliminary sight distance exhibit was previously prepared for initial design review. The 
required sight distance for each driveway will be incorporated to the final driveway design 
during the construction documents phase of the Project to ensure minimum standards are met.  

Comment A2-3 Summary of Comment: The commenter references Senate Bill 743 and Caltrans’ related 
approach to assessing traffic impacts, and notes the Draft EIR vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
analysis and significance determination are undertaken in a manner consistent with the City’s 
adopted VMT policy. The commenter goes on to reference the Draft EIR’s finding that the VMT 
impact would be potentially significant, which is reduced to a less-then-significant level with 
implementation of the mitigation measure for a multimodal Transportation Demand 
Management and monitoring Program.    

Response: The commenter is correct that the VMT analysis detailed in the Draft EIR is tailored to the 
proposed Project and consistent with the City’s adopted VMT analysis methodology and 
significance thresholds, which are themselves consistent with the guidance that has been 
published in response to SB 743. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or 
completeness of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR; the comment is noted. 

Comment A2-4 Summary of Comment: The commenter recommends two additional bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements to further reduce the Project’s VMT impact: 1, construct high-visibility 
crosswalks and a median pedestrian refuge island at the intersection of SR 12 with Beck Avenue 
and Chadbourne Road (noted by the commenter as a project identified in the [Caltrans] District 
4 Bike Plan); and 2, extend the Class II bike lanes on Cordelia Road, Beck Avenue, and 
Pennsylvania Avenue, thereby improving connection between residences north of SR 12 and the 
Suisun Amtrak Park and Ride and Suisun City Waterfront.  

Response: The intersections of each Beck Avenue and Chadbourne Road with SR12 are within the City of 
Fairfield jurisdiction. Suggested improvements identified by the commenter are outside the 
scope of the proposed Project but would not be impeded by implementation of the proposed 
Project. Furthermore, the Fairfield and Suisun City Active Transportation Plans propose the 
following bikeway projects in the Project area and that would coincide with some of what the 
commenter has suggested as improvements: Class II facilities on Beck Avenue between SR12 
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and California Northern Railroad (Fairfield Plan); Class III facilities along Cordelia Road 
between Beck Avenue and Pennsylvania Avenue (Fairfield Plan); and Cordelia Street between 
Pennsylvania Avenue and Waterfront Path (Suisun City Plan). Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 of the 
Draft EIR includes requirements for pedestrian and bicycle facilities and improvements along 
Project Site frontages and on-site to ensure adequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities serving the 
Project Site; improvements under Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 include:  

− Continuous sidewalks of at least five feet and bicycle facilities of at least four feet at the 
Project Site frontages along both sides of Cordelia Road and Pennsylvania Avenue.  

− High visibility crosswalks at the Pennsylvania Avenue and Cordelia Road/Cordelia 
Street intersection.  

− Adequate pedestrian-scale lighting along Project Site frontages and on-site. 

− On-site markings or signage to notify drivers of pedestrians and bicyclists traveling 
between off-site pedestrian facilities, on-site parking facilities, and bicycle parking 
facilities and building access points. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 would improve on-site and Project area pedestrian 
and bicycle transportation conditions by providing adequate facilities to connect to the existing 
and future multimodal transportation network. When imposing mitigation, lead agencies must 
ensure there is a “nexus” and “rough proportionality” between the measure and the significant 
impacts of the project. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(A)–(B), citing Nollan v. Ca. 
Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374.). 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 would mitigate the potential impact to a less-than-significant level 
and no additional mitigation is required. No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary.  

Comment A2-5 Summary of Comment: The comment states that an existing drainage ditch running south of and 
parallel to State Route (SR) 12 currently collects SR-12 stormwater runoff and drains to a low-
lying area west of Pennsylvania Avenue, and that, during 100-year flood events, this ditch 
overflows within Planning Areas 1 and 2 at the Project Site. The comment further states that as 
part of the drainage plan for the proposed Project, this existing unlined ditch collecting SR-12 
runoff would be culverted southwest of Pennsylvania Avenue and would discharge into a 
detention basin in Planning Area 1 regulated by a pump. The comment states that this proposed 
change to the drainage ditch would result in no place for stormwater runoff from SR-12 to 
discharge and therefore would result in roadway flooding on SR 12.  

Response: The Draft Master Drainage Plan prepared for the proposed Project by Morton & Pitalo in 2021 
(attached to the Draft EIR as Appendix D), recognized and discussed the fact that, under existing 
conditions, Planning Area 1 receives stormwater runoff from several off-site areas north of the 
Project Site, including SR 12. As discussed on page 4 of Draft EIR Appendix D and as shown 
in Drainage Plan Figure 3, there are seven existing 24-inch culverts that drain the 35.6-acre 
subwatershed on the north side of SR 12 and south of James Street. These culverts discharge 
into the existing ditch along the north side of the Project Site (south of SR 12) and the stormwater 
runoff then flows eastward and then south through a ditch to a 30-inch culvert underneath 
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Pennsylvania Avenue, which discharges into Pennsylvania Avenue Creek. This information is 
also discussed on Draft EIR page 4.8-1 and shown on Draft EIR Exhibit 4.8-1 (page 4.8-3).  

 The Draft Master Drainage Plan for the proposed Project included hydrologic modeling per 
Suisun City Engineering Design Standards to determine the necessary sizing for detention basin 
storage and peak flow rates, including properly re-routing of the off-site drainage from the 35.6-
acre subwatershed north of SR 12 and south of James Street. The results of the hydrologic 
modeling demonstrated that the proposed detention basins are appropriately sized to handle the 
100-year storm flow volumes and rates per City standards. However, the Draft Master Drainage 
Plan noted that modeling results indicated that the existing 30-inch culvert underneath 
Pennsylvania Avenue or the upstream ditch that drains into the culvert may require an increase 
in size to ensure that flooding does not occur in Planning Area 1. These details would be 
finalized with the City when the Final Master Drainage Plan is prepared and submitted for City 
review and approval, prior to issuance of building permits. 

  

 Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in roadway flooding on SR 12, and no changes 
to the Draft EIR are required. 

Comment A2-6 Summary of Comment: The comment requests that Caltrans be provided with a drainage 
analysis to confirm there would not be adverse impacts related to SR 12 roadway flooding from 
the Project’s proposed stormwater drainage system. The comment also requests that Caltrans 
be provided with FEMA base flood elevations for the post-development condition.  

Response: The preliminary drainage analysis information requested by the commenter related to roadway 
flooding on SR 12 is contained in Draft EIR Appendix D. The FEMA base flood elevations for 
the post-development condition would be finalized with the City when the Final Master 
Drainage Plan is prepared and submitted for City review for compliance with City requirements, 
prior to issuance of building permits. At that time, the requested information related to final 
drainage design can be provided to Caltrans. 

Comment A2-7 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests analysis of potential impacts to the State Right-
of-Way from project-related temporary access points, as well as mitigation for significant 
impacts due to construction and noise. The commenter states that project work that requires 
movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on State roadways will require a 
transportation permit that is issued by Caltrans.  

Response: The Draft EIR comprehensively analyzes construction and operational noise effects attributable 
to the Project, including impacts along SR 12, in Section 4.10.3 of the Draft EIR. Impact 4.10-
1 addresses short-term construction noise associated with construction equipment and related 
on-site activities; and Impact 4.10-2 addresses short-term construction noise associated with 
increased traffic from construction vehicles.  

 Impact 4.10-1 of the Draft EIR (pages 4.10-31 through 4.10-36) determines that construction 
equipment could result in temporary, short-term increases in noise levels that could exceed the 
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applicable City standards. As discussed in the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.10-1a would limit the use of construction equipment to daytime hours and impacts from 
temporary, short-term exposure of sensitive receptors to increased equipment noise from the 
Project would be reduced. Furthermore, where possible, construction equipment activity would 
occur in locations away from the edges of the Project Site, at a relatively greater distance from 
adjacent properties, which would attenuate noise levels by 5 dB or more based on the distance. 
Properly maintaining the equipment and equipping with noise-reduction intake and exhaust 
mufflers and engine shrouds; shutting down all motorized equipment when not in use to prevent 
idling; using available quieter procedures and equipment (e.g., using welding instead of riveting, 
mixing concrete off-site instead of on-site); and using noise-reducing enclosures around 
stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g., compressors and generators) and, to the extent 
feasible and necessary, using acoustic barriers to obstruct the line of sight between noise-
sensitive land uses and on-site construction equipment, could further reduce Project construction 
noise levels by at least 5 to 10 dB. However, there is no additional feasible mitigation, and 
impacts from on-site construction equipment noise would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 As detailed in Impact 4.10-2 of the Draft EIR (pages 4.10-31 through 4.10-37) the traffic noise 
levels of the maximum construction-related traffic volume of 63 vehicles per hour were modeled 
using the FHWA-RD-77-108 under existing conditions, with and without construction traffic. 
Additional input data included day/night percentages of autos, medium and heavy trucks, 
vehicle speeds, ground attenuation factors, and roadway widths. Project-related construction 
traffic would not cause an increase of more than 0.5 decibel (dB) in short-term traffic noise 
levels along the roadways surrounding the Project Site. Furthermore, the assumption of 63 trucks 
is an estimate of trips during a period of peak construction intensity and demonstrates that, even 
with the peak potential level of traffic along area roadways, there would not be a significant 
construction traffic noise impact.  

 Furthermore, the City acknowledges that project work that requires movement of oversized or 
excessive load vehicles on State roadways would require a transportation permit that is issued 
by Caltrans. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or completeness of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR; this comment is noted and has been provided 
to the decision-makers for their awareness. 

Comment A2-8 Summary of Comment: The commenter states that, prior to construction, coordination may be 
required with Caltrans to develop a Transportation Management Plan to reduce construction 
traffic impacts to the State Transportation Network.  

Response: The City acknowledges that project work that requires movement of oversized or excessive load 
vehicles on State roadways would require a transportation permit that is issued by Caltrans, and 
coordination may be required with Caltrans to develop a transportation management plan if 
project-related activities would require lane closures or would otherwise adversely affect 
operations on SR 12. The comments related to large vehicles, a transportation permit, and a 
transportation management plan do not pertain to the adequacy or completeness of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR. The comment has been provided to decision-
makers for their consideration. 
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Comment A2-9 Summary of Comment: The commenter states that as the Lead Agency, the City of Suisun City 
is responsible for all Project mitigation, including any needed improvements to the State 
Transportation Network, as well as the Project’s fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, 
implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring.  

Response: The City acknowledges that applicable Project mitigation for potentially significant 
environmental effects, as well as the Project’s fair share contribution and financing are the 
responsibility of the Project applicant, and that scheduling, implementation responsibilities, and 
lead agency monitoring are the responsibility of the City. The commenter does not specify what 
impacts the proposed Project may have on the state highway system, but the Draft EIR 
comprehensively evaluates all adverse physical environmental effects associated with the 
proposed Project, and there is no need to evaluate effects to the highway roadways surface itself 
as a part of the City’s environmental review. 

Comment A2-10 Summary of Comment: The comment states that, if any Caltrans facilities are impacted by the 
Project, those facilities must meet American Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards after Project 
completion, and the Project must maintain bicycle and pedestrian access during construction.  

Response: The City acknowledges that any Caltrans facilities impacted by the Project would be required 
to meet ADA standards after Project completion, which would be verified by the City staff. The 
Draft EIR evaluated pedestrian and bicycle systems, acknowledging that inadequate pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities and connections to the existing pedestrian and bicycle network and transit 
stations could expose pedestrian and bicyclists to hazardous conditions as a result of the 
proposed Project. Furthermore, the Draft EIR described that Suisun City and Fairfield General 
Plans include policy goals of safe and accessible multimodal system and infrastructure. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR determined that the Project’s impact related to policies promoting 
pedestrian and bicycle movements would be potentially significant. Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 
requires adequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities along Project Site frontages and on-site to 
improve the pedestrian and bicycle transportation conditions and connect to the existing and 
future multimodal transportation network. 

Comment A2-11 Summary of Comment: The commenter states that any permanent work or temporary traffic 
control that encroaches onto Caltrans’ ROW requires a Caltrans-issued encroachment permit.  

Response: The City acknowledges that construction work associated with the Project within Caltrans right-
of-way would require an encroachment permit and compliance with all permit application and 
implementation requirements. 

Comment A2-12 Summary of Comment: The commenter closes the comment letter giving thanks to the City for 
including Caltrans in the environmental review process, and provides the contact information 
of the applicable Caltrans Transportation Planner. 

Response: The City appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. 
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2.2.3 Comment LETTER #A3: 

FAIRFIELD-SUISUN SEWER DISTRICT (FSSD) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #A3 

Comment A3-1 Summary of Comment: The commenter states that Fairfield Suisun Sewer District (FSSD) does 
not annex parcels but is required to serve parcels within the city limits, and requests text in 
section 3.2.2, under the discussion of ‘Wastewater Collection and Treatment’ of the Draft EIR 
be revised accordingly.  

Response: As requested by the commenter and shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” the text on Draft 
EIR page 3-22 has been modified to remove the statement that the Project Site would be annexed 
to FSSD, and state instead that it would be served by the FSSD. 

Comment A3-2 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Project proposes privately-owned utilities 
in public rights-of-way (e.g., sewer facility connections from Planning Areas 2 and 3 to Planning 
Area 1) which are not typical and, therefore, special requirements and/or agreements may be 
required for that proposed condition, including liability for potential sanitary sewer overflows 
and utility location, or relocation, responsibilities.  

Response: The City has coordinated with FSSD. FSSD has confirmed capacity to service the Project in its 
1/26/22 memo. From its will serve letter:  

In response to the City of Suisun City’s request to confirm sewer capacity to serve 
the development and outline related conditions of approval for the project named 
above, the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District (FSSD) requires the following:  

1) At the time of this correspondence, FSSD has sufficient sanitary sewer 
collection system, pump station and wastewater treatment plant capacity to 
serve the proposed development. Existing sewer capacity is allotted on a first-
come, first-serve basis upon receipt of connection fees. Any sewer capacity 
deficiencies identified following other connections in the future that may 
precede the proposed development shall be remedied by the developer prior 
to connections to impacted sewer facilities. 

2) … 

 Requirements 2-8 will be treated as conditions of approval for the Project. This comment does 
not pertain to the adequacy or completeness of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR; the comment is noted. 

Comment A3-3 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the proposed publicly owned (City of Suisun 
City) off-site force main and gravity sewer in Cordelia Road west of Ledgewood Creek would 
be in the City of Fairfield right-of-way; therefore, special approvals and/or agreements may be 
required for this proposed configuration.  

 Please see response to comment A3-2. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or 
completeness of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR; the comment is noted.  
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 The comment goes on to state that Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District (FSSD) will not own, operate, 
or maintain any sewer systems associated with the Project upstream of the proposed connection 
point to the existing FSSD sewer system in the vicinity of the intersection of Cordelia Road and 
Beck Avenue, and therefore requests that the text on page 3-22 of the Draft EIR be modified to 
reflect this fact. 

 As requested by the commenter and shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” the text on Draft 
EIR page 3-22 has been modified to remove the statement that sewer facilities upstream of 
Cordelia Street and Beck Road are owned or operated by FSSD. 

Comment A3-4 Summary of Comment: The comment expresses concerns related to potential structural, seismic, 
and environmental (overflows to creek) issues associated with the Project’s proposal to attach 
the new sewer force main to the side of the existing Ledgewood Creek bridge in order to convey 
sewer flows from the Project pump station to the west side of the creek, and notes that the 
pipeline may require special permits from other agencies. The comment further expresses 
concern that once the Project parcels are annexed into the City of Suisun City, the bridge will 
serve as the dividing line between the cities of Fairfield and Suisun City and thus it is not clear 
who would own the bridge. The comment further suggests that the City should consider the 
alternative of using a jack-and-bore method to install the sewer force main underneath Ledge 
Creek rather than attaching it to the side of the existing bridge.  

Response: Draft EIR Impact 4.5-1 (pages 4.5-20 and 4.5-21) provides an analysis related to strong seismic 
ground shaking for all Project-related facilities at the Project Site. As described in detail therein, 
the proposed Project is required by law to comply with all local and state building codes. The 
City requires preparation of a geotechnical report with recommendations that must be 
implemented during Project design and construction. The Project must comply with the 
California Building Standards Code (CBC), which requires a site-specific seismic hazard 
analysis, and requires that structures must be designed for prevention of collapse for the 
maximum level of ground shaking that could reasonably be expected to occur at a site. A 
preliminary geotechnical engineering report was prepared for the Project Site and the site’s 
seismic response spectrum was calculated as required by the CBC; this information was 
summarized in Draft EIR Impact 4.5-1. A final geotechnical report would be prepared prior to 
preparation of detailed construction plans and prior to building permit application to inform final 
design and construction. Therefore, the potential damage to the proposed development from 
strong seismic ground shaking, including suspension of a pipeline from the existing bridge 
across Ledgewood Creek, would be addressed through existing standards that require proper 
design as determined by a licensed engineer. The City would review the Project’s building 
permit applications for compliance with the CBC and implementation of recommendations in 
the geotechnical study to address seismic hazards. The Draft EIR properly found that impacts 
related to strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant. No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required. 

 With regard to jurisdictional boundaries, the precise area annexed into the City of Suisun would 
be subject to review and approval by the Solano Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO). Based on applicable requirements of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
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Reorganization Act of 2000 and LAFCO Standards, it is assumed that the area annexed to the 
City of Suisun City would abut the existing City of Fairfield city limits, leaving no gap and that 
there would be no change to the City of Fairfield’s existing jurisdictional boundary. 

 The comment regarding consideration of the jack-and-bore method to install the sewer force 
main underneath Ledgewood Creek instead of attaching it to the side of the existing bridge is 
noted. 

Comment A3-5 Summary of Comment: The comment states that FSSD does not annex parcels. FSSD is required 
to serve parcels within city limits, and FSSD would be involved in approval of the Project’s 
sewer facilities. The comment requests that the text in Section 3.4, “Required Project 
Approvals,” be modified to reflect this information.  

Response: As requested by the commenter and shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” the text on Draft 
EIR page 3-24 has been modified to remove the statement that FSSD would annex the Project 
Site. 

Comment A3-6 Summary of Comment: The comment states that FSSD does not manage storm drain pipelines 
or conveyance channels, including streams and creeks (e.g., Ledgewood Creek), and requests 
that the text in Draft EIR Section 4.3.1 related to FSSD management of Ledgewood Creek be 
revised accordingly.  

Response: As requested by the commenter and shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” the text on Draft 
EIR page 4.3-6 has been modified to remove the statement that FSSD manages Ledgewood 
Creek for flood control purposes. 

Comment A3-7 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Mitigation Measure 4.5.2 mentions the 
Ledgewood Creek sewer crossing and therefore should be coordinated with FSSD Comment 1 
(coded here as FSSD-4) related to structural and seismic engineering concerns raised by FSSD 
for the potential suspension of the sewer pipeline underneath the existing bridge that crosses 
Ledgewood Creek.  

Response: The Draft EIR does not have a mitigation measure labeled Mitigation Measure 4.5.2. Impact 
4.5-2 (Draft EIR page 4.5-21), which deals with construction-related erosion, states that the 
proposed sewer pipelines would either be attached to the side of the existing Cordelia Road 
bridge crossing over Ledgewood Creek, or a jack-and-bore technique would be used to install 
the pipeline underneath the creek. With regards to engineering (structural) and seismic issues, 
please see response to comment A3-4. No change to the Draft EIR is required.  

Comment A3-8 Summary of Comment: The comment requests that the fourth bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.7-
3b be modified to expressly state that any existing buried utility lines “shall be protected to the 
satisfaction of the utility owner.”  

Response: The commenter’s suggested change to Mitigation Measure 4.7-3b is unnecessary because the 
third and fourth bullet points of this mitigation measure already require industry-standard 
procedures to locate, mark, and protect buried underground utility lines prior to the start of 
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construction activities to avoid and protect utilities (i.e., “High-visibility orange exclusionary 
fencing, or other clearly visible above-ground markers, shall be placed along the pipeline rights-
of-way prior to the start of earthmoving activities” and “Any buried utility lines shall be clearly 
marked in the field and on the construction drawings in advance of any project-related 
earthmoving activities.” Draft EIR page 4.7-27). In addition, the recommended text has been 
added to Mitigation Measure 4.7-3a. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata,” for more 
details.  

Comment A3-9 Summary of Comment: The comment requests that the text for City of Fairfield General Plan 
Program OS 9.2A (Draft EIR page 4.8-21) be removed from the Draft EIR because the 
commenter states that FSSD is not involved with natural watercourses.  

Response: The text of the City of Fairfield’s General Plan Program OS 9.2A states, “During development 
review, require all projects to continue to meet the requirements of the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer 
District.” The quoted text from Fairfield’s General Plan does not expand FSSD jurisdiction. 
However, as requested by the commenter and shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” the text 
related to City of Fairfield’s General Plan Program OS 9.2A has been deleted from the Draft 
EIR. 

Comment A3-10 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Fairfield-Suisun Urban Runoff Management 
Program [FSURMP] no longer exists and has been succeeded by the Solano Stormwater 
Alliance, which is led by FSSD. The comment further states that FSSD is not a permittee under 
its lead responsibilities of the Solano Stormwater Alliance; its responsibilities regarding 
operation and maintenance of storm drain facilities are limited to the operation and 
maintenance of existing public stormwater pump stations by special agreement with the cities 
of Fairfield and Suisun City. The comment requests that the appropriate text in Draft EIR 
Section 4.8.2 be revised accordingly.  

Response: The City appreciates this comment submitted by FSSD related to the FSURMP, which was 
replaced by the Solano Stormwater Alliance in 2022. To reflect this update, information related 
to the FSURMP in Subsection 4.8.2, “Regulatory Setting,” page 4.8-23 of Draft EIR Section 
4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” has been revised as shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, 
“Errata.” 

Comment A3-11 Summary of Comment: The commenter states that FSSD does not annex parcels and that FSSD 
is required to serve parcels within city limits. The comment requests that the text in Section 
4.13.1, “Wastewater Collection, Conveyance, and Treatment Facilities,” be modified to reflect 
this information.  

Response: As requested by the commenter and shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” the text on Draft 
EIR page 4.13-2 has been modified to remove the statement that FSSD would annex the Project 
Site. 

Comment A3-12 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the text and Table 4.13-3 on Draft EIR page 
4.13-3 related to sewer pump stations are not related to service for the proposed Project and 
therefore should be deleted. The comment further states that the proposed Project will not 
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discharge directly to any FSSD sewer mains or pump stations. Furthermore, the comment states 
that FSSD owns, operates, and maintains existing sewer force mains on the parcels associated 
with all Planning Areas within the proposed development, and requests that these facilities be 
protected in place as noted in previous FSSD comments.  

Response: As requested by the commenter and shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” most of the text, 
along with Table 4.13-3 on Draft EIR page 4.13-3 has been deleted. With regard to the FSSD 
ownership and responsibilities for operation and maintenance of existing sewer force mains on 
the Project parcels, please see the response to comment A3-8. 

Comment A3-13 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the text regarding FSSD sewer infrastructure 
in Draft EIR Section 4.13.3 should be revised to be consistent with the previous FSSD comments 
(coded comment A3-3) regarding ownership of off-site sewer infrastructure.  

Response: As requested by the commenter and shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” the text on Draft 
EIR page 4.13-10 has been modified to remove the statement that sewer facilities upstream of 
Cordelia Street and Beck Road are owned or operated by FSSD. 
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2.2.4 Comment LETTER #A4: 

SOLANO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT – AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #A4 

Comment A4-1 Summary of Comment: The comment provides a summary of the proposed Project.  

Response: This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or completeness of the environmental analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR; this comment is noted. 

Comment A4-2 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the proposed Project is within Compatibility 
Zone D of the Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility Plan, which, as the commenter 
explains, does not restrict density or intensity of development but prohibits hazards to flight. 
The commenter further notes that Solano County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) review 
for consistency determination is required prior to Project approval by the City Council. The 
commenter also states that the Project Site is within Outer Perimeter Bird Strike Zone of the 
Travis Air Force Base, thereby requiring a Wildlife Hazards Analysis report. The commenter 
stated that the potential wildlife attractants that they note for the project are the “stormwater 
detention ponds and added habitat enhancements as part of the proposed Managed Open 
Space.” 

Response: The City is appreciative of the detailed information provided by the commenter, and 
acknowledges that the Project would be required to demonstrate consistency with ALUCP, as 
noted in chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR (page 3-4). Section 4.7.1, 
“Environmental Setting,” of the “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” section of the Draft EIR 
describes the Project Site as being within both Compatibility Zone D and the Outer Perimeter 
wildlife hazard zone of the Travis Air Force Base and describes the requirements related to 
wildlife hazards, consistent with the location described by the commenter.  

 A Wildlife Hazard Assessment for the proposed Project was performed in 2022 to determine the 
existing level of wildlife and bird activity within the Project Site and evaluate the potential for 
wildlife hazards to affect routing operations at the Travis Air Force Base as a result of the 
proposed Project. A summary of the information provided in the AECOM 2022 Wildlife Hazard 
Assessment was provided in Draft EIR Impact 4.7-4 on pages 4.7-27 through 4.7-28, and a copy 
of the AECOM 2022 Wildlife Hazard Assessment is attached to this Final EIR as Appendix A.   

 Impact 4.7-4 in the “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” section of the Draft EIR (pages 4.7-28 
through 4.7-29) evaluates the Project’s potential to create potential safety hazards, including 
possible bird strikes, in the vicinity of an airport, including the Travis Air Force Base. As 
detailed within this impact discussion, the proposed Project would not increase aviation-related 
bird strike hazards because the on-site detention basins would be designed to drain quickly (i.e., 
detention not retention), and the proposed Managed Open Space habitat would replace existing 
habitat lost to development at a 1:1 ratio; thus, new waterfowl habitat would not be created. See 
also response to comment A4-4 with regard to rate of drainage from the detention basins. 

 As detailed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project does not conflict with the ALUCP and, as 
mentioned by the commenter, the City acknowledges that the Project will require a consistency 
determination related to airport land use compatibility.  
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Comment A4-3 Summary of Comment: The comment refers to the Draft EIR Wildlife Hazard Assessment, and 
the reason why on-site required drainage features will not increase the level of wildlife 
attractants.  

Response: The summary provided by the commenter is accurate. This comment does not pertain to the 
adequacy or completeness of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR; this 
comment is noted. 

Comment A4-4 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests a mitigation measure that requires the 
detention ponds on-site to discharge stormwater within a period of 48 hours or less, consistent 
with guidance from the Federal Aviation Administration. 

Response: This request will be accommodated as part of the Final Drainage Study and detention basin 
design. In order to ensure detention basins are designed to discharge stormwater within a period 
of 48 hours of less, Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 has been added to the EIR detailing this 
requirement, as follows (and also provided in Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this Final EIR:   

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4: The applicant shall design all detention basins 
developed for the proposed Project to discharge within 48 hours or less. This 
specification for detention basin design will be demonstrated in the Final Drainage 
Study and reviewed by the City for approval prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit.  

Comment A4-5 Summary of Comment: The commenter expresses interest in the Wildlife Hazard Assessment 
that was prepared for the proposed Project, summarized in the Draft EIR. The commenter notes 
that this assessment should include wildlife surveys, address wildlife movement and potential 
hazards. 

Response: Consistent with those requirements of the assessment as stated by the commenter, the Wildlife 
Hazard Assessment employed a comprehensive desktop review of Project background 
documents, including past site surveys, aerial imagery, and wildlife occurrence databases to 
identify habitats and species with potential to occur within the survey area, as well as a 
pedestrian reconnaissance-level survey to document existing habitat types/quality and site 
conditions. Furthermore, the assessment evaluated the potential of the proposed Project to result 
in attraction of birds or other wildlife to the Project Site. The assessment determined that the 
construction and development associated with the proposed Project would not increase above 
the existing level of activity or presence of birds or other wildlife. 

 A summary of the information provided in the AECOM 2022 Wildlife Hazard Assessment was 
provided in Draft EIR Impact 4.7-4 on pages 4.7-27 through 4.7-28, and a copy of the AECOM 
2022 Wildlife Hazard Assessment is attached to this Final EIR as Appendix ____.    
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2.2.5 Comment LETTER #A5: 

SOLANO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT – LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCY  
(LEA) & PUBLIC WORKS 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #A5 

Comment A5-1 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the former Pennsylvania Avenue landfill 
operated as a solid waste “dump” from the 1970s until 1982. The comment further states that 
due to a lack of records from that time period, the exact nature of the landfill waste is not clearly 
known, and the exact boundary and contours of the landfill itself are not known with certainty. 
The comment also states that it is unknown whether the landfill has an impermeable liner to 
protect groundwater, and that there are no records of landfill gas monitoring ever having been 
performed. Based on the lack of available information about the landfill as cited in this 
comment, Solano LEA+PW Comments 2 through 9 request additional analyses in the Draft EIR.  

Response: The City understands that the Solano County Department of Resource Management, 
Environmental Health Division (acting as the Solano County Lead Enforcement Agency [LEA]) 
is the lead agency with oversight of the off-site former Pennsylvania Avenue landfill. The City 
also appreciates that the Solano LEA is concerned about several hazards from the former landfill 
that may affect the proposed Project. Information related to the former landfill is presented in 
Draft EIR Section 4.7, “Hazards, including Wildfire, and Hazardous Materials,” on pages 4.7-1 
through 4.7-3, and in Impact 4.7-3 on pages 4.7-20 through 4.7-25. The former landfill is not 
part of the Project Site, and the former landfill property is not owned or controlled by the Project 
applicant. The former landfill boundaries are delineated by existing fencing; thus, there is no 
reason for the City nor the Project applicant to speculate that additional landfill materials would 
be encountered by project-related construction outside of the fenced landfill boundaries. If the 
Solano LEA believes that the fenced landfill boundary is not accurate, this information should 
be included in a response to the project’s NOP, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082(b)(1)(A). Neither the City nor the Project applicant have the ability to perform an 
excavation of the off-site landfill either to obtain a characterization of the solid waste or to 
potentially demarcate new boundaries for the former landfill that are different from the existing 
landfill boundary fencing, because the landfill property is not owned or controlled by the City 
or the Project applicant, is not part of the Project Site, and would not be affected in any way by 
project-related construction or operation. Landfill characterization activities are the 
responsibility of the landfill property owner. Finally, the soil borings obtained by Brusca and 
Associates for the Project’s 2021 Soil and Gas Investigation did not encounter evidence of any 
landfill waste on the Project Site adjacent to the former landfill; only native soil materials were 
encountered in the borings.  

 Similarly, the Project applicant is not required to conduct off-site landfill gas monitoring, or to 
protect groundwater from off-site landfill effects, when (1) the Project applicant neither owns 
nor controls the landfill property, and (2) there is no evidence that there could be an 
environmental impact related to the landfill property that could be exacerbated by proposed 
Project activities. Any necessary characterization of landfill gases or remedies to protect 
groundwater from leachate from the former landfill would be the responsibility of the landfill 
property owner. Furthermore, the on-site 2021 Soil and Gas Investigation performed by Brusca 
and Associates determined that landfill gas migration did not represent a hazard for the proposed 
Project. 
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 Finally, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3a (pages 4.7-26 and 4.7-27) requires preparation of 
a site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP). Mitigation Measure 4.7-3a states that the HASP 
must include a requirement that if stained or odiferous soil or groundwater is encountered 
anywhere on the Project Site during construction, the Project applicant(s) must retain a licensed 
environmental professional to conduct a Phase II ESA that includes appropriate soil and/or 
groundwater analysis. Recommendations contained in the Phase II ESA to address any 
contamination that is found must be implemented before initiating ground-disturbing activities 
in these areas, and the appropriate local, state, or federal regulatory agencies must be notified. 
In addition, construction worker training is required before the start of ground-disturbing 
activities related to the potential to encounter hazardous materials. Therefore, the Draft EIR 
properly concluded that impacts related to hazardous materials, including the former landfill, 
would be less than significant, and no changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Comment A5-2 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Draft EIR Impact 4.7-3 does not adequately 
address the Solano LEA’s concerns regarding potential landfill gas migration, and goes on to 
provide specific details related to the 2021 Soil and Gas Investigation performed by Brusca and 
Associates with which the commenter disagrees. 

Response: The commenter disagrees with the methods used by the independent hazardous materials 
remediation specialist (Brusca and Associates) who was hired in 2021 to perform a limited Soil 
and Gas Investigation at the Project Site related to the former off-site landfill. A summary of the 
information provided in the Brusca and Associates 2021 Soil and Gas Investigation was 
provided in Draft EIR Impact 4.7-3 on pages 4.7-20 through 4.7-25, and a copy of the Brusca 
and Associates 2021 Investigation is attached to this Final EIR as Appendix B. As noted above 
in response to comment Solano LEA+PW-1, the Project applicant neither owns nor controls the 
off-site landfill property, and therefore is not required or able to perform landfill gas sampling 
or monitoring; that is the responsibility of the off-site landfill owner. The work performed by 
Brusca and Associates in the 2021 Soil and Gas Investigation demonstrates that landfill gas 
migration does not represent a hazard for the proposed Project and therefore further investigation 
of off-site landfill gas migration is not warranted. As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151, Standards for Adequacy of an EIR: 

“An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be 
exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is 
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among 
the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” 

 In this instance, there has been a documented good faith effort to evaluate the potential for the 
off-site landfill to represent a hazard for the proposed Project, the results of sampling were 
presented in the Brusca and Associates 2021 Soil and Gas Investigation and summarized in the 
Draft EIR, and there is no evidence to suggest that the former off-site landfill poses a hazard for 
the proposed Project. Furthermore, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3a (pages 4.7-26 and 4.7-
27) requires preparation of a site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP). Mitigation Measure 
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4.7-3a states that the HASP must include a requirement that if stained or odiferous soil or 
groundwater is encountered anywhere on the Project Site during construction, the Project 
applicant must retain a licensed environmental professional to conduct a Phase II ESA that 
includes appropriate soil and/or groundwater analysis. Recommendations contained in the Phase 
II ESA to address any contamination that is found must be implemented before initiating 
ground-disturbing activities in these areas, and the appropriate local, state, or federal regulatory 
agencies must be notified. Therefore, the Draft EIR properly concluded that impacts related to 
hazardous materials, including the former landfill, would be less than significant, and no 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. The Brusca and Associates study has been included for 
additional information as Appendix B to this Final EIR.  

Comment A5-3 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Draft EIR Impact 4.7-3 does not adequately 
address the Solano LEA’s concerns regarding potential landfill gas migration related to Project 
construction and operation, including State Minimum Standards for closed landfills, and goes 
on to provide additional specific details related to the 2021 Soil and Gas Investigation 
performed by Brusca and Associates with which the commenter disagrees.  

Response: Please see response to comment A5-2. 

Comment A5-4 Summary of Comment: The comment states that because Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-3a 
(Prepare a Health and Safety Plan) does not include a requirement to implement off-site landfill 
gas monitoring during Project construction or operation, the mitigation measure is inadequate 
and should be revised.  

Response: Please see response to comment A5-2. 

Comment A5-5 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Draft EIR should be revised to provide more 
comprehensive and detailed information on the landfill gas sampling that was performed, and 
to adequately address the State Minimum Standards for landfill gas for closed landfill sites and 
the Solano LEA’s concerns for short-term and long-term landfill gas migration and monitoring.  

Response: Please see response to comments A5-1 and A5-2. 

Comment A5-6 Summary of Comment: The comment suggests that future project-related excavation associated 
with (1) the Project’s proposed detention basin south of the former landfill, (2) widening of 
Pennsylvania Avenue, and (3) new utilities within Pennsylvania Avenue, could encounter buried 
landfill waste. The comment therefore requests that the EIR be revised to evaluate the potential 
hazard of encountering buried solid waste from the former landfill during Project construction.  

Response: The soil borings obtained by Brusca and Associates for the 2021 Soil and Gas Investigation at 
the Project Site did not encounter evidence of any landfill waste; only native soil materials were 
encountered in the borings. Please see response to comment A5-1. No additional analysis in the 
EIR related to this issue is required. 

Comment A5-7 Summary of Comment: The comment states that it is unclear whether proposed Pennsylvania 
Avenue road widening or installation of utilities would be confined to the existing road right-
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of-way or would extend outside of the right-of-way onto neighboring properties, including the 
former landfill. The comment further notes that any project-related work that would encroach 
into the former landfill would require a Postclosure Land Use Plan, and requests the EIR be 
revised to evaluate potential landfill encroachment from roadway widening and utilities.  

Response: The proposed widening of Pennsylvania Avenue and the proposed installation of utilities will 
require an encroachment of 10 feet into the former landfill beyond the existing 60-foot-wide 
road right-of-way. Please see response to comment A5-1. 

Comment A5-8 Summary of Comment: The comment notes that Alternative 2 does not propose any new 
development on the east side of Pennsylvania Avenue, but states that is it unclear whether or 
not widening of Pennsylvania Avenue along the east side near the former landfill is required or 
not.  

Response: There is no need for additional right-of-way on the east side of Pennsylvania Avenue under 
Alternative 2 and that the only improvement would be an additional four feet of shoulder east 
of Pennsylvania under this alternative.  

Comment A5-9 Summary of Comment: The comment suggests that the EIR be revised to clarify whether any 
project-related improvements under Alternative 2 would encroach on the former landfill, and 
states that any such encroachment would require a Postclosure Land Use Plan.  

Response: As with the proposed Project, there would be no encroachment on the former landfill under 
Alternative 2. Please see responses to comments A5-1 through A5-8. 

Comment A5-10 Summary of Comment: The commenter suggests that the following actions should be 
implemented as mitigation for Impact 4.8-3 (Increased Erosion or Siltation): (1) Develop an 
Emergency Response Plan for responding to unexpected erosion or sedimentation events, 
including containment and cleanup procedures; (2) install sediment basins and silt traps; (3) 
create vegetation and buffer zones; and (4) implement monitoring and reporting.  

Response: Draft EIR Section 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” (pages 4.8-10 through 4.8-28) details 
the federal, state, and local regulatory requirements and processes related to control of 
stormwater runoff to reduce erosion and water quality degradation from project-related 
construction and operation. This information is briefly summarized again in Impact 4.8-1 related 
to water quality (Draft EIR pages 4.8-29 through 4.8-33) and Impact 4.8-3 related to increased 
erosion (Draft EIR pages 4.8-34 through 4.8-36). Due to the extensive nature of federal, state, 
and local regulatory controls that must be implemented, and which are specifically designed to 
reduce erosion and water quality degradation from stormwater runoff as described in Draft EIR 
Section 4.8, Impact 4.8-3 was determined to be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required. Furthermore, the mitigation measures suggested by the commenter are 
already required under existing federal, state, and local regulations, as discussed in detail on 
Draft EIR pages 4.8-10 through 4.8-28. 

Comment A5-11 Summary of Comment: The commenter suggests that the following actions should be 
implemented as mitigation for Impact 4.8-4 (Exceed Storm Drainage Systems, Result in 
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Increased Flooding, or Impede or Redirect Flood Flows): (1) low-impact development (LID) 
practices, (2) erosion and sediment control measures, (3) floodplain management plans, and (4) 
monitoring and maintenance. 

Response: Please see response to comment A5-10. 

Comment A5-12 Summary of Comment: The comment states the Solano PW has concerns related to damage and 
congestion created by use of the proposed facility, and to address these concerns the Project 
should ensure that frontage roads that serve the facility (i.e., Cordelia Road and Pennsylvania 
Avenue) are annexed because the truck damage to these roads will be extensive and the County 
should not bear the responsibility for maintenance. The comment states that this would also 
serve to prevent cross-jurisdictional issues of utilities within the County’s right-of-way and 
allow the City to have oversight for frontage improvements and standards. 

Response: As shown in Exhibit 3-4 of the Draf EIR, the portions of frontage roads Cordelia Road and 
Pennsylvania Avenue within the existing City of Suisun City Sphere of will be annexed to the 
City of Suisun City. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or completeness of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Comment A5-13 Summary of Comment: The commenter believes that trucks, if rerouted on Cordelia Road, would 
do a lot of damage and requests that “No trucks” signage and load limits be placed on Cordelia 
Road heading west.  

Response: Cordelia Road and Pennsylvania Avenue are within the existing City of Suisun City Sphere of 
Influence and will be managed and maintained in accordance with City standards. This comment 
does not pertain to the adequacy or completeness of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Comment A5-14 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests that sidewalks and bike lanes be incorporated 
into the frontage of the Project, noting that these roads carry a moderate amount of pedestrian 
and bike traffic. 

Response: Section 4.12, “Transportation and Circulation” of the Draft EIR comprehensively evaluated the 
potential for the Project to impact pedestrian and bicycle systems, including exposing 
pedestrians and bicyclists to potential hazards. The evaluation detailed in Impact 4.12-4 of the 
Draft EIR (pages 4.12-19 through 4.12-21) determined that the Project’s impact on pedestrians 
and bicyclists would be potentially significant. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 requires 
the Project provide adequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities along Project Site frontages and 
on-site to improve the pedestrian and bicycle transportation conditions and connect to the 
existing and future multimodal transportation network. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
necessary.  

Comment A5-15 Summary of Comment: The commenter noted concern about whether other projects that could 
have a potential impact on traffic on SR 12 have been taken into consideration for potential 
congestion effects, specifically noting the State Delta Water Tunnels project. 
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Response: Where congestion could lead to an adverse physical environmental impact, such as vehicles 
backing onto an exit ramp or similar potentially hazardous condition, congestion could be 
relevant for consideration in an EIR. The social inconvenience of traffic congestion is not an 
impact under CEQA, and the City does not have data related to construction traffic associated 
with a future statewide water supply project to factor in the analysis of this logistics center 
project. However, for the purposes of air quality analysis, and specifically the analysis of toxic 
air contaminants, the City has used regional travel demand forecasting models, informed by 
anticipated regional growth, to identify long-term, operational traffic levels. The proposed 
Project traffic, including details related to anticipated truck traffic, are informed by estimates of 
future traffic levels, and used to identify air pollutant emissions along major travelways and 
whether there may be a potentially significant impact related to exiting pollutant emissions 
concentrations, future traffic levels, and future project-related traffic levels. This analysis is 
detailed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, “Air Quality” and Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIR.  

Comment A5-16 Summary of Comment: The commenter references Impact 4.12-1, “Near-term VMT,” and states 
that Solano County Public Works needs more information on strategies for trip reduction and 
which options would be implemented. 

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 of the Draft EIR (page 4.12-14) details the transportation demand 
management (TDM) plan that would be required of the Project applicant to demonstrate the 
necessary VMT reductions to achieve 12.6 VMT per employee, which would be 85 percent of 
the citywide average home-based work VMT per employee. Based on research in the Handbook 
for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and 
Advancing Health and Equity (GHG Handbook), Table 4.12-3 describes feasible measures for 
the proposed Project’s TDM Plan designed to reduce Project-generated VMT. The TDM 
measures highlighted in this table are those that were identified to be applicable to the project 
type, feasible, and quantifiable, to demonstrate that the Project could achieve the necessary 11.3 
percent reduction in VMT. However, the measures identified are not comprehensive and the 
TDM Plan is not limited to such measures. As required by Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, prior to 
issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall develop a TDM Plan for the proposed 
Project, including any anticipated phasing, and shall submit the TDM Plan to the City for review 
and approval. The plan would be available at that time for Solano County Public Works to 
review. 

Comment A5-17 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests that the Project design avoid hazardous 
conditions related to driveway access, on-site circulation, and off-site transportation facility 
improvements and notes that if the Project proposes improvements that affect County-
maintained roadways, the County will review site plans prior to issuance of building permits. 

Response: The Project does not propose any improvements to Conty roadway rights-of-way. As shown in 
Exhibit 3-4 of the Draft EIR, the portions of frontage roads Cordelia Road and Pennsylvania 
Avenue within the existing City of Suisun City Sphere of will be annexed to the City of Suisun 
City. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or completeness of the environmental 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment A5-18 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that the proposed Project could include design 
and operational features, including improved signage and markings, enhanced visibility, 
trimming vegetation that could obscure sightlines particularly at driveways and intersections, 
improved lighting to enhance visibility, traffic-calming measures, grade separation, and an 
emergency response plan. 

Response: Roadway and circulation improvements would be designed in accordance with City standards, 
which have been developed to avoid introducing any traffic hazardous conditions. As discussed 
in Impact 4.12-2 (Draft EIR, pages 4.12-16 through 4.12-19), the Draft EIR acknowledges the 
potential for hazardous conditions and identifies proposed Mitigation Measure 4.12-2 to 
implement several improvements that would minimize hazardous conditions and successfully 
mitigate any potential impact of the proposed Project. Improvements include driveway access 
improvements, on-site circulation improvements, and off-site vehicle system improvements. 
When imposing mitigation, lead agencies must ensure there is a “nexus” and “rough 
proportionality” between the measure and the significant impacts of the Project. (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(A)–(B), citing Nollan v. Ca. Coastal Commission (1987) 483 
U.S. 825, Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374.). Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 would 
mitigate the potential impact to a less-than-significant level and no additional mitigation is 
required to address impacts of the proposed Project. No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

Comment A5-19 Summary of Comment: The commenter references Impact 4.12-4, “Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Systems,” and recommends additional items be addressed or implemented to address the 
potential impact. Recommendations included the use of a “Complete Streets Design” approach 
for safety and accessibility; implementation of traffic calming measures such as speed bumps, 
roundabouts, and raised crosswalks to reduce vehicle speeds and improve safety for pedestrians 
and cyclists; enhancing crosswalks with clear markings, adequate lighting, and pedestrian-
activated signals where necessary to improve safety at intersection crossings; intersection 
improvements; widening of sidewalks to accommodate increased pedestrian traffic comfortably, 
reducing the risks of conflicts with other modes of transportation; lighting and visibility 
improvements; public input and engagement; monitoring and evaluation. 

Response: Impact 4.12-4 of the Draft EIR (page 4.12-27 to 4.12-28) evaluates the potential for the proposed 
Project to increase pedestrian and bicycle activity and the potential for the Project to be 
incompatible with existing transportation infrastructure for pedestrians and bicyclists. As such, 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 provides requirements for the Project to provide adequate pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities along Project Site frontages and on-site to improve the pedestrian and 
bicycle transportation conditions. Measures include continuous sidewalks of at least five feet 
and bicycle facilities of at least four feet at the Project Site frontages along both sides of Cordelia 
Road and Pennsylvania Avenue with even surface pavement, appropriate signage, delineation, 
and other features to improve the bicycle transportation conditions; high visibility crosswalks at 
the Pennsylvania and Cordelia Road/Cordelia Street intersection; adequate pedestrian-scale 
lighting along Project Site frontages and on-site; on-site markings or signage to notify drivers 
of pedestrians and bicyclists traveling between off-site pedestrian and bicycle facilities or on-
site parking facilities and building access points; bicycle parking facilities near the site access 
points; and signs or physical barriers to prohibit bicyclists from crossing tracks. These measures 
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provide applicable improvements for the Project Site and frontages to ensure appropriate safety 
for pedestrians and cyclists accessing the Project Site or surrounding roadways, and are 
consistent with many of the suggested improvements identified by the commenter, as well as 
with the City of Suisun requirements and design standards.  

 To initiate the EIR process, the City issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15060(d) and 15082 on April 1, 2021, and reissued the NOP on May 14, 
2021, revised for clarity and to provide additional information related to planned sewer service 
that was not known at the time of the initial NOP release. The City held a public scoping meeting 
for the Project on April 13, 2021, at a regular Planning Commission meeting. The release of the 
NOP initiated the scoping period, which went through June 14, 2021, 30 days after the release 
of the updated NOP. The NOP was submitted to the State Clearinghouse web portal of the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and was posted on the City’s website for public 
review and to accept comments for a 30-day period through June 14, 2021. In response to the 
NOP, the City received comments on the scope and content of the EIR. Each topic of interest 
that relates to a potential adverse physical environmental impact of the proposed Project is 
addressed in the Draft EIR. The publication of the Draft EIR on August 31st and subsequent 
public review period provided opportunity for agency and other public review and input to the 
proposed Project improvements and mitigation measures, including that identified by the 
commenter. Furthermore, the Final EIR allows the public an opportunity for public review and 
input. In addition, with regard to the portion of the comment related to monitoring, in accordance 
with California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the Environmental Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) prepared in conjunction with this Final EIR provides 
for the monitoring of mitigation measures, including Mitigation Measure 4.12-3, as set forth in 
this Final EIR. The intent of the MMRP is to ensure the effective implementation and 
enforcement of adopted mitigation measures, as suggested by the commenter.  
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2.2.6 Comment LETTER #A6: 

SOLANO LAND USE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #A6 

Comment A6-1 Summary of Comment: The comment notes that, as a responsible agency, LAFCO will rely on 
the City’s EIR when considering the boundary changes required for the Project. The comment 
further states that, “To be legally adequate, the EIR must include environmental information 
and analysis needed by responsible agencies such as LAFCO.” 

Response: The City appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. To the extent that LAFCO 
actions involve any direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect adverse physical environmental 
effect attributable to the Project, this information is comprehensively detailed in the Draft EIR. 
The City has tailored the Draft EIR not only to support the City’s review and decision making 
on the proposed Project, but also that of all responsible agencies, including LAFCO. The Draft 
EIR examines all construction-related and long-term direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect 
effects associated with development within the area proposed for annexation to the City, along 
with the physical effects attributable to both on- and off-site infrastructure improvements – both 
those within the area proposed for annexation and outside of the area proposed for annexation. 
The analysis presented throughout the Draft EIR is framed by the Project Description (Chapter 
3 of the Draft EIR), which details the proposed Project, including annexation (Draft EIR, pages 
3-1, 3-6, 3-7, 3-16, 3-22, and 3-24). In addition, this Final EIR Response to Comments chapter 
provides additional information outside of the realm of environmental impact analysis required 
under CEQA, but related to LAFCO legislation, standards, policies, and procedures.  

