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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the 
City of Suisun City, as the lead agency, has evaluated the comments received on the Walters Road 
West Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR).  The responses to the comments and 
other documents, which are included in this document, together with the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, comprise the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for use by Suisun 
City’s City Council in their review. 

The Final EIR consists of four components listed below. 

• Draft EIR  
 

• Draft EIR Appendices 
 

• Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR and Draft EIR Errata (volume labeled “Response to 
Comments and Final EIR”)  

 

• Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
 
This document contains the Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR and the Draft EIR Errata.  The 
Draft EIR and Draft EIR Appendices are incorporated by reference.  The MMRP is included as an 
attachment to this document.   

The Responses to Comments document is organized into these sections:  

• Section 1 - Introduction 
 

• Section 2 - Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR:  provides a list of the agencies, 
organizations, and individuals that commented on the Draft EIR.  Copies of all of the letters 
received regarding the Draft EIR and responses thereto are included in this section. 

 

• Section 3 - Errata:  includes an addendum listing corrections, refinements, and clarifications 
on the Draft EIR that have been incorporated. 

 

• Appendix L:  Solano County Airport Land Use Commission Documents 
 

• Appendix M:  Trip Count Adjustments for Schools 
 

• Appendix N:  Biological Resources Documents 
 
Because of its length, the text of the Draft EIR is not included with these written responses; however, 
it is included by reference in this Final EIR.  None of the corrections or clarifications to the Draft EIR 
identified in this document constitutes “significant new information” pursuant to Section 15088.5 of 
the CEQA Guidelines.  As a result, a recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 
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SECTION 2: RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

2.1 - List of Commentors 

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the Draft EIR is 
presented below.  Each comment has been assigned a code.  Individual comments within each 
communication have been numbered so comments can be crossed-referenced with responses.
Following this list, the text of the communication is reprinted and followed by the corresponding 
response.

Commentor Author Code 

Federal Agencies 
Travis Air Force Base.....................................................................................................................TAFB 

State Agencies 
Department of Fish and Game........................................................................................................CDFG 
Department of Transportation ..........................................................................................................DOT 
Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit ...................................... OPR 
Public Utilities Commission............................................................................................................. PUC 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board .......................................................RWQCB 

Local Agencies 
City of Fairfield .............................................................................................................................FAIRF 
Solano Irrigation District....................................................................................................................SID 
Solano Transportation Authority.......................................................................................................STA 

Private Organizations 
Center for Biological Diversity ........................................................................................................CBD 
Suisun Alliance.................................................................................................................................... SA 
Suisun Citizens League .....................................................................................................................SCL 

Private Individuals 
Dwight Acey.................................................................................................................................. ACEY 
Hollis Alsbaugh........................................................................................................................ ALSBA.1 
Hollis Alsbaugh........................................................................................................................ ALSBA.2 
Hollis Alsbaugh........................................................................................................................ ALSBA.3 
Adan Amaya.............................................................................................................................. AMAYA 
AngeCelli@aol.com ................................................................................................................... ANGEC 
annpwr@frontiernet.net..............................................................................................................ANNPW 
Janet Ashley ............................................................................................................................. ASHLE.1 
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Janet Ashley ..............................................................................................................................ASHLE.2 
Janet Ashley ..............................................................................................................................ASHLE.3 
Mr. and Mrs. Richard Avre............................................................................................................AVRE 
Richard L. Avre ....................................................................................................................... RAVRE.1 
Richard L. Avre ....................................................................................................................... RAVRE.2 
Maria Babrak ..............................................................................................................................BABRA 
Denise Bailey ............................................................................................................................... DBAIL 
Robert W. Bailey ..........................................................................................................................RBAIL 
Calvin Banks............................................................................................................................ BANKS.1 
Calvin Banks............................................................................................................................ BANKS.2 
Calvin Banks............................................................................................................................ BANKS.3 
Robyn Barday .............................................................................................................................BARDA 
Myrna Baylis................................................................................................................................ BAYLI 
Sheila Beavers............................................................................................................................. BEAVE 
J. Bowdoin .................................................................................................................................BOWDO 
Charles D. and Cynthia J. Brantley.......................................................................................... BRANT.1
Charles D. and Cynthia J. Brantley.......................................................................................... BRANT.2
Marciana Browning ...................................................................................................................BROWN 
Don Byrd........................................................................................................................................BYRD 
Jean Cain.........................................................................................................................................CAIN 
Laura Calderon......................................................................................................................... CALDE.1 
Laura Calderon......................................................................................................................... CALDE.2 
Silvia and Joe Caruso.................................................................................................................. CARUS 
David Casey .................................................................................................................................CASEY 
Mildred H. Cellini...................................................................................................................... CELLI.1 
Mildred H. Cellini...................................................................................................................... CELLI.2 
Mildred H. Cellini...................................................................................................................... CELLI.3 
Mildred H. Cellini...................................................................................................................... CELLI.4 
Mildred H. Cellini...................................................................................................................... CELLI.5 
Mildred H. Cellini...................................................................................................................... CELLI.6 
Mildred H. Cellini...................................................................................................................... CELLI.7 
Christine A. Chandler ................................................................................................................ CHAND 
Rodney Chin ................................................................................................................................CHIN.1 
Rodney Chin ................................................................................................................................CHIN.2  
Barbara Choy ................................................................................................................................ CHOY 
Ruth L. Clark .............................................................................................................................. CLARK 
Tony Cratz ...................................................................................................................................CRATZ 
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[ILLEGIBLE] Crockett .............................................................................................................. CROCK 
Chrys Dahl..................................................................................................................................... DAHL 
Joyletha M. Davis......................................................................................................................... DAVIS 
Peter and Susan DeAlba ...........................................................................................................DEALB.1 
Peter and Susan DeAlba ...........................................................................................................DEALB.2 
Peter and Susan DeAlba ...........................................................................................................DEALB.3 
Yolanda Dillinger ...........................................................................................................................DILLI 
Karen Douglas............................................................................................................................ DOUGL 
Sanders E. Dyson ....................................................................................................................... DYSON 
Cristina Esquejo .......................................................................................................................... ESQUE 
Jason Flanders .............................................................................................................................FLAND 
Marvin R. Floyd ......................................................................................................................... MFLOY 
Zina Floyd ................................................................................................................................... ZFLOY 
Joanna Fon........................................................................................................................................ FON 
Vladimir Foronda and Jeanette Zanipatin ...................................................................................FORON
Kathi M. Fotinos........................................................................................................................... FOTIN 
Ronald W. and Lou Bertha T. Ford................................................................................................FORD 
Marilyn George .......................................................................................................................... GEORG 
Rich Giangrasso .......................................................................................................................... GIANG 
Richard Giddens ........................................................................................................................GIDDE.1 
Richard Giddens ........................................................................................................................GIDDE.2 
Daryl Glover.............................................................................................................................GLOVE.1 
Daryl Glover.............................................................................................................................GLOVE.2 
Rosalinda Gotera .........................................................................................................................GOTER 
Paul Greenlee ..............................................................................................................................GREEN 
Martha Grenhart ......................................................................................................................... GRENH 
Armando Gressel ..........................................................................................................................GRESS 
Don Grover................................................................................................................................. GROVE 
Mina Guerrero .............................................................................................................................GUERR 
Jan Gullion ................................................................................................................................... GULLI 
Guy ...................................................................................................................................................GUY 
George Guynn, Jr. ...................................................................................................................GUYNN.1 
George Guynn, Jr. ...................................................................................................................GUYNN.2 
Ed Hall............................................................................................................................................HALL 
Paul J. and Connie L. Hames...................................................................................................... HAMES 
Paul J. Hames .......................................................................................................................... PHAME.1 
Paul J. Hames .......................................................................................................................... PHAME.2 
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Dwayne Hansen .......................................................................................................................... HANSE 
Rich and Peg Hanson ..................................................................................................................HANSO 
Wendy Hanson........................................................................................................................... WHANS 
Mary Harris................................................................................................................................ MHARR 
Susan Harris ................................................................................................................................ SHARR 
Howard W. Herron................................................................................................................... HERRO.1 
Howard W. Herron................................................................................................................... HERRO.2 
Asleain Hodges ...........................................................................................................................HODGE 
Hopkins........................................................................................................................................ HOPKI 
Henry R. Howarth......................................................................................................................HOWAR 
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Les Hubbard............................................................................................................................. LHUBB.1 
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Dena and Roland Hudson ...........................................................................................................HUDSO 
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Mike Major..................................................................................................................................MAJOR 
Patricia C. Matteson ................................................................................................................... MATTE 
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2.2 - Responses to Comments 

2.2.1 - Introduction 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the 
City of Suisun City, as the lead agency, evaluated the written comments received on the Draft EIR 
(State Clearinghouse No. 2006072026) for the Walters Road West Project and has prepared the 
following responses to the comments received.  This Response to Comments document becomes part 
of the Final EIR for the project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 

2.2.2 - Master Responses 
Master responses address similar written comments made by multiple comment authors.  Where an 
individual comment addresses a subject covered by a master response, a reference to the master 
response number is provided.  Below is a list of the master responses. 

� Master Response 1: Traffic-Related Mitigation Funding and Timing 
� Master Response 2: Fairfield-Suisun Transit Bus Stop 
� Master Response 3: Drainage 
� Master Response 4: Urban Decay 
� Master Response 5: Alternatives 
� Master Response 6: Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility 
� Master Response 7: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Offsets 
� Master Response 8: Trip Generation Rates 
� Master Response 9: Crime 
� Master Response 10: Light and Glare Impacts/Pylon Sign 
� Master Response 11: Asthma 
� Master Response 12: Stormwater Pollution Control Measures 
� Master Response 13: Traffic Congestion 
� Master Response 14: State Route 12 Safety (Suisun City to Rio Vista) 
� Master Response 15: Air Pollution Health Risks 
� Master Response 16: Homeless Encampments 
� Master Response 17: Overnight Parking 
� Master Response 18: Pipelines 
� Master Response 19: Alternative Route Traffic Impacts 
� Master Response 20: Suisun Marsh 
� Master Response 21: Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study/Retail Market Impact Analysis 

Consistency 
� Master Response 22: Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart Expansion Alternative 
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Master Response 1 - Traffic-Related Mitigation Funding and Timing 
Multiple comment authors inquired about the funding and timing of traffic-related mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIR.  Several authors noted that several of the intersections impacted 
by project-related traffic are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the City of Fairfield and questioned 
how the improvements would be funded and timed. 

Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a through -1g, TRANS-2a through -2e, and TRANS-3a through -3d 
all identify the proposed project’s “fair share” contribution to the improvement.  The project applicant 
will provide the full cost of 11 of the 16 improvements, and defined percentages for the five other 
improvements.  The balance of the funding for the remaining five improvements will come from 
either existing funds collected by the City of Suisun City, the City of Fairfield, and Caltrans from 
other development projects or from fees from planned or approved projects.  For improvements on 
roadways under the jurisdiction of Suisun City where the project applicant will bear most or all of the 
cost of the improvement, a provision now requires those improvement to be in place prior to project 
occupancy.  These changes are noted in this Final EIR’s Section 3, Errata.  These changes are not 
substantial and do not change any of the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Both Caltrans and the City of Fairfield requested that all project-related traffic mitigation measures 
that involved improvements to facilities under their jurisdiction be in place prior to project 
occupancy.   

In response to Caltrans’ request, several changes have been made to mitigation measures.  Because 
Mitigation Measures TRANS-1g and -2d propose improvements at SR-12/Walters Road, a provision 
has been added to each measure requiring improvements to be in place prior to project occupancy.   
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3c, which proposes various queuing improvements at SR-12/Walters 
Road but only requires the project applicant to contribute 17 percent of the cost, has been modified to 
require the project applicant to install the most significant portion of the necessary improvements 
prior to project occupancy in order to fulfill its fair share obligations.  In addition, a provision has 
been added to Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a, -1b, -1c, -1d, -2a, and -2b requiring that the applicant 
use best efforts, in working with Caltrans, to have the improvements in place prior to project 
occupancy.  This latter provision recognizes that the project applicant will bear the full cost of these 
improvements but also acknowledges that the City of Suisun City does not have control over the 
timing of improvements to facilities under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.  These changes are noted in 
this Final EIR’s Section 3, Errata.  These changes are not substantial and do not change any of the 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

However, no such provisions will be required for any other intersections under the jurisdiction of 
Caltrans where the project applicant would provide only a partial share of the improvement cost.  This 
reflects the fact that Caltrans may not have collected all of the funding necessary to implement the 
improvement.   
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In addition, no such provisions will be required for improvements at intersections under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Fairfield, whether fully funded or partially funded.  This reflects the fact 
that the City of Suisun City cannot compel the City of Fairfield to implement the improvements prior 
to project occupancy. 

On page 4.11-49 of Draft EIR, it was acknowledged that the City of Suisun City does not have 
existing agreements with Caltrans or the City of Fairfield to fund improvements at intersections under 
jurisdiction to those agencies that are necessitated by projects in Suisun City.  Accordingly, the Draft 
EIR proposed Mitigation Measure TRANS-1h to address how improvements at those intersections 
would be timed and implemented in order for them to be in place by project occupancy.  However, 
because the City of Suisun City does not have jurisdiction over those intersections, the City cannot 
guarantee that those improvements would be in place by the time of project occupancy.  As such, the 
Draft EIR concluded that the possibility of Caltrans or the City of Fairfield not implementing 
necessary intersection improvements represented a significant unavoidable impact. 

Note that the text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1h has been revised to reflect considerations about 
the City of Suisun City fiscal situation and the fact that the City can only attempt to enter into 
agreements with Caltrans and the City of Fairfield.  This changes are minor and do not alter the Draft 
EIR’s conclusion that the residual significance of project-related intersection operations and queuing 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  

Master Response 2 - Fairfield-Suisun Transit Bus Stop  
Several comment authors provided questions or comments on the Fairfield-Suisun Transit bus stop 
required by the Mitigation Measure TRANS-8.  One comment author inquired about the location of 
the stop.  Another author stated that the bus stop should be located along Walters Road and that stops 
should be provided in the northbound and southbound directions.  Finally, two authors expressed 
concern about the safety of a stop located along a street frontage and recommended that a stop be 
provided within the proposed project. 

The exact location of the bus stop is not known, but is anticipated to be located on the Walters Road 
frontage.

Regarding the recommendation that bus stops be provided in the northbound and southbound 
direction, Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 has been revised to include a provision for a northbound 
stop on Walters Road.  This change is noted in the Errata and is not considered a substantial change 
that alters any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

The primary constraint to locating a transit stop within the project site is the need to provide off-street 
parking in accordance with City requirements.  The proposed project would provide 1,014 spaces, 
which is only six spaces above the code requirement of 1,008 spaces.  Installing a transit stop within 
the project site would necessitate the removal of off-street parking spaces to the extent that the 
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proposed project would fail to meet minimum parking requirements.  Furthermore, bus stops on street 
frontages are prevalent and are not considered risks to public safety.  The proposed transit stop 
stipulated in Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 would incorporate amenities including a shelter and 
lighting that would enhance its safety for users.  Both Fairfield-Suisun Transit and the City of Suisun 
City Public Works Department would review the design of the transit stop to ensure that it meets 
adequate safety standards and, therefore, provides a high degree of safety for users.  For these 
reasons, the proposed transit stop is considered safe and appropriate given the design of the proposed 
project.

Master Response 3 - Drainage  
Several authors inquired about the adequacy of the proposed project’s drainage infrastructure to 
prevent flooding downstream in the Lawler Ranch subdivision.  One author stated that the proposed 
project would result in a significant cumulative contribution to deficient downstream drainage 
problems. 

The Draft EIR addressed downstream drainage impacts in Impact HYD-5.  In recognition of the 
uncertainty of the condition of downstream drainage infrastructure, Mitigation Measure HYD-5 
requires the project applicant to investigate the suitability of these facilities to accept runoff from the 
project site.  The mitigation measure provides a provision requiring the applicant to either flush the 
downstream system to maximize capacity or, if not feasible, revise project drainage plans to limit 
offsite releases to no greater than the existing pre-development condition of the project site.  With the 
implementation of this Mitigation Measure HYD-5, runoff from the project site would not contribute 
to downstream flooding and, therefore, the project would not cumulatively contribute to deficient 
downstream drainage problems. 

Master Response 4 - Urban Decay  
Several comment authors cited the Draft EIR’s analysis of urban decay impacts and asserted that it 
understated project impacts.  Two comment authors raised detailed concerns that will be addressed by 
topic below.  This master response will begin by describing the Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis.  

For the purposes of background, the Draft EIR evaluated urban decay impacts in Section 4.12, Urban 
Decay.  The analysis in this section was based on the Final Retail Market Impact Analysis prepared 
by Bay Area Economics and included in the Draft EIR’s Appendix K.  The urban decay analysis 
evaluated the existing retail conditions in Suisun City and potential impacts on competing businesses 
from the loss of sales diverted to the proposed project.  CEQA is not concerned with economic or 
social effects of a project unless those effects can be traced through a chain of causation to reasonably 
foreseeable adverse physical consequences.  For this reason, the City’s “urban decay” analysis took a 
two-step approach in reaching its ultimate conclusions.  The first step was to assess the likely 
economic effects of the project, including the prospect that the project could compete successfully 
with existing retailers in the market area.  Bay Area Economics supplied the City with most of the 
economic information at this first step of the analytical process.  The second step was to assess 
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whether these likely economic effects would translate, through a chain of causation, into reasonably 
foreseeable adverse environmental effects in the form of physical “urban decay.”  The urban decay 
analysis is relatively new and very much an evolving aspect of CEQA.  There are no widely accepted 
thresholds of significance for evaluating urban decay impacts; therefore, in the absence of such 
standards, lead agencies are left to identify reasonable thresholds.  In this case, the urban decay 
analysis cited several different approaches to evaluate the significance of impacts, including the 
language of the Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield decision (“a chain 
reaction of store closures and long-term vacancies…”), a definition of physical deterioration that is 
drawn and adapted from the text of California State Health and Safety Code Section 33031(a) and 
33031(b), and a 3-percent diversion in sales sourced to an article in Retail Maxims from 2006.  These 
are further explained on pages 4.12-25 and 4.12-26 of the Draft EIR.  

As discussed in Impact UD-1, the proposed project’s retail impacts are anticipated to be most 
significant in the general merchandise and food stores categories, with $1.2 million and $5.2 million, 
respectively, in diverted sales from existing retailers in 2009, and $700,000 and $2.8 million, 
respectively, in diverted sales in 2015.  The two competitors anticipated to be impacted the most are 
the existing Rite Aid (general merchandise) and Raley’s (food stores).  Downtown Suisun City is not 
anticipated to be impacted by the proposed project because its businesses (e.g., restaurants, bars, 
convenience stores, and small specialty shops) would either not directly compete with the proposed 
project or not experience any lost sales, as in the case of eating and drinking establishments. 

While the amount of diverted sales from the Rite Aid and Raley’s would be as high as 16 percent in 
2009 and 10 percent in 2015, these losses would decrease over time and still allow a sustainable level 
of business.  In addition, both the Rite Aid and the Raley’s are the only two stores in their respective 
categories in Suisun City and would likely benefit from long-standing customer loyalty as well as 
their location, which is some distance from the proposed project. 

Moreover, even if one or both stores were to close, it is unlikely that the vacated retail space would 
become blighted because both stores are located within well-maintained shopping centers with high 
tenancy rates.  Neither shopping center exhibits any indicators of urban decay (e.g., boarded up 
windows, graffiti, homeless encampments, etc.) and the Suisun City Redevelopment Agency 
indicated that property management of both centers has a track record of maintaining their properties.  
Therefore, urban decay is not considered a foreseeable consequence of the proposed project. 

Specific Concerns Raised in Comment Letters 
Two letters (City of Fairfield and Jason Flanders) provided detailed technical comments about the 
urban decay analysis.  In some cases, the comments overlapped (e.g., definition of the Trade Area) 
and the responses below address all comments made by both authors on a specific subject. 
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Definition of Trade Area 
The City of Fairfield letter stated the definition of the Trade Area is problematic for several reasons 
including: (1) grazing land accounting for a significant portion of the Trade Area; (2) the exclusion of 
the City of Fairfield, which contradicts the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR; and (3) the 
proposed project being closer to portions of Fairfield (e.g., Cordelia and Central Fairfield) than other 
retail nodes in Fairfield.  The author stated that the Trade Area should be expanded to include all, or 
at least a significant portion, of Fairfield. 

The Flanders letter asserted that the limitation of the Trade Area to Suisun City is arbitrary and has no 
economic or other rationale.  The letter contends that shoppers generally do not care about municipal 
boundaries and the train tracks mentioned in the EIR as a physical boundary should not make much 
difference because trains on that line are relatively limited.  The Flanders letter also asserted that 
approximately half of the City of Fairfield’s residents would be closer to the Suisun City Wal-Mart 
Supercenter than the Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter on North Texas Street, therefore reinforcing the 
notion that the Trade Area boundaries are arbitrary.  Additionally, the Flanders letter stated that drive 
times should be used to define the Trade Area because it is reasonable to assume that customers 
would patronize the nearest store location.  Finally, the Flanders letter noted crowded parking lot 
conditions at the Hanford and Stockton Wal-Mart Supercenters and stated that because the proposed 
Suisun City store location is expected to have below average sales, it would have available parking 
supply that would attract customers from farther away who cannot find parking spaces at other Wal-
Mart Supercenter locations. 

Regarding the Fairfield letter’s statement about the Trade Area including large swaths of grazing 
land, the inclusion of this land has no effect on the economic analysis because retail expenditures 
were estimated using population and income figures.  As such, the inclusion of this land is no 
different from including any other type of undeveloped or unoccupied land (e.g., a city park, a creek, 
a marsh, etc.) within a market area. 

In response to the City of Fairfield letter’s reference to the scope of the Final Traffic, Circulation, and 
Parking Study as evidence that Fairfield residents would patronize the proposed project, refer to 
Master Response 21. 

As for the rationale used to define the Trade Area as the Suisun City Sphere of Influence, the 
rationale is the fact that most points in Fairfield are closer to either the North Texas Street 
Supercenter or the American Canyon Supercenter than they are to the proposed project, which is at 
the eastern edge of Suisun City.  As shown in Table 1, drive times to each of the stores from various 
sites in Cordelia, Fairfield, and Suisun City.  While a few Fairfield locations south of West Texas are 
slightly closer to the Suisun City Supercenter than the one in Fairfield, these represent a minimal 
portion of Fairfield’s population base. 
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Table 1: Comparative Drive Times to Wal-Mart Supercenters 

Time (Minutes) Distance (Miles) 
Intersection Suisun 

City Fairfield American 
Canyon 

Suisun 
City Fairfield American 

Canyon 

Sunset Avenue/E. Travis 
Boulevard (Southeastern 
Fairfield) 

16 5 21 3.00 2.03 17.12 

Red Top Road/Lopes Road 
(Cordelia) 14 12 12 10.51 9.01 8.71 

Railroad Avenue/E. Tabor 
Avenue (Tolenas) 4 5 23 2.39 2.35 18.63 

Clay Bank Road/E. Tabor 
Avenue (Eastern Fairfield) 5 5 23 2.53 2.22 18.49 

Pennsylvania Avenue/ 
Broadway Street (Downtown 
Fairfield) 

6 7 17 4.01 2.90 14.75 

Beck Avenue/Diamond Way 
(Southwestern Fairfield) 7 6 16 4.69 3.49 13.68 

Ohio Street/Webster Street 
(Downtown Fairfield) 5 7 18 3.69 2.62 14.96 

Notes:
Time and distance obtained from MapQuest using shortest travel time.  
Source:  Bay Area Economics, 2007. 

Contrary to the statement in the Flanders letter that trains on the Union Pacific railroad line are 
relatively limited, according to the Fairfield Station Area Specific Plan, “[i]ncluding the Capitol 
Corridor trains, approximately 50-60 trains pass through the study area per day, according to Union 
Pacific staff.”1  Moreover, as noted on page 4.11-15 of the Draft EIR, 32 Amtrak Capitol Corridor 
trains use the line daily on weekdays and 22 trains use the line daily on weekends.  In combination 
with the limited number of crossings, many of them at grade, this represents a potential delay that 
shoppers may wish to avoid. 

Regarding the Flanders letter’s assertion that because the Suisun City Wal-Mart Supercenter would 
have below average sales and, therefore, attract customers from further away because of parking 
availability, this is speculation.  Although the urban decay analysis anticipated that the Suisun City 
Wal-Mart Supercenter would have below average sales relative to other Wal-Mart Supercenters, this 
does not necessarily mean the parking lot will have ample parking capacity at peak shopping times.  
Moreover, the citation mentioning conditions in Stockton and Hanford having crowded parking lots is 
not relevant to Suisun City because those stores have no nearby competing Wal-Mart Supercenters.  
In Stockton, the next closest Wal-Mart Supercenter is in West Sacramento, approximately 50 miles 
                                                     
1  Fairfield Station Area Specific Plan, “Existing Conditions, Opportunities & Constraints: Summary Report,” September 

2005, page 58.  The study area is to the north of Suisun City, but there the limited spur lines in the area indicate that this 
would be the same range of trains passing through anywhere in the whole corridor. 
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away.  In Hanford, the next closest Wal-Mart Supercenter is in Dinuba, approximately 20 miles away.  
These lots may be crowded because they have no nearby competing Wal-Mart Supercenters.  In 
contrast, there are two existing Wal-Mart Supercenters within driving distance of the Fairfield-Suisun 
area (American Canyon and Dixon) and an approved Wal-Mart Supercenter in Fairfield.  Another 
Wal-Mart Supercenter is planned for Vallejo.  As such, the Suisun City Wal-Mart Supercenter would 
not be expected to attract customers from farther away based on parking availability. 

Economic Impacts on Retailers Outside of Trade Area 
The City of Fairfield letter stated that because the Trade Area should include Fairfield, the urban 
decay analysis should examine impacts of lost sales on Fairfield retailers.  The letter noted that the 
Draft EIR identified substantial retail leakage from Suisun City to Fairfield and cited that as evidence 
that the Trade Area should be expanded to account for where the current Suisun City population 
shops.  On this premise, the letter stated that the Draft EIR should be revised to address impacts on 
specific Fairfield retailers or retail nodes, including Laurel Creek Plaza, FoodMaxx (West Texas 
Street), Target, and Downtown Fairfield, and referencing a threshold identified in the Draft EIR, 
stated that a 3-percent sales diversion should be used to assess impacts. 

The Flanders letter noted that the Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter EIR analysis found that the 
cumulative effect of the Fairfield and Suisun City Wal-Mart Supercenters would result in a 10-year 
oversupply of retail space resulting in conditions conducive to urban decay.  The letter also inquired 
about why the Draft EIR ignored impacts on Fairfield (specifically Downtown Fairfield and south 
Fairfield).

The issue of capture of sales currently leaking from Suisun City to Fairfield is considered in the 
section “Impacts Outside of Trade Area” beginning on page 30 of the Final Retail Market Impact 
Analysis.  This section also discusses potential impacts for downtown Fairfield.  This passage has 
been added to the EIR text and the change is noted in Section 3, Errata.  This change does not alter 
any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR and, therefore, is not considered substantial. 

Regarding the Fairfield letter’s assertion that the Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis should expand the 
Trade Area to account for where the current Suisun City population shops, the Trade Area for a 
particular project is defined as where most of the shoppers for the proposed project come from, not 
where most of the shoppers are currently shopping.  The leakage analysis does acknowledge that 
shoppers currently shop outside the Trade Area.  As previously mentioned, the urban decay analysis 
examined impacts on Fairfield retailers from the diversion of sales to the proposed project.  
Therefore, the urban decay meets the requirements of CEQA by considering these impacts, even 
though they are outside the defined Trade Area. 

Individual responses are provided below to comments in the City of Fairfield letter and Flanders letter 
that list specific examples of retailers or retail nodes likely to be impacted by the proposed project. 
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� Laurel Creek Plaza: Even though it is entitled, the Laurel Creek Plaza was a planned and 
proposed project at the time of the analysis and is still in that state today.  Therefore, it is 
impossible to state that Laurel Creek Plaza would suffer from urban decay resulting from the 
existing physical environment.  Any impacts (which might take the form of delayed 
construction or perhaps slower buildout) would thus not be significant per CEQA.  In any case, 
Fairfield’s growth will generate new demand that would backfill any sales lost to the Suisun 
City Wal-Mart Supercenter. 

� Food Maxx (West Texas Street): The Food Maxx store on West Texas Street is closer to the 
approved Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter than the proposed store in Suisun City.  If the 
Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter closer to the Food Maxx is unlikely to cause closure of that 
store or urban decay impacts, as concluded in the Fairfield Wal-Mart EIR, a more distant Wal-
Mart Supercenter in Suisun City is even more unlikely to cause such a closure or any type of 
significant cumulative impact. 

� Target: Target may benefit from the changes in the retail landscape; Target already competes 
as a general merchandise outlet with the existing Wal-Mart on Chadbourne.  Both the new 
Wal-Mart Supercenters will be more distant than the existing Wal-Mart, so following closure 
of the Chadbourne store, shoppers closest to the Target may be more likely to choose to shop at 
Target (e.g., residents of the Cordelia area). 

� South Fairfield: This area mostly contains heavy commercial and industrial uses associated 
with the Solano Business Park and a residential neighborhood between SR-12 and Downtown 
Suisun City.  Aside from the Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart store, there are no significant retail 
nodes in this area.

� Downtown Fairfield: The Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter EIR, certified by the Fairfield City 
Council in December 2006, found no urban decay impact for downtown Fairfield; there was 
only one urban decay impact that reached a CEQA level of significance.  The potential impact 
for vacancy of the existing Wal-Mart store would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level 
through the removal of restrictions on the reuse of that parcel.  With respect to downtown 
Fairfield, the finding determined the downtown filled a unique market niche that does not 
compete with other retail districts in Fairfield, as stated in Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter EIR: 

Downtown Fairfield is characterized by small, “mom & pop” specialty 
stores, eating establishments, and service-oriented retail.  It captures the 
smallest percent of total retail sales in the City, and has the smallest number 
of employees.  Most of the businesses in Downtown offer unrelated goods 
and services and do not effectively compete with other districts in the City.  
(Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter Draft EIR, Page 209). 
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Regarding the City of Fairfield letter’s reference to the 3-percent threshold, a 3-percent loss of sales is 
not necessarily “considered a significant impact” according to CEQA, but, as stated on page 4.12-26 
of the Draft EIR, is merely a “threshold trigger for detailed analysis of potential impacts relating to 
urban decay.”  The Draft EIR acknowledges that the 3 percent threshold is reached for certain retail 
sectors and for certain retail outlets in a discussion beginning on page 4.12-38, but the subsequent 
discussion presents a finding that urban decay is not expected as a result.  In other words, the Draft 
EIR used a 3-percent threshold as “screening level” indicator to determine if further analysis was 
necessary and not as a threshold of significance for urban decay impacts.  Regarding the Flanders 
letter reference to the economic impacts identified in the Fairfield Supercenter EIR, the “Suisun City 
Retail Center” referred to in that document is a different project, which at that time was slated for up 
to 721,000 square feet of retail space at a different location (SR-12 and Pennsylvania Avenue), closer 
to Downtown Fairfield.  That project contains substantially more retail space than this Walters Road 
West project, which consists largely of a Wal-Mart Supercenter.  Therefore, the impacts are likely to 
be substantially different from and smaller than those estimated in the Fairfield Supercenter EIR. 

Growth Rates 
The City of Fairfield letter referenced Tables 4.12-1 through 4.12-4, which provide population, 
household, and income projections for the Trade Area, Fairfield, Solano County, and, in some cases, 
California, and the City questioned why Fairfield’s growth rates are used, while Suisun City’s are not, 
and requested that a breakdown for Suisun City should be provided. 

The growth rate for the Trade Area in each table represents the Suisun City Sphere of Influence.  As 
such, Suisun City’s figures are shown.  While not noted in the text of the Draft EIR itself, the rate 
shown for Fairfield is for the Fairfield Sphere of Influence (refer to the footnote in the Draft EIR’s 
Appendix K, Final Retail Market Impact Analysis, Table 2).  Thus, the numbers shown are consistent 
in being for the Sphere of Influence for each city. 

Store Layout 
The Flanders letter noted that Bay Area Economics, the economic consultant who prepared the Final 
Retail Market Impact Analysis, assumed that the grocery portion of the Suisun City Wal-Mart 
Supercenter would be 45,000 square feet, but assumed the grocery section at a similar sized store in 
Tracy would be 55,000 square feet.  The author inquired why the grocery square footage differed 
between the two stores.

Wal-Mart uses a variety of configurations for the internal layout of their stores.  For Suisun City, Bay 
Area Economics used a square footage breakdown provided on the project site plan prepared by 
Robert A. Karn and Associates, the project engineer.  This showed 34,475 square feet of grocery sales 
area and 10,895 square feet of grocery support area, totaling 45,370 square feet. 
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Below Average Wal-Mart Supercenter Sales 
The Flanders letter noted that the urban decay analysis stated that the Wal-Mart Supercenter would 
have below average sales and inquired why Wal-Mart would want to open a Supercenter with below 
average sales, especially in California, where costs are generally higher than elsewhere in the country.  
The author asserted that the Draft EIR failed to provide substantial evidence in support of this 
statement. 

Level of sales is not a direct indicator of profitability.  Even at a lower level of sales, this store may 
prove to be profitable.  Even at the assumed level of sales, this store would have sales above average 
for Kmart or Target.  The store only has to be profitable at levels marginally acceptable to Wal-Mart, 
not as profitable as the average existing store. 

The substantial explanation as to why this store will perform below Wal-Mart averages can be found 
on pages 19 and 20 of the Draft EIR’s Appendix K, Final Retail Market Impact Analysis. 

Housing Market Slowdown Cumulative Impacts 
The Flanders letter noted slowing in the housing market during the past year and stated that the urban 
decay analysis failed to account for the cumulative impacts of a depressed housing market.  The 
author cited Stockton having the highest foreclosure rate in the country earlier this year and inquired 
whether the urban decay analysis considered the possibility of a multi-year housing downturn. 

At the time of the preparation of the urban decay analysis, the reported housing slowdown had not yet 
begun, and thus was not accounted for in the analysis.  While conditions in the area may have 
changed, the national inventory is not necessarily indicative of conditions in this part of Solano 
County, which is classified as part of the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region and is still 
generally strong.  In contrast, Stockton is located in the Central Valley, and its foreclosure rate is not 
necessarily relevant in describing conditions in the Suisun City area. 

In Fairfield and Solano County, construction activity appears to have slowed over the last several 
months, but it has not halted.  For October 2005 through September 2006, there were 300 building 
permits issued for residential units; for the following 12 months from October 2006 through 
September 2007, this declined to 253 units.  Countywide, the number of residential permits dropped 
from 1,208 to 1,041 for the same compared periods.  This may indicate some slowing of housing 
starts, but not a complete halt to growth.  Furthermore, the Solano County economy is still strong, 
with continued growth in the employed labor force; the top employer in the Fairfield/Suisun area is 
Travis Air Force Base, which is relatively immune to ups and downs in the civilian economy.  These 
factors, along with the relative strength of the Bay Area economy, indicate continued strong demand 
for housing in Suisun City, Solano County, and the region.  Prices and demand for single-family 
homes may see a short-term decline related to the national mortgage crisis, but fundamental factors 
indicating long-term demand for housing in the area have not changed. 
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Conclusion 
In summary, the Draft EIR urban decay analysis used appropriate assumptions and methodologies 
and provided a comprehensive evaluation of the proposed project’s retail impacts.  Therefore, the 
assertions made in both letters that the urban decay analysis is inadequate are differences of opinion. 

Master Response 5 - Alternatives  
Several authors referenced the Draft EIR’s evaluation of project alternatives in Section 5 and stated 
that additional alternatives should be considered because the alternatives presented did not fully 
reduce project impacts to a level of less than significant.  One comment author suggested that a 
residential alternative be evaluated.  Another comment author suggested evaluating a senior housing 
alternative because it would avoid impacts associated with air quality, noise, traffic, and crime.  

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to describe “...a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of 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, 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.  An EIR is not 
required to consider alternatives that are infeasible.  The 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.”  This section of CEQA also provides guidance regarding 
what the alternatives analysis should consider.  Subsection (b) further states the purpose of the 
alternatives analysis, as follows: 

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a 
project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the 
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location 
which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 
project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the 
project objectives, or would be more costly. 

The State CEQA Guidelines further require that the alternatives be compared to the proposed 
project’s environmental impacts and that the “no project” alternative be considered.  (In defining 
“feasibility” (e.g., “…feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project...”), State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6 states, in part: 

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of 
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, 
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional 
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context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise 
have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). No 
one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives.  
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f][1]) 

In determining what alternatives should be considered in the EIR, it is important to acknowledge the 
objectives of the project, the project’s significant effects, and unique project considerations.  These 
factors are crucial to the development of alternatives that meet the criteria specified in Section 
15126.6(a).  Although, as noted above, EIRs must contain a discussion of “potentially feasible” 
alternatives; the ultimate determination regarding whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible is 
made by the lead agency’s decision-making body, here, the City Council for the City of Suisun.  (See 
Public Resources Code, Section 21081[a][3].)  At the time of action on the project, the City Council 
may consider evidence beyond that found in this EIR in addressing such determinations.  The City 
Council, for example, may conclude that a particular alternative is infeasible (i.e., undesirable) from a 
policy standpoint, and may reject an alternative on that ground, provided that the Council adopts a 
finding, supported by substantial evidence, to that effect, and provided that such a finding reflects a 
“reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.”  
(City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417; see also Sequoyah Hills 
Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 714-716, in which the court 
upholds findings rejecting alternatives for not fully satisfying project objectives.) 

Section 5 of the Draft EIR analyzes the alternatives to the proposed project.  The alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft EIR represent potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project.  Because 
the project objectives emphasize the need for the economic benefits associated with commercial 
development and because the project site is designated for commercial uses, the Draft EIR evaluated 
potentially feasible commercial retail alternatives that were consistent with those objectives.  This is 
consistent with the guidance established in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, which states that, 
“…an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it must consider a 
range of potentially feasible alternatives” that attain most of the basic objectives of the project.  The 
Draft EIR evaluated in detail the following three alternatives:  (1) No Project Alternative, (2) 
Reduced Density Alternative Option 1, and (3) Reduced Density Alternative Option 2.  All three 
alternatives analyzed would reduce at least some of the project-related environmental impacts (Table 
5-3) and, aside from the No Project Alternative, would meet most of the basic project objectives and 
would thus be potentially feasible.  In addition to the alternatives evaluated in detail in the Draft EIR, 
the alternatives analysis considered two additional alternatives but eventually rejected them from 
further consideration as infeasible.  (Refer to pages 5-12 to 5-14 of the Draft EIR.)  The Draft EIR 
considered the possibility of a mixed-use alternative for the project site that would incorporate 
residential uses, but found it to be infeasible because of several inconsistencies between the proposal 
and the City of Suisun City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, as well as the Travis Air Force 
Base Land Use Compatibility Plan that rendered the proposal unsafe, unwise from a policy 
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standpoint, and infeasible.  The Suisun City Zoning Ordinance does not allow residential 
development within the General Commercial zoning district and the Travis Air Force Base Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (LUCP) prohibits the re-designation of lands designated for non-residential use to 
residential use.  Because a mixed-use alternative would require either re-zoning the project site or 
amending the Zoning Ordinance, and would be clearly in violation of the Travis Air Force Base 
LUCP, it was not considered a feasible or realistic project alternative.  Although one author stated 
that the number or significance of land use designation changes should not be used as the basis of 
rejecting alternatives, this is ultimately considered a difference of opinion. 

One author suggested an alternative that involved the development of senior housing as a means to 
eliminate or reduce impacts associated with traffic, air pollution, and noise, and another suggested 
residential housing generally.  A housing development, whether general or senior, would be infeasible 
for many of the same reasons that the mixed-use facility was considered infeasible, as noted above.  
For instance, the site is neither designated nor zoned for residential development; such development 
would not be consistent with the Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility Plan; moreover, such 
an alternative would fail to meet most of the basic project objectives as set out in Section 3, Project 
Description of the Draft EIR.  As such, a housing alternative is not considered feasible.   

Master Response 6 - Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility  
Multiple comment authors asserted that the Draft EIR did not properly evaluate the proposed 
project’s compliance with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP maximum intensity usage limit 
recommendations.  In addition, several authors asserted that the development of the proposed project 
could lead to closure of Travis Air Force Base, thereby causing significant harm to the local 
economy. 

For the purposes of background, the Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project’s consistency with the 
Travis Air Force Base LUCP in Impact LU-4.  The Travis Air Force Base LUCP governs land uses 
around the air base under the jurisdictions of Solano County, Fairfield, Suisun City, Vacaville, and 
Dixon.  The LUCP established six compatibility zones: A, B1, B2, C, D, and Height Review Overlay.  
Each compatibility zone sets forth specific requirements governing land use, including maximum 
usage intensity limits, prohibited land uses, and development conditions. 

The Walters Road West project site is located within Zone C of the Travis Air Force Base LUCP.  
Zone C establishes the following policy recommendations for non-residential land uses: 

� No more than an average of 75 persons per acre for the entire site at any given time. 
� No more than 300 persons per any individual acre at any given time. 

Appendix C to the Solano County Airport Land Use Compatibility Review Procedures document 
identifies three methodologies to calculate the number of people on a particular site at a given time to 
determine consistency with the LUCP’s maximum allowable intensity limit recommendations: 
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� Parking Ordinance:  Using parking spaces as the basis for calculating the number of people on 
a given site. 

� Maximum Occupancy:  Using the Uniform Building Code or the California Building Code as 
the basis for calculating the number of people on a given site. 

� Survey of Similar Uses:  Using similar uses to estimate the number of people on a given site, 
when building square footage or parking cannot be reasonably relied upon to provide an 
accurate estimate. 

The Draft EIR analyzed the project’s consistency with the LUCP.  Utilizing the “Survey of Similar 
Uses” methodology, which is one of three recommended methodologies for determining consistency 
with the clustering requirements set forth in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Review Procedures 
document, Appendix C, Methods for Determining Concentrations of People, the Draft EIR calculated 
the maximum persons per acre and determined that the project would not exceed either clustering 
recommendation.  (Draft EIR, pages 4.8-18 through 4.8-20.)  As will be discussed later, the proposed 
project is also consistent with the LUCP safety supporting criteria using the Parking Ordinance 
methodology. 

The proposed project was not analyzed under the Maximum Occupancy methodology, because such 
methodology cannot account for the unique design of a Wal-Mart Supercenter, which is not a typical 
“retail store.”  The analysis would provide an unreasonable estimate of maximum usage intensity 
because it would significantly overstate the potential usage of the project components.  For instance, 
the table provided in Appendix C of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Review Procedures states 
that retail sales areas in “stores” have maximum occupancy of one person per 30 square feet.  If 
applied to the 176,960 square feet of retail sales area in the Wal-Mart Supercenter, it would result in a 
maximum occupancy of 5,899 persons (176,960/30).  For this tightly packed level of occupancy to be 
achieved, all 921 parking spaces assigned to the Wal-Mart would need to be filled with vehicles 
carrying an average of 6.4 persons.  (If all 1,014 parking spaces were assumed to be filled, each 
vehicle would carry an average of 5.8 persons.)  Achieving this level of density inside the Wal-Mart 
Supercenter is not considered realistic because shelf and display space would occupy a substantial 
amount of space such that the remaining space occupied by customers would only allow shoulder-to-
shoulder conditions.  Clearly, accurate population concentration cannot be reasonably estimated based 
on this method.  As such, any methodology that requires unreasonable assumptions for commercial 
retail land uses, such as the proposed project, is not appropriate. 

The determination of the project’s consistency with the LUCP was made through the Solano County 
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) review process and the Suisun City Council’s ultimate 
finding of consistency. 
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ALUC Review Process and Suisun City Council’s Finding of Consistency with LUCP 
The project site is located within the jurisdiction of the LUCP.  The LUCP requires that all “major 
development” projects within its boundaries be referred to the ALUC for review until such time as the 
ALUC finds that a local agency’s general plan is consistent with the LUCP or until the local agency 
overrules the ALUC’s determination of inconsistency.  The ALUC has not yet made a finding that the 
City of Suisun City’s General Plan is consistent with the LUCP.  Further, the proposed project would 
be considered a “major development,” since it requires a discretionary approval and proposes a 
building floor area over 20,000 square feet.  Therefore, the City of Suisun City referred the proposed 
project to the ALUC for review on September 24, 2007, which was shortly after the Draft EIR was 
published.

The ALUC was originally scheduled to consider the proposed project’s consistency with the LUCP 
on October 11, 2007.  Prior to the October 11, 2007 ALUC hearing, ALUC staff prepared and 
circulated a staff report (“Original October 2007 Staff Report”), which recommended that the ALUC 
find the project “substantially consistent” with the LUCP maximum intensity usage limit 
recommendations.  Prior to the commencement of the October 11, 2007 ALUC hearing, however, the 
ALUC presented a supplemental sheet (“Revised October 2007 Staff Report”), which concluded that 
the “Parking Ordinance” methodology, rather than the “Survey of Similar Uses,” was the appropriate 
methodology for determining the maximum number of people per acre for this project and that, 
according to that methodology and based on that methodology, the project was not consistent with the 
LUCP.

The public hearing was continued until November 8, 2007, to allow sufficient time for the City to 
study and respond to the revised calculations and conclusions in the Revised October 2007 Staff 
Report.

A review of the Revised October 2007 Staff Report revealed that the ALUC staff relied on imperfect 
information about the proposed project and project site.  The City submitted additional data to ALUC 
staff, which showed that the project would be consistent with the LUCP’s clustering 
recommendations, using both the Similar Uses methodology and the Parking Ordinance methodology 
(Appendix L). 

Based on this supplemental information, the ALUC staff prepared a new staff report for the 
November 8, 2007 hearing (November 2007 Staff Report) and recommended that the ALUC adopt 
the Resolution determining that the project is consistent with the LUCP. 

At the hearing on November 8, 2007, citing no technical basis, the ALUC rejected the 
recommendation of ALUC staff and, relying on the Revised October 2007 Staff Report (including the 
analysis that had been discounted by the ALUC staff), found the project to be inconsistent with the 
LUCP Safety Criteria.   
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State law allows this decision to be overridden by a two-thirds majority of the Suisun City Council, 
provided that the City finds that substantial evidence exists supporting the conclusion that the 
proposed project is consistent with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP.  (See Section 21676.5 subd. (a) 
of the California Public Utilities Code.)  At the time of this writing, the Suisun City Council intends 
to consider an override of the ALUC at a hearing scheduled for January 22, 2008.  Such an action 
would require the City Council to make the necessary findings and adopt a resolution overruling the 
ALUC determination.  City staff, in consultation with the environmental consultant and legal counsel, 
has recommended an override based its determination that the proposed project is consistent with the 
safety “Supporting Criteria” recommendations of the LUCP using both the Survey of Similar Uses 
methodology and the Parking Ordinance methodology. 

Draft EIR Analysis - Similar Uses Methodology 
The Draft EIR’s analysis in Impact LU-4 analyzed the proposed project’s consistency with the safety 
“Supporting Criteria” of the LUCP using the Survey of Similar Uses methodology, one of the three 
recommended methodologies for determining consistency with the LUCP.  This methodology is the 
most accurate methodology for determining the proposed project’s consistency with the LUCP, 
because it is based upon the project trip generation estimates from the Final Transportation, 
Circulation, and Parking Impact Study—prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. and dated 
August 2007 (Draft EIR Appendix J)—a project-specific traffic study that embodies recognized 
expert, industry-accepted traffic models and traffic counts for this specific site.  In contrast, the other 
methods (“parking ordinance” and “maximum occupancy”) are more theoretical and rely on 
assumptions that are not likely to occur in reality (e.g., the “maximum occupancy” methodology 
yields an estimate of more than 6,000 people inside the Wal-Mart Supercenter).  The critical flaw in 
the “parking ordinance” methodology is the absence of any guidance from the ALUC or the Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Review Procedures document regarding how to obtain a sufficiently 
“conservative” vehicle occupancy rate from which to reasonably estimate population concentrations. 
For these reasons, the City determined that concentrations of people onsite could not be reasonably 
and accurately estimated based upon parking or square footage and that the “survey of similar use” 
was the most accurate and, thus, the proper methodology to use for the proposed project. 

Maximum Site Usage Intensity 
For indoor uses in Zone C, of which the proposed project would be primarily composed, the LUCP 
recommends a limit of 75 persons per acre averaged over the entire site at any given time. 

The project site is 20.8 acres and, therefore, could accommodate up to 1,560 people at any one time 
(20.8 acres x 75 persons per acre).  The Transportation, Circulation, and Parking Impact Study found 
that the proposed project would generate 877 trips during the weekday afternoon peak hour.  This 
figure includes trips by customers and employees and represents the peak periods of vehicular trips to 
and from the project site.  The 877 trips consist of 442 vehicles entering the project site and 435 
vehicles exiting the project site during the two-hour (4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) weekday afternoon peak 
period.
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For the purposes of disclosure, the 877-trip figure represents an adjusted total that included reductions 
for internal capture and pass-by trips diverted into the proposed project.  When these reductions are 
eliminated, the unadjusted figure is 1,132 tips during the weekday afternoon peak hour (refer to Table 
4.11-7 in the Draft EIR).   

The trip generation figure represents the total number of vehicles that would be on the site at any time 
during the two-hour period, and it is not anticipated that all 1,132 vehicles would be onsite at any 
given time.  Thus, an average of approximately 566 cars will be in the shopping center at any given 
time.  Assuming each car holds an average of two people, only 1,132 people on average would be 
present onsite during the peak period.  This would be less than the limit of 1,560 people allowed 
onsite at any one time (20.8 acres x 75 persons per acre).  As will be explained below, this 
assumption of two people per vehicle is extremely conservative.   

Maximum Individual Acre Usage Intensity 
The LUCP recommends a limit of 300 persons on any individual acre at any given time.  

The Wal-Mart Supercenter building area is approximately 4.6 acres and, therefore, would have a 
maximum allowable usage intensity of 1,380 people (4.6 acres x 300 persons per acre).  
Approximately 150 employees would work at the Wal-Mart Supercenter during a typical shift, which 
would allow for a maximum of 1,230 customers at any one time. 

Because most customers of the Wal-Mart Supercenter would be expected to drive to the store, 
parking capacity would serve as a limiting factor to the maximum number of customers that could be 
in the store at any one time.  There would be a total of 1,014 parking spaces onsite, with 921 spaces 
assigned to the Wal-Mart Supercenter.  The remaining 93 parking spaces would be assigned to the sit-
down restaurant and gas station.

As previously mentioned, 1,132 vehicle trips would occur for the total proposed project during the 
two-hour weekday afternoon peak period.  Because not all 1,132 vehicle trips would be onsite for the 
full 2 hours, it is assumed that an average of 566 vehicles will be onsite at any one time during the 
entire 2 hours.  If each vehicle averaged two persons, 1,132 persons would be onsite.  The 1,132-
person figure is for the entire project, including the Wal-Mart Supercenter, restaurant, and gas station, 
and would be less than the 1,230-customer limit for the Supercenter only. 

Furthermore, the Wal-Mart Supercenter is a retail establishment and not a place where people tend to 
congregate.  Customers generally circulate through the store, walking up and down the aisles as part 
of their shopping process.  Moreover, the Wal-Mart Supercenter does not provide an environment 
conducive for people to congregate.  Except for a possible fast-food restaurant within the store that 
may include some seating for patrons, the Wal-Mart Supercenter does not include amenities for 
people to sit and spend any significant amount of time.  The store is designed to meet customers’ 
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shopping needs quickly and efficiently.  On average, customers spend relatively little time in a Wal-
Mart Supercenter. 

The sit-down restaurant would occupy 1.41 acres and, therefore, would have a maximum allowable 
usage intensity of 423 persons (1.41 acres x 300 persons per acre).  The restaurant is estimated to 
employ 25 persons and would have an allowable customer capacity of 398 persons.  The restaurant is 
expected to generate 87 peak-hour trips.  If the average customer spends 60 minutes inside the 
restaurant, and there is an even distribution of the 87 peak-hour trips during the two-hour peak period, 
44 trips would be onsite at any one time.  Assuming five persons per trip, 220 customers would be in 
the restaurant.  When added to the number of employees, the total number of people in the restaurant 
would be 245, which is well below the allowable total of 423.  Note that the sit-down restaurant 
represents the most intensive use of this parcel, and other potential uses (retail or casual food) would 
generate fewer trips. 

The gas station would occupy 1.05 acres and, therefore, would have a maximum allowable usage 
intensity of 315 persons (1.05 acres x 300 persons per acre).  The gas station is estimated to employ 
five persons and, therefore, could accommodate 310 customers.  The gas station is expected to 
generate 160 peak-hour trips.  If the average customer spends 10 minutes at the gas station, and there 
is an even distribution of the 160 peak-hour trips during the two-hour peak period, 14 trips would be 
onsite at any one time.  Assuming five persons per trip, 70 customers would be at the gas station.  
When added to the employees, the total number of people at the gas station would be 75, which is 
well below the allowable total of 315. 

As noted above, using trip generation rates provided in the study, the maximum number of people 
calculated was found to be within the allowable limit recommendations.  (Several authors disputed 
the validity of the trip generation rates used in the Final Transportation, Circulation, and Parking 
Impact Study.  These comments are addressed in Master Response 8). 

Reliability of Similar Uses Methodology Analysis   
Various comment authors asserted that the analysis in Impact LU-4 was flawed because it did not (1) 
account for persons who use public transit, or bicycle or walk to the site; (2) it improperly assumed 
the Wal-Mart would not be a place of congregation even though it would be a large store and wide 
variety of food and merchandise and, therefore, cause customers to be in the store for longer periods 
of time; (3) did not account for congregation in the parking lot, particularly during the afternoon and 
early evening hours or on the weekend. 

Although the “similar uses methodology” does not take into account every possible scenario in which 
a person may travel to the project site, the methodology provides a reasonable and reliable calculation 
of usage intensity.  It is possible that persons may travel to the project site by means other than 
passenger vehicles.  As described on Page 24 of the Final Transportation, Circulation, and Parking 
Impact Study (Draft EIR Appendix J) the 2000 Census found that only 2.6 percent of the Suisun City 
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population use public transportation to travel to work, 1.4 percent bicycle to work, and 1.0 percent 
walk to work.  These numbers, which reflect home-to-work trips, are likely to be higher than home-
to-shopping trips, as Wal-Mart customers typically leave the store with so many purchased goods that 
travel by transit, foot, or bicycle would be very difficult and inconvenient. 