Comment A6-2 Summary of Comment: The comment requests the City’s EIR to provide information relevant to 
LAFCO’s annexation requirements as set forth in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code Section 56668) and Solano 
LAFCO’s policies. The comment notes that including analyses of LAFCO’s annexation 
requirements will facilitate LAFCO’s review and process, and not including analyses of 
LAFCO’s requirements “may violate CEQA” and will require additional information to be 
prepared at the LAFCO processing stage. 

Response: The City appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR presents analysis 
of all direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect adverse physical environmental effects 
attributable to the Project, including those effects that are related to annexation. LAFCO 
requirements that are relevant to the proposed Project are summarized on pages 4.9-5, 4.9-7 and 
4.9-8 of the Draft EIR. Additionally, the City has included information beyond environmental 
analysis required under CEQA in response to the commenter’s request. Please see the Response 
to Comment A6-1 and the Responses to Comments A6-3 through A6-27.  

Comment A6-3 Summary of Comment: The comment notes that the Project will require LAFCO approval of a 
reorganization, including concurrent annexations to the City, Solano Irrigation District (SID), 
and Fairfield Suisun Sewer District (FSSD) and detachments from the Suisun Fire Protection 
District (SFPD) and the County Service Area. The comment states that since LAFCO’s approval 
is a critical component of the Project’s entitlements, “the EIR must reference LAFCO’s actions 
in the Project Description, list LAFCO as an ‘Other Public Agency Whose Approval is 
Required,’ and evaluate LAFCO’s actions and various factors in the environmental document. 
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Response: The City appreciates the commenter’s identification of the service boundary related actions 
required to implement the proposed Project. LAFCO is identified as a responsible agency in 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description,” as requested by the commenter (Draft EIR, 
page 3-24). The Project Description also identifies the need for annexation into Fairfield-Suisun 
Sewer District and Solano Irrigation District (SID), and detachments from the Suisun Fire 
Protection District (SFPD) and the County Service Area (Draft EIR, page 3-24). The Project 
Description also identifies all physical infrastructure improvements required to serve the 
proposed development, and the Draft EIR comprehensively reports on all direct and reasonably 
foreseeable indirect adverse physical environmental effects associated with public infrastructure 
changes, in addition to construction and operation of the proposed development. Please see also 
the Response to Comment A6-1. 

Comment A6-4 Summary of Comment: The comment explains that a Comprehensive Municipal Service Review 
(MSR) and Sphere of Influence (SOI) Review is required every 5 years, notes that the City’s last 
MSR and SOI amendment were updated and adopted in 2017, and notes that the MSR is a 
LAFCO document and must be approved and adopted by LAFCO prior to or contemporaneously 
with any reorganization (annexation). 

Response: The City understands the requirement cited in this comment for a Municipal Service Review, 
and the City will coordinate this requirement with LAFCO. The City understands the need for 
LAFCO to approve and adopt a Municipal Service Review prior to or in parallel with 
consideration of annexation. 

Comment A6-5 Summary of Comment: The comment suggests that prior to any reorganization application 
submittal, the City should consult with other affected agencies such as Solano Irrigation 
District, Suisun Fire District, and Solano County for agreements and actions related to a 
reorganization; specifically for detachments from the agencies. 

Response: The City has been coordinating with other affected agencies as a part of the review, analysis, 
and reporting on the proposed Project, and will consult with the affected agencies cited by the 
commenter in relation to the proposed reorganization. In addition,  and as noted in the Response 
to Comment A6-4, the City understands the requirement cited in this comment for a Municipal 
Service Review, and this analysis and documentation will also require consultation with relevant 
service agencies. 

Comment A6-6 Summary of Comment: The comment requests inclusion in the pre-application package of a 
comprehensive review and analysis of existing land inventory, development projects, and 
construction/development rate to complete the findings necessary for approving a 
reorganization. 

Response: The City understands the need for additional analysis beyond that which is needed for CEQA 
review to support LAFCO’s consideration and action relative to the proposed Project, including 
the commenter’s request for comprehensive review and analysis of the existing land inventory, 
development projects, and construction/development rate to support LAFCO’s findings. As 
discussed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR, the City examined the potential for an off-site 
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alternative. However, in part because there is a lack of available properties of a suitable size and 
location in Suisun City and elsewhere in Solano and Napa counties, the City did not examine an 
off-site alternative in detail in the Draft EIR. The lack of land inventory for the proposed uses 
is reflected in a very low vacancy rate for this sector – within Solano and Napa counties, for 
example, the vacancy rate is less than one percent – the lowest ever recorded by a prominent 
real estate firm that tracks real estate trends (Colliers Northern California 2023). The City had 
approximately 104 acres of vacant land with commercial designations with approximately 6 
acres of vacant land with an industrial designation during the time of the City’s last General 
Plan update (City of Suisun City 2010). Between 2010 and 2023, in Solano County, the vacancy 
rate for industrial building space fell from 13 percent to 3 percent and from 12 percent to 5 
percent within Suisun City during the same time period (CoStar 2023). Plan Bay Area 2050 
identifies areas north of Cordelia Road and the railroad line operated by the California Northern 
Railroad within the Project Site as a Priority Production Area (PPA) (ABAG/MTC 2022). PPAs 
are places for job growth in middle-wage industries like manufacturing, logistics or other trades. 
Economic Strategies in Plan Bay Area include: “EC6. Retain and invest in key industrial lands. 
Implement local land use policies to protect key industrial lands, identified as Priority 
Production Areas, while funding key infrastructure improvements in these areas” (ABAG/MTC 
2021). 

Comment A6-7 Summary of Comment: The comment states that LAFCO is required to consider various factors 
when evaluating a proposal per California Government Code Section 56668(a–q) (Attachment 
A to the comment letter). The comment further states that in order for the EIR to be relied on by 
LAFCO for the potential reorganization application, it should include discussions regarding all 
the government code factors that are required findings for approvals for reorganizations, 
several of which are called out in the comment letter. 

Response: As mentioned in Response to Comments A6-1 and A6-2, to the extent that LAFCO actions 
involve any direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect adverse physical environmental effect 
attributable to the Project, this information is comprehensively detailed in the Draft EIR. The 
Draft EIR examines all construction-related and long-term direct and reasonably foreseeable 
indirect effects associated with development within the area proposed for annexation to the City, 
along with the physical effects attributable to both on- and off-site infrastructure improvements 
– both those within the area proposed for annexation and outside of the area proposed for 
annexation. The City also understands that additional analysis and reporting beyond that needed 
to report on adverse environmental effects of the proposed Project will be required to support 
LAFCO’s review and action on the proposed Project.  

 The comment further states that California Government Code Section 56668(a) requires an 
analysis of land area and land use, topography, and natural boundaries, and therefore LAFCO 
states that consultation and coordination with Solano County and the Suisun Resource 
Conservation District is necessary. The comment further states that LAFCO will rely on written 
confirmation from the two agencies for their agreement to impacts on the respective agencies, 
and suggests the City should consider limiting the entire Project Site to the planned annexation 
areas. 
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Response: The City appreciates this comment. The Draft EIR includes a comprehensive analysis of all 
potential environmental effects associated with the proposed Project, including those related to 
land use, topography, and natural boundaries (such as drainage sheds). The City has received 
comments on the Draft EIR from the Suisun Resource Conservation District and also included 
direction from the Suisun Resource Conservation District from responses to the City’s Notice 
of Preparation in the Draft EIR. Please see also the Response to Comments on Comment Letter 
A7. The City has also coordinated with and has received comments from Solano County. Please 
see the Responses to Comments letters A4 and A5. Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that 
the City should consider limiting the entire Project Site to the planned annexation area, as 
described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, the Project proposes activities within the areas planned 
for annexation, as well as portions of the Project Site that are not planned for annexation. As 
detailed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, outside the area planned for annexation, the proposed 
land use is limited to Managed Open Space for the 331.7-acre portion of the Project Site south 
of Cordelia Road and Cordelia Street including biological improvements to what is identified in 
the Project Description as the Managed Open Space area (e.g., creation of new wetlands) within 
the context of a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan that will provide compensation for impacts to 
sensitive habitats and special status species (Draft EIR, pages 3-14 through 3-16).  

Comment A6-8 Summary of Comment: The comment states that California Government Code Section 56668(b) 
requires LAFCO to analyze the need for organized community services; the present cost and 
adequacy of governmental services and controls in the area; probable future needs for those 
services and controls; probable effect of the proposed incorporation, formation, annexation, or 
exclusion; and of alternative courses of action on the cost and adequacy of services controls in 
the area and adjacent areas. 

Response: Please see the Response to Comment A6-7. The City understands the need for additional 
analysis related to community services, cost of services, future demand for public services, and 
matters related to governance to support LAFCO consideration and action on the proposed 
Project. As noted throughout the Draft EIR and this Response to Comments document, the Draft 
EIR comprehensively evaluates construction and operational effects associated with the 
proposed uses, as well as all of the public services and infrastructure required to serve the 
proposed uses, including the fact that annexation would be required for implementation of the 
proposed Project (Draft EIR, pages 3-16 through 3-22, 4.11-4 through 4.11-8, and 4.13-8 
through 4.13-14). Regarding alternative courses of action, as with the proposed Project, the Draft 
EIR identifies impacts of a range of alternatives and presents a comprehensive evaluation of the 
direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect effects of implementing those alternatives (Draft EIR, 
pages 6-16 through 6-86). 

Comment A6-9 Summary of Comment: The comment states that California Government Code Section 56668(c) 
requires an analysis of the effect of the proposed action and alternative actions on adjacent 
areas, and that as stated in Section 56668(c) and the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act and the 
Commission’s policies, LAFCO is required to consider the effect of the proposed action on 
adjacent areas which includes the impact from additional traffic on Highways 12 and 80. 
Therefore, LAFCO suggests the EIR include a traffic impact analysis with emphasis on 
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additional truck traffic impacts at Project buildout, and a cumulative traffic impact analysis 
from buildout of this Project in addition to the other known proposed projects. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comments A6-1 through A6-8. The Draft EIR evaluates impacts 
wherever they materialize – for air quality, for example, the Draft EIR presents an analysis of 
criteria air pollutant emissions associated with the proposed Project that is framed by regional 
air quality attainment planning at the air basin level. The health risk assessment prepared to 
support the City’s EIR examines potential impacts to existing sensitive receptors within 1,000 
feet of the proposed Project Site and Project-related traffic (Draft EIR, Appendix B, page 15 of 
726). Noise impacts are analyzed on- and off-site in areas where noise would be perceptible 
above existing ambient conditions. In summary, the Draft EIR, consistent with this comment, 
analyzes impacts on adjacent areas. Regarding the comment impacts related to increased traffic, 
including truck traffic, the Draft EIR includes a comprehensive analysis thereof – both with 
respect to potential environmental effect (air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and 
transportation noise related to increased trips), as well as information on traffic congestion 
(please see Appendix C to this Final EIR). Where congestion could lead to an adverse physical 
environmental impact, such as vehicles backing onto an exit ramp or similar potentially 
hazardous condition, congestion could be relevant for consideration in an EIR. The social 
inconvenience of traffic congestion is not an impact under CEQA, and the City does not have 
data related to construction traffic associated with a future statewide water supply project to 
factor in the analysis of this logistics center project. However, for the purposes of air quality 
analysis, and specifically the analysis of toxic air contaminants, the City has used regional travel 
demand forecasting models, informed by anticipated regional growth, to identify long-term, 
operational traffic levels. The proposed Project traffic, including details related to anticipated 
truck traffic, are informed by estimates of future traffic levels, and used to identify air pollutant 
emissions along major travelways and whether there may be a potentially significant impact 
related to exiting pollutant emissions concentrations, future traffic levels, and future project-
related traffic levels. This analysis is detailed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, “Air Quality” and 
Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment A6-10 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the requested General Plan Amendment to 
reduce Pennsylvania Avenue and Cordelia Road from a four-lane arterial to a two-lane arterial 
and how that change relates to regional traffic planning between Suisun City and the City of 
Fairfield is not fully discussed in the EIR, and because both roads traverse boundaries, regional 
impacts should be stated in the EIR. 

Response: Pennsylvania Avenue is a north-south street that passes through the northern portion of the 
Project Site, extending from I-80 to Cordelia Road and Cordelia Street. Pennsylvania Avenue 
provides one travel lane in each direction south of SR-12 and provides two travel lanes in each 
direction with a landscaped median north of SR-12. Cordelia Road/Cordelia Street is an east-
west street that extends from Main Street in Suisun City to I-680. Cordelia Street is east of 
Pennsylvania Avenue and Cordelia Road is west of Pennsylvania Avenue. Both Cordelia Road 
and Cordelia Street provide one travel lane in each direction. The Project does not propose to 
reduce the number of lanes from existing conditions. For informational purposes, the vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) and level of service (LOS) analysis prepared in support of the Project is 
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provided as Appendix C to this Final EIR; this study evaluates existing and future trips, LOS, 
and recommended improvements and resulting LOS. The analysis conducted to support the 
Draft EIR and this Final EIR examines traffic volumes and potential impacts under the proposed 
Project and proposed improvements to the on- and off-site circulation system. The VMT and 
LOS analysis prepared to support the Draft EIR does also factor in “background growth” and 
specifically the Suisun Logistics Center, also proposed within the City of Suisun City. The 
background growth includes anticipated development in Suisun City, Fairfield, and Solano 
County. The City agrees with the commenter about the need to evaluate the General Plan 
amendment related to Pennsylvania Avenue and Cordelia Road, and to factor in cumulative 
development in this evaluation. The Draft EIR and the appendices to this Final EIR include this 
evaluation. The City conducted this analysis in the early stages of preparation of the Draft EIR 
so that the required transportation improvements could be evaluated throughout the Draft EIR – 
while impacts related to traffic congestion do not generally represent an impact under CEQA, 
transportation improvements designed to address forecast congestion could have environmental 
effects (Draft EIR, pages 3-16 and 3-17). The impacts of construction and operation of the 
transportation infrastructure, as well as all other types of infrastructure required to serve the 
proposed Project are comprehensively evaluated in the Draft EIR. LOS was analyzed for 
intersections under the jurisdictions of City of Suisun City and City of Fairfield and using each 
jurisdiction’s LOS policies. The transportation improvements included as a part of the proposed 
Project do not require Cordelia Road or Pennsylvania Avenue to be four-lane arterials in the 
vicinity of the Project Site.  

Comment A6-11 Summary of Comment: The comment states that California Government Code Section 56668(e) 
requires an analysis of the effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic 
integrity of agricultural lands. 

Response: Please see the Response to Comment A6-12, below. 

Comment A6-12 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Draft EIR Section 4.9, “Land Use and Planning, 
Including Agricultural Resources, Population, and Housing,” should include mitigation 
measures to address the loss of prime agricultural lands in the project area for any land that 
meets the definition of prime agricultural land as defined by Government Code Section 56064. 
The comment further provides definitions of the types of land that could meet the definition of 
“Prime Agricultural Land” under Section 56064. 

Response: As described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, “Project Description,” in Table 3-1 (page 3-9) and shown 
on Exhibit 3-5 (page 3-8), 69.6 acres of the Project’s 93.4-acre Development Area were 
previously designated for Commercial Mixed Use in the City’s 2035 General Plan adopted in 
2015 and Sphere of Influence amendment adopted in 2017, and the potential loss of agricultural 
land throughout the City as a result of projected future urban development was analyzed in the 
City’s adopted General Plan EIR (AECOM 2015, Section 3.1, “Agricultural Resources”). As 
explained therein, and in the Draft EIR for this project on pages 4.9-9 and 4.9-10, the applicable 
CEQA Appendix G checklist threshold Section II(a) for the Draft EIR is, “convert Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
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Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use.” There is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance in Suisun City, including within the City’s Sphere of 
Influence. The “farmland” at the Project Site is classified by the California Department of 
Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as “Grazing Land” (Draft EIR page 
4.9-2). Grazing Land is not considered Important Farmland under CEQA (Public Resources 
Code Sections 21060.1 and 21095 and CEQA Guidelines Appendix G). Therefore, the proposed 
Project would not convert Important Farmland to nonagricultural uses and the Draft EIR 
properly concluded that no impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required (Draft 
EIR pages 4.9-10 and 4.9-11). The City’s 2035 General Plan EIR (AECOM 2015, Section 3.1, 
“Agricultural Resources”) reached the same conclusion of “no impact,” for the same reasons, as 
related to farmland throughout the city.  

 The City understands that for the proposed annexation, LAFCO requires an evaluation of “prime 
agricultural land” as defined by California Government Code Section 56064. While the 
definition of prime farmland under this section of the Government Code is different from 
farmland as evaluated for impacts under CEQA, there can be some overlap. The analysis 
requested by the commenter may be required as a part of the annexation process with LAFCO. 
Prime agricultural land as defined by the Government Code includes undeveloped land (a) that 
qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class I or class II in the USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service land use capability classification, whether or not land is actually irrigated, 
provided that irrigation is feasible; (b) that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 Storie Index 
Rating; (c) that supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and that has an 
annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined by the United 
States Department of Agriculture in the National Range and Pasture Handbook, Revision 1, 
December 2003; (d) planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have a 
nonbearing period of less than five years and that will return during the commercial bearing 
period on an annual basis from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant production not 
less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre; (e) that has returned from the production of 
unprocessed agricultural plant products an annual gross value of not less than four hundred 
dollars ($400) per acre for three of the previous five calendar years. As presented on pages 4.5-
7 through 4.5-9 of the Draft EIR, soils within the Project Site and off-site improvement areas 
include the following with the capability classification and Storie index rating in parentheses 
Alviso silty clay loam (IV, 37), Sycamore silty clay loam, saline (III, 45), Pescadero silty clay 
loam, 0% slopes (IV, 35), and Joice muck (VI, 18) (USDA 1977). As described in the Draft 
EIR, the Project Site is used for grazing and undeveloped open space (Draft EIR, page 3-4). 
According to the rancher working the Project Site, the site also does not meet criteria c with 
regard to the number of animal units per acre. In Planning Area 1, west of Pennsylvania Avenue, 
the occupancy has been one head of cattle per 10 to 12 acres. East of Pennsylvania, the capacity 
of the land for cattle is limited by homeless encampments, and is less than the occupancy west 
of Pennsylvania Avenue. South of Cordelia, the occupancy is up to 40 head of cattle over 382 
acres (Livaich, pers comm. 2024). 

Comment A6-13 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Commission has adopted 11 standards 
according to California Government Code Section 56375(g) and other local policies, and that 
any application for reorganization to LAFCO must include a detailed analysis of Solano 
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LAFCO’s standards (provided in Attachment B to the comment letter). The comment states that 
if LAFCO is to rely on the Project’s EIR for the reorganization request, the EIR should include 
an analysis of Solano LAFCO's standards. The comment further states that the Draft EIR should 
analyze and discuss the Project’s consistency with the City’s and LAFCO’s Suisun Marsh Local 
Protection Program. 

Response: The City appreciates the detail that has been shared in this comment in relation to adopted 
standards for reorganization and understands that analysis and reporting beyond that in the EIR 
may be required to support LAFCO consideration. Relative to Standard 1, as noted throughout 
the Draft EIR, the Project Site and off-site improvement areas are within the City of Suisun 
City’s existing Sphere of Influence. Regarding Standard 2, the Project would not require 
annexation to the bounds of the City’s Sphere of Influence and the Project proposes both 
development and managed open space. Regarding Standard 3, the proposed Project includes a 
General Plan Amendment to the City’s General Plan Land Use Diagram so that the General 
Plan’s Commercial Mixed Use and Open Space land use designations are consistent with the 
proposed development and conservation areas (Draft EIR, page 3-6 through 3-8). Regarding 
Standard 4, there is no proposal involving land outside the City’s Sphere of Influence. Regarding 
Standard 5, the City understands the need for prezoning (Draft EIR, page 3-23). Regarding 
Standard 6, the Draft EIR comprehensively address potential impacts of the proposed Project 
related to the land area involved, water, air, topography, slope, geology, soils, natural drainages, 
vegetative cover, and plant and animal populations (Draft EIR Chapter 3, Sections 4.2, 4.3, 4.5, 
4.6, 4.8, Chapter 5, Chapter 6, and Chapter 7). Regarding Standard 7, annexation required for 
the proposed Project would not create any islands. Regarding Standard 8, utility extensions 
required to serve the proposed Project would be sized only to serve the needs of the proposed 
Project, and would not have additional capacity created to serve any other development. The 
new and expanded infrastructure is designed to meet demands of the proposed Project, and 
would not create additional utility capacity beyond what would be necessary to serve the 
proposed Project. The proposed Project would create additional local job opportunities, but the 
Project’s employment opportunities would not be growth inducing in a way that would lead to 
any significant adverse environmental effect beyond that reported throughout the Draft EIR 
(Draft EIR, page 7-1 and 7-2). Regarding Standard 9, please see the Response to Comment A6-
12. Regarding Standard 10, the proposed Project would require infrastructure and services, as 
detailed in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pages 3-16 through 3-26 and Section 4.13). Regarding 
Standard 11, the City understands the need for additional analysis and reporting related to social 
and economic interests to support LAFCO consideration on topics beyond CEQA. Regarding 
the referenced information related to the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan, all portions of the 
proposed Project Site that are in the Primary Management Area and Secondary Management 
Area of the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan south and southeast of Cordelia Road and Cordelia 
Street are proposed as Managed Open Space as a part of the Project (Draft EIR, page 3-4). 

 Regarding the commenter’s reference to the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program, the Project 
does not propose urban development within the Primary and Secondary Management Areas of 
the Suisun Marsh. The Project proposes to permanently protect land within the Primary and 
Secondary Management areas. The portions of the Project Site proposed for urban development 
are in locations where the Solano County General Plan and Suisun City General Plan have 
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anticipated development. The Solano County General Plan designates the northern portion of 
the Project Site, generally north of Cordelia Road and the California Northern Railroad, as 
Urban Industrial. The Project proposes to annex the northern portion of the Project Site to the 
City of Suisun City, whose General Plan identifies the same area generally identified in the 
City’s General Plan for Commercial Mixed Use. The proposed actions within the Project’s 
Managed Open Space area would involve biological improvements. 

Comment A6-14 Summary of Comment: The comment discusses access to the existing railroad spur for proposed 
on-site uses, noting the need for clarification of this project component within the project 
description. The comment further references the Draft EIR Chapter 4.12, “Transportation and 
Circulation,” page 4.12-18, in which the analysis identifies a potentially significant hazard to 
site circulation created by the railroad spur. 

Response: Draft EIR page 3-17 states, “The Project Site has direct access to an existing rail spur, and the 
Project applicant will coordinate with the Southern Pacific Railroad, which merged with Union 
Pacific Railroad in 1996, regarding access to this existing railroad spur for proposed on-site uses 
where future tenants identify the need for rail access.” Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: Vehicle 
System Improvements (Draft EIR page 4.12-18) requires that at the rail spurs, vehicles would 
be prohibited from crossing the railroad tracks with the use of signs or physical barriers, and the 
adjacent parking space would be removed. Therefore, the Draft EIR properly concluded that 
potentially significant impacts related to hazards from the rail spurs would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level. 

Comment A6-15 Summary of Comment: The comment asks whether the railroad agrees that there is "potential 
access" for the potential reorganization and future use, and states that if this "potential" access 
has no support from the railroad or analysis in the Draft EIR it should be removed from the 
Project Description. 

Response: Draft EIR page 3-17 states, “The Project Site has direct access to an existing rail spur, and the 
Project applicant will coordinate with the Southern Pacific Railroad, which merged with Union 
Pacific Railroad in 1996, regarding access to this existing railroad spur for proposed on-site uses 
where future tenants identify the need for rail access.” Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: Vehicle 
System Improvements (Draft EIR page 4.12-18) requires that at the rail spurs, vehicles would 
be prohibited from crossing the railroad tracks with the use of signs or physical barriers, and the 
adjacent parking space would be removed. Therefore, the Draft EIR properly concluded that 
potentially significant impacts related to hazards from the rail spurs would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level. 

Comment A6-16 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment A to the comment letter, which sets 
forth the requires of California Government Code 56668—factors to be considered in the review 
of a proposal for reorganization. 

Response: Please see the Response to Comment A6-13. Comment A6-16 is not a comment about the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing potential environmental effects of the proposed 
Project, but is a copy of the factors to be considered for a change of organization, such as the 
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annexation that is included as a part of the proposed Project and analyzed in the Draft EIR. The 
language provided in the comment is from Government Code Section 56668 and the factors 
include topography, natural boundaries, and drainage basins; the proximity to other populated 
areas; and the likelihood of significant growth in the area and in adjacent areas during the next 
10 years. See the Response to A6-7. With respect to topography, natural boundaries, and 
drainage basins – all of these factors are explicitly addressed to the extent that they relate to any 
potentially significant impact attributable to the proposed Project. For example, the existing and 
proposed topography with grading is the subject of the proposed Project’s drainage study, and 
included as a part of the proposed Project evaluated throughout the Draft EIR. With regard to 
nearby populated areas, this issue is discussed in detail in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, “Project 
Description,” and considered wherever relevant in the impact analysis. For example, the air 
pollutant emissions and noise analysis explicitly consider the location of noise-sensitive and air 
pollutant emissions concentration-sensitive uses in the vicinity of the proposed Project site that 
could be affected by the proposed Project, and includes feasible mitigation for potentially 
significant impacts (Draft EIR, pages 4.2-7 through 4.2-42 and 4.10-9 through 4.10-45). With 
respect to the likelihood of significant growth in the area, the Project Site has been designated 
for development under the City of Suisun City’s General Plan for more than 20 years, but the 
area to the south of the Project Site is in the Suisun Marsh and will not develop. To the north, 
there are relatively small undeveloped areas in the city of Fairfield designated under the City’s 
Land Use Diagram for Mixed Use and Service Commercial development. The City of Suisun 
City is not in a position to speculate as to the likelihood of development of these properties. 
Lands to the west are designated Urban Industrial in Solano County’s General Plan, and similar 
to the properties to the north, the City of Suisun City is not in a position to speculate as to the 
likelihood of development of these properties. The referenced section of the Government Code 
also references the need for community services. As noted throughout the Draft EIR and this 
Response to Comments document, the Draft EIR comprehensively evaluates construction and 
operational effects associated with the proposed uses, as well as all of the public services and 
infrastructure required to serve the proposed uses (Draft EIR, pages 3-16 through 3-22, 4.11-4 
through 4.11-8, and 4.13-8 through 4.13-14). The referenced Government Code factors for 
reorganization also mention the effect of the proposed action and alternative actions on adjacent 
areas. Just as with the proposed Project, the Draft EIR identifies impacts of a range of 
alternatives, including impacts on adjacent areas (Draft EIR, pages 6-16 through 6-86). The 
attachment spelling out considerations for reorganization from Government Code Section 56668 
includes an embodied reference also to Government Code Section 56377, which is related to 
directing development away from prime agricultural lands and encouraging development of 
existing nonprime land within the jurisdiction or sphere of influence. Please see the Response 
to Comment A6-6 – there is no such suitable land within the City of Suisun City. The 
considerations for reorganization from Government Code Section 56668 includes reference to 
the integrity of agricultural lands – please see the Response to Comment A6-12 and Section 4.9 
of the Draft EIR, which comprehensively addresses impacts to agricultural lands (Draft EIR, 
pages 4.9-9 through 4.9-14). As noted, the Project Site and off-site improvement areas are 
designated by the Solano County Important Farmland map as Grazing Land and there are no 
areas proposed for development that are Important Farmland under CEQA, including prime 
farmland. The considerations for reorganization from Government Code Section 56668 
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addresses the proposed boundaries – the area proposed for annexation is presented in Chapter 3 
of the Draft EIR, “Project Description” and illustrated on Exhibit 3-4. Proposed Annexation 
Area, but the City understands that the actual area annexed to the City will be subject to the 
approval of LAFCO and any relevant conditions. With regard to the regional transportation plan, 
this issue is evaluated in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pages 4.9-11 through 4.9-13). 
In addition, the Project Site is identified by the Plan Bay Area 2050 as a Priority Production 
Area (ABAG 2021). Priority Production Area are places for job growth in middle-wage 
industries like manufacturing, logistics, or other trades (ABAG 2023). The attachment also 
mentions general plan consistency – please see the Response to Comment A6-13. In addition, 
Chapter 2 of the PUD details the Project’s vision and goals, including the Project’s relationship 
and alignment with the City’s General Plan; this PUD has been provided as Appendix D to this 
Final EIR. With respect to the part of the attachment related to sphere of influence, the Project 
Site is within the existing Sphere of Influence of the City of Suisun City. The attachment 
mentions comments from affected agencies – see Response to Comment A6-7. The attachment 
mentions the ability to provide services – the approach to providing infrastructure is detailed in 
the Project Description and the potential environmental effects are evaluated throughout the 
Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pages 3-16 through 3-22, 4.11-4 through 4.11-8, and 4.13-8 through 4.13-
14). The City understands the referenced need to evaluate revenues to support services. The 
attachment references water supply. Please see Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pages 
4.13-11 and 4.13-12). Existing water supply would be sufficient to meet the demands of the 
proposed Project and existing and planned development in Suisun-Solano Water Authority’s 
service area in normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. The attachment references the 
regional needs housing assessment – the proposed Project is not a residential project and the 
Project Site is not a part of the City’s housing sites inventory. The attachment refers to comments 
from the landowner, voters, and residents – the City has invited comments on the environmental 
review on multiple occasions, including on the Draft EIR, and has factored all relevant 
comments into the analysis and reporting. The attachment references existing land use 
designations – see the Response to Comment A6-10. The attachment references environmental 
justice – see the Response to Comment IO2-4. The attachment references wildfire risk – see 
pages 4.7-17 and 4.7-18 – as noted, there are no very high fire hazard severity zones in Solano 
County. The nearest very high fire hazard severity zone to the Project Site is within the city of 
Martinez, located approximately 15 miles south of the Project Site in Contra Costa County.  

Comment A6-17 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment B to the comment letter, which 
sets forth LAFCO’s Mandatory Standards Nos. 1 through 3 (consistency with SOI boundaries; 
change of organization and reorganization to the limits of the SOI boundaries; consistency with 
appropriate city general plan, specific plan, area-wide plan and zoning ordinance) referenced 
in comment A6-13. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16. 

Comment A6-18 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment B to the comment letter, which sets 
forth LAFCO’s Mandatory Standard No. 4 (consistency with the county general plan proposed 
change of organization or reorganization outside of a city's sphere of influence boundary) 
referenced in comment A6-13. 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-88 City of Suisun City 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16. 

Comment A6-19 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment B to the comment letter, which sets 
forth LAFCO’s Mandatory Standard No. 5 (requirement for pre-approval) referenced in 
comment A6-13. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16. The City understands the LAFCO 
standards related to prezoning. As detailed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description,” 
and throughout the Draft EIR, the City’s intent is for the Project Site to be prezoned as 
Commercial Service and Fabrication (CSF). The Draft EIR comprehensively addresses all 
potential environmental effects associated with implementing the proposed Project, including 
prezoning and all LAFCO-related approvals.  

Comment A6-20 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment B to the comment letter, which sets 
forth LAFCO’s Mandatory Standard No. 6 (effect on natural resources) referenced in comment 
A6-13.  

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16. The comment is a reproduction of 
LAFCO Standard 6, Effect on Natural Resources. As noted throughout the Draft EIR and this 
Response to Comments document, the Draft EIR comprehensively evaluates all direct and 
reasonably foreseeable impacts of the proposed Project, including all impacts to natural 
resources. Standard 6 specifically references the amount of land involved in an annexation – 
that is consistently stated in the Project Description and throughout the Draft EIR as 161 acres, 
based on the understanding of how LAFCO standards for annexation would apply to this Project 
Site and portion of the City of Suisun City’s Sphere of Influence. Standard 6 references the land, 
water (Draft EIR Section 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” in particular), air (Draft EIR 
Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” in particular), biological resources (Draft EIR Section 4.3, 
“Biological Resources,” in particular) involved – all topics comprehensively addressed in the 
Draft EIR. Standard 6 specifically references topography, slope, geology, soils, natural 
drainages, vegetative cover, and plant and animal populations – each of these topics has 
complete treatment in the Draft EIR to the extent that each topic relates to an adverse impact 
associated with the proposed Project. The discussion of “Required Documentation” for Standard 
6 notes that the applicant is required to submit copies of the environmental documentation 
certified by the lead agency and the resolution making the CEQA Findings – these materials 
will be shared with LAFCO if the City does certify the EIR.  

Comment A6-21 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment B to the comment letter, which sets 
forth LAFCO’s Mandatory Standard No. 7 (establishing proposal boundaries, map and 
geographic description requirements, other required map exhibits) referenced in comment A6-
13. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16. With regard to jurisdictional 
boundaries, the precise area annexed into the City of Suisun would be subject to review and 
approval by the Solano Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). Based on applicable 
requirements of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 
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and LAFCO Standards, it is assumed that the area annexed to the City of Suisun City would 
abut the existing City of Fairfield city limits, leaving no gap and that there would be no change 
to the City of Fairfield’s existing jurisdictional boundary. 

Comment A6-22 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment B to the comment letter, which sets 
forth LAFCO’s Mandatory Standard No. 8 (likelihood of significant growth and effect on other 
incorporated or unincorporated territory) referenced in comment A6-13. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16.  

Comment A6-23 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment B to the comment letter, which sets 
forth LAFCO’s Mandatory Standard No. 9 (protection of prime agricultural land) referenced 
in comment A6-13. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16.  

Comment A6-24 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment B to the comment letter, which sets 
forth LAFCO’s Mandatory Standard No. 10 (provision and cost of community services) 
referenced in comment A6-13. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16. 

Comment A6-25 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of Attachment B to the comment letter, which sets 
forth LAFCO’s Mandatory Standard No. 11 (the effect of the proposed action on adjacent areas, 
mutual social and economic interests, and on local governmental structure) referenced in 
comment A6-13. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16. 

Comment A6-26 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of a copy of a portion of LAFCO’s Standards and 
Procedures Manual: Section V, Policies Related to Municipal Service Review. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16. The City understands the requirement 
cited in this comment for a Municipal Service Review, and the City will coordinate this 
requirement with LAFCO. The City understands the need for LAFCO to approve and adopt a 
Municipal Service Review prior to or in parallel with consideration of annexation. 

Comment A6-27 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of a copy of a portion of LAFCO’s Standards and 
Procedures Manual: Section VI, Essential Requirements of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, 
the Legislature's Policy and Intent for LAFCO. 

Response: Please see the Responses to Comment A6-13 and A6-16. 
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2.2.7 Comment LETTER #A7: 

SUISUN RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #A7 

Comment A7-1 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the comment letter from the Suisun Resource 
Conservation District identifies shortcomings of the Draft EIR impact analysis and recognizes 
that, in the commenter’s opinion, there are significant unavoidable environmental effects 
resulting from the Project. 

Response: Comments noted. Responses to individual comments from the Suisun Resource Conservation 
District are provided in response to comments A7-3 through A7-13.  

Comment A7-2 Summary of Comment: In its comment, the SRCD encourages Suisun City not to take any further 
action on the Draft EIR or approvals related to the Project given the Project impacts to habitats, 
sensitive plants, and resident and migratory wildlife.   

Response: The commenter’s recommendation regarding the proposed Project is acknowledged. No further 
response is necessary to address the adequacy of the EIR for addressing environmental impacts 
of the proposed Project.  

Comment A7-3 Summary of Comment: The comment cites CEQA Guidelines requiring that there be an 
alternative that avoids or substantially reduces one or more significant environmental impacts 
of the Proposed Project. 

Response: The Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR details the potential impacts of Alternative 2: Reduced Footprint 
Alternative, which was designed to reduce the land area affected by development with a focus 
on reducing potential impacts to biological resources and reducing the number of heavy-duty 
truck trips and associated air pollutant emissions as compared with the proposed Project. This 
alternative reduces the severity of many of the biological impacts and eliminates others. 

Comment A7-4 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the “Proposed Project identifies 17 potential 
significant and unavoidable impacts to Biological Resources (pages 1-11 to 1-28) within the 
proposed Project Development Area. To mitigate these significant and unavoidable environmental 
impacts, the loss of listed and fully protected species, and the damage to their critical habitats, the 
Project proposes to create a Managed Open Space Mitigation Area.” The comment further states 
that the proposed Managed Open Space area is within the “protected area” of the Suisun 
Marsh, which is already protected by state law under the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act. 

Response: Draft EIR pages 1-11 through 1-28 include portions of Table 1-1 in the Executive Summary that 
are related to biological resources. Draft EIR Table 1-1 provides a listing of all of the 
environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR, any recommended mitigation measures, and 
the significance conclusions before and after mitigation. The Draft EIR does not identify any 
significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources. Rather, Draft EIR Table 1-1 (pages 
1-11 through 1-28) and Section 4.3, “Biological Resources,” (Draft EIR pages 4.3-66 through 
4.3-96) identify potentially significant impacts to biological resources, all of which would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level after implementation of mitigation. 
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 The Project Site consists of approximately 487 acres of land area. Rather than implementing 
new urban development throughout the entire Project Site, the proposed Project includes new 
development on approximately 93.4 acres of the Project Site, most of which was previously 
designated for Commercial Mixed-Use development in the City’s General Plan (adopted in 
2015). The remainder of the Project Site would be designated for Managed Open Space to 
protect existing biological resources. The Managed Open Space area would also serve as a 
location for new wetlands that would be created to mitigate for impacts from permanent 
placement of fill material into 16.3 acres of seasonally saturated annual grassland, 14.1 acres of 
vernal pools, 7.4 acres of alkali seasonal wetlands, and 0.002 acre of perennial brackish marsh 
within the 93.4-acre Development Area. 

 The City acknowledges that the Managed Open Space portion of the proposed Project is located 
within land subject to protection under the Suisun Marsh Protection Act (SMPA) and is subject 
to both the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan (SMPP) adopted by the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) in December 1976 and the Solano County 
Component of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program adopted by Solano County in 
October 2018. The biologically beneficial land uses and activities that will occur in the Managed 
Open Space Area would be consistent with the SMPA, the SMPP, and the Solano County 
Component of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program, and nothing in the SMPA or the two 
planning documents disallows such land uses and activities. 

Comment A7-5 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Managed Open Space area also is proposed to 
be located within both the Suisun Marsh Primary and Secondary Management Areas, and that 
proposed location is inconsistent with the Solano County Suisun Marsh Protection Agency Local 
Protection Program Policy (2018), which states, "development itself should not stimulate urban 
development by providing services that are a prerequisite for such development." The creation of 
the MOSMA in Suisun Marsh clearly violates the Policy, since the "development" is being used to 
stimulate and enable urban growth in the Project Development Area. Such use of the Suisun Marsh 
Primary and Secondary Management Areas should not be permitted under the Solano County Local 
Protection Program Policies. 

Response: The commenter has not identified the specific policy from the Solano County Component of the 
Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program that it purports to quote in its comment. In reviewing 
that planning document, the City found language similar, but not identical, to the quoted 
language. The language found by the City appears on page 36 of the Solano County Component 
of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program planning document under the heading, “Utilities, 
Facilities, and Transportation.” The language reads as follows: “Construction of utilities, other 
public or quasi-public facilities, and transportation systems in the Suisun Marsh can: (1) disrupt 
the Marsh ecosystem at the time of construction; (2) have lasting effects on wildlife by forming 
barriers and obstacles to their movement and flight patterns; and (3) stimulate urban 
development by providing services that are a prerequisite for such development.”  

 By its plan terms, this language applies to “utilities, other public or quasi-public facilities, and 
transportation systems” and not to “development” generically. Moreover, the language makes 
observations but does not include any prohibitory language. The language therefore cannot be 
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characterized as setting any kind of binding policy. Indeed, the language is followed by specific 
policies intended, among other things, to ensure that new infrastructure such as electrical lines 
and pipelines do not cause undue harm to the natural resources of the Suisun Marsh.    

 The City does not agree that the proposed Project would “stimulate urban development by 
providing services that are a prerequisite for such development." More specifically, the Project 
will not “stimulate urban development” within the Primary and Secondary Management Areas 
of the Suisun Marsh and thus will not cause indirect harm in those Management Areas. Indeed, 
the Project will permanently protect land within the Primary and Secondary Management areas. 
The portions of the Project Site proposed for industrial development will occur in areas long 
planned for such development under both the Solano County General Plan and the City of Suisun 
City General Plan. The Solano County General Plan designates the northern portion of the 
Project Site, generally north of Cordelia Road and the California Northern Railroad, as Urban 
Industrial. The Project proposes to annex the northern portion of the Project Site to the City of 
Suisun City, whose General Plan identifies the same area for Commercial Mixed Use. The 
Project will not be growth-inducing within the Suisun Marsh itself, as the General Plan 
designations and legal protections in place in the Primary and Secondary Management Areas 
will remain unchanged. The only proposed “development” within the Project’s Managed Open 
Space area would involve biological improvements, and not the kind of new urban structures 
that one ordinarily associates with the word “development.” The fact that the applicant will use 
land within the Primary and Secondary Areas to mitigate for some of the biological resource 
impacts of the Project does not mean that the “development” within those areas is “stimulating” 
the Project’s industrial uses. These uses have been desired by Solano County and City of Suisun 
City for many years. The commenter’s interpretation of the language it quotes (which the City 
has not been able to find) would have the practical consequence of negating the existing urban 
General Plan designations whenever a landowner with property adjacent to the Primary or 
Secondary Area planned for urban uses wants to make biological improvements within the 
Suisun Marsh. 

Comment A7-6 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the proposed Project is in direct conflict with 
the Suisun City General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element, Goal OSC-1: Protect 
wildlife habitat and movement corridors through the preservation of open space. The comment 
further states that, “[p]aving over 93.4 acres of wetlands, wildlife habitats, and open space to 
accommodate 6 warehouses totaling 1.28 million square feet and creating 2,024 truck and 
trailer parking stalls is not protecting wildlife habitat or preserving existing open space.” 

Response: The Project is proposed on 93.4 acres of land within a 487-acre Project Site. Most of the 93.4-
acre area proposed for urban development has been designated for Commercial Mixed-Use 
urban development in the City’s 2015 General Plan and is located directly south of State Route 
12, a major east-west highway corridor. The remainder of the Project Site would be designated 
for Managed Open Space to protect existing biological resources. The Project Site south of 
Cordelia Road and Cordelia Street is proposed for Managed Open Space and is within 
management areas identified in the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan. The mitigation measures for 
the Project include biological improvements to the Managed Open Space (e.g., creation of new 
wetlands) within the context of a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan that will provide compensation 
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for impacts to sensitive habitats and special status species. As detailed in response to comment 
A7-4, the biologically beneficial land uses and activities that will occur in the Managed Open 
Space Area would be consistent with the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and the Solano County 
Component of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program, which allows these proposed land 
uses and activities in the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan area. The portion of the Managed Open 
Space that would be protected under a conservation easement to serve as area for mitigation 
under Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, 4.3-1c, 4.3-2a, 4.3-3a, 4.3-5a, 4.3-8a, 4.3-9b, 4.3-13, 
and 4.3-17b would also be required to be managed in accordance with permit conditions required 
by applicable state and federal regulatory agencies.  

 As detailed in Response to Comment A7-4, Draft EIR Table 1-1 provides a listing of all of the 
environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR, all recommended mitigation measures, and 
conclusions regarding the significance of the impacts both before and after mitigation. The Draft 
EIR does not identify any significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources. All 
potentially significant biological impacts identified as a result of the Project would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level after implementation of mitigation. Notably, in reaching these 
conclusions, the Draft EIR employed a significance threshold that specifically addressed 
potential adverse effects on wildlife movement. Under this threshold, a significant effect would 
occur if the Project would “interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery site” (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-67). See also the Response to 
Comment IO1-19.  

Comment A7-7 Summary of Comment: The comment states that a deed restriction or conservation easement for 
the Managed Open Space area is meaningless because the area is already protected in 
perpetuity from development under state law (the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act). Therefore, 
in the opinion of the commenter, any such conservation easement would not provide any further 
protection or conservation benefits to the existing resources or to those that would be created 
on the site. 

Response: See the Response To Comment A7-4. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Managed Open 
Space portion of the proposed Project is located within the area covered by the SMPA and is 
protected by the SMPP and the Solano County Component of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection 
Program. The biologically beneficial land uses and activities that will occur in the Managed 
Open Space Area would be consistent with the SMPA, the SMPP, and the Solano County 
Component of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program, and nothing in the SMPA or the two 
planning documents disallows such land uses and activities. 

 The commenter suggests that, because the Managed Open Space would be located within the 
SMPP, a deed restriction or conservation easement would be meaningless, as the area is already 
protected in perpetuity from development under state law. This notion is fundamentally false. 
The commenter fails both to recognize the limitations of existing protections under the SMPP 
and to acknowledge the multiple additional environmental benefits that can be accomplished 
through the use of deed restrictions and conservation easements. Although the SMPP does 
provide protection from commercial and residential development and provides guidance on how 
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lands should be preserved and enhanced, the SMPP does not provide funding to implement its 
policies/goals such as managing agricultural lands to support waterfowl or enhance wildlife 
habitat. Notably, moreover, the SMPP does allow activities and development that are not 
compatible with the protection of habitat for the benefit of species that are found within the 
Project Site. For example, the SMPP allows land uses and activities that may not be compatible 
with wildlife preservation and management, such as the installation of utilities, natural gas 
exploration, recreational hiking and biking, recreational fishing, boating, hunting, and the like. 
A conservation easement designed specifically to preserve and manage the land for wildlife 
habitat in accordance with Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e provides additional legal protections and 
funding to implement such protections. The conservation easement will restrict use of the 
protected area to offset the Project’s wetland impacts and impacts to rare plants, and will 
facilitate the management of the land as wildlife habitat with additional restrictions and funding 
that the SMPP does not afford. Per Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e, the legal instrument 
accompanying the conservation easement will include requirements to (i) restrict pedestrian and 
boating recreation, which can have adverse impacts on wildlife habitat; (ii) provide a sanctuary 
for waterfowl during hunting season by excluding duck hunting and creating freshwater seasonal 
wetlands; (iii) provide funding to effectively manage, protect, and enhance rare plants found 
onsite; (iv) provide funding to clean up trash blown onto the site or illegally dumped before it 
can enter the waterway; (v) provide funding to minimize homeless encampments from 
establishing; and (vi) ensure current grazing practices are compatible with preserving and 
enhancing the wildlife habitat. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e also requires a deed 
restriction that prohibits development of and public access to, and public use of the Managed 
Open Space area.   

Comment A7-8 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the wetland creation actions associated with 
the proposed Project will have negative impacts to existing wetlands, uplands, and wildlife 
habitats on the site, and that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not disclose these 
impacts. The comment further states that, “The proposed Project and mitigation would result 
in a net loss of open space and wetland and wildlife resources in Solano County and adjacent 
to the Suisun Marsh.” 

Response: The Draft EIR biological impact analysis section starting on page 4.3-70 discloses several 
potential impacts associated with the construction activities required to create wetlands within 
the Managed Open Space Area that will impact federally listed plants, wildlife, and existing 
wetlands. The discussion goes on, however, to propose a number of mitigation measures to 
reduce these potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. For example, to avoid 
direct or indirect impacts during construction to wetlands and habitat occupied by Contra Costa 
goldfields, rare plants, and the saltmarsh harvest mouse and Suisun shrew, the mitigation 
measures require the installation of orange construction fencing to delineate a non-disturbance 
buffer from the boundaries of these habitats. In addition, mitigation measures required to reduce 
and limit the spread of invasive nonnative plant species during construction requires that 
construction vehicles and equipment be cleaned inside and out before arrival at the Project Site. 
To avoid impacts to nesting birds during construction of the wetlands, preconstruction nesting 
bird surveys must be conducted, and buffers established around any active nest discovered. 
Other mitigation measures to minimize impacts during the construction to create wetlands 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-99 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

include a worker environmental awareness training program and the requirement that a 
biological monitor be on-site during all work involving vegetation clearing and ground 
disturbance.   

Comment A7-9 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Draft EIR Section 4.3, “Biological Resources,” 
“lists numerous potential significant and unavoidable impacts,” but proposed mitigation 
measures are only offset at a mitigation ratio of 1:1. The comment suggests that mitigation for 
the loss and destruction of wetlands, special status, and sensitive species habitats should be 
offset at a minimum ratio of 3:1. Therefore, the comment states that proposed mitigation in the 
Draft EIR and the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan is inadequate to address the permanent and 
temporal loss of biological resources from the proposed Project impacts. 

Response: The commenter is incorrect in stating that Draft EIR Section 4.3 identifies “numerous potential 
significant and unavoidable impacts.” Rather, as noted in the response to Comment A7-4, all 
impacts to biological resources can be mitigated to less than significant levels. In addition, the 
commenter has cited no legal authority or biological analysis in support of its recommendation 
for a three to one mitigation ratio rather than a one-to-one ratio. The law is clear, however, that 
a one-to-one ratio can fully satisfy CEQA mitigation requirements.  

 
Although Section 15126.4, subdivision (a)(4)(B), of the CEQA Guidelines says that “[t]he 
mitigation measure must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts of the project,” what this 
statement really means is that, at most, the mitigation for a significant environmental effect must 
be roughly proportional. While the constitutional principle of “rough proportionality” (see 
Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 [1994]) precludes over-mitigating impacts, CEQA stops 
short of always requiring roughly proportional mitigation, though in practice it is often imposed, 
particularly where the environmental resources at issue, such as wetlands, are also subject to 
federal or state statutes or regulations that require environmental protection above and beyond 
what CEQA requires. 

  
“The goal of mitigation measures is not to net out the impact of a proposed project, but to reduce 
the impact to insignificant levels” (Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County [2013] 217 
Cal.App.4th 503, 529). “Mitigation measures need not include precise quantitative performance 
standards, but they must be at least partially effective, even if they cannot mitigate significant 
impacts to less than significant levels” (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno [2018] 6 Cal.5th 502, 
523).  

  
The definition of “mitigation” found in Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines includes, among 
other things, “[r]ectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 
environment[,]” “[r]educing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance operations during the life of the action[,]” and “[c]ompensating for the impact by 
replacing or providing substitute resources or environments, including through permanent 
protection of such resources in the form of conservation easements.”  

 
Though not all mitigation measures, to be valid, need to include performance standards, such 
standards are necessary where many of the crucial details for a mitigation plan are deferred until 
after project approval. “Formulation of mitigation measures shall not be deferred until some 
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future time. The specific details of a mitigation measure, however, may be developed after 
project approval when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details during the project’s 
environmental review provided that the agency (1) commits itself to the mitigation, (2) adopts 
specific performance standards the mitigation will achieve, and (3) identifies the type(s) of 
potential action(s) that can feasibly achieve that performance standard and that will [be] 
considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the mitigation measure” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4, subd. [a][1][B], italics added).  
 
One common performance standard that is discussed in CEQA case law is “no net loss” of 
wetland habitat, which is commonly required, in any event, by the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers under the Clean Water Act. This approach to CEQA mitigation can generally be 
termed “compensatory,” though it also typically involves the use of conservation easements and 
the rehabilitation or restoration of former wetlands, along with ongoing maintenance. 
 
In California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603 
(California Native Plant Society), the court considered the adequacy of a mitigation measure 
addressed to mitigate for the loss of vernal pools, a kind of wetland, that were supporting two 
species of shrimp subject to protection under the Endangered Species Act. The measure was 
mitigation for “the direct loss of 14.1 acres of vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat” and “15.65 acres 
of vernal pool tadpole shrimp habitat” (Id. at p. 610.) The measure “provided that these direct 
impacts would be mitigated ‘in such a manner that there will be no net loss of habitat (acreage 
and function) for these species in the Laguna Formation following implementation of the 
project.’” (Ibid.) Under the measure, “the applicant would be required to ‘complete and 
implement a habitat mitigation and monitoring plan that will compensate for the loss of acreage, 
function and value of the impacted resources.’” (Ibid). “The plan would have to include ‘[t]arget 
areas for creation, restoration and preservation,’ ‘[a] complete biological assessment of the 
existing resources on the target areas,’ ‘[s]pecific creation and restoration plans for each target 
area,’ and “[p]erformance standards for success that will illustrate that the compensation ratios 
are met’” (Id. at pp. 610-611). 
 
In upholding this measure, the court stated that the respondent city “did not defer a determination 
of whether the Project would have a significant impact on the vernal pool and seasonal wetland 
habitats or defer the identification of measures calculated to mitigate that impact. Rather, the 
City determined the impact the Project would have—habitat loss—and identified a specific 
measure to mitigate that impact—preservation or creation of replacement habitat off site in a 
specific ratio to the habitat lost as a result of the Project. While it is true the City did not identify 
any specific proposed mitigation site, there is nothing …. that required it to do so” (Id. at page 
622). 
 
Although the measure in California Native Plant Society prohibited any net loss of acreage, the 
measure also addressed the “function and value of the impacted resources.” (Id. at p. 610.) 
Options for mitigating the function and value of the impacted wetland habitat included “creation, 
restoration and preservation” (Id. at pp. 610-611). 
 
In Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange [2005] 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 794 
(Endangered Habitats League), the court, using similar reasoning, upheld a mitigation measure 
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addressed to the loss of habitat for the California gnatcatcher, a federally protected bird. The 
measure, the court said, “sets out the possibilities—on-site or off-site preservation of similar 
habitat at a ratio of at least two to one, or one of several possible habitat loss permits from 
relevant agencies. We believe this enumeration of alternative mitigation measures saves the 
provision from improper deferral” (Ibid).   
  
The same court also upheld a “mitigation measure for tree loss [that] requires a tree restoration, 
maintenance, and monitoring plan to be prepared and approved prior to issuing grading permits. 
It provides the plan must ‘detail’ long-term maintenance and monitoring, include requirements 
for replanting procedures, and include a contract with a certified arborist for at least 10 years. 
The arborist must make reports throughout the year and must be given decision-making power 
over tree care and maintenance. We find these standards sufficient” (Id. at p. 795).    
  
In Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto [2012] 208 Cal.App.4th 899, 943, 
946, the court upheld a mitigation measure addressing impacts to rare plants located on land 
identified for development. The measure allowed for “plant salvage and transportation plan to 
avoid, relocate or minimize impacts on these species.” The governing performance standard 
required the successful establishment of at least 80 percent of transplanted plants. Notable here 
is the fact that the measure was sufficient though its performance standard stopped short of 
requiring “no net loss” of the adversely affected plants.  
 
In Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018, 
1038 (ECOS), the court was clear that adequate mitigation under CEQA, as well as under the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), need not always 
require acre-for-acre mitigation. In that case, the court upheld under both CEQA and CESA a 
Habitat Conservation Plan approved not only under CESA but also under the federal Endangered 
Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.). The Conservation Plan required the purchase of a half-
acre for habitat reserves for every acre of new development. The court explained the overall 
workings of the Conservation Plan as follows: 

 
Under the plan, the Natomas Basin Conservancy (Conservancy), a nonprofit 
organization, will manage the habitat and monitor the health and welfare of the 
species, including the hawks and the snakes. The centerpiece of the plan is the 
purchase of one-half acre for habitat reserves for every acre that is developed, 
irrespective of the habitat quality of the land developed. The land acquisitions 
for reserves will be funded with mitigation fees paid by developers. The 
Conservancy will dedicate 50 percent of the 8,750 acres of reserve land to rice 
cultivation that serves as habitat for the snakes, 25 percent to managed marsh 
habitat for the snakes, and the remaining 25 percent in upland habitat for foraging 
opportunities for the hawks. The Conservation Plan provides multiple 
justifications for the 0.5:1 ratio: “(1) the reserves will provide higher quality 
habitat than the lands to be developed, especially given that the reserves will be 
managed for the covered species; (2) much of the land to be developed is of 
limited value as habitat but will be assessed as if it were of value; (3) the reserves 
will provide permanent habitat for the covered species; (4) the [Conservation 
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Plan] provides monitoring and adaptive management to protect the species; and 
(5) the reserves will be large and biologically viable.” 

 
(142 Cal.App.4th at p. 1025, italics added.) 

 
The referenced 0.5 to 1 mitigation ratio was intended not only to satisfy CEQA’s mitigation 
requirements, but also to satisfy the CESA requirement that the impacts of any “take” of an 
endangered or threatened species be “minimized and fully mitigated” in a manner that is 
“roughly proportional in extent to the impact of the authorized taking on the species” (Ibid., 
quoting Fish & G. Code, § 2081, subd. [b][2]). 
 
As the lengthy quotation above makes clear, among the reasons why a ratio of half an acre to 
one acre was permissible under both CEQA and CESA were that “much of the land to be 
developed is of limited value as habitat” and that “the reserves will provide higher quality habitat 
than the lands to be developed.”  
 
The court rejected the petitioner’s argument that a minimum one to one ratio was required by 
CEQA. The court explained that “[t]he Conservation Plan in fact mitigates for the impacts on 
covered species in a variety of ways beyond the purchase of a half acre for every acre developed. 
The reserves purchased with the mitigation fees will be maintained as habitat in perpetuity. 
Moreover, the Conservancy is mandated by the Conservation Plan to manage rice farms, which 
might otherwise disappear from the Natomas Basin. The preconstruction surveys, preservation 
of land adjacent to Fisherman’s Lake, avoidance of development in the one-mile hawk zone, 
and planting of nest trees are all part of the integrated mitigation plan designed to compensate 
for the incidental take of any covered plants and animals.” (142 Cal.App.4th at p. 1039, italics 
added.) The court thus emphasized that the Conservation Plan would improve the biological 
conditions of the land to be preserved through an integrated approach that include active 
maintenance, management, and enhancement of the land. 
 
The court made similar points in upholding the mitigation ratio against an attack under CESA: 

 
We have described at some length the impressive avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation features of the Conservation Plan, including the purchase of reserve 
lands to be developed and maintained as high quality habitat, adaptive 
management, adjustments because of recovery plan adoption, and extensive 
compliance and biological effectiveness monitoring. The Department's findings 
that the entire Conservation Plan minimized and fully mitigated the impacts of 
the taking are further supported by the scientific assessment of the Natomas 
Basin in that several covered species do not occur in the basin or their use of the 
basin is low and sporadic, the basin constitutes an insignificant portion of most 
of the species’ ranges, and habitat remains available within and outside the basin 
to satisfy species’ essential behavioral needs (Id. at p. 1043). 

 
As the preceding detailed discussion of CEQA case law makes clear, there is abundant judicial 
authority for mitigation approaches that use tools such as conservation, management, 
enhancement, restoration, and recreation – separately or in combination – in order to achieve 
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roughly proportional mitigation for lost or damaged biological resources. These are the very 
tools used in the Preliminary Mitigation and Monitoring Plan prepared by biological resource 
consultants working for the Project applicant. The operative performance standard is “no net 
loss of habitat quality.” This approach is not only biologically legitimate; but it also functions 
within the parameters of the constitutional principles and CEQA case law described at length 
above. 

Comment A7-10 Summary of Comment: The comment suggests that the creation of functioning vernal pools, 
alkali seasonal wetlands, and seasonally saturated annual grasslands in areas where they 
currently don’t exist is unlikely to be successful, and the notion that these created habitats will 
support sensitive species such as Contra Costa Goldfields or the Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse is 
uncertain. The comment suggests that the Project proponents foreshadow the failure of their 
proposed mitigation plan by stating (pages 1-12) “…if success criteria for created wetlands 
cannot be fully attained with onsite wetland mitigation, the project applicant shall purchase 
wetland mitigation credits from an approved mitigation bank which serves the project site and 
which support existing populations.” The commenter states that “the likelihood of habitat 
restoration failure is underpinning the proposed Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, and it should 
not be accepted as adequate.” 

Response: The commenter is correct that creating wetlands in areas that do not support or have not 
historically supported wetlands can sometimes be difficult, but that is not the case for this 
Project. Functioning vernal pools, alkali seasonal wetlands, and seasonally saturated annual 
grasslands do exist within close proximity to the areas where wetland creation is proposed, and 
these wetlands do support sensitive plant species and salt marsh harvest mouse. To ensure, to 
the maximum extent possible, that the success criteria for created wetlands are met, the created 
wetlands will be located in upland areas on the same soil type, watershed, and general 
topography as these functioning wetlands. This is a common concept that has been accepted by 
the regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands (including the USACE, USFWS, CDFW 
and RWQCB) and has proven to be effective. For example, in Solano County, the agency-
approved North Suisun Mitigation Bank successfully created vernal pools in upland habitat 
where soils and topography supported adjacent vernal pools. In addition, a residential 
development project in Vacaville called the North Development Village project (USACE Permit 
# 1999-00429N, USFWS BO# 1-1-99-F-0184, RWQCB WDID# 5A48CR00016, CDFW 
Notification No. 1600-2004-0207-R2) successfully created seasonal wetlands and vernal pools 
on uplands where soils and topography supported adjacent seasonal wetlands and vernal pools.   

 The inclusion of success criteria, far from being an implied recognition of the likelihood of 
failure, is a common requirement to ensure that success is achieved and to provide empirical 
bases for measuring progress towards success. Permitting agencies such as the USACE and 
RWQCB commonly require that “Adaptive Management” measures, sometimes referred to as 
contingency measures, be included in Mitigation and Monitoring Plans. These measures are 
intended to ensure that success criteria and performance standards are met. Listing an adaptive 
management measure, such as the measures referenced by the commenter on page 1-12, is not 
an admission that the creation of wetlands is predicted to fail. Such measures are included so 
that if, for some unforeseen reason, the success criteria for the wetlands are not initially achieved 
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as expected, additional steps can be taken to respond to the unexpected or unforeseen factors. 
Courts in CEQA cases have recognized the legal validity and practicality associated with 
adaptive management, which is a good and sound scientific practice. For example, in 
Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018, 
1026, in which the court upheld a habitat conservation plan and its mitigation components under 
both CEQA and the California Endangered Species Act (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), the 
court explained the benefits of adaptive management as follows:  

The Conservation Plan is not static, nor is it confined to its initial assumptions. 
Cognizant that many factors might change during the 50–year life of the 
Conservation Plan, the public agencies designed an adaptive management 
program. In other words, both compliance monitoring and biological effectiveness 
monitoring may reveal ineffective management of the reserves or that the 
assumptions upon which the Conservation Plan was predicated have not held true 
over time. [Citation.] The Conservancy can respond to the deficiencies revealed 
by monitoring or periodic reviews. If unable to protect the species with these 
measures, the plan can be amended or revised, or the permits can be suspended or 
revoked. 

Comment A7-11 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Draft EIR Appendix C Biological Resources: 
Aquatic Resources section states that aquatic resources delineations were completed in 2003, 
2004, 2020, and 2022. The comment further states that the 2003 and 2004 resource delineations 
are too old and therefore should not be used to determine current wetland resources at the site, 
and the 2020 and 2022 delineations are not relevant because California experienced a drought 
during those years. Therefore, the comment states that the Draft EIR has underestimated the 
Project’s wetland impacts, resulting in inadequate wetland mitigation, and requiring mitigation 
at a ratio of three-to-one rather than one-to-one. 

Response: This region of California experiences periodic droughts, and during these droughts, wetlands 
may not become inundated or saturated for several years. Wetland hydrology determinations 
provided in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual, and the 
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region 
Version 2.0 dated September 2008 (Arid West Manual) are based on numerous indicators, many 
of which were designed to be used during dry periods when the direct observation of surface 
water or a shallow water table is not possible. However, some wetlands may lack any of the 
listed hydrology indicators, particularly during the long dry season or in a dry year. When 
hydrology conditions are “naturally problematic” such as during a drought year, the Arid West 
Manual provides a number of approaches that can be used to determine whether wetland 
hydrology is present on sites where indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and hydric soil are 
present, but hydrology indicators may be lacking due to normal variations in rainfall. 

The aquatic resource delineation report referenced in the Draft EIR was prepared by the 
Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc. (HBG) and dated August 2021. HBG’s investigation focused 
on identifying and mapping aquatic resources meeting the then-current broad definitions of 
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and navigable 
waters under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. (In May 2023, the United States 
Supreme Court articulated a narrower definition of waters of the U.S. in Sackett v. 
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Environmental Protection Agency, 598 U.S. 651, 143 S.Ct. 1322 [2023]). Wetlands were 
identified and delineated using the US Army Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation 
Manual, and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: 
Arid West Region Version 2.0 (Arid West Manual). The Arid West Manual was followed when 
determining the presence or absence of wetland vegetation, hydric soil, and hydrology 
indicators. Due to fundamentally changing rain patterns and the previous two years (2020 & 
2021) of below average rainfall, hydrology conditions were considered “naturally problematic” 
and the “Difficult Wetland Situations in the Arid West” procedures for wetlands that 
periodically lack indicators of wetland hydrology were followed. In accordance with these 
procedures, if (i) wetland hydrology indicators appear to be absent on a site that has hydrophytic 
vegetation and hydric soils, (ii) there is no evidence of hydrologic manipulation (e.g., no 
drainage ditches, dams, levees, water diversions, etc.), and (iii) the region has been affected by 
drought, then the area should be identified as a wetland. HBG followed this procedure and 
included areas that met the hydrophytic vegetation and hydric soil indicators, but lacked wetland 
hydrology indicators, as “wetlands.” HBG conducted field work in summer of 2020, and winter 
and spring of 2021; the USACE conducted a site visit in October of 2021 and issued a 
Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination on February 1, 2023.   

These procedures, by which areas that lacked wetland hydrology but did have hydrophytic 
vegetation and hydric soils were mapped as “wetlands,” ensured the wetland area was not 
underestimated and that the Draft EIR both adequately evaluated the Project’s wetland impacts 
and properly formulated mitigation measures in light of that evaluation. 

Comment A7-12 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the surveys used to identify rare plant species 
within the proposed Development Area are either too old or were conducted during drought 
years, and therefore are invalid. Therefore, the comment states that the Draft EIR has 
underestimated the Project’s impacts to rare plant species, resulting in inadequate mitigation, 
and requiring mitigation at a ratio of three-to-one rather than one-to-one. 

Response: Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, there was nothing wrong with using both survey results 
from drought years and much earlier survey results from much wetter years. Indeed, the use of 
survey data from a combination of different years with different rainfall conditions increased 
the accuracy of the overall conclusions reached from the multiple surveys. The rare plant surveys 
conducted in 2021 and 2022 utilized CDFW’s plant survey protocols identified in “Protocols 
for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive 
Natural Communities” dated March 20, 2018. CDFW’s plant survey protocols do not distinguish 
between above, average, or below average (i.e., drought) rainfall years. The protocol requires 
preparation prior to the actual survey being conducted.  Preparation includes compiling relevant 
botanical information, consulting with the CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Data Base and 
Biogeographic Information and Observation System, and identifying vegetation and habitat 
types and reference sites prior to conducting field work. As part of the preparation, the 2021 and 
2022 plant survey compiled relevant botanical information that included the rare plant surveys 
conducted in 2000-2002 and 2005 by Vollmar Consulting. The 2022 plant survey results showed 
that the distribution and abundance of special-status plants in the Project area was reduced when 
compared to the 2000-2002 and 2005 surveys. This was likely due to the 2021-2022 wet season 
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having below average rainfall, concentrated early in the season, resulting in a shorter growing 
season and reduced abundance of native forbs than in years with a more typical rainfall pattern 
of heavy rains in December and January. The plant surveys conducted by Vollmar Consulting 
in 2000-2002 and 2005 were conducted during average and above average rainfall years1. Based 
on the understanding that the 2021 and 2022 surveys were conducted during low rainfall years, 
the Draft EIR impacts analysis used the data collected from 2021 and 2022 and included the 
population numbers and occupied habitat areas provided by the plant surveys conducted in 2000-
2002 and 2005 by Vollmar Consulting. The inclusion of plant survey data collected by Vollmar 
Consulting, and of new data collected during the 2022 plant survey, ensured that the rare plant 
survey data presented in the Draft EIR were not underestimated and that the Project’s rare plant 
impact and mitigation measures were adequately evaluated in this Draft EIR.   

It should also be noted that CDFW, as trustee agency under CEQA Guidelines section 15386, 
provided expertise in reviewing and commenting on the Draft EIR in a letter dated October 13, 
2023.  In that letter, CDFW provided extensive and detailed comments on a number of biological 
issues but did not raise any concern that the protocol rare plant surveys referenced in the Draft 
EIR might be too old or invalid because they were conducted during drought years. 

Comment A7-13 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the proposed Project is “ill conceived and 
contrary to several conservation laws and policies that protect natural resources of this special 
region.” The comment expresses opposition to the Project and requests that it not be adopted 
by the City. The comment further states that the Draft EIR and proposed mitigation are 
inadequate, and that the proposed Project will have “significant unavoidable impacts to Solano 
County and the wetland and wildlife resources of Suisun Marsh.” Finally, the comment states 
that SRCD does not support the Project because “it will include significant and unavoidable 
habitat destruction and will result in degradation of wetland and wildlife resources.” 

Response: The City notes the facts that the Suisun Resource Conservation District is opposed to the 
proposed Project and that the District urges the City of Suisun City not to take any further action 
related to the Draft EIR or any elements of the proposed Project. No further response is 
necessary.  

 As described in responses to comments A7-1 through A7-9, the Draft EIR does not identify any 
significant and unavoidable impacts related to biological resources. For the reasons stated in 
responses to comments A7-1 through A7-12, the Draft EIR provides a thorough and adequate 
analysis of potential Project impacts, the recommended mitigation measures would reduce all 
impacts to biological resources to a less-than-significant level as identified in Draft EIR Section 
4.3, “Biological Resources,” and no changes to the Draft EIR are required.  

  

 
1  Using rainfall data from 1971-2000, the Fairfield WETS Station calculated the average rainfall as 23.28 inches with a 30 percent chance 

rainfall would be less than 18.42 inches or greater than 26.90 inches. Total rainfall during 2000 was recorded at 27.44 inches, 2001 at 
27.18 inches, 2002 at 25.51 inches, and 2005 at 36.31 inches. 
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2.2.8 Comment Letter #A8:  

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-108 City of Suisun City 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-109 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-110 City of Suisun City 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-111 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-112 City of Suisun City 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-113 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-114 City of Suisun City 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-115 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-116 City of Suisun City 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-117 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-118 City of Suisun City 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-119 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 

 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-120 City of Suisun City 

 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-121 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-122 City of Suisun City 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-123 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-124 City of Suisun City 

 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-125 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-126 City of Suisun City 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #A8 

Comment A8-1 Summary of Comment: The commenter, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, CDFW, 
summarizes its role in commenting on the Draft EIR as a Trustee Agency under CEQA on issues 
related to fish, plant, and wildlife resources. They also clarified their role as a Responsible 
Agency should the Project require authorization under CESA, the Native Plant Protection Act, 
the agency’s Lake and Streambed Alteration Program, or other provisions of the Fish and Game 
Code.   

Response: CDFW’s statements regarding its role as both a Trustee and possibly Responsible Agency under 
CEQA are noted. No further response is necessary. 

Comment A8-2 Summary of Comment: The comment summarizes CDFW’s understanding of the location and 
nature of the Proposed Project. 

Response: Comment noted. CDFW has correctly understood the nature of the proposed Project.  

Comment A8-3 Summary of Comment: CDFW lists species listed under CESA that could be impacted by the 
Proposed Project (Swainson’s Hawk, salt marsh harvest mouse, several listed species of 
salmonids, California black rail, tricolored blackbird, and Crotch bumble bee), and 
acknowledges that the Draft EIR provides mitigation measures to avoid impacts to these species. 
CDFW indicates that, if impacts to these listed species result, significant modification to the 
Project and mitigation measures may be required to obtain a necessary Incidental Take Permit 
(ITP) from the agency.   

Response: CDFW’s comments regarding the possible need for an ITP under CESA are noted. If the Project 
were to result in the “take” of species listed under CESA, significant modification of the Project 
or implementation of mitigation measures may be required to obtain an ITP from CDFW. No 
further response is necessary.  

Comment A8-4 Summary of Comment: CDFW comments that a Mandatory Finding of Significance is required 
if a project is likely to substantially restrict the range or reduce the population of a threatened 
or endangered species, and that impacts must be avoided or mitigated to less than significant 
levels unless the Lead Agency makes Findings of Overriding Considerations. CDFW also states 
that a Finding of Overriding Considerations does not eliminate the applicant’s obligation to 
comply with CESA. 

Response: CDFW’s comments regarding the possible need for a Mandatory Finding of Significance or 
Finding of Overriding Considerations are noted. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15065, 
subdivision (a), a mandatory finding of significance is required where a proposed project would 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened 
species. The commenter is correct that, where such an impact exists and cannot be feasibly 
mitigated to a less than significant level, a statement of overriding considerations would be 
necessary before an agency decisionmaker could approve a proposed project with such an 
impact. Here, however, no mandatory finding is necessary, as the Draft EIR has not concluded 
that the Project will substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, 
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or threatened species. Although the Project Site supports, or has the potential to support, a 
number of species listed as either endangered or threatened, the recommended mitigation 
measures will reduce impacts to those species such that there will neither be substantial 
reductions in the numbers of individuals of such species nor substantial restrictions of the ranges 
of the species.  

Comment A8-5 Summary of Comment: CDFW indicates that LSA Notification is required for Projects affecting 
lakes, streams, or associated riparian habitat, and indicates that the project requirement to 
construct a stormwater outfall within a slough channel may require an LSA Notification if this 
outfall impacts the slough. 

Response: The City acknowledges that if a stormwater outfall were to be constructed within the subject 
slough channel, an LSA Notification for the outfall would be required. Please see also the 
Response to Comment A8-28. 

Comment A8-6 Summary of Comment: CDFW states that Fully Protected Species (for this Project including 
California black rail and salt marsh harvest mouse) may not be taken or possessed at any time 
except in certain limited circumstances. 

Response: The City understands the restrictions related to Fully Protected Species such as California black 
rail and salt marsh harvest mouse. The Draft EIR summarizes required protections associated 
with Fully Protected Species on page 4.3-58 of Section 4.3.2, Regulatory Framework. No take 
of California black rail, salt marsh harvest mouse, or other Fully Protected Species such as 
white-tailed kite will result from the Project. 

Comment A8-7 Summary of Comment: CDFW indicates that, based on several Fish and Game Code Sections, 
it has jurisdiction over actions that may result in the disturbance or destruction of active nests 
or the unauthorized take of birds, and that that migratory birds are also protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Response: The City acknowledges the prohibitions contained in Fish and Game Code sections 3503 
(regarding unlawful take, possession or needless destruction of the nests or eggs of any bird), 
3503.5 (regarding the take, possession or destruction of any birds-of-prey or their nests or eggs), 
and 3513 (regarding unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird), and under the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Although these laws do not give CDFW direct permitting authority 
over all activities that could affect birds or their nests, the City assumes that CDFW’s law 
enforcement authority extends to violations of these statutes. The Draft EIR summarizes federal 
regulations protecting bird population on page 4.3-54 and state regulations on page 4.3-58 of 
Section 4.3.2, Regulatory Framework. The Draft EIR also includes mitigation measures 
intended to protect nesting birds. Mitigation Measures 4.3-14a and 4.3-14b provide that, if 
construction activity is to be conducted during the nesting season of migratory birds (February 
1 to August 31), preconstruction surveys for active bird nests must be conducted and that any 
active nests must be protected through the establishment of protective buffer zones. Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-11 ensures that these preconstruction surveys and protections extend to special 
status species for which specific mitigation measures are not included elsewhere in the Draft 
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EIR, including loggerhead shrike, Suisun song sparrow, grasshopper sparrow, and tricolored 
blackbird nesting colonies. 

Comment A8-8 Summary of Comment: As the Project requires avoidance of significant impacts on biological 
resources and implementation of mitigation measures, CDFW agrees that an EIR is the 
appropriate document necessary to comply with CEQA.   

Response: Comment noted. No further response is necessary. 

Comment A8-9 Summary of Comment: The comment points out that the draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 
4.3-17e, Implement Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, which states that "the Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan shall include a site protection instrument (e.g., deed restriction or conservation 
easement[s]) that will restrict use of the proposed Managed Open Space area of the Project Site 
to offset impacts to wetlands and impacts to rare plants" (Draft EIR page 4.3-94). CDFW points 
out that deed restrictions and open space easements provide a lesser degree of certainty than 
conservation easements that wetlands and special-status species will be protected in perpetuity. 
If a site protection instrument that is not a conservation easement is used, Mitigation Measure 
4.3-17e may not be effective in mitigating the Project's effect on special-status fish and wildlife 
resources. 

Response: In response to CDFWs comment, the last paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e has been 
revised to specify that a conservation easement would serve as the site protection instrument to 
provide mitigation commensurate with the impacts identified in section 4.3 of the Draft EIR and 
addressed through Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, 4.3-1c, 4.3-2a, 4.3-3a, 4.3-5a, 4.3-8a, 
4.3-9b, 4.3-13, and 4.3-17b, and that a deed restriction would be placed on the remainder of the 
Managed Open Space area to prohibit development of and public access to, and public use of 
the entire Managed Open Space area. The last paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e has 
been revised as shown in Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this Final EIR and provided here: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e: … The Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall 
include a conservation easement as the site protection instrument (e.g., deed 
restriction or conservation easement[s]) that will restrict use of the proposed 
Managed Open Space area of the Project Site in accordance with the acreages and 
ratios set forth by Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, 4.3-1c, 4.3-2a, 4.3-3a, 4.3-
5a, 4.3-8a, 4.3-9b, 4.3-13, and 4.3-17b to offset impacts to wetlands and impacts 
to rare plants and shall include a long-term endowment funded by the proposed 
Project; the balance of the Managed Open Space area shall be protected through a 
deed restriction that prohibits development of and public access to, and public use 
of the Managed Open Space area. The combination of these preservation tools shall 
manage the Managed Open Space area in perpetuity and in accordance with the 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan’s Long-Term Management Plan (see Property 
Analysis Record in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, in Appendix C). 

Comment A8-10 Summary of Comment: In the comment, CDFW summarizes identified impacts to special status 
species resulting from the Project, stating that the Project would result in a loss of individuals 
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of the federally listed as endangered Contra Costa goldfields (draft EIR page 4.3-70), foraging 
habitat for CESA listed as threatened Swainson's hawk (Draft EIR page 4.3-79), an estimated 
12 individual alkali milk-vetch plants (Draft EIR page 4.3-73), an estimated 465 individual 
saline clover plants (Draft EIR page 4.3-74), and an unquantified number of long-styled sand 
spurrey plants (Draft EIR page 4.3-76), as well as the loss of both occupied and suitable habitat 
for these species (Draft EIR page 4.3-73, 74, and 76).CDFW states that a lack of permanent 
protection of mitigation land may result in a mandatory finding of significance pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15065, subdivision (a), due to a substantial reduction in the numbers 
or restriction of the ranges of these species. 

Response: The City disagrees with the commenter’s statement that Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e in its 
original form would have resulted in the need to make a mandatory finding of significance under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15065, subdivision (a). Even so, as noted in the Response to 
Comment A8-9, Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e has been modified so that the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan requires a conservation easement as the permanent protection 
instrument for the portion of the Managed Open Space area required to provide compensatory  
mitigation in accordance with the acreages and ratios set forth by Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a, 
4.3-1b, 4.3-1c, 4.3-2a, 4.3-3a, 4.3-5a, 4.3-8a, 4.3-9b, 4.3-13, and 4.3-17b, and a deed restriction 
for the remainder of the Managed Space area that is not managed according to the provision of 
a conservation easement or easements. Refer to Response to Comment A8-9 for the modified 
language.   

Comment A8-11 Summary of Comment: The comment summarizes identified wetland impacts, stating that “the 
Project would result in permanent loss of wetlands due to placement of fill material into 16.3 
acres of Seasonally Saturated Annual Grassland; 14.1 acres of Vernal Pools; 7.4 acres of Alkali 
Seasonal Wetlands; and 0.002 acres of Perennial Brackish Marsh and may result in 
hydrological alterations to wetlands during the creation of mitigation wetlands (draft EIR page 
4.3-92). As described in the draft EIR, this is a potentially significant impact to wetlands (draft 
EIR page 4.3-92) and lack of permanent protection of mitigation land as further described below 
would result in a potentially significant impact to wetlands.” 

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e has been modified so that the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
requires a conservation easement as the permanent protection instrument for the portion of the 
Managed Open Space area required to provide compensatory mitigation in accordance with the 
acreages and ratios set forth by Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, 4.3-1c, 4.3-2a, 4.3-3a, 4.3-
5a, 4.3-8a, 4.3-9b, 4.3-13, and 4.3-17b, and a deed restriction for the remainder of the Managed 
Space area that is not managed according to the provision of a conservation easement or 
easements. Refer to Response to Comment A8-9 for the modified language.    

Comment A8-12 Summary of Comment: The comment indicates that the wetlands described in the Draft EIR are 
not categorized into natural communities, and that they are likely to contain natural 
communities considered by CDFW to be sensitive.  

Response: The Helm Biological Consulting (HBC) plant survey report referenced in the Draft EIR titled 
2022 Protocol-Level Special-Status Native Plant Surveys at the Highway 12 Logistics Center 
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Project, Solano County California, dated March 2023, determined that some of the vernal pool 
habitats on-site could be classified as a Downingia pulchella – Cressa truxillensis association, 
under the Lasthenia fremontii – Distichlis spicata alliance, and that other vernal pool habitats 
fit better in the Lasthenia glaberrima –Pleuropogon californicus association or the Lasthenia 
glaberrima Trifolium variegatum association, both under the Lasthenia glaberrima alliance 
(Sawyer et al. 2009). Both the Lasthenia fremontii – Distichlis spicata alliance and the Lasthenia 
glaberrima alliance have a global and State rarity ranking of 2 (G2 and S2) and, therefore, are 
considered sensitive natural communities to CDFW. As correctly stated in CDFW’s comment 
A8-13 below, it is reasonably expected that wetland restoration and the conservation of existing 
wetlands, as described in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan required in the Draft EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e, would result in the restoration of the sensitive natural community 
referenced in the HBC report and mitigation sufficient to reduce impacts to these habitats to 
less-than-significant levels. 

Comment A8-13 Summary of Comment: CDFW indicates that it is reasonably expected that wetland restoration 
and conservation of existing wetlands, as described in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
required in the Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e, would result in the restoration of the 
natural communities listed in Comment A8-12. CDFW points out that if there is a lack of 
permanent protection of mitigation land, the Project would result in potentially significant 
impacts to sensitive natural communities.   

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e has been modified so that the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
requires a conservation easement as the permanent protection instrument for the portion of the 
Managed Open Space area required to provide compensatory  mitigation in accordance with the 
acreages and ratios set forth by Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, 4.3-1c, 4.3-2a, 4.3-3a, 4.3-
5a, 4.3-8a, 4.3-9b, 4.3-13, and 4.3-17b, and a deed restriction for the remainder of the Managed 
Space area that is not managed according to the provision of a conservation easement or 
easements. Refer to Response to Comment A8-9 for the modified language.    

Comment A8-14 Summary of Comment: The comment summarizes a variety of reasons why CDFW believes that 
conservation easements provide greater certainty than deed restrictions that long-term 
management of mitigation lands can be assured.   

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e has been modified so that the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
requires a conservation easement as the permanent protection instrument for the portion of the 
Managed Open Space area required to provide compensatory  mitigation in accordance with the 
acreages and ratios set forth by Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, 4.3-1c, 4.3-2a, 4.3-3a, 4.3-
5a, 4.3-8a, 4.3-9b, 4.3-13, and 4.3-17b, and a deed restriction for the remainder of the Managed 
Space area that is not managed according to the provision of a conservation easement or 
easements. Refer to Response to Comment A8-9 for the modified language.   

Comment A8-15 Summary of Comment: To reduce potential for the several impacts to special-status fish and 
wildlife resources to less-than-significant, CDFW strongly recommends replacing Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-17e with alternative wording for the mitigation measure, which removes reference 
to an unspecified site protection instrument or deed restriction, leaving a conservation easement 
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as the legal tool used to protect mitigation values in perpetuity. CDFW’s recommended new 
mitigation measure removed reference to a deed restriction and replaced it with a conservation 
easement.   

Response: The last paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e has been revised to require a conservation 
easement as the site protection instrument for the portion of the Managed Open Space area 
required to provide compensatory mitigation in accordance with the acreages and ratios set forth 
by Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, 4.3-1c, 4.3-2a, 4.3-3a, 4.3-5a, 4.3-8a, 4.3-9b, 4.3-13, 
and 4.3-17b, and a deed restriction for the remainder of the Managed Space area that is not 
managed according to the provision of a conservation easement or easements. Refer to Response 
to Comment A8-9.   

Comment A8-16 Summary of Comment: CDFW points out that the Draft EIR proposes to preserve 205.4 acres 
of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat in the Managed Open Space area to mitigate the loss of 
92 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat (Draft EIR page 4.3-2). The agency indicates that 
much of the area proposed to compensate for impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat is 
already protected from development as it is within the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act area 
(Draft EIR page 4.3-2). CDFW contends that further protecting land that is already protected 
would not be effective mitigation. The comment notes that proposed compensation habitat 
includes 61.5 acres of onsite Managed Open Space not included in the Suisun Marsh 
Preservation Act area, but that it is unknown whether this is suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat. 

Response: The City disagrees with CDFW’s suggestion that, because the Managed Open Space would be 
located within the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan jurisdiction, a conservation easement would 
not be biologically effective. The comment fails both to recognize the limitations of existing 
protections under the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and to acknowledge the multiple additional 
environmental benefits that can be accomplished through the use of conservation easements. 
Although the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan does provide protection from commercial and 
residential development and provides guidance on how lands should be preserved and enhanced, 
the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan does not provide funding to implement its policies/goals such 
as managing agricultural lands to support waterfowl or enhance wildlife habitat. Notably, 
moreover, the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan does allow activities and development that are not 
compatible with the protection of habitat for the benefit of Swainson’s hawk. For example, the 
Suisun Marsh Protection Plan allows land uses and activities such as the installation of utilities, 
natural gas exploration, recreational hiking and biking, recreational fishing, boating, hunting, 
and the like. A conservation easement with an endowment designed specifically to preserve and 
manage the land for wildlife habitat, including Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, will provide 
the protected area with additional protections and funding to implement such protections the 
Suisun Marsh Protection Plan does not afford. The conservation easement (i) will restrict 
recreation/public access, which can have adverse impacts on Swainson’s hawk foraging and 
nesting activities; (ii) will ensure the foraging habitat is protected in perpetuity and not converted 
to a habitat type (e.g. perennial wetland, tidal wetland, pond, etc.) not suitable for Swainson’s 
hawk foraging: and (iii) will ensure that current grazing practices are compatible with preserving 
and enhancing the wildlife habitat for a number of species including Swainson’s hawk foraging.  
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A deed restriction is required for portions of the Managed Open Space area not required for 
compensatory mitigation that prohibits development, as well as public access and activities that 
could have adverse effects. 

See also Response to Comment A7-9, which explains why habitat preservation or conservation, 
particularly when combined with management and/or enhancement, is a legitimate and 
recognized form of CEQA mitigation. 

Comment A8-17 Summary of Comment: CDFW comments that reduction of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat 
would be a potentially significant impact given that Swainson’s hawk breeding populations in 
California have declined by 91 percent since 1900, the species continues to be threatened by 
loss of foraging habitat, and the fact that seven occurrences of Swainson’s hawk are known to 
occur within 5 miles of the Project (with the nearest being 1.4 miles to the west of the Project 
Site).   

Response: The Draft EIR acknowledges that impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat are potentially 
significant and warrant implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts to levels of 
insignificance. However, CDFW’s statement that Swainson’s hawk breeding populations in 
California have declined by 91 percent ignores CDFW’s own data showing that the number of 
breeding pairs in California has grown rapidly in recent years. Furnas et al (2022) demonstrated 
that after steep declines in the population between the 1970s and the early 2000s, California’s 
Swainson’s hawk summering population grew between 2005 and 2018 at the rapid rate of 13.9 
percent per year. These authors estimated the total Statewide population at 18,810 breeding pairs 
in 2018, which is within the range of the historical baseline population of 17,136 pairs estimated 
by Bloom in 1979 (Bloom 1979). Despite an overall increasing summer range population of 
Swainson’s Hawks in California, the researchers in Furnas (2022) study “recommend caution 
with respect to conservation planning for the species in the state,” suggesting that “the stability 
of recovery remains unclear.” 

CDFW indicates that seven occurrences of Swainson’s hawk are known to occur within 5 miles 
of the Project (with the nearest being 1.4 miles to the west of the site). The Draft EIR uses the 
same data to make the statement on page 4.3-79 that “there are 20 records of Swainson’s hawk 
in the CNDDB within 10 miles of the Project Site, including 5 that are within 3 miles. The 
closest record of nesting Swainson’s hawk to the Project Site is of a nest discovered in the 
summer of 2022 by an HBG wildlife biologist near Chadbourne Road and Courage Drive, a 
location that is approximately 1.4 miles west of the Project Site.” These breeding records within 
10 miles of the proposed Project supports the finding in the Draft EIR for this impact to be 
potentially significant and the inclusion of recommend Mitigation Measure 4.3-8a to 
compensate for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.  

Comment A8-18 Summary of Comment: The comment indicates that the Project Site is within the Solano 
Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Valley Floor Grassland Conservation Area 
where loss of foraging habitat should be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

Response: The comment that mitigation for the loss of Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat should be at a 
ratio of 1:1 is noted. The Draft EIR proposes mitigation for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat as set forth in the 1994 Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s 
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Hawks in the Central Valley of California, which provides guidance that mitigation lands should 
be provided if an active nest is located within a 10-mile radius of the Project Site, mitigation 
habitat value shall be equal to or higher than what currently occurs on the Project Site, and at a 
minimum of 1:1 ratio. Consistent with this guidance, Mitigation Measure 4.3-8 includes detailed 
language requiring a 1:1 compensation for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, and, should 
additional Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat mitigation area be required by the 1194 CDFW 
guidance, the requirement for the Project applicant to purchase mitigation credits from an 
approved Swainson’s hawk mitigation bank or preserve suitable foraging habitat off-site at an 
approved CDFW location so as to satisfy the additional CDFW requirement to offset the 
permanent loss of foraging habitat. 

Comment A8-19 Summary of Comment: To reduce potential for impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to 
less than significant levels, CDFW recommends replacing Mitigation Measure 4.3-8a with 
alternative wording for the mitigation measure, which removes reference to additional 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat mitigation being recommended by CDFW and suggests 
additional off-site mitigation. CDFW’s recommended new mitigation measure reads as follows:  

  Mitigation Measure 4.3-9c (Preserve Swainson's Hawk Foraging Habitat): To 
offset impacts to 92.0 acres of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat, the Project 
applicant shall provide habitat preservation at a location that will provide 
foraging habitat value to Swainson's hawks consistent with CDFW guidance as set 
forth in the 1994 Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson's 
Hawks in the Central Valley of California. CDFW 1994 guidance provides that 
mitigation lands should be provided if an active nest is located within a 10-mile 
radius of the Project Site, mitigation habitat value shall be equal to or higher than 
what currently occurs on the Project Site, and at a minimum of 1: 1 ratio.  

  The Project will determine the amount of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat within 
the Managed Open Space area that is outside of the Suisun Marsh Preservation 
Act area. This area shall be preserved and protected in perpetuity by a 
conservation easement. To reach the minimum 1:1 compensation acreage for 
Swainson's hawk foraging habitat, the Project applicant shall purchase mitigation 
credits from an approved Swainson's hawk mitigation bank which services the 
Project Site or preserve suitable foraging habitat off-site at an approved CDFW 
location using a conservation easement. Land area protected by Swainson's hawk 
foraging habitat mitigation credit purchase or other habitat preserved on-site and 
off-site shall be outside the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act area and shall not total 
less than 92.0 acres.  

  Furthermore, the Project proposes that the preserved 205.39 acres of Swainson's 
hawk foraging habitat would be enhanced by grazing the Managed Open Space 
area to control the buildup of thatch. 

Response: As discussed in Response to Comment A8-16, although much of the Managed Open Space is 
within the SMPP and protected from certain developments, a site protection instrument (i.e., 
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conservation easement) with an endowment designed specifically to preserve and manage the 
land for wildlife habitat, including Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, will provide the protected 
area with additional protections and funding to implement such protections and offset impacts 
to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.  For these reasons, Mitigation Measure 4.3-8a as set forth 
in the Draft EIR adequately mitigates impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to a level of 
less than significant. Even so, the City has made minor wording modifications to the measure, 
as shown in underline for new text in response to this comment. The revised Mitigation Measure 
4.3-8a is provided in Chapter 3, “Errata,” to this Final EIR to read as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-8a: To offset impacts to 92.0 acres of Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat, the Project applicant shall provide habitat preservation at a 
location that will provide foraging habitat value to Swainson’s hawks consistent 
with CDFW guidance as set forth in the 1994 Staff Report Regarding Mitigation 
for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks in the Central Valley of California. CDFW 1994 
guidance provides that mitigation lands should be provided if an active nest is 
located within a 10-mile radius of the Project Site, mitigation habitat value shall 
be equal to or higher than what currently occurs on the Project Site, and at a 
minimum of 1:1 ratio. Currently, the Project proposes 393.2 acres of Managed 
Open Space area, of which 205.4 acres consists of annual grasslands and seasonal 
wetlands considered suitable foraging habitat, shall be preserved and protected in 
perpetuity. Acreage required to provide a 1:1 compensation acreage for 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat would be protected through a conservation 
easement; a deed restriction would be placed on the remainder of the Managed 
Open Space area that prohibits development of, any resource extraction within, 
and public access to, and public use of the Managed Open Space area  under the 
Project. Furthermore, the Project proposes that the preserved Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat would be enhanced by grazing the Managed Open Space area to 
control the buildup of thatch. 

If additional Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat mitigation is required by the 1994 
CDFW guidance, the Project applicant shall purchase mitigation credits from an 
approved Swainson’s hawk mitigation bank which services the Project Site, or 
preserve suitable foraging habitat off-site at an approved CDFW location so as to 
satisfy the additional CDFW requirement to offset the permanent loss of foraging 
habitat. 

Comment A8-20 Summary of Comment: CDFW recognizes that Mitigation Measures 4.3-9b correctly requires 
avoidance of burrows occupied by burrowing owls with non-disturbance buffers and possible 
implementation of a burrowing owl exclusion plan during non-breeding periods likely include 
habitat mitigation. However, CDFW points out that the mitigation measure does not require 
habitat mitigation for impacts to unoccupied burrows used by breeding burrowing owl within 
the last three years. CDFW indicates that the draft Solano HCP stipulates that any nest site 
occupied by burrowing owls within the last three years is considered a known nest site that 
would require mitigation. 
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Response: Comment noted. The City acknowledges that an unoccupied burrow used by breeding 
burrowing owls within the last three years would be considered as a known nest site that would 
require mitigation if impacted by the Project, as stipulated in the draft Solano HCP. The last 
known record of burrowing owl either on or in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site was a 
record from the CNDDB in 2006 (see Response to Comment A8-21). Various wildlife biologists 
from several different firms (including HBG) have extensively surveyed the site over the last 20 
years, and no burrowing owls have been sighted, aside from the 2006 CNDDB record. There 
have been no occupied burrows on the Project Site over the last three years, so mitigation for 
impacts to a currently unoccupied burrow as mentioned in the comment will not be necessary. 
The City’s focus on actual on-the-ground conditions is consistent with the legal principle that 
existing conditions are generally the proper baseline for environmental impact assessment 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd. [a][1]). “An existing conditions baseline shall not include 
hypothetical conditions[.]” (Id., subd. [a][3]).   

 The City notes, moreover, that the draft Solano HCP remains unapproved and lacks the force of 
law. Under CEQA case law, draft regulatory plans need not to be considered (Chaparral Greens 
v. City of Chula Vista [1996] 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1145, fn. 7).  

Comment A8-21 Summary of Comment: The comment acknowledges statements in the Draft EIR (page 4.3-80) 
that suitable breeding habitat for burrowing owl appears to exist on the Project Site (Draft EIR 
page 4.3-80). In addition, CDFW indicates that a CNDDB sighting for burrowing owl 
characterized in the Draft EIR as "off the site adjacent to Cordelia Road" (Draft EIR page 4.3-
80), were of two adult burrowing owls observed during the breeding season located "east of 
South Pennsylvania Avenue, between Cordelia Street and Highway 12, south of Fairfield and 
west of Suisun City" which CDFW states appears to be within the Project Site. Therefore, the 
Project may result in a permanent loss of a burrowing owl breeding site in Solano County. 

Response: CDFW highlights a CNDDB record of two burrowing owls observed during the breeding season 
located (as per the CNDDB) “east of South Pennsylvania Avenue, between Cordelia Street and 
Highway 12, south of Fairfield and west of Suisun City,” which does sound like it could 
encompass the Project Site. The CNDDB information also points out that the specific location 
was “surrounded by suburban development to the north and east, pastureland and light industrial 
to the west and pastureland and estuary to the south,” which would describe a location at the 
eastern end of the annexation area that is to be included in the area of Managed Open Space as 
part of the Project. The lat/long coordinates provided as part of the CNDDB record indeed places 
this sighting within the Managed Open Space area. The date these owls were observed was 
February 6, 2006, which is very early in the nesting season, and there is no guarantee that this 
burrowing owl pair remained at this burrow to nest. In any event, regardless of precise location 
of this sighting or whether or not nesting actually occurred, it was a record of the species from 
2006, not within the last three years. The Cordelia Road location mentioned in the 2006 
environmental studies conducted at the site and in the Draft EIR refers to a number of burrowing 
owls sighted at the junction of Cordelia Road and Orehr Road in 1987, a location that is adjacent 
to the westernmost edge of the proposed Managed Open Space.  



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-136 City of Suisun City 

 There have been no occupied burrows on the Project Site over the last three years, so mitigation 
for impacts to a currently unoccupied burrow as mentioned in the comment will not be necessary 
(See Response to Comment A8-20 for a discussion of relevant legal principles). 

Comment A8-22 Summary of Comment: The comment summarizes aspects of burrowing owl ecology including 
strong fidelity to nest sites and territories, the species’ status as a Species of Special Concern 
due to a variety of described factors, and population declines in various part of California. 
CDFW states that “if an unoccupied burrow used by breeding burrowing owls within the last 
three years occurs on the Project Site and is removed, Project impacts to burrowing owl would 
be potentially significant.” 

Response: See the Response to Comment A8-20 and A8-21. The last known record of burrowing owl either 
on or in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site was a record from the CNDDB in 2006. 
Various wildlife biologists from several different firms (including HBG) have extensively 
surveyed the site over the last 20 years, and no burrowing owls have been sighted, aside from 
the 2006 record. There have been no occupied burrows on the Project Site over the last three 
years, so mitigation for impacts to a currently unoccupied burrow as mentioned in the comment 
will not be necessary. 

Comment A8-23 Summary of Comment: To reduce potential for impacts to burrowing owl to less than significant 
levels, CDFW recommends including the following mitigation measure: 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3-9c (Burrowing Owl Burrow Mitigation): If the Project 
would impact an unoccupied breeding burrowing owl burrow or burrow surrogate 
(i.e., a burrow known to have been used in the past three years for breeding), or an 
occupied burrow (where a non-breeding owl would be evicted as described below), 
the following habitat mitigation shall be implemented prior to Project construction.  

Impacts to each burrowing owl unoccupied breeding site shall be mitigated by 
permanent preservation of two burrowing owl occupied breeding sites with 
appropriate foraging habitat within Solano County, unless otherwise approved by 
CDFW, through a conservation easement and implementing and funding a long-term 
management plan in perpetuity. The same requirements shall apply for impacts to 
non-breeding evicted owl sites except two burrowing owl occupied non-breeding 
(i.e., wintering) sites shall be preserved. Note that the draft Solano HCP states that 
burrowing owl burrows shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio, however due to the likely 
further decline of burrowing owl since the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) was 
drafted, a 2:1 ratio is appropriate.  