Nonetheless, even if these additional trips were factored into the “survey of similar uses” calculations 
of maximum intensity usage, they would still yield densities that are within the LUCP’s 
recommended limits.   

Under the “survey of similar uses” approach, an additional 57 persons would be on the project site 
during the two-hour afternoon peak hour, which translates to an hourly average of 29 persons.  
Adding 29 persons to the 1,132 persons who would be onsite from passenger car travel yields a 
maximum total of 1,161 persons, which translates to 55.82 person per acre (total site average) and 
252.39 persons per acre (maximum individual acre average).  Therefore, the proposed project would 
be consistent with the LUCP intensity recommendations. 

The Draft EIR’s statements concerning the congregation of people inside the Wal-Mart store are 
based on the premise that customers are in the store for the specific purpose of shopping.  The 
analysis emphasized that the store is designed to facilitate this purpose and, aside from the fast food 
restaurant, does not provide an environment for congregation.  Given the relatively small size of the 
fast food restaurant, it would not be expected to present a significant congregation facility to the 
extent that it would cause an exceedance of the 300-person-per-individual-acre standard.  Although it 
would be expected that an average customer would likely spend more time circulating through a 
larger store than a smaller store, this is an insignificant factor relative to the Impact LU-4 analysis 
because the Draft EIR assumed that each customer would be in the store for 1 hour. 

Furthermore, the claim that the parking lot would serve as a place of congregation during the 
afternoon hours and on the weekend is not supported by evidence.  Retail parking lots experience the 
most traffic during the afternoon and early evening hours and on weekends, making it unlikely that 
large groups of people would desire to congregate in them.  Moreover, the project site would be 
regularly patrolled by security personnel, who would serve as a deterrent to loitering and other forms 
of unauthorized congregation in the parking lot.  Therefore, the claim that the parking lot would serve 
as a place of congregation area is considered speculative. 

Solano County ALUC Staff Report Analysis - Parking Ordinance Methodology 
As discussed above, following publication of the Draft EIR in September 2007, Solano County 
ALUC staff reviewed the calculations in the Draft EIR and disputed the use of the similar uses 
methodology in a Staff Report issued prior to the October 11, 2007 ALUC hearing.  ALUC staff 
instead determined that the parking ordinance methodology was most appropriate for the proposed 
project and presented calculations showing that the proposed project exceeded the maximum site 
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intensity usage limit recommendation of 75 persons per acre and the maximum individual acre 
intensity usage limit recommendation of 300 persons per acre.   

As previously mentioned, the project site would have a maximum site usage intensity of 1,560 
persons.  Citing information provided in the Draft EIR, the ALUC staff’s Revised October 2007 Staff 
Report indicated that there would be 180 employees on the project site for all uses.  Assuming an 
average of 1.2 employees per vehicle, 150 parking spaces would be occupied by employee parking, 
leaving the remaining 864 spaces for customer parking. 

The Revised October 2007 Staff Report assumed that each customer vehicle would contain an 
average of 1.7 persons, which, when applied to the 864 spaces, would equal 1,469 persons.  In total, 
the Revised October 2007 Staff Report concluded that a maximum of 1,649 people would be onsite at 
one time, which equates to an average of 79 persons per acre.  The maximum usage intensity limit is 
75 persons per acre and, therefore, the Revised October 2007 Staff Report concluded the project was 
inconsistent with this requirement. 

The Revised October 2007 Staff Report also indicated that the Wal-Mart Supercenter would exceed 
the 300-person-per-acre limit.  Citing information provided in the Draft EIR, the Revised October 
2007 Staff Report indicated that there would be 150 employees in the Wal-Mart Supercenter, who 
would occupy 71 parking spaces assigned to the store, leaving 850 spaces for customers.  Assuming 
all 850 customer spaces were filled with vehicles carrying an average of 1.7 customers each, 1,445 
customers would be in the store.  In total, the Revised October 2007 Staff Report concluded that a 
maximum of 1,595 people would be in the store at one time, which equates to an average of 346 
persons per individual acre.  The maximum usage intensity limit is 300 persons per individual acre; 
therefore, the Revised October 2007 Staff Report concluded the project was inconsistent with this 
requirement. 

The City of Suisun City disputed the assumptions used in the Staff Report’s parking ordinance 
calculations for the number of available parking spaces and vehicle occupancy rates.  The number of 
available parking spaces assumed by the ALUC staff did not account for the 40 spaces that would not 
be available because of outdoor seasonal sales and that ALUC Staff Report’s assumption of 1.2 
employees per vehicle and 1.7 customers per vehicle were unreasonable estimates.  A complete 
explanation of City’s position and the analysis by MBA—the City’s environmental consultant—are 
provided in the Draft EIR’s Appendix L. 

In response to the Staff Report calculations, the City prepared parking ordinance methodology 
calculations that accounted for the reduction in parking spaces and used an estimate of 1.5 persons per 
vehicle, which is closer to published United States Department of Transportation, Bureau of 
Transportation Statistics vehicle occupancy rates for Solano County.  These calculations are presented 
below.
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The November 2007 ALUC Staff Report analyzed the proposed project’s consistency with the LUCP 
safety “Supporting Criteria” using the Parking Ordinance methodology and the City’s assumptions.  
The proposed project is consistent with the LUCP safety “Supporting Criteria” based upon this 
methodology for the reasons that follow. 

Maximum Site Usage Intensity 
The time of maximum site usage would be the holiday shopping season, when the Wal-Mart 
Supercenter seasonal outdoor sales area would occupy an additional 40 spaces (Draft EIR, p. 3-13).  
Total onsite parking would be reduced form 1,014 spaces to 974 spaces.  

A uniform vehicle occupancy rate for customers and employees of 1.5 persons per vehicle is 
assumed.  Although two persons per vehicle are assumed for the “Survey of Similar Uses” analysis 
above, the assumption of two persons is an extremely conservative estimate intended to provide a 
“worst case” assumption for a scenario in which not all parking spaces would be occupied.  Such a 
factor is inappropriate for use in calculations to determine parking capacity and maximum occupancy 
under the “Parking Ordinance” methodology, because all parking spaces are assumed to be occupied.  
As such, based upon consultation with multiple traffic engineers, a factor of two persons per vehicle 
was determined to be an elevated assumption.  According to analysis by Omni-Means Engineering 
Planners, and as was discussed in the ALUC Staff Report issued prior to the November 8, 2007 
ALUC meeting, a range of average vehicle occupancy rates was found for Solano County, the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area region, and the State.  It was determined that the three most relevant 
average vehicle occupancy rates applicable to the proposed project were 1.303 (obtained from the 
United States Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Statistics for home-to-shop 
trips for Solano County), 1.4 (obtained from Caltrans for “all-trips” for the nine-county San Francisco 
Bay Area region), and 1.5 (obtained from Caltrans for “all-trips” for the entire State).  Since all three 
figures represent data for Solano County, the Bay Area, or the State, they are considered to be a more 
reliable indicator of local behavior rather than a national average, which the ALUC Chair suggested 
be used instead.  As such, the City used 1.5 persons per vehicle in its calculations. 

It should be noted that the LUCP, which was not prepared by transportation engineers, does not 
provide any guidance for identifying appropriate average vehicle occupancy rates for use in 
calculating maximum intensity usage.  In the absence of any ALUC guidance, lead agencies and 
project applicants are left to use their best judgment and the best available information identifying an 
appropriate average vehicle occupancy rate.  Through literature review and consultations with three 
different traffic engineering firms, all prompted by ALUC staff’s insistence on documented and 
sourced statistics for this analysis, the City staff and their consultants have met this requirement and 
presented a defensible basis for determining an appropriate average vehicle occupancy rate for this 
specific project.  Moreover, the absence of any studies or technical data for average vehicle 
occupancy in Solano County serves as a significant constraint to calculating consistency with the 
LUCP maximum usage intensity recommendations. 
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Considering this data, the maximum site usage is calculated as follows: 

Maximum people permitted onsite per acre (average): 75 persons per acre 
Maximum people permitted onsite (average): 75 persons x 20.8 acres = 1,560 persons 
Total parking onsite: 1,014 spaces 
Reduction for outdoor seasonal sales: 1,014 spaces - 40 spaces = 974 spaces 
Number of people onsite: 974 spaces x 1.5 persons per vehicle = 1,461 customers 
Maximum usage intensity: 1,461 persons/20.8 acres = 70.24 persons per acre

Therefore, the proposed project would yield an average of 70.24 persons per acre, which is less than 
the 75-person-per-acre limit recommendation. 

When trips associated with other modes of transportation (e.g., public transit, bicycling, and walking) 
are factored in to the “parking ordinance” calculations, the densities would still be within the LUCP 
recommended intensity limits.  Applying the 2000 Census rates for public transit, bicycling, and 
walking to the number of people who would be onsite from passenger car travel yields an additional 
73 persons onsite for the total site average.  Adding 73 persons to the 1,461 persons who would be 
onsite from passenger car travel yields a maximum total of 1,534 persons, which translates to 73.75 
persons per acre.

Maximum Individual Acre Usage Intensity 
The Draft EIR assumes total onsite parking at 1,014 spaces; however, only 921 spaces are assigned 
specifically to the Wal-Mart Supercenter (Draft EIR, page 4.8-19).  As noted above, the time of 
maximum site usage would be the holiday shopping season, when the Wal-Mart Supercenter seasonal 
outdoor sales area would occupy an additional 40 spaces and the designated parking would be 
reduced from 921 spaces to 881 spaces.  (Draft EIR, page 3-13.)  An assumption of 40 parking spaces 
was deemed reasonable, based on the size of the Wal-Mart Supercenter (214,919 square-feet).  
Although other area Wal-Mart stores in Solano or other nearby counties may devote fewer parking 
spaces to their seasonal outdoor sales areas, the operations at these stores are not representative of the 
project because conventional Wal-Mart stores are considerably smaller than the proposed Wal-Mart 
Supercenter.

Considering this data, the maximum individual acre usage is calculated as follows: 

Maximum people permitted per individual acre: 300 persons per acre 
Total spaces assigned to Wal-Mart Supercenter: 921 spaces 
Reduction for outdoor seasonal sales: 921 spaces - 40 spaces = 881 spaces 
Number of people in store: 881 spaces x 1.5 persons per vehicle = 1,321 persons 
Maximum individual acre usage intensity: 1,321 persons/4.6 acres = 287.2 persons per acre
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The proposed project would yield an average of 287.2 persons per individual acre, which is less than 
the 300-person-per-acre limit recommendation. 

When trips associated with other modes of transportation (e.g., public transit, bicycling, and walking) 
are factored in to the “parking ordinance” calculations, the densities would still be within the LUCP 
recommended intensity limits.  Applying the 2000 Census rates for public transit, bicycling, and 
walking to the number of people who would be onsite from passenger car travel yields an additional 
53 persons onsite for the maximum individual acre average (Wal-Mart Supercenter only).  Adding 53 
persons to the 1,321 persons who would be onsite from passenger car travel yields a maximum total 
of 1,374 persons, which translates to 298.69 persons per acre.  When these rates are added in, the 
proposed project would still be consistent with the LUCP intensity recommendations. 

Although, a portion of the store would be dedicated to employee-only areas, the Solano County 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Review Procedures document does not require that these areas be 
separated out from public areas when calculating maximum individual acre usage intensity.  
Furthermore, the potential for people congregating inside the store is not likely to occur because there 
would be no large waiting areas and because the store is designed to promote the efficient circulation 
of customers throughout the building. 

Reliability of Parking Ordinance Methodology Analysis 
The City of Suisun City believes that the above factors and assumptions are more reasonable and, 
thus, more appropriate for use in the calculations for determining project consistency with the 
maximum site usage intensity requirement of no more than 75 people per acre for the project site. 

The ALUC staff’s Revised October 2007 Staff Report that was distributed with the agenda prior to 
the October 11, 2007 hearing identified the holiday shopping season as the time of maximum site 
usage; however, it did not account for the parking spaces that would be occupied by the Wal-Mart 
Supercenter seasonal outdoor sales area during that time.  As discussed on page 3-13 of the Draft 
EIR, up to 40 spaces would be used for outdoor seasonal sales, which, during the holidays, would 
consist of Christmas tree sales.  Therefore, onsite parking would be reduced from 1,014 spaces to 974 
spaces.  The above calculations take this figure into account. 

In addition, the ALUC staff’s Revised October 2007 Staff Report makes a distinction between 
employee and customer vehicle occupancy rates.  For the reasons previously stated, the City does not 
believe that there should be distinction between employee and customer vehicle occupancy rates.  
Instead, a uniform rate of 1.5 persons per vehicle is a more reasonable assumption, as such a number 
is closer to published United States Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Statistics 
vehicle occupancy rates for Solano County, which are 1.29 and 1.303 persons per vehicle (refer to the 
Omni-Means memo in Appendix J). 



Responses to Written City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project  
Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR  

2-32 Michael Brandman Associates  
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Project Exposure to Aviation Safety Risks 
The project site is not located in an area that unusually high exposure to aviation safety risks.  As 
shown in Figures 3E (Aircraft Flight Tracks) and 3F (Aircraft Flight Tracks Below 3,000 Feet 
Altitude) of the Travis Air Force Base LUCP, the project site is not located under or near the main air 
traffic patterns for Travis Air Force Base.  Figure 3E shows that only a lone “sample radar flight 
track” crosses over the project site.  Figure 3F depicts no aircraft flight tracks over the project site.
The lack of air traffic over the project site is also supported by Figure 3-6 of the Travis Air Force 
Base June 2007 Environmental Assessment, prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy 
Act, for the proposed C-17 practice short-field landing and takeoff proposal2.  This figure clearly 
shows that there are no aircraft flight tracks over the project site.  Accordingly, all three figures 
provide substantial evidence that the project site is not located in an area that exposed to unacceptably 
high aviation safety risks. 

The California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook establishes guidance for safety compatibility 
zones for military airport facilities.  This guidance is based upon the United States Air Force’s 
standard delineations of “Clear Zones” and “Accident Potential Zones” around military runways.  The 
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook’s Standard Military Airport Safety Compatibility 
Zones are depicted in Exhibit M, which shows how the guidance for safety compatibility zones, 
including the “Traffic Pattern Zone,” would look if applied to the departure end of Runway 3L-21 
Right at Travis Air Force Base.  As shown in that exhibit, the project site would not be within any of 
the safety compatibility zones, including the “Traffic Pattern Zone.”

Many airport land use compatibility plans for military facilities comparable to Travis Air Force Base 
used more deliberately the guidance in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook.  For 
example, the Airport Land Use Plan for Marine Corps Air Station Miramar (San Diego County), 
dated 2004, used the safety compatibility zones recommended for Airport Land Use Commission 
consideration contained in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook.  The LUCP 
compatibility zones, however, are not specifically based on the safety compatibility zones 
recommended for Airport Land Use Commission consideration contained in the California Airport 
Land Use Planning Handbook.  Rather, the size, shape, and location of land use compatibility zones 
around Travis Air Force Base designated in the 2002 LUCP were apparently based on concerns 
regarding the operational future of the installation in light of ongoing Department of Defense Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) action.  

The LUCP zones are depicted in Exhibit 1, which shows the boundaries of Zone C and Zones D in 
the project vicinity.  The LUCP defines Zone C as the “Traffic Pattern Zone” and Zone D as “Other 
Airport Environs.”  As shown in the exhibit, the project site falls with Zone C.  The Zone C 
designation was broadly applied to nearly every undeveloped area at the eastern edges of Suisun City 
and Fairfield and the southern portion of Vacaville, considerably in excess of the military airport 

                                                     
2  Available online at http://www.travis.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-070629-070.pdf 
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safety compatibility zones recommended by the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook and 
the Department of Defense Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) requirements, as shown in 
the operative Travis Air Force Base’s AICUZ.  The Travis Air Force Base AICUZ incorporates the 
United States Air Force’s standard delineations of “Clear Zones” and “Accident Potential Zones,” 
which are also incorporated into the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook.  Furthermore, 
the LUCP states that Zone C, the “Traffic Pattern Zone,” encompasses areas that are occasionally 
affected by concentrated numbers of low-altitude flights.  As noted above, however, the project site is 
not located under or near the main air traffic patterns for Travis Air Force Base.  Thus, the LUCP 
safety compatibility zone designations appear arbitrarily established and not based on actual air traffic 
patterns or exposure to aviation noise and safety risks, since the very restrictive “Traffic Pattern 
Zone” was designated even in areas where the actual likelihood of an aviation mishap was low, while 
other areas of higher risk were excluded from this zone.  As shown in Exhibit 1, residential areas that 
are closer to the Travis Air Force Base extended runway centerline than the project site are 
considered to be outside the “Traffic Pattern Zone,” and designated the less restrictive Zone D, even 
though they are at greater risk of exposure to excessive aviation noise and mishaps. 

The designation of the project site within the Zone C, “Traffic Pattern Zone,” bears little, if any, 
relation to actual “on-the-ground” exposure risks for people and property.  No instances of aviation 
mishaps at or near Travis Air Force Base have occurred that have resulted in injury or death to 
persons on the ground.  Moreover, page 9-24 of the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook 
states that 80 percent of arrival and departure accidents occur within 2,000 feet of the runway 
centerline and 11,000 feet from the runway end, and 80 percent of departure accidents occur within 
2,000 feet of the runway centerline and 6,000 feet from the runway end.  This 80th percentile accident 
contour is shown in Exhibit 1.  As shown in the exhibit, the project site is located well outside of the 
80th percentile accident contour. 

Furthermore, the land use compatibility zones established in the LUCP are far greater in scope than 
those recommended by the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook.  Figure 9L of the 
handbook provides an example of a safety compatibility zone for a military airport.  Exhibit 2 depicts 
what they would look like if they were applied to the area around the end of the southern runway at 
Travis Air Force base.  As shown in the exhibit, the project site would not be located close to any of 
the recommended military airport safety compatibility zones.  It should be noted that Airport Land 
Use Plan for Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, a military installation similar in nature to Travis Air 
Force Base, has adopted this type of safety compatibility zone. 

Thus, the overly conservative land use compatibility zone designations around Travis Air Force Base 
in the 2002 LUCP bear little if any relation to either statistical aircraft accident data of the California 
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook or the actual historical accident history at Travis Air Force 
Base.  Based on information provided by the Flight Safety Foundation, there have been only five 
aviation mishaps at or near Travis Air Force Base in the 57-year period between 1950 and 2007, with 
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the most recent occurring in 1987, more than 20 years ago3.  All of the mishaps occurred either within 
the grounds of Travis Air Force Base or within an area that would be with an accident potential zone 
recommended by the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook that are shown in Exhibit 2. 

Table 3B of the LUCP indicates that 62,300 aviation operations occur at Travis Air Force Base on an 
annual basis (based on information supplied by the United States Air Force in 2000), with an average 
of 170 operations occurring on a daily basis.  Travis Air Force Base has been in operation since 1950, 
resulting in a total of 3,551,100 aviation operations over the last 57 years.  Thus, the probability of an 
aviation crash at or near Travis Air Force Base, based on the five aviation mishaps in 57 years and 
annual operations figures, is 1.4 per 1 million flights—an extremely low figure.  For the purposes of 
comparison, the United States Department of Transportation Bureau of Transportation Statistics 
reports that the average crash rate for domestic air carriers was 2.72 accidents per 1 million flights in 
2006, which is almost double the mishap rate for Travis Air Force Base.

At the November 8, 2007 ALUC meeting, several commissioners stated that the commercial uses 
associated with the project would be exposed to an unacceptably high aviation safety risk because of 
the project’s proximity to Runway 3L-21 Right.  However, it is unlikely that, given the size and 
power of the airplanes routinely operating at Travis Air Force Base, a plane taking off from Runway 
3L-21 Right towards Suisun Marsh would be hit with a strong gust of wind causing it to veer off 
course toward the project site and potentially crash into the Wal-Mart Supercenter.  With the 
exception of one flight, almost all flights depart away from the project site.  Thus, no analogous 
mishap has occurred in the past, and, furthermore, there have not even been any mishaps at Travis Air 
Force Base for 20 years. 

Of the five mishaps that occurred at Travis Air Force Base between 1950 and 2007, four occurred 
between 1950 and 1963, and the fifth one occurred in 1987, more than 20 years ago.  This indicates 
that Travis Air Force Base has had an exemplary aviation safety record, particularly during the past 
20 years, and would suggest that the United States Air Force has very effective aviation safety 
measures in place to prevent mishaps.  In fact, the military aircraft operations at Travis Air Force 
Base are much less susceptible to mishaps because of engine failures—a fairly common cause of 
departure and arrival accidents—because the operations primarily involve multi-engine aircraft (e.g., 
C-5, C-17, KC-10, E-6, and C-130). 

Concerning aircraft safety, the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter would have a maximum height of 40 
feet, 8 inches, which is well below the 100-foot height limit set forth in the LUCP for Zone C.  The 
ALUC found that development of the proposed project will not create new aircraft safety problems 
and found the proposed project consistent with the airspace safety “Supporting Criteria” of the LUCP.   

                                                     
3  Information available online at http://aviation-safety.net/database/airport/airport.php?id=SUU; the mishaps occurred in 

1950, 1956, 1958, 1963, and 1987. 
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Finally, it should be noted that no representative of Travis Air Force Base has expressed any concern 
about the proposed project’s exposure to aviation safety risks.  

Concluding Remarks 
The City has supported and will continue to support any future development of Travis Air Force Base 
over the next 20 years.  The proposed project is consistent with the City Zoning Code and will not 
restrict the orderly development of Travis Air Force Base or have any effect on its operational future. 

With respect to aircraft safety, the General Plan and Zoning Code promote the safety of aircraft by 
limiting the height of structures on the project site to 35 feet.  The project does not have any 
characteristics that would create hazards to aircraft in flight (e.g., smoke, dust, or steam emissions; 
intense glare or distracting lights that could be mistaken for airport lighting; sources of electro-
magnetic interference; or uses that would attract birds). The proposed project will require a 
Conditional Use Permit to permit the project to construct up to approximately 40 feet, 8 inches, but 
this is significantly below the 100-foot height limit set forth in the LUCP.  The ALUC found that 
development of the proposed project will not create new aircraft safety problems and found the 
project consistent with the airspace safety “Supporting Criteria” of the LUCP. 

More broadly, the proposed project’s commercial retail uses are similar in nature to other commercial 
land uses near Travis Air Force Base and do not possess any characteristics that would create hazards 
to aviation.  Moreover, the project site has been contemplated for commercial retail development for 
more than two decades and is considered a suitable location for commercial land uses because of its 
adjacency to a major intersection.  Therefore, it can be stated with a reasonable degree of certainty 
that the proposed project would not have any effect on the operational future of Travis Air Force 
Base.  The project would also capture sales currently lost to other markets and provide substantial 
sales tax revenues to the City of Suisun City. 

Master Response 7 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions Offsets  
Several comment authors stated that the project applicant should purchase real, permanent, and 
verifiable offsets to mitigate for all greenhouse gas emissions that cannot be reduced through the 
previously suggested measures.  One author provided an example of an offset that would require the 
project applicant to provide energy-efficient retrofit of existing building stock in the project area to 
offset the energy demands of the proposed project.  Another author referenced several carbon offsets 
offered by non-governmental organizations such as Carbonfund.org, Terra Pass, or Native Energy. 

Retrofitting existing buildings is not considered effective or feasible for several reasons.  First, neither 
the applicant nor the City of Suisun City can require that existing buildings submit to a retrofit.  
These buildings are outside the control of these entities.  Second, there is no certainty that energy-
efficient retrofits of existing building stock would substantially reduce energy demand.  The Energy 
Information Administration indicates that appliances account for 64.7 percent of all residential 
electricity consumption in the United States.  Building retrofits would be quite costly both in terms of 
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out-of-pocket expense for the retrofit and the construction-related disruptions to established benefits, 
and they would have no effect on appliance energy efficiency.  Therefore, requiring building retrofits 
as mitigation for offsetting project-related greenhouse gas emissions is not considered effective or 
feasible mitigation. 

Regarding the recommendation that the project applicant purchase carbon offsets as mitigation, the 
primary constraint is the certainty of the effectiveness of these measures.  The non-governmental 
organizations listed above provide several types of offsets, including tree planting, the development 
of renewable energy sources, and energy efficiency projects.  There are a number of reasons why 
these types of carbon offsets may not actually be effective in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

First, the carbon offset industry is almost entirely unregulated and, therefore, there are few, if any, 
accountability mechanisms in place to ensure that money for greenhouse gas emissions reduction 
projects is actually spent on such efforts.  The City of Suisun City does not have the legal authority to 
regulate these entities and assure that they are spending the money in the manner promised.  At least 
one investigation by the Financial Times found the following problems prevalent in the carbon-offset 
industry:   

� Widespread instances of people and organizations buying worthless credits that do not yield 
any reductions in carbon emissions. 

� Industrial companies profiting from doing very little—or from gaining carbon credits on the 
basis of efficiency gains from which they have already benefited substantially. 

� Brokers providing services of questionable or no value.  

� A shortage of verification, making it difficult for buyers to assess the true value of carbon 
credits.

� Companies and individuals being charged over the odds for the private purchase of European 
Union carbon permits that have plummeted in value because they do not result in emissions 
cuts.4

Second, the carbon offset industry often relies on planting trees to achieve its goals.  Planting trees is 
a particularly problematical means of offsetting carbon emissions.  Each tree planted must survive for 
years, some programs estimate up to 100 years, to provide significant emission offsets, which makes 
monitoring the effectiveness of reforestation offsets extremely difficult.  Moreover, while trees act as 
carbon sinks when living, they emit carbon dioxide when they perish (e.g., in a fire, natural death, 
etc.).  The development of renewable energy, as well, does not necessarily assure that less fossil fuel 
based energy will be consumed because renewable sources of electricity (e.g., solar and wind) often 
lack the reliability to be used as “base load” sources of power for most utilities.  As well, the 
                                                     
4  Financial Times, “Industry caught in carbon ‘smokescreen,’” April 5, 2007, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/48e334ce-f355-

11db-9845-000b5df10621.html?nclick_check=1. 
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manufacture and operation of renewable fuel sources can themselves be associated with considerable 
emissions.5  Finally, as noted above, building energy efficiency measures may not have a significant 
effect on energy consumption.  Therefore, the effectiveness of these carbon offset programs toward 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions is not certain at this time.

In addition, relying on non-governmental organizations to oversee mitigation of project-related 
impacts creates several legal problems for the City of Suisun City.  As explained above, there is no 
accountability mechanism to assure that carbon offset programs would be in place and effectively 
mitigating greenhouse gas emissions by the time the project is operational.  Moreover, delegating 
authority of overseeing and implementing mitigation measures to a non-governmental organization, 
particularly in cases where mitigation programs may take place in foreign countries, creates potential 
transnational legal and liability problems for the City of Suisun City and the project applicant.  The 
State of California, in implementing AB 32, may be developing a state-regulated carbon offset 
program.  When such a program is in place, carbon-offset credits may become a more feasible means 
of mitigating for greenhouse gas emissions.   

For these reasons, at this time, carbon offset programs are not considered feasible mitigation 
measures for the proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions. 

Master Response 8 - Trip Generation Rates  
Several comment authors alleged that the Final Transportation, Circulation, and Parking Impact Study 
prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Draft EIR Appendix J) improperly used trip 
generation rates that understated the volumes of traffic the proposed project would likely generate.  
As evidence, multiple comment authors cited an article titled “Trip Generation Characteristics of 
Free-Standing Discount Supercenters,” authored by Georgiena M. Vivian, which was published in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Journal in August 2006.  The article stated that the ITE 
Trip Generation Handbook Land Use Code 813 trip rates understated trip generation, citing observed 
trip generation during the weekday afternoon peak hour at big box commercial retail centers in 
Oklahoma and Texas.  In addition, several authors alleged that the Wal-Mart Supercenter garden 
center was excluded from the trip generation calculation, which served to further understate total 
project trip generation. 

Additionally, several authors alleged that MBA has been inconsistent in its use of ITE Land Use 
Codes for estimating trip generation for Wal-Mart Supercenters.  The authors alleged that MBA used 
ITE Land Use Code 820 to estimate trip generation for two Wal-Mart Supercenters in Bakersfield, 
but used ITE Code 813 to estimate trip generation for the Walters Road West Wal-Mart Supercenter. 

                                                     
5  Alsema, E.A.; Wild - Scholten, M.J. de; Fthenakis, V.M. Environmental impacts of PV electricity generation - a critical 

comparison of energy supply options ECN, September 2006; 7 pp.  Presented at the 21st European Photovoltaic Solar 
Energy Conference and Exhibition, Dresden, Germany, 4-8 September 2006.; http://www.vestas.com/en/about-
vestas/sustainability/wind-turbines-and-the-environment/life-cycle-assessment-(lca).aspx; Graham-Rowe, Duncan.  
Hydroelectric power’s dirty secret revealed” New Scientist, 14:29 24 February 2005. 
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Before addressing these comments, note that project trip generation methodology is described in the 
Draft EIR on pages 4.11-31 to 4.11-33.  Trip generation rates were calculating using methods 
established by the ITE in its publication entitled Trip Generation 7th Edition, which is a standard 
reference used by jurisdictions throughout the country to estimate the trip generation potential of 
proposed development projects.  The Draft EIR took a conservative approach, however, to forecasting 
trip methodology for the proposed project.  It employed ITE Land Use Category 813 (Free-Standing 
Discount Superstore) for weekday morning peak-hour forecasting, and Land Use Category 815 (Free-
Standing Discount Store) for weekday afternoon peak-hour forecasting.  As shown on Table 4.11-6 of 
the Draft EIR, this “blended” approach was the most conservative because it assumed the highest 
weekday morning peak trip generation and the highest weekday afternoon peak trip generation for 
Land Use Category 813 and Land Use Category 815.  Thus, the methods employed in the Draft EIR 
were based on well-established methodologies and represent a conservative approach to forecasting 
trip generation for the project.  It should be emphasized that the ITE has not “repudiated” this 
methodology, as suggested by one commenter.  The Vivian article focused on a small sample of five 
Wal-Mart Supercenters in Texas and Oklahoma, and found that weekday afternoon peak-hour trip 
generation for the five stores ranged from 4.16 to 6.67, with an average of 5.50 trips per 1,000 square 
feet.  There are numerous reasons why this result is not immediately applicable to the proposed Wal-
Mart Supercenter in Suisun City. 

First, the sample stores are located in Texas and Oklahoma, and do not necessarily reflect conditions 
in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region.  Demographics, local economic characteristics, 
proximity to the stores, and other factors affecting trip generation in Texas and Oklahoma cannot 
necessarily be assumed to be the same as in California.  For instance, these variables may account for 
the trip generation rates observed in the Vivian study, since the rates did not directly correlate with 
store size.)  In contrast, trip generation rates contained in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook are 
specifically composed of a blend of locations throughout the United States, including California.  
Second, the survey data are incomplete and did not collect information regarding weekday morning 
peak hour or daily trip characteristics.  Third, the average rate of the sample stores has not been 
officially accepted by ITE as the rate that should be applied to discount Wal-Mart Supercenters 
henceforth and, given the small sample size, may never be accepted as such unless additional survey 
information becomes available.  Furthermore, the Vivian study and recommendations are not without 
their critics in the peer review community.  (See, e.g., ITE Journal, May 2007, Letters to the Editor.)  
As shown in Table 4.11-6 (ITE Trip Generation Rates) of the Draft EIR, it is common for trip 
generation rates to differ markedly in the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours.   

Even if the five-store Texas/Oklahoma data from the Vivian study were officially accepted and 
incorporated into the existing ITE Trip Generation Handbook data for Free Standing Discount 
Superstore, the data from that study would not stand alone but would likely be added to the 
existing data points from previous field studies, with a new average derived from the augmented data 
set.  Since the data from the previous studies are readily available, this calculation was performed by 
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Kimley-Horn.  The calculation resulted in an average weekday afternoon peak-hour trip generation 
rate of 4.54 trips/1,000 square feet of floor area, which is well below the 5.06/1,000 square feet of 
floor area weekday afternoon peak-hour rate applied in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, the Draft EIR’s 
traffic analysis is more conservative than the application of the findings reported in the ITE Journal 
article would be, assuming the new data would be applied in accordance with accepted ITE 
procedure.

In addition, in accordance with standard industry practice, the outside garden center would not be 
included.  Trip generation calculations in the traffic report are prepared per ITE methodology based 
on gross floor area of the building.  Gross floor area includes the sum of the floor area in square feet 
“including any cellars, basements, mezzanines, penthouses, corridors, lobbies, stores, and offices that 
are within the principle outside faces of exterior walls.”  ITE specifies that “unroofed areas and 
unenclosed roofed-over spaces, except those contained within the principle outside faces of exterior 
walls, should be excluded from the area calculations.”  Therefore, the square footage associated with 
outdoor and seasonal garden sales areas and other incidental outside areas are generally not included 
in the floor area calculation.   

Excluding the areas outside the principle walls does not suggest that they do not generate trips to or 
from the project site; rather, it is a statement that the ITE methodology already incorporates these 
trips in the trip generation rates reported by ITE for the areas within the “principle outside faces of 
exterior walls.”  Adding the outside garden center essentially double counts trip generation 
contributed by the outdoor garden area.   

Note that the Texas and Oklahoma data contained in the Vivian article included outside areas in their 
trip generation calculations, which is not within recommended industry practice.  Thus, a straight 
comparison between ITE Trip Generation 7th Edition and the Vivian article findings results are an 
“apples to oranges” comparison.   

Regarding the comment that MBA has been inconsistent in its use of ITE Land Use Codes, this 
statement is inaccurate.  First, it should be clarified that MBA is not a traffic engineering firm and, 
therefore, did not calculate trip generation rates for the Bakersfield project.  Rather, Ruettgers & 
Schuler Civil Engineers, Inc. prepared the traffic studies for both the Gosford Village and Panama 
Lane commercial retail projects in Bakersfield and used ITE Land Use Code 813 to estimate trip 
generation for the Wal-Mart Supercenter components of each project6.  Both the Gosford Village and 
Panama Lane projects also had in-line retail components and ITE Land Use Code 820 was used to 
calculate trip generation for those components.  Because the Walters Road project does not have any 
in-line retail components, ITE Land Use Code 820 was not used for trip generation because it was not 
applicable to the project.  As such, the authors’ claims are incorrect. 

                                                     
6  The Gosford Village EIR and Technical Appendices and the Panama Lane EIR and Technical Appendices are available 

online at http://www.bakersfieldcity.us/weblink7/Browse.aspx?startid=602140 (in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Reports folder). 
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In summary, the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis used appropriate trip generation rates in accordance with 
ITE Trip Generation 7th Edition.  Although the Vivian study alleges that ITE Land Use Category 813 
under-forecasts trip generation for freestanding discount superstores, its conclusions are disputed and 
are by no means universally adopted by ITE to supplant the methodology in the current Trip 
Generation 7th Edition.  As such, the various claims that the Draft EIR understated the proposed 
project’s trip generation rates are opinion and are not supported by the guidance established in ITE 
Trip Generation 7th Edition. 

Master Response 9 - Crime  
Multiple comment authors referenced the Draft EIR’s discussion of police protection impacts in 
Impact PSU-2 and expressed concern that the proposed project would increase crime in the area 
around the project site.  As evidence, several authors cited a study titled “Crime and Wal-Mart: Is 
Wal-Mart Safe” issued by Wake-Up Wal-Mart7 that alleged that Wal-Mart stores experience higher 
than average rates of crime. 

The CEQA requires that a project’s physical impacts on the environment be identified and mitigated 
to the maximum extent feasible.  In accordance with CEQA, impact PSU-2 addresses the potential for 
the proposed project to create a need for new or expanded police facilities that may have a physical 
impact on the environment.  The Suisun City Police Department did not indicate that new or 
expanded police facilities would be required to serve the proposed project, which is the basis for the 
conclusion in Impact PSU-2 that impacts were less than significant. 

The Police Department indicated that the proposed project would be expected to result in an increase 
in calls for service, which is acknowledged in the Draft EIR.  The Police Department anticipates that 
most of the calls for service would be for non-violent incidents, such as property crimes, vehicle 
collisions, and noise complaints.  None of these types of calls for service would have a physical 
impact on the environment and, therefore, the Draft EIR did not provide further analysis of their 
impacts.  This is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, which states that economic and 
social effects, which do not lead to reasonably foreseeable physical impacts, should not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment. 

Regarding the broader issue of the proposed project representing a significant burden on the Suisun 
City Police Department, it should be emphasized that the Police agency indicated that the project 
would have only a “moderate” impact on its day-to-day operations.  The Police Department indicated 
that its current staffing levels would be adequate to serve the proposed project.  These statements 
indicate that the Police Department does not anticipate the project creating an undue burden on its 
ability to provide law enforcement services to its service area.   

                                                     
7  Wake Up Wal-Mart is an organization funded by the United Food and Commercial Workers union that has been very 

critical of Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. 
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Regarding questions about whether Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. would fund the cost of responding to calls 
for service or additional patrols around the project site, the City does not require any other 
commercial retail centers to provide additional funding for such services and, therefore, it will not 
require the proposed project to provide such funding.  The proposed project is anticipated to 
contribute significant increases in property and sales taxes to the City’s coffers, which may be used to 
offset any increased demand for such services, although such a decision is ultimately at the discretion 
of the Suisun City Council.   

Finally, concerning the Wake-Up Wal-Mart crime study, it does not provide any evidence suggesting 
that Draft EIR analysis of police protection impacts is insufficient.  The study analyzed police calls 
for service at 551 Wal-Mart store locations and used that data to extrapolate estimates for calls for 
service for all store locations, as well as associated costs on law enforcement and a projection of costs 
for store security patrols.  None of these data contradicts the analysis in Impact PSU-2, which 
acknowledged that the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter would attract a large number of customers 
and, therefore, have a corresponding demand for police services.  As previously noted, the Suisun 
City Police Department acknowledged the proposed project would increase calls for service, but 
indicated that its existing staffing levels are adequate to respond to the additional calls. 

Master Response 10 - Light and Glare Impacts/Pylon Sign 
Several authors alleged that Impact AES-3, which addresses light and glare impacts, did not 
thoroughly analyze these impacts because it does not include criteria that would reduce nighttime 
light impacts to a level of less than significant or include a photometric study.  One author claimed 
that the Draft EIR provides no thresholds to assess the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure AES-3, 
which makes it uncertain that the mitigation would be effective.  Another author stated that Impact 
AES-3 did not fully evaluate the potential of the proposed pylon sign LED electronic signboard 
distracting drivers on SR-12. 

The CEQA Guidelines establish that light and glare impacts are significant if they result in adverse 
impacts to daytime or nighttime views.  Neither the CEQA Guidelines nor the City of Suisun City 
General Plan or Zoning Ordinance provide quantifiable light and glare intensity thresholds for 
determining the significance of such impacts.  In the absence of quantifiable thresholds, a qualitative, 
common-sense threshold was used, which considered light and glare impacts to be significant if they 
spilled over onto neighboring residential properties.  As discussed in Impact AES-3, the proposed 
project would operate 24 hours a day and, therefore, have the potential to result in light and glare 
spillage onto surrounding land uses.  The project would be subject to review under the City’s standard 
Development Guidelines for Architecture and Site Planning, which includes several standards 
pertaining to lighting, including standards mandating that parking lot lighting be designed so that the 
light source is screened from view off the premises.  Additionally, Mitigation Measure AES-3 
requires that the project submit a lighting plan to the City of Suisun City for review and approval that 
identifies various measures to control light and glare spillage onto surrounding land uses.  There is a 
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requirement in the mitigation measure for all lighting be directed downward and away from 
residences.  Because project lighting would be directed downward and away from residences, this 
mitigation measure is considered to effectively prevent spillover onto neighboring residences and, 
therefore, the residual significance is less than significant.   

As for the issue of the Draft EIR lacking a photometric plan, there is no requirement that such a plan 
be included in CEQA documents.  Although such a plan may be prepared at a later time, it is not 
essential to the Impact AES-3 analysis.  Moreover, because Impact AES-1 identified light and glare 
impacts as being potentially significant impacts requiring mitigation, the Draft EIR took a 
conservative, worst-case approach to this issue. 

Regarding the LED signboard, such signs are common along commercial corridors and highways.  
The LED signboard is expected to display relatively innocuous items such as time, date, and 
temperature, and possibly brief announcements.  Mitigation Measure AES-3 provides that the pylon 
sign shall be “designed so that potential glare or light spillover to surrounding land uses is minimized 
through appropriate sign design, dimming, and shielding.”  Thus, the LED signboard would not 
display deliberately distracting items such as intense strobe lighting or video images.  Therefore, the 
LED signboard would not be expected to distract passing motorists on SR-12 and not create traffic 
safety hazards. 

Master Response 11 - Asthma  
Several authors noted that Solano County has high asthma rates and inquired about the effects of 
project air emissions on persons afflicted with that condition. 

As background, a 2003 study by the California Health Interview Survey found that 19.5 percent of 
Solano County residents were afflicted with asthma, the highest rate of asthma symptom prevalence 
in California.  To date, no health study has conclusively identified causal factors explaining why 
Solano County has the highest occurrences of asthma in the State, although the Solano County 
Department of Health and Social Services lists genetic factors, environmental factors, dietary 
changes, lack of exercise, and workplace irritants as influencing factors.8

As explained on pages 4.2-23 through 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR, ozone precursors and particulate 
matter are the air pollutants with the greatest potential to aggravate asthma conditions.  Table 4.2-1 
provides a summary of the number of days that ambient concentrations of ozone and particulate 
matter in Solano County exceeded state and federal air quality standards, which are primarily 
intended to protect human health from unhealthful concentrations of air pollutants.  As shown in the 
table, ambient ozone concentrations exceeded state air quality standards on only four days between 
2004 and 2006 and did not exceed federal standards during that period.  Particulate matter 
concentrations did not exceeded state or federal standards on any days during that time period.  Based 

                                                     
8  The Solano County Department of Health and Social Services document is available online at 

http://www.solanocounty.com/resources/Health&SocialServices/UPDATE/Update-March05.pdf 
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on these figures, this indicates that Solano County is not exposed to excessive levels of air pollutants 
that aggravate asthma conditions and suggests that other non-environmental factors may play a 
greater role in explaining why asthma rates are higher than other counties in California. 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project’s operational emissions of ozone precursors 
and particulate matter would exceed BAAQMD daily thresholds under Year 2008 and Year 2030 
conditions.9  However, because ambient concentrations of these pollutants in Solano County rarely 
exceeds state or federal air quality standards, the proposed project’s emissions would not be 
considered substantial enough to cause ambient concentrations to exceed adopted standards and, 
therefore, create unhealthful local concentrations of such pollutants. 

From a broader perspective, a benefit of the proposed project would be to reduce the distance needed 
for many Suisun City residents to drive to a grocery or general merchandise store.  The nearest 
grocery and general merchandise stores to the east side of Suisun City are on the west side of the 
City, approximately 2 miles away.  By locating a Wal-Mart Supercenter on the east side of the City, 
which would operate 24 hours day, residents would be able to make shorter trips to purchase 
household necessities, which would have a corresponding reduction in vehicular tailpipe emissions of 
ozone precursors and particulate matter.  Moreover, the store would be served by Fairfield-Suisun 
Transit bus service (refer to Master Response 2) and would be within walking distance of many 
nearby residential areas, thereby creating the potential for customers use alternatives modes of 
transportation to the passenger vehicle.  In this sense, the project would contribute to reducing 
emissions of air pollutants that aggravate asthma conditions at the local level relative to what would 
occur without the project.  

For these reasons, the proposed project’s air emissions would not be expected to cause any noticeable 
aggravation of asthma conditions in Solano County. 

Master Response 12 - Stormwater Pollution Control Measures  
Several authors referenced the discussion of project stormwater pollution control measures in Impact 
HYD-3 and questioned the effectiveness of several of the control measures identified in Mitigation 
Measure HYD-3b because of low soil permeability rates and high groundwater levels in the project 
area.  One author questioned that the effectiveness of bioswales in terms of cleaning runoff.  Another 
author recommended that 100 percent capture of all stormwater generated be implemented to avoid 
release of polluted runoff into downstream waterways.  Finally, several authors stated that Wal-Mart 
stores in other places have been cited for water quality violations and, therefore, the proposed project 
would likely discharge polluted runoff into downstream waterways. 

The Impact HYD-3 analysis acknowledges that infiltration technologies may not be appropriate for 
the project site because of low soil permeability and high groundwater levels.  Reflecting this 

                                                     
9  Note that emissions of reactive organic gases and oxides of nitrogen, both of which are ozone precursors, would be within 

BAAQMD thresholds under Year 2030 conditions. 
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condition, Mitigation Measure HYD-3b establishes that permeability testing must be performed to 
verify that the subsurface conditions are suitable for infiltration technologies.  If infiltration is not 
found to be appropriate, the mitigation measure identifies other stormwater management technologies 
that shall be employed to detain and treat project runoff. 

Regarding the effectiveness of bioswales, these treatment devices are not specifically identified in 
Mitigation Measure HYD-3b.  Rather, the mitigation measure acknowledged that infiltration-related 
treatment devices may not be suitable for the project site and requires that permeability testing be 
performed before any infiltration devices are proposed.  Therefore, bioswales would only be 
employed if they were found to be suitable for the project site. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-4 identifies onsite retention or detention, with release of stormwater flows 
at a rate no greater that the pre-development condition as a possible stormwater management 
approaches.  The selection of a stormwater management system will depend on several factors, 
including economic and technical feasibility, which may make 100 percent retention infeasible. 

Finally, regarding the assertion that the proposed project would discharge polluted runoff because 
other Wal-Mart stores have been cited for such violations, this in itself does not demonstrate a causal 
relationship between the presence of a Wal-Mart store and degraded downstream water quality.  
Rather, water quality violations are often the result of unique, site-specific conditions that do not have 
the potential of being replicated at the proposed project.  Moreover, with the implementation of the 
stormwater pollution control measures identified in Mitigation Measures HYD-3a and HYD-3b, 
adequate safeguards would be in place to prevent the release of urban pollutants into downstream 
waterways.  Therefore, water quality violations at other Wal-Mart store locations do not have any 
bearing on the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 

Master Response 13 - Traffic Congestion
Multiple authors asserted that project-generated trips would create congestion on local roadways, 
including SR-12 and Walters Road, and causing delays for local residents, workers, and Travis Air 
Force Base personnel.  In addition, several authors asserted that project-related trips would adversely 
impact roadway safety. 

Project-related impacts on local roadways were evaluated in the Draft EIR in Section 4.11, 
Transportation.  The Draft EIR evaluated 18 intersections in Suisun City and Fairfield, which are 
shown on Exhibit 4.11-1.  Study intersections included SR-12/Marina Boulevard, SR-12/Sunset 
Avenue, SR-12/Emperor Drive, SR-12/Woodlark Drive, SR-12/Walters Road, Walters Road/Petersen 
Road, Walters Road/Montebello Drive, Walters Road/Pintail Drive, Walters Road/Bella Vista Drive, 
Walters Road/Tabor Avenue, and Walters Road/Air Base Parkway.  Intersection operations are the 
best indicator of roadway performance.  As discussed in Impacts TRANS-1 and TRANS-2, the 
proposed project would implement mitigation measures including intersection improvements for its 
intersection operations impacts on Walters Road.  After the implementation of the mitigation, every 
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impacted intersection would operate more efficiently than the “without project” scenario under both 
near-term and long-term conditions. 

Under the “without project” scenarios, a number of intersections are projected to operate at 
unacceptable levels of service (LOS).  After the implementation of the proposed project’s mitigation 
measures, all intersections would operate with less delay, although several intersections on SR-12 and 
Walters Road would still operate at unacceptable LOS.  Refer to Table 4.11-9 and Table 4.11-11 in 
the Draft EIR.  

Therefore, all roadways affected by project-generated trips would operate with less congestion under 
the “with project” scenario than under the “without project” scenario.  As such, the proposed project 
would not create additional delays for local residents, workers, or Travis Air Force Base personnel. 

Moreover, roadway safety would be expected to improve relative to the “without project” condition 
because of fewer delays at intersections, which reduces the potential for accidents associated with 
intersection blockage, rear-end collisions because of traffic jams, or impatient driving. 

Master Response 14 - State Route 12 Safety (Suisun City to Rio Vista)  
Several comment authors expressed concern that project-related trips, particularly from Wal-Mart 
trucks, would contribute to existing safety problems on SR-12 between Suisun City and Rio Vista and 
requested that the Draft EIR evaluate this issue. 

As shown in Exhibit 4.11-7, only 3 percent of project trips are anticipated to use SR-12 east of 
Walters Road.  This translates to 15 additional trips during the weekday morning peak hour (7 a.m. to 
9 a.m.) and 27 trips during the weekday afternoon peak hour (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.).  SR-12 in this 
segment is principally a 2-lane rural highway along rolling terrain.  Roadway shoulder width varies.   

Table 2 summarizes the proposed project trip contribution to SR-12 east of Walters Road during the 
morning and afternoon peak hours.  The 2006 trip count data for SR-12 at Scandia Road10 was 
provided the California Department of Transportation.  As shown in the table, the proposed project 
would increase trip counts on SR-12 at Scandia Road by 1.25 percent in morning peak hour and 2.25 
percent during the afternoon peak hour.  Neither increase represents a significant amount of traffic 
relative to existing trip counts.

According to 2006 traffic volume information, average Annual Daily Traffic for SR-12 between the 
project site and State Route 113 near Rio Vista is 14,000 vehicles with afternoon peak hour volume 
between 1,100 and 1,200 vehicles depending on location along the segment.  At these volumes, LOS 
is E, with average vehicle speeds of 39 mph where roadway shoulders are wide and 36 mph where 

                                                     
10  The SR-12/Scandia Road trip count location is the intersection of Walters Road/SR-12.  The SR-12/Scandia Road 

intersection formerly existed near the western edge of the project site, but was eliminated with the extension of Walters 
Road to SR-12 in the mid-1990s.  Caltrans has not updated its trip count records to reflect the Walters Road location. 
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shoulders are narrow.  With the addition of project traffic, average speeds remain unchanged; 
therefore, no significant impact is identified.   

Therefore, because the proposed project would not significantly increase traffic volumes on SR-12 
between Suisun City and Rio Vista, it would not have the potential to substantially exacerbate 
existing roadway safety or operational deficiencies on this roadway. 

Table 2: Project Trip Contribution to SR-12 East of Walters Road 

Peak
Hour

Project Generated Trips on SR-12 
East of Walters Road 

SR-12/Scandia Road Peak Hour Trip 
Count (2006) 

Percent
Increase 

AM 15 1.25 

PM 27 
1,1001

2.25 

Notes:
1 Trip counts obtained from http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/saferesr/trafdata/2006all/r012-15i.htm. 
Source:  Michael Brandman Associates, 2007. 

Regarding the issue of Wal-Mart trucks exacerbating safety problems on SR-12, there are currently 
numerous existing truck trips on this roadway, most notably associated with the Potrero Hills 
Landfill.  It is anticipated that the Wal-Mart Supercenter would receive six 18-wheeler deliveries a 
day, seven days a week.  These trips are included in the project’s trip distribution discussed above 
including the segment of SR-12 east of the project site.  The truck routing (I-80 to SR-12, I-5 to SR-
12, or Peabody Road to Walters Road) is unknown at the time of this writing and will be dictated by 
Wal-Mart’s operational practices.  However, assuming all truck trips would use SR-12 between 
Suisun City and Rio Vista (albeit unlikely), the addition of 12 trips per day (six inbound, six 
outbound) to this roadway, would not represent a significant increase above existing truck volumes.  
For this reason, Wal-Mart truck deliveries are not anticipated to exacerbate existing safety or 
operational issues on SR-12. 

Master Response 15 - Air Pollution Health Risks  
Several comment authors who live near the project site expressed concern about the health risks of air 
pollutants emitted by the proposed project.  Of particular concern were air pollutants associated with 
diesel truck emissions. 

From a health perspective, the localized air pollutants of most concern are carbon monoxide (CO) and 
toxic air contaminants (TACs).  Localized concentrations of ozone precursors (i.e., reactive organic 
gases and oxides of nitrogen) do not pose a significant health risk near their emission sources because 
they have not yet become ozone.  Ozone is formed from photochemical reactions in the atmosphere 
after ozone precursors have dispersed from localized sources. 

As described in Impact AIR-5, localized CO hot-spot analysis was performed at 10 locations near the 
project site, including a location north of Petersen Road in the vicinity of the authors’ residences.  
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Localized CO concentrations were found to be within State and federal standards for both 1-hour 
concentrations and 8-hour concentrations.  Refer to Draft EIR Table 4.2-7 for the localized CO 
concentrations.

TAC emissions, which include diesel particulate matter (DPM) and emissions from the gas station, 
were evaluated in Impact AIR-6.  This impact is based on a Health Risk Assessment prepared for the 
proposed project.  The Health Risk Assessment used a conservative, “worst-case” estimate of 40 
truck deliveries a day, which is approximately twice as many truck deliveries that are anticipated to 
occur on a daily basis.  The Health Risk Assessment found that the maximum localized cancer risk 
from project-related TAC emissions would be 3 in 1 million, which is less than the 10 in 1 million 
threshold established by the BAAQMD.  While TAC concentrations would be greatest near the 
source (i.e., the project site), they would not exceed BAAQMD thresholds and, therefore, nearby 
sensitive receptors (e.g., residences) would not be exposed to significant hazardous concentrations of 
TACs.  Refer to pages 4.2-30 and 4.2-31 of the Draft EIR and Appendix B for further discussion. 

Master Response 16 - Homeless Encampments  
Several authors stated that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the likelihood of the proposed project 
causing homeless encampments to be established in nearby creeks.  According to the authors, an 
existing homeless encampment in Legewood Creek on the west side of Suisun City was likely to 
relocate because the existing Wal-Mart store on Chadbourne Road is scheduled to close and because 
the Suisun-Gentry project would force them out of the creek.  As such, the authors asserted it would 
be expected that the homeless encampment would relocate to the east side of Suisun City because of 
proximity to the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter.  One author identified McCoy Creek, Wood 
Slough, and Suisun Marsh as likely locations for the relocated encampment and stated that, therefore, 
the Lawler Ranch subdivision would be exposed to large increases in violence, drug use, and property 
crimes, as well as nuisances such as litter and public defecation and urination.  This would result in 
greater expenditures by the City of Suisun City on public safety. 