 The Project may implement alternative methods for preserving habitat with written acceptance 
from CDFW.  

Response: The City has added language to Mitigation Measure 4.3-9b in order to incorporate concepts from 
CDFW’s proposed new mitigation measure 4.3-9c. This new language maintains a 1:1 ratio in 
lieu of the 2:1 ratio recommended by CDFW. Notably, the draft Solano HCP recommends 
burrowing owl mitigation at a 1:1 ratio and CDFW’s own guidelines (CDFW 2012) did not 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-137 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

provide a minimum habitat replacement recommendation, preferring to assign such measures 
on a case-by-case basis. Many portions of the Project Site are wetlands that do not generally 
support burrowing owl or significant colonies of California ground squirrels, and no burrowing 
owls have been sighted since 2006 despite extensive searching. Under these circumstances, a 
mitigation ratio greater than 1:1 appears not to be warranted.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.3-9a (Preconstruction Burrowing Owl Nesting Survey) requires 
preconstruction surveys for burrowing owls, and if a burrowing owl were found to be present 
within a development area prior to construction, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-9b 
(Avoid Impacts to Occupied Burrows) would reduce the impact to levels of insignificance. 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-9b acknowledges that if a burrowing owl is found and non-disturbance 
buffers are not enough to avoid impacts, it may be necessary to implement a Burrowing Owl 
Exclusion plan in accordance with CDFW guidelines, and that implementation of such a plan 
would likely require habitat mitigation, as suggested in CDFW’s proposed new Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-9c. Note that if mitigation for impacts to an occupied burrow was necessary as part 
of a Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan, such mitigation could be provided onsite within the 
Managed Open Space east of the Project development, where burrowing owl has been 
documented in the past (i.e., most recently in 2006). Revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.3-9b are 
provided in Chapter 3, “Errata,” to this Final EIR and now reads as follows (with deletions 
shown in strikeout and new text shown in underline):  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-9b: If preconstruction surveys determine that burrowing 
owls occupy the Project Site during the non-breeding season (September 1 to 
January 31), occupied burrows shall be avoided by establishing a no-disturbance 
buffer zone in consultation with CDFW. During the non-breeding season, if a 
qualified raptor biologist determines in consultation with CDFW that an occupied 
burrow(s) may be impacted even with implementation of non-disturbance buffers, 
the Project applicant shall consult CDFW to determine if a passive relocation effort 
and implementation of a Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan prepared in accordance 
with the CDFW guidelines (CDFG 2012) is appropriate to avoid impacts. 
Implementation of such a Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan would likely require 
habitat mitigation consistent with the requirements of the 2012 CDFW Staff 
Report.  

If burrowing owls are found to be present on the Project Site or off-site 
improvement areas during the breeding season (February 1 to August 31), the 
Project applicant shall consult CDFW and implement the CDFW-recommended 
avoidance protocol recommended in the 2012 CDFG guidance (CDFG 2012) 
whereby occupied burrows will be avoided with a no-disturbance buffer during the 
breeding season.  

At a minimum, impacts to each burrowing owl unoccupied breeding site (i.e., a 
burrow known to have been used in the past three years for breeding) shall be 
mitigated by creating one artificial burrow for every burrow impacted (1:1 ratio) 
in a location within the Managed Open Space area situated within a minimum of 
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6.5 acres of foraging habitat like the foraging habitat impacted.  The same 
requirements (a 1:1 ratio) shall apply for impacts to non-breeding evicted 
burrowing owl sites. As an alternative, with the approval of CDFW, burrowing 
owl mitigation credits may be purchased at a CDFW approved mitigation bank. 

Comment A8-24 Summary of Comment: The comment explains that CDFW does not consider exclusion of 
burrowing owls (i.e., passive removal of an owl from its burrow or other shelter) as a "take" 
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measure for the following reasons. The long-term 
demographic consequences of exclusion techniques have not been thoroughly evaluated, and 
the survival rate of excluded owls is unknown. Burrowing owls are dependent on burrows at all 
times of the year for survival or reproduction, therefore eviction from nesting, roosting, 
overwintering, and satellite burrows or other sheltering features may lead to indirect impacts 
or "take" which is prohibited under Fish and Game Code section 3503.5. The comment states 
that it is CDFW’s position that all possible avoidance and minimization measures should be 
considered before temporary or permanent exclusion and closure of burrows is implemented to 
avoid "take," that habitat compensation shall be provided for any evicted owl as described in 
Comments A8-20 through A8-23, and that the Project shall obtain CDFW's written acceptance 
of the eviction plan. 

Response: Comment noted. If eviction of burrowing owls is required, the City will require the applicant to 
attempt in good faith to consult with CDFW to ensure the plan is prepared pursuant to CDFW 
guidelines. The eviction plan would include, at a minimum, mitigation measures to preserve 
burrowing owl foraging habitat at a 1:1 ratio within a 250-foot radius of any burrow that required 
an eviction. Such mitigation could be provided onsite within the Managed Open Space east of 
the Project Development Area, where burrowing owl has been documented in the past (i.e., most 
recently in 2006). 

Comment A8-25 Summary of Comment: CDFW recommends an additional mitigation measure to mitigate 
potential impacts to burrowing owl, as follows:   

Mitigation Measure 4.3-9d (Cap Pipe and Hose): To prevent burrowing owls 
from sheltering or nesting in exposed material, all construction pipes, culverts, 
hoses or similar materials greater than two inches in diameter stored at the Project 
Site shall be capped or covered before the end of each work day and shall be 
inspected thoroughly for wildlife before the pipe or similar structure is buried, 
capped, used, or moved. 

Response: CDFW’s new mitigation measure 4.3-9d has been incorporated as Mitigation Measure 4.3-9c 
and is shown in Chapter 3, “Errata,” to this Final EIR. 

Comment A8-26 Summary of Comment: CDFW indicates that the Draft EIR states that construction associated 
with a stormwater outfall culvert "may impact 0.002 acres of a slough channel categorized as a 
perennial brackish marsh" (Draft EIR page 4.3-89). However, the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration does not include a mitigation measure requiring LSA Notification and compliance 
with the LSA Agreement. 
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Response: The City acknowledges that if a stormwater outfall were to be constructed within the subject 
slough channel, an LSA Notification for the outfall would be required.  Please see also the 
Response to Comment A8-28. 

Comment A8-27 Summary of Comment: CDFW indicates that the Project may result in impacts to perennial 
brackish marsh wetlands in a slough channel tributary to Suisun Slough. The comment states 
that "perennial brackish marsh" may be one of several natural communities considered sensitive 
by CDFW, including salt marsh bulrush (Bolboschoenus maritimus) marshes alliance (VC 
52.112.00), alkali heath (Frankenia salina) marshes alliance (VC 52.500.00), or alkali weed 
(Cressa truxillensis) - salt grass (Distichlis spicata) playas and sinks alliance (VC 46.100.00) 
(CNPS 2023). The comment describes why wetlands and the mentioned natural communities 
are of critical importance to the biotic and abiotic integrity of the entire watershed. The 
comment states that, absent the LSA Agreement, which would include measures to avoid and 
minimize impacts to streams, hydrologically connected habitat, wetlands, and associated 
species, impacts to the slough and associated riparian habitat, sensitive natural community, or 
wetlands would be potentially significant. 

Response: The City acknowledges that if a stormwater outfall were to be constructed within the subject 
slough channel, an LSA Notification for the outfall would be required. Please see also the 
Response to Comment A8-28.  

Comment A8-28 Summary of Comment: CDFW recommends an additional mitigation measure to reduce 
potential impacts to the slough containing perennial brackish marsh wetlands and potentially 
sensitive natural communities to less than significant and to comply with Fish and Game Code 
section 1600 et seq. CDFW recommends including the following mitigation measure: 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3-17f (Lake and Streambed Alteration Notification): The 
Project shall notify CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq. 
using the Environmental Permit Information Management System (see: 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Environmental-Review/EPIMS) for Project 
activities affecting lakes or streams, associated riparian or otherwise 
hydrologically connected habitat, and any connected wetlands, and shall comply 
with the LSA Agreement, if issued. 

Response: The City acknowledges if a stormwater outfall were to be constructed within the subject slough 
channel containing the perennial brackish marsh wetlands, an LSA Notification for the outfall 
would be required.  The applicant also acknowledges that Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et 
seq. requires any entity to notify CDFW before beginning any activity that may substantially 
divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from the bed, 
channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake. The mitigation measure CDFW recommended 
suggests that, if hydrologically connected habitat and any connected wetlands are impacted, 
notification pursuant to FGC 1600 is required, even if the impact is not within the bed, channel, 
or bank of any river, stream, or lake and/or does not substantially divert or obstruct the natural 
flow of, or substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of any river, 
stream, or lake regardless. The City is unaware of any basis in law for such an expansive 
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interpretation of the language of Fish and Game Code section 1602. To address CDFW’s 
comment and comply with FGC 1600 et seq. the following Mitigation Measure 4.3-17f has been 
incorporated into Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this Final EIR: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-17f (Lake and Streambed Alteration Notification): 
The Project shall notify CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et 
seq. using the Environmental Permit Information Management System (see: 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Environmental-Review/EPIMS) for Project 
activities that may substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or 
substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of any 
river, stream, or lake, and shall comply with the LSA Agreement, if issued.  

Comment A8-29 Summary of Comment: CDFW indicates that any special-status species and natural 
communities detected during Project surveys must be reported to the CNDDB as required by 
CEQA. 

Response: Comment noted. All special status species and sensitive natural communities encountered on 
the Project Site have been or will be reported to the CNDDB. 

Comment A8-30 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Project, as proposed, would have an impact 
on fish and/or wildlife and, as such, an assessment of environmental document filing fees is 
necessary. 

Response: Comment noted. The applicant has indicated to the City that, if the City Council approves the 
proposed Project, the applicant intends to pay all legally necessary fees to CDFW associated 
with the City’s submission of a Notice of Determination to the County Clerk and/or State 
Clearinghouse.   

Comment A8-31 Summary of Comment: The comment notes that CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the Draft EIR to assist the City in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological 
resources.   

Response: Comment noted. 
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2.2.9 Comment LETTER #IO1: 

ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO (ON BEHALF OF NAPA/SOLANO RESIDENTS FOR 
RESPONSIBLE DEVELOPMENT) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #IO1 

Comment IO 1-1 Summary of Comment: The comment states that comments are provided on behalf of 
Napa/Solano Residents for Responsible Development (“Napa/Solano Residents”), and provides 
a brief summary of the proposed Project.  

Response: This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR; the comment is noted. 

Comment IO 1-2 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Draft EIR lacks “meaningful details” 
related to transportation impacts and the Project's cumulative impacts, and therefore the Draft 
EIR is deficient as a matter of law because it fails to properly disclose and mitigate the Project's 
potentially significant impacts. The comment further states that the Draft EIR also lacks 
substantial evidence to support the City's conclusions regarding the Project's impacts and 
proposed mitigation. 

Response: Specific responses to comments submitted on behalf of Napa/Solano Residents are provided in 
Responses to Comments IO 1-5 through IO 1-33. The Draft EIR: (1) contains a thorough and 
complete analysis of the Project’s potential impacts on the environment, (2) properly discloses 
and mitigates for the Project’s potentially significant impacts, and (3) provides substantial 
evidence to support the City's conclusions regarding the Project's impacts and proposed 
mitigation measures. Therefore, no material changes to the Draft EIR are required. The City has 
prepared minor clarifications to the Draft EIR, which are detailed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, 
“Errata.”  

Comment IO 1-3 Summary of Comment: The comment states the law firm of Adams, Broadwell, Joseph & 
Cardozo retained the services of Norman Marshall as a consultant to review and comment on 
the Draft EIR, and states that the City must “address and respond to these comments separately 
and fully” citing to the State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088(a) and 15088(c). 

Response: CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c) requires that written responses to comments must describe 
only “…the disposition of significant environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed 
project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections).” Furthermore, “[T]he level of detail 
contained in the response … may correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., 
responses to general comments may be general).” Specific responses to comments submitted on 
behalf of Napa/Solano Residents are provided in Responses to Comments IO 1-6 through IO 1-
33. 

Comment IO 1-4 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Napa/Solano Residents is composed of members 
of local labor unions. The comment also states that logistics centers like the Project should 
avoid adverse impacts to air quality, biological resources, transportation, and public health, 
and should take all feasible steps to ensure unavoidable impacts are mitigated to the maximum 
extent feasible. The comment further states that Napa/Solano Residents would be directly 
affected by the Project's environmental and health and safety impacts and that individual 
members may also work constructing the Project itself and therefore could be exposed to the 
Project’s construction hazards. 
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Response: This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR; the comment is noted. 

Comment IO 1-5 Summary of Comment: The comment summarizes requirements of an EIR under CEQA, noting 
the intent of CEQA, as established through Public Resources Code Section 21100 and case law, 
as cited in the comment. The comment highlights code and case law to summarize the intent of 
CEQA, two primary purposes of CEQA, being to inform decisionmakers and to avoid or reduce 
environmental demand when “feasible,” and the standard of review by the courts of EIRs under 
CEQA.  

Response: This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR; the comment is noted. 

Comment IO 1-6 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide a complete and 
finite description of the Project because it lacks basic details about the Project's proposed 
operations. The comment further states that although the Executive Summary states that the 
Project will be used for "warehouse and logistics uses," the Draft EIR Project Description does 
not provide a comprehensive breakdown of the intended functionalities and activities of the 
Project, because specifics such as the type of warehousing activities, the types of goods to be 
stored or handled, days and hours of expected operations, and number of expected employees 
are necessary to accurately assess the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The 
comment further references the CalEEMod model and the 79 different land use subtypes 
available in that model, including four warehouse subtypes, noting that the project description 
does not inform which land use subtype is most appropriate to use and that, without this 
information, “it is impossible to properly evaluate the Project’s potential environmental 
impacts.” 

Response: The Project Description provides a comprehensive understanding of the proposed Project’s 
location, project objectives, construction approach and phasing, proposed design features 
including development area acreage and building square footage, onsite and off-site supporting 
infrastructure, parking and circulation, and on-site managed open space, and a summary of the 
intended uses of the EIR, consistent with those requirements detailed in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, “[t]he description of the project 
shall contain the following information but should not supply extensive detail beyond that 
needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” (See also Dry Creek Citizens 
Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 28-33 [court rejects argument that 
project description for a proposed surface mining expansion project lacked sufficient details: 
“[a] general description of a project element can be provided earlier in the process than a detailed 
engineering plan and is more amenable to modification to reflect environmental concerns”; 
“engineered drawings may well supply “extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and 
review of the environmental impact” in violation of Guidelines section 15124”].)  

 For the purposes of analysis, the Draft EIR analyzed potential environmental impacts based on 
reasonable assumptions and expert opinion with regard to proposed operations and based upon 
what would be a ‘most-intensive-case’ scenario of operations pertaining to a given 
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environmental resource; assumptions used to inform impact analyses were consistent across all 
resource areas of the Draft EIR, as applicable. For example, and with regard to the CalEEMod 
land use options, for the purposes of air quality and greenhouse gas impacts, the Draft EIR 
considered both refrigerated and non-refrigerated warehousing to evaluate the greatest potential 
for the generation of operational greenhouse gas emissions from on-site land use operations if 
100 percent of the proposed operations were tenanted as requiring refrigeration. The air quality 
and greenhouse gas impact analysis also used the conservative assumptions that operations 
would occur 24 hours per day, and would require on-site operational equipment for the purposes 
of goods movement, regardless of the specifics of the types of goods. Furthermore, Project-
specific inputs were used to inform additional emissions estimates for proposed on-site 
operational equipment. However, the emissions quantification for the proposed Project mobile 
source emissions, specifically identified by the commenter as a key variable in the selected 
CalEEMod land use types, was conducted outside of the CalEEMod model using Project-
specific inputs for operational truck trips, employee trips, on-site idling, and the use of 
Transportation Refrigeration Units en-route and on-site, based on the conservative assumption 
of 100 percent cold storage for future operations, as detailed on page 4.2-17 of the Draft EIR 
and shown in Appendix B to the Draft EIR. Similarly, for the purposes of estimating vehicle 
miles traveled associated with operational trucks serving the site, the Fulfillment Center 
Warehouse land use category (land use code 155) was selected given the proposed zoning, 
Project Description, the applicant’s draft Planned Unit Development, and the preliminary 
design, including the size of the proposed Project, which is within the ITE study sample size 
range. The High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage Warehouse (land use code 154) was 
also considered; however, land use 155 was selected as it resulted in a more conservative trip 
rate and trip generation. With regard to the estimated number of employees, this was informed 
by both the ITE trip rate for the Fulfillment Center Warehouse land use category and the 
employee estimate of the Economic Impact Analysis conducted by Economic and Planning 
Systems, Inc., in support of the proposed Project. The evaluation contained within the Draft EIR 
and used to determine potential environmental impacts and necessary mitigation measures was 
based upon best available information, expert opinion, and reasonable assumptions for what 
would be considered the ‘worst-case’ or conservative analysis.  

 The EIR took this very conservative approach even though “‘CEQA does not require an agency 
to assume an unlikely worst-case scenario in its environmental analysis.’” (East Oakland 
Stadium Alliance v. City of Oakland (2023) 89 Cal.App.5th 1226, 1252 (East Oakland), quoting 
High Sierra Rural Alliance v. County of Plumas (2018) 29 Cal.App.5th 102, 126 (High Sierra).) 
Rather, impact analysis in an EIR should focus on what is reasonably foreseeable based on 
substantial evidence. (East Oakland, supra, at p. 1252, citing Save the El Dorado Canal v. El 
Dorado Irrigation District (2022) 75 Cal.App.5th 239, 264; see also High Sierra, supra, at p. 
122 [“the record discloses substantial evidence in support of the County's population growth 
and property development estimates].) 

 As a practical matter, lead agencies are required to consider and analyze the land uses proposed 
by project applicants even though such applicants typically do not know the identities of their 
future tenants during the environmental review process. Indeed, lead agencies have no rights or 
obligations under CEQA to insist on the identification of such potential future tenants. In 
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Maintain Our Desert Environment v. Town of Apple Valley (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 430, 444, 
the court rejected the notion that “CEQA compliance required the identification of the project 
end user[.]” The court explained that “[s]o long as the project is approved, CEQA has no concern 
about who uses it. If CEQA compliance required the identification of the project end user, a new 
EIR would need to be considered every time property was sold or a different tenant moved into 
a building, regardless of the use to which the property was to be put. In addition to the problems 
listed above, such a requirement also violates the standard of efficiency required by CEQA.” 

 Here, the applicant is unlikely to line up leases with any tenants until after LAFCO has approved 
the requested annexation and the project-specific entitlements granted by the City become 
effective and operative. At that time, the applicant will be in a position to find tenants who are 
able to operate under the applicable General Plan and zoning designations and the terms of the 
project-specific entitlements, which include a Planned Unit Development, Site Plan / 
Architectural Review, Tentative Parcel Map, Use Permit, and Development Agreement. (See 
Draft EIR, pp. 3-23 – 3-24.)  In writing an EIR and granting the approvals needed for a proposed 
project, a city or county should not tie the applicant’s hands too much with respect to the types 
of potential future tenants that will be acceptable. What matters is what is allowed under the 
General Plan and zoning designations and the project-specific entitlements with their CEQA 
mitigation measures and conditions of approval. Here, the project-specific entitlements for the 
Project will significantly limit the range of options facing the Project applicant and potential 
future tenants. In particular, the mitigation obligations will be very stringent and, from a would-
be tenant’s standpoint, substantially more onerous than what would be required in existing 
warehouse space within existing buildings approved years earlier, when there were relatively 
fewer environmental standards. In light of all of these legal principles and practical 
considerations, the City, with applicant input, made reasonable assumptions about categories of 
tenants that are likely or unlikely in the current marketplace to lease space in the Project once it 
is up and running. The EIR’s trip generation rate reflects what, based on substantial evidence, 
appear to be reasonably foreseeable project activities and uses, and tends to err on the side of 
creating a set of reasonable worst-case assumptions. 

Comment IO 1-7 Summary of Comment: The comment introduces the commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR 
“fails to disclose, analyze, and mitigation potentially significant impacts.” The comment 
describes requirements under CEQA regarding responsibilities of a lead agency regarding the 
disclosure of potential significant impacts and inclusion of substantial evidence to justify a 
finding of less than significant. The comment goes on to note procedural requirements in the 
case of a challenge to an EIR. Within these statements, the comment introduces several cases 
that have established requirements and best practices under CEQA.  

Response: This comment generally summarizes requirements under CEQA in the words of the commenter 
and does not identify any new environmental impacts that were not adequately addressed or any 
other types of deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis. Refer to Response to Comments IO 1-8 
through IO 1-16 for more detailed comments provided by the commenter under this Comment 
IO 1-7 header. 
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Comment IO 1-8 Summary of Comment: The comment asserts that the Draft EIR’s conclusion that 
transportation-related impacts of the proposed Project would be less than significant with 
mitigation is flawed, primarily as it relates to what the comment describes as an underestimate 
of the Project’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and overestimate of the VMT reductions 
achievable through the proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan, as 
provided in Mitigation Measure 4.12-1. Specifically, the comment references the Draft EIR 
(page 4.12-17) conclusion that the proposed TDM Plan mitigation measure could decrease 
Project VMT by 11.3 percent, thereby reducing the Project’s VMT to a less than significant level 
and asserts that this conclusion is not supported by substantial evidence and goes on to provide 
what the commenter states is evidence that “undermines the DEIR’s assumptions.” The 
evidence cited in the comment is from a review conducted by Norman L. Marshall of Smart 
Mobility and provided as Exhibit A to Comment Letter IO1. Mr. Marshall’s letter reasons that 
because the DEIR states that Alternative 3 with predominantly office jobs instead of the 
warehouse jobs in the proposed Project: “would have the potential to decrease commute-related 
VMT and associated criteria air pollutant emissions by approximately 30 percent, assuming 
single-occupant vehicular trips only” (Draft EIR page 6-26), and because the model used to 
calculate Project VMT is incapable of making this distinction between commute VMT for 
different types of jobs, the 30 percent difference documented in the Draft EIR between office 
commute lengths and warehouse commute lengths means the model overestimates commute 
lengths for office jobs and underestimates average commute lengths for the warehouse jobs in 
the proposed Project, and therefore the Draft EIR model must underestimate Project commute 
VMT. Mr. Marshall’s letter also reasons that the Draft EIR overestimates VMT reductions that 
can be achieved through measures in a Transportation Demand Management Plan because the 
VMT reduction estimates do not account for actual transit patterns or bicycle trip share to the 
Project Site, including that the Draft EIR provides no evidence that employees will work shifts 
that will allow them to commute by transit and/or ridesharing. The comment notes that the stated 
flaws in the VMT analysis also result in unsupported conclusions in the Draft EIR’s air quality 
and greenhouse gas (GHG) analyses.   

Response: The VMT estimates are based on quantitative analysis using the City of Fairfield travel demand 
model, which includes the City of Fairfield and City of Suisun City. The model was developed 
and validated to 2019 pre-pandemic conditions, using Caltrans and Federal Highway 
Administration model validation standards. Specifically, the VMT analysis for the proposed 
Project found that the average worker commute distance would be 14.2 miles per employee per 
day, or 7.1 miles per one-way trip. As the commenter noted, this is an average trip distance 
based on the aforementioned modeling and industry best practice; some trips would reasonably 
be shorter and others longer than this distance. Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR explains that 
Alternative 3 would result in a similar number of jobs as the proposed Project but would include 
a greater proportion of office space and that the office space provided would specifically “focus 
on providing local employment opportunities for local residents that are currently commuting 
to other cities for employment” (Draft EIR page 6-15). This focus on local employment, 
particularly for those that must travel outside of the local area to find employment, is the key 
factor that would drive a reduction in commute VMT relative to that modeled for the proposed 
Project. For example, even a local resident coming from the farthest, easternmost part of the 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-172 City of Suisun City 

City to the Project Site would travel at most about 5.5 miles each way, which is a distance that 
is approximately 22 percent shorter than the average 7.1 miles each way as estimated by the 
VMT modeling. Acknowledging that this is a conservative (high) estimate of the longest 
distance traveled by a local employee, even greater VMT reductions could be achieved by other 
local residents filling employment opportunities afforded by Alternative 3.  

 VMT reductions are based on research from the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA). The mitigation measure identifies the maximum VMT reduction 
possible given the characteristics of the site and most feasible measures that would be included 
in a TDM based on current technologies and regional transportation programs and infrastructure. 
As shown in Table 4.12-3 of the Draft EIR, the VMT reduction achieved through 
implementation of a TDM program would be approximately 14.3 percent, exceeding the 
necessary additional 11.3 percent required to reduce VMT to a less-than-significant level. The 
intent of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 is to provide the framework and necessary review at the 
time that detailed operations are available to ensure that the necessary VMT reductions are 
achieved and that Project operations do not result in a significant VMT impact. TDM monitoring 
and reporting is also required as a part of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 to ensure that the Project 
meets the VMT threshold and identify additional VMT reduction opportunities if the threshold 
is not met. The inclusion of a performance standard and monitoring, far from implying that the 
threshold would not be met, is a common requirement to ensure that success is achieved and to 
provide an empirical basis for measuring progress towards success. Monitoring against a VMT 
performance standard is often used by lead agencies. The City’s approach in the Draft EIR is 
designed to ensure that the performance standards are met. This approach is used so that if, for 
some unforeseen reason, the VMT performance standard is not initially achieved as expected, 
additional steps can be taken to respond to the unexpected or unforeseen factors. (See also 
Response to Comment IO 1-13 below.) 

 Furthermore, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “substantial evidence” means 
“enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair 
argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be 
reached. Whether a fair argument can be made that the Project may have a significant effect on 
the environment is to be determined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. 
Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to 
or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial 
evidence.” Substantial evidence includes “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, 
and expert opinion supported by facts.” As detailed above, the VMT analysis and quantification 
of potential VMT reductions were conducted in accordance with industry standards and best 
practices, and the mitigation measure was written in order to ensure appropriate monitoring, 
enforcement.  

Comment IO 1-9 Summary of Comment: The comment summarizes its consultant’s assertions that there are 
inconsistencies and unasserted assumptions within the Draft EIR’s VMT analysis, as compared 
to that of the air quality analysis. Specifically, the comment references the Draft EIR Appendix 
B page 76, noting that it assumes the TDM Plan will result in a 15 percent reduction in 
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passenger vehicle travel, and compares this to what the commenter states is an incongruous 
statement in the main body of the Draft EIR of 11.3 percent; the commenter also restates their 
conclusion that this 11.3 percent is an infeasible VMT reduction.  

 Furthermore, the commenter asserts that the Draft EIR Appendix B does not provide 
documentation of how the average trip lengths and operational days were established to inform 
emissions estimates, including the GHG emissions, specifically stating that the Appendix implies 
230 operations days, but that the air quality analysis assumes operations seven days per week.  

Response: The GHG emissions estimates for the mitigated scenario incorrectly reduced the passenger 
vehicle mobile source emissions by 15 percent, when the conclusion in the Transportation 
section of the Draft EIR (page 4.12-16) was that passenger vehicle VMT would be mitigated to 
a level that would be 15 percent below the citywide average, which was 11.3 percent below the 
unmitigated VMT rate. By inaccurately applying this reduction to the mitigated scenario for the 
estimate of GHG emissions, the Project’s operational GHG emissions were underestimated in 
the Draft EIR for this passenger vehicle mobile emissions source by approximately 82.6 metric 
tons (MT) carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) (or less than 0.4 percent) per year for the initial 
full-buildout operational year (2026) and approximately 62.5 MT CO2e (or 0.31 percent) for the 
future operational year 2045. The Final EIR text has been revised to show the updated emissions 
for this employee commute operational mobile emissions source and for the Project’s total GHG 
emissions, accounting for this change to reflect an 11.3-percent reduction in passenger vehicle 
mobile emissions rather than 15 percent, as presented in the Draft EIR; these changes are 
provided in Chapter 3, “Errata,” to this Final EIR.  

 Furthermore, with regard to assumptions pertaining to average trip lengths and operational days 
used to inform the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses, these data are provided on page 86 
of Appendix B to the Draft EIR, detailing the inputs to the mobile source emissions calculations. 
This is also summarized on page 4.2-17 of the Draft EIR. The on-site worker trip travel distance 
was based upon the traffic analysis conducted for the proposed Project. Visiting truck travel 
distance was based on the average travel distance between the Project Site and surrounding 
major ports, which is approximately 52 miles, one-way. This is a conservative estimate, as a 
large portion of the truck trips would be moving goods from the Project Site to surrounding 
consumer locations, and not likely traveling as far as those trucks bringing goods to the Project 
Site. Furthermore, in order to conservatively estimate emissions on an annual basis that would 
identify the maximum potential daily and annual impact, both for mass emissions and for the 
health risk assessment of acute and chronic health impacts for the proposed Project, daily trip 
rates were converted to annual VMT to inform the maximum potential total annual operational 
emissions. As the traffic impact analysis is based upon an evaluation of daily VMT per employee 
and peak travel volumes, application of the daily travel data consistent with the transportation 
impact analysis to develop a maximum potential annual impact for the purposes of evaluation 
of air quality and greenhouse gas emissions impacts does not create a conflict or inconsistency 
between the topic areas.  

Comment IO 1-10 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Project’s trip generation rate is not 
adequately disclosed or supported within the Draft EIR, referencing the Project’s daily trip 
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count of 2,310 based on the proposed Project’s 1.28 million square feet (or 1.8 trips per 1,000 
square feet per day). The comment states that the applied trip generation rate is lower than rates 
for similar warehouse categories, such as Parcel Hub Warehouse and Fulfillment Center 
Warehouse with Sorting. The comment also references the air quality analysis’ use of the land 
use sub-type of Refrigerated Warehouse for the Draft EIR’s air quality analysis. The commenter 
recommends application of a “significantly higher and more conservative trip generate rate” 
or stipulating through a condition of approval that the Project’s actual trip generation rate will 
not exceed that in the Draft EIR. 

Response: The Fulfillment Center Warehouse land use category (land use code 155) was selected given the 
proposed zoning, Project Description, the applicant’s draft Planned Unit Development, and the 
preliminary design, including the size of the proposed Project, which is within the ITE study 
sample size range. The High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage Warehouse (land use code 
154) was also considered; however, land use 155 was selected as it resulted in a more 
conservative trip rate and trip generation.  

 The Parcel Hub Warehouse (land use code 156) results in a more conservative daily trip 
generation; however, the sites sampled had an average of approximately 540,000 square feet of 
building space, which is less than half of the proposed Project’s total building square footage. 
Given the difference in the site's size, the Parcel Hub Warehouse land use code was not 
appropriate.  

 Furthermore, the criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions estimates made appropriate use of 
CalEEMod defaults and substituted such defaults with more Project-specific data on- and off-
model in order to most accurately estimate Project emissions with currently available 
information. The use of the refrigerated warehouse land use sub-type in CalEEMod more 
conservatively estimated GHG emissions associated with the potential for on-site refrigeration 
systems. In addition, the defaults for mobile source emissions within CalEEMod were 
substituted with Project-specific mobile travel data (including trip rate, trip length, and vehicle 
category fleet mix) based on Project-specific inputs, including the Project’s transportation 
analysis, economic analysis, and the location of the Project Site. Moreover, air quality and GHG 
analyses assumed that on-site land uses would include refrigeration and conservatively assumed 
that all trucks visiting the site would also require transportation refrigeration units. The models 
and thresholds applicable to each the transportation, air quality, and GHG analyses under CEQA 
have parallels but are also distinct. There is no conflict between the conclusions in the Draft 
EIR, as revised in this Final EIR, related to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, or 
transportation that would underestimate the actual Project impact. Due to the unknowns with 
regard to future Project operations, some assumptions and data inputs were applied to each to 
develop the most accurate and, where appropriate, the most conservative analyses for the 
purpose of each respective impact topic.   

Comment IO 1-11 Summary of Comment: The comment reiterates the commenters assertion that the VMT analysis 
is not based on substantial evidence, and asserts that the City must prepare a revised Draft EIR.  
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Response: Please see Response to Comments IO 1-8 through IO 1-10. For the reasons stated therein and 
based on the revised information as presented in Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this Final EIR, a revised 
Draft EIR is not required and has not been prepared by the City. 

Comment IO 1-12 Summary of Comment: The comment asserts that the Draft EIR’s transportation analysis 
includes an improperly deferred mitigation measure and summarizes the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(1)(b) pertaining to deferral of mitigation.   

Response: The City acknowledges the requirements under CEQA pertaining to mitigation and those 
prohibiting deferral of mitigation. With regard to the specific transportation mitigation measure 
presented in the Draft EIR, see the Response to Comment IO 1-13 below. 

Comment IO 1-13 Summary of Comment: The comment provides reasons as to why the commenter asserts that the 
Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 ‘defers specifics and details.’ First, the commenter states 
that by use of the term “shall,” “the City is explicitly putting off developing the details of the 
TDM plan to the future.” The commenter claims that the Draft EIR “fails to provide any reason 
why it is infeasible or impractical to incorporate the specific details of the TDM Plan in the 
mitigation measure at this stage of environmental review.” The commenter goes on to reiterate 
their call for a revised mitigation measure that is “more detailed and comprehensive” or for 
the City to demonstrate why such is impractical or infeasible at this stage. 

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 identifies TDM strategies for the Project applicant to implement and 
for the City to enforce, describes how these strategies would reduce VMT attributable to the 
proposed Project, and provides an estimate of the corresponding maximum VMT reduction that 
can be expected for each VMT reduction strategy. The measure also includes an enforceable 
performance standard and identifies specific steps that may need to be taken to ensure 
achievement of that standard. Throughout the Draft EIR, the City has comprehensively 
evaluated potential effects based on the anticipated land uses, but the City also understands that, 
with respect to VMT, the specific type of future tenant may be relevant to the efficacy of each 
required TDM strategy. Therefore, in order to further ensure the efficacy of the TDM Plan for 
reducing VMT, Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 allows for additional VMT reduction strategies, and 
specifies a minimum performance standard – namely, that “the TDM Plan shall reduce the 
commute trip VMT per employee from 14.2 to a maximum of 12.6, consistent with an 11.3-
percent reduction.” The applicant is required to demonstrate that the TDM Plan results in a 
minimum VMT reduction that meets the performance standard in Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 
and continue to demonstrate effectiveness through TDM monitoring and reporting.  

 The measure requires ongoing monitoring through a series of annual reports that will make this 
standard enforceable even if the assumed percentage reductions initially prove to be too 
optimistic. The pertinent language from the measure states that “[i]f the monitoring report shows 
that there was at least 11.3 percent commute trip VMT reduction, then the TDM Plan is 
presumed to effectively mitigate the Project impact on VMT. If the monitoring report shows 
that the TDM Plan does not reduce commute trip VMT by at least 11.3 percent, then the 
transportation planning/ engineering firm shall assess for financial penalties for non-compliance 
and provide guidance for TDM Plan modification to achieve the VMT reduction goal.” There 
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are also back-up measures if the first set of measures falls short. These back-up measures read 
as follows: “Additionally, if the initial TDM Plan strategies do not reduce commute trip VMT 
by at least 11.3 percent, the Project shall incorporate additional TMD strategies, such as the 
following to increase TDM effectiveness in the future: 

•  Provide enhancements to bus service to the Project site area during peak commute times in 
coordination with FAST and SolTrans (not quantifiable at this time as future coordination 
with FAST and SolTrans is required and has not occurred) 

• Compliance with a future City VMT/TDM ordinance (not quantifiable at this time as the 
City does not have a VMT/TDM ordinance)  
 

•  Participation in a future City VMT fee program (not quantifiable at this time as the City 
does not have a VMT fee program)” 

 If the monitoring and reporting study shows that the threshold is not met, the Project applicant 
will be charged financial penalties for non-compliance and a modified TDM must be 
implemented to meet the required reduction.  

The TDM Plan is required prior to the issuance of any building permit for the proposed Project. 
All mitigation required by the Draft EIR is provided in sufficient detail necessary to understand 
what is required, who is responsible for implementing the requirements, and, for mitigation such 
as Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, what specific performance standards must be achieved through 
mitigation. This is particularly important for mitigation measures that are to be implemented 
throughout the operation of the Project, and for mitigation measures where performance 
standards will be helpful in ensuring that mitigation measured imposed as a part of the City’s 
EIR will be effective in reducing potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. The efficacy 
of mitigation presented in the Draft EIR is also ensured by making the issuance of some approval 
or entitlement contingent upon satisfying the prescriptive requirements of each mitigation 
measure. For example, for Mitigation Measures 4.12-1, the TDM Plan is required prior to 
issuance of any building permit for the proposed Project. In some cases, the mitigation has 
multiple phases, with some components required as a part of construction and other components 
required as a part of the operation of the proposed Project. This is true for Mitigation Measure 
4.12-1, which requires a TDM Plan developed to achieve the specified performance standard 
prior to the issuance of a building permit, but also requires annual monitoring and reporting on 
the efficacy of the mitigation, with adjustments required, if needed to ensure the performance 
standard continues to be met. While the details of each VMT reduction strategy in the TDM 
Plan are required to be tailored to each future tenant, the suite of VMT reduction strategies 
included as a part of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 are demonstrated in the Draft EIR to be feasible 
and capable of achieving the identified performance standard, with the understanding that 
individual VMT reduction strategies included in the TDM Plan may need to be revised as tenants 
change in order to continue to be as effective.  

Comment IO 1-14 Summary of Comment: The comment explains the need for EIRs to include analysis of 
cumulative effects and provides general principles related to the nature of cumulative impacts 
and impact analysis.  
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Response: The commenter’s background on cumulative analysis is consistent with the analysis and 
reporting in the Draft EIR, including that which is detailed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, 
“Cumulative Impacts.”  

Comment IO 1-15Summary of Comment: The comment claims that the City relies on a planning document that 
did not account for a project like the proposed Project, citing the Bakersfield Citizens for Loc. 
Control v. City of Bakersfield court case and stating that, by relying on an “outdated and 
inaccurate” plan, the DEIR’s cumulative impacts analysis is thus insufficient under CEQA. The 
comment specifically notes that because the Solano County zoning for the Project Site is 
Exclusive Agriculture 40 Acres (A-40), “the City thus admits that the current Suisun General 
Plan reflects a land use designation of Agriculture and Open Space where the Project, a 
commercial warehouse, would be built,” and therefore the Draft EIR’s cumulative analysis is 
flawed because the Suisun City General Plan “never contemplated a large warehouse being 
built in the spaces deemed Agriculture and Open Space and has no provisions for rezoning or 
the construction of a large warehouse.”  

Response: The A-40 zoning is a reflection of the Project Site’s current position within unincorporated 
Solano County; however, the Project Site is also within the City’s adopted SOI – the area 
approved by the Local Agency Formation Commission as the long-term development area of 
the City. As described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, “Project Description,” in Table 3-1 (page 3-9) 
and shown on Exhibit 3-5 (page 3-8), 69.6 acres of the Project’s 93.4-acre Development Area 
were previously designated by the City for Commercial Mixed Use in the City’s 2035 General 
Plan, which was adopted in 2015. The Commercial Mixed-Use designation allows for logistics 
center and warehouse uses. Therefore, the commenter is incorrect that the General Plan did not 
contemplate development of similar land uses in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Draft EIR 
primarily makes use of the plan method to ensure the most comprehensive and informed set of 
land use assumptions in the cumulative analysis, including changes within the City of Suisun 
City, the City of Fairfield, and unincorporated Solano County. However, the cumulative analysis 
presented in Chapter 5 adjusts the land use change assumptions for the Project Site to include 
the Project, as proposed and also to include the proposed Suisun Logistics Center project. No 
change to the Draft EIR is needed in response to this comment.  

Comment IO 1-16 Summary of Comment: The commenter makes reference to the need for a list of projects to 
inform the cumulative analysis and requests additional specificity on the list of projects that was 
used to augment the projections methodology that was primarily used to support the Draft EIR 
cumulative analysis.  

Response: See the Response to Comment IO 1-15. 

Comment IO 1-17 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Draft EIR would result in air quality and 
transportation impacts that create inconsistency with City General Plan policies, and that 
because the Draft EIR failed to address these policy inconsistencies, the City cannot make 
findings that would support annexation of the Project Site.  
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Response: Please see the Response to Comments IO 1-18 and IO 1-19, which address the commenter’s 
concern regarding the analyses for transportation, air quality, and GHGs, contained within the 
Draft EIR.  

Comment IO 1-18 Summary of Comment: The comment cites to Suisun City General Plan Goal T-3 and Policies 
T3.2 and T3.4, and states that, because the commenter believes the proposed Project will not 
minimize vehicle trips or reduce VMT by Suisun City residents, the City cannot make the 
required finding of consistency with the General Plan's stated goals and policies.  

Response: Goal T-3 of the General Plan indicates that the City’s goal is to manage travel demand in order 
to deliver the stipulated co-benefits, consistent with the City’s adoption of VMT guidance and 
the application of that guidance in the VMT impact analysis, mitigation, and reporting in the 
Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pages 4.12-13 through 4.12-16). Policy T3.2 establishes that the City will 
encourage new developments and public facilities that reduce vehicle trips and VMT. As noted 
in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR and throughout this Final EIR, the City developed VMT 
guidance and has applied that guidance in the analysis, mitigation, and reporting in the Draft 
EIR to reduce VMT attributable to the Project. There is no conflict with this policy and no 
conflict with this policy that would produce any environmental impact of the Project beyond 
that which is comprehensively addressed in the Draft EIR – the Draft EIR reports on VMT 
associated with the proposed Project, and the analysis of air pollutant emissions impacts, 
greenhouse gas emissions impacts, and transportation noise impacts is informed by the tailored 
Project transportation analysis (Draft EIR, Sections 4.2, 4.6, 4.10, and 4.12). Policy T3.4 
establishes that the City will design its review methodology with the intent, in part, of reducing 
VMT attributable to Suisun City residential, commercial, and employment-generating uses.  The 
VMT analysis detailed in the Draft EIR is tailored to the proposed Project and consistent with 
the City’s adopted VMT analysis methodology and significance thresholds, which are 
themselves consistent with the guidance that has been published in response to SB 743. The 
commenter is incorrect to assert that the Draft EIR VMT analysis is unsupported by evidence 
and does not comply with CEQA. The Draft EIR VMT analysis is tailored to the proposed 
Project, makes use of a subregional travel demand forecasting model that is focused on the 
Fairfield-Suisun area and travel demand characteristics of land use in this area. The VMT 
analysis is quantified and based on methods adopted by the City that are consistent with 
guidance included in SB 743 and additional guidance published by the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research (Draft EIR, pages 4.12-13 through 4.12-16). Please see also the 
Responses to Comments IO 1-9 and IO 1-13. 

 In determining the proposed Project’s consistency with the City of Suisun City General Plan, 
the City Council will understand that environmentally protective General Plan language such as 
those found in Plan Goal T-3 and Policies T3.2 and T3.4 must be understood and applied in light 
of normal principles of statutory interpretation and construction, taking into account all other 
relevant goals, objectives, policies, and programs in the 2035 General Plan. Although General 
Plans are not statutes, the same general interpretive principles apply. These principles dictate (i) 
that the General Plan should be viewed and interpreted as an integrated, internally consistent 
whole rather than as sets of isolated goals, objectives, policies, and programs in conflict with 
each other; (ii) that General Plan goals – and particularly those dealing with environmental 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-179 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

resources – are frequently aspirational and visionary, and not necessarily susceptible of literal 
achievement; and (iii) that seemingly inflexible goals, objectives, policies, and programs 
protecting natural resources and the environment must be reconciled and harmonized with goals, 
objectives, policies, and programs contemplating or advocating development, so as not to 
frustrate the development of commercial development and other land uses expressly 
contemplated by the Land Use Element of a General Plan. Here, as explained above in response 
to Comment IO 1-15, the City’s 2035 General Plan clearly contemplates Commercial Mixed 
Use development in the Project area.  

 The courts have emphasized that General Plan provisions seemingly in tension with one another 
(e.g., pro-development and seemingly anti-development provisions) should be reconciled to the 
extent reasonably possible. (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 
244.) The need to reconcile and harmonize different portions of the General Plan reflects the 
statutory requirement that general plans must be integrated and internally consistent, as opposed 
to an amalgam of policies at odds with one another. Government Code section 65300.5 states 
that “the Legislature intends that the general plan and elements and parts thereof comprise an 
integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of policies for the adopting agency.” 
As one court explained, “[a] general plan is internally inconsistent when one required element 
impedes or frustrates another element or when one part of an element contradicts another part 
of the same element.” (South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 
196 Cal.App.4th 1604, 1619; see also Concerned Citizens of Calaveras County v. Board of 
Supervisors (1985) 166 Cal.App.3d 90, 103; Cadiz Land Co., Inc. v. Rail Cycle, L.P. (2000) 83 
Cal.App.4th 74, 115.)  

 Furthermore, according to case law under the Planning and Zoning Law, a proposed project is 
only inconsistent with the governing General Plan if the proposed project “conflicts with a 
general plan policy that is fundamental, mandatory, and clear.” (Families Unafraid to Uphold 
Rural El Dorado County v. El Dorado County Bd. of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 
1341-1342 (FUTURE), italics added; see also Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of 
Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 782 [“[a] project is inconsistent if it conflicts with a 
general plan policy that is fundamental, mandatory, and clear”].) Perfect conformity with every 
general plan policy is neither achievable nor required. (FUTURE, supra, 62 Cal.App.4th at p. 
1336.)  

 “Indeed, it is beyond cavil that no project could completely satisfy every policy stated in the 
[General Plan], and that state law does not impose such a requirement.” (Sequoyah Hills 
Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 719 (Sequoyah), citing 
Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 391, 406-407 (Greenebaum) and 59 
Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 129, 131 (1976).) “A general plan must try to accommodate a wide range of 
competing interests—including those of developers, neighboring homeowners, prospective 
homebuyers, environmentalists, current and prospective business owners, jobseekers, taxpayers, 
and providers and recipients of all types of city-provided services—and to present a clear and 
comprehensive set of principles to guide development decisions. Once a general plan is in place, 
it is the province of elected city officials to examine the specifics of a proposed project to 
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determine whether it would be ‘in harmony’ with the policies stated in the plan.” (Sequoyah, 
supra, 23 Cal.App.4th at p. 719, citing Greenebaum, supra, 153 Cal.App.3d at p. 406.) 

 When Goal T-3 and Policies T3.2 and T3.4 are interpreted and applied in light of these legal 
principles, the City Council will be able to reasonably conclude that the proposed Project is 
consistent with Goal T-3, Policies T3.2 and T3.4, and the 2035 General Plan as a whole.   

Comment IO 1-19 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the city cannot make findings necessary for City 
approval of an annexation application because the Draft EIR is inadequate as a CEQA 
document since it “fails to properly disclose, analyze, and mitigate the Project's significant 
environmental impacts.” The comment further states that the Project does not meet specific 
stated goals and policies of the General Plan. 

Response: Please see Responses to Comments IO 1-6 through IO 1-15 regarding the Draft EIR’s adequate 
disclosure, analysis, and mitigation of the Project’s potentially significant environmental 
impacts. Furthermore, the Project applicant has prepared a Planned Unit Development (PUD), 
for City approval, to establish the land use, zoning, development standards, and regulations for 
development of the Project Site (David Babcock & Associates 2023). Chapter 2 of the PUD 
details the Project’s vision and goals, including the Project’s relationship and alignment with 
the City’s General Plan; this PUD has been provided as Appendix D to this Final EIR. Please 
also see Response to Comment IO 1-18 with regard to the proposed Project’s consistency with 
the City’s General Plan. See also the Responses to Comment Letter A6.  

Comment IO 1-20 Summary of Comment: The comment states that for the reasons discussed in the preceding 
comments, “the Draft EIR for the Project is wholly inadequate under CEQA. It must be 
thoroughly revised to provide legally adequate analysis of, and mitigation for, all of the 
Project's potentially significant impacts. These revisions will necessarily require that the Draft 
EIR be recirculated for additional public review. Until the Draft EIR has been revised and 
recirculated, as described herein, the County may not lawfully approve the Project.” 

Response: Please see Responses to Comments IO 1-6 though IO 1-19. See also the Responses to Comment 
Letter A6. 

Comment IO 1-21 Summary of Comment: The comment summarizes the commenter’s findings from their review of 
the Draft EIR’s VMT, trip generation, and GHG impacts. The comment states that 1) the Draft 
EIR documents that VMT calculated for the Project exceeds the City’s VMT threshold; 2) project 
VMT would likely be higher than as calculated in the Draft EIR “because the D[raft] EIR 
documents than an alternative project with office jobs would result in lower VMT per worker 
than the proposed project, and the model used to estimate VMT is incapable of making this 
distinction; 3) the 11.3 percent VMT mitigation in the Draft EIR is not realistic, specifically 
citing that this is because of the project’s location; and 4) the Draft EIR does not justify the trip 
rate used and would be higher than noted in the Draft EIR.  

Response: With regard to item 1, this accurately summarizes the finding presented in the Draft EIR for the 
unmitigated VMT (Draft EIR pages 4.12-13 and 4.12-14).  
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 With regard to item 2, see Response to Comment IO 1-8. The City of Fairfield travel demand 
model, which includes Fairfield and Suisun City, is the best available tool to estimate VMT for 
the proposed Project and this tool produces distinct VMT forecasts for different land uses and 
locations, including distinct estimates for office versus industrial uses. The VMT estimate for 
the proposed Project, as reported in the Draft EIR, is tailored for the specific proposed use and 
the specific proposed location (and transportation model traffic analysis zone).  

 With regard to item 3, the estimated maximum VMT reductions are based on CAPCOA research 
reflecting the Project’s characteristics, including Project environment (suburban location). As 
described in Response to Comment IO 1-13, the Project applicant is also required to implement 
TDM monitoring and reporting to demonstrate that the Project is meeting the required VMT 
reductions. If the reductions are not met, the Project applicant must implement additional TDM 
strategies and financial penalties will be assessed.  

 With regard to item 4, see Response to Comment IO 1-10 for information about the trip 
generation. 

Comment IO 1-22 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Draft EIR Appendix B omits critical 
assumptions about average trip lengths and days of operation that underly emission estimates 
including GHGs, and states that these assumptions must be documented in the Draft EIR 
because Project emissions likely would be higher than estimated. 

Response: Please see Responses to Comments IO 1-9 and IO 1-30. 

Comment IO 1-23 Summary of Comment: The comment references Draft EIR text on page 5-23 that reports the 
Project’s anticipated daily VMT per employee as compared to the threshold, which is 
recognized as exceeding the threshold. The comment continues to present an argument as to 
how the Project’s VMT could be greater than reported due to the finding in the Draft EIR that 
Alternative 3 would potentially reduce daily employee commute VMT by approximately 30 
percent compared to the proposed Project, specifically noting that City of Fairfield Model used 
to calculate Project VMT is incapable of making this distinction between commute VMT for 
different types of jobs.  

Response: The City of Fairfield travel model estimates the City-wide average commute VMT per employee 
for all employment types (office, industrial, etc.). Fehr & Peers isolated the Project’s VMT per 
employee results by isolating the Project traffic analysis zone to only include the proposed use. 
Therefore, the Project’s estimated VMT per employee is accurately presented and is not 
underestimated, as office uses are not included in the Project traffic analysis zone or travel model 
analysis. Refer also to Response to Comment IO 1-8 and IO 1-21. 

Comment IO 1-24 Summary of Comment: The comment references Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 for the 
implementation of a TDM Plan to reduce the Project’s employee VMT. The commenter presents 
an argument that the Draft EIR overestimates the potential VMT reduction that could be 
achieved through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, specifically citing the 
Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate 
Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity (GHG Handbook). Specifically, the 
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commenter asserts that the GHG Handbook specifies that the percent reduction values for 
commute trip reduction marketing and ridesharing program are maximum values that the GHG 
Handbook notes should be reduced because “employees who might not be able to participate 
could include those who work nighttime hours when transit and rideshare services are not 
available or employees who are required to drive to work as part of their job duties.” The 
commenter asserts that there is no evidence that employees will work shifts that will allow them 
to commute by transit and/or ridesharing, and also references a clip from the Draft EIR 
Appendix B noting that the Draft EIR air quality analysis shows the Project generating an equal 
number of trips on the weekend and weekdays. 

Response: The TDM strategies identified in the Draft EIR include the maximum estimated reductions for 
the proposed Project land use, and while the maximum may not be achieved, the sum of the 
TDM strategies (including multiplicative dampening) results in an estimated maximum 
reduction of 14.3 percent, which is greater than the 11.3 percent required for the mitigation 
measure. Therefore, the Draft EIR determined that, based on the documented effectiveness of 
the strategies cited in Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, as applied to the proposed Project, the 
proposed Project would produce VMT that would represent a less-than-significant impact. As a 
further measure ensure the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, the mitigation also 
includes a monitoring component and identified additional strategies demonstrated to be 
effective in further reducing VMT and achieving the enforceable 11.3-percent reduction 
performance standard. If the threshold is not met, the Project applicant will be charged financial 
penalties for non-compliance and a modified TDM must be implemented to achieve the 
performance standard of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 (i.e., a VMT per employee reduction of at 
least 11.3 percent). Please also see Responses to Comments IO 1-8 and IO-13 with regard to 
VMT reduction potential under Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 and Response to Comment IO 1-9 
with regard to the operational day assumptions used to inform the air quality analysis. 

Comment IO 1-25 Summary of Comment: The comment references the GHG Handbook and asserts that local 
transit options are inadequate to serve the Project Site and future employees at a level that 
would support the VMT reduction assumed in the Draft EIR.  

Response: The transit TDM strategy denotes that the Project should be accessible either within 1 mile of 
high-quality transit service (rail or bus with headways of less than 15 minutes), 0.5 mile of local 
or less frequent transit service, or along a designated shuttle route providing last-mile 
connections to rail service. Thus, the local transit service located adjacent to the site may qualify. 
It should be noted that the maximum estimated VMT reduction for this strategy at this Project 
Site was assumed in the Draft EIR to be less than one percent. 

Comment IO 1-26 Summary of Comment: The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not provide evidence that 
a four percent VMT reduction for the Project is achievable from each a commute trip reduction 
marketing program and ridesharing program.  

Response: The TDM strategies and reductions included in the Draft EIR are based on the Project 
characteristics and locational context. The maximum reduction may be feasible through 
implementation of a robust TDM program. Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 denotes that TDM 
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monitoring and reporting is also required by the City so that ongoing monitoring is in place to 
ensure that the proposed Project meets the VMT threshold. If the threshold is not met, the Project 
applicant will be charged financial penalties for non-compliance and a modified TDM must be 
implemented to achieve the performance standard of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 (i.e., a VMT 
per employee reduction of at least 11.3 percent). Refer also to Responses to Comments IO 1-8, 
IO-13, and IO 1-24. 

Comment IO 1-27 Summary of Comment: The comment references the GHG Handbook’s GHG Reduction 
Formula and calculated maximum VMT reduction of 2.5 percent for end-of-trip bicycle 
facilities, and asserts that the Draft EIR does not provide evidence that a 2.5 percent VMT 
reduction for end-of-trip bicycle facilities is valid for the Project in this location.  

Response: This TDM strategy is based on the regional bicycle trends and not the specific census tract. The 
analysis presents the maximum feasible VMT reduction that can be achieved through robust 
implementation. Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 also requires the Project applicant to implement 
TDM monitoring and reporting such that if the Project does not to achieve the performance 
standard of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 (i.e., a VMT per employee reduction of at least 11.3 
percent), additional TDM strategies are required and financial penalties will be assessed. Refer 
also to Responses to Comments IO 1-8 and IO-13. 

Comment IO 1-28 Summary of Comment: The comment notes that vanpools could be important in reducing VMT, 
but that this would require a major commitment by the employers to make work schedules 
consistent with the vanpool operations and to subsidize the vanpools.  

Response: The TDM strategy reductions are based on the maximum reduction given the Project 
characteristics and locational context. As noted by the commenter, the maximum VMT 
reduction resulting from vanpools may be achievable through implementation of a robust and 
reliable TDM program. Furthermore, as stated above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 requires the 
Project applicant to implement TDM monitoring and reporting such that if the Project does not 
achieve the performance standard of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 (i.e., a VMT per employee 
reduction of at least 11.3 percent), additional TDM strategies are required, and financial 
penalties will be assessed. Refer also to Responses to Comments IO 1-8 and IO-13. 

Comment IO 1-29 Summary of Comment: The commenter asserts that Project trip generation “would likely be 
higher than assumed.” The comment presents a graphic of the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual trip generation rates for different warehouse 
categories, and notes that the rate applied to the proposed Project in the Draft EIR 
transportation analysis is lower than some warehouse categories. The comment also recognizes 
that the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions modeling used an operational land use of 
Refrigerated Warehouse – No Rail in the CalEEMod model. The comment asserts that a higher 
trip generation rate category should have been applied, or a condition of approval be added to 
require Project operational trips not exceed the rate applied in the Draft EIR transportation 
analysis.  

Response: Refer to Response to Comment IO 1-6. 
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Comment IO 1-30 Summary of Comment: The commenter summarizes their conclusions that the Draft EIR likely 
underestimates Project VMT and overestimates VMT reductions achievable through Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-1.  

Response: See Response to Comment IO 1-10. 

Comment IO 1-31 Summary of Comment: The comment claims that the Draft EIR Appendix B omits information 
about average trip lengths and days of operation that underly emissions estimates, including 
those for GHGs. The comment references page 80 of the Draft EIR Appendix B, noting that this 
includes information about the daily passenger VMT, annual passenger VMT, implied 
operational days, and average passenger vehicle trip length of 7.92 miles, but states that this 
value is not explained. The comment goes on to state that neither the Draft EIR or Appendix B 
explains information about truck trip lengths or VMT.  

Response: Draft EIR Appendix B contains a detailed table on page 86 that explains the inputs used to 
establish trip rates and distances for employee commute and visiting truck trips to and from the 
site. This information is also summarized in Draft EIR page 4.2-17. See also Response to 
Comment IO 1-9. 

Comment IO 1-32 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of a copy of the resume for Norman Marshall, 
President of Smart Mobility.  

Response: The attached resume is noted. 
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2.2.10 Comment LETTEr #IO2: 

BLUM, COLLINS & HO, LLP (ON BEHALF OF GOLDEN STATE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ALLIANCE) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #IO2 

Comment IO2-1 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the comments from Blum, Collins & Ho are 
being submitted on behalf of Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance, and that the Alliance 
requests to be added to the Project’s mailing list.  

Response: The City acknowledge receipt of the comments on behalf of the Alliance, and will add the 
Alliance to the Project’s mailing list. 

Comment IO2-2 Summary of Comment: The commenter provides a brief summary of the proposed Development 
Area, Managed Open Space area, annexation, and amendment to the City General Plan.  

Response: The City agrees with the summary presented by the commenter. This comment does not pertain 
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted.  

Comment IO2-3 Summary of Comment: The commenter references technical commentary and analysis 
regarding air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy prepared by SWAPE and provided 
as attachments to the comment letter.  

Response: The attachments are noted and Responses to Comments IO2-4 through IO2-6 reflect 
consideration of the technical details in these attachments, as relevant to the respective 
comments. 

Comment IO2-4 Summary of Comment: The comment asserts that the Draft EIR “does not include meaningful 
analysis of relevant environmental justice issues in reviewing potential impacts, including 
cumulative impacts from the proposed project.” The comment goes on to summarize outputs 
from the California EPA’s CalEnviroScreen tool, noting the burden on the proposed Project 
Site census tract.  

Response: The commenter has not cited any legal authority for the notion that CEQA requires consideration 
of “environmental justice” issues, and the City is unaware of any such authority. Regardless of 
whether the commenter or the City believe that amendments to CEQA to address environmental 
justice concerns would constitute laudable public policy, no such requirements exist at present. 
Indeed, the Legislature, just a few years ago, chose not to enact a bill that would have added 
limited language requiring consideration of environmental justice issues. (See Senate Bill 950, 
§ 8 [https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200SB950].)  

 Even so, as noted by the commenter, CalEnviroScreen is a mapping tool that helps identify 
California communities that are most affected by many sources of pollution, and where people 
are often especially vulnerable to pollution’s effects. CalEnviroScreen uses environmental, 
health, and socioeconomic information to produce scores for every census tract in the state. 
CalEnviroScreen screening uses four broad groups of indicators as measures of environmental 
conditions: exposure, environmental effects, sensitive population, and socioeconomic factor. As 
defined by OEHHA, exposure indicators are based on measurements of different types of 
pollution that people may come into contact with; environmental effects indicators are based on 
the locations of toxic chemicals in or near communities; sensitive population indicators measure 
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the number of people in a community who may be more severely affected by pollution because 
of their age or heath; and socioeconomic factor indicators are conditions that may increase 
people’s stress or make healthy living difficult and cause them to be more sensitive to pollution’s 
effects. The following summarizes the CalEnviroScreen results for key indicators that the 
commenter identified as of particular concern, and how such Project-level and cumulative 
effects are addressed within the Draft EIR. 

 According to CalEnviroScreen, the Project census tract ranks in the 59th percentile for traffic. 
The CalEnviroScreen traffic indicator is a measure of the number of vehicles on the roads in an 
area. Exhaust from on-road vehicles can generate air pollutant and toxic air contaminant 
emissions, contributing to localized and regional ambient air pollutant conditions. The 
CalEnviroScreen exposure indicators for ozone, particulate matter, and diesel particulate matter, 
the primary pollutants from mobile-source exhaust, are 22, 27, and 37, respectively, which 
represent lower exposure than average. The Draft EIR accounts for existing emissions sources, 
particularly on-road mobile source emissions associated with vehicles traveling along 
Pennsylvania Avenue, Cordelia Road, and SR 12, as well as mobile source emissions associated 
with locomotives traveling along the railroad line that is east of the Project Site (Draft EIR page 
4.2-7). Furthermore, a health risk assessment was conducted for the purposes of evaluating 
Project-level and cumulative air quality impacts. As detailed in Appendix B to the Draft EIR, 
this analysis was informed by geodatabase data maintained by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District for existing sources of on-road and rail mobile sources. Therefore, the 
Draft EIR directly considered the contributing effects of existing traffic on potential impacts. 

 According to CalEnviroScreen, the Project Site census tract ranks in the 88th percentile for 
hazardous waste generators and facilities and 53rd percentile for solid waste sites and facilities 
environmental effects. These are measures of permitted hazardous waste facilities, hazardous 
waste generators, and chrome plating facilities, and solid waste sites and facilities within each 
census tract. Furthermore, CalEnviroScreen identifies the Project Site census tract in the 86th 
percentile for groundwater threats, 59th percentile for toxic releases, and 64th percentile for 
pesticides. The Draft EIR Section 4.7, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” summarizes past 
and existing uses of the Project Site and vicinity, including the potential for hazardous materials, 
pesticides, and details regarding a former 5-acre landfill just east of Pennsylvania Avenue and 
approximately 400 feet south of SR 12, also shown in Exhibit 4.7-1 of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR 
pages 4.7-1 through 4.7-6). In addition, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted 
for the Project Site in 2020. As part of the Phase I ESA, Bole retained the services of EDR, Inc. 
to perform a search of over 90 federal, state, and tribal databases related to hazardous materials, 
including the databases that are maintained under California Public Resources Code Section 
65962.5 (i.e., the “Cortese List”). Evaluation of potential impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials was based on a review of documents pertaining to the Project Site, including 
a Phase 1 ESA prepared by Bole and Associates (2020); a Phase I ESA prepared by AEI 
Consultants (2006); a Groundwater and Soil Gas Report prepared by Brusca Associates (2021); 
and a review of publicly available databases maintained by SWRCB, DTSC, EPA, and PHMSA. 
The information obtained from these sources was reviewed and summarized in the Draft EIR to 
document existing conditions and to identify the potential environmental effects of the proposed 
Project.       
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 According to CalEnviroScreen, the Project Site census tract ranks in the 59th percentile for 
impaired waters environmental effects. This score is a measure of the summed number of 
pollutants across all water bodies designated as impaired within the area, as informed by the 
State Water Resources Control Board 202(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies. The Draft EIR 
section 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” summarizes and takes into account existing surface 
water quality, including identifying existing and potential beneficial uses designated in the San 
Francisco Bay Basin Plan for surface waters in the Suisun Basin Hydrologic Unit that could 
receive runoff from the proposed Project, as well as identify waters where the permit standards, 
any other enforceable limits, or adopted water quality standards are still unattained according to 
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (Draft EIR page 4.8-2 through 4.8-6). The analysis of 
impacts 4.8-1 through 4.8-6 in the Draft EIR take into consideration these existing conditions in 
the evaluation of the potential for the Project to result in impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality, including the degradation of surface or ground water quality, risk for release of 
pollutants, and potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.  

 CalEnviroScreen ranks the Project Site census tract above the 90th percentile for asthma and low 
birth weight and 68th percentile for cardiovascular disease as sensitive population indicators. 
Socioeconomic indicators for the census tract also range from 62 to 79 for all by unemployment, 
which is ranked as 34. These are indicators of the population’s potential vulnerability to 
increased pollution indicators. The City acknowledges these indicators, as ranked by 
CalEnviroScreen.  

 The Project Site is primarily undeveloped. The Project Site and the off-site improvement areas 
are located in a mixed industrial/residential/agricultural area. SR 12 is immediately adjacent to 
the northern Project Site boundary, with residential uses farther to the north. Union Pacific 
Railroad tracks are present on the east side of the Project Site, with light industrial, commercial, 
and residential development in Suisun City east of the railroad tracks. Undeveloped land is 
present south of the Project Site. Ledgewood Creek is immediately adjacent to the northwest 
portion of the Project Site, with industrial development west of the creek. Land in active 
agricultural cultivation (i.e., hay) is present on the southwest side of the Project Site, west of 
Orehr Road. Located near the center of the Project parcels, but not within the Project Site, are 
two commercial businesses operating near the intersection of Pennsylvania Avenue and the 
California Northern Railroad. As noted above, evaluation for impacts in the Draft EIR includes 
an assessment of the existing environmental setting, including proximity to potential sensitive 
receptors, as applicable. A health risk assessment for air quality was conducted consistent with 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD 2023) and California Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA 2015) guidance, applying age-weighted 
factors to account for potential air pollutant exposure in utero; this evaluation also considers off-
site workers as potential sensitive receptors for the purposes of evaluation.  

 While the Draft EIR comprehensively addresses all topics outlined above, and while some of 
these same environmental topics are also included in the CalEnviroScreen evaluation tool, there 
is no conflict between the CalEnviroScreen results in the Draft EIR, and there are no gaps in 
analysis or any other revisions necessary to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.  
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Comment IO2-5 Summary of Comment: The commenter states that the Project Site census tract and the census 
tract adjacent to the northeast of the Project Site are identified as SB 535 Disadvantaged 
Communities, and states that the analysis of impacts particular to these Disadvantaged 
Communities needs to be provided as part of a Revised EIR.  

Response: Senate Bill 535 established minimum requirements for funding levels from California Climate 
Investments, funded by the state’s Cap-and-Trade proceeds, to “Disadvantaged Communities.” 
The legislation also established California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) as 
responsible for identifying Disadvantaged Communities based on geographic, socioeconomic, 
public health, and environmental hazard criteria. Senate Bill 535 does not establish requirements 
with regard to impact analyses under CEQA, though the Draft EIR does comprehensively report 
on potential impacts related to substantial pollutant concentrations, environmental hazards, and 
water quality (see Sections 4.2, 4.7, and 4.8 of the Draft EIR, respectively). Cumulative impacts 
are defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 as “two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts.” A cumulative impact occurs from “the change in the environment which results from 
the incremental impact of the Project when added to other closely related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15355[b]). The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of 
cumulative impacts consistent with Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines (please see Draft 
EIR Chapter 5, Cumulative Impact). See also Response to Comment IO2-4 with regard to the 
approach to analysis for specific resource areas as addressed through screening in the 
CalEnviroScreen tool and evaluated for the purposes of impact determination under CEQA 
within the Draft EIR. 

Comment IO2-6 Summary of Comment: The commenter states that the use of CalEEMod to estimate energy 
consumption is not an approved modeling software for demonstrating compliance with Title 24 
and, therefore, the Draft EIR evaluation of Energy impacts is insufficient, and most be redone 
using California’s Building Energy Code Compliance Software.  

Response: Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides two metrics that must be evaluated for the 
purposes of energy resources: (1) whether a project would result in a potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources, during project construction or operation; and/or (2) whether a project would conflict 
with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Appendix F of 
the CEQA Guidelines elaborates on this, and says that an environmental impact analysis for 
energy may consider the following:  

- The project’s energy requirements and its energy use efficiencies by amount and fuel type 
for each stage of the project including construction, operation, maintenance and/or 
removal. If appropriate, the energy intensiveness of materials may be discussed. 

- The effects of the project on local and regional energy supplies and on requirements for 
additional capacity. 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-230 City of Suisun City 

- The effects of the project on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms 
of energy. 

- The degree to which the project complies with existing energy standards. 

- The effects of the project on energy resources. 

- The project’s projected transportation energy use requirements and its overall use of 
efficient transportation alternatives. 

Evaluation of the potential for a project to have an impact related to energy resources does not 
require the modeling of energy requirements for the purposes of demonstrating compliance with 
Title 24. These energy efficiency standards ensure that building energy consumption would not 
be wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. Furthermore, the comment referenced the Project’s fuel 
consumption when asserting that an inappropriate model was used to inform the Draft EIR 
analysis. Title 24 regulations apply to building operations, but do not regulate mobile activities 
and related fuel consumption. As explained in the Draft EIR (page 4.6-29), the proposed 
buildings would be constructed to meet all applicable energy efficiency standards at the time of 
construction and would be required to comply with the current energy performance standards 
found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, including the Green Building Code 
(Part 11 of Title 24) Building Energy Efficiency Standards.  

As noted by the commenter, CalEEMod was used to estimate building energy consumption of 
the proposed Project. CalEEMod utilizes widely accepted methodologies for estimating 
emissions combined with default data that can be used when site-specific information is not 
available. Sources of these methodologies and default data include the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) AP-42 emission factors, California Air Resources 
Board’s (CARB) vehicle emission models, and studies commissioned by California agencies 
such as the California Energy Commission (CEC) and California Department of Resources 
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). The emissions inventory modules also contain default 
values for estimating utility consumption (e.g., water, electricity, natural gas). Electricity and 
natural gas consumption calculations by CalEEMod are based on 2019 consumption estimates 
using the CEC’s 2018–2030 Uncalibrated Commercial Sector Forecast and 2019 Residential 
Appliance Saturation Survey. The detailed data inputs and calculations in CalEEMod take into 
account project location, which informs the electric utility emissions factor and building energy 
zones, which in turn inform default calculations for building energy consumption and the 
effectiveness of emission reduction measures in the energy sector. CalEEMod is an industry 
accepted tool for modeling, adopted by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
and recommended for use in CEQA analyses by many air districts throughout the state, including 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. While the energy consumption estimates used 
to inform the Draft EIR impact analysis are based on best available information and are 
appropriate as used to inform the Draft EIR, it is not implied within the Draft EIR that this data 
is intended to serve as data calculations to support compliance with Title 24. Prior to issuance 
of a building permit, the Project applicant will be required to submit the necessary 
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documentation to demonstrate compliance with relevant parts of the building code, including 
the Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.  

Comment IO2-7 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the analysis in Draft EIR Section 4.7, “Hazards, 
Including Wildfire, and Hazardous Materials” is deficient and misleading because it does not 
provide information related to Solano County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) review of 
the proposed Project, because the Project Site is in Zone D of the Travis Air Force Base (AFB) 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The comment further states that delaying ALUC 
review until after the Draft EIR is potentially adopted consists of deferred mitigation because 
the EIR cannot conclude that the Project has less-than-significant impacts until and unless it 
includes the ALUC review and determination. The comment therefore requests that this 
consultation be performed, and that the Draft EIR be recirculated to include the results of the 
ALUC consultation.  

Response: Draft EIR page 4.7-7 contains information related to the Travis AFB ALUCP, including the fact 
that the Project Site is within ALUCP Zone D. Draft EIR page 4.7-7 explains that Compatibility 
Zone D includes all other locations (not included in Zones A–C) beneath any of the Travis AFB 
airspace protection surfaces delineated in accordance with Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) 
Part 77 as well as areas subject to frequent aircraft overflight, and that limitations on the height 
of structures (limited to less than 200 feet above the ground surface) and notice of aircraft 
overflights are the only airport safety compatibility factors within this zone. FAR Part 77 
restrictions are explained on Draft EIR page 4.7-11. As discussed in Draft EIR Impact 4.7-4 
(page 4.7-28), the Project Site and the off-site improvement areas are approximately 4.5 miles 
southwest of Travis AFB. The Project Site and off-site improvement areas are located in Travis 
AFB ALUCP land use compatibility Zone D, which requires that: (1) structures are limited to a 
height that is less than 200 feet above the ground surface, and (2) notice of aircraft overflights 
must be provided to property owners. The maximum height of structures proposed at the Project 
Site is approximately 47 feet, and notice of aircraft overflights would be provided to future site-
specific developers. Therefore, the proposed Project would be in compliance with land use 
compatibility Zone D, and the Draft EIR properly concluded that the impact related to potential 
safety compatibility issues associated with Travis AFB would be less than significant.  

 Therefore, ALUC review of the proposed Project is not necessary prior to the Draft EIR analysis, 
because the ALUC would find the same results as discussed above, and appropriate to its role 
as lead agency, the City has directed the preparation of the Draft EIR so that other approval 
agencies may use the information, analysis, conclusions, and mitigation measures to support 
future actions. Furthermore, because the Draft EIR identified Impact 4.7-4 as less than 
significant, no mitigation measures are required, and therefore consultation with the ALUC at a 
later date does not constitute “deferral of mitigation,” nor would such consultation identify any 
new significant impacts other than what has been analyzed in the Draft EIR. Thus, no 
recirculation of the Draft EIR is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

Comment IO2-8 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the EIR does not provide “any substantial or 
meaningful evidence to support the claim” that the Project does not conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
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effect. The comment therefore states that a revised EIR must be prepared to provide a 
consistency analysis with all of the most updated versions of the General Plan objectives, goals, 
policies, and actions. The comment goes on to provide the text of 44 specific goals, objectives, 
and policies from the Suisun City General Plan for which the commenter requests an analysis 
in the Draft EIR. The comment further states that EIR concludes the Project will have significant 
and unavoidable impacts to Aesthetics and Visual Resources (cumulatively considerable), 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (cumulatively considerable), and Noise, but the Land Use and 
Planning analysis has not considered these impacts in analyzing the Project’s conflicts with any 
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. 

Response: CEQA does not require an analysis of a project’s consistency with every single goal, objective, 
policy, and action in a lead agency’s General Plan. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G 
checklist, which the City has used as the thresholds for this EIR, state in Section XI(b), Land 
Use and Planning, “Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict 
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect” (emphasis added). As explained on Draft EIR page 4.9-12, policy 
inconsistencies are not physical effects on the environment under CEQA unless it relates to a 
physical impact on the environment that is significant in its own right. While EIRs must discuss 
inconsistencies between the proposed Project and applicable plans, plan consistency is not 
generally a CEQA issue (see The Highway 68 Coalition v. County of Monterey, et al. [[2017] 
14 Cal.App.5th 883, 893). For an impact to be considered significant under this threshold, any 
inconsistency would also need to result in a significant adverse change in the environment not 
already addressed in the other resource sections of this EIR. Specific impacts and Project 
consistency issues associated with other resource and issue areas are addressed in each technical 
section of this EIR, as appropriate. These technical sections provide a detailed analysis of other 
relevant physical environmental effects that could result from implementation of the proposed 
Project and identify mitigation measures, as necessary, to reduce impacts.  

 With regard to the specific goals, objectives, and policies listed by the commenter: the 
Community Character and Design (CCD) policies referenced by the commenter in items 1-13 
were considered in the visual analysis and are listed in Draft EIR Section 4.1, “Aesthetics” 
(pages 4.1-14 and 4.2-14). Most of the transportation-related policies referenced by the 
commenter (such as Policy T2.2, “New streets shall be arranged in a grid or other highly 
connected pattern…”) are not related to the potential impacts from the proposed project. 
Transportation-related policies that are directly applicable to the Project’s impacts are listed in 
Draft EIR Section 4.12, “Transportation and Circulation,” on page 4.12-12. Policies cited by the 
commenter related to the provision of water supply and other utilities are more directly 
addressed in the General Plan related to Community Facilities and Services (CFS), and the CFS 
policies that are relevant to potential Project utility impacts are presented on Draft EIR page 
4.13-8. Since the Project would not have any adverse effects related to Travis AFB, the policies 
referenced by the commenter in items 43 and 44 are not relevant. For more detail regarding the 
proposed Project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan, see the Responses to Comments 
IO 1-9 and IO 1-13. 
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Comment IO2-9 Summary of Comment: The comment states that since “[I]t is clear that the project conflicts 
with several General Plan goals, policies, and objectives adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect, as well as state laws adopted to reduce GHG emissions”,  
the EIR must be revised to include a finding of significance in the Land Use and Planning 
analysis. 

Response: Contrary to the commentor’s arguments, the Draft EIR need not find any significant land use 
effects related to purported conflicts with goals, policies, and objectives adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact. The potential for such effects is thoroughly 
addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.9, “Land Use and Planning, Including Agriculture Resources, 
Population, and Housing,” in connection with Impact 4.9-1 on pages 4.9-11 and 4.9-12, where 
no significant effects were found due to inconsistencies with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The City 
stands by the analysis found there. The approach to the relevant analysis is explained in 
Response to Comment IO2-8. In addition, Draft EIR Impact 4.6-1 in Section 4.6, “Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions,” (pages 4.6-20 through 4.6-28) specifically evaluates and analyzes the Project’s 
potential to conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing GHG emissions per the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section VIII(b). 

Comment IO2-10 Summary of Comment: The comment suggests that because the Project would not be consistent 
with the City General Plan’s designation of “Conservation Higher Priority” (shown in Exhibit 
7-3, Open Space Diagram, in the Open Space and Conservation chapter of the General Plan), 
that this represents a significant and unavoidable impact which has not been discussed in the 
Draft EIR because a General Plan amendment would be required to change Exhibit 7-3.  

Response: City General Plan Exhibit 7-3, Open Space Diagram, does not require a General Plan 
amendment. Land use designations in the City are controlled by the City’s Land Use Diagram, 
which designates 69.6 acres of the 93.4-acre Development Area as Commercial Mixed-Use (see 
text and Table 3-1 in Draft EIR Chapter 3, “Project Description,” [pages 3-6 and 3-9] and Draft 
EIR Exhibit 3-5 [page 3-8]). Thus, there is no additional impact related to General Plan Exhibit 
7-3 that requires discussion or analysis in the Draft EIR.  

Comment IO2-11 Summary of Comment: The comment restates the same concerns raised in comment IO2-7.  

Response: Please see Response to Comment IO2-7. 

Comment IO2-12 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Land Use Element of the General Plan 
states that the 2035 General Plan accommodates “5.8 million square feet of non‐residential 
development at buildout of the Land Use Diagram (Exhibit 3‐3).” Since the Project requires a 
General Plan Amendment to change a portion of the Project Site’s land use designation from 
Open Space to Commercial Mixed Use, the comment states that the General Plan EIR did not 
analyze the buildout of this area with building floor space. Furthermore, the comment states 
that the proposed Project’s 1,280,000 square feet represents 22% of the General Plan buildout 
for the Commercial Mixed Use land use designation, which is significant to be attributed to a 
single project. Therefore, the Draft EIR must be revised to include an analysis demonstrating 
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whether or not the proposed Project is within the General Plan buildout scenario to provide an 
adequate environmental analysis, including all cumulative development constructed, approved 
projects not yet constructed, and “projects in the pipeline.”  

Response: The Draft EIR is focused on direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts attributable to 
the proposed Project. However, the Draft EIR does also report on cumulative impacts and the 
contribution of the proposed Project to significant cumulative impacts. As noted elsewhere in 
this Final EIR, the City used a conservative approach to developing the cumulative context that 
combines buildout of the General Plans of the City of Suisun City, the City of Fairfield, and 
Solano County, but also adds the proposed Suisun Logistics Center to this assessment, while 
also evaluating in detail the cumulative contribution of the proposed Project to significant 
cumulative impacts. As noted by the commenter, the Land Use Element of the 2035 City of 
Suisun City General Plan includes a detailed discussion of General Plan buildout estimates on 
page 3-8. As noted, the City’s land use change assumptions include a total of 10,900 local jobs 
and 5.8 million square feet of non-residential development at buildout. As made clear in the 
General Plan, the estimates of future population, housing units, local jobs, and square footage 
of development are not City policy creating a total cap on the amounts of square footage of such 
development. Rather, these assumptions are derived strictly for the purposes of analysis, 
including analysis presented in the 2035 General Plan EIR. The City currently has a total of 
approximately 1.5 million square feet of office, industrial, flex, retail, and hospitality 
development (Costar 2023). The City’s cumulative scenario used in the Draft EIR also 
contemplates development in the unincorporated County and in the city of Fairfield. For 
industrial land use designations, Solano County had 2,125 acres under existing conditions upon 
the last update to the County’s General Plan, while the County’s General Plan includes 8,996 
acres of land area in industrial designations for a net change of 6,871 acres (Solano County 
2008). There is no change needed to the Draft EIR related to the land use change assumptions 
cited in the City’s General Plan. 

Comment IO2-13 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the EIR analysis related to population and 
housing is misleading, and it must be revised to provide meaningful evidence that the available 
workforce within the City is qualified for and interested in work in the industrial sector, which 
includes information and analysis on the City’s unemployed workforce. Otherwise, the project 
will rely on the entire labor force within an undefined distance, notably the greater Bay Area 
region, to fill the Project’s construction and operational jobs, which will increase Project VMT 
and emissions during all phases of construction and operations. Therefore, the comment states 
that a revised EIR must be prepared to account for longer worker trip distances as a result. The 
comment states that the revised EIR must also provide demographic and geographic information 
on the location of qualified workers to fill these positions in order to provide an accurate 
environmental analysis.  

Response: The tailored Project-specific transportation analysis to support the Draft EIR was conducted 
using the City of Fairfield travel demand model, which includes land use information for Suisun 
City, Fairfield, and unincorporated Solano County, and is designed to produce vehicular travel 
demand estimates for City of Fairfield and City of Suisun City. The model was developed and 
validated, and shows an average worker commute distance would be 14.2 miles per employee 
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per day, or 7.1 miles per one-way trip. Within Solano County, 33,756 employed residents work 
in manufacturing, wholesale trade, transportation, warehousing, and utilities and in Suisun City, 
this total is 3,024 (U.S. Census Bureau 2024). Solano County’s population is projected to 
increase by approximately 42,000 over the 30 years between 2020 and 2050 (California 
Department of Finance 2024). The future labor force participation rate of the new population 
within Solano County is not currently known, and the City also does not know or control the 
educational or professional interests of the existing or future population, and whether the labor 
force would seek occupations that could be provided by future tenants at the Project Site. The 
City does not have evidence of what number of employees would leave existing businesses 
within Suisun City, Solano County, or elsewhere to work at the proposed Project, or whether 
these businesses would represent a going concern or would be closed. The City does not have 
data showing the number of employees of the Project Site that would be residents of newly 
formed households in the Suisun City area versus existing households that already live in the 
Suisun City area or would move from a different region. Computer models are used in part to 
eliminate the need to account for demographic and socioeconomic unknowns and support 
rigorous analysis, such as that presented in the Draft EIR. In this case, the employee-related 
VMT estimates were developed, as noted previously, using the City of Fairfield travel demand 
model, which was developed and validated to 2019 pre-pandemic conditions, using Caltrans and 
Federal Highway Administration model validation standards. While it is not possible for the 
City to know the location of residences for employees that would work at the Project Site during 
the life of the Project, this level of detailed knowledge is not used in or required for CEQA 
analysis, and the City has used best practices to model employee commute VMT associated with 
the proposed Project. No change to the Draft EIR is needed to address this comment. See also 
the Response to Comment IO 1-8 and the Response to Comment IO 2-12. 

Comment IO2-14 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the EIR does not meaningfully discuss the 
Project’s compliance with the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) RTP/SCS (Plan 
Bay Area 2050) because utilizing the EIR’s calculation of 1,275 employees, the Project 
represents 2.4 percent of the North Solano County area employment growth from 2015 through 
2050, which the commenter suggests represents a significant amount of growth. The comment 
states that a revised EIR must be prepared to include this analysis, and also provide a 
cumulative analysis discussion of projects approved since 2015 and projects “in the pipeline” 
in Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, and Vacaville to determine if the Project will exceed 
Plan Bay Area 2050’s employment and/or population growth forecast for North Solano County. 

Response: Plan Bay Area 2050 is a long-range regional plan for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area, 
adopted by ABAG and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) in October 2021. 
Plan Bay Area originally was developed out of the California Sustainable Communities and 
Climate Protection Act of 2008 (California Senate Bill 375), which requires each of the state’s 
18 metropolitan areas, including the Bay Area, to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from cars 
and light-duty trucks (ABAG 2021). The Project Site is identified by the Plan Bay Area 2050 as 
a Priority Production Area (ABAG 2021). Priority Production Area are places for job growth in 
middle-wage industries like manufacturing, logistics, or other trades (ABAG 2023). Regarding 
the estimate of employment to be provided within the Project Site cited by the commenter, the 
Draft EIR comprehensively examines all adverse physical environmental effects associated with 
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the proposed Project, including the estimated level of employment. The cumulative scenario 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, principally in Chapter 5, includes not just projects approved since 
2015 in the identified cities, but past, present, and future development within Suisun City and 
Solano County over the long term, and also the proposed Suisun Logistics Center. See also the 
Responses to Comments IO 1-8, IO 2-12, and IO 2-13. No change to the Draft EIR is needed to 
address this comment. 

Comment IO2-15 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the TDM Plan is unenforceable in violation of 
CEQA Section 21081.6(b). The comment further states that the TDM Plan as mitigation is 
inadequate because it permits the proposed Project to operate while exceeding VMT thresholds, 
and only be monitored on an annual basis while violations could occur at any time throughout 
the year (notably the busy holiday seasons).  

Response: The TDM Plan does not allow the proposed Project to operate in violation of the performance 
standard found in Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 and then to gradually come into compliance over 
time based on annual monitoring reports. Rather, the measure is intended to require initial and 
ongoing compliance with the enforceable performance standard of an 11.3 percent reduction in 
VMT, which the City considers to be realistic and achievable. The monitoring provisions and 
backup strategies built into the measure are intended to ensure compliance if initial expectations 
unexpectedly are not attained at the outset of project operations. The Citywide daily VMT and 
daily VMT per employee thresholds for office and industrial uses are based on commute traffic 
only and are not applicable to truck traffic, though the environmental effects of truck traffic and 
all other types of trips are comprehensively evaluated in the Draft EIR – please see Sections 4.2, 
4.6, and 4.10 in particular for a detailed evaluation of air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and 
noise impacts related to transportation. Given the nature of the Project Site, it is reasonable to 
evaluate the proposed Project’s VMT impact under typical (i.e., non-holiday) conditions. Refer 
also to Responses to Comments IO 1-8 and IO 1-13. 

Comment IO2-16 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the EIR has not provided any quantified 
evidence that financial penalties for noncompliance will achieve the required VMT reductions 
to less-than-significant levels. 

Response: The Draft EIR does not imply that financial penalties for noncompliance will achieve the 
required VMT reductions. Rather, Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 is written to include penalty for 
non-compliance, while also requiring modification to the TDM Plan through additional TDM 
strategies that must demonstrate additional VMT reductions at a level that would achieve the 
performance standard set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 (i.e. at least an 11.3 percent 
reduction). Refer also to Responses to Comments IO 1-8 and IO 1-13.  

Comment IO2-17 Summary of Comment: The comment states that it is not possible for the City to ensure that the 
TDM Plan will be implemented continuously, at all times, throughout the life of the Project and 
maintain a VMT reduction to less-than-significant levels at all times.  

Response: As stated in the Draft EIR (page 4.12-16) for Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, as part of the TDM 
Plan, the Project applicant/contractor(s) shall monitor and report its effectiveness at reducing 
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home-based work VMT per employee. Tenant/s shall submit annual reports to the City 
describing the specific TDM measures that are being implemented, the number of employees 
on-site, the daily vehicle trips generated by the Project, and length of the trips being generated 
by the Project. This requirement is a part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
included with this Final EIR and to serve throughout implementation of the proposed Project. 
Refer also to Responses to Comments IO 1-8 and IO 1-13. 

Comment IO2-18 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the efficacy of the proposed TDM measures and 
reduction of VMT impacts below the applicable thresholds cannot be assured and the Project’s 
VMT impact is therefore significant and unavoidable. Thus, the comment further states that a 
revised EIR must be prepared to include a finding of significance because there is no possible 
assurance of the percentage of Project employees that would utilize the TDM programs and 
therefore mitigation of the Project’s VMT impact to a less-than-significant level is not feasible. 

Response: VMT reductions are based on research from the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA). The mitigation measure identifies the VMT reduction possible given 
the characteristics of the site and most feasible measures that would be included in a TDM based 
on current technologies and regional transportation programs and infrastructure. As stated in the 
Draft EIR (page 4.12-16) for Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, as part of the TDM Plan, the Project 
applicant/contractor(s) shall monitor and report its effectiveness at reducing home-based work 
VMT per employee. Tenant/s shall submit annual reports to the City describing the specific 
TDM measures that are being implemented, the number of employees on-site, the daily vehicle 
trips generated by the Project, and length of the trips being generated by the Project. This 
requirement is a part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan included with this Final 
EIR and to serve throughout implementation of the proposed Project. Refer also to Responses 
to Comments IO 1-8 and IO 1-13. 

Comment IO2-19 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the EIR has not adequately analyzed the 
Project’s potential to result in inadequate emergency access because there are no exhibits 
adequately depicting the on-site turning radius available for emergency vehicles maneuvering 
throughout the site; and the position of the truck/trailer parking stalls may further restrict 
truck/trailer movement on the site. The comment further alleges that since the EIR states that 
“the final site plan must be approved by the Suisun City Fire Department to ensure the 
emergency access routes meet requirements to facilitate the safe movement of emergency 
vehicles,” this constitutes deferred mitigation. The comment therefore states that a revised EIR 
must be prepared to include a finding of significance due to these impacts, which the commenter 
alleges are significant and unavoidable. 

Response: Draft EIR Impacts 4.7-5 (pages 4.7-29 through 4.7-30) and 4.12-5 (pages 4.12-16 through 4.12-
19) evaluate the potential for the Project to result in potentially hazardous conditions. Proposed 
development is subject to design review by the City and is required to comply with City 
standards relating to appropriate street design to accommodate emergency vehicles and 
emergency evacuation thoroughfares, including lane widths and turning radii. Furthermore, as 
noted in the Transportation and Circulation Impact 4.12-5 discussion of emergency access, the 
Project proposes a complete on-site circulation network with multiple ingress and egress. 
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Therefore, consultation with the Suisun City Fire Department, as is required per City review 
requirements of development applications, at a later date does not constitute “deferral of 
mitigation,” nor would such consultation identify any new significant impacts other than what 
has been analyzed in the Draft EIR. Thus, no recirculation of the Draft EIR is necessary.  

Comment IO2-20 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that the EIR is required to evaluate “a reasonable 
range of alternatives” to the proposed Project which will avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project (citing to the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). The 
comment alleges that the EIR’s reliance on the State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(3)(A)—where the No Project Alternative for the EIR is assumed to be a continuation 
of the existing land use designations—is misplaced, because the proposed Project is both a 
revision of an existing land use/regulatory plan and a development project. Therefore, the 
comment suggests the EIR should be recirculated to include a second No Project Alternative 
that consists of no development. 

Response: CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that an EIR evaluate “a range of reasonable 
alternatives which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative 
to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that 
will foster informed decision making and public participation.” Furthermore, “[T]he lead agency 
is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly 
disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the 
nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. (Citizens of 
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).” As the CEQA 
lead agency, the City retains the authority to determine the range of reasonable alternatives that 
is appropriate for the Project, and to determine which method for the analysis of the No Project 
Alternative is most appropriate. In this case, as explained in Draft EIR Chapter 3, “Project 
Description,” the City’s Land Use Diagram in the General Plan designates 69.6 acres of the 
93.4-acre Development Area for Commercial Mixed-Use (see text and Table 3-1 in Draft EIR 
Chapter 3, “Project Description,” [pages 3-6 and 3-9] and Draft EIR Exhibit 3-5 [page 3-8]); 
this encompasses the majority of the proposed Development Area. Furthermore, the proposed 
Project requires a General Plan amendment and an annexation. Finally, the State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) states that where a “No Build” alternative is selected, “if 
failure to proceed with the Project will not result in preservation of existing environmental 
conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the Project’s non-approval and not 
create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing 
physical environment.” Since nearly the entire proposed Development Area is already designed 
for Commercial Mixed-Use in the City’s General Plan, failure to proceed with the Project will 
not result in preservation of existing environmental conditions. Therefore, based on the State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), the City believes that the existing Draft EIR 
Alternative 1: No Project Alternative (Buildout of Existing Land Use Designations) is the 
appropriate methodology for analysis of the No Project impacts, an additional No Project/No 
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Build alternative analysis is not required, and therefore the Draft EIR does not require 
recirculation. 

Comment IO2-21 Summary of Comment: The comment states that EIR does not evaluate a reasonable range of 
alternatives because only three alternatives are analyzed and a “No Project/No Build” 
alternative has been excluded.  

Response: Please see response to comment IO2-20. 

Comment IO2-22 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the EIR alternatives analysis, in particular 
Table 6-7, is deficient because it fails to inform the public as to whether or not the alternatives 
would have significant and unavoidable impacts, or whether any of the alternatives would 
reduce the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. 

Response: CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that the alternatives analysis in an EIR “… 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” Section 15126.6(d) states that, “[T]he EIR 
shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 
analysis, and comparison with the proposed Project. A matrix displaying the major 
characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to 
summarize the comparison.” CEQA does not establish a “required” method by which the 
alternatives analysis must be presented, but rather provides general guidelines as set forth in 
Section 15126.6. Draft EIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” provides a thorough evaluation of three 
different alternatives in a descriptive and comparative manner that allows for meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed Project. Each topics area evaluated for 
the Project in the EIR is also briefly evaluated in Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” for each alternative. 
The last sentence of each summary analysis presents a comparison with the proposed Project, 
as to whether impacts would be similar, lesser, or greater. Because CEQA Section 15126.6 
requires that the alternatives must reduce or avoid at least one or more of the Project’s significant 
impacts, Table 6-7 is organized to identify the areas where the impacts of the Project would be 
reduced under each alternative. Information specifying the exact significance conclusion of each 
impact is contained in the Project’s topic area impact analyses contained in Draft EIR Sections 
4.1 through 4.13, and are also presented in Table ES-1 in Draft EIR Chapter 1, “Executive 
Summary.” 

 Furthermore, CEQA Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that the EIR identify the “environmentally 
superior alternative,” (i.e., the alternative with the fewest adverse impacts and/or the most 
beneficial impacts). Therefore, in addition to summarizing the areas where the alternatives 
would reduce or avoid the Project’s impacts, Draft EIR Table 6-7 also serves to identify the 
environmentally superior alternative as Alternative 2 (the Reduced Footprint Alternative) 
because it would result in the greatest reduction of the Project’s significant impacts.  

 Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Comment IO2-23 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the EIR should be revised to include additional 
alternatives including (1) development of the site with a project that reduces all of the proposed 
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to less than significant levels, and (2) 
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development of a mixed-use project that provides affordable housing and local-serving 
commercial uses that may reduce VMT, GHG emissions, and improve Air Quality.  

Response: Please see response to comment IO2-20. The City also notes that Alternative 3, which is 
evaluated in Draft EIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” is already designed to reduce VMT, GHG 
emissions, and improve air quality. Nothing in CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, or CEQA case 
law requires the inclusion in every EIR of an alternative that reduces all of a proposed project’s 
significant environmental effects to less-than-significant levels. Indeed, the relevant directive is 
that a lead agency formulate alternatives that “avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project[.]” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6[a], emphasis added.) Similarly, nothing 
in CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, or CEQA case law requires the inclusion in every EIR of an 
alternative that includes affordable housing. The City’s General Plan shows the Project site as 
being appropriate for commercial mixed use. Housing is not required. As the California Supreme 
Court has emphasized, “an EIR is not ordinarily an occasion for the reconsideration or overhaul 
of fundamental land use policy” as set forth in a General Plan land use map. (Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 573.) The Project applicant is not a housing 
developer and need not be turned into one as part of the CEQA process. Rather, the applicant is 
legitimately pursuing a land use allowed by the City’s General Plan. 

Comment IO2-24 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the EIR should be revised to include a 
discussion of irreversible impacts per the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).  

Response: As explained in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15127, the information required in Section 
15126.6(c) related to irreversible impacts is only required under the following circumstances: 

(a) The adoption, amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public 
agency; 

(b) The adoption by a Local Agency Formation Commission of a resolution making 
determinations; or 

(c) A project which will be subject to the requirement for preparing an environmental impact 
statement pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321–4347. 

 Annexation and a General Plan amendment will be required to comply with the policies and 
standards of the Solano Local Agency Formation Commission. To ensure that this EIR has been 
prepared so that LAFCO may rely on the analysis and mitigation when considering the boundary 
changes required for the Project, the commenter’s request to include an evaluation of irreversible 
impacts has been added to this EIR. This evaluation is provided in Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this 
Final EIR. 

Comment IO2-25 Summary of Comment: The comment restates the text of comment IO2-12 suggesting that the 
EIR analysis is deficient because the commenter believes that the Development Area is not 
within the General Plan buildout scenario.  

Response: Please see response to comment IO2-12. 
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Comment IO2-26 Summary of Comment: The comment states that for the reasons presented in comments IO2-1 
through IO2-25, the commenter believes the Draft EIR is flawed and must be revised and 
recirculated for public review. The comment also restates the commenter’s previous request to 
be added to the Project’s mailing list.  

Response: For the reasons presented in responses to comments IO2-1 through IO2-25, the City believes 
that the Draft EIR is not flawed and therefore does not require recirculation. As noted in 
Response to Comment IO2-1, the City will add the commenter to the Project’s mailing list. 

Comment IO2-27 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the consulting firm SWAPE (Soil/Water/Air 
Protection Enterprise), based in Santa Monica, California, has reviewed and provided 
comments on the Draft EIR at the request of Blum, Collins & Ho [coded herein as comments 
IO2-28 through IO2-34), and finds that the Draft EIR “fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s 
air quality and greenhouse gas impacts. As a result, emissions and health risk impacts 
associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project may be underestimated and 
inadequately addressed.” The comment further states that a revised EIR should be prepared to 
“adequately assess and mitigate” the potential air quality and greenhouse gas impacts that the 
Project may have on the environment. 

Response: Comments provided SWAPE as Attachment 1 to this comment letter are noted. Refer to 
Responses to Comments IO2-28 through IO2-34. 

Comment IO2-28 Summary of Comment: The comment provides a summary of the Project’s air quality impacts 
from Draft EIR Table 4.2-9 and the text on Draft EIR pages 4.2-32 and 4.2-33, and concludes 
that although the commenter agrees with the Draft EIR’s significance conclusions, the Draft 
EIR fails to include “all feasible” mitigation measures based on the State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15096(g)(2). The comment therefore states that additional mitigation measures should 
be incorporated (detailed in the comment letter and coded as comment IO2-30) to reduce the 
Project’s significant and unavoidable operational air quality impacts from emissions of reactive 
organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) to a less-than-significant level.  