The authors’ assertion that the proposed project would attract homeless encampments to the project 
area relies upon two critical assumptions: (1) the homeless encampment in Legewood Creek would 
relocate because of either the closure of the Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart store and/or the 
development of the Suisun-Gentry project; and (2) the encampment would relocate to the east side of 
Suisun City because of the proposed project.  Both of these assumptions are highly speculative.   

The assertion that homeless encampments would relocate from Legewood Creek assumes that the 
persons who occupy it choose to do so only because of the proximity to the Chadbourne Road Wal-
Mart store and not because of any other economic, geographical, or social considerations when 
deciding where to reside.  This assumption does not take into account that many homeless individuals 
are physically disabled, afflicted with mental illness, or addicted to drugs or alcohol, and probably do 
not decide where to reside based solely on proximity to a Wal-Mart store. 
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Moreover, the authors’ assumption that both the Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart store would close and 
the Suisun-Gentry project would be developed is not necessarily foreseeable.  While the Chadbourne 
Road store is anticipated to close in the next several years as a result of the approved, but yet unbuilt, 
North Texas Street Wal-Mart Supercenter, the Suisun-Gentry project has yet to be approved by the 
Suisun City Council and, even if approved, it may face litigation or other regulatory approvals that 
may result in the project not being developed.  In any event, Wal-Mart is required to re-tenant the 
Chadbourne Road site once the store closes, and another commercial retailer may end up occupying 
the store.  Such an end user may have the same appeal to homeless persons that the authors ascribe to 
Wal-Mart.  Accordingly, the authors’ assumptions in this regard may be flawed.  

Regardless, even if it were assumed that the Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart store closes, the Suisun-
Gentry project is developed, and the Walters Road Project is approved and developed, it is not 
necessarily a foreseeable consequence that the homeless encampment in Legewood Creek would 
relocate to the east side of Suisun City.  Homeless individuals likely consider a number of factors in 
choosing where to reside.  Moreover, assuming that homeless persons would alter their lifestyle 
behavior in response to the development of a new Wal-Mart store is not necessarily a realistic 
assumption. 

Finally, the lack of existing homeless encampments in the east side of Suisun City (e.g., McCoy 
Creek, Wood Slough, and Suisun Marsh) may suggest that there are compelling reasons why those 
locations are not host to such encampments.  One potential explanation is that nearby residential and 
commercial areas serve as a deterrent to homeless encampments because homeless persons would 
prefer to reside away from areas where they are likely to regularly encounter nearby residents or law 
enforcement.  Another explanation is that these waterways lack suitable areas to establish an 
encampment (e.g., generally dry and unlikely to be inundated by flooding).  A third explanation is 
that Legewood Creek offers closer proximity to Downtown Fairfield, where social service agencies 
are located, as opposed to the east side of Suisun City.  As such, there appear to be several reasons 
why the east side of Suisun City is not an ideal location for a homeless encampment.  

In summary, the authors’ allegations that the proposed project would cause the establishment of 
homeless encampments in the surrounding area and would have resulting impacts on public safety are 
considered speculative and, therefore, are outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. 

Master Response 17 - Overnight Parking  
Several comment authors expressed concern about potential impacts associated with overnight RV 
parking and suggested that it be prohibited. 

Currently, the City of Suisun City does not have an ordinance prohibiting overnight parking in 
commercial parking lots.  Because Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. allows overnight RV parking in its store lots 
and the City of Suisun City does not prohibit such activity, the Draft EIR proposed the various 
measures identified in Mitigation Measure AES-2 to regulate overnight parking so that it does not 
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create adverse visual impacts.  This measure requires that: designated overnight parking areas be 
identified; signage be posted detailing rules including prohibition on consecutive nights of stay, 
camping activities, litter, and parking inoperable vehicles; and the placement of trash receptacles near 
overnight parking areas.

Since the Draft EIR was circulated, however, the applicant has agreed to the following proposed 
condition of approval, which would alleviate all aesthetic impacts form overnight RV parking: 

Overnight parking of recreational vehicles for the purpose of overnight camping is 
not permitted on or within this development.  The developer shall install signs 
throughout the parking area stating “No Overnight Camping Permitted on the 
Premises.  Violators will be cited per Municipal Code Section 8.12.”. 

This condition, if adopted as anticipated, would render Mitigation Measure AES-2 moot.   

Master Response 18 - Pipelines  
Several authors asserted that there are one or more underground pipelines (e.g., fuel, petroleum 
products, natural gas, fiber optic, etc.) traversing the project site and the development of the proposed 
project would expose project employees and customers to hazards if a pipeline rupture were to occur.  
One author stated that the Draft EIR failed to include a safety plan for remediating potential leaks 
from a jet fuel pipeline located within the Petersen Road right-of-way and expressed concern about 
the need to reinforce the roadway to protect the pipeline from heavy trucks. 

There are no pipelines traversing the project site.  The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
contained in Appendix F of the Draft EIR evaluated all potential hazards on the project site and did 
not identify the presence of any pipelines.  In addition, a title search of the project site found no 
recorded easements for pipelines within the project site.   

There is a jet fuel pipeline serving Travis Air Force Base located within the Petersen Road right-of-
way north of the project site (This is supported by the map provided in the Suisun Alliance comment 
letter, although the map incorrectly identifies the location of the project site).  Half-width 
improvements along the project frontage with Petersen Road would not require relocation or any form 
of disturbance to the pipeline.  Regardless, all trenching and grading activities near the pipeline would 
comply with all applicable health and safety regulations, including those related to preparing safety 
plans.  The improved Petersen Road will be designed to accommodate heavy trucks in order to 
provide sufficient protection to the pipeline.  As such, the pipeline would not be susceptible to 
damage from truck movements associated with the proposed project. 

More broadly, utility and fuel pipelines are commonly located within roadway right-of-ways and 
there are established procedures to identify and protect pipelines during construction.  As such, this 
does not constitute the disclosure of a new impact that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR. 
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Master Response 19 - Alternative Route Traffic Impacts  
Several authors asserted that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the likelihood of drivers using 
alternative routes such as Pintail Drive and Lawler Ranch Parkway to avoid congested arterials. 

The mitigated conditions shown for all major arterial (e.g., SR-12, Walters Road) intersections in 
Draft EIR Tables 4.11-9 and 4.11-11 are better than the “without project” conditions shown in Tables 
4.11-8 and 4.11-10.  Therefore, with the implementation of project-related mitigation, major arterials 
would operate at better levels of service and fewer drivers would be expected to use alternative routes 
as shortcuts relative to the “without project” condition. 

In addition, the Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts on intersections located on Pintail 
Drive and Lawler Ranch Parkway.  As identified in Draft EIR Tables 4.11-9 and 4.11-11, after 
mitigation, all intersections on Pintail Drive and Lawler Ranch Parkway operate at better levels of 
service than under the “without project” scenario. 

Master Response 20 - Suisun Marsh  
Several comment authors either inquired about project impacts on Suisun Marsh or asserted that the 
proposed project would have significant adverse impacts on the water body. 

As shown in Exhibit 3-2, Suisun Marsh is located more than 2,000 feet south of the project site, with 
the Lawler Ranch subdivision located between the project site and the marsh.  In addition, the project 
site is not located within the boundaries of the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan.  As such, the 
development of the proposed project is not anticipated to directly affect the marsh by modifying or 
destroying habitat.  The proposed project would implement four mitigation measures associated with 
water quality and drainage (Mitigation Measures HYD-2a, HYD-2b, HYD-3a, and HYD-3b) to 
prevent the release of pollutants into downstream waterways that ultimately empty into Suisun Marsh.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not have any indirect impacts on the marsh through the release 
of water pollutants.  For these reasons, the proposed project is not anticipated to have any adverse 
impacts on Suisun Marsh. 

Master Response 21 - Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study/Retail Market Impact 
Analysis Consistency 
Several authors noted that the Final Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study evaluated intersections in 
City of Fairfield and stated that this contradicted the Final Retail Market Impact Analysis 
assumptions that the Trade Area would be limited to the Suisun City Sphere of Influence.  In 
particular, several comment authors referenced Exhibit 4.11-7, which shows trip distribution, and 
they noted that it indicates that 30 percent of project trips would originate from the Travis Air Force 
Base area of Fairfield. 

The Final Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study and the Final Retail Market Impact Analysis were 
prepared independently of each other and are intended to provide conservative, “worst-case” 
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evaluations of project-related impacts on traffic and urban decay, respectively.  The Final Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking Study assumed that most project trips would originate within Suisun City, 
but did allow that 30 percent of project trips would originate from the Travis Air Force Base portion 
of Fairfield.  By assuming that trips originate from such a broad area, a conservative estimate of trip 
lengths and, subsequently, impacts on intersection operations result (i.e., longer trip lengths results in 
more intersections being affected by project-generated trips).  Accordingly, the amount of project-
related mitigation also corresponds to the broad scope of the traffic study.  

The Final Retail Market Impact Analysis assumed that the project would primarily serve customers 
living in the Suisun City Sphere of Influence (i.e., the Trade Area), although the analysis did account 
for the cumulative effects on Fairfield (refer to Master Response 4 for further discussion).  By 
limiting the Trade Area to the Suisun City Sphere of Influence, this resulted in a “worst-case” 
evaluation of impacts on competing retailers in this area (e.g., Heritage Park and Sunset Center).  In 
contrast, had the Trade Area been expanded to include all or parts of Fairfield, the diversion of sales 
from Suisun City retailers would have been substantially lower than disclosed in the Final Retail 
Market Impact Analysis. 

For these reasons, attempting to compare the scope of the two technical analyses would be an 
“apples-to-oranges” comparison because the underlying methodologies have little relationship to each 
other.

Master Response 22 - Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart Expansion Alternative 
Several authors either inquired about or expressed support for the possibility of expanding the 
existing Wal-Mart store on Chadbourne Road in Fairfield as an alternative to the proposed project. 

There are several reasons why the Draft EIR did not consider expanding the Chadbourne Road Wal-
Mart Store as an alternative to the proposed project.  First, the store is scheduled to close with the 
opening of the approved, but not yet built, North Texas Street Wal-Mart Supercenter in Fairfield.  
Because Wal-Mart has an approved entitlement to develop the North Texas Street Wal-Mart 
Supercenter, there is a fairly high certainty that the Chadbourne Road store will close.  Moreover, 
even if the store were not scheduled to close, it would not represent a viable alternative because the 
store is located in the City of Fairfield and, therefore, outside of the jurisdiction of the City of Suisun 
City.  Accordingly, even if such an alternative were determined to be better than the proposed project, 
the City of Suisun City would have not authority to implement it.  Finally, expanding the Chadbourne 
Road Wal-Mart store would not meet most of the basic the objectives of the proposed project, listed 
in Section 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR.  For these reasons, expanding the Chadbourne 
Road Wal-Mart Store is not considered a feasible alternative to the proposed project. 

2.2.3 - Comment Letters and Individual Responses 
The comment letters reproduced in the following pages follow the same organization as used in the 
List of Commentors. 
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2.2.4 - Federal Agencies 
Travis Air Force Base (TAFB) 
Response to TAFB-1 
In response to query made by the City of Suisun City, a Travis Air Force Base representative 
indicated that the agency did not have any comments on the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
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2.2.5 - State Agencies 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
Response to CDFG-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the comment letter.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to CDFG-2 
The author provided recommendations for the pre-construction nesting bird surveys required by 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2a.  Those recommendations have been incorporated into the mitigation 
measure and the changes are noted in the Errata.  The changes do not constitute a substantial 
alteration and do not change any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to CDFG-3 
The author advised that Swainson’s hawk is a state threatened species that forages in open fields and 
pastures and stated that the conversion of these lands to urban uses and cultivated crops has reduced 
suitable foraging area for this species.  The author listed standard mitigation measures for mitigating 
the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. 

The text of Mitigation Measure BIO-2b was intended to cover the loss of foraging habitat for all 
raptor species with the potential to occur onsite, including the Swainson’s hawk.  However, the text of 
the mitigation measure has been modified to specifically reference the mitigation identified by the 
author for this species, and the changes are noted in the Errata.  The changes do not constitute a 
substantial alteration and do not change any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to CDFG-4 
The author advised of CDFG requirements for impacts on the burrowing owl. 

The text of Mitigation Measure BIO-2b was intended to cover impacts on all raptor species with the 
potential to occur onsite, including the burrowing owl.  However, the text of the mitigation measure 
has been modified to specifically reference the Burrowing Owl Consortium Guidelines protocols 
identified by the author for this species, and the changes are noted in the Errata.  The changes do not 
constitute a substantial alteration and do not change any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Department of Transportation (DOT) 
Response to DOT-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the comment letter.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to DOT-2 
The author stated that there are no known archaeological sites within the Caltrans right-of-way in the 
project area and provided standard language indicated that any ground-disturbing activities within 
Caltrans right-of-way must comply with applicable cultural resources regulations. 

Mitigation Measures CUL-1, CUL-3, and CUL-4 address potential impacts on cultural resources from 
ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed project.  These mitigation measures 
encompass all project-related, ground-disturbing activities, including those that occur within Caltrans 
right-of-way.  

Response to DOT-3 
The author stated that the lead agency should dedicate frontage land for future highway 
improvements. 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, thus the comment need not be 
addressed at length in this document.  The City of Suisun City will consider such dedications during 
the project approval process. 

Response to DOT-4 
The author stated that traffic forecast volumes used for the long-term intersection operations analysis 
should use the latest counts, not 2000 traffic volumes. 

Turning movement counts on SR-12 were collected in 2006.  For the cumulative analysis, the 
incremental increase in volume per year between the base year (2000) and the future year (2025) in 
the 2005 Solano Napa Travel Demand Model was added to the existing 2006 counts to determine the 
2025 traffic volumes at all intersections, including those along SR-12.  As such, the long-term 
intersection operations analysis used the most recent traffic volumes available.   

Response to DOT-5 
The author asserted that the geometric configuration for southbound Walters Road at SR-12 should be 
reanalyzed, such as the southbound right-turn lane on SR-12. 

The geometric configuration was reviewed, with special attention to the southbound right-turn 
movement, and determined to be adequate and safe, particularly with the recommended addition of 
protected north/south signal phasing.  During design of the intersection modifications, geometric lane 
alignments and other design parameters will be checked to verify acceptable operation. 
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Response to DOT-6 
The author stated that an acceleration lane on westbound SR-12 beginning at the Walters Road 
intersection should be considered. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures TRANS-1g and TRANS-2e, the SR-12/Walters 
Road intersection would be expected to operate at acceptable levels of service.  The mitigation 
includes adding a second southbound right turn lane and changing the signal phasing to increase 
capacity and improve safety.  Because southbound right turn traffic can turn with the traffic signal, 
they are not required to compete with other SR-12 traffic that will be stopped; therefore, the 
acceleration lane is not justified. 

Response to DOT-7 
The author stated that all traffic-related mitigation measures shall be completed prior to project 
opening. 

Refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to DOT-8 
The author noted that Page 4.11-22 of the Draft EIR stated that the 2000 Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD) was used and requested that the latest version of the document be used. 

The referenced to the 2000 MUTCD was in error, as the Final Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study 
used the California MUTCD.  This error has been corrected and the change is noted in the Errata.
This change is not considered substantial and does not change any conclusions presented in the Draft 
EIR.

Response to DOT-9 
The author inquired about the location of the Fairfield-Suisun Transit bus stop identified in Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-8 and about the location of the entrance and exit points for the proposed project. 

Refer to Master Response 2. 

As shown in Exhibit 3-4, the proposed project will have three access points on Walters Road and two 
points on Petersen Road. 

Response to DOT-10 
The author stated that additional right and left turn lanes should be incorporated into the project 
design to allow for truck movements as indicated in Section 407 of the Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual.

During development of the site plan, the applicant’s civil engineer (Robert A. Karn and Associates) 
verified the adequacy of turning movements for trucks expected to serve the proposed project.  Final 



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-69
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

design of project access points, as well as other intersection improvements, will follow the 
recommendations for left and right turns contained in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual. 

Response to DOT-11 
The author stated that the existing eastbound right turn lane at the intersection of SR-12 /Sunset 
Avenue/Grizzly Island Road should be maintained rather than being re-striped to a shared through-
right lane as identified in Mitigation Measures TRANS-1b and TRANS-2a. 

The existing right-turn volume at the intersection of SR-12/Sunset Avenue/Grizzly Island Road 
ranges from 35 vehicles during the weekday morning peak hour to 110 vehicles during the weekday 
afternoon peak hour.  In the future, the volume ranges from 52 vehicles during the weekday morning 
peak hour to 135 vehicles during the weekday afternoon peak hour.  Given the low volume expected 
to make the eastbound right turn onto Grizzly Island Road, the exclusive eastbound right turn lane is 
recommended to be modified to become a through-shared-right lane to improve overall intersection 
capacity without adverse impacts on eastbound right turn traffic.  Tables 4.11-9 and 4.11-11 in the 
Draft EIR summarize the improvement in level of service at the intersection with the proposed 
mitigation.

Response to DOT-12 
The author inquired if there is any mitigation proposed for the SR-12/Village Drive intersection. 

The City of Suisun City and Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. determined that very little project 
traffic would be anticipated to use the right-in/right-out access on Village Drive and SR-12.
Therefore, the intersection of SR-12/Village Drive was not a project study intersection and no 
mitigation measures were identified. 

Response to DOT-13 
The author referenced Mitigation Measure TRANS-1d and inquired where the drop lane would be 
located and if there is sufficient right-of-way to accommodate the lane. 

The auxiliary lane would begin on the west side of the SR-12/Woodlark Drive intersection and end 
just east of the SR-12/Emperor Road intersection, where it will become an eastbound right turn lane.  
Based on aerial photography of the corridor, it appears there is sufficient room within the existing 
right of way for the auxiliary lane. 

Response to DOT-14 
The author referenced Mitigation Measures TRANS-2e and TRANS-3c and inquired if there is 
sufficient right-of-way to accommodate the addition of a northbound left turn lane and northbound 
through lane at the SR-12/Lawler Ranch Parkway/Walters Road intersection. 
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Based on aerial photography of the south leg of the SR-12/Walters Road/Lawler Ranch Parkway 
intersection, it appears there is sufficient room within the existing right-of-way for the additional 
northbound left turn lane if the median is removed. 

According to Suisun City staff, the right-of-way on the east side of Walters Road is just east of the 
sidewalk edge.  There is not enough existing right-of-way on the east side of Walters Road for an 
additional northbound through lane unless right-of-way is acquired. 

Response to DOT-15 
The author referenced Table 4.11-13 and questioned why the number of 95th percentile queue exceeds 
available storage capacity under the column “With Project, Mitigated.” 

There was a typo in Table 4.11-13.  The westbound left 95th percentile mitigated queue with the 
project at the intersection of SR-12/Marina Boulevard should read 396 feet with a storage capacity of 
425 feet.  This error has been corrected and the change is noted in the Errata.  This change is not 
considered substantial and does not alter any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to DOT-16 
The author provided some standard language regarding encroachment permits. 

The proposed project will obtain all necessary encroachment permits and authorization from Caltrans 
prior to any activities within the SR-12 right-of-way. 
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Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (OPR) 
Response to OPR-1 
The comment letter is the standard form letter issued by the Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit confirming that the Draft EIR was distributed to various state 
agencies and that the City of Suisun City has complied with statutory noticing obligations.  No further 
response is necessary. 
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Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 
Response to PUC-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the comment letter.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to PUC-2 
The author expressed concern that the proposed project would add additional trip volumes to the at-
grade crossings of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks at Tabor Avenue and Sunset Avenue and advised 
that safety improvements should be considered during approval process. 

As shown in Exhibit 4.11-7, 4 percent of the project trips are anticipated to use Tabor Avenue west of 
Walters Road, and 2 percent of project trips are anticipated to Sunset Avenue north of Pintail Drive.  
Note that not all trips on these roadways would cross the railroad tracks and, furthermore, it would be 
anticipated that most project-related trips would not result in crossings of the railroad tracks because 
the vast majority of customers who would patronize the proposed project are expected to be Suisun 
City residents.  Nonetheless, if it were conservatively assumed that all of the trips did cross the tracks, 
the proposed project would add 21 trips to the Tabor Avenue crossing and 11 trips to the Sunset 
Avenue crossing during the weekday morning peak hour, and 35 trips to the Tabor Avenue crossing 
and 18 trips to the Sunset Avenue crossing during the weekday afternoon peak hour.  The addition of 
these project-related trip volumes to these grade crossings would not represent substantial increases 
over existing trip volumes.  Furthermore, as shown in Tables 4.11-9 and 4.11-11, the nearest 
intersections to the grade crossings (Sunset Avenue/Pintail Drive and E. Tabor Avenue/Walters Road) 
would operate at acceptable levels of service and, therefore, would not create congestion and lengthy 
back-ups on those roadways that could potentially result in cars stopping on the railroad tracks.  
Therefore, requiring the proposed project to install safety improvements at these crossings would not 
be appropriate.  This is supported by CEQA Guidelines, Section 14041, which establishes 
constitutional principles requiring nexus and rough proportionality for mitigation under CEQA. 
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
Response to RWQCB-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the comment letter.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to RWQCB-2 
The author noted that State and RWQCB policy require avoidance of wetlands habitat to the 
maximum extent feasible and asserted that the project would be inconsistent with this policy because 
the proposed project would fill in all jurisdictional features onsite.  The author stated that the burden 
is on the project applicant to demonstrate that non-damaging alternatives are not available.  The 
author noted that the Elsie Gridley Mitigation Bank and the North Suisun Mitigation Bank are 
operating in Solano County, but stated that they may not be able to accommodate a mitigation habitat 
demand for riparian credits. 

As an initial matter, the RWQCB’s requirement to demonstrate avoidance is mandated by rules and 
regulations independent of CEQA.  The project applicant will be required to demonstrate compliance 
with State and RWQCB mandatory rules and regulations at the time that it applies for permits from 
that agency for the project.  The Draft EIR focused on the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project, including impacts to wetlands, and means of mitigating those impacts as mandated by CEQA.  
The comment by RWQCB does not allege any inadequacies of the CEQA document in this respect.   

In any event, the following is a description of some of the site constraints that would likely render 
unavailable non-damaging alternatives to fill of wetland features.  As shown in Exhibit 3-2, the 
project site is a semi-triangular site bounded by three roadways (including SR-12 and Walters Road) 
and existing urban development to the west, north, and south.  A drainage feature, which enters the 
site from a culvert under Petersen Road and leaves the site via a culvert under SR-12, bisects the site.  
As discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the project site is regularly disked and contains 
biological habitat of marginal quality.  The City of Suisun City General Plan has designated the 
project site for commercial development since the 1980s. 

Given the physical constraints of the project site, it would be economically and technically infeasible 
to design a commercial retail project that avoids the drainage and seasonal wetlands on the project.  
Moreover, given the marginal biological quality of the project site and the fact that the drainage is 
located in a culvert at either end of the site, avoidance of the jurisdictional features would not have 
much value from a biological or hydrological perspective.  Therefore, avoidance is not considered a 
feasible approach.  The proposed project would mitigate its impacts to jurisdictional features through 
offsite mitigation as indicated in the Draft EIR, particularly Mitigation Measures BIO-3 and BIO-4. 

The author suggests several means by which the project may be redesigned to avoid wetlands, 
including footprint minimization through use of multi-storied structures as well as a roof-top 
restaurant and garden.  While a garden has been considered for the roof-top as a means of means of 
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addressing hydrological impacts (see Mitigation Measure HYD-3b), the other suggestions offered by 
the author are not feasible.  A multi-storied structure for instance would likely violate the safety 
limitations on building heights contained in the Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility Plan.  
In any event, it is unclear how this alternative would substantially reduce the footprint of the project.  
Note that two alternatives with reduced footprints were evaluated in Section 5 of the Draft EIR.  It is 
unclear how the proposed alternative differs in any meaningful way from the alternatives analyzed.  
Moreover, such an alternative, involving a multi-storied structure and rooftop garden, would likely 
not meet most of the project objectives.  (See, for example, the alternatives initially evaluated but 
rejected from detailed consideration in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR.) 

Regarding the author’s statement that the Elsie Gridley Mitigation Bank and the North Suisun 
Mitigation Bank may not have riparian mitigation credits, the proposed project is not anticipated to 
need such credits, as the project will not impact any riparian habitat.  For the purposes of disclosure, it 
should be noted that the Draft EIR erroneously characterized the ditch as containing “riparian habitat” 
in Impact BIO-3.  Biological evaluations of the ditch indicate that its vegetation is of low quality and 
does not meet criteria for “riparian habitat.”  Accordingly, the text of Impact BIO-3 has been 
corrected to eliminate references to impacts to riparian habitat, and this change is noted in the Errata.  
In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 has been eliminated because Mitigation Measure BIO-4 
addresses provides equivalent mitigation.  

It should be noted that all Draft EIR mitigation measures involving offsite mitigation included a 
provision requiring credits to be purchased at an “agency-approved mitigation bank.”  This statement 
recognized that the availability of credits at local mitigation banks may vary at the time credits are 
sought and that regulatory agencies may require that credits be purchased at other mitigation banks in 
the region. 

Response to RWQCB-3 
The author referenced the State Water Resources Control Board’s Low Impact Development policy 
approach to drainage and stormwater management, which includes measures such as maintaining and 
preserving natural waterways, minimization of stormwater runoff, and water conservation, and the 
author stated that the proposed project does not appear to incorporate such features. 

Preservation of the drainage bisecting the project site was not feasible for the reasons described in 
Response to RWQCB-2.  However, the proposed project does incorporate stormwater quality 
management requirements into Mitigation Measures HYD-3B and HYD-4 that would minimize the 
generation of non-point source pollutants and post-project runoff volumes and be consistent with the 
Low Impact Development approach.  As such, the proposed project does incorporate Low Impact 
Development features into its drainage and stormwater management plans. 
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Response to RWQCB-4 
The author noted that the Draft EIR identified potential impacts on special status species and stated 
that RWQCB would defer to CDFG and USFWS recommendations on these matters.  No further 
response is necessary. 

Response to RWQCB-5 
The author stated that the proposed post-construction treatment controls are not consistent with 
RWQCB recommendations established in Provision C.3 and stated that oil/grease separators and 
compost berms are not acceptable or improperly listed.  The author recommended that overflow 
parking/reserve landscaping, permeable pavements, curb cuts, and rock-lined area along landscaped 
areas be incorporated into the proposed project’s parking lot design. 

At RWQCB’s request, Mitigation Measure HYD-3b has been revised to include the author’s 
recommended changes.  The changes include deleting oil/grease separators and compost berms and 
adding curb cuts and rock-lined area along landscaped areas.  Permeable pavement was already 
included in Mitigation Measure HYD-3b.  Because of City parking requirements and site constraints, 
overflow parking/reserve landscaped areas are not feasible.  These changes are noted in the Errata and 
do not change the significance of any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to RWQCB-6 
The author asserted that because the proposed project is located within a watershed that is almost 
entirely developed, it would significantly increase surface runoff and impact water quality 
downstream, and possibly exceed the capacity of existing outfall in Hill Slough.  The author stated 
that this would result in a significant cumulative impact. 

Downstream drainage is addressed in Master Response 3. 

Mitigation Measures HYD-2a and HYD-2b require the implementation of construction-related water 
quality control measures and Mitigation Measures HYD-3a and HYD-3b require the implementation 
of operational water quality control measures.  These mitigation measures would implement effective 
stormwater quality control measures that would prevent the release of pollutants into downstream 
waterways.  Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant cumulative contribution to 
downstream water quality. 

Response to RWQCB-7 
The author stated that the proposed project will be required to obtain coverage under the NPDES 
Stormwater Permit issued to the State Water Resources Control Board for construction water quality 
and noted standard requirements that must be implemented to obtain coverage. 

Mitigation Measures HYD-2a and HYD-2b require the project applicant to prepare a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan and Grading Plan identifying stormwater treatment measures to control 
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water pollution during construction.  Both mitigation measures are intended to achieve compliance 
with the construction water quality standards the author referenced. 

Response to RWQCB-8 
The author noted that certain classifications of commercial and industrial facilities are required to 
obtain coverage under the NPDES Stormwater Permit issued to the State Water Resources Control 
Board for stormwater discharges associated with industrial activities. 

The proposed project consists of a commercial retail project and does not contain any components 
that are regulated by the NPDES Stormwater Permit associated with industrial activities.  Therefore, 
the proposed project would not be required to obtain coverage under this permit. 

Response to RWQCB-9 
The author provided some closing remarks and noted the location of various documents referenced in 
his letter.  No further response is necessary. 
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4.10 - Public Utilities and Services (Including Water Quality and Supply)

1. The Draft EIR acknowledges that Suisun City needs to expand their water treatment 
capacity in order to fulfill projected water demand at build out.  While a tentative 
strategy to improve the existing Cement Hill Water Treatment Plant and to 
redevelop the formerly abandoned Gregory Hill Treatment Plant, is being 
developed, no environmental analysis has been done on either plant expansion 
project and funding sources for these major upgrades are still uncertain.  We are 
concerned that individual projects proceed incrementally in advance of studies and 
financing strategies needed to support planned upgrades.  At this stage, without 
environmental clearances and funding in place for either water treatment plant 
upgrade, it seems premature to entitle projects, which will collectively rely on plant 
upgrades/expansions.  The EIR must consider alternatives and include a 
contingency plan should either expansion project become problematic. 

a. Environmental work hasn't been done for either proposed water plant 
expansion.  What happens if either project encounters issues through CEQA? 

b. The resurrection of the Gregory Hill plant, which was previously 
decommissioned, could be challenging from both engineering and a political 
standpoint since the plant abuts long-established Fairfield residential 
neighborhoods.  The EIR should consider environmental impacts on these 
neighborhoods from construction and operations. 

c. The proposed plant expansions are expensive and the Gregory Hill plant would 
require extensive offsite pipeline work that would impact Fairfield streets 
(Waterman Blvd. and Capitola Way). 

d. It sounds like Suisun has embarked on a rate study to explore how they might 
fund the needed water treatment plant upgrades, but it's not clear if they will 
have the necessary resources in place to build the required improvements.  If 
not, can the water service impacts be mitigated? 

2. The conclusion that there will be no increased demand for fire service may be 
questionable.  Will the City meet the five minute response time?  The Draft EIR 
notes that the project will necessitate a new ladder truck.  The project is to pay for a 
“fair share” of a new ladder truck, but if there is no other significant development 
requiring a ladder truck, will Suisun be relying on the City of Fairfield to serve the 
Wal-Mart? 

4.11 - Transportation 

General comments address what appear to be errors in the Traffic Analysis while the 
Specific comments address specific sections in the DEIR.  It should be noted that a  
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reevaluation of the traffic impacts may change some of the recommendations and 
mitigations in the DEIR. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. The traffic study done by Kimley Horn was scoped with City of Suisun and 
Caltrans.  While several (12) Suisun City intersections and four Caltrans 
intersections were studied, only two Fairfield intersections were studied.  It is not 
clear how the Study Intersections were chosen.  While two of the intersections are 
located in Fairfield, it seems that other intersections may be impacted based on the 
location of residential developments, or other commercial centers.  In order to 
ensure that the Study Intersections are appropriate, we suggest a clear discussion of 
why certain intersections were chosen for analysis and not others, as well as 
analysis of other impacted City of Fairfield intersections, including intersections 
along East Tabor Avenue, Air Base Parkway, and Peabody Road.  (Table 4.11-12) 

2. The DEIR appears to have distributed incorrectly the trips from Approved Projects, 
thus impacting the traffic analysis, particularly the Air Base Parkway/Walters Road 
intersection.  In Exhibit 4.11-6 Approved Project Trips Volumes – the number of 
trips associated with approved projects at the intersection of Air Base 
Parkway/Walters Road appears to be significantly high.  The study shows 1,995 
approved project trips in the AM Peak Hour and 2,625 approved trips in the PM 
Peak Hour using this intersection.  It would appear that all of the approved projects’ 
trips are using this intersection to generate these high numbers, not a percentage of 
the approved project trips.  The following are the projects that would generate 
traffic at this intersection and the approximate distribution percentages. 

a. Goldridge Homes – Total 1,458 dwellings, with approximately 800 already 
built/occupied.  These homes use Cement Hill Road and Air Base Parkway to 
access I-80, not just Air Base Parkway, so there would be a reduction in thru 
approved traffic at the intersection of Air Base Parkway/Walters Road.  
Approximately 10% of the traffic would use Walters Road to access SR 12. 

b. Villages at Fairfield – Total 1,782 dwellings, none of which are built.  All units, 
except Unit 3, access the street system on Clay Bank Road and any traffic 
to/from I-80 would not use the intersection of Air Base Parkway/Walters Road.  
Approximately 5% of these trips would use the intersection of Air Base 
Parkway/Walters Road to access SR 12.  Unit 3 (899 DU’s) is located 
approximately half way between Clay Bank Road and Peabody Road on 
Cement Hill Road.  10% of this project generated traffic to/from I-80 would use 
Air Base Parkway/Walters Road and 10% would use Walters Road to access SR 
12. 
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c. Madison Apartments (Townhomes) – Total 221 DU’s none of which were built 
at the time of the study.  Same distribution as Goldridge Homes. 

d. St. Gobain Glass Warehouse – This is a 1,100,000 sq.ft. highly automated 
warehouse with less than 100 employees.  Trip generation should reflect this 
employee count.  30% of the employees at this facility are projected to reside in 
Northeast Fairfield/Vacaville and would not use the intersection of Air Base 
Parkway/Walters Road. 

3. The traffic study identifies near-term, long term (cumulative) and queuing impacts 
at Air Base Parkway and Walters Road (a City of Fairfield intersection) requiring a 
variety of incremental intersection and traffic signal modifications – some minor 
and some major.  Cost sharing for the major impacts is based on “Caltrans Method” 
and assigns only 4% of the liability to the project developer, presumably leaving the 
other 96% of the cost up to City of Fairfield.  Cost sharing strategies should be 
mutually agreed upon by City of Suisun and City of Fairfield. 

Suisun City developments need to mitigate their impacts on City of Fairfield 
intersections.  Fairfield’s capital improvement program shouldn’t become the de-
facto resource for mitigating impacts on Fairfield intersections created by Suisun 
City developments.  The mitigation measures that require funding do not ensure 
that the improvements necessary to accommodate the proposed project will be 
completed prior to occupancy of the project.  Without an enforceable commitment 
that the improvements will be completed prior to or at the same time as the project 
impacts would occur, there is no assurance as to when or if the impacts will be 
mitigated.  Further, all feasible mitigation must be adopted before an impact can be 
treated as significant and overridden by a statement of overriding considerations.  
Requiring the improvements rather than requiring only payment is feasible 
mitigation that must be adopted before the impacts can be overridden. 

4. The mitigation measures requiring funding or partial funding should provide an 
estimate of the approximate cost of the improvement or cost that would be the 
responsibility of the project. 

5. The DEIR states on Page 4.11-35 that “most customers and employees of the 
proposed project are expected to travel from locations within Suisun City.”  
However, Exhibit 4.11-7, Project Trip Distribution, shows 30% of the project trips 
on Air Base Parkway east of Walters Road and 4% on Tabor Avenue west of 
Walters Road, indicating over one third of the Project trips are beyond Suisun City.  
As such, the study intersections must be expanded to account for the large volume 
of trips on Air Base Parkway.  As was stated earlier, the Study Area should be 
expanded to Travis Air Force Base and North on Peabody Road, until the trip 
distribution drops below 10% of total trips to/from the Project (the highest  
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percentage, after Air Base Parkway, is now the Lawler Ranch Area with 10% of the 
trips). 

6. State which STA model was used for the Traffic Analysis (Page 4.11-21). 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

1. Page 4.11-1.  State Route 12 should be identified as a two-lane, undivided highway 
east of the project location. 

2. Page 4.11-6.  The signal at SR12/Walters Road is under Caltrans jurisdiction. 

3. Page 4.11-34.  The assumptions for internal capture rate and pass-by trip rate for 
the high-turnover (sit-down) restaurant seem unrealistically high.  Further 
justification of these assumptions should be provided. 

4. Page 4.11-49.  The position that fees will be collected and improvements may, or 
may not, be made prior to project opening is not acceptable.  Suisun City can 
require the developer to fully fund improvements as a condition of approval and 
does so for most improvements within Suisun City (see Mitigations MM Trans 1a, 
1b, 1c, 1d, 1e, 1g, 2a, 2b, 2d, 2e, and 3b).  The developer should fully fund other 
improvements if the Project has a significant impact or the development should be 
reduced such that the impact is not significant.  Consistent with Suisun City 
General Plan Policy 16 in Chapter II, Suisun City should require the developer to 
construct improvements if needed for opening day traffic mitigation. 

5. Page 4.11-51, MM Trans-1e.  The proposed mitigation at Air Base Parkway and 
Walters Road to convert the northbound through lane to a through-right will not 
operate effectively due to the presence of an island between the through lane and 
the existing free right.  This mitigation must be reevaluated. 

6. Page 4.11-52.  Mitigation measure TRANS-1h requires the City of Suisun City to 
establish a CIP program to assess development project for fair-share costs.  
However, it is unclear how creation of a funding program relates to the mitigation 
measures requiring payment of funds.  The relationship should be fully explained 
along with how the funding program may impact the timing of the needed 
improvements called for by the mitigation measures.  Neither Caltrans nor the City 
of Fairfield can be bound by the mitigation measure to enter into the agreements 
noted in the measure.  There is no additional information regarding the envisioned 
terms of said agreements, the process whereby the two cities and Caltrans would 
negotiate said agreement or alternate measures in the event that agreements cannot 
be reached. 

7. Page 4.11-53.  Explain how “link volumes” were determined. 
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8. Page 4.11-67-68, MM Trans-3b.  The “optimization of signal timing” for the 
westbound left movement may create the need for other improvements to the 
intersection to ensure an acceptable level of service.  The developer should fully 
fund all necessary improvements. 

9. There appears to be an error at 4.11-67.  The Draft EIR states that “Prior to issuance 
of building permits, the applicant shall provide the City of Fairfield with 
improvements for queuing improvements to the intersection of Air Base Parkway 
and Walters Road.”  It appears that the “funds” should be substituted for the first 
instance of “improvements”. 

10. Page 4.11-72, MM TRANS-8.  Fairfield-Suisun Transit does not provide bus stops 
within the project, and public transit should be fully addressed as part of the 
planning for this major activity center.  Any new bus stop must be located on 
Walters Road.  Due to the volume of traffic on Walters Road, the project should 
install a bus turn-out on southbound Walters Road along the frontage of the project.  
In the northbound direction, a bus turn-out should be installed on Walters Road 
near Petersen Road to facilitate pedestrian traffic from the bus stop to the project. 

11. The EIR states that most of the schools in the project study area were not in session 
when the traffic counts were taken in July 2006.  Therefore, the “traffic counts were 
manually adjusted upward to include the expected effects of school traffic.”  Instead 
of manually adjusting the counts, the better course of action to ensure that an 
adequate baseline condition is established is to take new counts while the schools 
are in session.  In particular, the AM Peak Hour delay at SR12/Marina Boulevard is 
significantly affected by the pedestrian signal to cross SR12 for access to the 
Middle School.  Since the traffic volumes are from July 2006, the adjustment for 
school traffic volumes does not reflect the impact of this pedestrian movement on 
the traffic delay at SR12/Marina Boulevard.  This intersection should be 
reevaluated to include the pedestrian-generated delay.  The City requests that these 
additional counts be taken to better reflect the actual conditions, including the 
pedestrian movements.  At a minimum, however, a full explanation of the factors 
and assumptions used to “manually adjust” the traffic, must be provided.  As 
presented in the Draft EIR, neither the public nor the City of Fairfield can assess the 
reasonableness of the manual adjustments. 

4.12 - Urban Decay (Economics) 

1. The EIR states (page 2.2) that the Wal-Mart project will significantly expand the 
retail offerings in the community.  Given that Fairfield already has a Wal-Mart, and 
Fairfield and Suisun City have multiple car washes, chain restaurants, and grocery 
stores, please explain how this project significantly expands the commercial retail 
offerings in the Fairfield/Suisun marketplace. 
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2. We are also unclear as to how the proposed Wal-Mart will serve new residential 
development rather than serving primarily existing neighborhoods and residents.  
Petersen Ranch is the only large new Suisun City residential subdivision in the 
immediate vicinity.  This project will instead draw customers from the City of 
Fairfield and City of Suisun from existing retail centers. 

3. The definition of “Trade Area” is problematic for several reasons. 

a. First, a significant portion of the “trade area” is currently grazing land that is 
unlikely to be converted to urban areas between now and 2015.  Therefore, that 
area would neither suffer from the indirect physical effects of Wal-Mart 
operations nor generate patrons in the Trade Area. 

b. The Trade Area specifically excludes the City of Fairfield.  The EIR’s own 
traffic study finds that a significant portion of the traffic generated by the 
project will originate in Fairfield or will impact Fairfield. 

c. This is problematic because the proposed Supercenter will clearly be closer to 
portions of Fairfield than other commercial outlets, and thus will certainly have 
impacts in the City of Fairfield.  The Trade Area analysis does not account for 
Fairfield residents who would prefer to shop at the proposed Suisun City Wal-
Mart Supercenter over the proposed North Texas Street Wal-Mart in Fairfield.  
Given the accessibility of State Route 12 and the proximity of the proposed 
Wal-Mart Supercenter to Highway 12, it is likely that some Fairfield residents 
in Cordelia and central Fairfield will prefer to shop at the proposed Suisun City 
Wal-Mart Supercenter.  The analysis should fully address the impacts on 
existing Cordelia and central Fairfield retailers. 

d. In order to fully disclose the potential impacts, the trade area must be expanded 
to include all, or at least a significant portion, of Fairfield.  The study 
acknowledges that patrons will be drawn from Fairfield, but does not provide 
sufficient analysis or data for the public or decision makers to assess the 
magnitude of that impact or the potential that urban decay could result. 

e. Pages 4.12-4 to 7, tables 4.12-1, 4.12-2, 4.12-3 and 4.12-4.  As noted above, it 
is Fairfield’s opinion that the trade area must include all or a significant portion 
of Fairfield, thus the inclusion of Fairfield in these tables seems appropriate.  
However, with the inappropriately smaller trade area used in the Draft EIR, it is 
unclear why Fairfield’s growth rates are included whereas Suisun City’s are not.  
The trade area is somewhat larger than Suisun City’s boundaries, thus the 
breakdown for Suisun City also should be provided. 

4. The Draft EIR states that “Rite-Aid is the only significant competitor in the general 
merchandise category…”  However, the study acknowledges that Rite-Aid’s sales  
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do not come even close to the amount of spending from the narrow Trade Area’s 
population in the merchandizing category.  This provides evidence that the trade 
area should be expanded to account for where the population currently shops.  
Otherwise, impacts to the areas currently patronized outside of the Trade Area will 
not be analyzed or disclosed as is required by CEQA. 

As noted above, the report acknowledges that Raley’s and Rite Aid (Highway 12 
and Sunset Avenue), which are two miles away from the project (but within Suisun 
City limits), may be adversely impacted by the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter.  
The study acknowledges the future Laurel Creek Plaza shopping center project in 
Fairfield at Air Base Parkway and Clay Bank Road (three miles from the proposed 
Super Wal-Mart).  However, the study ironically diminishes the impacts of the 
proposed Supercenter on Fairfield’s entitled shopping center project.  The claim is 
that the Laurel Creek Plaza grocery store and drug store only have a “local” draw 
and wouldn’t be adversely impacted by the drug and grocery store elements of the 
Super Center.  Since the entitled Laurel Creek Plaza project is nearly as close to the 
proposed Super Wal-Mart as are the impacted Raley’s and Rite Aid, it seems 
inappropriate to dismiss or minimize likely impacts caused by a new Supercenter. 

5. The retail leakage analysis indicates that the proposed Suisun City Wal-Mart 
Supercenter will capture $15,145,706 in Food Store sales and $35,583,881 in 
General Merchandise sales that are currently leaking out of Suisun City.  The 
leakage is estimated to largely come from sales activity that is occurring in 
Fairfield.  While this represents a fraction of the total sales generated in City of 
Fairfield, to the extent that the loss of these sales are localized in one or two stores, 
as the report seemingly indicates, there is the potential for negative impacts to 
existing businesses.  To this end, the Urban Decay analysis should take a closer 
look at the impact of the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter on stores likely to be 
impacted by the Super Wal-Mart, including FoodMaxx (West Texas Street at Beck 
Avenue) and Target (Cadenasso Drive).  The Draft EIR includes a Retail Impact 
Analysis done by BAE in January of 2007.  Sales diversion greater that 3% is 
considered a significant impact and potential precursor to “urban decay.” 

6. Page 4.12-1.  The Draft EIR implies that urban decay only exists if blight as defined 
by the California Health and Safety Code (Community Redevelopment Law) results 
from the project.  However, significant environmental impacts of urban decay can 
occur even if those impacts are not also “blight” under the Community 
Redevelopment Law.  The Draft EIR cites provisions of Community 
Redevelopment Law at page 4.12-24.  It is unclear whether the determinations as to 
significance were made based on the Redevelopment law standard or the less 
exacting standard under CEQA case law. 

7. There is some indication at 4.12-36 regarding Fairfield’s ability to compensate for 
lost sales due to population growth.  There is no data available to fully address this  
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assertion, and proper analysis of an expanded trade area that includes Fairfield 
would provide more detailed information regarding this issue. 

Section 5:  Project Alternatives 

1. The two alternatives described are both alternative commercial uses of the property, 
with only size reductions.  Option 1 is a Wal-Mart with a reduction in density that 
may be insignificant (less than 10%).  This does not appear to be a true alternative 
required under CEQA.  Similarly, Option 2 reduces square footage by 20% partly 
through eliminating the supporting uses.  CEQA analysis needs to consider true 
project alternatives. 

2. A more appropriate alternative to consider, which is consistent with the 
surrounding uses, is a residential use of the property.  Many of the unmitigatable 
impacts of the proposed project are at least partially the result of the property’s 
proposed commercial use (i.e. noise, traffic, air quality) and may be reduced or 
eliminated by considering residential use as an alternative. 

Other Issues:  Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility Plan 

1. The Draft EIR acknowledges specific constraints that exist by virtue of the site’s 
location near Travis Air Force Base.  According to the Travis Air Force Base Land 
Use Compatibility Plan (TAFB LUCP), proposed development at this site shall not 
have more than 75 people/acre (on average) and not more than 300 
people/individual acre. 

2. While the Draft EIR does analyze the site against these criteria, the analysis doesn’t 
seem to address holiday seasons, when shopping intensifies and the center could be 
at capacity with several hundred patrons within the Super Wal-Mart Center at any 
given time.  It appears that peak season shopping levels would eclipse the 
limitations imposed by the Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The summary of the cumulative projects at page 6-7 states that the Villages at Fairfield (1 
through 4) project consists of 295 apartments and 79 dwellings.  This is not accurate and is 
inconsistent with the description of the same project provided at page 4.11-31, Table 4.11-
5.  The inaccurate description of the Villages at Fairfield substantially underestimates the 
amount of development planned for the project, and thus calls into question the validity of 
the cumulative impacts analysis throughout the Draft EIR.  The Villages at Fairfield project 
should be described accurately, and the cumulative analysis revised accordingly and 
circulated for additional public review.
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2.2.6 - Local Agencies 
City of Fairfield (FAIRF) 
Response to FAIRF-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the comment letter.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to FAIRF-2 
The author referenced the discussion of the water treatment plant capital improvements contained in 
Impact PSU-3 and expressed concern that the Draft EIR did not fully consider alternatives or 
contingency plans necessary to provide adequate potable water to the proposed project if the 
improvements do not occur as scheduled.  Specifically, the author noted that the capital improvement 
plans have not received environmental clearance and may run into neighborhood opposition, and 
noted that such improvements are expensive and require offsite pipeline work. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, there is adequate capacity at the Suisun Solano Water Authority (SSWA) 
water treatment facilities to serve the proposed project, as well as other planned growth, in the near 
term.  Although sufficient water is available in the long term to serve the SSWA service area at 
buildout, long-term water treatment is currently a constraint to achieving the total potable water 
supplies.  Accordingly, the key issue is providing adequate treated water at buildout of the SSWA 
service area, which the SSWA Urban Water Management Plan does not project to occur until 2020.  
In anticipation of the demands buildout, SSWA is undertaking advance capital improvement 
planning, which includes upgrading and expanding treatment capacity.  In 2007, the SSWA Board of 
Director authorized proceeding with the reconstruction of a new water treatment plant at Gregory 
Hill.  This work, in addition to treatment plant improvements that will be made at Cement Hill Water 
Treatment Plant, will provide adequate treatment capacity to serve the anticipated demand at buildout 
in 2020.  SSWA anticipates that construction will begin 2009 and be completed by the end of 2010.  
SSWA anticipates additional improvements at the Cement Hill Water Treatment Plant will occur after 
the completion of the Gregory Hill Water Treatment Plant.  To finance these improvements, SSWA 
implemented a rate adjustment schedule in July 2007 that will result in increases in 2007, 2008, and 
2009.  Therefore, adequate financing is anticipated to be available to implement the treatment plant 
improvements.  Given that funding has been secured and an implementation scheduled has been 
established, it is reasonable to anticipate that SSWA will have adequate treatment capacity to meet its 
projected buildout demands in advance of the demand materializing. 

In regards to the author’s concerns that potential problems could arise during the CEQA review 
process or from neighborhood opposition, no such concerns have yet been identified and attempting 
to anticipate such concerns would be speculative.  As for the author’s comments about impacts 
associated with the offsite pipeline work, this will be addressed in the CEQA documentation prepared 
for the project.  Moreover, such pipeline work is independent of the proposed project and it would not 
be appropriate to evaluate such impacts in the Draft EIR. 
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It should be emphasized that these improvements are not needed to serve the project; rather, SSWA 
has sufficient water to serve the project as well as other proposed development.  These water 
treatment improvements are needed to serve buildout in the long-term to serve buildout of the entire 
SSWA service area. 

Response to FAIRF-3 
The author expressed concern about the proposed project’s impacts on fire protection, particularly 
whether the Suisun City Fire Department would be able to respond within acceptable times and have 
sufficient apparatus.  The author questioned if Suisun City may end up relying on the Fairfield Fire 
Department to serve the proposed project. 

As explained in the Draft EIR, the Suisun City Fire Department indicated that staffing levels and 
apparatus were its two primary concerns, and those concerns existent independent of the project, 
although the project would contribute to the concerns.  Since the Draft EIR was circulated, the Fire 
Department has stated that it is currently working to increase staffing levels, and thus the staffing 
concerns are anticipated to be alleviated or minimized independently from the project.  In any event, 
the project will contribute significantly to the property and sales tax base of the City of Suisun City, 
and those funds can be used to hire additional staff as needed.  The Fire Department also did identify 
a need for a new ladder truck, and the City intends to require the project applicant to provide “fair-
share” payments to finance the acquisition of the apparatus as stated in the Draft EIR.  A standard 
condition of the “fair-share” payment would be that the truck must be acquired and available for use 
prior to project occupancy.  Therefore, the Fairfield Fire Department would not be expected to serve 
the proposed project’s fire protection or emergency medical needs, and the project is not anticipated 
to be underserved by fire protection services.  Refer also to Response FLAND-19.  

Response to FAIRF-4 
The author inquired about how the study intersections evaluated in the Final Traffic, Circulation, and 
Parking Study were selected and stated that other intersections in Fairfield along E. Tabor Avenue, 
Air Base Parkway, and Peabody Road may be impacted by project-related trips. 

The study intersections were chosen based on their location relative to the proposed development.  
The intersections were chosen based on the location of the existing Wal-Mart store on Chadbourne 
Road and the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter that will be located on North Texas Street, both in the 
City of Fairfield.  It was assumed that most of proposed Suisun City Wal-Mart customers will come 
from Suisun City, with a smaller percentage coming from Fairfield near Travis Air Force Base.  In 
preparation of the traffic study, Kimley-Horn not only consulted with the City of Suisun City but also 
with Jim Leitner, Traffic Engineer for the City of Fairfield regarding the study intersections.  Mr. 
Leitner approved the list of study intersections proposed for analysis in the Draft EIR in June 2006.  
See also Figure 4.11-7 in the Draft EIR showing the forecast project trip distribution, which does not 
show significant project-related traffic flowing into the City of Fairfield along E. Tabor Avenue, Air 
Base Parkway, and Peabody Road. 
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Response to FAIRF-5 
The author stated that the Draft EIR traffic analysis appears to have incorrectly distributed trips from 
the approved projects, particularly at the Air Base Parkway/Walters Road intersection.  The author 
noted that the trip volumes associated with approved projects shown in Exhibit 4.11-7 appears to be 
significantly high and provided a listing of the reduced trip volumes for approved projects. 

At the time the traffic study was completed, information about all of the approved and pending 
developments that was available was collected and used to determine trip generation and trip 
distribution through study intersections.  The new information about reduced traffic volumes provided 
by the City of Fairfield indicates that some traffic assigned to the Air Base Parkway/Walters Road 
intersection will use other routes.  Because fewer trips are assigned to these intersections, the actual 
results would be better than reported and the impact has been overstated in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, 
the Draft EIR’s analysis of intersection impacts at the Air Base Parkway/Walters Road intersection 
would represent a worst-case scenario. 

Response to FAIRF-6 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s mitigation for queuing impacts at the Air Base 
Parkway/Walters Road intersection and noted that the project would provide 4 percent of the 
improvement and questioned where the remaining 96 percent would come from.  The author stated 
that this mitigation measure should be revised to require the project applicant to implement the 
improvement rather than contributing only 4 percent of the cost of the improvement. 

The need for future improvements at Air Base Parkway/Walters Road is connected with numerous 
development projects that will be constructed over time in Suisun and Fairfield.  One of those projects 
is the proposed Wal-Mart on Walters Road, which was calculated to represent 4 percent of a future 
intersection improvement.  It is assumed that other future development projects in the area will also 
have traffic analyses conducted and those projects will pay their proportionate share of future 
improvements at the intersection.  Thus, the City of Fairfield will not incur 96 percent of the cost of 
the improvement.  The proposed project’s proportionate share of 4 percent was based on Caltrans 
methodology, but the cost sharing should be agreed upon by Suisun City and the City of Fairfield.  As 
discussed in Master Response 1, the City of Suisun City cannot guarantee that this improvement will 
be in place at occupancy because this intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Fairfield. 