Response: The commenter’s citation to CEQA Guidelines Section 15096(g)(2) is puzzling, as that section 
governs the actions of responsible agencies, while the commenter’s assertions are directed to 
the City, a lead agency. The cited provision states that “[w]hen an EIR has been prepared for a 
Project, the Responsible Agency shall not approve the Project as proposed if the agency finds 
any feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measures within its powers that would 
substantially lessen or avoid any significant effect the Project would have on the environment” 
(emphasis added). This language merely reiterates that responsible agencies, in taking action 
within their legal jurisdiction and powers, are subject to the same “substantive mandate” that 
lead agencies are, namely, to use their powers to require the mitigation of proposed projects’ 
significant environmental effects to the extent feasible. (See Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish 
& Game Com. (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 134 [describes substantive mandate]; Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15002[a][2], 15021[a][2].) The CEQA Statutes (Section 
21021) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15364) define “feasible” to mean “capable of 
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into 
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account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” In formulating mitigation 
measures in the Draft EIR (as modified in the Final EIR), City staff and environmental 
consultants have used their best professional judgment based on experience in devising feasible 
mitigation measures. Where impacts have been labeled significant and unavoidable, City staff 
and consultants have been unable to formulate additional workable, legally sound, and practical 
measures to achieve additional impact reductions. Please see also Response to Comment IO2-
30, in which City staff note some instances in which, in response to the commenter’s 
suggestions, additional mitigation requirements were added to measures originally found in the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment IO2-29 Summary of Comment: The comment provides a summary of the Project’s GHG impacts from 
Draft EIR Table 4.6-4 and the text on Draft EIR pages 4.6-23 through 4.6-28 and concludes 
that although the commenter agrees with the Draft EIR’s significance conclusions, the Draft 
EIR fails to include “all feasible” mitigation measures based on the State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15096(g)(2). The comment therefore states that additional mitigation measures should 
be incorporated (detailed in the comment letter and coded as comment IO2-30) to reduce the 
Project’s cumulatively significant and unavoidable contribution to impacts from GHG 
emissions to a less-than-significant level.  

Response: Please see Responses to Comments IO2-28 and IO2-30. 

Comment IO2-30 Summary of Comment: The comment provides a bulleted list of 26 items excerpted from pages 
7–9 from the publication “Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to 
Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act,” published by the California 
Department of Justice, which the commenter states should be incorporated into the Draft EIR 
to reduce the Project’s significant and unavoidable air quality and GHG impacts to less-than-
significant levels. 

Response: The mitigation proposed within the Draft EIR, as revised in the Final EIR incorporates relevant 
best practices and all applicable and feasible mitigation, as necessary, to reduce potentially 
significant impacts. Construction-related impacts associated with criteria air pollutant and TAC 
emissions were determined in the Draft EIR to be less than significant with implementation of 
identified mitigation, as detailed in Impacts 4.2-1, 4.2-2, and 4.2-3. Although the impact 
associated with the Project’s GHG emissions was determined in the Draft EIR to be 
cumulatively considerable, the responsible sources of emissions are operational emissions, 
accounting for 99.8 percent of the Project’s emissions. Nonetheless, Table 3-2 provides an 
additional review of the feasibility of implementing each mitigation measures suggested by the 
commenter. 
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Proposed Mitigation Feasibility / Applicability  

Prohibiting off-road diesel-powered equipment from 
being in the “on” position for more than 10 hours per 
day. 

Not Necessary: Project construction activities would 
typically occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 
5:00 p.m., inclusive of breaks and with equipment 
turned off to adhere to regulatory idling limits, as well 
as idling limits imposed by Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1h. Furthermore, construction-related 
air quality impacts are found to be less than 
significant after mitigation.   

Requiring on-road heavy-duty haul trucks to be model 
year 2010 or newer if diesel-fueled. 

Not Necessary: As of January 1, 2023, CARB 
requires that all diesel-fueled trucks with a gross 
vehicle weight rating greater than 14,000 pounds 
must have 2010 model year engines.   

Limiting the amount of daily grading disturbance area. Not Applicable: Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a 
requires the implementation of best management 
practices to minimize fugitive dust emissions, 
consistent with Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District recommendations. The Draft EIR determines 
that, with implementation of mitigation, construction-
related emissions would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable clean air plan or 
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
criteria pollutants for which the Project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard.; no further mitigation is 
required.  

Prohibiting grading on days with an Air Quality Index 
forecast of greater than 100 for particulates or ozone 
for the Project area. 

Not Applicable: Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b 
requires the implementation of construction exhaust 
emissions control measures to minimize emissions 
from construction equipment and vehicles, consistent 
with Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
recommendations. The Draft EIR determines that, 
with implementation of mitigation, construction-
related emissions would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable clean air plan or 
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
criteria pollutants for which the Project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard.; no further mitigation is 
required. 

Keeping onsite and furnishing to the lead agency or 
other regulators upon request, all equipment 
maintenance records and data sheets, including design 
specifications and emission control tier classifications. 

Revised Mitigation Measure:  Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1b has been revised to detail the record 
keeping requirements more specifically reflective of 
the recommendations of the commenter. This 
change is provided in Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this 
Final EIR. 
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Conducting an on-site inspection to verify compliance 
with construction mitigation and to identify other 
opportunities to further reduce construction impacts. 

Revised Mitigation Measure:  Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b have been revised to 
note that on-site inspection may occur at any time by 
the city to verify compliance with mitigation 
requirements. As noted above, the Draft EIR 
determines that, with implementation of mitigation, 
construction-related emissions would not conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of the applicable clean air 
plan or result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of criteria pollutants for which the Project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard. Therefore, the 
revisions do not call for identification of other 
opportunities to further reduce construction impacts; 
no further mitigation is required. This change is 
provided in Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this Final EIR. 

Using paints, architectural coatings, and industrial 
maintenance coatings that have volatile organic 
compound levels of less than 10 g/L. 

Not Applicable: The proposed mitigation would 
reduce emissions of volatile organic compounds 
(also referred to as reactive organic gasses [ROG]). 
As noted in the Draft EIR Table 4.2-5, the Project’s 
construction emissions of ROG are less than 
significant without mitigation. Furthermore, as noted 
above, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a 
and 4.2-1b reduce all construction-related emissions 
to levels that would not exceed applicable thresholds. 
No further mitigation is required.  

Providing information on transit and ridesharing 
programs and services to construction employees. 

Included in Draft EIR: Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 
4.6-1b requires that the Project applicant shall 
provide meal options on-site or shuttles between the 
facility and nearby meal destinations for construction 
employees. This Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b aligns 
with the mitigation measure recommended by the 
commenter 

Require all heavy-duty vehicles entering or operated on 
the Project Site to be zero-emission beginning in 2030. 

Not Feasible: Project end users are unknown at the 
time of Final EIR publication and, thus, it would be 
speculative to place restrictions on fleet equipment. 
Furthermore, imposing onerous requirements on the 
potential fleet of future unknown users could put the 
Project at a competitive disadvantage by limiting the 
breadth of potential future end users that could 
comply, and may be technologically infeasible due to 
the performance needs of the end user. However, 
MM 4.3-1i does require that truck fleets meet or 
exceed model year 2014 for heavy- duty trucks used 
during Project operation. 

Requiring tenants to use zero-emission light- and 
medium-duty vehicles as part of business operations. 

Not Feasible: Project end users are unknown at the 
time of Final EIR publication and, thus, no 
information is known about what types of light- and 
medium- duty vehicles would be used as part of 
business operations. Imposing requirements on the 
potential vehicles of future unknown users could 
create hardships for future employees and could put 
the Project at a competitive disadvantage by limiting 
the breadth of potential future end users. 
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Posting both interior-and exterior-facing signs, 
including signs directed at all dock and delivery areas, 
identifying idling restrictions and contact information to 
report violations to CARB, the air district, and the 
building manager. 

Revised Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure 
4.2-1h requires on-site idling of all visiting gasoline- 
or diesel-powered trucks not exceed two minutes, 
and that appropriate signage and training for on-site 
workers and truck drivers be provided to support 
effective implementation of this limit. This Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1h aligns with and would achieve the 
intended outcome of the mitigation measure 
recommended by the commenter. 
 
Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1h has been 
revised to more specifically detail the signage 
requirements reflective of the recommendations of 
the commenter. This change is provided in Chapter 
3, “Errata,” of this Final EIR. This change does not 
alter the significance findings of Impacts 4.2-1, 4.2-2 
or 4.6-1, which remain significant and unavoidable. 

Installing and maintaining, at the manufacturer’s 
recommended maintenance intervals, air filtration 
systems at sensitive receptors within a certain radius of 
facility for the life of the Project. 

Not Required: Draft EIR Impact 4.3-3 evaluated the 
potential for the proposed Project to expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, 
including the use of a quantitative health risk 
assessment, consistent with Bay Area Air Quality 
Management (BAAQMD 2023) and Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment ((OEHHA 
2015) guidance. As explained in the Draft EIR (pages 
4.3-33 through 4.3-42) and further detailed in 
Appendix B to the Draft EIR, with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a through 4.2-1j, proposed 
Project construction and operational activities would 
not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations with implementation and this 
impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 
No further mitigation is required. 

Installing and maintaining, at the manufacturer’s 
recommended maintenance intervals, an air monitoring 
station proximate to sensitive receptors and the facility 
for the life of the Project and making the resulting data 
publicly available in real time. While air monitoring 
does not mitigate the air quality or greenhouse gas 
impacts of a facility, it nonetheless benefits the affected 
community by providing information that can be used to 
improve air quality or avoid exposure to unhealthy air. 

Not Required: The California ambient air monitoring 
network consists of more than 250 monitoring 
stations operated by federal, State, and local 
agencies. Among other purposes, the air monitoring 
data generated define the nature and severity of 
pollution, determine attainment status with Ambient 
Air Quality Standards, identify pollution trends, 
provide real-time air quality information, and assess 
community exposure. The Draft EIR evaluated the 
Project’s contribution to ambient air quality 
conditions, which is what would be monitored by an 
air monitoring station proximate to the Project Site. 
As noted above, Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a through 
4.2-1j ensure that the proposed Project construction 
and operational activities would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. The 
Draft EIR evaluated the Project’s potential cumulative 
considerable health risk contribution associated with 
ambient air quality. As explained in the Draft EIR 
(page 5-5) and further detailed in Appendix B to the 
Draft EIR, this impact was found to be less than 
cumulatively considerable with mitigation. Therefore, 
no additional mitigation is required.   
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Constructing electric truck charging stations 
proportional to the number of dock doors at the Project. 

Included in Draft EIR: Mitigation Measure 4.2-1g 
requires all dock doors serving transportation 
refrigeration units to be equipped with charging 
infrastructure to accommodate the necessary plug-in 
requirements for electric transportation refrigeration 
units while docked or otherwise idling, as well as the 
electrical capacity to support the on-site power 
demand associated with electric transportation 
refrigeration unit charging requirements. 
Furthermore, as explained above, Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1h requires on-site idling of all visiting 
gasoline- or diesel-powered trucks not exceed two 
minutes, thereby minimizing any emissions 
associated with trucks operating at the dock doors of 
the Project. 

Constructing electric light-duty vehicle charging 
stations proportional to the number of parking spaces 
at the Project. 
 

Included in Draft EIR: Mitigation Measure 4.2-1e 
requires the Project applicant to include electric 
vehicle (EV) capable parking at the rate consistent 
with the California Green Building Standards Code 
(CALGreen) Tier 2 standards for the proposed 
Project land use. The EV capable parking shall 
include the installation of the enclosed conduit that 
forms the physical pathway for electrical wiring and 
adequate panel capacity to accommodate future 
installation of a dedicated branch and charging 
stations(s). The total EV capable parking to be 
provided shall be based on the proposed size and 
scale of development and the most current 
CALGreen Tier 2 standards at the time of the 
application for a building permit. This Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1e aligns with the mitigation measure 
recommended by the commenter. 

Installing solar photovoltaic systems on the Project Site 
of a specified electrical generation capacity, such as 
equal to the building’s Projected energy needs. 

Included in Draft EIR: The power generation that 
can be accommodated onsite relative to the future 
tenant demand cannot be determined at the time of 
analysis for this Final EIR. However, Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-1f requires that electricity to serve the 
Project Site shall be supplied from a power mix that 
comprises 100 percent carbon-free electricity 
sources. The Project’s electricity demand, including 
that of electric vehicle charging stations and other 
onsite electric infrastructure required to support 
electrification of the on-site offroad equipment, will be 
supplied with 100 percent carbon-free electricity 
sources. These sources may include, but are not 
limited to, on-site renewable generation system(s) or 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) 100 
percent solar electricity service option, or a similar 
100 percent carbon-free utility option that becomes 
available in the future and meets the requirements of 
this mitigation measure. This Mitigation Measure 4.2-
1f aligns with the intent of the mitigation measure 
recommended by the commenter to utilize GHG-free 
power to serve Project operations. 
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Requiring all stand-by emergency generators to be 
powered by a non-diesel fuel. 

Revised Mitigation Measure: Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1j requires that the diesel backup 
generators and fire pumps meet or exceed the air 
board’s Tier 4 emission standards. Additionally, once 
operational, the diesel backup generators and fire 
pumps shall be maintained in good working order for 
the life of the equipment, and any future replacement 
of the equipment shall be required to be consistent 
with these emissions specifications.   
 
While the backup generators would only be used in 
cases of emergency, and not anticipated to result in 
substantial daily or annual air pollutant or GHG 
emissions, in order to address the commenter’s 
concern, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1i has been revised 
as follows:  

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1j: Diesel Backup 
Generator and Fire Pump Specifications 

The Project applicant shall ensure that the diesel 
backup generators and fire pumps utilize the best 
available control technology to minimize criteria air 
pollutant, diesel particulate matter, and greenhouse 
gas emissions. The preferred technology shall be 
non-diesel fueled units, should they meet the 
operational and safety requirements of the Project 
operations. Should diesel-powered engines be 
required, such units shall meet or exceed the air 
board’s Tier 4 emission standards. Additionally, 
once operational, the diesel backup generators and 
fire pumps shall be maintained in good working 
order for the life of the equipment, and any future 
replacement of the equipment shall be required to 
be consistent with these emissions specifications. 
To ensure compliance with this measure, the 
Project applicant shall ensure that records of the 
testing schedule for the diesel backup generators 
and fire pumps are maintained for the life of the 
equipment and make these records available to the 
City upon request. 

This change is noted in Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this 
Final EIR. This change does not alter the significance 
of Impacts 4.2-1, 4.2-2, or 4.6-3, which remain 
significant and unavoidable.  
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Requiring facility operators to train managers and 
employees on efficient scheduling and load 
management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and 
idling of trucks. 

Revised Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure 
4.2-1h requires on-site idling of all visiting gasoline- 
or diesel-powered trucks not exceed two minutes, 
and that appropriate signage and training for on-site 
workers and truck drivers be provided to support 
effective implementation of this limit. This Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1h aligns with and would achieve the 
intended outcome of the mitigation measure 
recommended by the commenter.  
 
Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1h has been 
revised to detail the training requirements reflective 
more specifically of the recommendations of the 
commenter. This change is provided in Chapter 3, 
“Errata,” of this Final EIR. This change does not alter 
the significance finding Impacts 4.2-1, 4.2-2 or 4.6-1, 
which remain significant and unavoidable.  

Requiring operators to establish and promote a 
rideshare program that discourages single-occupancy 
vehicle trips and provides financial incentives for 
alternate modes of transportation, including carpooling, 
public transit, and biking. 

Included in Draft EIR: Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 
requires the Project applicant to develop a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan for 
the proposed Project. The TDM Plan shall identify 
trip reduction strategies, as well as mechanisms for 
funding and overseeing the delivery of trip reduction 
programs and strategies. Table 4.12-3 of the Draft 
EIR identifies feasible TDM measures that would 
achieve the required reductions in operational vehicle 
miles traveled associated with Project operations. 
Included in this list is a ridesharing program as well 
as subsidized or discounted transit program for 
employees.  
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Achieving certification of compliance with LEEDTM 
green building standards.  

Included in Draft EIR: Mitigation Measure 4.6-1e 
omits the inclusion of natural gas infrastructure in the 
design and construction of the proposed Project, 
thereby relying on electricity, which is required by 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1f to be sourced from 100 
percent carbon-free sources. Mitigation Measure 4.6-
1h, 4.6-1i, and 4.6-1j require CalGreen Tier 2 
standards for electric vehicle infrastructure, use of 
electric yard equipment, and use of zero-emission 
transportation refrigeration units, respectively. 
Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1g requires 
implementation of a Transportation Demand 
Management Plan to reduce vehicle miles traveled 
associated with Project operations, including a suite 
of feasible options such as desirable parking spaces 
for ridesharing vehicles; installation and maintenance 
of end-of-trip facilities to support use of alternative 
modes of transportation; and vanpool services. 
Finally, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1m requires the use 
of reduced Global Warming Potential refrigerants in 
the case of refrigerated operational uses.    
 
These mitigation measures as included in the Draft 
EIR require actions that minimize the Project’s 
reliance on non-renewable energy and maximize 
efficiency in building design and operations, in 
alignment with the emissions reduction potential 
achieved through the commenter’s recommendation 
for certification of compliance with LEEDTM green 
building standards.   

Providing meal options onsite or shuttles between the 
facility and nearby meal destinations. 

Not Feasible: Meals are a function of personal 
preference, dietary needs, economics, and the 
amount of time one has to eat. Given that the meal 
preferences of Project workers are unknown and 
may change from day-to-day, requiring on-site meal 
options or a shuttle to off-site meal locations as a 
condition of Project approval would be premature 
and might commit future end users to expensive 
programs with very limited effectiveness, if any, in 
reducing emissions. Future end users might freely 
decide to provide on-site opportunities for varieties of 
meal types. 

Posting signs at every truck exit driveway providing 
directional information to the truck route 

Not Applicable: The City Policy T-4.3 already 
requires that the City will restrict truck traffic to 
designated routes, which include: SR 12, Main 
Street, Cordelia Street, Railroad Avenue, Lotz Way, 
Walters Road, Peterson Road, and Civic Center 
Boulevard. Trucks may go by direct route to and from 
restricted streets, where required for the purpose of 
making pickups and deliveries of goods, but are 
otherwise restricted to designated routes. 
 
This Policy will be amended as part of the General 
Plan amendments for the proposed Project to also 
include portions of Cordelia Road and Pennsylvania 
Avenue being annexed into the City of Suisun City.  
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Improving and maintaining vegetation and tree canopy 
for residents in and around the Project area. 

Not Applicable: The Project Site and vicinity is 
entirely non-residential. The nearest residential 
neighborhoods are separated from the Project Site 
by State Route 12 to the north and the railroad to the 
east. Nonetheless, the Proposed Project does 
include landscaping guidelines to provide 
landscaping and trees along street frontages and 
within parking areas. 

Requiring that every tenant train its staff in charge of 
keeping vehicle records in diesel technologies and 
compliance with CARB regulations, by attending CARB 
approved courses. Also require facility operators to 
maintain records on-site demonstrating compliance 
and make records available for inspection by the local 
jurisdiction, air district, and state upon request. 

Not Feasible: California Air Resources Board 
regulations are enforced by the State and local 
agencies, and operators must comply with State 
rules and regulations to legally operate in California, 
inclusive of any training and record keeping 
requirements. This measure does not provide direct 
emission reductions or other air quality benefits. The 
measure would be onerous and difficult to monitor 
and enforce and is outside of the scope of City 
enforcement to monitor and provide oversight for 
implementation of CARB regulatory requirements.  

Requiring tenants to enroll in the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency’s SmartWay 
program, and requiring tenants to use carriers that are 
SmartWay carriers. 

Not Feasible: The requirement that tenants enroll in 
the EPA SmartWay program would be onerous and 
difficult to enforce against unknown future end users 
of the Project. Additionally, this measure would have 
limited emission reduction potential which is not 
possible to quantify. Furthermore, CARB has 
adopted the Advanced Clean Trucks and Advanced 
Clean Fleets Regulations to accelerate the statewide 
transition to zero-emissions medium and heavy-duty 
vehicles, which will exceed emissions reductions 
likely achieved through enrollment in the US EPA’s 
SmartWay program. 

Providing tenants with information on incentive 
programs, such as the Carl Moyer Program and 
Voucher Incentive Program, to upgrade their fleets. 

New Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 4.2-1k has been 
added to the EIR, requiring that the Project applicant 
provide information to all future tenants regarding 
available incentive programs, such as the Carl Moyer 
Program and Voucher Incentive Program, to update 
their fleets. Informative materials will be updated 
annually, as applicable, to reflect new programs over 
time.   

 

Comment IO2-31 Summary of Comment: The comment references State policy requiring that eligible renewable 
energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100 percent of retail sales of electricity to 
California end-use customers by December 31, 2045, and states that the Project should not be 
approved until the feasibility of incorporating solar power into the Project’s design has been 
analyzed.  

Response: The policy likely referenced by the commenter in the California Renewable Portfolio Standard 
(RPS). Established in 2002 by SB 1078, California’s RPS requires electricity providers (i.e., 
utilities, cooperatives, and community choice aggregators) to provide a specified minimum 
portion of their electricity supply from eligible renewable resources by milestone target years. 
Senate Bill 100, adopted in December 2021, requires all of the state’s electricity come from 
carbon-free resources (not only RPS-eligible ones) by 2045. These standards are applicable to 
electricity providers, and not to individual developments. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 4.7-
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1f (Draft EIR page 4.6-24) requires the Project source electricity for Project operations from a 
power mix that is 100 percent carbon-free. As detailed within Mitigation Measure 4.7-1f, these 
sources may include, but are not limited to, on-site renewable generation system(s) or Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) 100 percent solar electricity service option, or a similar 100 
percent carbon-free utility option that becomes available in the future and meets the 
requirements of this mitigation measure, thereby aligning with the intentions of Senate Bill 100. 
As noted, the requirements of Senate Bill 100 do not pertain to individual developments, but to 
utility providers, and are therefore not directly applicable to the proposed Project. Nonetheless, 
the Draft EIR has taken this legislation into account in the analysis of greenhouse gas and energy 
impacts. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.   

Comment IO2-32 Summary of Comment: The comment states that a revised EIR should be prepared to incorporate 
all of the mitigation measures included in Comments IO2-31 and IO2-32, which the commenter 
believes are feasible, and that the revised EIR should “demonstrate a commitment to the 
implementation of these measures” prior to Project approval.  

Response: See Responses to Comments IO2-31 and IO2-32. 

Comment IO2-33 Summary of Comment: The comment provides the following “disclaimer”: “SWAPE has 
received limited discovery regarding this Project. Additional information may become available 
in the future; thus, we retain the right to revise or amend this report when additional information 
becomes available. Our professional services have been performed using that degree of care 
and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable environmental 
consultants practicing in this or similar localities at the time of service. No other warranty, 
expressed or implied, is made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and protocols, site 
conditions, analytical testing results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which 
were limited to information that was reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may 
contain informational gaps, inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the 
unavailability or uncertainty of information obtained or provided by third parties.” 

Response: SWAPE’s statement that its company’s work, “… may contain informational gaps, 
inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of 
information obtained or provided by third parties” calls into question the reliability of all of 
SWAPE’s comments on the Draft EIR, since they themselves raise the possibility that 
everything contained in comments IO2-27 through IO2-33 may, in fact, be inaccurate.  

Comment IO2-34 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of a resume for Matthew F. Hagemann, employed 
by SWAPE, attached to the comment letter.  

Response: The copy of the attached resume is noted. 

Comment IO2-35 Summary of Comment: This comment consists of a resume for Dr. Paul Rosenfeld, employed by 
SWAPE, attached to the comment letter. 

Response: The copy of the attached resume is noted.  
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2.2.11 Comment LETTER #IO3: 

GEORGE, ALETA 

 
  



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-253 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #IO3 

Comment IO3-1 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that Draft EIR Impact 4.3-15 determined that 
construction activities "could result in potential water quality impacts in Ledgewood Creek and 
other waterways and could adversely affect special status fish species,” and that the EIR states, 
"control measures will be implemented to the maximum extent practicable." The comment states 
that the suggested mitigation [to the “maximum extent practicable”] cannot be quantified, and 
therefore the Draft EIR should include additional mitigation that includes “state of the art 
filtrating swales and wetland boundaries to act as buffer zones along the entire length of 
Ledgewood Creek and the interface of Buildings F and G with open space and the marsh.” The 
comment further suggests that these mitigation measures should be required, not implemented 
where "practicable.".  

Response: Draft EIR Impact 4.3-15 (page 4.3-88) states that Ledgewood Creek is not currently known to 
support breeding or rearing habitat for the Central Valley fall/late fall-run or the spring run 
Chinook salmon or the Sacramento River winter run of Chinook Salmon. However, Ledgewood 
Creek is accessible from Suisun Slough (south and east from the Project Site) and therefore fish 
in Suisun Slough could potentially migrate upstream into Ledgewood Creek in search of suitable 
breeding habitat. Draft EIR page 4.3-88 also states that Delta smelt, longfin smelt, and 
Sacramento splittail have the potential to occur in the lower reach of Ledgewood Creek and 
Suisun Slough channels within the Managed Open Space area—south of the proposed 
Development Area. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3-15(a) (Draft EIR page 4.3-90) refers to implementation of the 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and associated Best Management Practices as required 
by law under the State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB) National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit. Item (f) in Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-15(a) states, “Permanent erosion control measures, such as biofiltration strips and 
swales to receive stormwater discharges from the highway or other impervious surfaces, will be 
implemented to the maximum extent practicable.” The term “maximum extent practicable” 
(MEP) relates to the SWRCB’s water quality standard, which in turn was adopted based on the 
federal U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) water quality standard. The federal Clean 
Water Act (CWA) provides that NPDES permits require construction activities (through the 
SWRCB’s Construction General Permit) and municipalities (during Project operation through 
MS4 permits) reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the MEP. The MEP standard 
includes management practices, control techniques, and system design and engineering methods 
(see, for example, CWA Section 402[p][3][B]). 

 As explained by the SWRCB: “The MEP standard involves applying best management practices 
(BMPs) that are effective in reducing the discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff. There 
must be a serious attempt to comply, and practical solutions may not be lightly rejected. If, from 
the list of BMPs, a permittee chooses only a few of the least expensive methods, it is likely that 
MEP has not been met. On the other hand, if a permittee employs all applicable BMPs except 
those where it can show that they are not technically feasible in the locality, or whose cost would 
exceed any benefit to be derived, it would have met the standard. MEP requires permittees to 
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choose effective BMPs, and to reject applicable BMPs only where other effective BMPs will 
serve the same purpose, the BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the cost would be 
prohibitive. (Order No. WQ 2000-11, at p.20.) MEP is the result of the cumulative effect of 
implementing, continuously evaluating, and making corresponding changes to a variety of 
technically and economically feasible BMPs that ensures the most appropriate controls are 
implemented in the most effective manner. This process of implementing, evaluating, revising, 
or adding new BMPs is commonly referred to as the iterative approach. For Small MS4s, the 
EPA has stated that pollutant reductions to the MEP will be realized by implementing BMPs 
through the six minimum measures described in the MS4 permit (64 Federal Register 68753).” 
(SWRCB 2004.) 

 Furthermore, as described in detail in Draft EIR Appendix D, the proposed Project would 
implement a variety of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques such as bioswales and other 
stormwater biofiltration facilities throughout the Project Site, including within the parking lots, 
around the building perimeters, and along Ledgewood Creek (see for example, “Stormwater 
Quality Control Plan, Planning Area No. 1” presented on page 201 of Appendix D). These are 
the same types of stormwater treatment techniques suggested by the commenter. These LID 
stormwater treatment strategies would meet City requirements as well as the requirements of 
the MS4 permit issued to the Solano Stormwater Alliance (of which the City is a permittee). 
This information is also presented and evaluated in detail throughout Draft EIR Section 4.8, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality.” Therefore, the mitigation suggested by the commenter is not 
necessary because it is substantially similar to the designs already incorporated in the proposed 
Project, and furthermore would not reduce the Project’s environmental impacts beyond what is 
already included in existing Mitigation Measure 4.3-15(a). 

Comments IO3-2 Summary of Comments: The comments state, “Regarding 4.8 Flooding, the section references 
the area as being in FEMA's 2016 100-year flood zone, which downplays the potential of 
flooding from sea level rise. According to Adapting to Rising Tides Bay Area Shoreline Flood 
Explorer, which is based on the latest data, Planning Area 3 would likely experience periods of 
flooding with 24-inches of SLR (including storm surges and King tides) by 2050. Planning Area 
2 will be affected with 36 inches of SLR.” The commenter further suggests mitigation for sea 
level rise by constructing a levee along the Project Site’s boundary with Cordelia Road. 

Response: FEMA flood zones, and the potential for sea level rise due to climate change, are different topics. 
Per the CEQA Appendix G checklist, which the City has used as the environmental thresholds 
of significance for the EIR, the potential for flooding based on designated FEMA flood zones is 
a required topic of analysis. This topic is addressed throughout Draft EIR Section 4.8, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” (pages 4.8-5, 4.8-7, 4.8-12, 4.8-25, 4.8-27, 4.8-28), and Impact 
4.8-4 (pages 4.8-37 and 4.8-38). CEQA requires an analysis of a project’s impacts on the 
environment; the California courts have determined that sea level rise is an impact of the 
environment on a project. (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 
Cal.App.4th 455, 473-474.) Furthermore, to the extent that significantly measurable sea level 
rise sufficient to affect a construction project is a hypothetical future environmental condition 
that will arrive at an unknown time, analysis of the issue in the present would involve speculation 
and is not required. (Citizens’ Committee to Complete the Refuge v. City of Newark (2021) 74 
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Cal.App.5th 460, 478-479.) For these reasons, an analysis of sea level rise is not required and 
no changes to the Draft EIR or additional mitigation measures are necessary. In addition, 
compliance with laws and standards intended to protect structures from flood waters will take 
sea level into account. (Id. at pp. 4.8-37 and 4.8-38.) Thus, foreseeable changes in sea level will 
be accounted for in project design.  
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2.2.12 Comment LETTER #IO4: 

PISCHING, BARBARA 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #IO4 

Comment IO4-1 Summary of Comment: The comment states that since the commenter believes there are too 
many existing empty warehouses in the Project region now, the proposed Project (warehouse 
and logistics services) is unnecessary and does not support the General Plan goals for urban 
development. 

Response: Regardless of the commenter’s assessment of marketplace conditions for warehouses in the 
region, the Project applicant is pursuing the proposed Project. The City’s 2035 General Plan 
contemplates commercial uses of the kind proposed on the project site, and the Project applicant 
is prepared to invest substantial sums developing the property, indicating a belief in the ultimate 
market demand for the project. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR; the comment is noted. 

Comment IO4-2 Summary of Comment: The comment suggests that the Project represents an inappropriate use 
of the land, and therefore should not be approved.  

Response: This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR; the comment is noted. 

Comment IO4-3 Summary of Comment: The comment states, “The Project parcels are wetlands within the Suisun 
Marsh. The EIR hydrology study clearly describes the extensive mitigation at construction of 
those wetlands and over a 5 yr. to 20 yr. period of maintenance.” The comment further states, 
“Current and future rising sea water levels in the SF Bay along with the continual local parcel 
ground water infiltration are reasons enough to abandon the Project.” Finally, the comment 
states, “The known hazard of ground water rise along with the existing marsh (the wetlands) at 
the Project Site will continue to be a mitigation and control problem for the buildings on the 
site.” 

Response: The Biological Resources Report includes details related to the Project’s Wetland Mitigation 
Plan. Draft EIR Chapter 4.3, “Biological Resources,” address the potential impacts of the project 
related to wetlands in Impact 4.3-17 (page 4.3-92), and recommends several feasible mitigation 
measures (pages 4.3-92 through 4.3-94). As described on Draft EIR page 4.3-95, the proposed 
Project would protect 393.2 acres east of Pennsylvania Avenue and south of Cordelia Road; this 
area would be designated as Managed Open Space and protected in perpetuity with a deed 
restriction or conservation easement. Furthermore, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-
17a through 4.3-17e would offset permanent impacts to Seasonally Saturated Annual Grassland, 
Vernal Pools, Alkali Seasonal Wetlands, and Perennial Brackish Marsh, and would ensure there 
is no-net loss of wetland area, thus reducing the Project’s potential impacts on wetlands to a 
less-than-significant level. 

 The commenter’s reference to reason to “abandon the project” does not pertain to the adequacy 
or completeness of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR; this comment is 
noted. 
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 The issue of ground water rise at the Project Site, as raised by the commenter, is addressed in 
Draft EIR Section 4.5, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources.” As described 
on Draft EIR page 4.5-5, the results of a site-specific geotechnical investigation performed by 
MPE in 2020 determined that project-related excavations deeper than 5 feet below the ground 
surface for utilities and loading dock excavations may encounter groundwater, requiring 
construction dewatering. Construction dewatering is a common process for installation of 
buildings and other infrastructure in areas where shallow groundwater is present. As part of the 
geotechnical report, MPE also noted that shallow groundwater may exert pressure on building 
slabs. As a result, MPE recommended that slabs should be coated with a moisture barrier and 
be underlain by a layer of free-draining gravel to prevent moisture from migrating upward. 
Additional moisture protection for office and warehouse interior slabs may be provided by 
placing a plastic water vapor directly over the crushed rock. MPE also noted that if loading dock 
slabs will extend below existing grade, they may be affected by seasonal variations in 
groundwater levels subject to buoyant forces and/or flooding. Occasional seasonal flooding of 
the depressed loading docks may be possible. The slabs may be either designed to resist 
groundwater rising to an assumed level of 3 feet below the ground surface, or relief valves could 
be provided in the slab to relieve the water pressure and allow flooding of the dock. This 
information is presented in Draft EIR Impact 4.5-3 on page 4.5-23. However, as stated on Draft 
EIR page 4.5-24, the Project applicant would be required to implement the measures that are 
determined by the soils and civil/structural engineering studies to be appropriate for the Project, 
in accordance with the requirements of the CBC and the City. Therefore, the Draft EIR properly 
concluded that with adherence to the requirements of the CBC as applicable to the site-specific 
nature of the soils, and the required permit application and design review for on-site 
improvements by the City, project-related impacts related to construction in unstable/expansive 
soils would be less than significant. 

Comment IO4-4 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the cumulative analysis identifies the potential 
for soil erosion and sedimentation of drainage systems, both within and downstream of each 
Project Site and any associated off-site improvement areas, and that the construction processes 
may also result in accidental release of pollutants to surface waters, along with groundwater.  

Response: Draft EIR Chapter 5, “Cumulative Impacts,” analyzes the Project’s potential for cumulative 
contribution to other past, present, and future planned development. Draft EIR Cumulative 
Impacts subsections 5.3.5, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources,” and 
5.3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” analyze the Project’s potential contribution to 
cumulative impacts related to soil erosion and sedimentation both within and downstream of 
individual project sites, as well as construction-related accidental release of pollutants to surface 
and groundwater. As discussed in detail in Draft EIR subsections 5.3.5 and 5.3.8, all of the 
cumulative projects that disturb 1 acre or more are required by law to prepare a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement site-specific Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) that are specifically designed to prevent construction-related erosion and sedimentation 
and protect water quality. The SWPPP is required by law to include a Spill Prevention and 
Control Plan. Projects are also required to obtain grading permits from the applicable 
jurisdictions (i.e., City of Suisun City, Solano County, or City of Fairfield), which require 
submittal of a soils report and a geotechnical report, along with detailed grading plans for review 
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and approval, showing how erosion would be reduced. Permit conditions would be imposed by 
the applicable jurisdiction (such as straw wattles and watering of the soil surface during 
construction) to reduce potential erosion impacts (Draft EIR pages 5-9 and 5-13). As further 
discussed in Draft EIR subsection 5.3.8, operation of the proposed Project and the related 
projects must comply with the requirements of the MS4 permit issued by the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Board, and must incorporate the requirements contained in the 
Stormwater C.3 Guidebook available from the Solano Stormwater Alliance (prepared by the 
former Fairfield-Suisun Urban Runoff Management Program in 2012) (Draft EIR pages 5-13 
and 5-14). Therefore, the Draft EIR properly concluded that the Project’s incremental 
contribution to cumulative impacts related to erosion, sedimentation, and water quality 
degradation would be less than significant. 

 The comment further states, “Ground water infiltration on built sites will be insidious during 
the next 20+ years.” 

 Please see Response to Comment IO4-3.  

 (Comment IO4-4, cont.) The comment also states that, “Site grading will eliminate or diminish 
the Ledgewood Creek levees to hold back water flow.” 

 Grading associated with the proposed Project would not occur within the levees along 
Ledgewood Creek and therefore would have no effect on levee stability or flood flows along 
Ledgewood Creek. 

 (Comment IO4-4, cont.) Finally, the comment states, “Storm runoff and excess water events 
draining will seep into old Downtown Suisun residential areas next to the railroad tracks.” 

 The City requires all new projects to demonstrate, via hydrologic modeling, that on-site drainage 
systems are designed to appropriately detain and retain stormwater runoff such that post-project 
conditions are the same as pre-project conditions, and therefore off-site flooding would not 
occur. The Draft Master Drainage Plans for the proposed Project included hydrologic modeling 
per Suisun City Engineering Design Standards to determine the necessary sizing for stormwater 
drainage infrastructure, including pipe sizes and detention basin storage and peak flow rates, to 
ensure that off-site flooding would not occur. Please see the information and analysis contained 
in Draft EIR Section 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Draft EIR Appendix D, 
“Drainage Master Plan.” Therefore, stormwater runoff and excess water from storm events will 
not affect old Downtown Suisun residential areas or any other off-site areas. 

Comment IO4-5 Summary of Comment: The comment states, “The proposed project storm drainage system 
includes the existing drain system, 3 new detention basins (one at each Project area), along with 
accompanying 3 pump stations for those basins. All 3 proposed buildings are in FEMA 
established flood zones. Extensive and long-term water detention and bioretention maintenance 
is needed to keep the sites dry.” 

Response: The commenter is correct that the Draft Master Drainage Plan prepared for the proposed Project 
identifies a new stormwater drainage system that includes three detention basins with associated 
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pump stations. Detention basins with associated pump stations are a common form of 
stormwater drainage infrastructure throughout California and the U.S. The commenter is also 
correct that the proposed on-site buildings are within FEMA flood zones, and therefore are 
subject to the design standards set forth in the City’s Floodplains and Flood Damage Prevention 
Ordinance (Suisun City Municipal Code Section Chapter 15.08, Article I), which defines and 
regulates construction in floodplains. These issues are thoroughly discussed and addressed 
throughout Draft EIR Chapter 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” See also Response to 
Comment IO4-3. This comment does not identify any new environmental impacts or any 
deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis related to stormwater drainage or flooding. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are required. 

 The comment further states, “The biological conservation of the wetlands and Suisun Marsh 
consists of distinct environments: grasslands and plant habitats and wetlands. Watershed 
preservation of Ledgewood Creek is not considered in the EIR.” 

 Watershed preservation of Ledgewood Creek is required in the City of Fairfield and City of 
Suisun City Municipal Codes and the City of Fairfield and City of Suisun City General Plans, 
which are discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, “Biological Resources,” and Section 4.8, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality.” Furthermore, both of these Draft EIR sections thoroughly 
address direct and indirect impacts to water quality and habitat protection along Ledgewood 
Creek, which directly contributes to watershed preservation. 

 Finally, the comment states, “The importance of keeping pollution out of stormwater drainage 
is serious.” 

 The City agrees with the commenter’s statement. This issue has been thoroughly evaluated 
throughout Draft EIR Section 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and is also evaluated as an 
indirect effect throughout Draft EIR Section 4.3, “Biological Resources.” 

Comment IO4-6 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Draft EIR failed to make a study or provide 
an analysis of the expected increase in heavy or semi-tractor trailer truck traffic on SR 12 into 
the new warehouse facilities, which would exacerbate congested traffic on SR and create a 
dangerous condition at the intersection with Pennsylvania Avenue and onto the two-lane 
Cordelia Road. The comment also states that the Draft EIR did not address the need to expand 
the SR 12/Pennsylvania Avenue intersection. Finally, the comment states that based on 
mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR, there is a need for better distribution of truck 
traffic onto additional streets rather than just Pennsylvania Avenue to create traffic calming 
and reduce truck noise. 

Response: The Section 4.12, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR comprehensively analyses 
the net increase in vehicle traffic, inclusive of truck traffic, to and from the proposed Project 
Site, inclusive of that along SR 12. The evaluation of Impact 4.12-2 specifically addresses the 
potential of the Project to result in hazardous conditions for vehicles, which the Draft EIR found 
to potentially significant, and included Mitigation Measure 4.12-2 to address and reduce 
potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Included in Mitigation Measure 4.12-2 are 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 2-263 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

requirements detailing improvements to Pennsylvania Avenue, Cordelia Road, and SR 12. 
Furthermore, Draft EIR Impact 4.10-4 discusses the potential impact associated with noise 
generated by Project related operational trucks (page 4.10-40). Traffic noise levels were 
modeled under existing and future conditions, with and without Project implementation. 
Average daily traffic volumes and the distribution were obtained from the traffic study for the 
proposed Project and included day/night percentages of autos, medium and heavy trucks, vehicle 
speeds, ground attenuation factors, and roadway widths. The modeling conducted shows that 
the proposed Project would not contribute to a substantial increase in future traffic noise 
conditions along one Project area roadway. Therefore, long-term noise levels from Project-
generated traffic sources would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels (an increase of 3 dBA or greater) under existing and future conditions.  

 The comment also asserts to summarizes findings from the Draft EIR, noting that (1) the Project 
will cause future traffic volumes to exceed 5,000 average daily trips on any roadway that fronts 
residential, institutional, and open space land uses or will cause traffic volume to increase by 
25 percent or more, on any of these roadways. 

 The asserted finding of the Draft EIR that is noted by the commenter as a finding of the Draft 
EIR is not a conclusion of any impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Rather, this is the exact text 
provided in Section 4.10, “Noise and Vibration,” of the Draft EIR on page 4.10-8, which is 
quoting Policy HS.I-62 of the Health and Safety Element of the existing Solano County General 
Plan.  

 The comment also summarizes findings from the Draft EIR, noting that (2) construction-
generated traffic on the local roadway network was analyzed based on a maximum construction-
related traffic volume of 500 vehicles daily and assuming eight hours of construction period 
per, the Project would result in 63 construction vehicles per hour. As such, all materials would 
be transported using the local roadway network, thus increasing traffic volumes along affected 
roadway segments. 

 The text provided by the commenter is quoted from Section 4.10, “Noise and Vibration,” of the 
Draft EIR on page 4.10-36, and represents a conservative assumption used to inform the analysis 
of potential short-term exposure of sensitive receptors to increased traffic noise levels from 
Project construction, not a finding of the Draft EIR. As detailed in Impact 4.10-2 of the Draft 
EIR, this impact was determined to be less than significant (page 4.10-36).  

 The comment also summarizes findings from the Draft EIR, noting that (3) operations of the 
proposed Project would result in an increase in traffic volumes on the local roadway network 
and, consequently, an increase in noise levels from traffic sources along affected roadway 
segments. 

 The text provided by the commenter is quoted from Section 4.10, “Noise and Vibration,” of the 
Draft EIR on page 4.10-40. As noted by the commenter, the Draft EIR acknowledges the 
increase in noise levels from traffic sources. However, as detailed in Impact 4.10-4, the noise 
modeling conducted for the Draft EIR supported the conclusion that Project-generated 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  2-264 City of Suisun City 

operational traffic sources would not result in substantial permanent increases in ambient noise 
levels and this impact would be less than significant (Draft EIR page 4.10-40). 

Comment IO4-7 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the existing public roadway system does not 
provide adequate turn lanes for safe access of Project driveways, and therefore the direct mix 
of rail and vehicular activity on the site could lead to circulation conflicts and potentially 
hazardous conditions for vehicles. The comment further states that the EIR does not provide a 
study of the potential increased heavy and semi-tractor trailer truck traffic from SR 12 in east 
or west directions into the Project Site or through the Pennsylvania Avenue/SR 12 intersection, 
and that this impact would be significant to the citizens' daily travel through Suisun City and 
Fairfield. Therefore, an analysis of a potential revision of the intersection to accommodate an 
increased load of truck traffic is required. 

Response: As discussed in Impact 4.12-2 (Draft EIR, pages 4.12-16 through 4.12-19), the Draft EIR 
acknowledges the potential for hazardous conditions and identifies proposed Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-2 to implement several intersection and driveway improvements that would 
successfully mitigate the potential impact. Improvements include consolidating and relocating 
the Project driveways along Pennsylvania Avenue, increasing the distance from the SR 12 
intersection. The Project is also proposing improvements along the Project Site frontages to 
Pennsylvania Avenue to ensure that there would be no substantial queue spillback onto SR 12. 
On- and off-site transportation improvements required to serve the proposed Project and 
required to ensure adequate turn lanes and access, including consideration of future anticipated 
truck traffic attributable to the proposed Project are detailed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, 
“Project Description,” and required by Mitigation Measure 4.12-2 (Draft EIR, page 4.12-18) 
(Fehr & Peers 2022a, 2022b).  

Comment IO4-8 Summary of Comment: The comment states there was no study or analysis submitted by Solano 
Transportation Authority in the EIR about the increased traffic flow at and through the three 
main streets outlining the Project Site, nor an estimate of that increased impact on the 
conditions, deterioration, and repairs or improvements of those streets in the future. 

Response: The Project does not propose any improvements to County roadway rights of way. As shown in 
Exhibit 3-4 of the Draft EIR, the portions of frontage roads Cordelia Road and Pennsylvania 
Avenue within the existing City of Suisun City Sphere of will be annexed to the City of Suisun 
City. For informational purposes, the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and level of service (LOS) 
analysis prepared in support of the Project is provided as Appendix C to this Final EIR; this 
study evaluates existing and future trips, LOS, and recommended improvements and resulting 
LOS. The analysis conducted to support the Draft EIR and this Final EIR examines traffic 
volumes and potential impacts under the proposed Project and proposed improvements to the 
on- and off-site circulation system. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or 
completeness of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR; this comment is noted 
and has been provided to the decision-makers for their awareness. 

Comment IO4-9 Summary of Comment: The comment provides seven separate suggested project alternatives for 
consideration in the EIR (each of which are addressed separately below). 
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1. Do not develop the specified land parcels. 

Response: Please see Draft EIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” for the information and analyses presented under 
the headings “Alternative 1: No Project Alternative (Buildout of Existing Land Use 
Designations).” As discussed on Draft EIR page 6-3, the CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(2) states that a discussion of the “No Project” alternative must consider “what would 
be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based 
on current plans.” Therefore, Alternative 1 assumes that the current land use designations as set 
forth in the Suisun City General Plan would remain unchanged, and the commenter’s suggested 
alternative would not meet the requirements contained in the CEQA Guidelines. 

2. Do not remediate or mitigate the identified project wetland geographic areas. 

 Remediation of wetlands is not necessary nor is it proposed as part of the proposed Project. It is 
unclear as to the reason why the commenter would suggest “remediation” of existing wetlands. 
Failing to mitigate for the loss of wetlands (from project-related fill) would result in significant 
and unavoidable impacts to wetlands, and would result in a permanent loss of wetlands at the 
Project Site. Therefore, the impacts from implementation of this alternative would be several 
orders of magnitude greater (more adverse) than those of the proposed Project. This alternative 
would not meet the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) which 
requires that an EIR describe “…a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the project…” (emphasis added). 

3. Leave the proposed Suisun Logistics Center in unincorporated Solano County. Do not 
annex the parcels into Suisun City. 

 Assuming that the commenter intended to suggest that the proposed Project Site should not be 
annexed to the City, rather than the Suisun Logistics project, this suggested alternative would 
not avoid or substantially lessen any of the Project’s significant impacts. Therefore, this 
alternative would not meet the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) which 
requires that an EIR describe “…a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the project…” (emphasis added). Additionally, as noted in the 
Draft EIR, the portion of the Project Site proposed for annexation is already within the Sphere 
of Influence of the City of Suisun City, making an alternative that would not include annexation 
infeasible (Draft EIR, page 3-1). If the commenter did intend to address the Suisun Logistics 
project, the City has focused the alternatives contemplated in the Draft EIR on avoiding or 
substantially lessening impacts attributable to the proposed Project, and therefore elected not to 
include an alternative that would exclude the proposed Suisun Logistics Center project from 
annexation to the City. In addition, the Suisun Logistics project site is also within the City of 
Suisun City’s exiting Sphere of Influence.  
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4. Create wetlands, biology habitat, and marsh conservation preserves for the targeted 
sensitive land parcels. 

 This alternative would exclude all development at the Project Site. Therefore, this alternative 
would not meet the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) which 
requires that an EIR describe “…a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the project…” (emphasis added). The City also notes that as 
stated in Draft EIR Chapter 3, “Project Description,” (page 3-16), the proposed Project includes 
approximately 331.7 acres of Managed Open Space southeast of Cordelia Road and south of the 
California Northern Railroad to be maintained within unincorporated Solano County. These 
open space areas will serve to protect the existing habitat and to also provide for any mitigation 
of development impacts.  

5. Land annexation will require Suisun City to provide municipal services (sewer, water, 
street lighting) to support development, which could also be provided by a special district 
or by the adjoining City of Fairfield through land annexation into that city. 

 This comment suggests that the land area that encompasses the proposed Project be annexed 
into the City of Fairfield rather than Suisun City. This alternative is infeasible, since the Project 
Site is already part of the Suisun City Sphere of Influence and is designated in the Suisun City 
General Plan and Land Use Diagram for future urban development. Further, the commenter 
suggests the formation of a new services district or districts that would require approval by 
LAFCO. The City’s understanding is that small, single purpose or limited purpose service 
agencies providing service in areas within City spheres of influence would not be consistent 
with LAFCO policy and additionally, this would not reduce any potentially significant impact 
associated with the proposed Project. The City’s focus with this EIR is on adverse physical 
environmental effects. 

6. The Fairfield Train Station project resulted in massive destruction of vernal pools in 
violation of state environmental laws that require replacement of wetlands for wetlands 
destroyed. There is no EIR-identified plan providing for wetland destruction reparation. 

 This comment is related to a different project within the City of Fairfield proposed at a different 
time. This comment does not provide a suggested alternative to the proposed Project, but rather 
relates to wetland mitigation. As noted above, the proposed Project includes approximately 
331.7 acres of Managed Open Space southeast of Cordelia Road and south of the California 
Northern Railroad to be maintained within unincorporated Solano County. These open space 
areas will serve to protect the existing habitat and to also provide for any mitigation of 
development impacts (Draft EIR Chapter 3, “Project Description,” page 3-16). Draft EIR 
Appendix C contains the 2023 Biological Resources Report for the Project, prepared by the 
Huffman-Broadway Group. The Biological Resources Report includes details related to the 
Project’s Wetland Mitigation Plan. Draft EIR Chapter 4.3, “Biological Resources,” addresses 
the potential impacts of the project related to wetlands in Impact 4.3-17 (page 4.3-92), and 
recommends several feasible mitigation measures (pages 4.3-92 through 4.3-94). As described 
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on Draft EIR page 4.3-95, the proposed Project would protect over 300 acres east of 
Pennsylvania Avenue and south of Cordelia Road; this area would be designated as Managed 
Open Space and protected in perpetuity with a deed restriction or conservation easement. 
Furthermore, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-17a through 4.3-17e would offset 
permanent impacts to Seasonally Saturated Annual Grassland, Vernal Pools, Alkali Seasonal 
Wetlands, and Perennial Brackish Marsh, and would ensure there is no-net loss of wetland area, 
thus reducing the Project’s potential impacts on wetlands to a less-than-significant level. 

7. There are no concessions for other land uses for the specific Project parcels. 

 The exact meaning of this comment is unclear, but for purposes of this response the City assumes 
that the commenter suggests an alternative to the proposed Project that would involve a different 
mix of land uses. Two alternatives that would include a different mix of land uses as compared 
to the proposed Project are already included in the Draft EIR analysis. Please see Draft EIR 
Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” for the information and analyses presented under the headings 
“Alternative 1: No Project Alternative (Buildout of Existing Land Use Designations)” and 
“Alternative 3: Reduce Criteria Air Pollutant and GHG Emissions and Transportation-Related 
Energy Consumption.” 

Comment IO4-10 Summary of Comment: The comment states that EIR provided no identified benefit to the citizens 
of Suisun City to annex the Project parcels for development. Also, there was no estimate 
provided for the cost to Suisun City for the relocation and extensions of the water, sewer, and 
street lighting infrastructure to the Project Site that the city will be responsible for doing. 

Response: The purpose of an EIR is provide identification and analysis of the Project’s potential effects on 
the environment. Per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), “Economic or social effects of a 
Project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” Therefore, the information 
requested by the commenter is not required, and no changes to the Draft EIR have been made. 
Even so, City staff notes that, if the City Council should choose to approve the proposed Project, 
the City Council will be required to identify what it considers to be the benefits of the Project. 
The City Council will do so through the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093. This special finding will have to identify the “the 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide 
environmental benefits,” of the alternative that, in the City Council’s judgment, make the 
significant unavoidable effects of the Project “acceptable.” Statements of Overriding 
Consideration serve the policy purpose of “enable[ing] the public to determine the 
environmental and economic values of their elected and appointed officials thus allowing for 
appropriate action come election day should a majority of the voters disagree.” (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15003[e].) 

 The comment further states, “A large three building warehouse development located at Hwy 12 
and Pennsylvania Avenue, along with the increased heavy truck traffic congestion it will bring 
will not provide an ‘immediate positive first impression of attractive building facades and 
landscaping’ as stated in the General Plan when approaching the western gateway of Suisun 
City. The comment further states that other parcels are available in different locations that could 
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be developed for warehouse uses, and that the City needs commercial and retail development 
rather than warehouse and logistics center development, thus the Project should not be 
approved. 

 This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR; the commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted. 
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2.2.13 Comment LETTER #IO5: 

RILEY, GABRIEL 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #IO5 

Comment IO5-1 Summary of Comment: The comment expresses concern that the proposed Project would 
somehow impede the ability to “upgrade the UP-owned California Northern operated spur to 
support east west SMART and a potential reroute of the Capitol Corridor.” 

Response: The proposed Project does not adversely affect the railroad or railroad right-of-way. Draft EIR 
page 3-17 states, “The Project Site has direct access to an existing rail spur, and the Project 
applicant will coordinate with the Southern Pacific Railroad, which merged with Union Pacific 
Railroad in 1996, regarding access to this existing railroad spur for proposed on-site uses where 
future tenants identify the need for rail access.” Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: Vehicle System 
Improvements (Draft EIR page 4.12-18) requires that at the rail spurs, vehicles would be 
prohibited from crossing the railroad tracks with the use of signs or physical barriers, and the 
adjacent parking space would be removed. The City does not have any evidence of any easement 
or other public right-of-way reserved for future rail use that would be adversely affected by the 
proposed Project.  
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2.2.14 Comment LETTER #IO6: 

RUMBAOA, NOAH 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #IO6 

Comment IO6-1 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Draft EIR Table 4.12-1 [page 4.12-2] should 
be revised to show Solano County Transit (SolTrans) as the sole operator of Solano Express, 
because Fairfield and Suisun Transit (FAST) no longer operates the Blue and Green lines. 

Response: As requested by the commenter and shown in FEIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” the text in Draft EIR 
Table 4.12-1 on page 4.12-2 has been modified to identify the agency responsible for the Solano 
Express as Solano County Transit. 

Comment IO6-2 Summary of Comment: The comment states that as currently written, Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-3 only requires a physical barrier between the proposed walkways [referencing 
the physical barrier called for between Planning Areas 1 and 3 along the railroad tracks, Draft 
EIR page 4.12-20]; therefore, the mitigation measure should be revised to require a physical 
barrier between the bicycle pathways and the roadways along Pennsylvania Avenue and 
Cordelia Road, because the hazard is from trucks and cars on the roadways.  

Response: Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 of the Draft EIR includes requirements for pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities and improvements along Project Site frontages and on-site to ensure adequate 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities serving the Project Site; improvements under Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-3 include continuous sidewalks of at least five feet and bicycle facilities of at least 
four feet at the Project Site frontages along both sides of Cordelia Road and Pennsylvania 
Avenue; high-visibility crosswalks at the Pennsylvania Avenue and Cordelia Road/Cordelia 
Street intersection; adequate pedestrian-scale lighting along Project Site frontages and on-site; 
and on-site markings or signage to notify drivers of pedestrians and bicyclists traveling between 
off-site pedestrian facilities, on-site parking facilities, and bicycle parking facilities and building 
access points. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 would improve on-site and Project 
area pedestrian and bicycle transportation conditions by providing adequate facilities to connect 
to the existing and future multimodal transportation network. In addition, the City of Fairfield 
and City of Suisun City Active Transportation Plans propose the following bikeway projects in 
the vicinity of the Project Site that would coincide with some of what the commenter has 
suggested as improvements: Class II facilities on Beck Avenue between SR12 and California 
Northern Railroad (Fairfield Plan); Class III facilities along Cordelia Road between Beck 
Avenue and Pennsylvania Avenue (Fairfield Plan); and Cordelia Street between Pennsylvania 
Avenue and Waterfront Path (Suisun City Plan). Regarding physical barriers along Pennsylvania 
Avenue and Cordelia Road, this is not required by the City’s current improvement standards, 
and there is not a potentially significant impact that would be reduced through this improvement, 
so this has not been included as mitigation in the EIR. 
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2.2.15 Comment LETTER #IO7: 

SOLANO COUNTY ORDERLY GROWTH COMMITTEE 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #IO7 

Comment IO7-1 Summary of Comment: The comment states that Draft EIR is inadequate and requires significant 
additional information and additional analyses, because it would allow at least six broad 
categories of impacts to remain "significant and unavoidable" even after implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures. 

Response: CEQA establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage where 
feasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15021). However, a public agency may approve a project 
that would cause a significant effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully informed 
and publicly disclosed decision that: 

 (a) There is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect (see State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091); and 

 (b) Specifically identified expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy of reducing 
or avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15043).  

 CEQA recognizes that in determining whether and how a project should be approved, a public 
agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, 
environmental, and social factors and in particular the goal of providing a decent home and 
satisfying living environment for every Californian.  

 CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental 
benefits, of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining 
whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may 
be considered “acceptable” and the lead agency may approve the project (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093). 

 If the City Council decides to adopt the proposed Project or one of the alternatives evaluated in 
the EIR, the City Council must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations as required by 
the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 to reflect the ultimate balancing of competing public 
objectives. (See Response to Comment IO4-10.) 

 The comment further states that further detailed comments are presented in the body of the 
comment letter, and that the Solano OGC recommends the reduced footprint alternative 
(Alternative 2) rather than the proposed Project. 

 Responses to individual Solano OGC comments are provided below in Responses to Comments 
Solano OGC-2 through Solano OGC-25. The commenter’s preference for Alternative 2 rather 
than the proposed Project is noted.  
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Comment IO7-2 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Draft EIR should be recirculated for public 
review and comment following the changes recommended in comments Solano OGC-3 through 
Solano OGC-25. 

Response: For the reasons set forth in detail in Responses to Comments IO7-3 through IO7-25, 
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Comment IO7-3 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Executive Summary in the Draft EIR 
incorrectly identifies Ledgewood Creek as an unnamed “drainage channel” [Draft EIR page 1-
1], and that this should be corrected.  

Response: As requested by the commenter and shown in FEIR Chapter 3, “Errata,” the text on Draft EIR 
page 1-1 has been modified to replace the words “drainage channel” with Ledgewood Creek. 

Comment IO7-4 and IO7-5 Summary of Comments: These comments state that the Draft EIR should be 
amended to state explicitly whether the western limit of the proposed annexation area is 
contiguous with the eastern limit of the City of Fairfield, and if necessary the annexation 
boundary should be changed so that it is contiguous, so that the proposed annexation can avoid 
leaving a narrow, "no-man's-land" strip of unincorporated Solano County along Ledgewood 
Creek.. 

Response: These comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR; nevertheless, the City responds as follows. With regard to jurisdictional boundaries, 
the precise area annexed into the City of Suisun would be subject to review and approval by the 
Solano Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). Based on applicable requirements of 
the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 and LAFCO 
Standards, it is assumed that the area annexed to the City of Suisun City as a part of this proposed 
Project would abut the existing City of Fairfield city limits, and that there would be no change 
to City of Fairfield city limits. In other words, it is the City’s understanding that there will not 
be any “no man’s land” strip of property, and that the annexation area would abut the existing 
City of Fairfield City limits. The Draft EIR and this Final EIR are both consistent with this 
assumption. 

Comment IO7-6 Summary of Comment: The comment provides a partial restatement of Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measures 4.2-1g, 4.2-1h, and 4.2-1i (pages 4.2-28 and 4.2-29) and which the commenter states 
would reduce impacts from vehicles operated by tenants or their suppliers and contractors, such 
as semi-trucks used to transport supplies or finished products (aka "mobile sources"). The 
comment also states that even after implementing those mitigation measures, emissions of 
organic gases that form ozone would still, "exceed the BAAQMD thresholds of significance and 
Project operations could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2017 Bay Area Clean 
Air Plan" (quoting from Draft EIR page 4.2-29].” Therefore, the commenter suggests that these 
mitigation measures are inadequate to protect Suisun residents.  

Response: See Response to Comments IO7-1 and IO2-30 (identifying additional air quality mitigation 
requirements added in response to public input). 
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Comment IO7-7 Summary of Comment: The comment suggests that the model-year requirement in Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1i should be revised because the existing measure would allow diesel trucks that 
are 10 years old in 2024, and even older in future years. The comment suggests that the 
mitigation measure should require tenants to choose contractors and suppliers that operate 
fleets consisting of at least 50 percent zero-emissions vehicles, such as electric vehicles, or 
creating mitigation measures modeled on the "Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce 
Emissions" (WAIRE) Program that was adopted in 2021 by California's South Coast Air Quality 
Management District.  

Response: The Project applicant has committed to ensuring the future tenants utilize truck fleets that are 
no older than model year 2014, which is in alignment with and slightly exceeding existing State 
regulations, as well as recommended practices of the State of California Department of Justice 
whitepaper, “Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act,” but not enforcing use of new technologies, such as zero 
emissions technologies for truck fleets. It should be noted that California Code of Regulations 
(CCR) Title 13 Section 2025 Resolution 08-43 requires that by the year 2023 all trucks 
registered in California will be required to meet the 2010 or newer emission standards. 
Mitigation proposed by the commenter is not feasible because the Project applicant has no 
means of controlling the privately-owned vehicles used by the independent trucking companies 
that will eventually serve the future tenants operating on the Project Site. Please also see 
Response to Comment IO2-30. 

Comment IO7-8 Summary of Comment: The comments suggests that the enforceability of Mitigation Measures 
4.2-1g and 4.2-1h should be improved by adding the including the requirement that the 
measures be stipulated in future tenant lease agreements.  

Response: As requested by the commenter, the recommended text has been added to Mitigation Measures 
4.2-1g and 4.2-1h. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata” for more details. 

Comment IO7-9 Summary of Comment: The commenter suggests that Mitigation Measures 4.2-lg, 4.2-1h, and 
4.2-1i should be improved by adding a requirement that future tenants must provide 
documentation to the City demonstrating that the measures have been incorporated.  

Response: As requested by the commenter, the recommended text has been added to Mitigation Measures 
4.2-1g, 4.2-1h, and 4.2-1i. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata” for more details. 

Comment IO7-10 Summary of Comment: The comment provides a summary of the recommended text changes 
encompassed by comments IO7-7, IO7-8, and IO7-9.  

Response: Please see Responses to Comments IO7-7, IO7-8, and IO7-9. 

Comment IO7-11 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Project’s Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
(contained in DEIR Appendix C), is based on a faulty concept of mitigation and therefore it 
should be rejected and replaced, based on the commenter’s belief that, “A standard approach 
to mitigation would be for the Project applicant to protect comparable acreages of existing, 
healthy vegetation communities located on other properties.” The comment also states that the 
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idea of creating additional wetlands on the Project Site is “risky and untested,” and that since 
the area of the Project Site proposed for Managed Open Space is already part of the Suisun 
Marsh Protection Plan it does not need to be part of a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.  

Response: See Response to Comment A7-9, which explains why CEQA allows for compensatory 
mitigation strategies for adversely affected resources involving conservation, management, 
enhancement, restoration, and recreation of like resources, and response to comment A7-10, 
which explains why the City has high expectations regarding the likelihood of success for the 
proposed Managed Open Space Plan generally and wetlands mitigation in particular.  

Functioning vernal pools, alkali seasonal wetlands, and seasonally saturated annual grasslands 
exist within close proximity to the areas where wetland creation is proposed, and these wetlands 
support sensitive plant species and salt marsh harvest mouse.  To ensure, to the maximum extent 
possible, that the success criteria for created wetlands are met, the created wetlands will be 
located in upland areas on the same soil type, watershed, and general topography as these 
functioning wetlands.  This is a common concept that has been accepted by the regulatory 
agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands (including the USACE, USFWS, CDFW and RWQCB) 
and has proven to be effective.  For example, in Solano County, the agency-approved the North 
Suisun Mitigation Bank successfully created vernal pools in upland habitat where soils and 
topography supported adjacent vernal pools. In addition, a residential development project in 
Vacaville called the North Village Development project (USACE Permit # 1999-00429N, 
USFWS BO# 1-1-99-F-0184, RWQCB WDID# 5A48CR00016, CDFW Notification No. 1600-
2004-0207-R2) successfully created seasonal wetlands and vernal pools on uplands where soils 
and topography supported adjacent seasonal wetlands and vernal pools.   

 See response to comment A7-7 for an explanation as to why placing a conservation easement 
and providing an endowment to manage the land in perpetuity will provide additional protection 
and benefits for the ecological values of the Managed Open Space beyond the protection and 
benefits currently provided by the SMPP. 

Comment IO7-12 Summary of Comment: The comment states that establishing new wetlands or plant communities 
in other areas of the Project Site where they are not currently present is infeasible, because 
plants and aquatic animals have very specific ecological requirements which are not present in 
areas where mitigation is proposed.  

Response: See Responses to Comments IO7-11, A7-7, and A7-10. 

Comment IO7-13 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Project’s Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
“would cause new damage, in addition to the damage caused by the actual logistics center” by 
damaging the existing plants in areas where mitigation is proposed. 

Response: See Response to Comment A7-8. 

Comment IO7-14 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Project’s Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
is flawed because it seeks “credit” for protecting land that is already protected by the Suisun 
Marsh Protection Plan.  
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Response: See Response to Comment A7-9, which explains why CEQA allows for compensatory 
mitigation strategies for adversely affected resources involving the conservation, management, 
enhancement, restoration, and recreation of like resources. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the 
Managed Open Space portion of the proposed Project Site is located within the area covered by 
the SMPA and is protected by the SMPP and the Solano County Component of the Suisun Marsh 
Local Protection Program. The biologically beneficial land uses and activities that will occur in 
the Managed Open Space Area would be consistent with the SMPA, the SMPP, and the Solano 
County Component of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program, and nothing in the SMPA 
or the two planning documents disallows such land uses and activities. 

See Response to Comment A7-7 for an explanation as to why placing a conservation easement 
and providing an endowment to manage the land in perpetuity will provide additional protection 
and benefits for the ecological values of the Managed Open Space beyond the protection and 
benefits currently provided by the SMPP.   

Comment IO7-15 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the proposed Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
for on-site wetlands should be rejected and replaced by “reliable protection” of existing 
ecological communities, on land that is not currently protected. 

Response: See Response to Comment A7-7 for an explanation as to why placing a conservation easement 
and providing an endowment to manage the land in perpetuity will provide additional protection 
and benefits for the ecological values of the Managed Open Space beyond the protection and 
benefits currently provided by the SMPP.     

Comment IO7-16 Summary of Comment: The comment notes that Greenhouse Gas Emission Mitigation Measures 
4.6-1j, 4.6-1k, and 4.6-1l in the DEIR are the same mitigation measures that are proposed in 
Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” and suggests that these mitigation measures for Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions should be replaced with the commenter’s suggested changes to Mitigation Measures 
4.2-1g, 4.2-1h, and 4.2-1i.  

Response: See Response to Comments IO7-7, IO7-8, and IO7-9. 

Comment IO7-17 Summary of Comment: The commenter disagrees with the DEIR’s conclusion of no impact with 
regards to conflicts with land zoned for agricultural use, based primarily on DEIR Exhibit 3-5 
and noting the Project proposes to annex and then rezone a portion of the Project Site, and 
requests that the impact conclusion be changed from no impact to a significant impact because 
the proposed Project would result in a loss of agricultural land. The commenter further suggests 
that mitigation should be required in the form of protecting an equivalent or greater quantity of 
agricultural land via deed restriction or conservation easement to be held by an accredited land 
trust. 

Response: Draft EIR Exhibit 3-5 (Chapter 3, “Project Description,” page 3-8), referenced by the 
commenter, shows the existing and proposed land use designations at the Project Site; it does 
not show the zoning. The proposed Project includes three Planning Areas, which together 
comprise the proposed Development Area. Planning Area 1 is a 69.6-acre development area 
north of the existing railroad tracks and west of Pennsylvania Avenue. Planning Area 2 is a 13.1-
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acre development area north of and immediately adjacent to Cordelia Road. Planning Area 3 is 
a 10.7-acre development area on the east side of Pennsylvania Avenue (see Draft EIR Table 3-
1 [page 3-9] and Exhibit 3-8 [page 3-18] showing the Planning Areas). As shown in Draft EIR 
Exhibit 3-5, the City’s land use designation for Planning Area 1 is Commercial Mixed Use, and 
the City’s Land Use Designation for Planning Areas 2 and 3 is Agriculture and Open Space. 
Although the Project Site is within the City’s Sphere of Influence, it has not been annexed to the 
City and therefore the Solano County zoning still applies. The Solano County zoning for the 
entire Project Site north of Cordelia Road (which includes the entire Development Area, 
encompassed by Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3) is Exclusive Agriculture 40 Acres (A-40). The 
commenter correctly quotes from Draft EIR Section 4.9, “Land Use and Planning, Including 
Agriculture Resources, Population, and Housing,” (page 4.9-2) that the purpose of the A-40 
zoning designation (per Solano County) is to preserve agriculture, including allowing 
agricultural-related support uses, excluding incompatible uses, and protecting the viability of 
the family farm. However, as noted above, most of the proposed Development Area (i.e., 
Planning Area 1, which encompasses 69.6 acres) has already been designated by the City for 
future Commercial Mixed-Use Development as part of the City’s 2035 General Plan (adopted 
in 2015). Therefore, the commenter’s issue does not lie with the proposed Project, but rather 
with the City’s designated and previously approved land uses in its adopted General Plan. 
Implementation of the proposed Project would change both the land use designations and zoning 
for Planning Areas 2 and 3 (23.8 acres of the Project Site) from Agriculture and Open Space/AG-
40 to Commercial Mixed-Use/Commercial Services & Fabricating.  

 Based on the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Section II(b), which the City has adopted as the 
thresholds of significance for this EIR, the applicable threshold is “conflict with existing zoning 
for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract” (emphasis added) (see Draft EIR page 4.9-
10).  

 As explained on Draft EIR page 4.9-11, all of the Project Site north of Cordelia Road is zoned 
by Solano County as AG-40, and Planning Area 1 is designated by the City for Commercial 
Mixed Use. The 93.4-acre Development Area, which represents part of the area that would be 
annexed into the City, would be pre-zoned as Commercial Services & Fabricating (CSF). Of 
this 93.4 acres, 69.6 acres is already designated for Commercial Mixed Use. The Project 
proposes an amendment to the City’s General Plan Land Use Diagram so that the General Plan’s 
Commercial Mixed Use and Open Space land use designations are consistent with the proposed 
Development Area. As previously noted, the Project also proposes a rezone of this Development 
Area from the County’s AG-40 zoning to the City’s CSF zoning. If the Project is approved, the 
Project Site would be annexed into the City, the zoning and land use designations would be 
changed as part of proposed Project adoption, and thus there would be no conflict. Therefore, 
the Draft EIR properly concludes there would be no impact from conflicts with agricultural 
zoning (page 4.9-11), and no changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

 The concern expressed by the commenter is not, in fact, with a zoning conflict, but rather with 
loss of agricultural land that would be converted to urban development, as the commenter has 
expressly stated. As noted above, 69.6 acres of the Project’s 93.4-acre Development Area were 
already designated for Commercial Mixed Use in the City’s 2035 General Plan adopted in 2015, 
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and the potential loss of agricultural land throughout the city as a result of projected future urban 
development was analyzed in the City’s adopted General Plan EIR (AECOM 2015, Section 3.1, 
“Agricultural Resources”). As explained therein, and in the Draft EIR for this Project on pages 
4.9-9 and 4.9-10, the appliable CEQA Appendix G checklist threshold, Section II(a), is “convert 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown 
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use.” There is no Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance in Suisun City, including within the City’s 
Sphere of Influence. The “farmland” at the Project Site is classified by the California 
Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as “Grazing Land” 
(Draft EIR page 4.9-2). Grazing Land is not considered Important Farmland under CEQA 
(Public Resources Code Sections 21060.1 and 21095 and CEQA Guidelines Appendix G). 
Therefore, the proposed Project would not convert Important Farmland to nonagricultural uses 
and the Draft EIR properly concluded that no impact would occur (Draft EIR pages 4.9-10 and 
4.9-11). The City’s 2035 General Plan EIR (AECOM 2015, Section 3.1, “Agricultural 
Resources”) reached the same conclusion of “no impact,” for the same reasons, as related to 
“farmland” throughout the City. Therefore, the mitigation measure suggested by the commenter 
is not required, and no changes to the Draft EIR have been made. 

Comment IO7-18 Summary of Comment: The comment suggests that additional exhibits are needed to illustrate 
the Project's visual appearance during the years required for landscaping to mature, because 
the current exhibits in DEIR Section 4.1 only show the Project’s appearance when the 
landscaping has reached maturity.  

Response: This comment refers to visual simulations provided by the Project applicant, which show the 
conceptual appearance of proposed Project buildings and landscaping at maturity (Draft EIR 
Exhibits 4.1-3 through 4.1-5 and 4.1-7; pages 4.1-24, 4.1-25, and 4.1-29). In fact, there is no 
general requirement in CEQA for any visual simulations to be prepared for proposed projects, 
showing either the buildings or the appearance of the proposed landscaping at any stage. Rather, 
a lead agency’s obligation is to provide discussion and substantial evidence to support its 
conclusions about the significance of aesthetic effects. Here, the proposed landscape plan is 
shown in Draft EIR Exhibit 4.1-6 (Draft EIR page 4.1-28). It is unclear what purpose would be 
served in showing additional landscape simulations at an earlier stage of maturity, which would 
have no effect on the Draft EIR impact analysis, conclusion, or mitigation measures. Therefore, 
the suggested change to the Draft EIR (in the form of additional visual simulations) has not been 
made. 

Comment IO7-19 Summary of Comment: The comment suggests that additional mitigation should be added to the 
DEIR in the form of requiring the City to conduct inspections at periodic intervals (i.e., 1, 5, 
and 10 years after construction) to ensure that the applicant’s landscaping is not “worse than 
forecast.” 

Response: The commenter has not expressed disagreement with the less-than-significant impact conclusion 
reached by the Draft EIR for Impact 3.1-2 (Substantial Degradation of Visual Character or 
Quality), nor has the commenter expressed disagreement with the applicant’s proposed 
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landscaping plan or the projected visual appearance of the Project Site at full build out. Under 
CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for less-than-significant impacts. The City already 
has the authority to enforce landscaping requirements through its Municipal Code related to site 
design (Title 18 Zoning), and the City’s design review process. City review of the applicant’s 
landscaping plans, including watering plans and schedules, would ensure that appropriate plant 
species would be used, and appropriate watering methods and schedules would be employed to 
ensure survivability of plantings. Furthermore, City building department officials would 
perform routine inspections during and after installation of plantings and the Project’s irrigation 
system to ensure that compliance with the approved plans is achieved, as standard City 
procedure before issuance of final site occupancy permits. Therefore, Draft EIR Impact 4.1-2 
properly concludes that impacts related to substantial degradation of visual character would be 
less than significant, and the mitigation measure suggested by the commenter is not required. 

Comment IO7-20 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the although the Project’s Transportation 
Demand Management Plan discussed in the DEIR includes bicycle routes, it is unsafe to bicycle 
along Cordelia Street and the TDMP shows this bicycle route as a “proposed” Class 3 bicycle 
route without any timeframe. Therefore, the commenter suggests that mitigation should be 
included to require construction of the bicycle route along Cordelia Street no later than 1 year 
after Project construction begins. 

Response: See Response to Comment IO6-2. 

Comment IO7-21 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the cumulative air quality analysis failed to 
consider air pollution from PM2.5 generated by future projects, namely the Suisun Logistics 
center planned for the eastern border of Suisun City.  

Response: The air district defines a cumulative assessment of health risk and hazards to be those from the 
Project combined with the health impacts from surrounding sources, such as industrial facilities, 
rail, roadways, and marine vessels (BAAQMD 2022 CEQA: Appendix E). A cumulative 
analysis for annual PM2.5 was conducted for the proposed Project, as discussed in Section 5.3 of 
Appendix B of the Draft EIR. The air district has established a cumulative threshold for annual 
PM2.5 of 0.8 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3)(BAAQMD 2022 CEQA: Appendix A, Table 
A-1). Per air district guidance, “the distance used for the radius around the project boundary 
should reflect the zone or area over which sources may have a significant influence.” The air 
district references several studies (BAAQMD 2022 CEQA: Appendix A, p. A-37-A-38), to 
arrive at a typical “zone of influence” of 1,000 feet from the Project boundary. As discussed in 
Section 3.3 of Appendix B of the Draft EIR, the zone of influence not only took into account 
the proposed Project boundary but also accounted for off-site on-road project-related sources. 
These sources extended out approximately 6,000 feet to the east and west and 3,000 feet to the 
north of the proposed Project boundary. Receptors modeled were placed 1,000 feet from on-site 
and off-site sources; therefore, effectively resulting in a zone of influence extending 
approximately 7,000 feet to the east and west, and 4,000 feet to the north, which is well beyond 
the typical distance recommended by the air district. Note that there are no sensitive receptors 
located south of the proposed Project Site. 
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 The cumulative analysis utilized air district source-screening tools to quantify existing impacts 
of annual PM2.5 from roadway and rail at each maximum sensitive receptor type (residential, 
worker, student, and child). The data provided in these screening tools are very recent, as the air 
district released an update in late 2022. Consistent with air district guidance, the existing annual 
PM2.5 impacts from these screening tools at the maximum proposed Project modeled receptors 
were added to the proposed Project’s impacts. 

 Similar to existing conditions, impacts from potential future sources of PM2.5 emissions should 
be included in the cumulative analysis within the zone of influence. At the time of the analysis 
for the Draft EIR, there were no known potential future sources of PM2.5 within the 1,000 feet 
zone of influence. However, the comment notes that there is another logistics center planned to 
be developed on a 167-acre undeveloped area at the eastern extend of Suisun City along 
Highway 12. According to the Notice of Preparation, this “Eastern Suisun City” project plans 
to develop 2.1 million square feet of warehouse on approximately 120 acres, with the remaining 
47 acres designated as permanently open space (City of Suisun 2021). The distance between the 
proposed Project and the Eastern Suisun City project is approximately 18,000 feet (3.4 miles), 
well beyond the zone of influence. As discussed in Section 3.1 of Appendix B of the Draft EIR, 
wind flow across this region is predominantly west-southwest to east-northeast. Therefore, 
impacts from the two sites would very likely not overlap until areas east of the Eastern Suisun 
City project, where there are no sensitive receptors. 

 While the physical locations of the two Suisun City logistic centers are well beyond the zone of 
influence, there is the potential for overlap of off-site on-road vehicles from the two projects 
along Highway 12. It is assumed that the use of the two logistics centers would be similar in 
nature. Based on this assumption, the proposed Project-level impacts associated with on-road 
source along Highway 12 could be scaled based on the difference in warehouse development. 
The proposed Project plans for 1.28 million square feet of warehouse development compared to 
2.1 million square feet for the Eastern Suisun City logistics project. The Eastern Suisun City 
logistics project is more than 64 percent larger than the proposed Project. As discussed in 
Section 5.2 of Appendix B, the proposed Project phase yielding the highest annual PM2.5 impacts 
occurred during the first year of construction. The contribution of off-site on-road sources to the 
total annual PM2.5 impacts ranges from 1 to 3 percent, accounting for mitigated emissions, 
depending on the sensitive receptor type (residential, worker, student, or child). Therefore, if the 
total proposed Project impacts for year one of construction were increased by 3 percent (high 
end of the range), that would only add at most about 0.01 µg/m3 to the cumulative impact. As a 
result, the conclusions described in the Draft EIR would not change and the cumulative impact 
would be less than cumulatively considerable with mitigation. 

Comment IO7-22 Summary of Comment: The commenter acknowledges that the CEQA permits either a “list” 
method or a “plan” method for cumulative impact analyses [per State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15130(b)(1)], but states that use of the list method is “irresponsible” and therefore the DEIR 
should have used the plan method for the project’s cumulative impact analyses. The comment 
also states that because the applicant for the proposed Project also proposes to construct 
another project called the Suisun Logistics Center, that second project should have been 
included in the proposed Project’s cumulative impact analysis.  
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Response: As stated in Draft EIR Chapter 5, “Cumulative Impacts,” on pages 5-1 and 5-2, “The cumulative 
analysis for this EIR primarily uses the plan method. The relevant plans that inform the 
cumulative context with regard to planned development include the buildout of the City of 
Suisun City General Plan and City of Fairfield General Plan. More focused consideration of 
Project-specific cumulative projects also taken into consideration, as appropriate to inform the 
cumulative context in this EIR, include contemplation of development of the adjacent light 
industrial/warehousing area in the City of Fairfield and in the County that would occur west of 
the proposed Project Site, as well as consideration of the proposed Suisun Logistics Center in 
unincorporated Solano County within the eastern boundary of the City of Suisun City Sphere of 
Influence.” (Emphasis added.) The commenter’s disagreement with the State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130(b)(1) is noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Comment IO7-23 Summary of Comment: The comment cites to the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(c), and 
requests that Suisun City adopt an ordinance based on the "Warehouse Actions and Investments 
to Reduce Emissions" (WAIRE) Program that was adopted in 2021 by California's South Coast 
Air Quality Management District to reduce the cumulative impacts of logistics centers in the 
City.  

Response: In preparing the Draft EIR, the City considered all potentially feasible mitigation measures to 
address potentially significant effects associated with the proposed Project, and imposed all 
feasible mitigation as a part of the Draft EIR. The City focused on potentially feasible mitigation 
measures that would be enforceable and effective in addressing potentially significant air 
pollutant emissions effects for the specific type of project proposed here. Both project-direct 
and cumulative air quality effects are comprehensively addressed in the Draft EIR – please see 
in particular Draft EIR pages 4.1-16 through 4.2-43 and page 5-5.  

 The referenced South Coast Air Quality Management Warehouse Actions and Investments to 
Reduce Emissions (WAIRE) program identifies actions related to low-emission trucks and yard 
equipment, installation of solar generation facilities, purchase of high-efficiency particle 
filtration equipment, and payment of fees under that program – to the extent that any of these 
actions could represent feasible mitigation to address a potentially significant impact attributable 
to the proposed Project, these actions are imposed as mitigation in the Draft EIR. The City also 
considered and has imposed mitigation beyond that summarized as a part of the WAIRE 
program. Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a requires fugitive dust control during construction. 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b requires exhaust control measures during construction. Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1d requires travel demand management during operations to reduce vehicular trips 
and Mitigation Measure 4.2-1e requires installation of electric vehicle (EV) capable parking, 
including the installation of the enclosed conduit that forms the physical pathway for electrical 
wiring and adequate panel capacity to accommodate future installation of a dedicated branch 
and charging stations(s). Mitigation Measure 4.2-1f requires electrification of yard all yard 
equipment and similar on-site off-road equipment, such as forklifts. Mitigation Measure 4.2-1g 
requires that all transportation refrigeration units are electric or alternative zero-emissions 
technology, such as hydrogen fuel cell transport refrigeration and cryogenic transport 
refrigeration. Mitigation Measure 4.2-1h prohibits idling of all visiting gasoline- or diesel-
powered trucks for longer than two minutes. Mitigation Measure 4.2-1i requires all gasoline- or 
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diesel-powered vehicles with a gross vehicle to have a model year dated no older than 2014. 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 requires diesel backup generators and fire pumps to meet or exceed 
the relatively newer and cleaner Tier 4 emission standards. As described on pages 4.2-29 
through 4.2-33, mitigation imposed in the Draft EIR will reduce potentially significant effects 
during construction and operational phases and project-direct and cumulative criteria air 
pollutant emissions effects during construction would be less than significant with mitigation, 
while operational criteria air pollutant emissions effects would be significant and unavoidable. 
In addition, using conservative methodology, the Draft EIR presents a detailed analysis of 
potential impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations – this analysis finds that, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.2-
1a through 4.2-1j, proposed construction and operational activities would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and the impact would be less than significant 
with mitigation (Draft EIR, pages 4.2-33 through 4.2-42). Cumulative methods of analysis 
recommended by the Bay Area Quality Management District were employed by the City in the 
Draft EIR, as well, finding that for the maximally exposed individual, the aggregation of health 
impacts from the proposed Project sources and existing sources, the cumulative impact is less 
than cumulatively considerable with mitigation (Draft EIR, page 5-5).  

 Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that the City should consider adopting an ordinance or 
ordinances modeled on the program implemented by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District, the City applies its own policies and programs to proposed development within Suisun 
City. Specifically, as it relates to air quality, the City implements Policies T-3.1, Policy T-3.6, 
Policy PHS-3.1, Policy PHS-3.2, Policy PHS-3.3, Policy PHS-3.4, as applicable, within the 
context of proposed projects, and incorporates General Plan Programs PHS-3.1, Program PHS-
3.2, and Program PHS-3.3, among other strategies, into project conditions, project 
environmental analysis, and mitigation, as applicable (Draft EIR, page 4.2-14 and 4.2-16). 

Comment IO7-24 Summary of Comment: The comment states that for all reasons listed in its detailed comments, 
the Solano OGC believes the DEIR is inadequate, requires significant additional information 
and analyses, and should be recirculated for public review and comment. 

Response: For the reasons set forth in responses to comments IO7-1 through IO7-23, the Draft EIR is 
adequate, does not require significant additional information or analyses, and therefore no 
recirculation is required. 

Comment IO7-25 Summary of Comment: The comment restates the same concerns expressed in comments IO7-1 
and IO7-2.  

Response: Please see Responses to Comments IO7-1 and IO7-2. 
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2.2.16 Comment LETTER #IO8: 

ZEISS, MICHAEL 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #IO8 

Comment IO8-1 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests clarification as to location of the eastern 
boundary of the City of Fairfield.  

Response: This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR; nevertheless, the City responds as follows. With regard to jurisdictional boundaries, 
the precise area annexed into the City of Suisun, accounting for the existing jurisdictional 
boundaries of the City of Fairfield would be subject to review and approval by the Solano Local 
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  

Comment IO8-2 Summary of Comment: The commenter suggests that the annexation area extend to the boundary 
of Fairfield’s city limits, and not be limited by the proposed Project fence line set back a 
minimum of 50 feet from Ledgewood Creek.  

Response: See Response to Comment IO7-6. 

Comment IO8-3 through IO8-25  

 Summary of Comment: The commenter letter includes what appears to be the draft comment 
letter on behalf of the Solano County Orderly Growth Committee.   

Response: The comments contained in this letter were submitted on October 14, 2023 and are identified in 
this Final EIR as Comment Letter IO7. Please see Responses to Comments IO7-1 through IO7-
25. 
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3 ERRATA 

This chapter identifies revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). The changes are presented 
in the order in which they appear and identified by page number. Text deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) 
and additions are underlined (underlined). These edits provide clarifications or additional supportive information 
and do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

3.1 CHAPTER 1, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1.1 REVISION TO PROJECT LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 1-1: 

The discussion of the project location is revised to specify that Ledgewood Creek is the drainage channel bordering 
the project site to the west. 

1.2.1 PROJECT LOCATION   

The proposed project site consists of approximately 487 acres of land area, which is primarily in unincorporated 
Solano County, California, west of the city of Suisun City (Suisun City or City) with an approximately 4.5-acre 
site within the existing City jurisdiction. Suisun City is in central Solano County, southwest of the city of 
Fairfield, and is situated along State Route 12 (SR 12), just west of the intersection with Interstate 80, centrally 
located between the San Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento Valley. The project site is bordered by SR 12 to 
the north, a drainage channel Ledgewood Creek and warehouse development to the west, the Union Pacific 
Railroad to the east, and Suisun Marsh to the south.  

3.2 CHAPTER 3, PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

3.2.1 REVISIONS TO WASTEWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT DESCRIPTION 

DRAFT EIR PAGE 3-22: 

The wastewater collection and treatment discussion in the Project Description has been revised to clarify that the 
project would be served by the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District (FSSD), rather than annexed to the District. 
Additionally, the discussion has been revised to remove the statement that sewer facilities upstream of Cordelia 
Street and Beck Road are owned or operated by FSSD. 

Wastewater Collection and Treatment  

The Project Site is not currently within, but is proposed to be annexed to would be served by the Fairfield-
Suisun Sewer District. The proposed wastewater system includes the on-site private sewer pipe system, one on-
site private pump station, and an off-site public combination force main and gravity line in Cordelia Road right-
of-way.  

The proposed on-site sewer system serving Planning Areas 1 and 2 would be designed using a gravity-fed 
system. The general pattern of sewer discharge will be from north to south. The sewer service from Planning 
Area 3 will be brought cross Pennsylvania Avenue, at a depth of 9 to 12 feet, and combine with the Planning 
Area 1 sewer system via gravity line. The combined Planning Area 1 and 3 on-site sewer mains will then cross 
under the California Northern Railroad tracks and right-of-way and combine with the Planning Area 3 on-site 
sewer line until it reaches Cordelia Road at the southwest corner of Planning Area 2 frontage. At this location, 
an on-site private sewer lift station will be constructed, at a depth of 24 to 30 feet, to pump sewer flows via an 
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off-site force main and gravity sewer line in Cordelia Road, at a depth of 9 to 15 feet, 6 feet south of the 
centerline within the paved area of the road, to the intersection with Beck Avenue, approximately 2,700 feet 
west, at which location the 10-inch wastewater line will tie into the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District existing 
sewer facilities at an existing sanitary sewer manhole and 15-inch sewer main owned and operated by the 
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District (Exhibit 3-8). A force main would be attached to the side of the existing 
Ledgewood Creek bridge in order to convey sewer flows from the Project pump station to the west side of 
Ledgewood Creek; the Project applicant would coordinate with Solano County, as the owner of the bridge.  

3.2.2 REVISIONS TO RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES FOR REQUIRED PROJECT APPROVALS 

DRAFT EIR PAGE 3-24: 

The Required Project Approvals section in the Project Description has been revised to clarify the role of the 
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District related to CEQA Responsible Agencies. 

 Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District – Annexation into the District approval of proposed sewer facilities  

3.3 CHAPTER 4, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

3.3.1 DRAFT EIR SECTION 4.1, AESTHETICS 

DRAFT EIR, PAGES 4.1-31 AND 4.1-32: 

Mitigation Measures 4.1-3 is revised to clarify the circumstances under which certain requirements of the exterior 
lighting plan may be infeasible or impractical. 

Mitigation Measure 4.1-3: Prepare an Exterior Lighting Plan Including an Off-Site Photometric Analysis 

The Project applicant or contractor(s) shall prepare and submit to the City Planning Division for review and approval, 
an Exterior Lighting Plan, which shall present the size, orientation, location, height, and appearance of proposed 
fixtures (Suisun City Municipal Code Title 18, Chapter 18.76.030). Before issuing any occupancy permit, the City 
will review each site-specific lighting plan to ensure that it includes the following standards: 

 Shield or screen all exterior lighting fixtures to direct the light downward and prevent light spill on adjacent 
properties. 

 Place and shield or screen flood and area lighting needed for security so as not to disturb adjacent properties or 
passing motorists. 

 Light fixtures that are of unusually high intensity or brightness (e.g., harsh mercury vapor, low-pressure sodium, 
or fluorescent bulbs) or that blink or flash, shall not be used. Light-emitting diode (LED) lighting shall be used, 
except in such cases that LED lighting cannot meet the requirements of the lighting purpose or is otherwise a 
safety hazard where feasible. 

 Motion-controlled exterior nighttime lighting, rather than lighting that is always on, shall be used, unless in the 
case in which an alternative is required for security or other safety purposes where feasible. 

 Based on an off-site photometric analysis, proposed on-site lighting fixtures shall be demonstrated to avoid 
spillage onto any property other than the boundaries for which lighting is intended. 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 3-3 Errata 

3.3.2 DRAFT EIR SECTION 4.2, AIR QUALITY 

DRAFT EIR, PAGES 4.2-26 AND 4.2-27: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a is revised to clarify the potential occurrence of on-site inspections. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a: Implement BAAQMD Basic Best Management Practices for Construction-Related 
Fugitive Dust Emissions 

The Project applicant shall require all construction contractors to implement the basic construction best 
management practices recommended by BAAQMD for construction-related fugitive dust. Emission 
reduction measures shall include, at a minimum, the following measures. Additional measures may be 
identified by BAAQMD or contractor as appropriate. The Project applicant shall demonstrate to the City 
the inclusion of these measures through applicable provisions of construction contracts requiring the use of 
the BAAQMD basic construction best management practices for fugitive dust prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit. On-site inspection may occur at any time by the City to verify compliance with mitigation 
requirements. 

 All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved access 
roads) shall be watered two times per day. 

 All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered. 

 All visible mud or dirt trackout onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power vacuum 
street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. 

 All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 

 All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as possible. Building 
pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

 All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities shall be suspended when average wind speeds 
exceed 20 mph. 

 All trucks and equipment, including their tires, shall be washed off prior to leaving the site. 

 Unpaved roads providing access to sites located 100 feet or further from a paved road shall be treated 
with a 6- to 12-inch layer of compacted layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel. 

 Publicly visible signs shall be posted with the telephone number and name of the person to contact at 
the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 
48 hours. The Air District’s General Air Pollution Complaints number shall also be visible to ensure 
compliance with applicable regulations. 

DRAFT EIR, PAGES 4.2-27 AND 4.2-28: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b is revised to clarify potential occurrence of on-site inspections add record keeping 
requirements for equipment and maintenance records and data sheets, as well as the circumstances under which 
electric tools would not meet project requirements. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b: Implement Construction Exhaust Emissions Control Measures 

The Project applicant shall require that the construction contractor(s) comply with the following heavy-
duty construction equipment exhaust emissions control measures. Prior to the issuance of grading permits 
for the Project, the Project applicant shall include all requirements in applicable bid documents, purchase 
orders, and contracts, with successful contractors demonstrating the ability to supply the compliant on- or 
off-road construction equipment for use prior to any ground-disturbing and construction activities. The 
Project applicant shall demonstrate to the City the inclusion of these measures through applicable provisions 
of construction contracts prior to the issuance of a grading permit. On-site inspection may occur at any time 
by the City to verify compliance with mitigation requirements. 

 Use Tier 4 final certified engines for all on-site, diesel-powered construction equipment rated at equal 
to or greater than 50 horsepower.  

 Prohibit the idling of construction equipment and trucks, if diesel-fueled, for more than two minutes. 
The Project applicant or construction contractor(s) shall provide appropriate signage onsite 
communicating this requirement to on-site equipment operators. 

 Where grid power is available, prohibit portable diesel engines and provide electrical hook ups for 
electric construction tools, such as saws, drills and compressors, and using electric tools, unless such 
electric-powered tools would not meet the power or longevity requirements to achieve the construction 
task, or are otherwise infeasible due to site conditions such as wet or damp circumstances whenever 
feasible. 

 Where grid power is not available, use alternative fuels, such as propane or solar electrical power, for 
generators at construction sites. 

 Use battery-powered equipment for all off-road construction equipment with a power rating below 
19kW (e.g., plate compactors, pressure washers) during construction. 

 Maintain all equipment and maintenance records and data sheets, including design specifications and 
emission control tier classifications, onsite and furnish to the lead agency or other regulators upon 
request. 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.2-28: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1g is revised to require that the mitigation measure be stipulated in future tenant lease 
agreements and that tenants provide documentation to the City to demonstrate incorporation of the measure. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1g: Electrification of Transportation Refrigeration Units 

The Project applicant shall stipulate in tenant lease agreements that require that all transportation 
refrigeration units operating on the Project Site are required to be electric or alternative zero-emissions 
technology, including hydrogen fuel cell transport refrigeration and cryogenic transport refrigeration, to 
reduce emissions of NOX without substantially increasing other emissions. The Project design shall also 
include necessary infrastructure; for example, requiring all dock doors serving transportation refrigeration 
units to be equipped with charging infrastructure to accommodate the necessary plug-in requirements for 
electric transportation refrigeration units while docked or otherwise idling, as well as the electrical capacity 
to support the on-site power demand associated with electric transportation refrigeration unit charging 
requirements. Future tenants must provide documentation to the City to demonstrate compliance with this 
measure. 
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DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.2-29: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1h is revised to more specifically detail the signage and training requirements contained in 
the mitigation measure. Revisions are also included to require the mitigation measure to be stipulated in future 
tenant lease agreements and to require that future tenants provide documentation to the City to demonstrate 
incorporation of the measure. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1h: Prohibition of Truck Idling for More than Two Minutes 

The Project applicant shall stipulate in tenant lease agreements require that onsite idling of all visiting 
gasoline- or diesel-powered trucks not exceed two minutes, and that appropriate signage and training for 
on-site workers and truck drivers be provided to support effective implementation of this limit. Signage 
shall include both interior-and exterior-facing signs, including signs directed at all dock and delivery areas, 
identifying idling restrictions and contact information to report violations to CARB, the air district, and the 
building manager. Facility operators shall train managers and employees on efficient scheduling and load 
management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks. Future tenants must provide 
documentation to the City to demonstrate compliance with this measure. 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.2-29: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1i is revised to require future tenants to provide documentation to the City to demonstrate 
incorporation of the measure. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1i: Limitation of Model Year of Visiting Trucks 

The Project applicant shall require that lease agreements stipulate that any gasoline- or diesel-powered 
vehicle, whether owned by tenant(s), that enters or operates on the Project Site and has a gross vehicle 
weight rating greater than 14,000 pounds, have a model year dated no older than model year 2014. Future 
tenants must provide documentation to the City to demonstrate compliance with this measure. 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.2-29: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1j is revised to clarify that the measure is applicable to all backup generator and fire pumps, 
regardless of fuel type, and to add language for preferred engine technology. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1j: Diesel Backup Generator and Fire Pump Specifications 

The Project applicant shall ensure that the diesel backup generators and fire pumps utilize the best available 
control technology to minimize criteria air pollutant, diesel particulate matter, and greenhouse gas 
emissions. The preferred technology shall be non-diesel fueled units, should they meet the operational and 
safety requirements of the Project operations. Should diesel-powered engines be required, such units shall 
meet or exceed the air board’s Tier 4 emission standards. Additionally, once operational, the diesel backup 
generators and fire pumps shall be maintained in good working order for the life of the equipment, and any 
future replacement of the equipment shall be required to be consistent with these emissions specifications. 
To ensure compliance with this measure, the Project applicant shall ensure that records of the testing 
schedule for the diesel backup generators and fire pumps are maintained for the life of the equipment and 
make these records available to the City upon request. 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.2-29: 

The second impact statement for Chapter 4.2, “Air Quality,” is revised to correct a typo error in the impact 
numbering. 