Response to FAIRF-7 
The author requested that the traffic-related mitigation measures provide an estimate of the 
approximate cost of the improvement.  

Traffic studies typically do not identify the cost of improvements, just the percentage share the 
project applicant is responsible for providing.  For the record, the Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter 
traffic study identified only share and not cost.  Cost information for individual mitigation 
improvements will be determined during preliminary and final engineering.
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As noted elsewhere, the City of Suisun City cannot mandate that the project pay more than its fair 
share for improvements as suggested by the author.  Constitutional principles limiting conditions of 
approval mandate that project conditions have an essential nexus and rough proportionality to project 
impacts.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15041, which discusses constitutional limitations on 
mitigation).  As explained in Master Response 1, transportation improvements will be made by the 
applicant prior to project operations for some intersections, subject to reimbursement for costs beyond 
the project’s fair share.  It should be noted, however, that neither the applicant nor the City of Suisun 
City can mandate the cooperation of the City of Fairfield in assuring the completion of mitigation in a 
timely fashion or at all.  For this reason, the Draft EIR concluded that certain impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable.  That said, the City of Suisun City and the project applicant anticipate 
working with the City of Fairfield to assure that mitigation is actually completed in a timely fashion, 
and the City of Suisun City anticipates that all project-related intersection operations and queuing 
impacts will be fully mitigated.   

Response to FAIRF-8 
The author referenced a statement on page 4.11-35 stating that most customers and employees of the 
proposed project would travel from locations in Suisun City and then noted that Exhibit 4.11-7 
showed 30 percent of project trips travel eastbound on Air Base Parkway in Fairfield.  The author 
stated that the scope of the traffic study should be expanded to include Travis Air Force Base and 
Peabody Road. 

As stated in Response to FAIRF-4, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. consulted with and received 
approval from the City of Fairfield about intersections to be evaluated in the traffic analysis.  It is 
unknown why the Air Base Parkway/Peabody Road intersection was not requested by the City of 
Fairfield even though some project traffic will use the intersection.  Excluding the intersection may 
have been based on the fact that the intersection has considerably more spare capacity when 
compared with the Air Base Parkway/Walters Road intersection, and, thus, impacts to that 
intersection are very unlikely even with the small amount of project-related traffic anticipated to use 
the intersection.  Turning movement volumes at the intersection are currently not available and would 
need to be collected if the intersection were to be added to the analysis.  A 2004 study completed by 
Kimley-Horn for the nearby St. Gobain Distribution Warehouse project, however, showed the Air 
Base Parkway/Peabody Road intersection operated at two levels of service better (i.e. LOS A during 
the weekday morning peak hour and LOS B during the weekday afternoon peak hour) than the 
adjacent Air Base Parkway/Walters Road intersection.  At these existing levels of performance, it 
may have been concluded by Mr. Leitner that it was unlikely that the proposed project would result in 
a significant impact at the Air Base Parkway/Peabody Road intersection.  Because the City of 
Fairfield previously indicated its concurrence with the intersection selection, and, more importantly, 
because the data indicates that the Air Base Parkway/Peabody Road intersection has excess capacity 
to handle project-related traffic, expanding the study intersections does not appear warranted. 
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Response to FAIRF-9 
The author inquired about which Solano Transportation Authority model was used in the traffic 
analysis. 

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. used the 2005 Solano Napa Travel Demand Model to prepare the 
cumulative traffic volumes in the Final Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study. 

Response to FAIRF-10 
The author requested that the description of SR-12 on page 4.11-1 of the Draft EIR be revised to note 
that the highway is a two-lane undivided roadway east of Walters Road.  This change has been made 
and is noted in the Errata.  This change does not alter any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to FAIRF-11 
The author requested that Table 4.11-2 be revised to note that the intersection of SR-12/Walters Road 
is under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.  This change has been made and is noted in the Errata.  This 
change does not alter any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to FAIRF-12 
The author stated that the internal capture and pass-by trip reduction rates for the sit-down restaurant 
are unrealistically high and requested further justification for their use. 

Internal capture and pass-by reductions were applied for the Wal-Mart Supercenter, gas station, and 
high-turnover, sit-down restaurant on the basis of data published in ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook, 
2nd Edition, Chapter 7 “Multi-Use Development,” pages 85-110.  The reductions were appropriately 
applied in accordance with the handbook’s guidance. 

Response to FAIRF-13 
The author stated that the traffic-related mitigation measures should require that improvements be in 
place at the time of project occupancy and not simply require payment of fees.  

Refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to FAIRF-14 
The author stated that Mitigation Measure TRANS-1e will not be effective because it requires adding 
a through-right turn lane to a free right-turn movement separated by a pork chop island, thereby 
creating a scenario where right turns from the shared through-right lane will turn around the pork 
chop.

Because of the pork chop island between the northbound through and free-right turn lanes, permitting 
a right turn movement from the northbound through lane will not be as efficient as in the free-right 
turn lane; however, it will increase the capacity for the northbound right-turn movement that carries 
up to 957 vehicles in one lane.  Re-striping the northbound lane as a shared through and right lane 
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will create a relief valve for the overloaded right turn movement and provide a reduction in 
intersection delay. 

As mentioned in Response to Comment FAIRF-5, the impact at this intersection is likely overstated, 
due to a higher number of approved project volumes using the intersection than is currently estimated 
by the City of Fairfield.  This conservative approach means that the impacts will be less than reported 
in the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis.  Ultimately, the City of Fairfield will have the discretion to 
implement the mitigation measure and determine the timing of the improvements because the 
intersection is located within its jurisdiction.  If necessary, the City of Suisun City will work with the 
City of Fairfield to devise an alternative design for mitigation at this intersection so long as the 
mitigation is feasible, equally effective as the measure proposed, and does not involve new impacts 
not previously analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of implementing 
mitigation at intersections under the jurisdiction of the City of Fairfield. 

Response to FAIRF-15 
The author referenced Mitigation Measure TRANS-1h, which addresses the issue of implementing 
mitigation measures at intersections under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the City of Fairfield, and 
requested clarification of how it would work. 

Refer to Master Response 1.  See also Response to FAIRF-7 above. 

Response to FAIRF-16 
The author inquired how the “link volumes” referenced on page 4.11-53 of the Draft EIR were 
determined. 

Link volumes were taken from the 2005 Solano Napa Travel Demand Model for the year 2000 and 
the year 2030.  The incremental difference per year between the two models was determined during 
the AM and PM peak periods.  If the incremental change was negative, the traffic volumes were 
conservatively not allowed to decrease and the near-term link volumes were used.  The incremental 
link volume difference per year was added to the existing link volumes for 24 years to grow the 
existing 2006 volumes to become 2030 volumes.  Once 2030 link volumes were developed, they were 
Furnessed into turning movement volumes, consistent with standard industry practice.  Because the 
Furness process results in volume imbalances between intersections, traffic volumes were manually 
adjusted using a conservative approach by balancing to the higher volume between intersections. 

Response to FAIRF-17 
The author stated that the provision in Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b pertaining to the optimization 
of signal timing at the Air Base Parkway/Walters Road intersection may create the need for other 
improvements to ensure that the intersection operates at an acceptable level.  The author stated that 
the project applicant should fully fund these additional improvements. 
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As shown in Tables 4.11-13 and 4.11-15, 95th percentile queue lengths at the Air Base Parkway/ 
Walters Road intersection would be within available storage capacity; therefore, the intersection 
would not experience excessive turning movement delays.  For this reason, no additional 
improvements are anticipated to be needed at this intersection. 

Response to FAIRF-18 
The author noted a typographical error in Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b.  This error has been 
corrected and the change has been noted in the Errata.  This change is not considered substantial and 
does not change any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to FAIRF-19 
The author stated that the Fairfield-Suisun bus stop required by Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 should 
be located along Walters Road and that stops should be provided in the northbound and southbound 
directions.

Refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to FAIRF-20 
The author noted the discussion on page 4.11-11 that the traffic counts were adjusted to account for 
school-related trips because they were taken in July 2006 and suggested that the adjustments may not 
have reflected pedestrian movements that cause traffic delays.  The author recommended that 
additional counts be taken that account for pedestrian-related movements. 

Traffic counts were manually adjusted upward to include the expected effects of school traffic as 
well, since the traffic counts were conducted in July 2006 when not all schools were in session.  As 
part of the adjustment process, the Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District (FSUSD) was contacted 
to obtain current enrollment numbers and the FSUSD Attendance Area map was used to determine 
where the students live in relation to the schools.  The “Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation 
Rates for the San Diego Region,” published by the San Diego Association of Governments in April 
2002 was referenced to determine the number of expected primary trips to the high schools, middle 
schools, and elementary schools.  The school trips were evenly distributed throughout the school 
attendance boundaries and added to the balanced existing turning movement volumes in the existing 
conditions.  Existing volume information with the school volume added is provided in Appendix M.  
The “added” line lists the traffic volumes projected by the schools.  In summary, this approach 
sufficiently adjusts roadway counts to account for school-related traffic.  

Response to FAIRF-21 
The author referenced one of the project objectives referring to enhancing the commercial retail 
offerings in the Fairfield-Suisun region and inquired how the proposed project would do so, given the 
existing retail offerings in both the cities of Fairfield and Suisun City. 
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Because the proposed project would result in the addition of a 214,919-square-foot Wal-Mart 
Supercenter to the local economy, it is reasonable to consider this as an enhancement of the 
commercial retail offerings in the Fairfield-Suisun region, particularly because Suisun City is 
currently under-retailed. 

Response to FAIRF-22 
The author referenced a project objective of serving future demand from planned residential growth 
and stated that it is unclear how the proposed project would serve new residential development rather 
that serving primarily existing residents.  The author asserted that the proposed project would draw 
customers from the existing population base who patronize existing retailers in Fairfield and Suisun 
City. 

As shown in Table 4.11-5 of the Draft EIR, several proposed residential and mixed-use projects have 
applications on file with the City of Suisun City.  These projects are include the Suisun-Gentry 
project (232 dwelling units), Amberwood Homes (28 dwelling units), Peterson Ranch Homes (548 
dwelling units), Breezewood Village Apartments (80 dwelling units), McCoy Creek Mixed Use (29 
dwelling units), Courtyards at Sunset Homes (69 dwelling units), Almond Tree Place Condominiums 
(61 dwelling units), Blossom Courtyards Homes (75 dwelling units), and the Suisun Mixed-Use 
Village (250 dwelling units).  Collectively, these projects would add 1,372 dwelling units to the City 
of Suisun City.  Therefore, the project objective related to serving future demand from planned 
residential growth is realistic. 

Response to FAIRF-23 
The author stated the definition of the Trade Area is problematic for several reasons: (1) grazing land 
accounting for a significant portion of the Trade Area; (2) the exclusion of the City of Fairfield, 
which contradicts the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR; and (3) the proposed project being 
closer to portions of Fairfield (e.g., Cordelia and Central Fairfield) than other retail nodes in Fairfield.
The author stated that the Trade Area should be expanded to include all, or at least a significant 
portion, of Fairfield, and the evaluation of retail impacts should include Fairfield.  Finally, the author 
questioned why Fairfield’s growth rates are used, while Suisun City’s are not, and requested that a 
breakdown for Suisun City should be provided. 

Refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to FAIRF-24 
The author stated that the Draft EIR’s analysis acknowledged that Suisun City Rite Aid does not 
come close to capturing the total amount of general merchandise retail expenditures in Suisun City 
and cited this as evidence that the Trade Area is too small.  The author also stated that urban decay 
analysis diminished potential retail impacts on the entitled Laurel Creek Plaza, located at Clay Bank 
Road and Air Base Parkway in Fairfield, and the analysis should be revised to more thoroughly 
evaluate such impacts. 
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Refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to FAIRF-25 
The author stated that the proposed project’s capture of leakage from Fairfield in the general 
merchandise and food store categories would likely impact Fairfield retailers FoodMaxx and Target 
the most.  The author stated that the Draft EIR identified a sales diversion of 3 percent or more as a 
threshold for a significant impact and asserted that this threshold should be applied to the 
aforementioned Fairfield retailers. 

Refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to FAIRF-26 
The author requested clarification regarding the blight threshold used in to evaluate urban decay 
impacts in the Draft EIR.  The author noted that the Draft EIR referenced California State Health and 
Safety Code Section 33031(a) and 33031(b), which pertain to California Redevelopment Law, and 
questioned if these standards were used to evaluate project impacts. 

For the purposes of background, urban decay is relatively new and very much evolving aspect of 
CEQA.  There are no widely accepted thresholds of significance for evaluating urban decay impacts 
and, therefore, in the absence of such standards, lead agencies are left to identify reasonable 
thresholds.  In this case, the urban decay analysis cited several different approaches to evaluate the 
significance of impacts, including the language of the Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City 
of Bakersfield decision (“a chain reaction of store closures and long-term vacancies…”), a definition 
of physical deterioration that is drawn and adapted from the text of California State Health and Safety 
Code Section 33031(a) and 33031(b), and a 3 percent diversion in sales sourced to an article in Retail 
Maxims from 2006.  These are further explained on pages 4.12-25 and 4.12-26 of the Draft EIR.  All 
three approaches were used in determining the significance of urban decay impacts in Impact UD-1 
and Impact UD-2.   

Response to FAIRF-27 
The author stated that the Draft EIR provided some general discussion on page 4.12-36 of Fairfield’s 
ability to compensate for lost sales due to population growth but provided no data to support this 
assertion.

Population, household, and income growth trends for the Trade Area, Fairfield, Solano County, and 
California are discussed on pages 4.12-4 through 4.12-8 of the Draft EIR.  These are the basis for the 
Draft EIR’s statements on page 4.12-36.  The Final Retail Market Impact Analysis also provides 
detailed information and data regarding the level of impacts and the implications of population 
growth in Fairfield on page 30.  As previously mentioned in Master Response 4, this has been 
incorporated into the Draft EIR and the change is noted in the Errata.  This change is not considered 
substantial and does not alter any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to FAIRF-28 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s evaluation of project alternatives and stated more should be 
considered because they did not fully reduce all of the proposed project’s significant unavoidable 
impacts to a level of less than significant.  The author suggested that a residential alternative be 
considered.

Refer to Master Response 5. 

Response to FAIRF-29 
The author expressed concern that the Draft EIR evaluation of project consistency with the Travis Air 
Force Base LUCP did not address site usage during the holiday season, when the proposed project 
would experience the most usage.  The author suggested that project usage would exceed the 
maximum intensity usage limits established for Zone C. 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to FAIRF-30 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s evaluation of cumulative impacts in Section 6.3 and noted that 
the description of the Villages at Fairfield project in Table 6-2 is inaccurate and inconsistent with the 
description provided in Table 4.11-5.  The author suggested that the inaccurate description of the 
Villages at Fairfield project caused the cumulative analysis to understate the cumulative effects of the 
proposed project and other planned and approved development projects. 

Tables 4.11-5 and 6-2 are identical in terms of content; however, the first three lines of Villages at 
Fairfield row in Table 6-2 were erroneously deleted during the EIR preparation process, most likely 
as result of a table formatting error.  Table 6-2 has been corrected to reflect the three additional lines 
that should have been included for the Villages at Fairfield row and the change is noted in the Errata.  

Regarding the author’s assertion that the error indicates that the cumulative analysis understates 
impacts, this is not correct.  The geographical scope of the methodology shown in Table 6-1 explains 
how cumulative impacts for each topical area were evaluated.  The Villages at Fairfield project, in 
conjunction with the proposed project, only has the potential to affect the air quality and 
transportation topical areas.  Because both of these topical areas are inherently cumulative in nature, 
the cumulative analysis restated the conclusions presented in Section 4.2, Air Quality and Section 
4.11, Transportation.  Therefore, the cumulative analysis in Section 6.3 did account for the total 
number of dwelling units included in the Villages at Fairfield project and their cumulative 
contribution on air quality and transportation.  As such, the cumulative impact analysis does not need 
to be revised. 
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Solano Irrigation District (SID) 
Response to SID-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the comment letter.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to SID-2 
The author provided some general language regarding compliance with Solano Irrigation District 
requirements for the construction of new water facilities.  No further response is necessary. 

Response to SID-3 
The author stated that the Suisun-Solano Water Authority plans to install a 12-inch potable water line 
under Walters Road between Petersen Road and the Lawler Ranch subdivision.  The author advised 
that the installation of the pipeline, which is independent of the proposed project, should be 
coordinated with the proposed project. 

There are no provisions in the Draft EIR that would preclude the installation of the pipeline occurring 
at the same time the proposed project is developed.  However, the Draft EIR did not evaluate the 
installation of the pipeline and, therefore, this installation project would require separate CEQA 
clearance. 

Response to SID-4 
The author advised that the Solano Irrigation District was incorrectly sourced as the agency that 
prepared the 2004 Annual Water Quality report for Suisun City.  This error has been corrected and 
the change is noted in the Errata.  This change is not considered substantial and does not alter any 
conclusions in the Draft EIR.



November 1, 2007

Heather McCollister
Community Development Director
City of Suisun City
701 Civic Center Blvd.
Suisun City, CA 94585

SUBJECT: Walters Road West Project Draft EIR

The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) has received the Notice of Availability for the Walters Road
West Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), SCH # 2006072026. We offer the comments
below based upon our role as the Congestion Management Agency for Solano County. STA’s initial
comments were identified in a letter sent in reply to the project Notice of Preparation, dated August 9,
2006. A copy of that letter is attached. Along with a copy of the most recent version of the Solano
Congestion Management Program (CMP).

1. Please indicate what version of the STA’s Traffic Model was used to prepare the traffic
analysis (i.e. 2001 Solano Napa Traffic Model or 2005 Solano Napa Travel Demand Model
(Phase 1).

2. Please reference the basic purpose, content and requirements of the Solano Congestion
Management Program, prepared biennially by the Solano Transportation Authority.

3. Because Impacts Air-8 and Air-9 (pages 4.2.32 and 4.2.33) determined that the project’s
“Long-Term Operations Emissions – Cumulative Impacts” and “Greenhouse Gas Emissions”
would create potentially significant impacts, in addition to the recommended mitigation
measures, the applicant should consider adding the measures listed below. It is suggested
that the applicant quantify how much greenhouse gas emissions would be offset by the
cumulative application of a combination of these measures.

a. To encourage more potential transit usage and reduce emissions by employees (see
2005 Solano CMP, page 33), the project sponsor subsidies the cost of providing at
least 25 monthly bus passes, to those employees willing to commute by bus to the
site on a regular basis.

b. The sponsor installs electric charging stations to accommodate new technology that is
currently being developed for plug-in hybrid-electric vehicles (i.e. using 110 volt
outlets).

c. For all new employees, the project sponsor’s Personnel Department distributes local
Fairfield-Suisun transit schedules and Solano Napa Commuter Information transit
and rideshare incentive information.

d. If the project sponsor plans to or is required to have 24-hour security personnel
driving throughout the parking lot, it is recommended that they use electric or hybrid-
electric vehicles to reduce emissions.
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4. On page 4.11-1, the Draft EIR incorrectly states: “A Class 1 Bikeway runs along the north
side of the east-west roadway from Walters Road and extends east to Lambie Road.” Class 1
Bikeways actually run within the vicinity of the site along Petersen Road and the north side
of SR 12 west to Marina Boulevard, and along the west side of Walters Road from SR 12 to
E. Tabor Boulevard.” Although a Class 2 Bike Route is designated along the entire SR 12
East in the Solano Countywide Bicycle Plan from Walters Road to the City of Rio Vista,
currently there is no Class 2 route designated along this portion of the highway. Please
correct the text of the EIR to reflect this fact, and indicate how this changes the analysis on
bike/pedestrian access to the project.

5. To help maintain acceptable long term levels of service in the surrounding road network,
STA supports all of the recommended transportation mitigation measures listed in Chapter
4.11 plus suggests that the following additional measures be considered:

a. The Draft EIR should provide a reference to the STA’s State Route 12 Major
Investment and Corridor Study, the SR 12 Transit Corridor Study, the Countywide
Bicycle Plan, the Countywide Pedestrian Plan, the Jepson Parkway Concept Plan and
the pending Draft EIS/R for the Jepson Parkway Project, as well as to describe the
major improvements and/or mitigations within the vicinity of this project for each of
these studies.

b. Of specific concern is the potential addition of a traffic signal on Walters
Road/Jepson Parkway between Peterson Road and SR 12. This additional signal may
reduce the ability of the Jepson Parkway to act as an inter-community express way
that takes local traffic off of I-80. Given the high ratio of traffic volume to capacity
on I-80, the STA believes that this may be a Significant Impact.

c. The project should contribute a fair share of the future widening of SR 12 between
Jackson/Webster Street and Walters Road, from four lanes to six lanes.

d. To encourage more use of transit and pedestrian safety through the project site, wider
and additional sidewalks should be provided between the main store entrance and the
bus stop and the main parking areas.

e. Encourage more transit, carpools, and vanpools along the SR 12 and Jepson Parkway
Corridors by providing a privately maintained, joint-use park and ride lot (i.e. 25 – 50
spaces) on a portion of the site close to the new bus stop to accommodate commuters
from the adjoining residential neighborhoods and for future potential peak hour bus
services along SR 12 and Jepson Parkway.

f. Design a drop off location in close proximity to the store front for on-site paratransit
vehicles.

6. On page 4.11-19, the statement that the Solano Transportation Authority’s Comprehensive
Transportation Plan, Objective B. Policy 3 should be revised as follows: “Prepare long term
corridor plans for all roadways of countywide significance that are not on the state highway
system.”

7. Section 4.11, Transportation, describes Petersen as a two-lane road providing access to Travis
Air Force base. Please revise the description to note that this is the primary access point for
trucks, including trucks carrying explosives and other hazardous cargo, into Travis Air Force
base.

8. Please revise the portion of the DEIR on the Solano Transportation Authority, beginning on
Page 4.11-18, to include the following:
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a. Please refer to the agency as the Solano Transportation Authority, not the Solano
County Transportation Authority.

b. Please reference the STA Congestion Management Program (CMP), including its
purpose, as well as the Comprehensive Transportation Plan.

c. The CMP establishes Level of Service Standards for roadways as well as for
intersections. Please note the LOS established for SR 12 in the vicinity of the project
site, and include an analysis of the impacts of the project to the roadway LOS.
Currently, the traffic study analyzes impacts to intersections only, not roadway
segments.

Please call me at your convenience regarding any of these issues. I can be reached at 424-6006, or
rmacaulay@sta-snci.com.

Robert Macaulay,
Director of Planning
Solano Transportation Authority

cc: Pedro Sanchez, Mayor, Suisun City
Suzanne Bragdon, City Manager, Suisun City
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Solano Transportation Authority (STA) 
Response to STA-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the comment letter.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to STA-2 
The author inquired about what version of the Solano Transportation Authority’s Traffic Model was 
used.

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. used the 2005 Solano Napa Travel Demand Model to prepare the 
cumulative traffic volumes in the Final Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study. 

Response to STA-3 
The author requested that the Draft EIR Transportation section be revised to include a description to 
the Solano Congestion Management Program.  That change has been made and is contained in 
Section 3, Errata.  The change is not considered substantial and does not alter any conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to STA-4 
The author referenced the proposed project’s significant unavoidable impacts associated with long-
term operational emissions and greenhouse gas emissions and recommended that additional 
mitigation measures be implemented to lessen the severity of this impact.  The recommended 
measures include (1) requiring the project applicant to subsidize the cost of at least 25 monthly bus 
passes to encourage transit use by employees, (2) installing electric vehicle charging stations 
equipped to power plug-in hybrid vehicles, (3) distributing Fairfield-Suisun Transit bus schedules to 
new project employees, (4) and requiring onsite security personnel to use electric or hybrid electric 
patrol vehicles. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-4 has been revised to include the measures pertaining to the bus passes, 
distribution of public transit information, and the use of electric or hybrid electric onsite security 
patrol vehicles.  These changes have been made and are contained in Section 3, Errata.  The changes 
are not considered substantial and do not alter any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.  It should 
be noted that the City of Suisun City probably cannot mandate that the project distribute bus passes to 
on site employees of the Wal-Mart Supercenter because of limitations in the law embodied in Health 
and Safety Code section 40417.9, which places limitations on mandatory employee trip reduction 
programs.  The project applicant, however, has volunteered to comply with this provision, and thus it 
has been included as a mitigation measure in the EIR as modified in Section 3, Errata. 

The electric vehicle charging station measure is not included because it would not be compatible with 
the retail characteristics of the project.  Using conventional battery charging technology, it generally 
takes more than 8 hours to fully recharge an electric vehicle battery from a standard 110-volt outlet.  
Because most customers are expected to be onsite for less than 1 hour, it would be unlikely that 
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customers who drive electric vehicles would be inclined to make the effort to recharge their vehicles 
for such a short period of time.  Therefore, electric vehicle charging stations are not considered 
feasible for the proposed project. 

Response to STA-5 
The author requested that the description of SR-12 on page 4.11-11 be revised to correct the 
description of the bikeway along the north side of the roadway between Walters Road and Lambie 
Road and also inquired how this change would affect the analysis of pedestrian and bicycles in the 
Draft EIR. 

The description of SR-12 has been modified to remove the erroneous reference to the non-existent 
bikeway between Walters Road and Lambie Road.  That change has been made and is contained in 
Section 3, Errata.  The change has no bearing on the analysis of bicycle and pedestrian impacts 
contained in Impact TRANS-8 because that analysis assumed that bicyclists and pedestrians would 
use existing and planned facilities to access the site.  As such, the change is not considered substantial 
and does not alter any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.   

Response to STA-6 
The author recommended that the Draft EIR reference the SR-12 Major Investment and Corridor 
Study, the SR-12 Transit Corridor Study, the Countywide Bicycle Plan, the Countywide Pedestrian 
Plan, the Jepson Parkway Concept Plan, the pending Draft EIS/EIR for the Jepson Parkway Project, 
as well as describing major improvements or mitigations within the project vicinity for each of these 
projects.

The SR-12 Major Investment and Corridor Study, the SR-12 Transit Corridor Study, the Countywide 
Bicycle Plan, the Countywide Pedestrian Plan, and the Jepson Parkway Concept Plan are discussed 
below.  This discussion has been added to the EIR and the change is noted in the Errata.  These 
additions are not considered substantial and do not alter any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

The SR-12 Final Major Investment Study includes implementing a Transportation Demand 
Management program in the near-term consisting of carpooling program with a park-and-ride lot 
located in Suisun City at a location visible from SR-12, a local shuttle program, and transit service.  
The study also includes implementing safety improvements and near-term traffic improvements at 
locations outside of the project study area. 

The SR-12 Transit Corridor Study includes expanding transit service on SR-12.  A transit stop will be 
added on SR-12 at the Suisun City Amtrak station just west of Marina Boulevard. 

The Solano Countywide Bicycle Plan encourages the development of a unified bicycle system 
throughout Solano County.  The plan outlines a proposed bicycle system and prioritizes federal, state, 
and regional funding for those projects.  The plan identifies adding a Class I and Class II bikeway 
from Vacaville to Suisun City along Jepson Parkway.  In the study area, the bikeway will be a Class 



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-117
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

II facility on Walters Road from Airbase Parkway to East Tabor Avenue.  The bikeway will be a 
Class I facility from East Tabor Avenue to SR-12.  The plan also includes extending Central County 
bikeway from Suisun City to Rio Vista.  In the study area, the bikeway will have shoulder 
improvements to the existing multi-use path from the Rio Vista Bridge to Petersen Road.  In the study 
area, the plan also includes the Pintail Drive/McCoy Creek trail with a Class III facility on Pintail 
Drive from Sunset Avenue to Walters Road and a Class I facility on McCoy Creek from SR-12 to 
East Tabor Avenue. 

The Solano Countywide Pedestrian Plan encourages and supports walking as a means of 
transportation in Solano County.  The plan develops an overall vision and systematic plan for 
accommodating pedestrians in urban areas based on current shared policies, principles, and criteria.
The plan highlights current and potential projects to fulfill this vision.  The plan identifies Walters 
Road as an important pedestrian route. 

The Jepson Parkway Concept Plan envisions a four-lane parkway from Interstate 80/Leisure Town 
Road in Vacaville to SR-12 in Suisun City.  Within Suisun City, Jepson Parkway would use the 
Walters Road alignment.  The plan includes improvements throughout the County, including 
additional local transit routes along Walters Road and Pintail Drive in the study area and local express 
transit routes along Walters Road and SR-12. 

Response to STA-7 
The author expressed concern that the proposed signal at the project main entrance with Walters Road 
would reduce the ability of Jepson Parkway to act as an inter-community expressway that provides an 
alternative to Interstate 80.  The author asserted that the signal may create a significant impact. 

The analysis and associated mitigations identified in Impacts TRANS-1 and TRANS-2 allow for 
operation of the Main Driveway/Walters Road traffic signal within thresholds accepted by Suisun 
City; therefore, the traffic signal at the Main Driveway/Walters Road would not be expected to 
substantially affect the ability of Jepson Parkway to act as an inter-community expressway or create a 
significant impact.  Note that the Solano County Congestion Management Program identifies the 
potential for signal timing on Jepson Parkway and, therefore, if implemented, the Main 
Driveway/Walters Road traffic signal would be coordinated with such a system.  

Response to STA-8 
The author stated that the proposed project should contribute a fair share to the future widening of 
SR-12 from four to six lanes between Jackson/Webster Street and Walters Road. 

Project mitigations along SR-12 are identified in the traffic report to restore levels of service to 
acceptable thresholds as established by Caltrans; however, widening SR-12 from Jackson/Webster to 
Walters was not identified as a necessary mitigation as suggested by Caltrans.  Furthermore, such a 
widening project is not identified in any published planning documents, including the SR-12 Major 
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Investment Study; therefore, a fair share contribution to widening SR-12 from Jackson/Webster to 
Walters does not appear justified.  In any event, as noted elsewhere, the City of Suisun City cannot 
mandate that the project pay for improvements as suggested by the author that are not necessitated by 
impacts of the project.  Constitutional principles limiting conditions of approval mandate that project 
conditions have an essential nexus and rough proportionality to project impacts.  (See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15041.   

Response to STA-9 
The author recommended that wider sidewalks be provided between the Wal-Mart Supercenter 
entrance, the Fairfield-Suisun Transit bus stop, and main parking areas. 

As shown in Exhibit 3-4, direct sidewalks and pedestrian crossings of drive aisles would be provided 
between the Wal-Mart Supercenter entrance, the Walters Road frontage, and the main parking area. 

Response to STA-10 
The author recommended that the proposed project include a joint-use, park-and-ride lot with 25 to 50 
spaces on a portion of the project site near the Fairfield-Suisun Transit bus stop, in order to 
accommodate commuters from nearby residential areas and for future peak-hour bus service on 
SR-12 and Jepson Parkway. 

City code requires the proposed project is to provide a minimum of 1,008 off-street spaces.  The 
proposed project will provide 1,014 spaces and, therefore, exceed the requirement by six spaces.  The 
author’s proposal for a joint-use, 25-to-50-space park-and-ride lot would require 19 to 44 spaces from 
the required off-street total be re-assigned for both park-and-ride purposes and project parking.
Dedicating parking spaces for non-project users could create parking shortages, particularly when the 
Wal-Mart Supercenter’s outdoor seasonal sales, which would occupy up to 40 spaces as certain times 
of the year, are taken into account.  This could result in project parking spilling over into nearby 
residential areas, resulting in additional traffic on residential streets.  For this reason, requiring the 
project applicant to provide a 25-to-50-space park-and-ride lot on the project site is not considered 
feasible.

Response to STA-11 
The author requested that the project include a drop-off location close to the storefront for paratransit 
vehicles.

The project site plan includes a drop-off area in front of the Wal-Mart that can be used for onsite 
paratransit vehicles as well as other patrons dropping off customers. 

Response to STA-12 
The author requested that the reference to Objective B, Policy 3 of the Solano Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan Arterials, Highways, and Freeways Element on page 4.11-19 of the Draft EIR be 
revised to reflect the correct text of the policy.  That change has been made and is contained in 
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Section 3, Errata.  The change is not considered substantial and does not alter any conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to STA-13 
The author requested that the description of Petersen Road on page 4.11-1 of the Draft EIR be 
expanded to note that it provides truck access to Travis Air Force Base.  That change has been made 
and is contained in Section 3, Errata.  The change is not considered substantial and does not alter any 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to STA-14 
The author requested that the Draft EIR Transportation section be revised to correct the erroneous 
reference to the “Solano County Transportation Authority” be corrected and a description of the 
Solano Congestion Management Program be added.  The author also requested that the Draft EIR 
traffic analysis evaluate impacts to roadway segments of SR-12, not just intersection operations. 

The requested changes related to correcting the agency name and including a description of the 
Solano Congestion Management Program have been made and are contained in Section 3, Errata.  
The changes are not considered substantial and do not alter any conclusions presented in the Draft 
EIR.

Regarding the author’s request for an evaluation of roadway segments, SR-12 in Suisun City is an 
expressway regulated by signals.  Because the roadway is signalized, evaluating intersection 
operations provides the best indicator of roadway performance.  A roadway segment analysis would 
not provide much in the way of additional useful information not already provided by the intersection 
operation analysis.  Moreover, a roadway segment analysis would be most effective for a roadway 
with a “bottleneck” (i.e., a four-lane roadway that briefly narrows to two lanes), a condition that does 
not apply to SR-12 within the limits of Suisun City.  As such, the Draft EIR’s intersection operations 
evaluation sufficiently analyzes impacts to SR-12 and a roadway segment analysis is not necessary.   
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Via Electronic and Overnight Mail, with Attachments

October 30, 2007 

Heather McCollister, Community Development Director
City of Suisun City 
701 Civic Center Blvd. 
Suisun City, CA 94585 
hmccollister@suisun.com

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Wal-Mart Walters Road
Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2006072026

Dear Ms. McCollister:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Wal-Mart Walters Road Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. 2006072026 (“the Project”).  According to the DEIR, the Project proposes the 
construction and operation of an approximately 227,000-square foot Wal-Mart Supercenter, 
restaurant, and gas station on 20.8 acres of land.  As proposed, the Project would generate 
significant amounts of greenhouse gases emissions that cause global warming.

The Center for Biological Diversity (“Center”) is a non-profit conservation 
organization dedicated to the protection of native species and their habitats through science,
policy, and environmental law.  The Center’s Climate, Air, and Energy Program works to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions to protect biological diversity, our environment, and public health. 
We work to educate the public about the impacts of climate change on our world and the animals
and plants that live in it and to build the political will to enact solutions.  The Center has over 
35,000 members throughout California and the western United States, including in the City of 
Suisun City (“the City”).  Center members will be directly impacted by the Project.

The Project as proposed will have numerous substantial impacts on the 
environment due to its nature, size, and location.  This letter will focus on the Center’s concern
that the EIR and the City have failed to fully evaluate and mitigate greenhouse gas emissions and
contribution to global warming.  Curbing greenhouse gas emissions to limit the effects of climate
change is one of the most urgent challenges of our time.  Fortunately, the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq., 14 Cal. Code 
Regs. § 15000 et seq. (“Guidelines”), set forth a clear and mandatory process to address the 
Project’s greenhouse gas and global warming impacts.  While the Center applauds the DEIR for
concluding that the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions are a cumulatively significant impact,
additional mitigation measures are available to further reduce Project impacts.  The City cannot 
lawfully approve the project until the required CEQA analysis has been completed and all
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feasible mitigation measures implemented.

I. The DEIR Fails to Fully  Analyze and Mitigate the Project’s Global Warming 
Impacts

A. The DEIR Underestimates the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Generated by the 
Project.

CEQA requires that an EIR be detailed, complete, and reflect a good faith effort at 
full disclosure.  Guidelines § 15151.  The document “should be prepared with a sufficient degree 
of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision
which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.” Id.  Consistent with this 
requirement, the information regarding a project’s impacts must be “painstakingly ferreted out.” 
Environmental Planning and Information Council of Western El Dorado County v. County of El 
Dorado, 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 357 (1982). Meaningful analysis of impacts effectuates a
fundamental purpose of CEQA: to “inform the public and responsible officials of the
environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made.” See Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (“Laurel Heights II”), 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123 
(1993).

As currently presented, the EIR’s analysis of the Project’s greenhouse gas
emissions is inadequate, incomplete, and does not reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure.  In 
conducting a greenhouse gas inventory, all phases of the proposed project must be considered. 
See Guidelines § 15126.  In addition, the inventory for the project must include the project’s
direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions. See 14 Cal. Code Regs § 15358(a)(1) (“Indirect or 
secondary effects may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced 
changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rate, and related effects on air 
and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.”).  A complete inventory of a 
project’s emissions should include, at minimum, an estimate of emissions from the following: 

Direct Impacts:
Construction emissions (from machinery and vehicles) 
Vehicle trips and transportation emissions generated by the project (includes 
emission from customer, employee, and supply trucks); 
Fugitive emissions, such as methane leaks from pipeline systems and leaks of
HFCs from air conditioning systems;
Wastewater and solid waste storage or disposal, including transport where 
applicable; and

Indirect Impacts:
Electricity generation and transmission for the heating, cooling, lighting, and 
other energy demands of the buildings; 
Energy consumed from supplying water to project; 

Rather then conduct a complete analysis of the greenhouse gases generated by the 
Project, the DEIR only includes a greenhouse gas assessment of two undefined components of
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the Project’s overall emissions, emissions from “vehicles” and “natural gas combustion.”  Even 
here, a discussion of the underlying assumptions used to generate emissions from these two 
categories is so cursory and opaque as to render the entire analysis insufficient. See, e.g., 
Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. County of Ventura, 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 429 (1985) (a 
“conclusory statement unsupported by empirical or experimental data, scientific authorities, or 
explanatory information of any kind not only fails to crystallize the issues but affords no basis
for a comparison of the problems involved with the proposed project and the difficulties involved 
in the alternatives.”) (citations omitted).

With regard to the assessment of project carbon dioxide emissions, the DEIR 
states only: 

The project will generate emissions of carbon dioxide in the form of 
vehicle exhaust and in the consumption of natural gas for heating.  Carbon 
dioxide emissions from vehicles were calculated using URBEMIS2002 
assumptions and EMFAC2002 emission factors that are used in 
URBEMIS2002.  Carbon dioxide emissions from natural gas combustion
were generated using an EPA AP-42 emission factor.

(DEIR at 4.2-34.)

The DEIR’s seemingly half-hearted attempt to quantify the Project’s carbon
dioxide emissions is inadequate on a number of grounds.  First, the DEIR does not define the 
scope of “vehicle” emissions analyzed in the DEIR.  Accordingly, it is impossible to discern 
whether the DEIR has looked at vehicles emissions from (1) vehicles used in project 
construction; (2) vehicle trips generated by Wal-Mart customers; (3) vehicle trips from
commuting employees; and/or (4) Wal-Mart supply trucks and other supply vehicles.  Appendix 
B of the DEIR appears to omits any evaluation of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas 
pollutants from construction-related vehicles.  Thus, based on the documentation supporting the 
DEIR, it would appear the vehicle greenhouses emissions did not include emissions during 
construction.  A revised DEIR must clearly account for emissions from vehicles used during 
construction and operation of the project (both by customers and Wal-Mart suppliers) and
explain the basis for its calculations.  A revised DEIR should also specify whether supply trucks 
will or could idle at the Project site during deliveries and if so, calculate these emissions.  Unless
idling is expressly prohibited as part of Project mitigation (and electric plug-ins provided to
supply trucks), it should be assumed that idling will occur.

Second, like vehicle emissions, the DEIR does not provide any explanation for its 
calculation of carbon dioxide emission from natural gas combustion.  A revised DEIR must
explain the source of emissions from “natural gas combustion” and how total emissions were 
calculated. See Citizens to Preserve the Ojai, 176 Cal.App.3d at 429. 

Third, significant sources of project greenhouse gas emissions are omitted from
the DEIR’s analysis.  For example, although Wal-Mart acknowledges it is the “largest private 
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consumer of electricity in the United States,”1 the DEIR appears to entirely omit any 
consideration of greenhouse gas omissions generated from electricity consumed in construction 
and operation of the Project.  Greenhouse gas emissions from electricity (and other sources) can
be readily calculated using standard emissions factors.  The average kWh of electricity purchased 
in California required .61 lbs of CO2 to produce.  These and other emissions factors are available
online at http://www.wri.org/climate/pubs_description.cfm?pid=3756.

The DEIR must be revised to include a full and adequate inventory of the 
Project’s greenhouse gas emissions.  Without a complete inventory, there is simply no way that 
the DEIR can then adequately discuss alternatives, avoidance, and mitigation measures to reduce
those impacts.  Because the failure to conduct an inventory precludes adequate analysis of 
environmental impacts in virtually all sections of the DEIR, the DEIR must be revised and 
recirculated once this critical information is included. See Cadiz, 83 Cal.App.4th at 95 (“A
prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs if the failure to include relevant information precludes
informed decisionmaking and informed public participation, thereby thwarting the statutory
goals of the EIR process.”).

The greenhouse gas inventory can be conducted in conjunction with the required 
assessment of the project’s energy consumption.  As CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, entitled 
“Energy Conservation,” clarifies: “In order to assure that energy implications are considered in 
project decisions, the California Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs include a
discussion of the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on 
avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy.” See also 
Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21000(b)(3) (EIR must include section discussing “[m]itigation measures
proposed to minimize significant effects on the environment, including, but not limited to, 
measures to reduce the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy.”)  The 
DEIR’s assessment of the project’s energy consumption is also inadequate because it does not 
address all of the Project’s energy use as required by CEQA. 

B. The Project’s Greenhouse Gas Contribution is a Cumulatively Significant
Impact.

While the DEIR properly notes that the Project’s cumulative greenhouse gas 
impact is a potentially significant impact (DEIR at 4.2-38) Appendix B takes the view that 
impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant impact because “the project is consistent with 
the strategies to reduce California’s emissions to the levels proposed in Executive Order S-3-05” 
and CAT strategies.  (Appendix B at 20-25.)  In contrast, the air impacts analysis in the body of 
the DEIR concludes that greenhouse gas impacts are a significant and unavoidable impact.  The 
reason for this marked inconsistency in unclear.  In any event, because the Project is far from
carbon neutral, and will contribute sizeable amounts of greenhouse gases into the environment,
the Project’s greenhouse gas impacts are not mitigated to a less than significant level as asserted 
in Appendix B. 

1 Wal-Mart, Wal-Mart Greenhouse Gas Emissions, available at www.walmartfacts.com (last visited August 9, 2007)
(included in attachments)
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The contention in Appendix B that the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions are not 
a cumulative impact because the project is compatible or consistent with applicable CAT 
strategies fails for at least three reasons.  First, because the “CAT strategies” referred to in the
DEIR is not “a previously approved plan or mitigation program which provides specific
requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem … within the 
geographic area where the project is located” and is also not “specific in law or adopted by the 
public agency with jurisdiction over the affected resources through a public review process to 
implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by the public agency,” it 
cannot be legitimately relied upon to conclude the Project’s greenhouse gas emission are not a 
cumulative impact. See Guidelines § 15064(g)(3).  Second, even if CAT strategies could be 
relied upon, the Project does not comply with the general provisions in the CAT report.  Third, 
regardless of the CAT report, there is substantial evidence that the Project’s impact to global 
warming is cumulatively considerable.

The March, 2006 “California Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger 
and the Legislature” (CAT Report) upon which the DEIR relies is a report that “addresses the 
impact of climate change on the state and includes adaptation measures the state can implement
to best respond.”  (CAT Report at 16.)  Recommendations set forth in the report are general in 
nature, directed at state agencies, and are not binding.  (CAT Report at 39, 79.)  Thus, because 
the CAT Report does not provide specific requirements for reducing climate change impacts and 
is not directed at local government approvals of development projects, it cannot be relied upon to 
the claim that the Project’s cumulative impacts are not significant. See Guidelines §
15064(g)(3).

The DEIR’s reliance on the CAT Report is also flawed because the CAT Report
explores ways to reduce existing greenhouse gas emissions in California.  Here, the Project does
not reduce but contributes to existing emissions California, making any efforts at reducing 
overall emissions and complying with Executive Order S-3-05 that much more difficult.  Thus, 
any new source of greenhouse gas pollution must be considered significant, as approving a new 
source of emissions when the state is working to reduce its total emissions back to 1990 levels by 
2020 and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 clearly impedes and frustrates the mandates of both 
the Global Warming Solutions Act and Executive Order S-3-05.  Accordingly, other lead 
agencies, such as the County of Marin, have logically determined that any increase in greenhouse 
gases above existing levels in a significant impact under CEQA.  (See Marin Countywide Plan 
Update Draft EIR (Jan. 2007) (excerpts enclosed).  Where, as here, the legislature has 
determined that California’s current greenhouse gas baseline is so high that is requires significant 
reductions, and the proposed project will exacerbate existing conditions, it is difficult to see how
a new source, even a small one, can be insignificant cumulatively.  In light of the magnitude and 
scope of the climate change impacts facing California, unless the Project is able to mitigate its
impact to zero net emissions, the impacts from any project adding additional amounts of 
greenhouse gases to the environment is still significant after mitigation.

C. The EIR Must Analyze and Adopt All Feasible Mitigation Measures to 
Reduce the Project’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
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Because the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions cumulatively contribute to global 
warming, “the EIR must propose and describe mitigation measures that will minimize the
significant environmental effects that the EIR has identified.” Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t v.
Napa County Bd. of Supervisors, 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 360 (2001). CEQA requires that agencies
“mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of projects that it carries out or 
approves whenever it is feasible to do so.”  Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(b).  Mitigation of a 
project’s significant impacts is one of the “most important” functions of CEQA. Sierra Club v. 
Gilroy City Council, 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41 (1990).  Therefore, it is the “policy of the state that
public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects.”  Pub. Res. Code § 21002; See Laurel Heights I, 47 
Cal.3d at 400-401. 

The DEIR should utilize a hierarchy of options to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.  Mitigation and avoidance measures should first reduce the Project’s energy use and
greenhouse gas emissions as much as possible in the first instance and then generate the Project’s
remaining required energy from carbon-free sources, thereby reducing or eliminating the 
Project’s emissions. See Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b)(3) (Mitigation should include measures “to 
reduce the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy.”; see also Guidelines,
App. F (including renewable fuels as potential mitigation measure).  Any remaining emissions
must then be offset through the purchase of credits from a verifiable and transparent source. See,
e.g., Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson, 130 Cal.App.4th 1173 (2005) (fair-share 
contributions to defined fee-based mitigation program is adequate mitigation if “part of
reasonable plan of actual mitigation that the relevant agency commits itself to implementing.”).

There are many feasible options and measures to limit each of the Project’s
greenhouse gas emission sources.  These measures must be discussed explicitly with regard to 
greenhouse gas emissions.  The amount that each measure will reduce emissions must be
quantified wherever possible.  All feasible measures must be adopted, Guidelines § 15065(c)(3), 
and must be mandatory and enforceable, not aspirational or voluntary.  Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(2).  Measures to reduce impacts may not be deferred until some future time or so
vague that it is impossible to evaluate their effectiveness. See Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B); 
San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City & County of San Francisco, 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 
79 (1984).  Available measures include, but are not limited to the following: 

One of the most striking flaws in the DEIR’s analysis of mitigation for the 
Project’s greenhouse gas impacts is the inconsistency between mitigation set forth in Appendix
B and that in the air quality section.  Please clarify that mitigation proposed in Appendix B, 
including MM AIR-4, GW 1 and GW 2 are part of the project. 

Additional mitigation as well as suggestions to tighten discretionary and 
unenforceable proposed mitigation in the DEIR are set forth below.

Building Energy Use: A CEQA Appendix F Energy Conservation analysis would have 
identified project energy requirements and propose mitigation measures.  A full energy audit 
should be conducted to identify opportunities for additional energy savings.  Since an 
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Appendix F analysis was not conducted in this case, below is a list of potential measures
aimed at reducing the Project’s non-renewable energy consumption.

o On-Site Renewable Energy 
Solar system on roof 

In light of the Project site’s sunny desert climate and large flat roof of the
proposed Super-Center, the Project would appear to be an ideal candidate
for a solar-powered roof.  Indeed, as Wal-Mart is installing similar solar-
powered systems in other stores, there is no legitimate basis to conclude 
this measure is not feasible for a store proposed in a sunny, dry location.2
Indeed, SunEdison offers commercial solar energy services to big box 
realtors like Staples that include all upfront purchase and installation costs.
The customer only pays for solar energy produced at prices equal to or 
below current retail energy rates. See http://sunedison.com/commercial-
overview.php (printout of webpage enclosed) 

Solar system in parking lot 
Solar power can also be provided in the Project’s proposed parking lot; 
this would also serve as a shade structure for customers’ cars.  Solar-
powered parking lots are now being utilized in California.  In addition to 
providing renewable energy, a solar system above a parking lot has the 
added benefit of providing shade. See
http://www.greengeek.ca/2006/03/04/solar-panels-turn-parking-lot-into-
power-plant/. (printout of webpage enclosed) 

A Solar-powered parking-lot lighting is another option to analyze. See
http://www.solarlighting.com/application_parking_lot_lighting.html
(printout of webpage enclosed).  Because this measure would generate
100% of the energy required for parking lot lighting, it could remove this 
part of the Project from the electric grid.

Solar hot water system
Solar hot water systems are economical and would substantially 
reduce the Project’s use of natural gas.

o Optimize Energy Performance
According to its website, Wal-Mart has two “sustainable” stores.  Efficiency 
measures from these stores should be incorporated into the Project design.
Design buildings to exceed California Title 24 energy efficiency standards by 
at least 25%.

2 See Wal-Mart, Solar Power Pilot Project, available at www.walmartfacts.com (printout of webpage enclosed).  The
fact that Wal-Mart may consider its solar systems “pilot projects” does not render the measure infeasible under
CEQA. Indeed, solar power is a proved technology to reduce dependency on fossil-fuels and the greenhouse gases
they generate.
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Energy saving measures can include public entranceways designed to 
minimize loss of temperature-controlled air, sensors for exterior lighting 
fixtures, bathroom fans with humidity sensors and/or timers, thermostatic
expansion valves on air conditioning systems, improved insulation, advanced 
engineered HVACs, tight ducts, skylights, and high efficiency window 
glazing.

Refrigerant Management: Minimize/eliminate the use of non-CO2 greenhouse gases.
o Ozone friendly refrigerants such as certain HCFCs have a global warming potential 

close to 12,000 times that of carbon dioxide.  Accordingly, refrigerants should 
minimize or eliminate the emission of compounds that contribute to ozone depletion 
or global warming.

Water Conservation: Water efficiency relates directly to global warming because 
approximately 19% of all electricity and 30% of all natural gas is used to convey water in 
California.  Thus, the less water that is conveyed, the less energy consumed.  Water
conservation measures can include:

o Installing ultra-low flow toilets (<1.28gpf)
o Water efficient sink faucets
o Recirculation of hot water systems
o Landscaping with drought tolerant plants, installing high-efficiency drip irrigation

Transportation: Transportation related emissions generated by the project are those 
emissions from customer/employee vehicle trips

o In is unclear whether mitigation MM AIR-4 described in Appendix B is adopted by 
the EIR since this mitigation measure is not included in the air quality analysis.
These measures should be adopted, with additional specificity provided as to its 
implementation.

o Installation of electric vehicle charging station
o Offsets.  The above measures are unlikely to significantly reduce transportation 

related emissions.  While the most effective way to reduce transportation related
emissions is to locate the project in an urban area with an existing public 
transportation infrastructure, assuming that the Project will be located at the proposed 
location, those transportation related emissions that cannot be avoided should be 
offset.  Offsets can include installing solar systems on existing Wal-Marts not already 
slated for solar system installation.

Distribution
o Use biodiesel fuels in delivery trucks
o Increase efficiency of delivery trucks
o Prohibit idling of trucks on-site and provide electric plugs-ins for delivery trucks as 

an alternative to idling
The current anti-idling measures are vague and inconsistent.  While GW 1 in 
Appendix B would limit idling to no more than five minutes per truck per day 
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and requires “truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use”, MM AIR-9
would provide shade over loading bays to “decrease the need for truck idling 
to power air conditioning units.  MM AIR-9 suggests that idling could still 
occur to keep a truck cool, even when unoccupied.
A better solution is to modify Wal-Mart delivery trucks to use electrical ports 
when idling is absolutely necessary.  This would eliminate any diesel exhaust 
from idling on site.

Construction
o Mandatory utilization of electric or alternative fuels in construction equipment.
o Require construction equipment to utilize the best available technology to reduce 

emissions.
o Use salvaged, reused, recycled or refurbished construction materials to the extent 

feasible
o Use a minimum of 50% of wood-based materials and products that are certified in 

accordance with the Forest Stewardship Council’s (FSC) Principles and Criteria, for 
wood building components.

o Minimize and recycle construction waste
Waste Management: Waste management relates to global warming because, in addition to 
avoiding the energy costs of producing new products, landfills generate methane, a 
greenhouse gas with a warming potential twelve times that of carbon dioxide.  Measures to 
reduce waste include:

o Divert organic waste for on-site or off-site composting
o Comprehensive recycling
o By composting and recycling, Wal-Mart should divert at least 80% of its waste 

stream from landfills

Offsetting Emissions: After all measures have been implemented to reduce emissions in the 
first instance, remaining emissions that cannot be eliminated may be mitigated through
offsets.  Care should be taken to ensure that offsets purchased are real (additional),
permanent, and verified, and all aspects of the offsets should be discussed in the DEIR.  To 
provide offsets in the Project area, mitigation could include an energy-efficient retrofit of
existing building stock in the Project area to offset the increased energy demands of the 
Project.

The DEIR’s deficiencies as discussed throughout not only render it legally 
defective but also represent an enormous missed opportunity to improve land use planning and 
decision-making and greatly slash the proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions.  The EIR’s 
failure to fully address and mitigate greenhouse gas emissions and global warming is ironic
given the Wal-Mart corporation’s public statements regarding its efforts to reduce this pollution 
and operate more sustainably.  All of the measures listed above must be incorporated unless it is
shown, with substantial evidence on the record, that they would be infeasible.  Fortunately, these
measures are eminently feasible and will result in a vastly improved Project that saves consumers
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energy costs, promotes local jobs and innovation, and complies with the mandates and 
aspirations of CEQA. 

Please do not hesitate to contact Matthew Vespa at (415) 436-9682 x.309 or 
mvespa@biologicaldiversity.org if you have any questions regarding these comments.  Thank 
you for your time and consideration of our concerns. 

Sincerely,

Matthew Vespa 
Center for Biological Diversity 

Enc:  The following references are included for your review and inclusion in the administrative
record.

REFERENCES

Carbon Disclosure Project, CD4 Reponses, available at http://www.cdproject.net/index.asp

Marin Countywide Plan Update Draft EIR (Jan. 2007) (excerpts) 

Wal-Mart, Wal-Mart Greenhouse Gas Emissions, available at www.walmartfacts.com

Wal-Mart, Wal-Mart 2005 Baseline GHG Inventory 

Wal-Mart, Solar Powered Pilot Project

Wal-Mart Watch, Sustaining Wal-Mart (2007) 

http://sunedison.com/commercial-overview.php (solar installation)

http://www.greengeek.ca/2006/03/04/solar-panels-turn-parking-lot-into-power-plant/ (google 
builds solar powered parking lot) 

http://www.solarlighting.com/application_parking_lot_lighting.html (solar powered parking lot 
lighting)
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2.2.7 - Private Organizations 
Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) 
Response to CBD-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the comment letter.  The responses below 
address the generalized concerns articulated in the introductory remarks.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to CBD-2 
The comment notes that the greenhouse gas emissions inventory done for the project is not 
exhaustive, and should include emissions from virtually all possible sources, direct and indirect, as a 
result of the project in order to “reflect a good faith effort” on the part of the City to analyze 
greenhouse gas emissions.  The comment includes this passage: “A complete inventory of the projects 
emissions should include, at a minimum, an estimate of emissions form the following:  Direct 
Impacts:  [1] Construction emissions (from machinery and vehicles); [2] Vehicle trips and 
transportation emissions generated by the project (includes emission from customer, employee, and 
supply trucks); [3] Fugitive emissions, such as methane leaks from pipeline systems and leaks of 
HCFs from air conditioning systems; [4] Wastewater and solid waste storage or disposal including 
transport where applicable; and Indirect Impacts: [5] Electricity generation and transmission for the 
heating, cooling, lighting, and other energy demands of the buildings; [6] Energy consumed from 
supplying water to the project.”  The author alleged that the Draft EIR understated the proposed 
project’s greenhouse gas emissions because it did not account for all of these emissions.  The author 
also questioned what types emissions were assumed to be included in the vehicular total shown in 
Table 4.2-9 of the Draft EIR. 

First, it should be noted that certain emissions the author identified, such as methane leaks, 
wastewater, and solid waste, cannot be quantified as suggested by the commenter, because doing so 
would involve a great deal of speculation that is due to the lack of reliable information needed to 
estimate greenhouse gas emissions; thus, the quantification would be of little or no practical value.  
(See CEQA Guidelines, Section 15145.)  Common CEQA practice has never included attempts to 
generate some of the kinds of information demanded.  For instance, methane leakage assumes that 
natural gas infrastructure is improperly working, which is not necessarily a foreseeable result of the 
proposed project.  Moreover, the existence and extent of any such leakage cannot be reliably 
predicted, certainly not with any reliable quantitative certainty.  Greenhouse gas emissions from solid 
waste decomposition can be estimated using the U.S. EPA’s Waste Reduction Model online 
calculator11; this calculator, however, requires detailed inputs about the amount and type of solid 
waste generated, which are not available.  Thus, any attempt to quantify emissions to the extent 
suggested by the commenter would include a great deal of speculation, and would be of little or no 
practical value.  (See CEQA Guidelines, Section 15145.) 

                                                     
11  Available online at http://epa.gov/climatechange/wycd/waste/calculators/Warm_Form.html 
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For purposes of background, it should be noted that AB 32 was only recently enacted (2006), and, as 
such, there is no accepted methodology or air quality model available for quantification of greenhouse 
gas emissions from development projects.  The City and its consultants, using their professional 
expertise and judgment, have therefore done their best to devise their own methodology, which is 
intentionally conservative because of the newness of the science at issue.  Moreover, the greenhouse 
gas emissions analysis prepared for this project was prepared in May 2007 and was one of the first 
such analyses done.  Accordingly, it did not have the benefit of incorporating further refinements that 
have since been and are continuing to be developed for such analyses within the environmental air 
quality consulting profession.  Moreover, it is important to keep in mind that since the analysis of 
greenhouse gas emissions on a project level is an emerging field of study in CEQA, there are no 
established standards, and lead agencies are grappling with how to analyze greenhouse gas emissions 
and evaluate their impact, even once the process for quantifying emissions has been worked out.  In 
the absence of established standards, lead agencies are left to use their best judgment and rely upon 
the best available information for evaluation of greenhouse gas emissions impacts.  The City of 
Suisun City undertook qualitative and quantitative analyses of both greenhouse gas emissions and 
energy consumption for the project.  Refer to pages 4.2-33 through 4.2-39 and pages 6-17 through 6-
25 of the Draft ER, as well as Appendix B.   

Greenhouse gas emissions from construction, electricity consumption, water conveyance, and 
refrigerants are presented below.  The Draft EIR did identify greenhouse gas emissions associated 
with area vehicular emissions, which includes all vehicle trips to and from the project site on a daily 
basis (e.g., customers, employees, deliveries, and pick-ups).  Delivery truck idling, which was noted 
as a particular concern by the comment, is expected to represent a negligible source of greenhouse gas 
emissions because of the anti-idling measures contained in Mitigation Measure AIR-4.   

With respect to leakage rates from natural gas pipeline infrastructure and HFC leakage from improper 
care of air conditioning equipment, these sources are not specific to this project, and, additionally, 
leakage rates would be negligible relative to the contribution of CO2 from vehicle trips. 

Construction  
The project would emit greenhouse gases during construction of the project from combustion of fuels 
in worker vehicles accessing the site as well as the construction equipment.  The project would also 
emit greenhouse gases during the manufacture and transportation of the building materials; however, 
because the exact types and quantities of building materials will be used in unknown, it is not possible 
to provide any meaningful estimates of greenhouse gas emissions from production and transport of 
such materials.  As such, the scope of construction greenhouse gas emissions analysis will be limited 
to emissions from construction activity phases. 

Exhaust emissions during construction were estimated using URBEMIS2007 in accordance the 
methodology as described in the project EIR.  The EIR estimated emissions from grading, building 
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construction, architectural coating, and asphalt paving.  The project emissions of CO2 are shown in 
Table 3, below.  Emissions of nitrous oxide and methane are negligible. 

Table 3: Construction Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

Carbon Dioxide Emissions 
Phase 

Tons Per Year MMTCO2e

Mass Grading 34.07 0.000031 

Building 389.44 0.000351 

Coating 2.72 0.000002 

Paving 10.31 0.000009 

Total 436.54 0.000394 

Source:  Michael Brandman Associates, 2007. 

It is important to keep in mind that, generally speaking, it is appropriate to consider construction-
related emissions separately from operational emissions; construction related emissions are typically 
limited in duration to the short period during project construction, whereas operational emissions are 
ongoing and may be emitted annually for the life of the project.  This distinction is typically 
maintained in air quality analysis prepared in compliance with CEQA.   

Electricity Consumption 
The project would consume approximately 3.6 megawatt-hours (MWh) per year.  The emission 
factors for electricity use was obtained from the California Climate Action Registry and is 804.54 
pounds of CO2 per MWh, 0.0067 pounds of NH4 per MWh, and 0.0037 pounds of N2O per MWh. 

Water Conveyance 
The project is estimated to use approximately 22 acre-feet of water per year at buildout.  The 
consumption of energy necessary to transport water was obtained from the California Energy 
Commission, which estimated energy usage from water supply and conveyance, water treatment, 
water distribution, and wastewater treatment.  The document also separated energy usage estimates 
between northern and southern California.  The CEC estimated that it took approximately 3,950 kWh 
of electricity for every million gallons of water in Northern California.  The emission factors for 
electricity use was obtained from the California Climate Action Registry and is 804.54 pounds of CO2

per MWh, 0.0067 pounds of NH4 per MWh, and 0.0037 pounds of N2O per MWh. 

Refrigerants 
Refrigerant emissions would be emitted from refrigerators and air conditioning units.  The EPA is 
phasing out the old refrigerant, HCFC-22, with non-ozone depleting substances.  It was assumed for 
this analysis that HFC-134a would be used.  The emissions associated with this source were estimated 
using a reference document published by the EPA. 
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Summary
As shown in Table 4, total additional greenhouse gas emissions would be 3,581 tonnes of CO2e per 
year, or 0.0036 MMTCO2e per year.  The identification of these emissions does not represent the 
disclosure of a new environmental impact because the Draft EIR found that greenhouse gas emissions 
were a significant unavoidable impact after mitigation in Impact AIR-9.  As such, it does not alter any 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Table 4: Additional Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Source (units) Carbon 
Dioxide

Nitrous 
Oxide Methane Hydrofluorocarbons 

Indirect electricity (tons per year) 1,448 0.01 0.01 — 

Water Transport (tons per year) 366 0.00 0.00 — 

Construction (tons per year) 437 Negligible Negligible — 

Refrigerants (tons per year) — — — 1.32 

Total (tons per year) 2,251 0.01 0.02 1.32 

Total (metric tonnes per year) 2.030 0.01 0.01 1.19 

Global Warming Potential 1 310 21 1,300 

Total (metric tonnes per year 
CO2e) 2.030 2 0 1,548 

Total Additional Emissions 
(MMTCO2e per year) 0.0020 0.0000 0.0000 0.0015 

Total Emissions Reported in 
Draft EIR (MMTCO2e per year) 0.0177 0.00069 0.000091 —

Total Emissions
(MMTCO2e per year) 0.0197 0.00069 0.000091 0.0015

Grand Total (MMTCO2e per 
year) 0.021981 

Source:  Michael Brandman Associates, 2007. 

As previously disclosed in the Draft EIR, the primary greenhouse gas generated by the project would 
be carbon dioxide.  As reported in the Draft EIR, at project buildout, total unmitigated greenhouse gas 
emissions would be 0.0185 MMTCO2e annually.  As supplemented with the above analysis, at project 
buildout, total greenhouse gas emissions would be about 0.021981 MMTCO2e per year.  The 
disclosure of an additional 0.003481 MMTCO2e of greenhouse gas emissions does not represent 
substantial new evidence requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR.   

On a broader note, greenhouse gas emissions analysis is an evolving field of study and new methods 
of identifying and quantifying emissions are regularly becoming available.  As such, it is not possible 
or even practical to identify and quantify every potential source of greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with a land development project.  Furthermore, as previously mentioned, there is no 
established regulatory guidance for identifying and quantifying greenhouse gas emissions.  In the 
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absence of regulatory guidance, lead agencies are left to use their best judgment and the best available 
information for evaluating greenhouse gas emissions impacts.  By evaluating greenhouse gas 
emissions from project vehicle trips, area sources, construction, electricity usage, water conveyance, 
and refrigerants, and proposing feasible mitigation measures to reduce such emissions, the City of 
Suisun has clearly complied with the intent of AB 32, which is to reduce emissions of greenhouse gas 
to specific levels by certain dates.  

In summary, the City has used its good faith efforts to disclose the potential impacts associated with 
emission of greenhouse gas emissions.  It has further provided quantitative analysis, where data is 
reliable, to disclose the quantitative emissions of the project during construction and operations.
Although other indirect and offsite emissions would occur as a result of the project, reliable 
quantification of such sources, beyond what has already been set forth in the Final EIR, is simply not 
possible to obtain.  It is true that crude and questionable assumptions could used to quantify these 
emissions, and that may be the kind of analysis the commenter is seeking, but the City is unwilling to 
generate numbers solely for the sake of generating numbers, when the numbers might bear little or no 
relation to reality.  Had the City concluded that greenhouse gas emissions would be less than 
significant, either before or after mitigation, the “missing analysis” would be of greater importance 
than it is here, where the City honestly and forthrightly concluded that, even with all feasible 
mitigation, greenhouse gas emissions would be significant and unavoidable.  It is inconceivable that, 
even with the kind of (speculative) analysis demanded by the commenter, this bottom line conclusion 
would change.   

Response to CBD-3 
The author requested that additional explanation of what natural gas combustion greenhouse gas 
emission consist of and how they were calculated. 

Natural gas combustion is the use of natural gas during project operations, for example in heating.  
Carbon dioxide emissions from natural gas combustion were generated using the EPA AP-42 
emissions factor, as described on page 4.2-34 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to CBD-4 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR’s greenhouse gas emissions analysis omitted consideration of 
emissions from electricity consumption. 

Indirect greenhouse gas emissions from electricity consumption are provided in Response CBD-2. 

Response to CBD-5 
The author stated that the Draft EIR must be revised to include a full and adequate inventory of 
project greenhouse gas emissions.  The author also stated that the Draft EIR must be revised to 
include an assessment of the project’s energy consumption. 
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Greenhouse gas emissions from construction, electricity consumption, water conveyance, and 
refrigerants are provided in Response CBD-2.  It is important to note that these emissions were 
previously discussed qualitatively.  The quantification of these emissions under emerging analytical 
techniques and data does not represent the disclosure of a new environmental impact because the 
Draft EIR found that greenhouse gas emissions were a significant unavoidable impact after mitigation 
in Impact AIR-9; nor does the quantification identification of these additional emissions reflect a 
substantial increase in the severity of a previously disclosed environmental impact as discussed in 
Response to CBD-2.  In other words, the supplemental quantitative data does not represent significant 
new information, triggering the need to recirculate the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5.  Moreover, the new quantitative data does not alter any conclusions presented in the 
Draft EIR. 

The project’s energy consumption was previously evaluated in the Draft EIR at pages 6-17 through 
6-25.

Response to CBD-6 
The author noted that the Draft EIR’s conclusion that project-related greenhouse gas emissions 
represent a significant impact is inconsistent with the conclusion presented in the Global Climate 
Change Analysis contained in Appendix B.  The author goes onto dispute the conclusions presented 
in Appendix B. 

The conclusion presented in the Draft EIR is the prevailing conclusion and not the one presented in 
Appendix B, which was a previous version that was erroneously left unchanged.  Therefore, the 
statements in Appendix B stating that the project would not have a significant cumulative 
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions are moot and do not apply.  These statements have been 
corrected to reflect the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR and the changes are noted in the Errata. 

Response to CBD-7 
The author disputes the Draft EIR’s evaluation of the project’s consistency with the Climate Action 
Team’s greenhouse gas emission strategies on the basis that the project would result in a net increase 
in emissions and, therefore, exacerbate greenhouse gas concentrations and not reduce them.  The 
author argued that because the project would result in a net increase in greenhouse gas emissions, the 
Draft EIR should conclude that emissions are still significant after mitigation. 

In the absence of any binding standards for greenhouse gas emission reduction measures, the Climate 
Action Team report was used because it is widely accepted and is the basis for the State of 
California’s efforts to reduce emissions of heat trapping gases.  The Draft EIR provided an evaluation 
of the proposed project’s consistency with the applicable Climate Action Team greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction strategies as the basis for identifying project features that are consistent with 
report’s objectives.  Even though the project was found to be consistent with the applicable reduction 
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strategies, the Draft EIR still concluded that the proposed project’s net increase in greenhouse gas 
emissions constituted a significant cumulative impact after mitigation. 

Response to CBD-8 
The author stated that the Draft EIR must analyze and adopt all feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce the proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions.  The author also requested clarification of 
whether the mitigation measures presented in the Global Climate Change Analysis contained in 
Appendix B are part of the project. 

Mitigation Measures AIR-4, GW-1, and GW-2 contained in the Global Climate Change Analysis 
contained in Appendix B were originally proposed during the administrative draft review of the EIR 
and ultimately revised or stricken because they were infeasible or did not effectively mitigate 
greenhouse gas emissions.  While parts of Mitigation Measures AIR-4, as set out in Appendix B, 
have been incorporated into other mitigation measures, other parts of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 have 
been stricken as infeasible.  In particular, those aspects of proposed Mitigation Measure AIR-4 from 
Appendix B that conflicted with the limitations in the law embodied in Health and Safety Code 
section 40417.9, were stricken.  In particular, section 40417.9 places limitations on mandatory 
employee trip reduction programs.  Mitigation Measures GW-1 was stricken because its requirements 
were incorporated into Mitigation Measure AIR-4 in the Draft EIR.  Mitigation Measure GW-2 was 
stricken because it would have only required Wal-Mart to join the California Climate Action 
Registry, which would have no effect on reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  Accordingly, Appendix 
B has been corrected to reflect actual text of the mitigation measures that appeared in the Draft EIR.  
This change is noted in the Errata and does not change any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to CBD-9 
The author alleged that the Draft EIR did not conduct a CEQA Guidelines Appendix F energy 
conservation analysis and, therefore, a full energy audit should be conducted to identify opportunities 
for energy savings. 

The author’s statement is not correct.  The Draft EIR did evaluate energy conservation in accordance 
with the Appendix F requirements in Section 6.4. 

Response to CBD-10 
The author proposed a mitigation measure to address the proposed project’s energy consumption that 
would require the project applicant to install a photovoltaic solar system onsite, either on the roof of 
the Wal-Mart Supercenter or in the parking lot.  The author noted that Wal-Mart has launched a Solar 
Power Pilot Project to evaluate the viability of solar panels on stores and, therefore, this represents a 
feasible technology for the proposed project.  The author also proposed solar-powered parking lot 
lighting system and a solar-powered hot water system. 
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For the purposes of information, Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. is currently engaged in a Solar Power Pilot 
Project.12  Under the pilot project, Wal-Mart has entered into 10-year contracts with three solar 
electricity generators to install onsite solar photovoltaic power systems at 22 Wal-Mart locations in 
California and Hawaii.  Each solar system is anticipated to supply up to 30 percent of each store’s 
electricity needs.  The pilot project will assess whether onsite solar systems are viable for other Wal-
Mart stores.  At the time of this writing, Wal-Mart has not indicated if the proposed project will be 
one of the 22 stores included in the pilot project. 

In response to the author’s request, an addition provision has been added to Mitigation Measure AIR-
9 requiring the project applicant to either include the project in the Wal-Mart Solar Power Pilot 
Project or include solar panels or a solar hot water heating system in the project if they are determined 
to be feasible at the time building permits are sought.  The feasibility of this measure cannot be 
determined at this time for a number of reasons, a few of which are discussed here.  First, as noted in 
several places in the EIR, other mitigation measures would potentially require the use of Wal-Mart’s 
roof for other purposes.  For instance, Mitigation Measure HYD-3b would potentially require that the 
roof be designed as a retention rooftop or as a green roof.  It is not clear that this time these measures 
would be required, and, furthermore, even if required whether these uses could be combined with 
solar panels.  Other demands will be placed on the roof as well.  In particular, rooftop HVAC units, 
noise parapets, etc., are to be sited on the roof. Finally, Mitigation Measure AIR-4 requires that the 
applicant “install high albedo and emissive roofs or install EPA ‘Energy Star’ approved roofing 
materials.”  It is unclear how this mitigation measure would affect the feasibility of solar panels.  For 
these and other reasons, the feasibility of rooftop solar will be determined at the time that building 
permits are issued.  At that time, the applicant will be required to demonstrate whether rooftop solar is 
feasible, and, if so, to what extent.  If rooftop solar proves to be feasible, the City will mandate that 
the applicant install rooftop solar before occupancy.  This change is noted in the Errata.  However, 
because there is no certainty that solar power is feasible for the proposed project, and—more 
importantly—because indirect emissions from electricity consumption represent a relatively small 
source of project-related greenhouse gas emissions, the implementation of this mitigation measure 
would not change the residual significance of this impact, which is significant and unavoidable. 

Response to CBD-11 
The author recommended several mitigation measures to reduce project emission of greenhouse gases 
by optimizing project energy performance.  The author suggested that the proposed project: 
incorporate features from the two existing experimental Wal-Mart Supercenters (Aurora, CO and 
McKinney, TX); be designed to exceed California’s Title 24 energy efficiency standards by 25 
percent; and incorporate design measures such as public entranceways designed to minimize the loss 
of temperature-controlled air, exterior lighting fixture sensors, bathroom fans with humidity sensors 
or timers, thermostatic expansion valves on air conditioning systems, improved insulation, advanced 
engineered HVACs, tight ducts, skylights, and high-efficiency window glazing. 
                                                     
12  Source: http://www.walmartfacts.com/FactSheets/Solar_Power_Pilot_Project.pdf 
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First, it should be noted that these two existing Wal-Mart stores are “experimental,” because it is not 
at all certain that the features are viable and will, in fact, produce the efficiency goals as touted.  The 
experimental Wal-Mart Supercenters are intended to test the viability of 50 different types of features 
that could potentially be incorporated into other Wal-Mart stores around the country, including the 
proposed project.  These features include the use of recycled construction and demolition materials 
from nearby construction projects, using waste vegetable and motor oil to heat the store, and radiant 
floor heating to keep pedestrian areas free of snow.  Some of these features would not be available or 
warranted for the proposed project because the project does not contain a Tire Lube Express and 
because Suisun City’s climate would not require the use of radiant floor heating systems.  Some of 
these or similar features are already being employed in the project.  As discussed on page 3-24 of the 
Draft EIR, the Wal-Mart Supercenter’s exterior concrete mixes would use fly ash, which is consistent 
with the objective of reusing salvageable waste material in project construction.  Moreover, as 
explained below, the project includes a number of features designed to increase the store’s energy 
efficiency, which are appropriate to the climatic and other regional conditions of the project.  
Therefore, the author’s proposed requirement that efficiency measures from the experimental stores 
does not need to be incorporated into the proposed project as mitigation. 

As discussed in Impact PSU-7, the proposed project’s design prototype includes a number of 
measures that would exceed the Title 24 minimum energy efficiency standards.  These include the 
following:

1. T-8 fluorescent lamps and electronic ballasts, which are the most energy efficient lighting 
systems available and reduces the energy load of a single store by approximately 15 to 20 
percent compared with conventional lighting. 

2. Light Emitting Diode (LED) lighting in all internally illuminated building signage.  LED 
technology is more than 70 percent more energy efficient that fluorescent illumination and 
provides an extended life span of 12 to 20+ years.  Thus, this measure reduces energy both in 
the use of and manufacture of lighting. 

3. LED lighting in frozen food cases and other refrigerated cases with doors.  This lighting is 
motion activated and turns itself off whenever it is not needed.  This lighting uses 15 percent 
less energy as traditional lighting and last three to four times longer.  Moreover, it contains no 
mercury. 

4. Daylight harvesting systems (e.g., skylights, electronic dimming ballasts, computer controlled 
daylight sensors) that automatically and continuously dims all of the lights as the daylight 
contribution increases. 

5. Nighttime lighting dimming, in which illumination is reduced between 65 percent and 75 
percent during the late night hours. 
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6. Super-high efficiency packaged heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units that 
have a weighted Energy Efficiency Ratio (EER) of 11.25, compared with the industry 
standard EER of 9.0.  This is about 6 percent more efficient than required by California 
Title 24. 

7. An energy management system that is monitored and controlled from corporate headquarters 
in  Bentonville, Arkansas.  The energy management system enables corporate headquarters to 
monitor energy usage, analyze refrigeration temperatures, observe HVAC and lighting 
performance, and adjust lighting, temperature, and/or refrigeration set points 24 hours per 
day, seven days per week.  It also allows corporate headquarters to adjust lighting, 
temperature, and refrigeration set points from a central location. 

8. Refrigeration waste heat capture systems that are used to heat water in the kitchen preparation 
areas.  On average, waste heat accounts for 70 percent of the hot water heating needs of a 
Wal-Mart.

9. A white membrane roof with a high solar reflectivity that lowers the cooling load by about 8 
percent.

When implemented, these measures alone have been found to exceed the 2005 Title 24 standards by 9 
percent.  In addition to the measures discussed in the Draft EIR in Impact PSU-7, the project will 
employ additional measures in its design that will improve efficiency and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  These measures are as follows: 

1. The store will include occupancy light sensors in non-sales floor areas.  These sensors detect 
activity in a room and automatically turn off the lights when the space is unoccupied. 

2. The Wal-Mart will include a dehumidifying system that allows the store to operate a higher 
temperature, use less energy, and allow the refrigeration system to operate more efficiently. 

3. The project will not use heating elements in the freezer doors to combat condensation.  
Instead, dehumidifying film will be placed on the doors, which serves the same purpose but 
requires no energy. 

4. The project will used poured concrete that includes up to 25 percent fly ash.  Cement 
production is estimated to produce 7 percent of all greenhouse gas.  The store will include up 
to 25 percent fly ash in the exterior concrete mixes.  Additionally, up to 40 percent of the mix 
can be a combination of fly ash and ground granulated blast furnace slag.  This reduces the 
amount of cement used for the store and the amount of greenhouse gases emitted in the 
production of the cement. 

5. The store will employ recycled material in the construction of the building.  Current 
construction standards on Wal-Mart buildings include a substantial amount of recycled steel.  
The store will be built with nearly 100 percent recycled structural steel.  Wal-Mart structural 
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steel suppliers use high efficient electric arc furnaces that use 50 percent less energy to 
manufacture recycled steel.  Using recycled steel means less mining for new steel, and it is a 
material that can be readily recycled again if the building is demolished.  Recycled material 
will also be employed during operations.  For instance, all of the plastic baseboards, and 
many of the plastic shelving employed by Wal-Mart as a standard practice are manufactured 
from recycled material. 

6. All restroom sinks will include sensor-activated low-flow faucets.  The low-flow faucets 
reduce usage by 84 percent.  The sensors save approximately 20 percent of the remaining 16 
percent usage over similar manual operated systems. 

7. The store will not include a PVC roof.  Recognizing environmental concerns with the 
manufacture and disposal of PVC (polyvinyl chloride), Wal-Mart has eliminated all PVC 
roofing from its new stores. 

8. Shade trees in the parking lot in accordance with established City standards will reduce heat 
adjacent to the store and require less usage of electricity to cool the store. 

Finally, the following measures were included in or have been added to Mitigation AIR-9, which will 
even further improve energy efficiency of the project and reduce greenhouse gas emissions:

1. Overhead panels shall be installed over the loading bays to provide shade for docked trucks in 
order to keep the truck cabin and trailer cooler and to decrease the need for truck idling to 
power air conditioning units.  The panels shall be of sufficient size and oriented to shade the 
cabin during the summer season. 

2. Shade trees shall be planted near HVAC equipment to directly shield it from sunlight. 

3. Low nitrogen oxide-emitting or high-efficiency water heaters shall be used. 

4. If determined to be feasible at the time building permits are sought, before occupancy, the 
project applicant shall either (1) include the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter in the Wal-Mart 
Solar Power Pilot Project or (2) include photovoltaic solar panels and/or solar hot water 
heating systems in the proposed project.  (As discussed above in Response to CBD-2, the 
feasibility of this measure cannot be determined at this time.) 

5. If determined to be feasible at the time building permits are sought, the project applicant shall 
implement a re-circulating hot water system in the proposed project.  (The feasibility of this 
measure cannot be determined at this time.  For instance, the project design already includes a 
refrigeration waste heat capture systems, which is anticipated to provide 70 percent of the 
Wal-Mart store’s needs.  Additionally, the project must use low nitrogen oxide-emitting or 
high-efficiency water heaters.  A re-circulating hot water system may not be feasible or 
warranted when combined with the existing design and mitigation requirements.) 

6. The project applicant shall include low-flow or ultra low-flow toilets in the proposed project  
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7. The project landscaping plan shall include at least three of the following water conservation 
features: low-precipitation-rate sprinklers, bubbler/soaker systems, programmable irrigation 
controllers with automatic rain shut off sensors, matched precipitation rate nozzles that 
maximize the uniformity of the water distribution characteristics of the irrigation system, 
conservative sprinkler spacings that minimize overspray onto paved surfaces, or hydrozones 
that keep plants with similar water needs in the same irrigation zone. 

8. Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall retain a qualified contractor 
to perform construction and demolition debris recycling.  The contractor shall be approved by 
the City of Suisun City.  The project applicant shall provide documentation to the satisfaction 
of the City of Suisun City demonstrating that construction and demolition debris was 
recycled. 

9. The design of the store allows for the use of fans instead of air conditioning during certain 
periods to reduce electricity usage. 

Regarding the author suggestion that the store be designed to exceed the Title 24 standards by 25 
percent, there are practical limits to achieving such a goal.  One of the most important is the need to 
ensure that customers and employees are safe and secure 24 hours a day, as required by Federal and 
State law and insurance liability requirements.  Doing so requires adequate lighting, the operation of 
security equipment such as cameras and monitors, functioning emergency alarm equipment, and other 
systems that must continually operate.  Because these systems can represent a substantial source 
electricity demand, requiring the store to exceed the Title 24 standards by 25 percent may not be 
possible.

Moreover, the author does not identify any design modifications to the Supercenter prototype that 
could be made to achieve the 25 percent goal.  Without providing any evidence showing how such an 
objective can achieved, simply stating that a building should achieve a certain energy efficiency goal 
does not constitute feasible mitigation.   

In fairness, it should be noted that the author did identify a number of additional energy efficiency 
measures, some of which have been incorporated into Mitigation Measure AIR-9, as noted above.  
However, it is not known at the time of this writing if those measures would achieve the author’s 
objective of a 25 percent exceedance of the Title 24 standards.  Because there is no evidence 
indicating that exceeding the Title 24 standards is possible, this bare performance standard is not 
considered feasible mitigation. 

Finally, regarding the author’s various suggested design features, many of these measures, or 
comparable measures, are already incorporated into the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter design.  As 
identified on page 3-23 and 3-24 of the Draft EIR and discussed at length above, the Wal-Mart 
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Supercenter would contain measures that are identical to the author’s recommendation or comparable 
in terms of the energy savings.  

Some of the author’s proposed measures would not be practical from a safety or security perspective.  
For instance, it would not be safe to include bathroom lighting sensors in publicly accessible 
bathrooms or exterior lighting sensors in a project of this nature.  Other proposed measures, such as 
high-efficiency window glazing, would offer few benefits for a facility with very few windows, such 
as the project.  Therefore, except as noted above, the author’s proposed energy efficiency measures 
do not need to be incorporated into the proposed project as mitigation.   

Response to CBD-12 
The author proposed a mitigation measure to minimize or eliminate project-related greenhouse gas 
emissions of refrigerants that contain hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs). 

HCFCs are being phased out as part of the Montreal Protocol, which the United States ratified and, 
therefore, is obligated to reduce emissions of such compounds.  In place of HCFCs, 
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are coming into wider use.  As stated on page 3-24 of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed project would use air conditioning and HVAC equipment that employs R-410a refrigerant, 
which is composed of HFCs and emits fewer ozone-depleting compounds and greenhouse gases than 
R-22.  Therefore, the author’s proposed requirement that the project minimize or eliminate emissions 
of HCFCs is already being implemented to some degree.  Without more specifics from the author, it 
is difficult to respond further.   

Response to CBD-13 
The author proposed several water efficiency mitigation measures to reduce the proposed project’s 
emissions of greenhouse gases.  The measures included installing ultra-low flow toilets, water 
efficient sink faucets, recalculating hot water systems, and drought-tolerant landscaping with high-
efficiency drip irrigation. 

As identified on page 3-24 of the Draft EIR, several of the author’s proposed measures are 
incorporated into the project design.  The proposed project would include sensor-activated, low-flow 
faucets in restrooms and landscaped areas containing drought-resistant plants.   

In response to the author’s request, Mitigation Measure AIR-9 has been revised to include provisions 
for a recirculating hot water system if found to be economically and technically feasible at the time 
building permits are sought.  In addition, Mitigation Measure AIR-9 has also been revised to include 
provisions for low and ultra-low flow toilets and additional water conservation requirements for 
outdoor irrigation.  These changes are noted in the Errata.  However, because indirect emissions from 
water consumption represent a relatively small source of project-related greenhouse gas emissions, 
the implementation of these mitigation measures would not change the residual significance of this 
impact, which is significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to CBD-14 
The author requested clarification regarding if Mitigation Measure AIR-4 presented in the Global 
Climate Change Analysis contained in Appendix B is reflected in the Draft EIR.  The author stated 
that if they are not reflected in the Draft EIR, they should be added to the document.  The author also 
stated that the proposed project should mitigate for greenhouse gas emission by installing electric 
vehicle charging stations and offsetting vehicular-related emissions by installing solar panels on 
existing Wal-Mart stores. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-4 contained in the Global Climate Change Analysis contained in Appendix 
B reflected an earlier version of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 that was ultimately presented in the Draft 
EIR.  The measures originally presented in Mitigation Measure AIR-4 were derived from a list of 
operational air pollution reduction measures identified in the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District Guidelines.  Several of these measures presented were found to be inapplicable (e.g., 
installing showers) or in violation of State law (Health and Safety Code Section 40417.9) for the 
proposed project (e.g., banning mandatory trip reduction programs such as onsite childcare), while 
others were redundant to requirements identified in other mitigation measures (e.g., installing transit 
facilities, which were set forth in Mitigation Measure TRANS-8).  Thus, this mitigation measure was 
ultimately revised to require feasible, unique project-specific mitigation measures.  Accordingly, 
Appendix B has been corrected to reflect the correct language of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 that 
appeared in the Draft EIR.  This change is noted in the Errata and does not change any conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR.  Regarding the author’s assertion that the requirements of the previous 
version of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 should be added to the Draft EIR, this is not necessary for 
reasons provided above. 

Electric vehicle charging stations would not be compatible with the retail characteristics of the 
project.  Using conventional battery charging technology, it generally takes more than 8 hours to fully 
recharge an electric vehicle battery from a standard 110-volt outlet.  Because most customers are 
expected to be onsite for less than 1 hour, it would be unlikely that customers who drive electric 
vehicles would be inclined to make the effort to recharge their vehicles for such a short period of 
time.  Therefore, electric vehicle charging stations are not considered feasible for the proposed 
project.

As described in Response CBD-10, Mitigation Measure AIR-9 has been revised to include an 
additional provision requiring the project applicant to either include the project in the Wal-Mart Solar 
Power Pilot Project or include solar panels or a solar hot water heating system in the project if they 
are determined to be economically and technically feasible at the time building permits are sought.  
However, because there is no certainty that solar power is feasible for the proposed project and 
because indirect emissions from electricity consumption represent a relatively small source of project-
related greenhouse gas emissions, the implementation of this mitigation measure would not change 
the residual significance of this impact, which is significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to CBD-15 
The author requested a mitigation measure that would require the use of biodiesel fuel in delivery 
trucks and increased efficiency of delivery trucks.  The author also requested a mitigation measure 
that would prohibit idling of trucks onsite and require the provision of electrical outlets in loading 
areas to power trucks.  The author suggested that the mitigation measures that addressed this in 
Appendix B, Climate Change Analysis were vague and inconsistent. 

There is conflicting research concerning the ability of biodiesel to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
relative to conventional diesel.  Mark A. Delucchi of the University of California Davis concluded in 
a paper titled “Lifecycle Analysis of Biofuels”13 (May 2006) that biofuels (e.g., ethanol and biodiesel) 
may actually result in greater emissions of greenhouse gases when lifecycle factors (e.g., agricultural 
production) are considered.  Therefore, requiring the Wal-Mart truck fleet to use biodiesel may 
actually cause an increase in greenhouse gas emissions.   

Moreover, a technical constraint to requiring the use of biodiesel is the lack of stations that retail such 
fuel within a reasonable distance of Suisun City.  According to the biodiesel station locator14, the 
nearest biodiesel stations to the project site are in Napa and Brentwood, 24 miles and 39 miles 
distance, respectively.  Because accessing either fueling station would require significant detours 
relative to using conventional diesel stations, this requirement would have the perverse effect of 
increasing vehicle miles traveled, thereby resulting in more fuel consumption and creating more 
tailpipe emissions.  For this reason, the use of biodiesel fuels is considered infeasible for mitigating 
this impact. 

Regarding the increasing truck fleet fuel efficiency, the federal government has jurisdiction over truck 
fuel economy because interstate trucking is recognized as interstate commerce.  The Commerce 
Clause of the United States Constitution allows only Congress to legislate such matters related to 
interstate commerce.  To some degree, the Clean Air Act authorizes the State of California to impose 
more stringent requirements on fuel efficiency than national standards.  To the extent that those 
requirements require or will require Wal-Mart to employ increase truck fleet fuel efficiency, Wal-
Mart will certainly comply with the law.  The City of Suisun City, however, does not have the 
authority to impose fuel economy requirements on the proposed project’s truck fleet. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-4 in the Draft EIR requires the installation of auxiliary power outlets in the 
Wal-Mart Supercenter loading areas to electrically power truck refrigeration units in order to prevent 
diesel engine idling.  In addition, the mitigation measure requires that signage be installed in the 
loading areas advising truck drivers of State law that prohibits idling for more than 5 minutes.  Note 
that Wal-Mart’s corporate truck fleet is equipped with automatic diesel engine shut off devices that 
stop idling after 3 minutes.  Therefore, the author proposed mitigation measure requiring a prohibition 

                                                     
13  Paper available online at http://hydrogen.its.ucdavis.edu/publications/pubpres/2006pub/delucchi06 
14  Online at http://www.biodiesel.org/buyingbiodiesel/retailfuelingsites/ 
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on idling, and the provision of auxiliary power units in loading areas is not necessary because it is 
already proposed as mitigation. 

For clarification purposes, the anti-idling mitigation measures the author cited as “vague” and 
“inconsistent” (Mitigation Measure GW-1) were from the Global Climate Change Analysis technical 
report in Appendix B.  That mitigation measure was ultimately revised and became Mitigation 
Measure AIR-4 in the Draft EIR.  Accordingly, Appendix B has been corrected to reflect the correct 
language of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 that appeared in the Draft EIR.  This change is noted in the 
Errata and does not change any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to CBD-16 
The author proposed construction-related mitigation measures that would: require the mandatory 
utilization of electric or alternative fuel construction equipment; require the use of best available 
emissions control technology; the use of salvaged, reused, recycled, or refurbished construction 
materials to the extent feasible; require the use of 50 percent wood-based materials certified by the 
Forest Stewardship Council; and minimize the generation of construction waste. 

Requiring the use of electric or alternative fuel construction equipment is not considered feasible 
from either an economic or a technical perspective because of the scarcity of such equipment.  Heavy 
construction equipment is almost exclusively powered by internal combustion diesel engines.  
Electric or alternative fuel heavy construction equipment is extremely rare, if nonexistent, and, 
therefore, requiring the use of such equipment would not be feasible.  It should be noted that 
Mitigation Measure AIR-3 requires the project applicant to use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel containing 
no more than 15 parts per million (ppm) sulfur. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-3 requires the project applicant to implement a number construction 
equipment air pollution control measures, including catalyst and filtration technologies, ultra-low 
sulfur diesel fuel, Tier II-compliant engine technology (or Tier I-compliant technology or Tier II is 
not available), maintenance of heavy-duty diesel equipment in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
recommendation, and limitations on equipment idling to no more than 5 minutes.  These measures 
represent best available control technologies. 

As discussed on page 3-24 of the Draft EIR, the Wal-Mart Supercenter’s exterior concrete mixes 
would use fly ash, which is consistent with the objective of reusing salvageable waste material to the 
extent feasible in project construction. 

Regarding the author proposed requirement pertaining to the use of wood-based materials certified by 
the Forest Stewardship Council, the effectiveness of this measure in reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions is doubtful.  There is no ostensible nexus between the use of certain wood-based materials 
and reductions in project-related greenhouse gas emissions.  Moreover, the Forest Stewardship 
Council Principles and Criteria document referenced by the author does not even mention the terms 
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“greenhouse gases,” “climate change,” or “global warming,” which suggests that it is not intended to 
address greenhouse gas emissions.  For these reasons, this proposed measure would not address 
greenhouse gas emissions and, therefore, is not necessary. 

At the author request, Mitigation Measure AIR-9 has been revised to include a provision requiring the 
project applicant to recycling construction and demolition debris to the extent feasible.  This change 
is noted in the Errata.  However, because indirect emissions from waste decay represents a relatively 
small source of project-related greenhouse gas emissions, the implementation of these mitigation 
measures would not change the residual significance of this impact, which is significant and 
unavoidable. 

Response to CBD-17 
The author proposed mitigation measures to reduce the proposed project’s solid waste generation 
including: diversion of organic waste for onsite or offsite composting, comprehensive recycling, and 
instituting a minimum requirement of 80 percent waste diversion for the Wal-Mart waste stream. 

As discussed in Impact PSU-6, the Wal-Mart Supercenter will be equipped to accept recycled 
materials, including aluminum, plastic, glass, cardboard, vegetable oil, single-use cameras, electronic 
waste, and silver (from photo processing).  In addition, Wal-Mart’s corporate practice is to also 
recycle and reuse salvageable materials from shipping (e.g., cardboard and pallets).  Thus, the Wal-
Mart Supercenter would foster significant recycling efforts and reduce the offsite waste stream.  
Given the retail nature of the store, these materials represent the largest quantities of recoverable 
materials store activities would generate.  Therefore, this would be considered substantial recycling. 

Onsite composting of organic materials is not considered feasible because of potential odor impacts 
on nearby residences.  Offsite composting would little effect on reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
because the amount of organic matter the proposed project would generate would be insignificant 
and, furthermore, transporting organic matter to an offsite location would likely result in additional 
greenhouse gas emissions that would offset any reductions accomplished by composting.  Therefore, 
requiring composting of organic materials would have a negligible effect on project-related 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Finally, regarding the author’s proposed requirement of 80 percent waste diversion, the proposed 
project will employ a number of recycling practices for both customers and operational activities that 
would result in substantial waste diversion.  The California Integrated Waste Management Board 
indicates aluminum, plastic, glass, and cardboard alone account for 61 percent of the waste stream 
from general merchandise retail stores and 45 percent from food stores.  Because the Wal-Mart 
Supercenter would be a hybrid of the two store types, it would be assumed that these materials would 
be 53 percent, which is the midpoint between the two percentages.  Given that the store would 
provide both active and passive approaches for recycling these materials, it is reasonable to assume 
that the store would divert a majority of these materials from the waste stream.  Moreover, certain 
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types of waste the store would generate would not be recyclable or could not be safely recycled (e.g., 
used food wrappers, used cleaning implements, damaged merchandise, etc.).  For these reasons, 
requiring performance standard of 80 percent waste diversion would not be a feasible requirement 
and, therefore, would not have any effect at reducing indirect greenhouse gas emissions from decay of 
solid waste. 

Response to CBD-18 
The author stated that the project applicant should purchase real, permanent, and verifiable offsets to 
mitigate for all greenhouse gas emissions that cannot be reduced through the previously suggested 
measures.  The author provided an example of an offset that would require the project applicant to 
provide energy-efficient retrofit of existing building stock in the project area to offset the energy 
demands of the proposed project. 

Refer to Master Response 7. 

Response to CBD-19 
The author asserted his opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate and should be revised.  This 
comment reflects the author’s opinion and does not require further response.  As noted from time to 
time in this comments, the Draft EIR has been revised to some degree in the Errata to provide 
clarifications and correct small errors.  No changes to the Draft EIR represent significant new 
information triggering the need to recirculate the document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5.   
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Suisun Alliance (SA) 
Response to SA-1 
The author disputed the Draft EIR’s analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with the Travis Air 
Force Base LUCP and stated that the project is inconsistent with the plan’s policies.  The author also 
disputed the use of the trip generation rates used in the Draft EIR’s calculation of maximum site and 
acre intensity usage to demonstrate project consistency with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP.  

Refer to Master Response 6 regarding the proposed project consistency with the Travis Air Force 
Base LUCP. 

Refer to Master Response 8 regarding the trip generation rates. 

Response to SA-2 
The author cited various press releases and news reports pertaining to Wal-Mart store projects in 
other localities and stated that these accounts suggest the proposed project’s trip generation rates are 
understated.

Refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to SA-3 
The author asserted that the proposed project would expose customers and employees to potential 
aviation accidents and excessive aviation noise. 

Refer to Master Response 6 regarding the proposed project consistency with the Travis Air Force 
Base LUCP. 

As discussed in Impact NOI-5, the proposed project is located within a 60- to 65-CNEL contour of 
Travis Air Force Base.  This noise contour is defined as acceptable for commercial land uses by the 
City of Suisun City General Plan.  Therefore, employees and customers would not be exposed to 
excessive aviation noise. 

Response to SA-4 
The author cited a study titled “Crime and Wal-Mart: Is Wal-Mart Safe” issued by Wake-Up Wal-
Mart that alleged that Wal-Mart stores experience higher than average rates of crime. 

Refer to Master Response 9. 

Response to SA-5 
The author claimed that the Draft EIR’s analysis of light and glare impacts in Impact AES-3 does not 
thoroughly examine the potential impacts on the surrounding area.  The author also stated that light 
and glare from the proposed project’s pylon sign, which includes an LED electronic signboard, would 
create distractions for drivers on SR-12 that may increase safety hazards. 
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Refer to Master Response 10. 

Response to SA-6 
The author noted that the Draft EIR identified existing ambient noise levels measured near the project 
site at 75.4 dBA and stated that proposed project would be in violation of the policies of the Travis 
Air Force Base LUCP, which prohibits commercial land uses in areas where ambient noise levels 
exceed 70 dBA.  Thus, the author concludes, the proposed project would be inconsistent with the 
noise policies of the Travis Air Force Base LUCP. 

The author appears to have confused the Draft EIR’s analysis of aviation noise exposure with its 
analysis of ambient noise level increases.  Project exposure to aviation noise was evaluated in Impact 
NOI-5 and is based on the noise contours shown in Figure 2B of the Travis Air Force Base LUCP.  
Figure 2B shows that the project site is in a 60- to 65-CNEL aviation noise contour of Travis Air 
Force Base.  It should be emphasized that the noise contours shown in the figure are only for aviation 
noise and are only intended to identify aviation noise exposure, not roadway noise exposure.  
Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP noise 
compatibility standards, and the author’s assertion is incorrect. 

Moreover, author inappropriately has selected highest value (75.4 dB) from Table 4.9-3 in the Draft 
EIR (p. 4.9-6) and extrapolated that value to the project site to determine that the project site would 
be inappropriate for new retail development.  The 75.4 dB measurement is from a measurement site at 
SR-12/Woodlark Drive (approximately 100 feet from the SR-12 centerline).  This measurement site is 
not located on the project site, but rather approximately 0.25 mile to the west.  Therefore, the author’s 
claim that the Draft EIR indicated that the project site is exposed to 75.4 dB is false and misleading. 

The actual existing noise levels at the project site vary from location to location primarily based on 
the distance from SR-12.  Going from south to north the levels go from approximately 75 CNEL 
immediately adjacent to SR-12 (based on Site LT-1 in Table 4.9-3) to approximately 64 CNEL at the 
northern portions of the site near Petersen Road (based on Site LT-2 in Table 4.9-3).  Exhibits 4.9-5 
and 4.9-6 show that hourly average noise levels in the northern portion of the project site are in the 
low 60 dBs and the background noise levels (L90) are in the low 50 dBs.  As such, it would be 
inaccurate and misleading to characterize the project site as having existing noise levels above 70 
dBA.

Response to SA-7 
The author stated that the Draft EIR indicated that the proposed project would add only 3 to 5 dB to 
the CNEL.  The author noted that another EIR for a Wal-Mart Supercenter project in North Chico 
found that the worst-case scenario for noise generation by a 231,000 square-foot Supercenter is 57 dB 
with all the rooftop equipment operating simultaneously.  The author suggested that the Draft EIR 
understated noise level increases. 
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The author is comparing two different metrics.  The 3- to 5-dBA decibel increase for the Walters 
Road West Project reflects the proposed projects impacts on ambient noise levels.  The North Chico 
Wal-Mart Supercenter Project noise value represented the total noise of rooftop equipment operating 
without regard to ambient noise levels.  As such, this is an “apples-to-oranges” comparison.  
Therefore, the author’s suggestion that the Draft EIR understated project noise impacts is not 
supported by factual evidence. 

Response to SA-8 
The author stated that exposure to excessive noise levels can result in a number of significant health 
effects.  The author cited a 1977 study that found that aviation noise increases caused local residents 
to increase consumption of hypertension medication and a 1976 that found that exposure to 80 dB 
noise levels may be related to ulcer development. 

The noise levels at the project site would not be extreme for the location of a retail shopping center.  
As discussed in Response to Comment SA-6 noise levels would vary across the project site from 
approximately 75 CNEL in the south near the intersection of Walters Road and SR-12 to 
approximately 64 CNEL (and possibly 3 to 5 dBA higher from stationary sources from the project) in 
the northern areas of the project site.  Exhibits 4.9-5 and 4.9-6 show that hourly average noise levels 
in the northern portion of the project site are in the low 60 dBs and the background noise levels (L90)
are in the low 50 dBs. 

The resulting noise levels at the property line of residences north of Petersen Road would be in the 
range of 64 to 69 CNEL or less depending on the level attenuation provided by the backyard fences 
for the residences north of Petersen Road.  Mitigation Measures NOI-3a through NOI-3f are proposed 
to reduce this impact.  These mitigation measures include limitations on nighttime activities, site 
design considerations and the construction of an 8-foot-high masonry wall along the northern portion 
of the property that would extend roughly the length of the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter building. 

The health effects identified in the comment are probably most common under the extreme scenarios 
identified in the comment (i.e., noise levels above 80 dB and noise levels resulting from increased 
aviation noise levels).  Airports are generally one of the land uses with the most noise complaints; it is 
rare to have major noise issues related to operating retail shopping centers.  It should be noted that the 
proposed project would not result in the exposure of adjacent residents to noise levels above 80 dB, as 
occurred in the cited studies, and the proposed project would not result in increased air traffic at 
adjacent residences.  For these reasons, the health effects identified by the author are not anticipated 
to result from the proposed project. 

Response to SA-9 
The author attached a map showing that a pipeline is present under Petersen Road adjacent to the 
project site and stated that the Draft EIR failed to account for impacts on pipeline safety. 
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Refer to Master Response 18. 

Response to SA-10 
The author attached an image of Table 6-4 from the Draft EIR that shows total daily trips and alleged 
that it provided evidence showing that the Travis Air Force Base land use compatibility analysis in 
Impact LU-4 downplayed the actual number of people who would be onsite.  The author implies that 
a 24-hour trip generation rate should be used for calculating maximum site usage and attempts to 
extrapolate site usage using this rate. 

Table 6-4 shows the total number of trips that would occur over a 24-hour period, which is 12,630.  
The Travis Air Force Base land use compatibility analysis in Impact LU-4 used trip generation rates 
for the two-hour weekday afternoon peak period (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.), which is the time of peak trip 
generation during a 24-hour period.   

Regarding the author’s implication that a 24-hour trip generation rate should be used for calculating 
maximum site usage, this would be inappropriate, as the Travis Air Force Base LUCP clearly states 
that the maximum site intensity standard is for “any time” (i.e., a discrete moment), not over a 24-
hour period.  The analysis in Impact LU-4 assumed that the persons associated with weekday 
afternoon trip generation rates would all be onsite at one time in accordance with the methodology 
established in the Travis Air Force Base LUCP.  In contrast, the author’s suggestion that Travis Air 
Force Base LUCP consistency analysis should have used a 24-hour rate, which would not provide for 
a realistic estimate of the maximum number of people on the project site at any time, is not consistent 
with requirements contained in the Travis Air Force Base LUCP. 
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Suisun Citizens League (SCL) 
Response to SCL-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the comment letter.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to SCL-2 
The author inquired about the effects of the proposed project’s operational emissions on asthma rates 
in Suisun City as a result of the proposed project’s “240 delivery trucks per day and 37,000 cars per 
week.”

The author’s statement that the proposed project would receive 240 truck deliveries per day is appears 
to be based on a statement on page 4.11-69 of the Draft EIR that states that the project could receive 
up to 10 truck deliveries per hour during the daytime and five truck deliveries per hour during the 
nighttime.  The statement on page 4.11-69 was not intended to suggest that 10 truck deliveries would 
occur during each hour over a 24-hour period, but rather identify a worst-case 1-hour scenario for 
truck deliveries.  This statement has been clarified in the Errata and the change is not considered 
substantial.  Rather, as stated on page 4.9-34 of the Draft EIR, the Wal-Mart Supercenter is 
anticipated to receive five to seven 18-wheeler truck deliveries on a daily basis and 10 to 12 vendor 
truck deliveries 5 days per week.   

For project affects on asthma, refer to Master Response 11.  

Response to SCL-3 
The author inquired about the adequacy of the proposed project’s drainage infrastructure to prevent 
flooding downstream in the Lawler Ranch subdivision. 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to SCL-4 
The author referenced the use of population and economic data from 2005 in Section 4.12, Urban 
Decay and questioned why more recent data were not used, particularly given the downturn in the 
housing market.  

The Final Retail Market Impact Analysis used the most recent data available, which, for various 
population and economic measures, was from 2005.  Because this is the most recent available 
information, it is considered the best available information and acceptable for use in the Draft EIR. 

Refer also to Master Response 4. 

Response to SCL-5 
The author questioned how the City of Suisun City would address the increase in crime associated 
with the proposed project. 
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Refer to Master Response 9. 

Response to SCL-6 
The author asked if the City of Suisun would adopt and enforce an ordinance prohibiting overnight 
parking in the project parking lot.  The author also inquired about how panhandling and loitering will 
be addressed. 

Overnight parking is addressed in Master Response 18. 

Panhandling and loitering are not expected to be significant issues because onsite security personnel 
would regularly patrol the parking lot.  Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.’s corporate practice is to provide onsite 
security at all of its stores, including at the proposed project, which will operate 24 hours per day.  
Security personnel would monitor both the interior and exterior areas of the store, including parking 
lot, by camera and patrol. 

Response to SCL-7 
The author made the following inquiry: “Is this project a violation of the Suisun City General Plan 
which we believe requires consistency with the Solano County Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plan?”

As discussed in Impact LU-2, the proposed project is consistent with all applicable policies of the 
City of Suisun City General Plan, as well as the General Plan land use designation of General 
Commercial for the project site. 

Although the author referenced the Solano County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, it appears 
she is actually referring to the Travis Air Force Base LUCP.  Project consistency with the Travis Air 
Force Base LUCP was evaluated in the Draft EIR in Impact LU-4.  In addition, refer to Master 
Response 6 for further discussion of project consistency with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP. 