AECOM  Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR 
Errata  3-6 City of Suisun City 

Impact 4.32-2.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region 
is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. Emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and ozone precursors could exceed an ambient air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or predicted air 
quality exceedance. Therefore, this impact would be significant. 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.2-33: 

The third impact statement for Chapter 4.2, “Air Quality,” is revised to correct a typo error in the impact numbering. 

Impact 4.32-3. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be potentially 
significant.  

3.3.3 DRAFT EIR SECTION 4.3, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.3-6: 

The regional setting is revised to clarify the role of the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District related to creek management. 

Ledgewood Creek was channelized by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for flood control and is currently 
managed by the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District for flood control purposes.  

DRAFT EIR, PAGES 4.3-71 THROUGH 4.3-94: 

Mitigation Measures 4.3-8a, 4.3-9b, and 4.3-17e are revised and new Mitigation Measures 4.3-9c and 4.3-17f are 
added, as follows.  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-8a is revised with wording modifications. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-8a: Preserve Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat 

To offset impacts to 92.0 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, the Project applicant shall provide 
habitat preservation at a location that will provide foraging habitat value to Swainson’s hawks consistent 
with CDFW guidance as set forth in the 1994 Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s 
Hawks in the Central Valley of California. CDFW 1994 guidance provides that mitigation lands should be 
provided if an active nest is located within a 10-mile radius of the Project Site, mitigation habitat value shall 
be equal to or higher than what currently occurs on the Project Site, and at a minimum of 1:1 ratio. Currently, 
the Project proposes 393.2 acres of Managed Open Space area, of which 205.4 acres consists of annual 
grasslands and seasonal wetlands considered suitable foraging habitat, shall be preserved and protected in 
perpetuity. deed restriction or Acreage required to provide a 1:1 compensation acreage for Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat would be protected through a conservation easement; a deed restriction would be placed on 
the remainder of the Managed Open Space that prohibits development of, any resource extraction within, 
and public access to, and public use of the Managed Open Space area under the Project. Furthermore, the 
Project proposes that the preserved Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat would be enhanced by grazing the 
Managed Open Space area to control the buildup of thatch. 

If additional Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat mitigation is required by the 1994 CDFW guidance, the 
Project applicant shall purchase mitigation credits from an approved Swainson’s hawk mitigation bank 
which services the Project Site, or preserve suitable foraging habitat off-site at an approved CDFW location 
so as to satisfy the additional CDFW requirement to offset the permanent loss of foraging habitat. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-9b is revised to incorporate specific mitigation ratio requirements for impacted burrows. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.3-9b: Avoid Impacts to Occupied Burrows 

If preconstruction surveys determine that burrowing owls occupy the Project Site during the non-
breeding season (September 1 to January 31), occupied burrows shall be avoided by establishing 
a no-disturbance buffer zone in consultation with CDFW. During the non-breeding season, if a 
qualified raptor biologist determines in consultation with CDFW that an occupied burrow(s) may 
be impacted even with implementation of non-disturbance buffers, the Project applicant shall 
consult CDFW to determine if a passive relocation effort and implementation of a Burrowing Owl 
Exclusion Plan prepared in accordance with the CDFW guidelines (CDFG 2012) is appropriate to 
avoid impacts. Implementation of such a Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan would likely require 
habitat mitigation consistent with the requirements of the 2012 CDFW Staff Report.  

If burrowing owls are found to be present on the Project Site or off-site improvement areas during 
the breeding season (February 1 to August 31), the Project applicant shall consult CDFW and 
implement the CDFW-recommended avoidance protocol recommended in the 2012 CDFG 
guidance (CDFG 2012) whereby occupied burrows will be avoided with a no-disturbance buffer 
during the breeding season.  

At a minimum, impacts to each burrowing owl unoccupied breeding site (i.e., a burrow known to 
have been used in the past three years for breeding) shall be mitigated by creating one artificial 
burrow for every burrow impacted (1:1 ratio) in a location within the Managed Open Space area 
situated within a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat like the foraging habitat impacted. The 
same requirements (a 1:1 ratio) shall apply for impacts to non-breeding evicted burrowing owl 
sites. As an alternative, with the approval of CDFW, burrowing owl mitigation credits may be 
purchased at a CDFW approved mitigation bank. 

A new Mitigation Measure 4.3-9c is added as an additional mitigation measure to mitigate potential impacts to 
burrowing owls. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-9c: Cap Pipe and Hose 

To prevent burrowing owls from sheltering or nesting in exposed material, all construction pipes, 
culverts, hoses or similar materials greater than two inches in diameter stored at the Project site 
shall be capped or covered before the end of each work day and shall be inspected thoroughly for 
wildlife before the pipe or similar structure is buried, capped, used, or moved. 

The last paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e is revised to include only a conservation easement as the site 
protection instrument.  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-17e. Implement Mitigation and Monitoring Plan  

… 

In summary, the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall:  

 Establish within the Managed Open Space a minimum of 16.33 acres of Seasonally Saturated Annual 
Grassland; 14.09 acres of Vernal Pools; 7.42 acres of Alkali Seasonal Wetlands; and 0.002 acre of 
Perennial Brackish Marsh. 

 Provide financial assurances to ensure a high level of confidence that the Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan will be successfully completed, in accordance with applicable performance standards. 
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 Design ecological performance standards to assess whether the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan is 
achieving the overall objectives, so that it can be objectively evaluated to determine if it is developing 
into the desired resource type, providing the expected conditions or function, and attaining any other 
applicable metrics such as acres, percent cover of native plants, structural patch richness, control of 
invasive plants, water depth etc. 

 Monitor the site for a minimum of 10 years to determine if the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan is 
meeting the performance standards; and 

 Assess the potential effects of changing weather patterns that are currently occurring, and that may 
occur due to climate change in the foreseeable future and how these changes may impact the long-term 
viability of the constructed wetlands. The purpose of this assessment is to locate and design the wetlands 
to avoid and minimize impacts from climate change and to develop adaptive management measures 
into the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan specifically to minimize these potential effects. 

The Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall include a conservation easement as the site protection instrument 
(e.g., deed restriction or conservation easement[s]) that will restrict use of the proposed Managed Open 
Space area of the Project Site in accordance with the acreages and ratios set forth by Mitigation Measures 
4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, 4.3-1c, 4.3-2a, 4.3-3a, 4.3-5a, 4.3-8a, 4.3-9b, 4.3-13, and 4.3-17b to offset impacts to 
wetlands and impacts to rare plants and shall include a long-term endowment funded by the proposed 
Project; the balance of the Managed Open Space area shall be protected through a deed restriction that 
prohibits development of, any resource extraction within, and public access to, and public use of the 
Managed Open Space area. The combination of these preservation tools shall to manage the entire 
393.2Managed Open Space area in perpetuity and in accordance with the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan’s 
Long-Term Management Plan (see Property Analysis Record in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, in 
Appendix C to the Draft EIR). 

A new Mitigation Measure 4.3-17f is added as an additional mitigation measure to reduce potential impacts to the 
slough containing perennial brackish marsh wetlands and potentially sensitive natural communities to less than 
significant and to comply with Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq.  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-17f. Lake and Streambed Alteration Notification: 

The Project shall notify CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq. using the 
Environmental Permit Information Management System (see: 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Environmental-Review/EPIMS) for Project activities that may 
substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from the bed, 
channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake, and shall comply with the LSA Agreement, if issued.  

3.3.4 DRAFT EIR SECTION 4.6, GREENHOUSE GAS AND ENERGY 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.6-23 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1a has been revised to clarify the circumstances under which electric tools would not meet 
project requirements. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1a: Use Battery or Electric-powered Construction Equipment 

The Project applicant shall require that construction contractor(s): 

 Where grid power is available, prohibit portable diesel engines and provide electrical hook ups for 
electric construction tools, such as saws, drills and compressors, and using electric tools, unless such 
electric-powered tools would not meet the power or longevity requirements to achieve the construction 
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task, or are otherwise infeasible due to site conditions such as wet or damp circumstances whenever 
feasible. 

…  

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.6-24 

The title of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1f is revised to correct the numbering. 

Mitigation Measure 4.67-1f: Source Electricity for Project Operations from a Power Mix that is 100 Percent 
Carbon-free.  

 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.6-27 AND 4.6-28 

Table 4.6-4 is revised to reflect the mitigated visiting truck emissions, rather than unmitigated and to correct the 
employee commute operational GHG emissions 11.3-percent reduction in passenger vehicle VMT with mitigation 
rather than 15 percent. Based on the revisions to Table 4.6-4, as identified below, the estimated required credits 
required reduce the proposed Project’s annual amortized construction and operational emissions, after 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-1a through 4.6-1m, is also revised on Draft EIR page 4.6-26 to 224,734 
MT CO2e for the life of the Project.  

Table 3.3-1. Mitigated Proposed Project GHG Efficiency in the Years 2026 and 2045 

Proposed Project Emissions Source 
Mitigated GHG Emissions 

in 2026 
(MT CO2e) 

Mitigated GHG Emissions in 
2045 

(MT CO2e) 

Visiting Trucks 15,126 14,829 

Worker Passenger Vehicles 1,8971,980 1,4371,499 

Transportation Refrigeration Units - - 

Electricity - - 

Natural Gas - - 

Fugitive Refrigerants 2,620 2,620 

Yard Equipment (e.g., forklifts) - - 

Stationary (e.g., backup generators and fire pumps) 16 16 

Area Sources  6 6 

Water Use 585 585 

Waste Generation 375 375 

Total Annual Operational Emissions 207,707 19,929866 

Annual Construction Amortized over 30 years1 84 84 

Total Project Annual Emissions  

(Operational + Amortized Construction) 
207,791791 20,01319,950 

Proposed Project Service Population (Employees) 1,275 1,275 
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Proposed Project Emissions Source 
Mitigated GHG Emissions 

in 2026 
(MT CO2e) 

Mitigated GHG Emissions in 
2045 

(MT CO2e) 

Proposed Project GHG Efficiency (MT CO2e per 
service population) 

2116.3180 15.7065 

2030 GHG Efficiency Target (MT CO2e per service 
population) 

13.98 3.32 

Project Consistent with GHG Efficiency Target? No No 

Notes: 

GHG = greenhouse gas emissions; MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents 

See Appendix B for detailed calculations and inputs. 

1. See Error! Reference source not found. for detailed construction emissions by year and total construction emissions. 

 

3.3.5 DRAFT EIR SECTION 4.7, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.7-27: 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-3b is revised to state that existing buried utility lines shall be protected to the satisfaction 
of the utility owner. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-3b: Locate and Avoid Underground Utilities in Areas Where Development 
is Proposed, and Prepare a Response Plan to be Implemented if Accidental Rupture Occurs 

The Project applicant or construction contractor(s) shall implement the following measures before 
construction begins, to avoid and minimize potential damage to utilities that could result in hazardous 
materials incidents. 

 … 

 Verify through field surveys and the use of the Underground Service Alert services, the locations of 
any other utilities that may be buried at the Project Site in the areas where development is proposed 
(e.g., stormwater, sewer, water, electrical, or communication cables). Any buried utility lines shall be 
clearly marked in the field and on the construction drawings and protected to the satisfaction of the 
utility owner in advance of any Project-related earthmoving activities. 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.7-29: 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4 is added to detail the requirement that detention basins are designed to discharge 
stormwater within a period of 48 hours of less. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4: Detention Basin Design to Drain within 48 Hours or Less 

The applicant shall design all detention basins developed for the proposed Project to discharge within 48 
hours or less. This specification for detention basin design will be demonstrated in the Final Drainage Study 
and reviewed by the City for approval prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  
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3.3.6 DRAFT EIR SECTION 4.8, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.8-11: 

The text of DEIR Chapter 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” in the second paragraph on page 4.8-11 under the 
heading “National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Program, Section 402” is hereby revised as 
follows:  

In November 1990, EPA published regulations establishing NPDES permit requirements for municipal and 
industrial stormwater discharges. Phase I of the permitting program applied to municipal discharges of 
stormwater in urban areas where the population exceeded 100,000 persons.1 Phase II of the NPDES stormwater 
permit regulations became effective in March 2003 and required NPDES permits be issued for construction 
activity for projects that disturb between 1 and 5 acres. Phase II of the municipal permit system (i.e., known as 
the NPDES General Permit for Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems [Small MS4s], Order No. 2003-
0005-DWQ as amended by 2013-0001-DWQ) required small municipality areas of less than 100,000 persons 
(hereinafter called Phase II communities) to develop stormwater management programs. The Fairfield-Suisun 
Urban Runoff Management Program (FSURMP)Solano Stormwater Alliance, discussed in detail below, 
describes the City’s activities to comply with the NPDES General Permit for Small MS4s. 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.8-14: 

The text of DEIR Chapter 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on page 4.8-14 is hereby revised as follows:  

Municipal Regional Stormwater Discharge (MS4) Permit  

Suisun City is under the purview of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES 
(MS4) Permit Order R2-2015-0049 as amended in 2019, R2-2022-0018, NPDES Permit No. CAS612008 (San 
Francisco Bay RWQCB 20152022).  

Originally issued in 2009, this updated permit was issued to 7679 Bay Area municipalities, including the 
FSURMP Solano Stormwater Alliance formed by the cities of Suisun City, and Fairfield, and Vallejo, and the 
Vallejo Flood & Wastewater District (discussed further below). 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.8-21: 

The discussion of the City of Fairfield General Plan, Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element is revised 
to remove Program OS 9.2A. 

 Program OS 9.2 A. During development review, require all projects to continue to meet 
the requirements of the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District. Incorporate appropriate best management 
practices into stormwater runoff plans to reduce impacts on local seasonal creeks and drainage 
courses.  

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.8-23: 

The regulatory setting is revised to clarify that the Fairfield-Suisun Urban Runoff Management Program (FSURMP) 
was replaced by the Solano Stormwater Alliance in 2022 and FSSD’s responsibilities under the Solano Stormwater 
Alliance. 

 Fairfield-Suisun Urban Runoff Management ProgramSolano Stormwater Alliance  

In the cities of Fairfield and Suisun City, stormwater and urban runoff is collected in a system that is separate 
from the wastewater system. The FSURMP Solano Stormwater Alliance is a collaboration established by an 
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agreement between the Cityies of Fairfield, and the City of Suisun City, Vallejo, and the Vallejo Flood & 
Wastewater District. In these two citiesSuisun City, development projects must comply with the Municipal 
Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MS4 Permit) issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional RWQCB to the 
FSURMP Solano Stormwater Alliance (and other agencies and stormwater programs) in 2015 2022 (Order No. 
R2-2015-0049 as amended in 2019R2-2022-0018) (San Francisco Bay RWQCB 2015 2022). The FSURMP 
Solano Stormwater Alliance implements the requirements of the MS4 Permit. The FSURMP Solano 
Stormwater Alliance is intended was formed to reduce or eliminate pollutants discharged from the urban 
environment into storm drains, local creeks, and the Suisun Marsh. Water flowing into the gutters and storm 
drains is not treated before discharge into the creeks, which feed into the Suisun Marsh. Key components of the 
FSURMP Solano Stormwater Alliance include industrial and commercial inspections, education outreach to 
schools and the general public, monitoring municipal maintenance activities, and ensuring that local residential 
and commercial construction sites do not contribute to pollution in local waterways.  

Development projects within the cities of Fairfield and in Suisun City are required to address stormwater quality 
during development review. Projects must use BMPs during construction to reduce impacts from construction 
work, and also during project operation to reduce post-construction impacts to water quality. Long-term water 
quality impacts must be reduced using site design and source control measures to help keep pollutants out of 
stormwater. Details related to these requirements are contained in the former FSURMP’s Stormwater C.3 
Guidebook (FSURMP 2012), which is currently the appropriate guidance document for projects in Suisun City 
(Solano Stormwater Alliance 2023).  

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.8-24: 

The text of DEIR Chapter 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on page 4.8-24 is hereby revised as follows:  

Storm Drainage Systems — Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District   

The Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District participates in the FSURMP leads the Solano Stormwater Alliance 
(described above) and assists the cities of Fairfield and Suisun City by: (1) operatinges and maintainings storm 
drain facilities, including pumping stations, public stormwater pump stations in Suisun City.; and (2) working 
with the San Francisco Bay RWQCB, the Environmental Protection Agency, and other agencies in enforcing 
pollution control regulations.  

3.3.7 DRAFT EIR SECTION 4.10, NOISE AND VIBRATION 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.10-35: 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a has been revised to remove the reference to feasibility and to remove requirements 
relative to future residences, as the project does not propose any such uses. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a: Implement Noise-Reducing Construction Practices, Prepare and Implement a 
Noise Control Plan, and Monitor and Record Construction Noise near Sensitive Receptors. 

The Project applicant(s) and their primary contractors for engineering design and construction of all Project 
phases shall ensure that the following requirements are implemented at each worksite during Project 
construction to avoid and minimize construction noise effects on sensitive receptors. The Project 
applicant(s) and primary construction contractor(s) shall employ noise-reducing construction practices. 
Measures that shall be used to limit noise shall include the measures listed below: 

 … 

 To the extent feasible and necessary to reduce construction noise levels consistent with applicable 
policies, acoustic barriers (e.g., lead curtains, sound barriers) shall be constructed to reduce 
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construction-generated noise levels at affected noise-sensitive land uses. The barriers shall be designed 
to obstruct the line of sight between the noise-sensitive land use and on-site construction equipment.  

 When future noise-sensitive uses are within close proximity to prolonged construction noise, noise-
attenuating buffers such as structures, truck trailers, or soil piles shall be located between noise sources 
and future residences, as feasible, to shield sensitive receptors from construction noise. 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.10-39: 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a has been revised to clarify the separation requirements of construction-related activities 
during pile driving activities from surrounding receptors.  

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a: Implement Measures to Reduce Groundborne Noise and Vibration Levels at 
Sensitive Receptors during Pile Driving Activities. 

The Project applicant and contractor(s) for engineering design and construction of all proposed Project 
components and offsite improvements shall ensure that the following controls are implemented to minimize 
or avoid construction vibration effects on sensitive receptors: 

 Place stationary construction equipment as far as possible from vibration sensitive uses. 

 Use smaller construction equipment when practical, particularly smaller vibratory rollers that are as 
small as practicable, or that have an adjustable vibratory force feature. 

 Locate loading areas, staging areas, stationary noise, vibration-generating equipment, etc., as far as 
feasible at the farthest point within the active pile driving construction area from sensitive receptors. 

 … 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.10-45: 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3a has been revised to clarify the noise mitigation applicable to residential land uses within 
2,500 feet of and within the direct line of sight of major noise-generating activities. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3a: Implement Measures to Reduce Potential Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Non-
Transportation Source–Generated Noise. 

To reduce potential long-term exposure of sensitive receptors to noise generated by Project-related non-
transportation noise sources, the Project applicant or contractor(s) for all Project phases shall implement 
the below measures to assure maximum reduction of Project interior and exterior noise levels from 
operational activities. The City shall evaluate individual facilities for compliance with the City Noise 
Ordinance and policies contained in the City’s General Plan at the time that tentative subdivision maps and 
improvements plans are submitted. All Project elements shall comply with City noise standards.  

 The proposed land uses shall be designed so that on-site mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC units, 
compressors, and generators) and area-source operations (e.g., loading docks, parking lots, and 
recreational-use areas) are located as far as possible from or shielded from nearby noise-sensitive land 
uses. 

 Air conditioning units shall be shielded to reduce operational noise levels at adjacent dwellings or 
designed to meet City noise standards. Shielding may include the use of fences or partial equipment 
enclosures. To provide effectiveness, fences or barriers shall be continuous or solid, with no gaps, and 
shall block the line of sight to windows of neighboring dwellings.  
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 To the extent feasible, rResidential land uses located within 2,500 feet of and within the direct line of 
sight of major noise-generating commercial uses (e.g., loading docks and equipment/vehicle storage 
repair facilities,) shall be shielded from the line of sight of these facilities by construction of a noise 
barrier or other design feature that would accomplish equivalent noise mitigating results. To provide 
effectiveness, noise barriers shall be continuous or solid, with no gaps, and shall block the line of sight 
to windows of neighboring dwellings.  

 …  

 

3.3.8 DRAFT EIR SECTION 4.12, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.12-2: 

Table 4.12-1 is revised to reflect that Solano County Transit (SolTrans) is the sole operator of Solano Express 
because Fairfield and Suisun Transit (FAST) no longer operates the Blue and Green Lines. 

Table 3.3-2. FAST and SolTrans Transit Routes in Project Vicinity of the Project Site 

Agency Route Type Termini Closest Stop Hours of Operation¹ 
Peak 
Frequency 
(Minutes) 

FAST 1 Local Fairfield 
Transportation Center 
to Fairfield Walmart 

West Texas Street 
& Pennsylvania 
Avenue 

Monday-Friday: 
6:00 AM to 7:55 PM 

Saturday: 
9:00 AM to 4:55 PM 

30 

FAST 5 Local Fairfield 
Transportation Center 
to Suisun City Senior 
Center 

Pennsylvania 
Avenue & 
Woolner Avenue 

Monday-Friday: 
5:30 AM to 7:40 PM 

Saturday: 
9:30 AM to 4:20 PM 

60 

FAST 7 Local Fairfield 
Transportation Center 
to Cordelia Library 

Beck Avenue & 
Courage Drive 

Monday-Friday: 
6:00 AM to 6:55 PM 

Saturday: 
10:00 AM to 4:20 PM 

60 

FAST 
(Solano 
Express)So
lTrans 

Blue Intercity/ 
Commuter 

Walnut Creek BART 
to Sacramento Valley 
Station 

Fairfield 
Transportation 
Center 

Monday-Friday: 
4:20 AM to 8:30 PM 

Saturday: 
7:55 AM to 7:50 PM 

30 

FAST 
(Solano 
Express)So
lTrans 

Green 
Express 

Intercity/ 
Commuter 

Suisun City/Fairfield 
Amtrak to El Cerrito 
del Norte BART 

Fairfield 
Transportation 
Center 

Monday-Friday: 
4:10 AM to 8:55 PM 

30 



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 3-15 Errata 

Agency Route Type Termini Closest Stop Hours of Operation¹ 
Peak 
Frequency 
(Minutes) 

SolTrans Red Intercity/ 
Commuter 

Suisun City/Fairfield 
to El Cerrito del Norte 
BART 

Fairfield 
Transportation 
Center 

Monday-Friday: 
4:30 AM to 12:00 AM 

Saturday: 
7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 

Sunday: 
9:00 AM to 10:00 PM 

60 

Table Notes 

1. Time rounded to 5 minutes. 

Source: FAST Transit and SolTrans, accessed August 2021. 

 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.12-18: 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-2 has been revised for clarity with regard to on-site circulation improvement requirements. 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: Vehicle System Improvements 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall provide site plans that include the following on-site 
and off-site vehicle system improvements to minimize hazardous conditions.  

 Driveway access improvements.  

 The Project Site tenant has yet to be determined, and thus the exact operations are still unknown. The Project 
shall design each driveway width and throat length appropriate for the vehicle types expected to be served. 
For passenger vehicle access only, provide at least 10 feet driveway width for each direction of travel and a 
throat length of at least 50 feet to hold the approximate length of two vehicles. For driveways that serve 
trucks, provide at least 15 feet driveway width for each direction of travel and a throat length that can hold 
at least one of the longest expected trucks to access the site. 

 Combine driveways #1 and #2 to a single right-in right-out only driveway 300 feet south of the Pennsylvania 
Avenue and SR-12 intersection. This would improve the sight distance of drivers exiting the driveway and 
reduce vehicular conflicts with northbound vehicles on Pennsylvania Avenue.  

 Connect the northernmost parking lot accessible by driveways #1 and #2 to the vehicle system of Building 
B-C. This would improve on-site connectivity and circulation. Vehicles that want to make a left turn in and 
out from the northernmost parking would use driveway #3. 

 Orient all driveways to be perpendicular to the public road for improved sight distance and vehicle 
maneuvers. 

 On-site circulation improvements.  

 Orient drive aisles to be as close to perpendicular as possible, while maintaining necessary design features 
for circulation and safety, to the extent feasible for improved sight distance and vehicle maneuvers. 

 Add directional markers (e.g., signs or painted strips) for on-site circulation guidance and efficiency. 
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 At the rail spurs, prohibit vehicles from crossing tracks with the use of signs or physical barriers and remove 
the adjacent parking spaces. 

... 

 

3.3.9 DRAFT EIR SECTION 4.13, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.13-2: 

The environmental setting discussion is revised to correct a grammatical error in the heading for “Wastewater 
Collection, Conveyance, and Treatment Facilities” and to clarify the role of FSSD related to serving parcels within 
city limits. 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION, AND CONVEYANCE, AND TREATMENT FACILITIES   

The Project Site is not currently within, but is proposed to be annexed to would be served by the FSSD. The 
City of Suisun City and FSSD jointly operate and maintain the wastewater collection system that serves the 
city. The City, along with the City of Fairfield and Travis Air Force Base, is a “satellite collection system” to 
FSSD, and owns and operates 74 miles of 10-inch and smaller gravity sewers within its service area (City of 
Suisun City 2022a).  

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.13-3: 

The environmental setting discussion related to the pump stations serving Suisun City and its Planning Area is 
revised to remove content about sewer pump stations that are not related to service for the proposed Project.  

Suisun City and its Planning Area are located within the FSSD’s Suisun Basin and are served by Suisun Pump 
Station and three smaller lift stations: Lawler I Lift Station, Lawler II Lift Station, and Crystal Lift Station. 
Wastewater is conveyed from these lift stations to the Suisun Pump Station. Each of the FSSD’s pump stations 
are equipped with Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition monitoring and controls. Each station has a backup 
control for pump operation and several other operational features to increase reliability and decrease the chances 
of pump station failure (FSSD 2019). Table 4.13-3 summarizes the pumping capacity of these pump and lift 
stations.  

The 36-inch Suisun force main passes through the Central Pump station site where the 36-inch and 48-inch 
force mains are joined in a junction vault. The force mains are interchangeable in the junction vault, but the 
standard configuration is for Suisun pump station to use the 48-inch force main from the junction vault to the 
treatment plant (FSSD 2019). The Central-Suisun force main configuration provides a contingency option 
should one of the force mains fail or be damaged. The Suisun Pump Station flow will divert by gravity to 
Central Pump Station during in the event of an extended pump station outage. Central Pump Station has 
adequate capacity to handle dry weather flows for both Suisun and Central drainage basins. As shown on Table 
4.13-3, the Suisun pump station has a firm pumping capacity of 33 million gallons per day (mgd).  

 

Table 3.3-3. Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District Pump and Lift Stations and Existing Pumping Capacity 

Pump/Lift Station1 Firm Pumping Capacity (mgd) 

Lawler Ranch I Lift Station 0.36 
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Lawler Ranch II Lift Station 1.1 

Crystal Lift Station 0.5 

Suisun Pump Station 33 

Notes: mgd = million gallons per day 

1 Pump stations discharge directly into the Fairfield-Suisun Subregional Wastewater Treatment Plan headworks while lift stations discharge 
to gravity sewers within drainage basins. 

Source: FSSD 2019, Woodard & Curran 2020a 

 

According to the FSSD 2020 Wastewater Collection System Master Plan Update (2020 FSSD Master Plan 
Update) (Woodard & Curran 2020a), the existing peak dry-weather flow to the Suisun pump station is 6.5 mgd 
and the anticipated future peak dry-weather dry weather flow would be 15.6 mgd. Wastewater flows generated 
by the proposed Project were not included in the 2020 FSSD Master Plan Update (Morton & Pitalo 2022).  

DRAFT EIR, PAGE 4.13-10: 

The discussion for Impact 4.13-1 has been modified to remove the statement that sewer facilities upstream of 
Cordelia Street and Beck Road are owned or operated by FSSD. 

Wastewater Collection and Conveyance Facilities   

The proposed wastewater system includes the on-site private sewer pipe system, one on-site private pump 
station, and an off-site public combination force main and gravity line in Cordelia Road. The proposed on-site 
sewer system serving Planning Areas 1 and 2 would be designed using a gravity-fed system. The general pattern 
of sewer discharge will be from north to south. The sewer service from Planning Area 3 will be brought cross 
Pennsylvania Avenue and combine with the Planning Area 1 sewer system via gravity line. The combined 
Planning Area 1 and 3 on-site sewer mains will then cross under the Union Pacific Railroad tracks and right-
of-way and combine with the Planning Area 3 on-site sewer line until it reaches Cordelia Road at the southwest 
corner of Planning Area 2 frontage. At this location, an on-site private sewer lift station will be constructed to 
pump sewer flows via an off-site force main and gravity sewer line along Cordelia Road to the intersection with 
Beck Avenue, approximately 2,700 feet west, at which location the wastewater line will tie into the FSSD 
existing sewer facilities at an existing sanitary sewer manhole and 15-inch sewer main owned and operated by 
the FSSD (see Exhibit 3-9 in Chapter 3). A force main would be attached to the side of the existing Ledgewood 
Creek bridge in order to convey sewer flows from the project pump station to the west side of Ledgewood 
Creek.  

3.4 CHAPTER 5, CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 5, PAGES 5-13 AND 5-14: 

The text of the last paragraph of DEIR Chapter 5, “Cumulative Impacts,” on pages 5-13 and 5-14 is hereby revised 
as follows:  

The proposed project or Alternative 2 would result in new impervious surfaces from buildings, roads, and 
parking areas within the Development Area. Therefore, the proposed project or Alternative could cause or 
contribute to increased long-term discharges of urban contaminants such as oil and grease, fuel, trash, 
pesticides, and fertilizers. A Drainage Master Plan for the proposed project has been prepared, which 
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demonstrates incorporation of stormwater design and treatment measures for the proposed Development Area 
as required by the former Fairfield-Suisun Urban Runoff Management Program’s (FSURMP) Stormwater C.3 
Guidebook (FSURMP 2012), which is currently the appropriate guidance document for projects in Suisun City 
(Solano Stormwater Alliance 2023) per to achieve compliance with the Solano County Suisun City MS4 permit. 
The locations and sizes of detention basins and LID features for Alternative 2 have also been developed 
consistent with City and FSURMP Solano Stormwater Alliance standards. Therefore, the proposed project or 
Alternative 2 would result in a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts from 
operational degradation of water quality or interference with implementation of the Basin Plan.  

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 5, PAGE 5-14: 

The text of the first two paragraphs of DEIR Chapter 5, “Cumulative Impacts,” on page 5-14 is hereby revised as 
follows:  

Exceedance of Drainage Systems Resulting in Hydromodification or Flooding   

Potential changes to the hydrologic and geomorphic processes in a watershed as a result of impervious surfaces 
and exceedance of drainage infrastructure capacity from urbanization include increased runoff volumes and dry 
weather flows, increased frequency and number of stormwater runoff events, increased long-term cumulative 
duration of flows, as well as increased peak flows. Exceedance of drainage infrastructure capacity results in 
hydromodification, which intensifies the erosion and sediment transport process, and often leads to changes in 
stream channel geometry, and streambed and streambank properties, which can result in degradation and loss 
of riparian habitat, and downgradient sediment deposition. In addition, operational stormwater discharges, if 
not properly detained, could exceed drainage system capacity resulting in flooding. However, all of the related 
projects considered in this cumulative analysis must prepare drainage plans in compliance with the FSURMP 
to protect and improve stormwater quality. The FSURMP Solano Stormwater Alliance requires that measures 
for long-term BMPs that protect water quality and control runoff flow be incorporated into new development 
and substantial redevelopment projects. All projects are required to design and implement water quality and 
runoff controls per the former FSURMP’s Stormwater C.3 Guidebook (FSURMP 2012), which is currently the 
appropriate guidance document for projects in Suisun City (Solano Stormwater Alliance 2023). Drainage 
Master Plans for all of the projects considered in this cumulative analysis must include hydraulic, floodplain, 
hydrologic, and water quality analyses for each site-specific proposed development. Projects that involve 
improvements within Caltrans rights-of-way must comply with the Caltrans Operational NPDES Permit 
(SWRCB 2022) and implement the operational stormwater controls specified in the Caltrans PPDG Handbook 
(Caltrans 2019). Stormwater modeling results contained in plans must demonstrate that the projects as designed 
include appropriate stormwater runoff design features, properly sized stormwater drainage features, and 
appropriate stormwater quality treatment features so that the new impervious surfaces would not increase peak 
discharge rate of stormwater runoff and would not result in erosion, sedimentation, and on-site or downstream 
flooding. Therefore, implementation of the related projects considered in this cumulative analysis would avoid 
a significant cumulative impact. 

A Drainage Master Plan has been prepared for the proposed project (Morton Pitalo 2021). The locations and 
sizes of detention basins and LID features for Alternative 2 have also been developed based on City and 
FSURMP Solano Stormwater Alliance requirements. Drainage from proposed building roofs and parking lots 
would be routed into bioretention facilities for infiltration and treatment prior to discharge to the on-site 
detention basins. The bottom of the on-site detention basins would also be constructed as a bioretention facility. 
LID features may include disconnected roof drains and disconnected pavement. The proposed on-site detention 
basin volumes are based on the 100-year, 24-hour storm event with outflows restricted to 95 percent of pre-
development flows or less (as required by the City). The Drainage Master Plan demonstrates incorporation of 
stormwater design and treatment measures for the proposed Development Area as required by the former 
FSURMP Stormwater C.3 Guidebook (FSURMP 2012), which is currently the appropriate guidance document 
for projects in Suisun City (Solano Stormwater Alliance 2023). Furthermore, a draft Stormwater Control Plan, 
that would be finalized and approved by the City, has been prepared for the proposed project to control 
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operational stormwater runoff and quality. A similar Stormwater Control Plan would be prepared for 
Alternative 2, as required by the City. Therefore, the proposed project or Alternative 2 would result in a less 
than cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts associated with exceedance of stormwater 
drainage systems resulting in hydromodification and flooding.  

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 5, PAGE 5-18: 

Table 5-2 is revised to correct a typographical error in the “Significant Impact?” column.  

Table 3-4. Predicted Traffic Noise Levels, Cumulative Conditions, Ldn at 50 Feet, dB 

Roadway Segment Segment Location 
Cumulative 
No Project 

Cumulative 
Plus 

Proposed 
Project 

Net Change 
Significant 

Impact? 

Chadbourne Road From SR-12 to Cordelia Road 67.7 67.7 0.0 No 

Beck Avenue From SR-12 to North of SR-12 66.9 66.9 0.0 No 

Beck Avenue From SR-12 to South of SR-12 65.5 65.6 0.1 No 

West Texas Street From Beck Avenue to Pennsylvania Avenue 67.7 67.7 0.0 No 

SR-12 From Beck Avenue to Pennsylvania Avenue 76.5 76.5 0.0 No 

Cordelia Road From Beck Avenue to Pennsylvania Avenue 61.0 61.3 0.2 No 

Pennsylvania Avenue From SR-12 to North of SR-12 67.7 67.8 0.1 No 

Pennsylvania Avenue From SR-12 to South of SR-12a 62.7 63.3 0.6 YesNo 

SR-12 From Marina Boulevard to Grizzly Island Road 75.9 75.9 0.0 No 

SR-12 From Emperor Drive to Walters Road 74.2 74.2 0.0 No 

Notes: dB = A-weighted decibels; Ldn = day-night average noise level 
a There are no noise-sensitive uses along this segment of the roadway. 

Source: AECOM 2023  

 

3.5 CHAPTER 6, ALTERNATIVES 

3.5.1 DRAFT EIR SECTION 6.5, ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGES 6-17: 

The first paragraph under Impact 6.5.1-3 is revised to correct a typo, which does not change the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR: 

Alternative 2 would result in additional nighttime lighting and skyglow effects. The area is urbanized and 
is not a “dark sky” area; existing development in the area already contributes substantially to nighttime 
lighting and skyglow effects. Development of approximately 51 45 acres under Alternative 2 would 
introduce new street lighting, parking lot lighting, pedestrian way lighting, interior lighted building signage, 
interior and front lighted landmark and directory signage, interior lighted (LED) security lighting, and 
architectural lighting, during operations. These lights would be visible during nighttime hours and would 
represent a source of light and glare surrounding developed areas and roadways. Therefore, this impact is 
considered significant. 
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DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGES 6-22: 

The first paragraph under air quality Impact 6.5.2-2 is revised as shown below to clarify the results shown in Table 
6.5-1, which show that NOx emissions are below the BAAQMD-recommended thresholds of significance:  

As shown in Error! Reference source not found., construction-related emissions associated with Alternative 
2 would not exceed the BAAQMD-recommended thresholds of significance. exceed the average daily 
thresholds of significance for NOx emissions in the initial year of construction (2024). The BAAQMD does 
not have quantitative mass emissions thresholds for fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 fugitive dust. Instead, the 
BAAQMD recommends that all projects, regardless of the level of average daily emissions, implement 
applicable best management practices (BMPs), including those listed as Basic Best Management Practices for 
Construction-Related Fugitive Dust Emissions in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (BAAQMD 
2023) in order to minimize fugitive dust in alignment with the regional plans for PM reduction. Fugitive dust 
emissions are considered to be significant unless Alternative 2 implements the BAAQMD’s BMPs for fugitive 
dust control during construction. Because construction related exhaust emissions would exceed the 
significance threshold for NOx and wWithout implementation of the BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures, 
Alternative 2 could result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the region 
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. Construction-related 
impacts from Alternative 2 would therefore be potentially significant. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-23: 

The paragraph under Table 6.5-2 is revised to correct a typographical error as shown below. The revision does not 
change the significance determination and is only a minor typographical error: 

Because operational emissions from Alternative 2 would exceed the BAAQMD daily and annual 
thresholds, Alternative 2 could not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant 
for which the region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards. 
Therefore, operational activities associated with Alternative 2 would be potentially significant. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-25: 

The title of Impact 6.5.2-4 is revised to match the Appendix G Air Quality Impact 4 and to correct the impact 
determination as shown in the body of the impact analysis:  

Impact 6.5.2-4. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to orders) that would adversely affect a 
substantial number of people. Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of the Applicable Air Quality Plan. This 
impact would be less potentially than significant. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-27: 

The list of issues not discussed further in the Biological Resources Alternative impact analysis is revised to add the 
Western Bumble Bee, consistent with Chapter 4.3, “Biological Resources”: 

► Monarch Butterfly  
► Delta Green Ground Beetle  
► Western Bumble Bee 
► California Tiger Salamander & Critical Habitat, Central Population  
► Western Spadefoot Toad  
► Special Status Vernal Pool Crustaceans  
► Critical Habitat for Suisun Thistle  



Highway 12 Logistics Center Final EIR  AECOM 
City of Suisun City 3-21 Errata 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-28: 

The title of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b is revised to correspond with the number of acres of wetland habitat to reflect 
the requirements of this mitigation for the Reduced Footprint Alternative: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: Establish and Manage 5.6116 Acres of Wetland Habitat 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-30: 

A minor typographical revision is made to clarify the applicable mitigation measure (4.3-1e) under the heading, 
“Significance after Mitigation,” for Impact 6.5.3-4: 

These mitigation measures would offset and avoid permanent impacts to occupied long-styled sand-spurrey 
habitat and would ensure there is no-net loss of potential habitat for the species. Mitigation Measure 4.43-1e 
would avoid the introduction and spread of invasive plant species. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-35: 

A minor typographical revision is made to clarify the applicable mitigation measure (4.3-13) under the heading, 
“Significance after Mitigation,” for Impact 6.5.3-12. Additionally, a grammatical revision is made for consistency 
with language in other sections: 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1113 would enhance and provide additional upland refugia in the 
proposed Managed Open Space area of the Alternative 2 site for salt marsh harvest mouse, Suisun shrew, and 
any other species that need cover during high tide events and willwould reduce this potential impact to less 
than significant under Alternative 2. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-35: 

A grammatical revision is made under the heading, “Significance after Mitigation” for Impact 6.5.3-13 for 
consistency with language in other sections: 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-14a and 4.3-14b willwould avoid and minimize potential impacts 
during construction of Alternative 2 on nesting avian species, thus reducing potential impacts to less than 
significant under Alternative 2. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-37: 

Two grammatical revisions are made under the heading, “Significance after Mitigation,” for Impact 6.5.3-17 for 
consistency with language in other sections: 

The site protection instrument willwould create new freshwater wetlands and would provide a sanctuary for 
wildfowl during hunting season by excluding duck hunting, and foster implementation of Suisun March 
Protection Plan policies and goals such as managing agricultural lands to support waterfowl and 
enhancements of wildlife habitat. 

In addition, the proposed Managed Open Space area under Alternative 2 includes approximately 103.14 acres 
not currently within the Suisun Marsh Plan jurisdiction. This area willwould be protected as wildlife habitat 
and provide refuge to wildfowl consistent with the land acquisition recommendations of the Suisun Marsh 
Protection Plan. 
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DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGES 6-39 AND 6-40: 

Minor typographical revisions are made to the numbering of the impact statements under Section 6.5.4, “Cultural 
and Tribal Cultural Resources,” for consistency with the impact numbering in Chapter 6: 

Impact 4.4-16.5.4-1. Substantial adverse change in the significance of known historical resources. No 
impact would occur. 

Impact 4.4-26.5.4-2. Substantial adverse change to undiscovered historical resources or unique 
archeological resources. The impact would be potentially significant.  

Impact 4.4-36.5.4-3. Disturbance of human remains. This impact would be potentially significant. 

Impact 4.4-46.5.4-4. Substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resources. This 
impact would be potentially significant. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGES 6-42 AND 6-43: 

Minor typographical revisions are made to the numbering of the impact statements under Section 6.5.5, “Geology, 
Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources,” for consistency with the impact numbering in Chapter 6: 

Impact 6.5.75-1. Risks to People and Structures Caused by Strong Seismic Ground Shaking. This impact 
would be less than significant. 

Impact 6.5.75-2. Construction-Related Soil Erosion. This impact would be less than significant. 

Impact 6.5.75-3. Potential Damage to Structures and Infrastructure from Construction in Unstable/Expansive 
Soils. This impact would be less than significant. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-46: 

A minor revision is made to the Section 6.5.7 heading title to clarify that the section addresses impacts related to 
wildfire: 

 6.5.7  HAZARDS, AND HAZARDOUS RESOURCES, AND WILDFIRE 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGES 6-47 TO 6-49: 

Minor typographical revisions are made to the numbering of the impact statements under Section 6.5.7, “Hazards 
and Hazardous Resources,” for consistency with the impact numbering in Chapter 6: 

Impact 6.5.97-1. Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials. This impact would be less than 
significant. 

Impact 6.5.97-2. Exposure to Hazardous Materials from Upset and Accident Conditions. This impact would be 
less than significant.  

Impact 6.5.97-3. Exposure of People and the Environment to Existing Hazardous Materials, Including Cortese-
listed Sites. This impact is considered potentially significant. 

Impact 6.5.97-4. Creation of Potential Safety Hazards, Including Possible Birdstrike, in the Vicinity of an 
Airport. This impact would be less than significant. 
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Impact 6.5.97-5. Interference with Emergency Response or Evacuation Plans. This impact would be potentially 
significant. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-49: 

A minor typographical revision is made to indicate the correct mitigation measure number that is applicable to 
Impact 6.5.7-3 (revised impact numbering): 

Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-73b (Locate and Avoid Underground Utilities in Areas 
Where Development is Proposed, and Prepare a Response Plan to be Implemented if Accidental Rupture 
Occurs). 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGES 6-53: 

The first paragraph under Impact 6.5.10-1 is revised to correct a typo, which does not change the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR: 

Under Alternative 2, approximately 51 45 acres of cattle grazing land would be converted to urban 
development in the form of new industrial (i.e., logistics and warehouse) land uses. In addition, off-site 
improvements related to roadways, water lines, and a sewer line would also occur. Construction and 
operation under Alternative 2 would result in increased stormwater runoff, which could in turn result in 
transport of sediment and other pollutants to on-site and off-site waterways... 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGES 6-54: 

The second paragraph under Impact 6.5.10-2 is revised to correct a typo, which does not change the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR: 

The Suisun-Fairfield Valley Groundwater Basin is a low priority basin, and therefore a GSP is not required 
nor are there any plans to prepare one. Alternative 2 would result in new impervious surfaces over the 
approximately 45-acre proposed development area. However, the remaining approximately 437 acres of 
Alternative 2 site would continue to be available for groundwater recharge through rainwater percolation, 
because this area of the Alternative 2 site would continue to be operated with the existing land use (i.e., 
cattle grazing). The new 51 45 acres of impervious surfaces would represent only an approximately 9 
percent decrease in the area available for groundwater recharge at the Alternative 2 site. Therefore, 
Alternative 2 would not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge, and this impact would be less 
than significant. This impact conclusion is the same as the proposed Project (Impact 4.8-2); however, 
because Alternative 2 would result in a reduced amount of impervious surfaces, the level of impact would 
be reduced under Alternative 2 as compared to the Proposed project. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGES 6-53 TO 6-56: 

Minor typographical revisions are made to the numbering of the impact statements under Section 6.5.8, “Hydrology 
and Water Quality,” for consistency with the impact numbering in Chapter 6: 

Impact 6.5.108-1. Violate Water Quality Standards or Substantially Degrade Surface or Groundwater Quality. 
This impact would be less than significant. 

Impact 6.5.108-2. Substantially Decrease Groundwater Supplies or Interfere with Groundwater Recharge. This 
impact would be less than significant. 

Impact 6.5.108-3. Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns or Add Impervious Surfaces Resulting in Increased 
Erosion or Siltation. This impact would be less than significant. 
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Impact 6.5.108-4. Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns or Add Impervious Surfaces that would Exceed Storm 
Drainage Systems, Result in Increased Flooding, or Impede or Redirect Flood Flows. This impact would be less 
than significant. 

Impact 6.5.108-5. Risk Release of Pollutants from Inundation in a Tsunami, Seiche, or Flood Hazard Zone. This 
impact would be less than significant. 

Impact 6.5.108-6. Conflict with a Water Quality Control Plan or Sustainable Groundwater Management Plan. 
This impact would be less than significant. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-60: 

Minor typographical revisions are made to the impact analysis for Impact 6.5.9-2 to reflect that the impact analysis 
is for Alternative 2: 

Alternative 2 could indirectly lead to some population growth by creating 528 new local jobs. The 
1,275528 new employees from jobs created under the proposed ProjectAlternative 2 could also 
indirectly induce additional population growth. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-65: 

Minor typographical revisions are made to correct table number references under Impacts 6.5.10-2 and 
6.5.10-3: 

 Impact 6.5.10-2 

Table 4.10-1620 of this EIR summarizes the modeled traffic noise levels for existing and existing 
plus construction conditions at 50 feet from the centerline of roadways for the proposed Project. 
Proposed Project-related construction traffic increases accounted for a 0.1 to 30.5 dB increase in 
short-term traffic noise levels. Construction-related traffic noise would result in an estimated 30.5 
-dB increase over existing traffic noise levels at Pennsylvania Avenue from SR-12 to south of SR-
12along Chadbourne Road from Cordelia Road to South of Cordelia Road. 

Impact 6.5.10-3 

Table 4.10-1721 of this EIR provides vibration levels at 25 feet for impact and heavy construction 
equipment, in terms of PPV (for structural damage) and VdB (for human annoyance). Construction 
equipment could include pile drivers, loaded trucks, bulldozers, and vibratory roller, among others. 
According to the FTA, vibration levels associated with the use of such equipment would range 
from approximately 0.003 in/sec PPV (referenced to 1 μin/sec and based on the root mean square 
velocity amplitude) and 58 VdB for a vibratory roller to 1.518 in/sec PPV and 112 VdB for a pile 
driver, at 25 feet, as shown in Table 4.10-1721 of this EIR. 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 6, PAGE 6-77: 

A grammatical revision is made to Impact 6.5.12-2 for consistency with language in other sections: 

This impact conclusion is the same as for the proposed Project (Impact 4.12-2). Some adjustments 
willwould be required to the Alternative 2 site plan if the City were to move forward with this 
alternative. 
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3.6 CHAPTER 7, OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

The following discussion on irreversible changes is added:  

The CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of the significant irreversible environmental changes that would 
be caused by project implementation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[d]). Specifically, the EIR must 
consider whether “uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the Project 
may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
unlikely” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[d]). The irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 
resources is the permanent loss of resources for future or alternative purposes. Irreversible and irretrievable 
resources are those that cannot be recovered or recycled, or those that are consumed or reduced to 
unrecoverable forms. Nonrenewable resources, as used in this discussion, refer to the physical features of 
the natural environment: land, air, and waterways.  

Construction and operation of the Highway 12 Logistics Center Project would use both renewable and 
nonrenewable natural resources. Nonrenewable fossil fuels would be used during construction and 
operation. Other nonrenewable and slowly-renewable resources consumed as a result of the Highway 12 
Logistics Center Project would include, but not necessarily be limited to, lumber and other forest products, 
sand and gravel, asphalt, petrochemical construction materials, steel, copper, and water. Project operation 
would consume energy for multiple purposes including, but not limited to, building heating and cooling, 
lighting, appliances, electronics, office equipment, and commercial machinery.  

The Highway 12 Logistics Center Project would also generate additional transportation demand, energy 
demand, and operation of construction equipment that would increase emissions of greenhouse gases and 
other air pollutants, as well as generation of noise. Different air pollutants and different greenhouse gas 
emissions remain in the atmosphere for different amounts of time, ranging from a few years to thousands 
of years. 

3.7 CHAPTER 8, REFERENCES 

DRAFT EIR CHAPTER 8, PAGE 8-20: 

 The text of DEIR Chapter 8, References, on page 8-20, is hereby revised as follows:  

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. 2015. Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES 
Permit—Order No. R2-2015-0049, NPDES Permit No. CAS612008. Updated 2019. Available: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/stormwater/Municipal/R2_2
015_0049_amended.pdf. Accessed June 8, 2021. 2022. Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES 
Permit—Order No. R2-2022-0018, NPDES Permit No. CAS612008. Available: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/adopted_orders/2022/R2-2022-
0018.pdf. Accessed November 8, 2023.  

 Solano Stormwater Alliance. 2023. About You–Businesses. Available: 
https://solanostormwater.org/businesses/. Accessed November 8, 2023.  
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