Response to SCL-8 
The author expressed concern about hazardous materials storage at the proposed project and 
questioned if the City of Suisun City will have a separate and more thorough monitoring program of 
the proposed project’s environmental safety compliance to augment the County of Solano’s programs. 

The County of Solano has primary jurisdiction over hazardous waste storage issues in Suisun City.
Because several project uses may involve the onsite storage of hazardous materials, such as the gas 
station, Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 requires the project applicant to submit a Hazardous Materials 
Management Plan to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management.  Note that the 
Wal-Mart Supercenter may not necessarily be covered by the plan because the store is not anticipated 
to use or store large quantities of hazardous materials onsite.  The County hazardous materials 
program is considered adequate, and the City of Suisun City would not establish its own hazardous 
materials program specifically for the proposed project.   
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Finally, the author provides no further details on alleged incidents involving a separate Wal-Mart 
store’s alleged violations of state “environmental laws” so no further response is possible. 

Response to SCL-9 
The author expressed her opinion that the proposed project is inappropriate for the project site.  This 
statement reflects the author’s personal opinion and does not require a response. 
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2.2.8 - Private Individuals 
Dwight Acey (ACEY) 
Response to ACEY-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks and expressed his opinion that the proposed project 
would have a negative effect on Suisun City.  This statement represents the author’s personal opinion, 
and no further response is necessary. 

Response to ACEY-2 
The author disputed the Draft EIR’s analysis of project visual character impacts in Impact AES-2 and 
stated that he considers Wal-Mart Supercenter’s to be eyesores.  The author inquired about the 
number of architectural renderings that are available for the project.  Finally, the author noted that the 
project would be adjacent to residential areas and asked if the City found it to be appropriate to locate 
such a project next to residential uses. 

Impact AES-2 conclusion identified the conversion of the project site to developed commercial uses 
to be a significant unavoidable impact on visual character.  This conclusion acknowledged that the 
proposed project would irreversibly change the aesthetic appearance of the project site to urban uses, 
which some individuals may considered to be a degradation of visual character. 

Depictions of the Wal-Mart Supercenter’s aesthetic appearance are provided in Exhibit 3-5, Exhibit 
4.1-3, and Exhibit 4.1-4.  These were the three project images available at the time of the preparation 
of the Draft EIR. 

Regarding the appropriateness of locating the proposed project at SR-12 and Walters Road, the 
project site has been designated for commercial uses by the City of Suisun City General Plan for more 
than two decades.  By virtue of the General Plan contemplating commercial uses on the project site, it 
reflects the consensus of City decision makers that such uses are appropriate for the site.   

Response to ACEY-3 
The author referenced the proposed project’s consistency with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP 
requirements associated with noise exposure and aviation safety.  The author asserted that noise levels 
would be greater than 65 CNEL because of additional noise from vehicular sources, which the author 
claims includes 240 daily truck deliveries.  The author stated that the proposed project would 
adversely affect aviation safety and, subsequently, imperil the safety of Suisun City residents. 

The author appears to have confused the Draft EIR’s analysis of aviation noise exposure with its 
analysis of roadway noise levels.  Project exposure to aviation noise was evaluated in Impact NOI-5 
and is based on the noise contours shown in Figure 2B of the Travis Air Force Base LUCP.  Figure 
2B shows that the project site is in a 60- to 65-CNEL aviation noise contour of Travis Air Force Base.  
It should be emphasized that the noise contours shown in the figure are only for aviation noise and are 
only intended to identify aviation noise exposure, not roadway noise exposure.  Roadway noise 
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impacts were evaluated in Impact NOI-4.  As acknowledged in that impact, some receptors along 
roadways would be exposed to vehicular noise levels greater than 70 dBA under the “without project” 
and “with project” scenarios.  Therefore, contrary to the author’s assertion, the Draft EIR did not 
indicate that noise levels will reach a maximum of 65 dBA in the project vicinity.  See also Master 
Response 6 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP, 

Regarding the author’s claims about truck deliveries, refer to Response to SCL-2. 

Response to ACEY-4 
The author stated that the Draft EIR should have evaluated the proposed project’s potential to cause 
blight, in particular its impacts on existing commercial retail centers (specifically Heritage Park and 
Sunset Center) and approved and pending projects (Gentry-Suisun, Hoffman Mixed-Use, Laurel 
Creek Plaza, and the Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter). 

The author’s assertion that the Draft EIR did not evaluate the potential for blight or urban decay to 
occur is not correct.  Blight and urban decay impacts were evaluated in Section 4.12, Urban Decay.  
The analysis examined in detail potential urban decay impacts on Heritage Park and Sunset Center.  
The pending and approved projects referenced by the author are not expected to experience blight or 
urban decay because they would be new and in good condition.  Instead, these projects would be 
potential catalysts for urban decay at other, older commercial retail centers in poorer condition.  The 
cumulative urban decay impacts from these projects are evaluated in Section 6.3 of the Draft EIR.  
See also Master Response 4, which addresses the urban decay concerns of some authors.   

Response to ACEY-5 
The author quoted a passage he asserts is contained in the Draft EIR that is related to drainage.  The 
passage references “storm maps.”  The author asserted that the passage indicates that there will be a 
massive loss of property values in the Lawler Ranch subdivision. 

There is no such passage in the Draft EIR.  Moreover, there are no references in the Draft EIR to 
“storm maps.”  Given the vagaries in the comment, no further response is possible except to refer the 
author to Master Response 3, which addresses concerns about project drainage facilities. 

Response to ACEY-6 
The author stated that the Solano County Scenic Element for SR-12 forbids major signage along the 
roadway near Suisun Marsh and inquired why this was not evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

The project site is not located near Suisun Marsh, nor is it in unincorporated Solano County, where 
land use is governed by the Solano County General Plan (which includes the Scenic Element).  As 
such, the policy the author referenced does not apply to the proposed project.  
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Hollis Alsbaugh (ALSBA.1) 
Response to ALSBA.1-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, does not speak to the content of the environmental document or the mandates of 
CEQA, and no further response is necessary. 
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Hollis Alsbaugh (ALSBA.2) 
Response to ALSBA.2-1 
The author questioned the effectiveness of the masonry block wall stipulated in Mitigation Measure 
NOI-4 as it relates to attenuating noise from tractor-trailers 13.5 feet tall and from light emitted from 
the exterior of the Wal-Mart Supercenter.  In addition, the author inquired about how the City will 
insure that the Wal-Mart Supercenter would use the highest-rated material and latest soundproofing 
technologies and how it would prevent light from the rear of the building from spilling over onto 
nearby residences. 

Because a tractor-trailer is 13.5 feet does not necessarily mean that it is emitting noise at that height.  
Most vehicular noise comes from exhaust systems, engines, and tires, which are typically located 
within 8 feet of ground.  Therefore, the 8-foot masonry wall would serve as an effective noise 
attenuation barrier to most truck noise.  Nonetheless, some noise-emitting components on tractor 
trailers would be located in excess of 8-feet above the roadway, such as Transportation Refrigeration 
Units.  However, because trucks would pass by residences, noise exposure would occur over a matter 
of seconds and, therefore, would represent a very brief moment of increase noise levels.  As such, this 
would not be considered significant.  

There is no requirement in the Draft EIR that the Wal-Mart Supercenter use the highest-rated material 
and latest soundproofing technologies, because such measures would have no impact on the proposed 
project’s stationary or vehicular noise impacts.  Rather, the Draft EIR proposes the noise attenuation 
measures listed in Mitigation Measures NOI-3a through NOI-3f and NOI-4. 

Regarding spillover effects of project-related light, refer to Master Response 10.  



ALSBA.3-1

ALSBA.3
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-187
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Hollis Alsbaugh (ALSBA.3) 
Response to ALSBA.3-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR understated project-related impacts on traffic, air quality, and 
maximum site usage intensity. 

Because the author did not identify how traffic and air quality impacts are understated, no further 
response can be provided. 

Maximum site usage intensity is addressed in Master Response 6 and trip generation rates are 
addressed in Master Response 8. 
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Adan Amaya (AMAYA) 
Response to AMAYA-1 
The author inquired about what would be done to address public transportation for project employees. 

Public transit was addressed in the Draft EIR in Impact TRANS-8.  In addition, refer to Master 
Response 2. 

Response to AMAYA-2 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This comment reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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AngeCelli@aol.com (ANGEC) 
Response to ANGEC-1 
The author provided various comments on the project including (1) concern that various comment 
cards had been stolen, (2) concern that a yard sign had been removed, (3) concern that the Wal-Mart 
project would be deleterious to Travis Air Force Base, and (4) the following statement: “we are 
concerned that the EIR findings are different than the earlier study which stated people would come 
from Rio Vista to shop.” 

The unauthorized removal of the comment cards the author referenced occurred at a meeting related 
to the project on October 17, 2007.  At that event, a number of the filled-out comment cards were 
deliberately removed without authorization by an unknown individual from a table where they had 
been collected.  Following the meeting, the City of Suisun City sent a letter to all individuals who 
signed in at the meeting requesting that they resubmit the comments they had written on the comment 
cards.  City staff also filed a police report with the Suisun City Police Department documenting the 
unauthorized removal of the comment cards. 

Regarding the alleged removal of the yard sign, this event while regrettable does not have any bearing 
on the adequacy of the EIR and, therefore, no further response can be provided. 

Concerns about the Wal-Mart’s consistency with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP are addressed in 
Master Response 6.  Concerns about the potential economic effects of the project on Travis AFB are 
addressed in the Draft EIR Section 4.12 as well as Master Response 4. 

Finally, in regards to the comment about an “earlier study which stated people would come from Rio 
Vista to shop,” it is unclear what “earlier study” the author is referring to.  As such, no further 
response can be provided. 



ANNPW-1

ANNPW
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-199
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

annpwr@frontiernet.net (ANNPW) 
Response to ANNPW-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Janet Ashley (ASHLE.1) 
Response to ASHLE.1-1 
The author expressed her opposition to big box stores that impact SR-12.  This statement represents 
the author’s personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Janet Ashley (ASHLE.2) 
Response to ASHLE.2-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
Travis Air Force Base compatibility, and potential impacts on marsh habitat. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 

Impacts on Suisun Marsh are addressed in Master Response 20. 
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Janet Ashley (ASHLE.3) 
Response to ASHLE.3-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion.

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 
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Mr. and Mrs. Richard Avre (AVRE) 
Response to AVRE-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic on SR-
12, and stating their preference for expanding the existing Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

In regards to the author’s stated preference for expanding the existing Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart, 
refer to Master Response 22. 
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Richard L. Avre (RAVRE.1) 
Response to RAVRE.1-1 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR indicated that there may be polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 
on the project site and inquired why the City would wait until the project is approved in order to test 
for their presence.  The author stated that waiting until the project is approved to test for PCBs could 
potentially endanger the public. 

As discussed on page 4.6-4, there is a PG&E-owned, pad-mounted transformer on the project site.  
Transformers contain transformer oil, which may contain PCBs.  The pad-mounted transformer was 
observed to be in good condition, and no significant oil leaks were observed.  Therefore, PCB 
contamination is not believed to be present on the project site, and testing is not warranted.  Because 
development of the proposed project would necessitate removal of the transformer, the Draft EIR 
proposed Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 that would require the transformer to be removed by a certified 
contractor.  In recognition that removal activities may result in oil leakage, the measure contains a 
provision requiring that testing for PCBs be performed if leakage is observed.   
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Richard L. Avre (RAVRE.2) 
Response to RAVRE.2-1 
The author questioned the effectiveness of the Draft EIR’s mitigation measures associated with 
intersection improvements and stated that the project applicant should be required to pay for all road 
improvement costs. 

As shown in Tables 4.11-9 and 4.11-11, all impacted intersections would operate at better levels of 
service after mitigation compared with the “without project” scenario.  Therefore, the proposed 
project’s intersection mitigation would be effective at improving intersection performance to 
acceptable levels. 

All intersection improvement mitigation measures identify the proposed project’s “fair share” cost, 
which it is obligated to provide under the law. Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion of 
costs associated with intersection improvements. 
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Maria Babrak (BABRA) 
Response to BABRA-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic and air 
pollution. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 11 and Master Response 15, for further discussion.   



DBAIL-1

DBAIL
PAGE 1 OF 2



DBAIL-1
CONT.

DBAIL
PAGE 2 OF 2



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-231
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Denise Bailey (DBAIL) 
Response to DBAIL-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about land use 
compatibility, traffic, crime, and property values.   

Land use compatibility was addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.8, Land Use. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Changes in property values do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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Robert W. Bailey (RBAIL) 
Response to RBAIL-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic, noise, air 
pollution, crime, and emergency response times. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion.  The potential 
for drivers to use alternatives routes through residential areas to avoid SR-12 is addressed in Master 
Response 19. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related noise impacts in Section 4.9, Noise.  Refer to that section for 
further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 11 and Master Response 15, for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Emergency response times in the project vicinity are not anticipated to be adversely impacted because 
the proposed project would result in improved intersection operations relative to the “without project” 
scenario.  Refer to Master Response 13 for further discussion. 
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Calvin Banks (BANKS.1) 
Response to BANKS.1-1 
The author’s comment reads, “Cartronics system for shopping carts.”   

Based on the nature of the comment, it would appear the author is in favor of a Cartronics system for 
the Wal-Mart Supercenter shopping carts.  Cartronics systems are an electronic system that stops the 
removal of shopping carts from a retail site.  The City will refer this proposal to Wal-Mart and will 
consider it in the approval process.  This comment does not appear to address any environmental 
impacts of the project (see Response to GREEN-1), and therefore, no further response is necessary in 
this document.   
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Calvin Banks (BANKS.2) 
Response to BANKS.2-1 
The author’s comment suggests implementing several traffic calming measures on Fullmar Drive or 
closing off the street. 

As discussed in Section 4.11, Transportation, Fullmar Street is designated as a collector street by the 
City of Suisun City General Plan.  As discussed in further detail in Response to FLAND-3, collector 
streets are intended to serve as linkages between residential areas and commercial areas and provide 
efficient circulation within residential areas.  Fullmar Drive serves both purposes and, therefore, 
blocking off the street would be contrary to its intended use as a collector street. 

There is no nexus between the proposed project and the need to implement traffic calming devices on 
Fullmar Drive.  Traffic calming devices are typically justified by evidence of speeding or unusually 
high accident rates and not by an increase in roadway volumes.  At the time of this writing, there is no 
evidence indicating that Fullmar Drive currently experiences high rates of speeding or vehicular 
accidents.  Moreover, arbitrarily imposing traffic calming devices on Fullmar Drive may impair its 
use as a collector and cause drivers to seek out side streets that do not have such devices.  Finally, 
traffic calming devices may slow response times to the project site for fire engines, particularly since 
the most direct route from the Suisun City fire station to the project site is via Fullmar Drive. 
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Calvin Banks (BANKS.3) 
Response to BANKS.3-1 
The author recommended that shopping cart locking systems be implemented with the proposed 
project to prevent shopping carts from being removed from the project site.  See Responses to 
BANKS.1-1 and GREEN-1.  This statement reflects the author’s opinion, does not appear to address 
any environmental impacts of the project, and therefore no further response is necessary. 
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Robyn Barday (BARDA) 
Response to BARDA-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about neighborhood 
compatibility. 

Neighborhood compatibility was addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and 
Glare.
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Myrna Baylis (BAYLI) 
Response to BAYLI-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic and 
compatibility with Travis Air Force Base. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6.  Concerns about the potential 
economic effects of the project on Travis Air Force Base are addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 
4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4.   
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Sheila Beavers (BEAVE) 
Response to BEAVE-1 
The author noted that several of the intersections impacted by project-related traffic are under the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans and the City of Fairfield and questioned how the improvements would be 
funded and timed. 

Refer to Master Response 1. 
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J. Bowdoin (BOWDO) 
Response to BOWDO-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Charles D. and Cynthia J. Brantley (BRANT.1) 
Response to BRANT.1-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about public services, 
traffic, low wages, property values, visual impacts, and crime.   

The Draft EIR evaluated impacts on public services in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities.  In 
addition, refer to Responses to FAIRF-3 and FLAND-19. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Aesthetic impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare. 

Changes in property values and wage rates do not have physical impacts on the environment and, 
therefore, are outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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Charles D. and Cynthia J. Brantley (BRANT.2) 
Response to BRANT.2-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about crime, traffic 
congestion, roadway safety, closure of competing businesses, and property values. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Roadway safety concerns are addressed in Master Response 13. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing businesses in 
Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further 
discussion.

Changes in property values do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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Marciana Browning (BROWN) 
Response to BROWN-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Don Byrd (BYRD) 
Response to BYRD-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic, crime, 
economic impacts, air pollution, noise, and stormwater runoff.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing businesses in 
Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further 
discussion.

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 11 and Master Response 15, for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related noise impacts in Section 4.9, Noise.  Refer to that section for 
further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated stormwater runoff impacts in Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.  
Refer to that section for further discussion, as well as Master Response 12 for further discussion. 

The author also noted his general opposition to Wal-Mart and its business practices.  This statement 
represents the author’s personal opinion, does not address the environmental impacts of the project, 
and no further response is necessary in this document. 
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Jean Cain (CAIN) 
Response to CAIN-1 
The author expressed concern about project impacts on asthma. 

Refer to Master Response 11. 

Response to CAIN-2 
The author cited the Draft EIR’s conclusions in Section 4.2, Air Quality that the proposed project 
would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
greenhouse gas emissions and asserted that “As we all know it is impossible for Wal-Mart to pipe in 
clean air from somewhere to say the finding in the DEIR has no impact.” 

It is unclear what the author’s last statement means.  The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air 
quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that section, as well as Master Response 7, 
Master Response 11, and Master Response 15, for further discussion.  Because the author did not 
provide any specific comments on the Draft EIR analysis, no further response is possible. 

Response to CAIN-3 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing the reasons in her letter.  This 
statement represents the author’s personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Laura Calderon (CALDE.1) 
Response to CALDE.1-1 
The author noted that several of the intersections impacted by project-related traffic are under the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans and the City of Fairfield and questioned how the improvements would be 
funded and timed.  The author inquired if there would be additional police officers to enforce 
speeding around the project site as a result of motorists avoiding Walters Road and using residential 
streets as shortcuts. 

Regarding improvements to intersections under the jurisdiction of Caltrans or Fairfield, refer to 
Master Response 1. 

As for the likelihood of drivers avoiding Walters Road and using residential side streets because of 
congestion, this would be unlikely, because the proposed project would result in LOS C or better 
conditions on Walters Road between the project driveway and Tabor Avenue in Fairfield after the 
implementation of intersection improvements.  Efficient intersection operations on Walters Road 
would provide a disincentive for motorists to use side streets.  In addition, refer to Master 
Response 19. 

Response to CALDE.1-2 
The author stated that Draft EIR did not consider the possibility of overnight RV parking 
compromising the security of Travis Air Force Base because RV occupants may attempt to illegally 
enter the base or spy on base activities. 

This is a highly speculative, remote, and unlikely scenario.  As such, the Draft EIR did not consider it 
because it is not a foreseeable consequence of the proposed project.  In addition, refer to Master 
Response 17 regarding overnight parking.   

Response to CALDE.1-3 
The author stated that the Draft EIR did not address potential crime impacts associated with the 
proposed project, including the need to handle additional calls for service and the costs on the Police 
Department in terms of funding and staffing. 

Refer to Master Response 9. 
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Laura Calderon (CALDE.2) 
Response to CALDE.2-1 
The author inquired if the Draft EIR evaluated potential impacts on the Harvest Mouse from 
development of the proposed project. 

The Biological Resources Analysis, contained in its entirety in Appendix C, indicated that the Suisun 
salt marsh harvest mouse has no potential to occur onsite because it occupies middle marsh habitat 
dominated by pickleweed, which is not present on the project site.  As such, the development of the 
proposed project would not adversely affect the Harvest Mouse. 
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Silvia and Joe Caruso (CARUS) 
Response to CARUS-1 
The authors expressed their support for the proposed project.  These comments reflect the authors’ 
personal opinions and do not require further response. 
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Daniel B. Casey (CASEY) 
Response to CASEY-1 
The author’s expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Mildred H. Cellini (CELLI.1) 
Response to CELLI.1-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about Travis Air Force 
Base compatibility, impacts on biological resources, crime, blight, and property values. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 

The Draft EIR evaluated impacts on biological resources in Section 4.3, Biological Resources.  Refer 
to that section, as well as the supporting technical studies contained in Appendix C and Appendix N, 
for further discussion.  

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered the potential for blight and urban decay to occur 
from the closure of competing businesses in Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well 
as Master Response 4, for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Changes in property values do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside of the scope of the Draft EIR.  

The author also noted her general opposition to Wal-Mart and its business practices.  This statement 
represents the author’s personal opinion, does not address the environmental impacts of the project, 
and no further response is necessary in this document.  

Response to CELLI.1-2 
The author claimed the Draft EIR did not address the potential for the Wal-Mart Supercenter to 
degrade water quality and stated that Wal-Mart has been previously cited by regulatory agencies for 
such problems. 

Regarding water quality impacts, refer to Master Response 12. 

Response to CELLI.1-3 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about Travis Air Force 
Base compatibility, traffic, and land use compatibility.  See Response to CELLI.1-1.  The author’s 
other statements reflect her personal opinion and no further response is necessary. 
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Mildred H. Cellini (CELLI.2) 
Response to CELLI.2-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project because it would encroach on Travis Air 
Force Base. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6.  Concerns about the potential 
economic effects of the project on Travis Air Force Base are addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 
4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4. 
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Mildred H. Cellini (CELLI.3) 
Response to CELLI.3-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR failed to address the potential for large crowds to be inside the 
Wal-Mart Supercenter and exceed the 300-person-per-individual-acre limit of the Travis Air Force 
Base LUCP for Zone C. 

Refer to Master Response 6. 
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Mildred H. Cellini (CELLI.4) 
Response to CELLI.4-1 
The author asked that, if the Solano County Airport Land Use Commission found the proposed 
project inconsistent with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP, who would bear the liability if plane 
crashed into the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter. 

Legal liability for highly speculative disaster scenarios (e.g., plane crashes) does not have a physical 
impact on the environment and, therefore, is outside the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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Mildred H. Cellini (CELLI.5) 
Response to CELLI.5-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns that it would result in 
closure of Travis Air Force Base. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 
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Mildred H. Cellini (CELLI.6) 
Response to CELLI.6-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 



CELLI.7

CELLI.7
PAGE 1 OF 1

-1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-327
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Mildred H. Cellini (CELLI.7) 
Response to CELLI.7-1 
The author inquired about the possibility of the Wal-Mart Supercenter attracting crowds that would 
exceed the maximum usage intensities established in the Travis Air Force Base LUCP for Zone C. 

Refer to Master Response 6. 
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Catherine A. Chandler (CHAND) 
Response to CHAND-1 
The author expressed her support for the proposed project.  These comments reflect the author’s 
personal opinion and do not require further response. 



CHIN.1-1

CHIN.1
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-335
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Rodney Chin (CHIN.1) 
Response to CHIN.1-1 
The author expressed his support for the proposed project.  These comments reflect the author’s 
personal opinion and do not require further response. 
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Rodney Chin (CHIN.2) 
Response to CHIN.2-1 
The author expressed his support for the proposed project.  These comments reflect the author’s 
personal opinion and do not require further response. 
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Barbara Choy (CHOY) 
Response to CHOY-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Ruth L. Clark (CLARK) 
Response to CLARK-1 
The author stated that the proposed project would attract crime and inquired if Wal-Mart would pay 
for the additional costs associated with calls for service and regular patrols. 

Refer to Master Response 9. 
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Tony Cratz (CRATZ) 
Response to CRATZ-1 
The author expressed his support for the proposed project and asserted that the proposed project 
would not have significant impacts on traffic or air quality. 

These comments reflect the author’s personal opinion and do not require further response. 



CROCK-1

CROCK
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-355
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

[Illegible] Crockett (CROCK) 
Response to CROCK-1 
The author questioned why Wal-Mart is pursuing the development of the proposed project when the 
Final Retail Impact Analysis Report stated that the store would likely underperform relative to other 
Wal-Mart Supercenters.  The author also noted that there is an existing, abandoned, former Wal-Mart 
store in Vallejo and the company is planning to close the Chadbourne Road store in the near future, 
which the author suggests indicates that the proposed project is at risk for early closure.  Finally, the 
author questioned the difference between captured sales from existing outlets and captured sales from 
sales leakage. 

The statement that the proposed project would underperform in sales relative to other Wal-Mart 
Supercenters does not indicate that the proposed project is at risk of early closure.  Sales volume 
reflects a number of factors, most notably market size.  Underperforming relative to the company’s 
national average for Wal-Mart Supercenters does not indicate that a store is losing money.  Rather, 
because Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. is pursuing the proposed project, it suggests that it believes there is 
sufficient demand for a profitable store in Suisun City. 

The Vallejo store closure was the result of the development of the American Canyon Wal-Mart 
Supercenter.  Wal-Mart is currently pursuing the development of a Wal-Mart Supercenter at another 
location in Vallejo, indicating that it believes the market to have sufficient demand for a profitable 
store.  The Chadbourne Road store is anticipated to close once the North Texas Street Wal-Mart 
Supercenter opens, not because of lack of demand. 

Captured sales from existing outlets represent sales lost by competitors in the Trade Area (i.e., the 
Suisun City Sphere of Influence) to the proposed project.  Captured sales from leakage represent sales 
captured from retail expenditures leaking out of the Trade Area to other markets (e.g., Fairfield).  As 
discussed on pages 4.12-27 through 4.12-34 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is estimated to 
capture $60.8 million in leaked sales and $13.4 million in sales from existing businesses in the Trade 
Area.
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Chrys Dahl (DAHL) 
Response to DAHL-1 
The author expressed her dismay concerning the proposed project.  These comments reflect the 
author’s personal opinion and do not require further response. 

Response to DAHL-2 
The author stated that the proposed project would encroach on Travis Air Force Base, thereby 
threatening the continued operation of the base. 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to DAHL-3 
The author asserted that the proposed project would worsen traffic congestion on SR-12, which would 
also compromise roadway safety. 

Refer to Master Response 13 and Master Response 14. 

Response to DAHL-4 
The author alleged that the proposed project would increase crime, which would overburden the 
Suisun City Police Department. 

Refer to Master Response 9. 

Response to DAHL-5 
The author stated that there is no need for the proposed project because there are existing Wal-Mart 
Supercenters in American Canyon and Dixon and a future Wal-Mart Supercenter in Fairfield. 

As set forth in Section 3.3, Project Objectives, a number of the project objectives pertain to increasing 
the local retail offerings, creating new jobs, promoting economic growth, and enhancing the local 
economy.  The basis for these objectives is the current lack of retail offerings in Suisun City, which 
have resulted in substantial retail leakage to other markets (i.e., local retail dollars being spent outside 
of the city).  As discussed in Section 4.12, Urban Decay, Suisun City is anticipated to experience 
$236 million in retail sales leakage in 2009.  Of the $236 million in leaking sales, $53 million would 
occur in the general merchandise category and $19 million would occur in the food stores category.  
This suggests that there is significant unmet retail demand in Suisun City, which is consistent with the 
project objectives. 
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Joyletha M. Davis (DAVIS) 
Response to DAVIS-1 
The author expressed her support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Peter and Susan DeAlba (DEALB.1) 
Response to DEALB.1-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic 
congestion.

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 
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Peter and Susan DeAlba (DEALB.2) 
Response to DEALB.2-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project because of increases in traffic 
congestion and roadway noise on SR-12.  The authors also expressed concern about the safety of 
pedestrians and bicyclists crossing SR-12 at Walters Road.  

In regards to the authors’ concerns about traffic congestion, refer to Master Response 13. 

Roadway noise impacts were addressed in Impact NOI-4.  As shown in Table 4.9-12, the proposed 
project would increase roadway noise on SR-12 by 0.3 dBA under Year 2009 conditions and by 0.2 
dBA under Year 2030 conditions.  These noise level increases are imperceptible to the human ear. 

The proposed project would improve the SR-12/Walters Road intersection with additional turning 
lanes and signal split phasing for the Walters Road approaches.  The signal phasing will include time 
allowances for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross SR-12.  In addition, the proposed project would 
install sidewalks along the Walters Road frontage and maintain the existing Class II bicycle lanes on 
Walters Road.  Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect pedestrian or bicycle 
safety in the project vicinity. 



  Comments on DEIR/Wal-mart Walters Road Project 

Emissions from vehicular traffic drawn to site from many nearby 
cities added to operational emissions will be over BAAQMD thresholds, 
causing health risks for nearby residents especially those with existing 
breathing problems. 

Sound walls will not effectively reduces added traffic noise from 
Hwy 12 or Walters Road as present walls still allow a great amount of 
traffic noise.  With 24hr operation noise will be around the clock. 

There is no way to mitigate traffic congestion that will come with this 
large store.  Traffic already near gridlock at commute times and on 
weekends at most intersections on Hwy 12 and especially Walters Road. 

Increased traffic from this store will make crossing Walters Road and 
Hwy 12 on foot or bicycle even more dangerous as there are no 
pedestrian/bicycle bridges on either of these major roads. 

Impact AES-2 and Impact PSV-2: Store this large with 24hr operation 
and overnight RV/camper parking will draw vagrancy and crime to 
surrounding neighborhoods putting strain on already thinly spread law 
enforcement and threatening the safety of the nearby bike/walking path that 
is regularly used by children. 

Only project alterative 2.5.1 is proper and safe for our neighborhoods. 
If another grocery store is needed, use existing empty business buildings. 

A gargantuan 24hr store doesn’t belong this close to our homes, 
schools and children.  Greedy companies like Wal-mart must stop forcing 
their huge stores upon small cities and compromising what little safety and 
tranquility still exists in these communities.  The decrease our quality of 
life will sustain from this project is not worth any tax dollars generated. 

Peter and Susan DeAlba, 1509 El Morro Ln. Suisun City, Ca. 94585 
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Peter and Susan DeAlba (DEALB.3) 
Response to DEALB.3-1 
The authors noted that project-related operational emissions would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and 
would expose surrounding residents to health risks. 

Refer to Master Response 15. 

Response to DEALB.3-2 
The authors stated that installing sound walls will not effectively reduce vehicular noise impacts on 
surrounding residents because the existing sound walls along SR-12 do not effectively reduce noise 
exposure.

Effective noise barriers (e.g., sound walls) can reduce noise levels by 10 to 15 dBA, cutting the 
loudness of traffic noise in half.  For a noise barrier to work, it must be high enough and long enough 
to block the view of a road.  A noise barrier is most effective when placed close to the noise source or 
receiver.  A noise barrier can achieve a 5-dBA noise-level reduction when it is tall enough to break 
the line of sight.  When the noise barrier is a berm instead of a wall, the noise attenuation can be 
increased by another 3 dBA. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-4 is the only mitigation measure that proposes the installation of a noise 
barrier.  This measure requires the project applicant to replace the existing 6-foot-high wooden fences 
protected residences along the north side of Petersen Road with a 6-foot-high masonry block fence.  
The fence line sits atop a 2-foot-high earthen berm.  Because the noise attenuation barrier (the berm 
and the masonry block wall) would be located close to the receiver and would block direct lines of 
sight to the proposed project, they would be sufficient to reduce noise exposure at the residences by 5 
dBA.  Therefore, this would be considered effective noise attenuation.  As such, the authors’ assertion 
that sound walls are not effective noise attenuation barriers is a statement of opinion not supported by 
factual evidence. 

No other mitigation measures propose sound walls to reduce vehicular noise because the proposed 
project would not substantially increase roadway noise levels above existing levels. 

Response to DEALB.3-3 
The authors asserted that there is no way to mitigate the traffic congestion caused by the proposed 
project.

Refer to Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for discussion of project-related traffic 
mitigation.

The authors’ assertion is not correct, as 13 mitigation measures are proposed to address project-
related impacts on intersection operations.  The implementation of these mitigation measures would 
improve intersection operations to better than “without project” condition levels. 
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Response to DEALB.3-4 
The authors’ expressed concern about the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists crossing SR-12 at 
Walters Road.  

The proposed project would improve the SR-12/Walters Road intersection with additional turning 
lanes and signal split phasing for the Walters Road approaches.  The signal phasing will include time 
allowances for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross SR-12.  In addition, the proposed project would 
install sidewalks along the Walters Road frontage and maintain the existing Class II bicycle lanes on 
Walters Road.  Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect pedestrian or bicycle 
safety in the project vicinity. 

Response to DEALB.3-5 
The authors asserted that overnight RV parking in the parking lot will bring crime to the surrounding 
area and stretch the ability of law enforcement to protect public safety. 

Refer to Master Response 9. 

Response to DEALB.3-6 
The authors expressed their support for the No Project Alternative.  This statement reflects their 
opinion and no further response is necessary. 

Response to DEALB.3-7 
The author expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  This statement reflects their opinion 
and no further response is necessary. 
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Yolanda Dillinger (DILLI) 
Response to DILLI-1 
The author expressed concern about existing traffic conditions on Lotz Way and the potential for the 
project-generated trips to increase traffic and create additional traffic and pedestrian safety problems 
associated with speeding and stop sign running.  The author recommended that the City of Suisun 
City install speed bumps or a “Local Traffic Only” sign on Lotz Way. 

Lotz Way is located 2.5 miles west of the project site, near downtown Suisun City.  As shown in 
Exhibit 4.11-7, only 5 percent of project-generated trips are anticipated to be directed to downtown 
Suisun City down Marina Boulevard.  The trip distribution did not identify how many of those trips 
would turn onto Lotz Way, but even if all of them did, it would at most represent at most 25 trips 
during the weekday morning peak hour (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and 44 trips during the weekday afternoon 
peak hour (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.).  This would translate to an average of an additional trip every 4 minutes, 
48 seconds during the morning peak hour and an additional trip every 2 minutes, 43 seconds 
afternoon peak.  This is not considered a substantial increase above existing roadway volumes. 

Regarding the author’s concerns regarding speeding and stop sign running on Lotz Way, these are 
traffic enforcement issues, which the proposed project has no ability to control.  The author’s 
concerns about these issues are best directed to the Suisun City Police Department. 

Response to DILLI-2 
The author asserted that project-generated trips would create congestion on Walters Road and result 
in increased driving times for Travis Air Force Base personnel who commute to the base on the 
roadway. 

Refer to Master Response 13. 

Response to DILLI-3 
The author expressed her opinion that the City of Suisun City concentrate economic development 
efforts on downtown (Old Town) instead of promoting commercial development that would divert 
business from those businesses. 

As discussed in Section 4.12, Urban Decay, the primary retail nodes that would be competitive with 
the proposed project would be Heritage Park and Sunset Center, two shopping centers that contain 
businesses that would compete with the proposed project’s uses (the Wal-Mart Supercenter, gas 
station, and sit-down restaurant).  In contrast, downtown Suisun City contains mostly restaurants, 
bars, convenience stores, and small specialty shops.  With the exception of the sit-down restaurant, 
the proposed project’s uses would not directly compete with these types of businesses.  Moreover, as 
shown in Table 4.12-12, Suisun City eating and drinking establishment are expected to experience a 
16 percent growth in sales between 2006 and 2015, indicating that there is ample demand for 
additional restaurants.  Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to have any adverse 
economic impacts on downtown Suisun City. 
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Response to DILLI-4 
The author posed a rhetorical question concerning traffic conditions on SR-12 and expressed her 
opinion that residents of American Canyon are not pleased with the Wal-Mart Supercenter that 
opened in that community in September 2007.   

These comments reflect the author’s personal opinion and do not require further response. 
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Karen Douglas (DOUGL) 
Response to DOUGL-1 
The author expressed her support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 



DYSON-1

DYSON
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-387
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Sanders E. Dyson (DYSON) 
Response to DYSON-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR’s maximum usage intensity calculations in Impact LU-4 omitted 
persons who would travel to the project site by foot, bike, or public transit and, therefore, understate 
the maximum number of people onsite any one time. 

Refer to Master Response 6. 
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Cristina Esquejo (ESQUE) 
Response to ESQUE-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Jason Flanders (FLAND) 
Response to FLAND-1 
The author stated that (1) the Draft EIR arbitrarily limited its scope of review of economic impacts to 
the City of Suisun City, while the proposed project will have economic impacts leading to urban 
decay outside of Suisun City; (2) failed to provide substantial evidence in support of its assumption 
that sales at this proposed project would be below-average; (3) failed to explain why the proposed 
project’s grocery component would be smaller than usual; (4) failed to analyze the cumulative 
impacts of a depressed housing market along with the proposed project; and (5) failed to analyze the 
cumulative impacts of other proposed Wal-Mart stores in the area.  The author requested that 
responses be provided to comments made in an attachment by Dr. Phillip King enclosed in the 
comment letter. 

Refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to FLAND-2 
The author alleged that the maximum site intensity usage calculations provided in Impact LU-4 are 
inaccurate and understate the number of people on the project site.  The author stated that (1) the trip 
generation rates used as the basis for estimating the maximum number of people are low, (2) the 
calculations did not account for persons walking or taking public transit to the project site, and (3) the 
Draft EIR’s statements that customers would not spend long amounts of time in the Wal-Mart 
Supercenter is inaccurate. 

Trip generation rates are addressed in Master Response 8. 

The Draft EIR’s analysis of project consistency with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP is addressed in 
Master Response 6. 

Response to FLAND-3 
The author, referencing an enclosed document prepared by a traffic consultant, stated that (1) the 
Draft EIR’s traffic impact analysis failed to evaluate the effects of project-related traffic increases on 
Fullmar Drive on residential quality and character, (2) project mitigation for traffic impacts does not 
fully mitigate for impacts because it does not require that improvements would be implemented prior 
to project occupancy, and (3) the proposed project’s truck access points are awkward and would 
likely result in semi-trucks using Fullmar Drive and “Andersen.”   

These comments are addressed individually in Response to FLAND-24, Response to FLAND-25, 
Response to FLAND-26, and Response to FLAND-27. 

Response to FLAND-4 
The author alleged that the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis trip generation rates are low and understate 
project trip generation.  As evidence, the author cited an August 2006 article from the ITE Journal. 
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Refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to FLAND-5 
The author alleged that Mitigation Measure AES-3, which addresses light and glare impacts, does not 
include criteria that would reduce nighttime light impacts to a level of less than significant.  The 
author claimed that the Draft EIR provides no thresholds to assess the effectiveness of this measure, 
which makes it uncertain that the mitigation would be effective. 

Refer to Master Response 10. 

Response to FLAND-6 
The author claimed that the visual simulation provided in Exhibit 4.1-4 shows that the proposed 
project would obstruct views of a ridgeline and, therefore, would constitute a significant impact on 
views of a scenic vista, which the Draft EIR did not evaluate. 

Exhibit 4.1-4 is a computer-generated image designed to give a simulation of the project’s visual 
appearance from the vantage point of SR-12.  The ridgeline shown in the Exhibit 4.1-4 as being 
located northeast of the project site does not exist.  (Travis Air Force Base is located where the 
“ridgeline” in the image is depicted.)  Rather, the photograph in the upper right hand corner of Exhibit 
3-3b provides a depiction of the actual backdrop for the project site.  As shown in the photograph, 
there is no ridgeline to the northeast of the project site.  The computer-generated image shown in 
Exhibit 4.1-4 is intended to provide a depiction of the appearance of the Wal-Mart Supercenter 
entrance, not the surrounding area.   

The Draft EIR, however, acknowledges generally that the project will alter the visual character of the 
site, and Exhibits 4.1-3 and 4.1-4 demonstrate that the project will to some degree reduce views of the 
Vaca Mountains from some limited locations.  Mitigation Measure AES-2 is proposed to minimize 
the impacts associated with overnight RV parking, but the Draft EIR acknowledges that the impact is 
significant and unavoidable.  The author proposes no additional mitigation, and the City is aware of 
no additional feasible mitigation to address this impact.   

Response to FLAND-7 
The author alleged that the provisions in Mitigation Measure AIR-3 allow these measures to be 
avoided if they are deemed infeasible and, therefore, lack the certainty of mitigating project 
emissions. 

Currently, BAAQMD does not have any established thresholds for construction air pollutant 
emissions.  The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that construction emissions do not need to be 
modeled; instead, implementation of standard dust control measures can be assumed to fully mitigate 
construction air pollutant emissions to a level of less than significant.   
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In the interests of providing quantification of construction emissions, the Draft EIR modeled 
construction emissions, which are presented in Impact AIR-2.  As shown in Table 4.2-3, unmitigated 
construction emissions for ROG, NOx, CO, SO2, and PM10 would all be below the BAAQMD 
standards for daily operational emissions.  Nevertheless, in accordance with BAAMQD guidance, 
standard dust control measures were proposed in Mitigation Measure AIR-2.

Although no exceedances of established thresholds were forecast in Table 4.2-3 for  other criteria 
pollutant construction emissions (e.g., reactive organic gases, oxides of nitrogen, carbon monoxide, 
and sulfur dioxide), Mitigation Measure AIR-3 proposed various measures that go above and beyond 
the requirements established in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  Even though no established 
thresholds would be exceeded, these measures were intended to address potential nuisance effects that 
could result locally.  Thus, these measures are not intended to reduce air pollution related to any 
threshold because no such thresholds exist for these levels of emissions.  Rather, these air pollution 
control measures reflect the project site’s proximity to sensitive receptors in the surrounding 
residential areas.  Since both Impact AIR-2 and AIR-3 are forecast to be less than significant after 
mitigation, no additional mitigation is needed.   

Response to FLAND-8 
The author suggested that the Draft EIR should consider mitigation measures imposed by the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and the San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) for the proposed project’s significant unavoidable air 
quality impacts.  The author also stated that the Draft EIR should consider meeting SMAQMD 
standards because emissions from the project would likely migrate into the Sacramento region. 

The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD and is required to comply 
with procedures outlined in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  The proposed project incorporates all 
applicable and feasible mitigation presented in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines to reduce 
operational emissions of criteria pollutants.  As discussed in Impact AIR-4, vehicular sources account 
for most of the project-related operational emissions and there are only limited mitigation measures 
available to reduce these types of emissions.   

Unlike SMAQMD or SJVAPCD, BAAQMD does not have any programs in place to allow projects 
that exceed operational emissions thresholds to purchase offsets elsewhere in the air basin to mitigate 
for project impacts.  Moreover, for reasons described below, project air pollutants are not anticipated 
to have any affect on the air basins governed by SMAQMD or SJVAPCD, and, therefore, mitigating 
for air quality impacts in those air basins by purchasing offset credits would not improve air quality 
the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin and thus would not further mitigate the impacts of the project.  
As such, imposing SMAQMD or SJVAPCD requirements (e.g., emissions offset programs) on the 
proposed project would not be considered effective mitigation.   
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Regarding impacts on the Sacramento air basin, the proposed project’s emissions would not be 
considered large enough to have a measurable impact.  The proposed project’s daily operational 
emissions shown in Tables 4.2-5 and 4.2-6 represent less than 1 percent of ambient concentrations of 
each respective pollutant in Solano County based on ambient air quality monitoring data provided by 
the California Air Resources Board.  In non-technical language, this means the proposed project 
would not have a significant effect on localized air pollutant concentrations.  Because it would not 
significantly alter localized air pollutant concentrations in Solano County, it would not have the 
potential to noticeably affect air pollutant concentrations in Sacramento County. 

Response to FLAND-9 
The author suggested that the Draft EIR consider mitigating greenhouse gas emissions through the 
purchase of carbon offsets from non-governmental organizations such as Carbonfund.org, Terra Pass, 
or Native Energy. 

Refer to Master Response 7. 

Response to FLAND-10 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR’s noise analysis failed to discuss the numerous requirements of 
the Suisun City Municipal Code.  In addition, the author stated that the Draft EIR should use the 
State’s Model noise ordinance for evaluating the significance of non-transportation related noise 
sources.

The Draft EIR includes an extensive discussion of the City of Suisun City’s General Plan noise goals 
and objectives on pages 4.9-19 through 4.9-23.  This discussion sets out numerous qualitative goals 
and policies as well as several quantitative noise standards applicable to both stationary and 
transportation sound sources.  Additionally, the Draft EIR identifies the noise-related portions of City 
Municipal Code, Chapters 15.04 and 15.12, that are applicable to the proposed project (see the 
subsection “City of Suisun City Municipal Code on page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR).  The specific noise 
restrictions in the City’s Municipal Code focus on construction-related noise, and the relevant 
portions include restrictions on the hours of building construction and earthwork.  Other portions of 
the Municipal Code were not determined to be relevant to the noise analysis. 

As the author acknowledged, the Municipal Code does not provide quantitative values, and the author 
suggests that the Draft EIR should use guidelines from the State’s Model Community Noise 
Ordinance (1977) for non-transportation sources to evaluate the project.  This is not necessary, nor 
would it help to better understand the noise impacts of the proposed project.  The General Plan 
includes quantitative noise standards, and the Municipal Code is quantitative relative to the hours 
permitted by construction, because the hours of construction can easily be monitored and controlled.  
The actual noise levels of the construction equipment are difficult to mitigate, as the required work 
generates noise.  Nevertheless, the Draft EIR identifies numerous measures, in addition to the 
temporal limitations mandated by the Municipal Code, designed to limit construction-related noise 
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impacts on sensitive receptors.  (See generally Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through NOI-1g in the 
Draft EIR, pages 4.9-30.)  These measures are designed to control noise emitted during construction, 
and, to the extent feasible, shield sensitive receptors from the noise.  The hour limits for construction 
in the Municipal Code are a common way that cities limit construction noise in California.  That way, 
the contractors and neighbors would know what hours are permitted for construction, during which 
the contractor uses the construction equipment that is best suited to complete the work. 

Response to FLAND-11 
The author stated that the Draft EIR’s use of a 24-hour average for operational noise impacts does not 
adequately address the influence on sleep, speech interference, and the nuisance factor.  The author 
stated that this occurred for the analysis of loading dock activity, outdoor speaker systems, parking lot 
street sweeping, trash compaction, truck movements, and HVAC equipment. 

CNEL is an established and accepted measure of noise impacts.  Exhibit 4.9-7 presents the City of 
Suisun City Land Use Compatibility Noise Standards and the standards are based upon the exterior 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise standards.  As indicated in the exhibit, these 
standards, contained in the Solano County General Plan Health and Safety Element, are incorporated 
by reference into the City of Suisun City General Plan.  Although the author does not believe that the 
CNEL adequately addresses all effects from noise, the CNEL is used by both the City of Suisun City 
and Solano County as the basis for determining land use compatibility of proposed projects. 

Individual responses to noise are highly variable, thus making it difficult to predict how any person is 
likely to react to environmental noise, especially short-term changes in sound levels.  However, the 
response of a large group of people to environmental noise is much less variable and has been found 
to correlate well with cumulative noise metrics such as the 24-hour sound level descriptors (DNL and 
CNEL).  These 24-hour sound level descriptors cover the general response of large groups of people 
and address in a general way the influence of the noise environment on sleep, speech interference, 
and the nuisance factor of noise.  The 24-hour sound descriptors are especially suited to capturing 
potential effects on sleep disturbance because they penalize noise that occurs in the evening and 
nighttime hours, as explained in the first sentence on page 4.9-2 of the Draft EIR; and reproduced 
below.

“Finally, because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise 
intrusion during the evening and at night, State law requires that, for planning 
purposes, an artificial dB increment be added to quiet time noise levels in a 24-hour 
noise descriptor called the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).”  (Draft 
EIR, Pg. 4.9-2)   

That said, contrary to the author’s claim, the Draft EIR did not limit its analyses of stationary noise 
sources to estimates of CNEL levels.  The Draft EIR evaluated single noise events for their potential 
to cause significant impacts and includes numerous mitigation measures designed to mitigate the 
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potential for single-event noises that disturb sleep.  The following are some of the analyses and 
proposed mitigation measures in the Draft EIR in addition to the 24-hour sound descriptor 
considerations:

Loading Docks 
The noise level from loading and unloading activities is analyzed on page 4.9-33 of the Draft EIR.  
The analysis estimates Leq and Lmax sound levels based on measurements of other loading docks.  
Mitigation Measures NOI-3c and NOI-3d address sound attenuation of loading dock activities and 
restrictions on nighttime truck deliveries, respectively. 

Outdoor Speaker System 
The noise level from the outdoor speaker system expected to be used for Outdoor Garden/Seasonal 
Center is analyzed on page 4.9-36 of the Draft EIR.  Lmax values are analyzed, including the Lmax

values at offsite locations to the north across Petersen Road.  Mitigation Measure NOI-3a prohibits 
the use of the loudspeakers between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Parking Lot Street Sweeping/Landscaping 
The noise level from leaf blowers and parking lot sweepers is analyzed on page 4.9-37 of the Draft 
EIR under the subheading of Site Maintenance.  The noise levels presented are generally Leq levels.  
Maximum noise levels are estimated at offsite locations to the north across Petersen Road.  Mitigation 
Measure NOI-3b prohibits the use of parking lot sweepers and leaf blowers between 7:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. 

Trash Compaction 
The noise level of trash compactors is analyzed on pages 4.9-37 and 4.9-38 of the Draft EIR.  The 
values presented include both Leq and Lmax.  Maximum noise levels are predicted at offsite receptors 
to the north across Petersen Road.  Mitigation Measure NOI-3b prohibits garbage/recycling removal 
activities between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Truck Movements 
The noise level of truck movements is analyzed on pages 4.9-34 and 4.9-35 of the Draft EIR.  The 
sound descriptors analyzed include Leq, Lmax, and average Sound Level Exposure (SEL).  Worst-case 
hourly Leq levels were analyzed for offsite receptors to the north across Petersen Road.  Mitigation 
Measure NOI-3d contains provisions for restrictions on nighttime truck deliveries in order to prevent 
tractor-trailers from using Petersen Road between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

HVAC Equipment 
The noise level of HVAC equipment is analyzed beginning on page 4.9-36 of the Draft EIR.  The 
values presented are Leq and Lmax.  Maximum noise levels are predicted at offsite receptors to the 
north across Petersen Road.  MM-NOI-3c requires shielding the HVAC and cold food storage units. 
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In summary, the Draft EIR’s noise analysis did consider the effects of project-related noise on 
surrounding residences and proposed mitigation measures to reduce noise during the nighttime.  By 
extension, this would reduce project impacts on sleep, speech interference, and nuisances. 

Response to FLAND-12 
The author stated that the sound measurements presented in the Draft EIR were made in areas 
exposed to traffic and do not represent the sound in the backyard of homes facing the project site 
from the north side of Petersen Road. 

Noise measurements were taken on Petersen Road (Measurement Location LT-2) to get an accurate 
understanding of the level of the noise source before attenuation by the fences protecting the 
residences on the north side of the roadway.  The noise level at the street side of the fences would be 
more consistent for each of the homes, whereas measurements behind the fences would vary by site-
specific location of the sound level meter and construction of the fence.  The fences could realistically 
reduce noise levels in the backyards of the residences on the north side of Petersen Road by as much 
as 5 dBA compared with the CNEL identified for LT-2 (64 dBA, CNEL as shown in the Draft EIR in 
Table 4.9-3).  Therefore, taking noise measurements behind the fences would not provide a worst-
case scenario of noise impacts. 

Response to FLAND-13 
The author stated that sound descriptors used in measurements were not those required to evaluate 
non-transportation noise sources. 

The noise analysis included measurements of hourly Leq (which were processed to develop the 24-
hour CNEL), short-term Leq, Lmax, L10 (the noise level exceeded 6 minutes in each hour) and L90 (the 
noise level exceeded 54 minutes in each hour).  The analysis considered the patterns of each of these 
sound descriptors, all of which were measured for the 24-hour measurements and represented in 
Exhibits 4.9-2 through 4.9-7.  These are the sound descriptors typically used to evaluate the existing 
ambient noise environment for most common noise sources, including transportation sources such as 
streets and highways and non-transportation sources such as activity at a factory, loading docks, or 
construction noise. 

Furthermore, the author does not identify sound descriptors that should be used to evaluate non-
transportation sound sources.  Therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to FLAND-14 
The author stated that no tonal content or sound frequencies were measured and, therefore, the 
omission of this data creates the potential for the Draft EIR to understate impacts because tonal 
content changes can measure human perceptibility to noise level changes.  The author cited an 
example of aviation pattern changes that were of less than 1 dBA resulting in complaints from nearby 
residents, even though the noise increase would not be considered significant using CNEL standards. 
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The proposed project is commercial retail development.  The noise measurement were collected to 
analyze the compatibility of the noise environment for the commercial center and the nearest 
residential areas.  The degree of acceptability of the noise environment at a proposed site is generally 
determined outdoor day-night, average A-weighted sound levels (Ldn) or the CNEL.  The Draft EIR’s 
noise analysis used measurements of a variety of sound descriptors, including hourly Leq levels that 
were used to calculate the existing CNEL levels.  The existing CNEL levels were then compared with 
published CNEL levels considered to be compatible with different land uses (see Exhibit 4.9-7), 
including the existing nearby residences.  This is consistent with most noise studies in California 
regarding land-use decisions.  This methodology is consistent with the noise procedure recommended 
by the State of California General Plan Guidelines, Appendix A Noise Element Guidelines and with 
procedures described in Noise and Vibration Control Engineering Principals and Applications in 
Section 17.7 Criteria for Noise in Communities: U.S. Government and Municipal Regulations 
(Beranek and Ver, 1992).  Neither of these methodologies indicates a need for tonal or frequency 
measurements to determine land-use compatibility.  It is unclear how measuring tonal content or 
sound frequencies could be applied to the project to determine land use compatibility.  Reflecting this, 
the City of Suisun City does not require tonal content measurements to be taken for new commercial 
development projects.  The primary noise sources associated within would be from vehicles; 
therefore, CNEL, based upon the hourly Leq values, would be the most appropriate standards to use 
for evaluating impacts. 

The 3-dBA significance criterion used to evaluate the significance of ambient noise level changes is 
used in many environmental noise analyses and is not dependent on identical tonal content.  Even 
with the 3-dBA significance criterion and the mitigation measures proposed, the various noise sources 
in Impact NOI-3 would be a significant unavoidable impact of the proposed project. 

On a closing note, evaluating tonal content changes from aviation pattern changes, as suggested by 
the author’s example, is not even standard practice for airport noise analyses.  Airport noise analyses 
are determined primarily upon the CNEL contours for airport operations or proposed airport 
operations.  It should be noted that the Travis Air Force Base LUCP uses CNEL and does not use 
tonal content analysis. 

Response to FLAND-15 
The author asserted that Mitigation Measure BIO-1b improperly defers environmental analysis and 
mitigation.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b contains contingency measures for additional focused surveys or 
assumption of presence in the event CDFG or USFWS rejects the mitigation proposed in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1a.  As discussed in Impact BIO-1, focused plant surveys were conducted in 2006 and 
2007.  The surveys were based on established methodologies.  The results of the studies indicated that 
only pappose tarplant was present onsite.  Based on this evidence, the Draft EIR included mitigation 
only for the pappose tarplant (Mitigation Measure BIO-1a).  The City of Suisun City is confident that 
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this mitigation is sufficient and appropriate to address Impact BIO-1 based on the information 
contained in the Draft EIR Section 4.3 (Biological Resources) as well as Draft EIR Appendix C.  

The Draft EIR acknowledges that, because of low rainfall conditions in the survey years 2006 and 
2007, it is uncertain if CDFG or USFWS will accept the focused plant surveys as sufficient for their 
needs under their regulatory schemes.  As noted above, the original focused surveys found that no 
special status plant species exist onsite and, therefore, no mitigation is necessary.  In order to meet the 
needs of these responsible/regulatory agencies, however, and in recognition of the uncertainty of 
CDFG or USFWS accepting these surveys under their regulatory schemes independent of CEQA, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1b provided a fallback provision requiring either additional focused surveys 
to reconfirm the conclusions of the original surveys or the assumption of presence of all special-status 
plant species and subsequent offsite mitigation at a specified  ratio.  Contrary to the author’s 
assertion, this does not represent deferment of mitigation because specific actions are identified that 
would mitigate for identified significant impacts (Mitigation Measure BIO-1a) and contingency 
measures are identified for the benefit of the responsible and regulatory agencies (Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1b.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure BIO-1b is appropriate and does not violate the mandates of 
CEQA.

Following publication of the Draft EIR, it was determined that the regulatory agencies may not 
require the proposed project to mitigate impacts at the 3:1 ratio identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-
1b because of the low biological quality of the project site.  As such, the text of Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1b has been revised to reflect the possibility that regulatory agencies may require lower 
mitigation ratios.  Regardless, the regulatory agencies would make the final decision on this matter 
and their ultimate requirements would reflect what they consider to be the best ratio.  This change is 
noted in the Errata and does not change the residual significance of any conclusions presented in the 
Draft EIR. 

Response to FLAND-16 
The author alleged that Mitigation Measures BIO-2b and BIO-3 fail to fully mitigate for loss of raptor 
foraging habitat and wetlands, respectively, because they only require offsite mitigation credits to be 
purchase at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio, which the author asserted would ultimately result in a 50 
percent loss of habitat. 

In accordance with agency requirements (e.g., USACE, USFWS, CDFG, and RWQCB), mitigation 
banks restore and then permanently protect habitat in order to prevent a net loss of habitat.  Because 
the proposed project would result in the loss of foraging habitat and wetlands on the project site, it is 
required to purchase credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank (e.g., North Suisun Mitigation 
Bank) to offset the loss of habitat.  These credits are for restored habitat that did not previously exist.  
As such, no net loss of habitat occurs.  Moreover, the raptor foraging habitat and wetlands on the 
project site is of relatively low quality because it is surrounded by urban development on three sides 
and the land itself has been subject to extensive and long-term disturbances related to past uses.  The 
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creation of new raptor foraging habitat and riparian habitat at an offsite mitigation bank will be of 
higher quality than the habitat on the project site because mitigation banks are located in areas of 
much better biological quality (i.e., away from urban development). 

Following publication of the Draft EIR, it was determined that Mitigation Measure BIO-3 was 
unnecessary because there is no habitat on the project site that meets the definition of “riparian 
habitat.”  Instead the loss of the drainage ditch would be fully mitigated by Mitigation Measure BIO-
4, which sets forth offsite mitigation for wetlands.  As such, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 has been 
stricken and Impact BIO-3 would instead be fully mitigated by Mitigation Measure BIO-4.  This 
change is noted in the Errata and does not change the residual significance of any conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR. 

Response to FLAND-17 
The author claimed the Draft EIR failed to fully evaluate the proposed project’s growth-inducing 
aspects, particularly as they relate to placing pressure on adjacent agricultural lands to develop to 
urban uses, because they would provide commercial retail opportunities that would meet the needs of 
future residential growth.  As evidence to support his claim, the author cited one of the project 
objectives related to meeting the “…unmet demand of regional and future demand from planned 
residential development in the area.”  The author asserted that the proposed project would create 
pressure to convert the grazing land on the east side of Walters Road to urban uses because the 
project would increase the economic value of the land and its exposure to the general public.  While 
acknowledging the proposed project would not directly or immediately cause these lands to convert to 
urban uses, he claims that conversion of this land is foreseeable because of the presence of the 
proposed project. 

The Draft EIR evaluated the project’s potential growth inducing impacts on pages 6-2 through 6-3.  
The project is not anticipated to induce growth beyond that already planned, for several reasons.  
Regarding the project’s objectives of serving future demand from planned residential growth, this was 
tied to several proposed residential and mixed-use projects that have applications on file with the City 
of Suisun City.  These projects are listed in Table 4.11-5 and include the Suisun-Gentry project (232 
dwelling units), Amberwood Homes (28 dwelling units), Peterson Ranch Homes (548 dwelling 
units), Breezewood Village Apartments (80 dwelling units), McCoy Creek Mixed Use (29 dwelling 
units), Courtyards at Sunset Homes (69 dwelling units), Almond Tree Place Condominiums (61 
dwelling units), Blossom Courtyards Homes (75 dwelling units), and the Suisun Mixed-Use Village 
(250 dwelling units).  Collectively, these projects would add 1,372 dwelling units to the City of 
Suisun City.  These projects are independent of the proposed project, and several of these project 
applications predate the proposed project’s application, indicating that these residential projects were 
contemplated without regard to the proposed project and not the other way around, as suggested by 
the author. 
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Moreover, any pressure potentially created by the project to convert agricultural land to urban uses is 
not expected to be sufficient to overcome the legal and political impediments to this conversion.
First, the grazing land opposite the project site on the east side of Walters Road is in unincorporated 
Solano County and is designated for Extensive Agricultural uses by the Solano County General Plan.  
The City of Suisun City General Plan identifies this land with the non-binding designation of Ag-
Open Space - Reserve.  As stated in General Plan Land Use Element Policy 26, the “Reserve” 
designation for this area signifies that the City identifies this land as having the potential to support 
future commercial and industrial development.  However, as clearly stated in General Plan Land Use 
Element Policies 26 and 27, these are low-priority urban development areas that are not expected to 
be developed in the near-term.  Furthermore, Policy 27 states that this land could be used for active 
open space or park uses.  In summary, both policies acknowledge the uncertainty of this land being 
developed for urban uses, and neither policy contemplates residential land uses for this land. 

Second, and perhaps more important, Solano County has a long-standing, voter-approved policy of 
discouraging conversion of unincorporated lands designated for agricultural use to urban uses.  The 
policy, known as the Orderly Growth Initiative, was affirmed by the voters first in 1984, again in 
1994, and most recently in 2006, and is in effect through December 31, 203615.  Because this policy 
has been in effect for more than two decades and has been affirmed by the Solano County electorate 
on three separate occasions, with the most recent affirmation occurring in 2006, it is considered to 
have very high degree of effectiveness.   

Third, the grazing land located east of Walters Road is within Zone C of the Travis Air Force Base 
LUCP.  The policies of Zone C prohibit the re-designation of any lands designated for non-residential 
use to residential use.  Because the lands east of Walters Road are currently designated for non-
residential use, re-designating them to residential use would represent an inconsistency with the 
Travis Air Force Base LUCP.  Although this policy could be overridden by a two-thirds majority of 
the Suisun City Council upon a showing that such a change would be consistent with applicable 
airport land use commission statutes, analyzing the likelihood of such an approval in the Draft EIR 
would be speculative. 

Fourth, the grazing lands located east of Walters Road are squarely within the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s critical habitat designations for vernal pool fairy shrimp, conservancy fairy shrimp, 
vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and Contra Costa goldfields.  These designations represent significant, if 
not impenetrable, barriers to growth.   

For these reasons, the author’s claim that the Draft EIR should evaluate the growth-inducing aspects 
of the conversion of the grazing land on the opposite side of Walters Road to urban residential uses 
would be considered remote and speculative, given existing land use policies established by the 

                                                     
15  The text of the Orderly Growth Initiative is available at http://www.co.solano.ca.us/OGI/OGI_2006.pdf 
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County of Solano, the City of Suisun City, the Solano County Airport Land Use Commission, and the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Response to FLAND-18 
The author stated that the Draft EIR improperly rejected alternatives from evaluation because they 
were not consistent with the land use designations for the project site.  The author claimed that 
because the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR did not reduce the proposed project’s significant 
unavoidable impacts to a level of less than significant, alternatives that required land use designation 
changes should be considered because they may reduce the significance of these impacts. 

Refer to Master Response 5. 

Response to FLAND-19 
The author alleged that the Draft EIR’s statement in Impact PSU-1 that Fire Department staffing 
levels do not cause direct or indirect physical changes to the environment is incorrect, because a 
project that would increase demand for fire response may result in greater fire or safety damage from 
unattended emergencies.  The author stated that this impact should be analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

A questionnaire was sent to the Suisun City Fire Department in July 2006 requesting that the agency 
provide any concerns about the proposed project’s impacts on fire protection.  The Fire Department 
provided a response (available in Appendix I) indicating its concerns, which included standard fire 
code safety requirements and a statement about increased calls for service associated with vehicle 
accidents.  However, the Fire Department did not indicate that the proposed project would be 
expected to increase demand to the extent that fire protection and emergency medical response would 
be compromised to the point that Suisun City would be exposed to greater fire or safety dangers from 
unattended emergencies.  Therefore, such a scenario would be considered remote, and analyzing such 
impacts in the Draft EIR would be speculative. 

The author also questions whether one-time capital fees paid by the project will cover long-term 
annual needs.  The proposed project will pay all applicable capital fees, which will go toward capital 
improvements needed in the City of Suisun City.  The capital fees paid by the project would not be 
used for ongoing operations and maintenance. The project will result in a substantial increase in 
property and sales taxes, however, which can be used to fund operations and maintenance activities of 
the Police and Fire Departments. 

Response to FLAND-20 
The author referenced a statement in Impact PSU-2 stating that the proposed project’s onsite security 
would reduce the need for police responses because it would act as a first line of defense for property-
related crimes and minor incidents, and he inquired about what types of incidents would not warrant a 
police response.  The author also stated that the proposed project’s onsite security could actually 
result in more crime over the long term because police deterrence and the criminal justice system 
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would be taken out of the equation.  Finally, the author inquired about the proposed project’s ability 
to resolve civil disputes. 

The proposed project would provide onsite security personnel who would monitor activities within 
the Wal-Mart store and in the parking lot.  The presence of security personnel would, to some extent, 
act as a deterrent and reduce the likelihood of incidents.  Security personnel also would be trained to 
resolve minor incidents (e.g., lost children, crowd control, disputes between customers, etc.) that 
might otherwise result in a call to the Suisun City Police Department.  In some cases, the security 
personnel may also elect to resolve property-related misdemeanors such as shoplifting without 
involving the Police Department.  This is allowed by law and is consistent with the legal principle of 
the “Merchant’s Privilege,” which grants merchants the ability to use reasonable force to detain 
suspected thieves.  For major crimes (e.g., violence), security personnel would immediately notify the 
Police Department and, upon the arrival of police personnel, defer to their direction.  The proposed 
project’s onsite security personnel would comply with all applicable laws and Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. 
corporate practices.  Moreover, the onsite security personnel would engage in similar activities as 
security personnel at other commercial retail centers. 

For these reasons, the author’s concerns about the proposed project’s onsite security personnel 
causing more crime because police deterrence and the criminal justice system would be taken out of 
the equation reflect his opinion and are not supported by facts. 

Response to FLAND-21 
The author provided some perfunctory concluding remarks.  No further response is necessary. 

Response to FLAND-22 
This author provided an attachment authored by Dr. Phillip King critiquing the Draft EIR’s urban 
decay analysis.  Master Response 4 addresses the issues raised in the critique. 

Response to FLAND-23 
The author provided an attachment authored by Daniel T. Smith, Jr. critiquing the Draft EIR’s 
transportation analysis.  In this paragraph, Mr. Smith provides introductory remarks prefacing his 
analysis.  No further response is necessary. 

Response to FLAND-24 
The author alleged that the Draft EIR’s traffic impact analysis failed to evaluate the effects of project-
related traffic increases on Fullmar Drive on residential quality and character. 

The Draft EIR did evaluate intersection operations at the Petersen Road/Fullmar Drive and Pintail 
Drive/Fullmar Drive intersections and found that both intersections would operate at LOS A under 
both near-term and long-term “with project” scenarios.  As stated in Table 4.11-1, LOS A is defined 
as “Free flow with no delays.  Users are virtually unaffected by others in the traffic stream….”  This 
indicates that traffic will flow efficiently and smoothly on Fullmar Drive and traffic congestion and 



Responses to Written City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project  
Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR  

2-448 Michael Brandman Associates  
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

other safety hazards are not foreseeable.  The author admits that there would be no “problem[s] from 
a traffic service perspective” on Fullmar Drive because of the project.   

Moreover, as shown in the City of Suisun City General Plan Circulation Map, Fullmar Drive is 
identified as a collector street.  The City of Suisun City General Plan states: 

Collector Streets provide for traffic movement between arterial and minor streets and 
for movement within and between neighborhoods and major activity centers; they 
also provide limited direct access to abutting property.  (City of Suisun City General 
Plan, page 59) 

Additionally, the City of Suisun City General Plan states that: 

Collector streets typically carry from 500 to 7,500 vehicles per day, with rights-of-
way varying from sixty to seventy feet and curb-to-curb width from 36 to 52 feet.  
(City of Suisun City General Plan, page 60) 

As shown in Exhibit 4.11-3, Fullmar Drive currently carries 104 weekday afternoon peak-hour trips 
under existing conditions.  Assuming that the weekday afternoon total represents 10 percent of total 
daily trips, the street carries approximately 1,040 trips.  Under the near-term “with project” conditions 
shown in Exhibit 4.11-12, there would be 256 weekday afternoon peak-hour trips on Fullmar Drive, 
or approximately 2,560 daily trips.  This number of daily trips is within the parameters defined by the 
General Plan for a collector street.  As previously noted, the increase in trips would not affect 
intersection performance on Fullmar Drive, as both intersections would operate at LOS A, the highest 
possible performance level.  

In summary, Fullmar Drive would not experience any traffic congestion as a result of the 
development of the proposed project and, furthermore, is designated as a collector street intended to 
handle the trip volumes shown in Exhibit 4.11-12.  The author and his traffic consultant are of the 
opinion that although the project won’t result in any traffic impacts, the change in traffic patterns on 
Fullmar Drive will result in a “deleterious impact on residential quality and character.”  The City for 
its part disagrees.  Fullmar Drive has long been planned to accommodate traffic movement from 
“major activity centers,” and the project-related traffic will not exceed its capacity or deleteriously 
affect its operations.  Not all change represents an adverse physical impact, and the City concludes 
that Fullmar Drive was planned to and can accommodate project-related traffic.  The Draft EIR 
acknowledged the change in the traffic conditions on Fullmar Drive but concluded that the change did 
not represent a significant impact.  Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely impact the 
residential quality and character on Fullmar Drive.  The author’s statement to the contrary, that the 
Draft EIR did not properly evaluate this impact, reflects a difference of opinion as to significance 
conclusions rather than an absence of analysis. 
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Response to FLAND-25 
The author stated that the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis used trip generation rates that understated trip 
generation for the proposed project. 

Refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to FLAND-26 
The author alleged that project mitigation for traffic impacts does not fully mitigate for impacts 
because it does not require that improvements would be implemented prior to project occupancy.  In 
addition, Mr. Smith questioned the timing and funding for traffic mitigation measures and stated the 
proposed project should be held responsible for assuring that the traffic operations around the project 
site are not only improved to an “equal-or better than ‘no-project’ conditions,” but rather should 
actually be mitigated to acceptable levels of service.  

On the question of timing and funding for traffic mitigation measures, refer to Master Response 1. 

This Draft EIR acknowledged that intersection operations at several of the study intersections will 
operate at unacceptable levels with or without the project.  The Draft EIR proposes mitigation 
measures that require the project applicant to pay, in accordance with the degree of project-related 
impacts, to mitigate traffic operations such that they will operate at a level that is “equal or better than 
‘no-project’ conditions” after mitigation.  The City of Suisun City cannot require the project to pay 
for improvements on City streets to assure that those streets operate at acceptable levels when the 
traffic congestion and unacceptable operations are not caused by the project.  Doing so would violate 
constitutional principals announced by both the California Supreme Court and the United States 
Supreme Court requiring that project conditions or mitigation measures bear some direct causation 
and rough proportionality to the impacts of the project.  As summarized in the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 14041: 

A lead agency has authority to require feasible changes in any or all activities 
involved in the project in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on 
the environment, consistent with applicable constitutional requirements such as the 
“nexus” and “rough proportionality” standards established by case law (Nollan v. 
California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 
512 U.S. 374, and Ehrlich v. City of Culver City (1996) 12 Cal.4th 854). 

That is not to say that the project cannot and will not be held responsible for mitigating for all direct 
and cumulative traffic impacts to the full extent feasible.  On that topic, see Master Response 1. 

Response to FLAND-27 
The author asserted that the proposed project’s truck access points are awkward and would likely 
result in semi trucks using Fullmar Drive and “Andersen.” 
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The Draft EIR discussed truck movements and access on page 4.11-69.  Most truck movements to the 
Wal-Mart Supercenter would access the proposed project by the access points on Petersen Road, with 
a few trips using the northernmost right-in, right-out access point on Walters Road.  As shown in 
Exhibit 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR, most customer vehicular trips would be expected to access the 
project site from the three entrance points along Walters Road.  Therefore, conflicts between semi 
trucks and passenger vehicles accessing the project site are not anticipated. 

Moreover, during development of the site plan, the applicant’s civil engineer, Robert A. Karn and 
Associates, verified the adequacy of turning movements for trucks expected to serve the proposed 
project.  Final design of project access points, as well as other intersection improvements, will follow 
the recommendations for left and right turns contained in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual. 

Finally, truck movements are not anticipated to use Fullmar Drive because it would not provide any 
direct access to the project site.  Truck movements from SR-12 would use northbound Walters Road 
and westbound Petersen Road.  Truck movements from southbound Walters Road could use either 
westbound Petersen Road or the northernmost right-in, right-out access point on Walters Road. 

The Draft EIR did evaluate the truck movements and operations, but it found no potentially 
significant impacts would result.  For these reasons, the author’s claim that the Draft EIR did not 
properly evaluate truck movements is simply a difference of opinion. 

Response to FLAND-28 
The author expressed his opinion that the Draft EIR’s analysis is inadequate, citing his previous 
comments.  This statement represents his personal opinion and no further response is necessary. 

Response to FLAND-29 
The author provided an attachment authored by Steve Pettyjohn critiquing the Draft EIR’s noise 
analysis.  In this paragraph, Mr. Pettyjohn provides introductory remarks prefacing his analysis.  No 
further response is necessary. 

Response to FLAND-30 
The author indicates that the noise impact analysis is inadequate for a variety of reasons.   

The criticisms of the noise impact analysis in this comment are general in nature.  Specific responses 
are provided to more specific points addressed in later comments in the author’s letter. 

Response to FLAND-31 
The author indicates that noise impact analysis correctly identifies the hours of construction and the 
quantitative transportation noise standards in the General Plan.  (The author notes that the General 
Plan does not set quantitative noise standards for non-transportation noise sources.)  The author 
indicates that the EIR must analyze all noise impacts of the project and provide standards for this 
analysis.  The author indicates that this was not done in the noise assessment report (assumed to mean 
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the Draft EIR).  The author indicates one “opinion” (further developed in later responses) on how this 
should be done.   

On pages 4.9-25 and 4.9-26, the Draft EIR identifies a sliding-scale standard to analyze all noise 
impacts from the project.  The standard is based on the 24-hour noise generated by the project with 
the significance threshold varying from 3 to 5 dBA based on the ambient noise level.  This standard is 
in addition to the noise standards identified in the City General Plan.  See Response to FLAND-11 for 
an overview of other noise sources considered in the analysis and mitigation measures. 

Response to FLAND-32 
The author indicated that noise impact analysis is flawed because it relies only upon a 24-hour noise 
metric that is the sole metric in the City of Suisun City standards.  The author appeared to support 
other time periods such as 1 minute, 5 minutes, 15 minutes, 30 minutes, 1 hour, and instantaneous 
noise levels, although he does not indicate what noise level threshold would apply to each of these 
time periods, nor does he indicate that the significance of the noise impacts would change by using 
these time periods.   

The noise impact analysis does give considerable consideration to the existing CNEL and predicted 
future CNEL levels that would result from the project.  The CNEL is the total perception of noise by 
the community, including the penalties for evening and nighttime noise levels.  The CNEL is 
generally influenced heavily by transportation noise sources, but the CNEL includes all noise sources.
CNEL noise levels will be higher next to industrial and commercial areas because of non-
transportation noise sources.  The Draft EIR considered all noise sources that may occur at the project 
site and analyzed how they would affect nearby residences.  The project noise measurements included 
a variety of time periods the were reported in the Draft EIR (5-minute measurements, 1-hour 
measurements, and 24-hour measurements) to fully document the existing noise setting (see Draft 
EIR Table 4.9-3 on page 4.9-6).  Exhibits 4.9-2 through 4.9-6 also include background data for the 
Lmax, L10 and L90.

Response to FLAND-33 
The author indicates that noise field data are not adequate because of several factors (e.g., 
measurements were not made in residential backyards, tonal content of the sound was not measured, 
and the metrics from the State’s Model Noise Element was not evaluated). 

See Response FLAND-12 regarding measurements in residential backyards. 

It is unclear what methodology the author would recommend to measure the tonal content of the 
existing sound environment and what standards would be used to judge the results.  The Draft EIR 
noise measurements follow standard practice in determining existing CNEL levels and comparing 
them to Land Use Compatibility Guidelines.  Tonal analysis would involve the measurement of 1/3-
octave band measurements such as those shown in FLAND-54 and FLAND-55.  However, there are 
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no city standards to compare such detailed tonal information.  For example, the City of Suisun Noise 
Element does not identify the decibel sound limits for 1/3-octave bands in the frequency range of 125 
to 200 Hz.  

Finally, the EIR does not measure the metrics from the State’s Model Noise Element because it is not 
adopted by the City of Suisun City. 

In summary, the field data were collected to be able to identify the existing CNEL in the project area 
as an indication of the compatibility of the project with the existing noise environment and the 
compatibility of the nearby residential areas with the existing noise environment and City of Suisun 
City standards.  The EIR preparers believe the noise measurements provide a good understanding of 
the existing noise environments and do not believe that additional measurements would substantially 
change the understanding of the noise environment near the project site. 

Response to FLAND-34 
The author disagrees with some of the methodology related to the traffic noise model. 

As explained on in the first paragraph of Impact NOI-4 on page 4.9-40 of the Draft EIR,  

“Impacts were modeled under Year 2008 and Year 2030 conditions and are based 
upon the traffic conditions identified in the Draft Transportation, Circulation, and 
Parking Impact Study, prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., dated 
November 2006; and on revised Year 2008 traffic volumes from the updated traffic 
study completed in June 2007 for the proposed project.” 

The detailed information in the Kimley-Horn study was considered an excellent data source for 
looking at local roadways and using the model to determine potential noise impacts of the project.  

The FHWA noise prediction model does include a caution that below 50 km/h (31 miles per hour) the 
noise emissions of heavy trucks will increase, because they cannot be in cruise mode below 31 miles 
per hour.16  There is no caution related to automobiles and medium trucks.  The use of the model in 
the EIR is appropriate for the following reasons.  The model was used mainly as a tool to look at 
relative changes between existing conditions and future conditions.  Any anomaly related to increased 
truck noise below 31 mph would be consistent in both the conditions being compared.  Furthermore, 
the estimated number of heavy trucks is very low on the roadway segments with the 25-mile-per-hour 
speed limits.  Because of these factors, the use of the model to estimate the decibel increases of noise 
from the project is the best approach to estimating the decibel increase. 

                                                     
16  FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model. Report No. FHWA-RD-77-108, 1978. 
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Response to FLAND-35 
The author states that the mitigation measures are inadequate because the impacts are understated 
because 24-hour measurements were used.  

This is a general comment and the author does not indicate which mitigation measures are inadequate.  
Regardless, as stated in Response to FLAND-13, maximum single event noise values were evaluated 
in Impact NOI-3.  No further response can be made to this general comment. 

Response to FLAND-36 
The author indicates that he will follow in outline format the Noise Section of the Draft EIR. 

Comment noted.  See Responses to FLAND-37 through FLAND-56. 

Response to FLAND-37 
The author identifies the beginning of the Noise Section. 

No response required. 

Response to FLAND-38 
The author stated that because Appendix H only contains traffic noise data, the only noise sources of 
the project would be the transportation sources. 

The author’s conclusion is wrong, it is unclear what point the author is trying to make.  The Draft EIR 
analyzes non-transportation noise sources.  See Response to FLAND-11 for an overview of other 
noise sources considered in the analysis and mitigation measures. 

Response to FLAND-39 
The author makes many comments on the acoustic terminology in the Noise section of the Draft EIR. 

The author identifies a variety of details related to noise measurements and acoustic terminology, 
apparently trying to discredit the noise analysis in the Draft EIR.  The author is also trying to indicate 
by the details that noise analysis for a project such as this is incredibly complicated.  It is true that 
sound level meters (noise meters) do have A-weighting, B-weighting, and C-Weighting scales, but A-
weighting is typically used.  A-weighting (dBA) is used in the Suisun City Noise Element and A-
weighting is used in the Noise Section of the Draft EIR.  As noted on page 4.9-1 of the Draft EIR A-
weighting is used because it is the best approximation of human perception of sound: 

 “Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire 
spectrum, noise levels at maximum human sensitivity are factored more heavily into sound 
descriptions in a process called “A weighting,” written as dBA.  This scale gives greater 
weight to the frequencies of sound to which the human ear is most sensitive.” 

The author finally notes (under point 8.b. on page 4) of his report that: 
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 “While the A-Weighting is commonly used, it is not always the best descriptor to assess 
annoyance.” 

In fact, the author should have acknowledged that A-weighting (as used in the Draft EIR) is almost 
always in CEQA analyses to assess general background noise levels and impacts from commercial 
center project.  Moreover, it should be noted that the Draft EIR did not evaluate solely A-weighted 
noise.  Rather, the EIR also analyzed groundborne vibrational noise at length in Impact NOI-2.   

The author also attempts to discredit basic noise concepts presented in the Draft EIR.  The first full 
paragraph on page 4.9-3 of the Draft EIR discusses human perception to noise changes of 3 dBA and 
10 dBA and in both cases uses qualifiers such as “in general,” “in most situations,” and “is considered 
a doubling (or halving) of the subjective loudness.”  Qualifiers, such as those presented in the Draft 
EIR, are important because these values are not absolute, and the text of the Draft EIR conveys this 
message.  The author’s extensive comments on the subject nature of these limits (and examples of 
how they limits can change under certain circumstances) is in fact consistent with the information 
presented in the Draft EIR.   

For a discussion of tonal information, please see Response to Comment FLAND-14. 

Response to FLAND-40 
The author has several comments related to the time variation of noise. 

The author is cavalier in stating that the State recommends using other hourly sound descriptors for 
assessing non-transportation noise sources.  More accurately, he should have stated that 30 years ago, 
the now-defunct Office of Noise Control issued a Model Community Noise Control Ordinance to 
assist local agencies in the development of local noise ordinances, and that defunct agency may have 
had such a recommendation in certain circumstances.   

The City of Suisun City did not prepare a local ordinance based on the state model, and it is unclear 
why the author is trying to push this model into this EIR analysis.  It does not appear that the Model 
Community Noise Control Ordinance has been updated since 1977.  The Model Community Noise 
Control Ordinance is 46 pages in length and includes a copy of appendices.  There is no indication 
that the Model Community Noise Control Ordinance is current in any way, and the author has not 
explained why the EIR should follow detailed time variation “suggestions” in the Model Community 
Noise Control Ordinance.  For instance, the author has not cited this model as one that is widely 
found compelling by local agencies, adopted, and used.  In fact, that is not the case.  As noted in the 
preface to the Model Community Noise Control Ordinance, the Model Community Noise Control 
Ordinance was completed in March 1975.  Since then, the basic document was revised several times 
before the version was published in April 1977.  It has not been widely embraced by local 
governments, including the City of Suisun City. 



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-455
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

The Noise Section of the Draft EIR did present measure and report sound descriptors in addition to 
the Leq.  See response to FLAND-11, which refers to various analyses using the Lmax levels.  Exhibits 
4.9-2 through 4.9-6 present hourly values for Leq, Lmax, L10, and L90 levels. 

Response to FLAND-41 
The author discusses the noise level that interferes with normal human conversation. 

These comments have no effect on the overall analysis in the Draft EIR noise section.  On page 4.9-3 
of the Draft EIR, there are references to both 60 dBA and 65 dBA being levels that could interfere 
with speech.  The author indicated the level should be 58 to 63 dBA at a distance of 3 feet, but he 
provided no reference to this assertion. 

Response to FLAND-42 
The author referenced various vibration-related standards.  No further response is necessary. 

Response to FLAND-43 
The author reiterates the sensitive receptor information in the Draft EIR.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to FLAND-44 
The author discusses the ambient noise levels and wants measurements in the backyards, sound 
metrics recommended by the State, and tonal content information. 

See response to Comment FLAND-40 regarding the sound metrics recommended by the State.  The 
EIR preparers do not believe these metrics are in fact recommended by the State at this time for 
CEQA analyses. 

See response to Comment FLAND-12 regarding noise measurements in the backyards.   

See response to Comment FLAND-14 regarding tonal content. 

The sound levels do reach a minimum for 4 hours in Exhibit 4.9-2, but this does not affect the 
analysis of the project.  All noise levels less than the meter limit would be interpreted as 40 dBA and 
would have almost no effect on the results regardless if they were actually 39 dBA, or 35 dBA or less. 

Response to FLAND-45 
The author agrees with the Title 24 sound level limits in the Draft EIR, and raises a question about 
potential annoyance from vibration. 

In the section referenced (page 4.9-19 of the Draft EIR), the annoyance levels for vibration are shown 
in Table 4.9-4. 
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Response to FLAND-46 
The author concurred with the applicability of most of the local noise policies identified in the Draft 
EIR, and points out an inconsistency between Policy 4 and the land use compatibility chart (Exhibit 
4.9-7) that shows a lack of understanding of noise issues by the City. 

Several of the noise policies identified by the author are not relevant to this project, including State 
generated Model Noise Control Ordinance, the Solano County General Plan that is still being written, 
and new General Plan and Noise Ordinances in Vacaville and Fairfield.

The inconsistency identified by the author as it relates to policy appears to be a typographical error.  
The title of Policy 4 is “Protection of Residential Land Uses from Non-Residential Noise Sources.”  
Given the name of Policy 4, the language probably means that: 

“…the City shall seek to minimize potential noise conflicts by assuring that noise 
received by from the commercial or industrial land uses does not exceed 65 CNEL. 

The Draft EIR interprets the local regulations to protect residential land uses from noise that would 
exceed 65 CNEL. 

Response to FLAND-47 
The author indicates there are more local codes that address sound and suggests using the alternative 
noise standards from the State Model Community Noise Control Ordinance (1977). 

As explained in Response to FLAND-10, the Draft EIR identifies the noise related portions of the 
City Municipal Code that are applicable to the proposed project.  The additional codes cited do relate 
to noise sources but are not specific to any issues relevant to the proposed project.  The author does 
not indicate how the codes might affect the proposed project. 

See Responses to FLAND-10 and FLAND-40 regarding the State Model Community Noise Control 
Ordinance.  There is no reason it should be analyzed for the proposed project. 

Response to FLAND-48 
The author summarized the main point of the methodology and indicates a few areas need further 
clarification.  The following responses correspond to the lettering of the author’s comments. 

Items A and B.  The author restated the first part of the Methodology section.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Item C.  The author stated that the source of the construction noise thresholds was not referenced in 
the Methodology section.  The sources for the construction levels are provided in Tables 4.9-7 and 
4.9-8 of the Draft EIR. 
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Items D1 and D2.  The author stated that the FHWA noise model is only usable down to 31 miles per 
hour.  See Response to FLAND-34. 

Item D3.  The author stated that the Methodology did not explain its assumptions for “soft” and 
“hard” ground attenuation.   

To provide a conservative evaluation of the traffic noise levels, the analysis used hard ground 
attenuation for all of roadways, as shown by the attenuations in Appendix H. 

Item D4.  The author claimed that the Draft EIR inaccurately stated that residential areas are protected 
from roadway noise by soundwalls along SR-12 and Walters Road, which he alleged is incorrect 
because the wooden fence along the north side of Petersen Road is not an effective sound barrier. 

The Draft EIR does not make a blanket statement about sound walls as claimed by the author.  The 
Draft EIR on page 4.9-24 reads: 

“Residences in the project area are largely shielded from traffic noise on SR-12 and 
other major arterials by existing sound walls.”  (emphasis added).   

This statement is intended to provide a general characterization of sound attenuation barriers in the 
project vicinity and is not intended to identify every single type of sound barrier between residences 
and roadways.  Moreover, the Draft EIR specifically identified the wooden fence on page 4.9-5, 
indicating that the analysis did account for this type of noise barrier.  As such, the author’s claim that 
this represents an inconsistency is incorrect. 

Item F.  The author alleged that the Draft EIR failed to acknowledge that the soundwall that would 
run along the project frontage with Petersen Road would have openings for access points, which 
would allow for noise to impact nearby residences. 

The soundwall is referenced in the Methodology section to note what assumptions were used in the 
analysis.  As such, it is not intended to be a comprehensive evaluation of the sound attenuating 
characteristics of the soundwall. 

Response to FLAND-49 
The author summarized the main point of the thresholds of significance and indicates a few area of 
disagreement on the thresholds. 

The following information is provided to respond to comments by the author. 

Item 1.  The author acknowledged that the Draft EIR correctly identified the CEQA noise thresholds.  
No further response is necessary.  
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Item 2.  The author stated that the Draft EIR’s statement that a 3- to 5-dB noise increase represents a 
minimally perceptible noise increase to the human ear is not substantiated by factual evidence and 
fails to account for tonal content increases. 

As noted by the author, the 3- to 5-dB increase threshold is commonly used in CEQA noise analyses.  
In fact, it is widely accepted that the average healthy ear can barely perceive changes of 3 dBA 
increases or decreases, that a change of 5 dBA is readily perceptible, and that an increase (decrease) 
of 10 dBA sounds twice (half) as loud (Caltrans 1998; FICON 1992).  The author cited a reference 
that questions the use of this noise “rule of thumb” when specifically dealing with aircraft noise.  The 
project does not propose any new increases in aircraft noise.   

Item 3a and 3b.  The author noted that the Draft EIR used the sliding scale thresholds of 5-dBA 
increases when the existing CNEL is below 60 dBA, and 3 dBA when it is above 60 CNEL.  The 
author stated that this criterion is not justified for either non-aircraft or non-transportation sound 
sources.

The sliding scale of 3 to 5 decibels conveniently ties back to sound level differences that sound level 
changes that are clearly perceptible to most individuals.  It is up to the Lead Agency to establish 
thresholds that can assess the significance of an impact.  The author criticizes the use of a noise 
analytical tool established by the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) for evaluating 
noise impacts of airports for a land use project.  The author does not explain why it was inappropriate 
to use this tool in this way. 

Item 3c.  The author asserted that the sliding scale criteria is contrary to the goals of the General Plan, 
which state that noise should be reduced to acceptable levels. 

While the General Plan does indeed contain a goal stating, “To reduce human exposure to noise to 
acceptable levels,” its related objective provides further clarification: “To achieve levels of noise 
exposure for various types of land uses and human activities so that ambient, stationary, and vehicular 
noise will not unnecessarily impede these activities.”  (General Plan, Page 109)  When taken in 
context with the objective, the use of a sliding scale is consistent with the goal because it is based on 
60 dBA being the optimal exterior noise exposure level.  

Item 3d.  The author stated that the noise analysis did not account for State-recommended standards 
for non-transportation sources.  The author alleged that this is reinforced by the City’s references to 
barking dogs and peddlers.  

Regarding the state recommendations, see response to FLAND-10 and FLAND-40.  It is unclear what 
the references to barking dogs  and peddlers have to do with establishing significance thresholds for 
this project.  Reasonable sound limits have been incorporated into the significance thresholds.   
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Item 4.  The author stated that the noise analysis did not properly evaluate the CEQA threshold 
pertaining to a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels, because it only 
considered 24-hour noise measurements that do not account for effects on sleep disruption, speech 
interference, or annoyance. 

Refer to Response to FLAND-11. 

Item 5.  The author stated that non-transportation noise sources should have been evaluated in relation 
to the state’s Model Noise Ordinance. 

See responses to FLAND-10 and FLAND-40.   

Item 6.  The author noted that the state’s Model Noise Ordinance asserts that changes in tonal content 
can be a factor in determining the significance of non-transportation-related noise. 

See responses to FLAND-10 and FLAND-40.   

Response to FLAND-50 
The author disapproved of the method of analysis and mitigation measures for construction impacts.  
The following responses correspond to the numbering and lettering of the author’s comments. 

a.(1 and 2).  The author alleged that the Impact NOI-1 analysis does not follow the stated method of 
calculating CNEL but, instead, evaluates noise increases directly above relative to background noise 
levels.  The author stated that the impact of such noise increase may be greater than the “potentially 
significant impact” disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

The evaluation of construction noise in Impact NOI-1 used the standard estimate of noise being 
reduced by 6 dB for each doubling of distance.  This is shown and explained in Table 4.9-9.  The 
author does not provide any explanation why this estimation is incorrect.  Therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

The Draft EIR identified the residual significance of Impact NOI-1 as “significant unavoidable” after 
the implementation of all feasible mitigation.  As such, the Draft EIR did not understate the severity 
of this impact.   

a.(3).  The author disputed a statement in Impact NOI-1 that construction noise would be noticeable 
in the project vicinity, but it would not eliminate the use of exterior areas at nearby residences 
because it does not provide a definition or a threshold of what would cause residences to not use 
exterior areas. 

As explained on Page 4.9-28 of the Draft EIR, most of the nearest residences would not experience 
the “worst-case” noise level of 90 dBA but would instead experience a 3- to 10-dB increase above the 
existing ambient noise levels, which were measured at 64 dBA over a 24-hour period along the north 
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side of Petersen Road.  Accordingly, it is reasonable to conclude that exterior noise levels of 67 to 74 
dBA would not cause residents to avoid using exterior areas of the residences, because these noise 
levels would not be considered excessive or overly intrusive. 

a.(4).  The author stated that construction noise from the proposed project could easily exceed the 
state’s Model Noise Ordinance standards for residential exposure. 

See responses to FLAND-10 and FLAND-40. 

b.(1).  The author stated that the limitation on the hours of construction activities identified in 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1b should correspond with the guidance in the state’s Model Noise 
Ordinance.

The construction hours identified in Mitigation Measure NOI-1b reflect the requirements of the 
Suisun City Municipal Code.  The Municipal Code is the binding policy of Suisun City, while the 
state’s Model Noise Ordinance is not.  Therefore, the hours in the mitigation measure are appropriate. 

See responses to FLAND-10 and FLAND-40. 

b.(2).  The author stated that “The proximity of the homes to the main part of the construction will 
occur on the project site warrant adopting a similar requirement for construction along with the other 
mitigation measures.” 

It is not clear what the author meant by this statement, although it appears to be a reference to the 
limits on construction hours activities identified in Mitigation Measure NOI-1b.  Refer to the response 
b. (1) above for further discussion. 

b.(3).  The author stated that the construction noise analysis is inaccurate and incomplete because it 
lacks reasonable sound standards and evaluation of sound source operations. 

The analysis in Impact NOI-1 is comparable to construction noise analyses in other EIRs for 
development projects.  This analysis addressed noise exposure on sensitive receptors and proposed 
seven construction noise mitigation measures.  The impact analysis concluded that nearby residences 
would experience elevated noise levels such that the impact would be significant and unavoidable 
after the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures.  As such, the analysis can be reasonably 
characterized as sufficient, not withstanding the author’s personal opinion.   

Response to FLAND-51 
The author has many comments related to the analysis of noise from project operations.  The 
following responses correspond to the numbering and lettering of the author’s comments. 

a.(1).  The author noted that the analysis of “stationary” noise in Impact NOI-3 included non-
stationary sources such as truck movements. 
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The author is correct: this section discusses potential of onsite and near-site operational sources of 
noise, not just the stationary sources.  However, because most of the cavities are stationary in nature 
(e.g., HVAC unit noise, loading dock noise, etc.) the heading “stationary” was used.  

a.(2).  The author stated that the list of non-transportation or transportation source noise on private 
property is not complete, but are addressed later in the section.   

As stated by the author, all of the noise sources are addressed in this impact.  No further response is 
necessary. 

a.(3)(a and b).  The author asserted that the Draft EIR incorrectly states that the 8-foot-high masonry 
wall along the project frontage with Petersen Road would shield all forklift noise because driveway 
openings in the wall would allow some noise to leave the project site. 

Most forklift activities would occur near the truck doors and pallet bale storage areas, which would be 
behind interrupted segments of the 8-foot-high masonry wall.  Although the author is correct in 
noting that there are breaks in the wall, these breaks occur at access points, where forklifts would not 
be expected to venture because they would not leave the project site.  However, even in the unlikely 
event of a forklift venturing past an opening in the wall, the noise emitted would be brief in nature 
and probably not noticeable to residences on the opposite side of the roadway because of the wall that 
will be installed on the north side of Petersen Road.  Therefore, the Draft EIR’s statements that the 
residences would not be exposed to forklift noise is reasonable. 

a.(3)(c).  The author stated that the height of the pallet stack, particularly if it approaches or exceeds 8 
feet, would have an influence on noise generated. 

Most noise associated with the pallet stack would be generated by the forklift engine that would be 
near the ground, not by the pallets.  Aside from stacking, which would be an infrequent and discreet 
noise event unlikely to generate substantial offsite noise, the pallet stack is not anticipated to generate 
any noise. 

a.(3)(d).  The author stated that the reference to average and maximum noise levels given for dock 
activities provide little information about the time interval. 

The Lmax and Leq values are short-term levels when there is activity at the loading docks.  The 
extrapolation used this level averaged over 24 hours, so it would be higher for the CNEL because of 
the nighttime penalty for noise that is required for the CNEL calculation. 

a.(3)(e and f).  The author claimed that his firm, The Acoustics & Vibration Group, has measured 
higher noise levels for Transportation Refrigeration Units than what was disclosed in the Draft EIR. 
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Such measurements will vary depending upon project specifics.  The time length of The Acoustics & 
Vibration Group measurements is not provided.  The Draft EIR indicated the sources references for 
the loading dock noise.  Regardless, in the discussion of this impact (see page 4.9-38 of the Draft 
EIR), the EIR indicates that the impact would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

a.(3)(g).  The author claimed that, because another subsection of Impact NOI-3 was titled “Truck 
Movements: Onsite and Offsite,” the data for loading/unloading activities may overlap. 

The analysis in the “Loading/Unloading and Outdoor Pallet/Bale Storage Areas” subsection contains 
several of the factors that are related to the loading dock noise, because that is how some of the 
background measurements were conducted.  The following truck movements subsection of this 
impact focuses exclusively on the noise from the onsite and offsite truck movements. 

a.(3)(h).  The author alleged that the analysis of truck movements failed to account for the fact that 
exhaust accounts for a significant portion of truck movement noise at low speeds, which is a concern 
because exhaust emitted at 12 feet above ground level would not be attenuated by an 8-foot-sound 
barrier.  In addition, the author noted that the breaks in the project site soundwall along Petersen Road 
would allow truck movement noise to spillover onto nearby residences. 

Not all of the noise from loading/unloading activity would be from truck exhaust.  During much of 
the time, the truck would not be running, and, thus, there would be neither engine or exhaust noise.  
The text from the Draft EIR is presented below.  The analysis indicated that the wall would shield 
much, but not all, of the noise.  If the wall shielded all of the noise, the reduction from the wall would 
be approximately 8 dBA.  The analysis conservatively only included a 5-dBA reduction from the wall 
for the entirety of the loading and unloading activities.  The text addressing this discussion on page 
4.9-33 of the Draft EIR is provided below: 

“The proposed 8-foot-tall masonry wall would shield those residences in the Quail 
Glen subdivision from much of the noise from loading/unloading activities.  It is 
conservatively estimated that the proposed sound wall would achieve a minimum 
noise-level reduction of 5 dBA, thereby reducing noise levels to 46 Leq and 66 Lmax.”

Regardless, in the discussion of this impact (see page 4.9-38 of the Draft EIR), the EIR indicates that 
the impact would be significant and unavoidable impact. 

a.(3)(i and j).  The author stated that using a 24-hour average for truck movements or loading dock 
activity is unwarranted because of the requirements in the Municipal Code intended to prevent excess 
sound from non-transportation sources.  The author noted that a Berkeley, California court decision 
involving aircraft noise found that 24-hour intervals may not be adequate to evaluate impacts and that 
tonal content and 1-hour sound metrics may be better descriptors. 
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Using the 24-hour CNEL is consistent with a review of the project’s overall noise impact from all 
sources, taking into account the time of day that certain noise sources would occur.  Having this 24-
hour perspective and consideration for the increased sensitivity of residences to nighttime noise 
resulted in the identification of mitigation measures in the Draft EIR to restrict certain activities at 
nighttime (including Mitigation Measures NOI-3a, NOI-3b, and NOI-3d). 

The Municipal Code is silent on what types of time intervals should be used in noise analyses for 
non-transportation noise.  Therefore, the author’s assertion that there is an implicit requirement in the 
Municipal Code for the types of time intervals that should be used in noise analyses is not supported 
by fact. 

Other evaluation methods could be applies as suggested by the author, but it should be noted that 
noise from a commercial shopping center is much different from aircraft noise.  In contrast to the 
Berkeley airport case, which only discussed the CNEL, this Draft EIR measured and presented data 
on other noise criteria, including Lmax, and 1-hour Leq, L10, and L90 measurements. 

Evaluating tonal content changes from aviation pattern changes, as suggested by the author’s 
example, may be appropriate in the case of an airport, because of the unique noise characteristics of 
aircraft, but it would not be appropriate for a project where most of the noise would be generated by 
vehicular sources and miscellaneous noises associated with a shopping area. 

a.(3)(k).  The author stated that the loading dock noise levels identified in the Draft EIR would exceed 
the state’s Model Noise Ordinance standards.  

See responses to FLAND-10 and FLAND-40. 

a.(4)(a).  The author stated that truck movements onsite and offsite have to be addressed separately, 
because movements on public roads are exempt from local control and must only meet federal and 
state limits. 

There is no requirement in CEQA stating that onsite and offsite noise from truck movements must be 
evaluated separately.  Rather, this is merely the author’s opinion.  The Draft EIR evaluated onsite and 
offsite truck movement noise in one subsection because it was the most logical and coherent way of 
presenting this information, which is in accordance with CEQA Guidelines objectives of making such 
analysis accessible to the layperson. 

a.(4)(b).  The author noted that noise generated by heavy trucks offsite is not stationary noise, as 
implied by the impact title. 

As previously noted, Impact NOI-3 addresses onsite and near-site sources of operational noise, not 
just the stationary sources.  However, because most of the cavities are stationary in nature (e.g., 
HVAC unit noise, loading dock noise, etc.) the heading “stationary” was used.  
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a.(4)(c).  The author stated that the analysis of truck movement noise does not distinguish between 
onsite and offsite truck movement, which makes it impossible to determine if onsite truck noise levels 
would comply with Municipal Code noise requirements. 

This impact considers the truck movement on Peterson Road and on the project site, whereas the 
impact related to loading docks only considered onsite truck movement.  It is another way to assess 
the noise impacts from the project.  Because these truck movements would cause overall noise levels 
to exceed the City of Suisun City’s exterior noise-level standard of 65 dBA CNEL, this would be 
considered a significant impact of the project (Draft EIR page 4.9-35).   

Regarding the author’s statement about compliance with the Municipal Code, there are no ordinances 
in the Municipal Code regulating noise exposure from truck movements on private property.  
Therefore, it is not possible to evaluate whether onsite truck movements comply with the Municipal 
Code’s noise standards.   

a.(4)(d).  The author stated that truck movement noise should be evaluated in accordance with the 
state’s Model Noise Ordinance standards. 

See responses to FLAND-10 and FLAND-40. 

a.(4)(e).  The author stated that truck access to the project site from SR-12 would have to occur via 
Petersen Road because there are no ways for trucks traveling northbound on Walters Road to access 
the project site.  As such, the author alleged that the Draft EIR failed to considered truck noise 
impacts on residences on the north side of Petersen Road. 

A full signalized access point would be located on Walters Road that would be accessible for truck 
movements from SR-12 during the nighttime hours.  (Note that Mitigation Measure NOI-3d has been 
modified to explicitly allow trucks to use the signalized access point during the nighttime hours to 
avoid movements on Petersen Road.  This change is noted in the Errata and does change the 
significance of any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.)  During daytime hours, truck movements 
from SR-12 would use Petersen Road. 

Regardless, the Draft EIR acknowledged that operational noise impacts, including those from truck 
movements, would be significant and unavoidable after implementation of all feasible mitigation 
measures.  Therefore, contrary to the author’s assertion, the Draft EIR did not understate project-
related noise impacts. 

a.(5)(a).  The author stated that the evaluation of parking lot noise activities were incorrectly assessed 
using 24-hour averages. 

See responses to FLAND-51 a.(3)(j) and FLAND-11.  This analysis presents more than just CNEL 
information. 
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a.(5)(b).  The author stated that the rooftop HVAC equipment sound sources are reduced by an 8-foot 
sound wall, but the building height will exceed 8 feet and, therefore, have no effect on HVAC noise. 

The Draft EIR contains no statements asserting that the 8-foot masonry block wall would attenuate 
rooftop HVAC noise.  Rather, HVAC noise would be attenuated by a parapet or enclosure, as 
stipulated in Mitigation Measure NOI-3c.  

a.(5)(c).  The author asserted that parking lot activities would occur in the northwestern corner of the 
project site, which would not be shielded by a soundwall and, therefore, could expose nearby 
residences to excessive noise. 

The northwestern corner of the project site is not anticipated to be a location where operational noise 
would spill over onto nearby residences, because it is set back further from the residences than other 
parts of the site (e.g., the Wal-Mart Supercenter loading areas) and because roadway noise from SR-
12 is anticipated to drown out any parking lot noise from this part of the project site.  Moreover, the 
primary users of the parking areas in the northwestern corner of the site would be restaurant 
customers and employees, and peak usage of this area would correspond with peak trip volumes on 
SR-12 (e.g., 4 p.m. to 8 p.m.), indicating that periods of peak usage would overlap with periods of 
peak roadway noise. 

a.(5)(d).  The author stated that the evaluation of PA system noise impacts failed to account for 
potential complaints that result from height and orientation of such systems. 

Mitigation Measures NOI-3a and NOI-3c both proposed measures intended to minimize spillover of 
PA system noise.  The author does not indicate any problem with these mitigation measures. 

a.(5)(e).  The author stated that the stationary noise analysis is inadequate because of his 
aforementioned comments. 

All of the author’s comments have been addressed.  Although the author does not feel the stationary 
noise analysis is adequate, that is simply his personal opinion. 

b.(1).  The author stated that use of a 24-hour noise descriptor (CNEL) results in noise impacts being 
understated.

Refer to Response to FLAND-11. 

b.(2 and 3).  The author stated that the stationary noise mitigation does not provide the sound 
reduction necessary to reduce impacts to a level of less than significant.  In particular, the author cited 
the noise levels for nighttime deliveries, mechanical equipment, refrigeration equipment, 
maintenance, parking lot activities, and the PA system.  



Responses to Written City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project  
Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR  

2-466 Michael Brandman Associates  
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

The Draft EIR identified several mitigation measures that include restriction for the noise sources 
identified by the author.  These mitigation measures include Mitigation Measures NOI-3a, NOI-3b, 
and NOI-3d.  However, the Draft EIR concluded that this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable because mitigation would not fully reduce stationary noise impacts to a level of less than 
significant.

Response to FLAND-52 
The author alleged that the evaluation of vehicular source noise impacts is flawed, because the 
FHWA model is not valid for roadways where speeds are less than 31 mile per hour.  The author also 
asserted that the vehicular source impact analysis did not include field counts or model calibration. 

See response to FLAND-34.  The noise analysis did not conduct field tests at all locations to calibrate 
the model, but it relied upon the default values in the model.  Generally, any adjustments to the model 
from field testing are at most only a few decibels.  In the case of the analyses in the Draft EIR, the 
adjustments would be applied to both existing and future noise levels, so the absolute value of the 
change in decibels as a result of the project would not change, even if an adjustment was warranted 
based upon field testing. 

Response to FLAND-53 
The author believes he has presented sufficient evidence to show the Draft EIR noise analysis is not 
complete.   

Although the author has spent considerable effort in an attempt to show the Draft EIR noise analysis 
is not complete, accurate, or adequate, the author provides little information to show the analysis is 
not complete.  The author admits in the report that the standards used are common practice and that 
all the noise sources of the project are addressed.  The author fails to acknowledge that the Draft EIR 
concludes that the impacts are significant and unavoidable for construction noise (NOI-1), operational 
noise from stationary and onsite and near-site mobile sources (NOI-3), and traffic-related noise (NOI-
4).  The Draft EIR does establish significance thresholds, uses common well-established 
methodologies to analyze the impacts, and identifies feasible mitigation measures to help reduce the 
impacts.   

In addition, as noted on page 4.9-38 of the Draft EIR, the summary of combined effects from 
different noise sources takes into consideration the combined effects of two or more noise sources 
occurring at the same time.  It is an important consideration in considering Impact NOI-3 to be a 
significant and unavoidable impact. 

Response to FLAND-54 
The author provides 1/3-octave band analyses of heavy trucks leaving loading docks and the site. 
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The author provides an octave band analysis of heavy trucks leaving a loading dock, although it is 
unclear how the author thinks this should change the noise analysis of the project.  As such, no further 
response can be provided. 

Response to FLAND-55 
The author provides 1/3-octave band analyses of heavy trucks leaving loading docks and site. 

The author provides an octave band analysis of trailer refrigeration units at 25 and 50 feet, although it 
is unclear how the author thinks this should change the noise analysis of the project.  As such, no 
further response can be provided. 
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Marvin R. Floyd (MFLOY) 
Response to MFLOY-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR should address air quality impacts from tractor-trailer trucks 
serving the proposed project. 

Impact AIR-6 in the Draft EIR addresses emissions of diesel particulate matter from diesel engine 
tractor-trailers.  This analysis is supported by a Health Risk Assessment provided in its entirety 
Appendix B. 
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Zina Floyd (ZFLOY) 
Response to ZFLOY-1 
The author asserted that the proposed project should be served by public transit, particularly, 
dedicated bus service on Walters Road between SR-12 and Fairfield financed by Wal-Mart. 

Fairfield-Suisun Transit Route 6 provides existing bus service along a portion Walters Road in the 
eastern part of Suisun City, as well as through residential neighborhoods north and south of the 
project site.  Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 requires the proposed project to provide an enhanced 
transit stop along the project frontage to allow the proposed project to be served by Fairfield-Suisun 
Transit bus service.  Also, refer to Master Response 2. 

Regarding the author’s suggestion that Wal-Mart finance dedicated bus service between SR-12 and 
Fairfield, the proposed project is anticipated to primarily serve Suisun City, not Fairfield (refer to 
Section 4.12, Urban Decay for further discussion).  Therefore, requiring the project applicant to 
finance bus service to a market that is not anticipated to patronize the proposed project would not be 
appropriate.



FON
PAGE 1 OF 1

FON

-1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-479
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Joanna Fon (FON) 
Response to FON-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 
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Vladimir Foronda and Jeannette Zanipatin (FORON) 
Response to FORON-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project, citing the proposed project’s 
significant unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR.

Each significant unavoidable impact is discussed in detail in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 4 for 
further discussion.  The authors’ statement represents their personal opinion, and no further response 
is necessary. 
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Kathi M. Fotinos (FOTIN) 
Response to FOTIN-1 
The author referenced various mitigation measures in Section 4.3, Biological Resources that require 
the project applicant to mitigate impacts by purchasing credits at mitigation banks and inquired if 
there are guarantees that the purchases will occur in Solano County. 

Each mitigation measure requiring purchase of mitigation credits states that they must be purchased at 
an agency-approved mitigation bank in the region.  While the North Suisun Mitigation Bank is 
anticipated to be the bank where project-related credits are purchased, there is the possibility that 
regulatory agencies may direct the project applicant to purchase some or all credits at another 
mitigation bank in a neighboring county.  As such, no guarantees can be made that all credits will be 
purchased within Solano County.  Regardless, regulatory agencies will have final approval of 
mitigation credit purchases.  Therefore, this is considered sufficient to address these impacts. 
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Ronald W. and Lou Bertha Ford (FORD) 
Response to FORD-1 
The authors expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Marilyn George 
Response to GEORG-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Richard Giangrasso (GIANG) 
Response to GIANG-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The author also noted his general opposition to Wal-Mart and its business practices.  This statement 
represents the author’s personal opinion, does not address the environmental impacts of the project, 
and no further response is necessary in this document. 
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Richard Giddens (GIDDE.1) 
Response to GIDDE.1-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR “is not a Final Impact Report.” 

For the purposes of information, the Draft EIR is a component of the Final EIR.  Refer to Section 1, 
Introduction for a description of the Final EIR contents.  

Response to GIDDE.1-2 
The author stated that the “numbers used don’t add up—site is way too small for such a large 
project.”

Although it is unclear what “numbers” the author is referring to, it appears that he is referencing the 
project square footage.  As discussed in Impact LU-2 and Impact LU-3, the proposed project is 
consistent with all applicable General Plan and Zoning Ordinance requirements for site development, 
including Floor Area Ratio. 

Response to GIDDE.1-3 
The author stated that the proposed project would worsen existing traffic congestion. 

Refer to Master Response 13. 

Response to GIDDE.1-4 
The author asserted that the proposed project would worsen local crime conditions. 

Refer to Master Response 9. 
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Richard Giddens (GIDDE.2) 
Response to GIDDE.2-1 
The author stated that he is dissatisfied and the “shortcomings and deliberate skewing of data” in the 
Draft EIR.  This statement reflects the author’s opinion, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to GIDDE.2-2 
The author asserted that the proposed project would exceed the maximum allowable indoor usage 
calculations for Zone C as established in the Travis Air Force Base LUCP. 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to GIDDE.2-3 
The author stated that the trip generation rates used for the proposed project are out of date and did 
not account for the Wal-Mart Supercenter garden center.  The author also stated the proposed project 
would worsen traffic congestion on SR-12 and lead to more accidents. 

Regarding trip generation, refer to Master Response 8. 

Regarding traffic congestion and roadway safety, refer to Master Response 13. 

Response to GIDDE.2-4 
The author expressed his opinion against the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Daryl Glover (GLOVE.1) 
Response to GLOVE.1-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Daryl Glover (GLOVE.2) 
Response to GLOVE.2-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing the presence of existing Wal-Mart 
stores in Fairfield and Vacaville.  This statement reflects the author’s opinion, and no further response 
is necessary. 
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Rosalinda Gotera (GOTER) 
Response to GOTER-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s opinion, 
and no further response is necessary. 
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Paul Greenlee (GREEN) 
Response to GREEN-1  
The author inquired about the impact of displaced shopping carts through the community. 

Wal-Mart personnel would routinely patrol the parking lot and neighboring streets to retrieve 
shopping carts.  However, there would inevitably be shopping carts that are abandoned in areas 
beyond the immediate vicinity of the store.  Such occurrences are anticipated to be rare and isolated.  
Persons who spot abandoned shopping carts would be able to contact the store to arrange a pickup or 
notify the City of Suisun City to arrange a pickup.  Because shopping cart abandonment is anticipated 
to be rare and isolated, it would not be considered a significant impact on the environment.  

Response to GREEN-2 
The author questioned how the closing of the Wal-Mart store on Chadbourne Road in Fairfield would 
impact homeless encampments near that store.  The author asserted that closing the Chadbourne Road 
store and the opening of the Suisun City Wal-Mart Supercenter would cause the relocation of 
homeless encampments to the project vicinity. 

Refer to Master Response 16. 

Response to GREEN-3 
The author inquired about the proposed project’s effect on recruiting new businesses to locate in 
Downtown Suisun City. 

As discussed in Section 4.12, Urban Decay, the proposed project is not anticipated to be directly 
competitive with the types of businesses located in Downtown Suisun City.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not be expected to have any effect on recruiting new businesses to locate in Downtown 
Suisun City. 

Response to GREEN-4 
The author inquired by the impact of the Wal-Mart store operating 24 hours a day rather than 12 
hours a day. 

The Draft EIR did consider impacts from the 24-hour operation of the proposed project and identified 
nighttime lighting and noise to be potential concerns.  These concerns are addressed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, Light, and Glare and Section 4.9, Noise, respectively. 

Response to GREEN-5 
The author inquired about the impact a smaller store would have on the community and tax revenues. 

The Draft EIR did consider two reduced-density alternatives to the proposed project.  Reduced 
Density Alternative Option 1 evaluated a 150,000-square-foot retail center anchored by a 75,000-
square-foot grocery store.  Reduced Density Alternative Option 2 evaluated developing only a 
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180,000-square-foot Wal-Mart Supercenter.  Refer to Section 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
for further discussion. 

Tax revenues do not cause physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are outside the scope 
of the Draft EIR. 

Response to GREEN-6 
The author inquired about how 24-hour operation of the proposed project would affect pets in the 
surrounding area. 

Although impacts on pets are not typically evaluated in the CEQA process, such impacts can be 
qualitatively assessed by using the Draft EIR’s evaluation of impacts on human beings as a proxy.  
Moreover, 24-hour operation of the store would not be expected to present any unique significant 
impacts to humans or pets.  Rather, the two areas of most concern from a human or pet health 
standpoint are air quality and noise.   

Refer to Master Response 15 for a discussion of localized health effects of air quality.   

Even though noise is described as a significant unavoidable impact, noise health effects on humans 
are not anticipated to be significant.  Although construction activities may result in high, short-term 
noise levels, the various noise attenuation measures are anticipated to reduce exposure.  In addition, 
construction noise would be temporary.  Long-term vehicular noise levels, which are of greater 
concern because this is the most prominent source of noise in the project vicinity, are shown in Tables 
4.9-13 and 4.9-14 and would not come close to the hearing damage levels shown in Table 4.9-1. 

Response to GREEN-7 
The author inquired if the gas station would have a semi-truck refueling area. 

The gas station would not have a semi-truck refueling area. 

Response to GREEN-8 
The author inquired about project impacts on electric power capacity in the area and the potential for 
power outages. 

Project energy use is evaluated in Impact PSU-7 and in Section 6.4, Energy Conservation.  PG&E 
provided a letter dated April 30, 2007, which is available in Appendix I, indicating that it had 
adequate electricity and natural gas supplies to serve the project.  Therefore, power outages would not 
be a foreseeable consequence of the proposed project. 

Response to GREEN-9 
The author inquired if there will be a new electrical substation built to serve the proposed project. 

The PG&E letter did not indicate that a new substation would be necessary to serve the project. 
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Response to GREEN-10 
The author inquired about the proposed project’s impacts on sleep patterns of residents close to the 
project.

Sleep patterns vary from person to person and, therefore, it is not possible to detail how each 
individual’s sleep patterns might change.  However, nighttime lighting and noise would be anticipated 
to have the greatest impacts on sleep patterns, and these issues were addressed in the Draft EIR.  
Mitigation Measure AES-3 requires the proposed project’s exterior lighting to be directed downward 
and away from nearby residences to prevent spillage.  Mitigation Measures NOI-3a through NOI-3f 
prohibit or significantly restrict various noise-generating activities during nighttime hours, including 
truck deliveries, loudspeaker use, garbage/recycling activities, parking lot street sweeping, and 
landscaping.  Mitigation Measure NOI-4 requires the project applicant to offer to replace the existing 
6-foot-high wooden fences along the north side of Petersen Road with a 6-foot-high masonry block 
wall, which would provide significant noise attenuation from both vehicular and stationary noise 
sources.  With the implementation of these mitigation measures, the proposed project would minimize 
disruption of sleep patterns of nearby residents to the maximum extent feasible. 

Response to GREEN-11 
The author inquired about how the proposed project’s infrastructure and public service needs would 
impact the City of Suisun City’s annual budget. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would provide the full cost of its infrastructure 
needs (e.g., roadway improvements, utility connections, etc.).   

Project-related costs on public services do not have physical impacts on the environment and are 
outside the scope of the Draft EIR. 

Response to GREEN-12 
The author inquired about the proposed project’s impact on tax revenues generated in Suisun City. 

Tax revenues do not cause physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are outside scope of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Martha Grenhart (GRENH) 
Response to GRENH-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
crime, air quality, Travis Air Force Base compatibility, and property values.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 11 and Master Response 15, for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 

Changes in property values do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. 



GRESS

-1

GRESS
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-533
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Armando Gressel (GRESS) 
Response to GRESS-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Don Grover (GROVE) 
Response to GROVE-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Martha Guerrero (GUERR) 
Response to GUERR-1 
The author noted that the Draft EIR will limit tractor-trailer deliveries to the Wal-Mart Supercenter 
between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. and inquired about the possibility of a truck delivery missing 
the delivery window and the implications of this scenario (e.g., loading/unloading activities occurring 
between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., trucks waiting until 7 a.m.).  The author inquired about enforcement of 
the restriction and if the City would have the power to fine Wal-Mart for violations. 

To clarify, Mitigation Measure NOI-3d states that the Wal-Mart Supercenter shall minimize nighttime 
noise in the loading docks either by limiting deliveries to between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. by 
either prohibiting deliveries during those hours or by limiting access during those hours to the 
northernmost Walters Road access point.  Thus, the measure does not preclude the possibility of 
nighttime truck deliveries to the Wal-Mart Supercenter.  Rather, the intent of this measure is to 
prevent tractor-trailers from using Petersen Road between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. because of the 
proximity to nearby residences. 

Enforcement of all project-related mitigation measures would be the responsibility of the City of 
Suisun City.  Mitigation measures are legally binding and the project applicant is obligated to comply 
with them.  If the City can verify that the project applicant has violated mitigation measure 
requirements, it would have the ability to levy penalties. 
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Jan Gullion (GULLI) 
Response to GULLI-1 
The author expressed concern about project impacts on traffic congestion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 
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Guy (GUY) 
Response to GUY-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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George Guynn, Jr. (GUYNN.1) 
Response to GUYNN.1-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion 
and crime concerns.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 
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George Guynn, Jr. (GUYNN.2) 
Response to GUYNN.2-1 
The author questioned the Draft EIR’s analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with the Travis 
Air Force Base LUCP in Impact LU-4.  The author asserted that the analysis understated the number 
of people who would be on the project site at any one time. 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Response to GUYNN.2-2 
The author alleged that the Draft EIR failed to examine how increased traffic volumes on local 
roadways would create additional hazards for the safe handling of hazardous materials.  The author 
also stated that the Wal-Mart store on Chadbourne Road in Fairfield has been cited for hazardous 
materials violations, which he suggests might occur at the proposed Suisun City location. 

The only project use anticipated to receive regular truck deliveries of hazardous materials is the gas 
station.  Conservatively assuming two truck deliveries a day, this would result in an insignificant 
increase of hazardous materials cargo on local roadways.  In addition, as discussed in Master 
Response 14, the proposed project would add an insignificant number of new trips to SR-12 relative 
to existing conditions; therefore, it would not significantly increase risks to transporting hazardous 
materials. 

Regarding the assertion that the proposed project would result in hazardous materials handling 
violations because other Wal-Mart stores have been cited for such violations, this in itself does not 
demonstrate a causal relationship between the presence of a Wal-Mart store and materials handling 
violations.  Rather, hazardous materials handling violations are often the result of unique, site-specific 
conditions that do not have the potential of being replicated at the proposed project.  Therefore, 
hazardous materials violations at other Wal-Mart store locations do not have any bearing on the 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 

Response to GUYNN.2-3 
The author asserted that because the Draft EIR understated the proposed project’s trip generation.  
The author also expressed concern about traffic improvement mitigation on SR 12.   

Refer to Master Response 8 for a discussion of project trip generation.  See Master Response 1 for a 
discussion of timing and funding of traffic mitigation. 

Response to GUYNN.2-4 
The author asserted that because the Draft EIR understated the proposed project’s trip generation, the 
Draft EIR understated the proposed project vehicular noise impacts.  The author also stated that noise 
levels of 72 to 76 dB are too high. 
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As stated in Master Response 8, the proposed project used appropriate trip generation rates to 
estimate peak-hour trips rates.  Regardless, as described in Impact NOI-4, the vehicular noise analysis 
used higher afternoon peak-hour trip generation rates (925 peak hour trips) relative to the analysis in 
Section 4.11, Transportation (877 peak hour trips).  Therefore, the vehicular noise analysis provides a 
conservative, worst-case evaluation. 

Regarding the author’s statement about noise levels, it is not clear where the figures of 72 to 76 dB 
were obtained from.  As shown in Tables 4.9-12 and 4.9-13, all roadway noise levels would be 74.7 
dBA, Leq or less.  Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any roadway noise level 
increases that exceed adopted thresholds.  The Draft EIR does acknowledge, of course, that roadway 
noise level increases, when combined with stationary noise level increases, could meet or exceed 
established thresholds of significance of Impact NOI-4.   

Response to GUYNN.2-5 
The author asserted that the proposed project is too close to Suisun Marsh and that the City should 
consider smaller alternatives for the proposed project.   

The Draft EIR evaluated impacts on biological resources in Section 4.3, Biological Resources.  Refer 
to that section, as well as the supporting technical studies contained in Appendix C and Appendix N, 
for further discussion.  In addition, Master Response 20 addresses impacts on Suisun Marsh. 

The Draft EIR evaluated smaller commercial retail alternatives to the proposed project in Section 5, 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project.  Refer to that section and Master Response 5 for further 
discussion.
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Ed Hall (HALL) 
Response to HALL-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Paul J. and Connie L. Hames (HAMES) 
Before responding to the comments raised in the letter specifically, it should be clarified that the EIR 
was prepared by Michael Brandman Associates (MBA), an environmental consultant under contract 
to the City of Suisun City.  From time to time, Wal-Mart and its design team were consulted by MBA 
or the City about their project design or plans, but Wal-Mart was not a principal drafter of the EIR as 
suggested by the authors of the comment letter. 

Response to HAMES-1 
The authors provided commentary on their views on the recent history of development in Suisun City 
and expressed their opposition to the proposed project. 

These comments reflect the authors’ personal opinions and do not require further response. 

Response to HAMES-2 
The authors cited the discussion of police protection impacts in Impact PSU-2 and asserted that crime 
in their neighborhood will increase, which the authors allege will require them to implement security 
measures at their residence, including concertina razor wire, a “motion detector/piercing, high-decibel 
alarm/video monitoring system,” and a guard dog. 

Regarding the Impact PSU-2 analysis, refer to Master Response 9.  As for the authors’ claims related 
to security measures, these are their personal opinions , and require no further response. 

Response to HAMES-3 
The authors cited the discussion of project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation and 
asserted that traffic will worsen on SR-12.  The authors also requested that the Draft EIR evaluate the 
proposed project’s impacts on roadway safety on SR-12 between Suisun City and Rio Vista. 

Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of mitigation timing and funding, Master Response 13 
for a discussion of traffic congestion on local roadways, and Master Response 14 for a discussion of 
safety on SR-12 between Suisun City and Rio Vista.   

Response to HAMES-4 
The authors referenced the Draft EIR’s analysis of operational air emission in Impact AIR-4 and 
asserted that the development of the proposed project would expose their residence and neighborhood 
to unhealthful levels of air pollution, including carcinogenic pollutants.  In addition, the authors 
inquired about enforcement of the air pollution control measures identified in Mitigation Measure 
AIR-4.

Refer to Master Response 15 for a discussion of air pollution health risks. 

Enforcement of all project-related mitigation measures would be the responsibility of the City of 
Suisun City.  Mitigation measures are legally binding, and the project applicant is obligated to comply 
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with them.  If the City can verify that the project applicant has violated mitigation measure 
requirements, it would have the ability to levy penalties.   

Response to HAMES-5 
The authors referenced the Draft EIR’s identification of operational air emission and cumulative air 
quality impacts as significant unavoidable impacts in Section 6, Other CEQA Considerations and 
asserted that their neighborhood would become, in effect, “like Three Mile Island.”  This, the authors 
assert, would cause property values to decline and create a “mass exodus” of residents, which would 
create a large number of vacant properties. 

As described in Master Response 15, localized air pollution would not exceed State or federal 
standards for CO or TACs.  Therefore, the authors’ claim that their neighborhood would be subject to 
the same health risks as areas near Three Mile Island is unfounded and lacks factual support.   

Concerning the authors’ allegation that the proposed project’s operational air emissions would create 
a “mass exodus” of residents, this claim is contradicted by observed evidence in other parts of Suisun 
City.  Both the Heritage Park and Sunset Center shopping centers, which are commercial retail land 
uses similar in nature to the proposed project, are located immediately adjacent to residential areas.  
There is no evidence in these surrounding residential areas of depressed property values or substantial 
vacancies, even though these commercial centers are sources of substantial amounts of area and 
vehicular air emissions.  Therefore, the authors’ claim lacks factual support. 

It should be noted as well that the Draft EIR contained several important typographical errors.  Table 
4.2-6 included data showing the projected long-term emissions for criteria pollutants, and concluded 
that in every emission category BAAQMD thresholds would be exceeded.  This was incorrect.  In 
point of fact, the numbers demonstrated that for ROG, CO, and NOX, the significance thresholds 
would not be exceeded.  Table 4.2-6 has been corrected in the Errata.  This change is not considered 
substantial and does not alter any conclusions presented in the EIR. 

Response to HAMES-6 
The authors alleged that the Draft EIR did not properly evaluate the proposed project’s consistency 
with the Travis Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility Plan.  The authors asserted that the 
development of the proposed project could lead to closure of Travis Air Force Base, thereby causing 
significant economic harm to the local economy. 

Refer to Master Response 6 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the Travis Air Force 
Base Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

Response to HAMES-7 
The authors cited the Draft EIR’s analysis of urban decay impacts and asserted that the development 
of the proposed project would result in the closure of a number of competing retail businesses in 
Suisun City. 
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Refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to HAMES-8 
The authors referenced the Draft EIR’s analysis of noise impacts and asserted that construction and 
operational noise would increase ambient noise levels to intolerable levels.  The authors expressed 
concern about noise and air pollution emissions from diesel trucks and inquired about whom would 
they complain to if trucks idle on Petersen Road near their residence.  

Construction noise impacts were evaluated in Impact NOI-1 and were found to have the potential to 
significantly increase ambient noise levels.  Mitigation was proposed that would require that 
construction equipment be properly tuned and employ noise reduction devices, institute limitations on 
construction hours, require that stationary noise-emitting construction equipment be located as far as 
possible from residences, establish a noise nuisance phone number and enforcement system, establish 
an adaptive management system that would institute additional noise mitigation measures if deemed 
necessary, and place restrictions on pile driving operations.  These mitigation measures reflect the 
proposed project’s proximity to the Quail Glen subdivision and are more stringent than typically 
required for similar development projects.  While ambient noise levels would increase during 
construction, these mitigation measures would be expected to reduce the severity of impacts on the 
nearby residences. 

Operational noise impacts were evaluated in Impacts NOI-3 and NOI-4 and were found to have the 
potential to significantly increase ambient noise levels.  Mitigation was proposed that would require 
limitations on loudspeaker use, truck deliveries, garbage/recycling activities, and parking lot street 
sweeping, and institute noise attenuation measures into the project design.  In addition, mitigation is 
proposed that would require the project applicant to replace the existing wooden fence protecting 
property owners on the north side of Petersen Road (opposite the project site) with a masonry block 
wall that would act as a more effective noise barrier.  While ambient noise levels would increase 
during project operation, these mitigation measures would be expected to reduce the severity of 
impacts on the nearby residences. 

Air pollution health risks are addressed in Master Response 15. 

Regarding the authors question about trucks idling on Petersen Road, this is not expected to occur 
because of the provisions contained in Mitigation Measure NOI-3d, which place restrictions on 
nighttime truck deliveries in order to prevent noise disturbances, and also because Wal-Mart’s truck 
fleet is equipped with devices that automatically shut off engines after 3 minutes of idling.  

Finally, it should be noted that the authors did not dispute the analysis of noise impacts presented in 
the EIR, but in fact cite it as the basis for their opposition to the proposed project.  Given the nature of 
these comments, no further response can be provided. 
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Response to HAMES-9 
The authors provided commentary on the proposed project and expressed their opposition to it. 

These comments reflect the authors’ personal opinions and do not require further response. 

Response to HAMES-10 
The authors presented an alternative proposal to the proposed project that consists of a senior housing 
project, which they assert would comply with the General Commercial (GC) zoning designation for 
the project site because the facility would be run by a corporation.  The authors claim that this project 
would not increase crime, traffic, air pollution, or noise and also would not cause urban decay impacts 
or have an adverse impact on Travis Air Force Base. 

Refer to Master Response 5. 
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Paul J. Hames (PHAME.1) 
Response to PHAME.1-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project and stated Suisun City Council members 
should watch a video that is critical of Wal-Mart.  This statement represents the author’s personal 
opinion and no further response is necessary. 
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Paul J. Hames (PHAME.2) 
Response to PHAME.2-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR’s trip generation estimate understated the proposed project’s 
actual trip generation because it used ITE Land Use Code 813 for the Wal-Mart Supercenter and not 
ITE Land Use Code 820. 

Refer to Master Response 8. 
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Dwayne Hansen (HANSE) 
Response to HANSE-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion 
and over saturation of Wal-Mart stores in Fairfield and Suisun City.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The author’s statement about over saturation of Wal-Mart stores represents his personal opinion and 
no further response is necessary. 
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Rich and Peg Hanson (HANSO) 
Response to HANSO-1 
The authors cited average sales figures from a recent article in the American Eagle newspaper about 
the American Canyon Wal-Mart Supercenter and asserted that the Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis 
estimate of $60 million in sales overestimates likely store revenues.  The authors stated that by 
overestimating sales figures, Suisun City may also be overestimating sales tax revenue from the 
proposed project. 

The Draft EIR urban decay analysis was based on the Final Retail Market Impact Analysis prepared 
by Bay Area Economics, available in its entirety in Appendix K.  The urban decay analysis estimated 
current household expenditures in Suisun City and retail sales capture of those expenditures.  Using 
these figures and adjusting for anticipated population and household income growth, the Final Retail 
Market Impact Analysis estimated that the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter would generate $60.8 
million in sales. 

The article the authors cited is for a Wal-Mart Supercenter project in another retail market (American 
Canyon) and quoted the store manager stating that the average customers spends $30-$40 a basket.  
The Draft EIR used a sales capture/leakage approach, while the figures cited in the article use an 
average sales per basket approach.  As such, these are two different methodologies and do not provide 
an “apples-to-apples” comparison.  In addition, attempting to estimate sales for the proposed Suisun 
City store using American Canyon figures without controlling for variables such as population and 
household expenditures creates the potential for sales estimates to be significantly skewed.  
Therefore, the authors’ contention that the Draft EIR overestimates project sales is their opinion and 
not supported by fact. 

Response to HANSO-2 
The authors referenced the Impact AES-2 analysis, which included evaluation of potential impacts 
from overnight RV parking, and stated that Suisun City should prohibit overnight parking. 

Refer to Master Response 17. 

Response to HANSO-3 
The authors referenced the Draft EIR’s discussion of the proposed project’s architectural design and 
asserted their preference for a unique exterior design tailored to the character of Suisun City. 

This statement reflects the authors’ personal opinion and does not require further response. 

Response to HANSO-4 
The authors’ cited the proposed project discussion of Regional Water Quality Control Board 
standards and inquired why there is no mention of the Suisun City Municipal Code Chapter 
15.12.080, which requires that a stormwater control plan be submitted for review and approval.  The 
authors then referenced the Stormwater Control Plan discussed in Impact HYD-3 and stated that 
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several measures included in Mitigation Measure HYD-3b do not work well in areas with poor soil 
permeability.  Finally, the authors inquired about the adequacy of the downstream drainage 
infrastructure to accommodate runoff from the proposed project. 

Suisun City Municipal Code Chapter 15.12 is referenced in Impact HYD-2 and its requirements are 
reflected in Mitigation Measures HYD-2a and HYD-2b. 

Regarding the proposed project’s stormwater pollution control measures identified in Mitigation 
Measure HYD-3b, refer to Master Response 12. 

Regarding the proposed project drainage facilities and the potential for downstream flooding, refer to 
Master Response 3. 

Response to HANSO-5 
The authors asserted that the Draft EIR failed to account for existing fuel and petroleum products 
pipelines that traverse the project site.  The authors also alleged that the Draft EIR did not account for 
fiber optic lines that are also likely to be located under the project site.  Finally, the authors stated that 
widening of SR-12 to six lanes would likely result in further impacts to the pipelines. 

Regarding the authors’ claims that there are pipelines under the project site, refer to Master 
Response 18. 

The proposed project would not widen SR-12 to six through lanes.  Therefore, any pipeline 
disturbance issues associated with SR-12 widening is outside the scope of the Draft EIR. 

Response to HANSO-6 
The authors asserted that the implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-3d, which places 
restrictions on nighttime truck deliveries, would result in significant changes to air quality, noise, and 
traffic impact analysis sections of the Draft EIR. 

To clarify, Mitigation Measure NOI-3d states that the Wal-Mart Supercenter shall minimize nighttime 
noise in the loading docks either by limiting deliveries to between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. or 
by limiting access during those hours to the northernmost Walters Road access point.  The measure 
does not prohibit nighttime truck deliveries to the Wal-Mart Supercenter.  Rather, the intent of this 
measure is to prevent tractor-trailers from using Petersen Road between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. because of 
the proximity to nearby residences. 

Regardless, even if it were assumed that no truck deliveries would occur between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., 
this would not alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.  It is anticipated that five to seven 18-
wheeler truck deliveries would occur on a daily basis and 10 to 12 vendor truck deliveries would 
occur 5 days per week.  Therefore, a maximum of 19 deliveries would occur during the five day 
portion of the week.  Limiting these deliveries to between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. would have 
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no effect on air quality, because the time of day of emissions does not affect significance, and 
delivery limits would have little effect on noise and traffic because the number of deliveries is 
insignificant relative to ambient levels.  Therefore, the authors’ assertion that Mitigation Measure 
NOI-3d would alter the significance of the impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR is a matter of 
opinion not supported by factual evidence. 

Response to HANSO-7 
The authors inquired about who would enforce Mitigation Measure NOI-3e, which requires various 
anti-idling measures in the loading docks. 

Enforcement of all project-related mitigation measures would be the responsibility of the City of 
Suisun City.  Mitigation measures are legally binding, and the project applicant is obligated to comply 
with them.  If the City can verify that the project applicant has violated mitigation measure 
requirements, it would have the ability to levy penalties. 

Note that Wal-Mart’s truck fleet is equipped with devices that automatically shut off engines after 3 
minutes of idling. 

Response to HANSO-8 
The authors referenced Mitigation Measure NOI-3c’s provisions that require various noise attenuation 
measures into the final site plans and inquired when such plans would be reviewed for compliance. 

Final site plans would be reviewed by the City prior to issuance of building permits to ensure 
compliance with mitigation measures.  In addition, the City will verify that the measures are in place 
when building inspectors inspect the buildings prior to issuance of occupancy permits. 

Response to HANSO-9 
The authors referenced the resulting level of service shown Table 4.11-11 for mitigated conditions 
and questioned why the City would even consider approving the project if would result in LOS D and 
F conditions on local roadways. 

Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of mitigation timing and funding as well as  Master 
Response 13 for a discussion of traffic congestion on local roadways. 

Response to HANSO-10 
The authors asserted that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the likelihood of drivers using residential 
streets as shortcuts to avoid congested arterials under project conditions. 

Refer to Master Response 19. 
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Response to HANSO-11 
The authors stated that the Fairfield-Suisun Transit bus stop proposed in Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-8 should be on the project site and not on the Walters Road frontage so that it can be safer 
for senior citizens and children. 

Refer to Master Response 2. 
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Wendy Hanson (WHANS) 
Response to WHANS-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about roadway safety 
and Travis Air Force Base compatibility. 

Roadway safety concerns are addressed in Master Response 13. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6.   
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Mary Harris (MHARR) 
Response to MHARR-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Susan Harris (SHARR) 
Response to SHARR-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
crime, and impacts on local businesses.  The author expressed her preference for developing a Wal-
Mart Supercenter at the Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart store site. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing businesses in 
Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further 
discussion.

Finally, in regards to the author’s stated preference for developing a Wal-Mart Supercenter at the 
existing Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart site, refer to Master Response 22. 
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Howard W. Herron (HERRO.1) 
Response to HERRO.1-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Howard W. Herron (HERRO.2) 
Response to HERRO.2-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Asleain Hodges (HODGE) 
Response to HODGE-1 
The author claimed that the proposed project’s traffic study used low trip generation rates that no 
longer apply to Wal-Mart Supercenters.  The author also expressed a preference for enlarging the 
existing store off of I-80. 

Refer to Master Response 8 for a discussion of project trip generation. 

In regards to the author’s stated preference for expanding the existing Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart, 
refer to Master Response 22. 
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Hopkins (HOPKI) 
Response to HOPKI-1 
The author expressed opposition to the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Henry W. Howarth (HOWAR) 
Response to HOWAR-1 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s analysis of urban decay impacts and questioned if Rite Aid can 
really survive a 10 to 16 percent loss in sales to the proposed project.  The author noted that the Draft 
EIR indicated that the Wal-Mart Supercenter would capture 10 percent of furniture sales and inquired 
about project impacts on American Home Furnishings and a furniture store in the Marina Shopping 
Center.  Finally, the author referenced the cumulative urban decay analysis in Section 6.3, 
Cumulative Impacts, which he asserted indicated that the proposed project would have a cumulatively 
considerable impact on urban decay, and questioned why Impact UD-1 does not have the same 
finding. 

As discussed on page 4.12-39, the Rite Aid is expected to withstand sales losses to the proposed 
project because it is still expected to have a sustainable level of business and may benefit from being 
located on the west side of Suisun City and from long-standing customer loyalty.  Regardless, even if 
it were to close, it would not be expected to result in urban decay because the Sunset Center does not 
exhibit any conditions of blight, and property management has been vigilant in maintaining the 
condition of the property. 

Regarding the impacts on the home furnishing sector, as shown in Tables 4.12-11 and 4.12-12, sales 
at existing home furnishings outlets are anticipated to increase after project capture between 2006 and 
2015.  Therefore, the home furnishings retailers the author referenced are not expected to experience 
lost sales, even with the Wal-Mart Supercenter accounting for 10 percent of the home furnishings 
market.

Finally, the author’s statement that the Draft EIR concluded cumulative urban decay impacts would 
be significant is incorrect.  The author took a statement about the proposed project—in conjunction 
with other planned or approved retail projects having the potential for closing competing 
businesses—out of context.  Rather, as the concluding paragraph on page 6-17 clearly states, 
cumulative urban decay impacts would be less than significant. 
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Geri Hubbard (GHUBB.1) 
Response to GHUBB.1-1 
The author, a nearby resident of the project site, asserted that her quality of life will deteriorate 
because of air pollution emitted by the proposed project.  The author referenced the air quality 
analysis in the Draft EIR, which she asserted indicates that air pollution is above a safe level. 

Refer to Master Responses 11 and 15, which discuss the potential health effects of air quality impacts. 
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Geri Hubbard (GHUBB.2) 
Response to GHUBB.2-1 
The author stated that she is a cancer survivor and is afflicted with asthma, and she expressed concern 
about the Draft EIR’s analysis of project-related air pollution health effects on children and the 
elderly.  The author also asserted that the Draft EIR used inconsistent numbers for the number of 
truck deliveries and inquired about the enforcement of Mitigation Measure AIR-4, which contains 
anti-idling measures. 

Regarding the author’s concerns about asthma and air pollution health effects on children and the 
elderly, refer to Master Response 11 and Master Response 15. 

The Heath Risk Assessment assumed 40 deliveries a day, with 20 heavy-duty trucks, 16 medium-duty 
trucks, and four light-duty trucks.  This was based on observations of truck deliveries at a Wal-Mart 
Supercenter on Hammer Lane in Stockton and was used because it provided a worst-case scenario for 
truck deliveries. 

The Draft EIR noise analysis assumed five to seven 18-wheeler truck deliveries, seven days a week, 
and 10 to 12 vendor truck deliveries five days a week.  This represents the actual expected number of 
deliveries for the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter.  Regardless, from a noise perspective, the number 
of truck deliveries has little bearing on evaluating the proposed project’s contribution to ambient 
noise level increases because project-related truck deliveries represent an insignificant source of noise 
relative to existing roadway noise levels.  Accordingly, even if the noise analysis used the same 
number of truck deliveries as the Heath Risk Assessment, the difference in noise levels would be 
imperceptible.   

Therefore, the difference in truck delivery assumptions used in the Health Risk Assessment and the 
noise analysis does not represent a significant inconsistency. 

Regarding enforcement of Mitigation Measure AIR-4, the City of Suisun City will ultimately be 
responsible for verifying that its provisions have been implemented.  This will be performed through 
the proposed project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
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Geri Hubbard (GHUBB.3) 
Response to GHUBB.3-1 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR’s maximum usage intensity calculations in Impact LU-4 did 
not account for persons traveling to the proposed project on foot, by bike, or by public transit and, 
therefore, understate the maximum number of people on the project site at any one time. 

Zone C of the Travis Air Force Base LUCP establishes the following restrictions for non-residential 
land uses: 

� No more than an average of 75 persons per acre for the entire site at any given time. 
� No more than 300 persons per any individual acre at any given time. 

Both of these limitations apply per acre.  Thus, the author’s statement that the Wal-Mart store should 
be limited to 300 persons total is incorrect.  For a further discussion of the project’s consistency with 
the Travis Air Force Base LUCP, refer to Master Response 6. 
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Les Hubbard (LHUBB.1) 
Response to LHUBB.1-1 
The author expressed his concern that the proposed project would have significant economic harm on 
small businesses, which would result in store closure and urban decay. 

Refer to Master Response 4. 
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Les Hubbard (LHUBB.2) 
Response to LHUBB.2-1 
The author expressed his concern that the proposed project would cause significant economic harm to 
small businesses, which would result in store closure and urban decay.  The author asserted that 
closure of businesses in Suisun City would reduce the tax base and cause corresponding reductions in 
public service and infrastructure spending. 

Refer to Master Response 4. 
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Les Hubbard (LHUBB.3) 
Response to LHUBB.3-1 
The author expressed his concern that the proposed project would have significant economic harm on 
small businesses, which would result in store closure and urban decay. 

Refer to Master Response 4. 
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Dena and Roland Hudson (HUDSO) 
Response to HUDSO-1 
The authors asserted that Suisun City’s elected representatives should consider all facts and 
information about the project before considering approval of the project.  The authors also expressed 
concern about traffic congestion on SR-12. 

The Draft EIR evaluated intersection operations at five intersections on SR-12 and proposed 
mitigation for project impacts.  Refer to Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR, Master Response 1, and 
Master Response 13 for further discussion of project-related traffic impacts. 

The remainder of the authors’ comments is personal opinion and no further response is necessary. 
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Dena Hudson (DHUDS.1) 
Response to DHUDS.1-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion 
on SR-12.  See Master Response 13 regarding traffic congestion on SR 12 and local roadways as well 
as Master Response 14 regarding SR-12 safety.  This statement represents the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 



-1

DHUDS.2

DHUDS.2
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-669
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Dena Hudson (DHUDS.2) 
Response to DHUDS.2-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about the security of 
Travis Air Force Base and increased truck traffic. 

Regarding the author’s concerns about the security of Travis Air Force Base, the proposed project 
consists of commercial retail uses.  It does not contain any characteristics that would threaten the 
security of Travis Air Force Base.  As discussed in Master Response 6, the proposed project would 
not be anticipated to have any effect on the operational future of Travis Air Force Base. 

Roadway safety is addressed in Master Response 13. 
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Roland Hudson (RHUDS) 
Response to RHUDS-1 
The author asserted that Suisun City’s elected representatives should consider all facts and 
information about the project before considering approval of the project.  This statement represents 
the author’s personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Kenny Huynh (HUYNH.1) 
Response to HUYNH.1-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
air quality, noise, diversion of sales from competing businesses, and Travis Air Force Base 
compatibility. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 11 and Master Response 15, for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related noise impacts in Section 4.9, Noise.  Refer to that section for 
further discussion. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing businesses in 
Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further 
discussion.

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 

The potential noise impacts, and mitigation, are set out in the Draft EIR, Section 4.9.  See also Draft 
EIR Appendix H.  Given the general nature of the comment, no further response is possible. 

The author also expresses general opposition to the project, and his statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 



HUYNH.2-1

HUYNH.2
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-681
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Kenny Huynh (HUYNH.2) 
Response to HUYNH.2-1 
The author stated that the proposed project would result in substantial light impacts on the Lawler 
Ranch neighborhood. 

The Draft EIR evaluates potential light and glare impacts of the project at Impact AES-3.  With 
Mitigation Measure AES-3, the Draft EIR concludes that light and glare impacts will be less than 
significant.  Refer also to Master Response 10.  For this reason, it is not necessary to consider as 
mitigation the possibility of limiting the hours of operations of the Wal-Mart Supercenter and the 
feasibility of such a proposal in order to further reduce light and glare impacts. 
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Kenny Huynh (HUYNH.3) 
Response to HUYNH.3-1 
The author inquired about the possibility of developing a smaller store that would attract fewer 
vehicular trips and truck deliveries in order to reduce potential risks of asthma. 

See Master Response 11 for a discussion of asthma risk. 

In regards to the author’s suggestion that a smaller store be evaluated, two reduced-density 
alternatives to the proposed project were evaluated in Section 5, Alternatives to the proposed project.  
Refer to that section of the Draft EIR for further discussion.
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Kenny Huynh (HUYNH.1) 
Response to HUYNH.4-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
air quality, crime, noise, diversion of sales from competing businesses, and oversaturation of Wal-
Mart stores. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 11 and Master Response 15, for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related noise impacts in Section 4.9, Noise.  Refer to that section for 
further discussion. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing businesses in 
Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further 
discussion.

The author’s statement about oversaturation of Wal-Mart stores represents his personal opinion and 
no further response is necessary. 



JACKS.1
PAGE 1 OF 1

-1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-693
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

James Jackson (JACKS.1) 
Response to JACKS.1-1 
The author inquired about who would pay for the overpass a Sunset Avenue and SR-12 and 
intersection improvements.  The author also questioned why the traffic study was performed over the 
holidays.  The author expressed concern about crime that might increase as a result of the project.  
Finally, the author asserted that the proposed project’s drainage system is “illegal” because it doesn’t 
have a catch basin, which he alleged is required for all buildings greater than 100,000 square feet in 
size.

There are no statements in the Draft EIR identifying an overpass at Sunset Avenue and SR-12.
Therefore, no further response to this comment can be provided.  The Draft EIR evaluated project-
related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that section, as well as Master 
Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The traffic study counts were performed in July 2006, not during the December holiday season.  As 
such, the author’s claim is incorrect.   

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

There are no laws mandating the use of catch basins for projects in excess of 100,000 square feet.  As 
such, the author’s claim is incorrect. 
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James Jackson (JACKS.2) 
Response to JACKS.2-1 
The author inquired if the Draft EIR could examine charging RVs parking on the project site an 
occupancy tax. 

Mitigation Measure AES-2 established various measures intended to reduce the aesthetic impacts of 
overnight RV parking.  An occupancy tax would not provide any further mitigation for this impact 
because it would not pertain to aesthetics.  Therefore, the Draft EIR did not consider charging an 
occupancy tax for overnight RV parking.   

The City could consider, independent of the CEQA process, the revenue generating proposal 
suggested by the author, but such a consideration would be beyond the scope of this document. 
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Herman James (JAMES) 
Response to JAMES-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
Travis Air Force Base compatibility, and potential tax increases.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 

Changes in tax rates do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are outside of 
the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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Marcus B. Johnson (MJOHN) 
Response to MJOHN-1 
The author referenced the description of the local roadways on page 4.11-1 of the Draft EIR and 
indicated that it should be revised to include a mitigation measure to reflect access provisions 
identified in a purchase agreement between the City of Suisun City and the Hathily P. Johnson Trust.  
The access provisions are for property located on the east side of Walters Road and concern access to 
Walters Road and Petersen Road. 

The proposed project would implement a full-signalized intersection on Walters Road between SR-12 
and Petersen Road.  This intersection would provide full access from the project site to north and 
southbound Walters Road and but would be able to accommodate similar access for the Hathily P. 
Johnson Trust property on the east side of Walters Road.  As such, the proposed project would not 
preclude the Hathily P. Johnson Trust property from obtaining access to Walters Road.  The proposed 
project would not modify Petersen Road east of Walters Road and, therefore, would have no effect on 
access to the Hathily P. Johnson Trust property from Petersen Road.  For these reasons, the author’s 
proposed mitigation measure is not warranted. 
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Rudy Johnson (RJOHN.1) 
Response to RJOHN.1-1 
The author referenced Mitigation Measure BIO-5b, which provided contingency measures to address 
the potential for USFWS to reject the project applicant’s request for three critical habitat mapping 
revisions, and he inquired if the Draft EIR would need to be re-circulated if this occurs. 

As discussed in Impact BIO-5, a small portion of the projects site adjacent to Walters Road is within 
critical habitat designations for the tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and Contra Costa 
goldfields.  Focused surveys for these species did not indicate their presence onsite.  Moreover, 
because only a small portion of the project site is within the critical habitat designations for each 
species, the Draft EIR acknowledged the possibility that mapping errors occurred.  Regardless, 
CEQA and case law clearly establish that contingency mitigation is acceptable when there is 
uncertainty about future actions.  Because Mitigation Measure BIO-5b clearly identifies how the 
project applicant would mitigate impacts on critical habitat to a level of less than significant, it is 
considered sufficient to address the impact.  As such, re-circulation of the Draft EIR would not be 
necessary. 

Following publication of the Draft EIR, it was determined that the regulatory agencies may require 
the proposed project to mitigate impacts at different ratios than the 3:1 ratio identified in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-5b.  As such, the text of Mitigation Measure BIO-5b has been revised to reflect the 
possibility that regulatory agencies may require different mitigation ratios.  Regardless, the regulatory 
agencies would make the final decision on this matter and their ultimate requirements would reflect 
what they consider to be the best ratio.  This change is noted in the Errata and does not change the 
residual significance of any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Rudy Johnson (RJOHN.2) 
Response to RJOHN.2-1 
The author inquired about what guarantees can be put in place to ensure that the City does not need to 
fund project-related infrastructure costs from City funding sources. 

Refer to Master Response 1. 
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Kevin and Katrina Jones (JONES) 
Response to JONES-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about neighborhood 
compatibility. 

Neighborhood compatibility was addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and 
Glare.
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Michael R. Kan (KAN) 
Response to KAN-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis is incomplete and out of date because it 
referenced a document from San Diego. 

Because the traffic counts used in the Final Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Analysis were 
performed in July 2006 when local schools were out of session, the counts were adjusted to include 
school-related trips using the “Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego 
Region” to determine the number of expected primary trips to the high schools, middle schools, and 
elementary schools.  This document was used because no comparable guide exists for Solano County 
or the San Francisco Bay Area region.  Regardless, because most school-related trips in California are 
made during the same time of day, San Diego rates would not be expected to significantly differ from 
Suisun City rates.  Therefore, the author’s assertion that the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis is incomplete 
and out of date reflects his opinion and is not supported by fact. 

Response to KAN-2 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the likelihood of drivers using residential 
streets such as Pintail Drive and Lawler Ranch Parkway as shortcuts to avoid congested arterials. 

Refer to Master Response 19. 

Response to KAN-3 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about fiscal impacts. 

Fiscal impacts do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are outside of the 
scope of the Draft EIR. 
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Ann M. Kingeter (KINGE) 
Response to KINGE-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
the potential for greater tax revenues from other businesses, potential environmental impacts, and the 
proximity of the existing Wal-Mart store in Fairfield. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Difference in tax revenues do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR provided a comprehensive evaluation of project-related environmental impacts.  
Because the author did not cite any specific environmental concerns addressed in the Draft EIR, no 
further response can be provided. 

The existing Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart store is scheduled to close with the opening of the North 
Texas Street Wal-Mart Supercenter.  This project has been approved, but at the time of this writing, is 
in litigation.  Refer to Master Response 22 for further discussion. 
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Joi Keeling (KEELI) 
Response to KEELI-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic, roadway 
safety, air quality, property values, crime, Travis Air Force Base compatibility, and aesthetics. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Roadway safety concerns are addressed in Master Response 13. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 11 and Master Response 15, for further discussion. 

Changes in property values do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 

Project-related aesthetic impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, 
and Glare. 
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Nicolas Kuciak (KUCIA) 
Response to KUCIA-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion 
and crime.

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 
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Nicole Kuhn (KUHN) 
Response to KUHN-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
roadway safety, and aesthetics. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Roadway safety concerns are addressed in Master Response 13. 

Project-related aesthetic impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, 
and Glare. 
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Mark Langdon (LANGD) 
Response to LANGD-1 
The author expressed his support for the proposed project but stated that he believes the Draft EIR 
may have overstated traffic impacts because it would reduce travel lengths to the nearest retail center 
for much of Suisun City. 

Although the author’s statement is plausible, the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis, including projections of 
trip distribution, was performed in accordance with procedures approved by the City of Suisun City 
and the Solano Transportation Authority. These procedures are intended to provide for a 
conservative, “worst-case” analysis of project-related traffic impacts. 



LIMON

LIMON
PAGE 1 OF 1

-1

-2



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-757
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Jennifer Limon (LIMON) 
Response to LIMON-1 
The author expressed her concern about increases in traffic and the proposed project’s land use 
compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood. 

The Draft EIR addressed land use compatibility in Section 4.8, Land Use, and traffic impacts in 
Section 4.11, Transportation. 

Response to LIMON-2 
The author expressed concern that the proposed Suisun City Wal-Mart Supercenter, in conjunction 
with the North Texas Street Wal-Mart Supercenter in Fairfield, could result in the closure of 
competing businesses in Sunset Center, resulting in urban decay. 

The Draft EIR evaluated the proposed project’s urban decay impacts, including potential impacts on 
Sunset Center, in Section 4.12, Urban Decay. 
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Chanel A. Lopez (CLOPE) 
Response to CLOPE-1 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR’s maximum usage intensity calculations in Impact LU-4 
understated the maximum number of people on the project site at any one time because it used 300 
persons per acre for the maximum individual acre calculation instead of 75 persons per acre. 

As stated in a footnote to Table 2A on page 2-7 of the Travis Air Force Base LUCP, the 75-persons-
per-acre limit for Zone C is intended to be used for calculating the average number of persons on the 
property (i.e., the entire site).  Moreover, as stated in Table 2A on page 2-6 of the Travis Air Force 
Base LUCP, the maximum number of persons per single acre is 300 for Zone C.  As such, the 
author’s statement is incorrect. 

Refer to Master Response 6 for further discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the 
Travis Air Force Base LUCP’s maximum usage intensity limits. 
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Jose Lopez (JLOPE) 
Response to JLOPE-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Magda Lopez (MLOPE) 
Response to MLOPE-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Jose Lopez-Ceja (L-CEJA) 
Response to L-CEJA-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Marge Lyons (LYONS) 
Response to LYONS-1 
The author stated, “Good project,” but also stated, “Negative signs seem to suggest that criminals and 
ghetto rats shop @ Wal-Mart!  People like the Chadbourne site mainly because it doesn’t impact their 
neighborhood, although it is unsafe at night.”  These statements represent the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Silvia G. Macias (MACIA) 
Response to MACIA-1 
The author expressed concern about the proposed project’s air emissions on persons afflicted with 
asthma in the project vicinity. 

Refer to Master Response 11 and Master Response 15. 



MAJOR

-1

MAJOR
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-785
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Mike Major (MAJOR) 
Response to MAJOR-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about impacts on 
Downtown Suisun City.   

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on Downtown Suisun City 
businesses.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further discussion. 
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Patricia C. Matteson (MATTE) 
Response to MATTE-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about impacts on 
Downtown Suisun City, traffic congestion, air pollution, and community character. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on Downtown Suisun City 
businesses.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further discussion.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 11 and Master Response 15, for further discussion. 

Neighborhood compatibility was addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and 
Glare.
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Steven L. McCall (MCCAL) 
Response to MCCAL-1 
The author stated that the Final Transportation, Circulation, and Parking Impact Study prepared by 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. was “done in August” and asserted that August is one of the less 
busy months in terms of traffic volumes on SR-12.  The author requested that the study be re-done in 
December when traffic volumes are higher. 

The Final Transportation, Circulation, and Parking Impact Study is dated August 2007, but roadway 
turning movement counts were conducted in July 2006.  As discussed on page 4.11-11 of the Draft 
EIR, these counts were adjusted upward to account for schools being out of session during this time 
of year.  As such, the author’s assertion that the traffic study should be re-done is not warranted. 
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Dave McElroy (MCELR) 
Response to MCELR-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the grocery components of the proposed project, citing 
concerns about impacts on competing retailers. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing supermarkets 
in Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further 
discussion.
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Jessica McIntosh (MCINT) 
Response to MCINT-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
roadway safety, vice, and property values.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Roadway safety is addressed in Master Response 13. 

Regarding crime and vice, refer to Master Response 9. 

Changes in property values do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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Kristine McLemore (MCLEM) 
Response to MCLEM-1 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the proposed project would not adversely 
impact emergency access and stated that the Impacts TRANS-1 and Impacts TRANS-2 suggest 
otherwise.

For the reasons stated in Master Response 13, the proposed project would result in better intersection 
operations after mitigation relative to the “without project” scenario.  Because intersection levels 
would operate at better levels than without the project, the Draft EIR concluded that the proposed 
project would not adversely impact emergency response or evacuation. 
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Dianne Melero (MELER) 
Response to MELER-1 
The author referenced the projection that the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter would generate $73.5 
million in sales in Section 4.12, Urban Decay and inquired why Exhibit 4.11-7 shows 30 percent of 
project trips being assigned to eastbound Air Base Parkway. 

Refer to Master Response 21. 
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Katy Miessner (MIESS) 
Response to MIESS-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the letter and stated her opinion that the 
Draft EIR should be rejected.  This statement represents the author’s personal opinion, and no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to MIESS-2 
The author stated that the project site is designated a critical habitat area and asserted that no amount 
of mitigation in the form of purchasing credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank would reduce 
the significance of the loss of this habitat.  The author stated that the proposed project would attract 
large concentrations of people and will have adverse impacts on nearby critical habitat areas.  Finally, 
the author noted that the project must receive a Streambed Alternation Permit, a Discharge Permit, a 
certification for discharge into waters of the United States, be certified as compliant with clean water, 
and obtain authorization from the USFWS for impacts on critical habitat. 

Purchasing credits at any agency-approved mitigation bank for critical habitat impacts is an accepted 
form of mitigation, and has been authorized by agencies charged with protection of special status 
species such as the USFWS.  While the author may disagree, this is simply a difference of opinion. 

Regarding the author’s claim that the proposed project would impact surrounding critical habitat areas 
near the project site (e.g., the grazing land on the east side of Walters Road), it is doubtful that the 
project would cause a noticeable increase in impacts on these areas because of the presence of 
existing urban development and infrastructure.  The critical habitat areas east of Walters Road are 
used for grazing and are located adjacent to two heavily trafficked roadways (SR-12 and Walters 
Road), as well as the Travis Air Force Base runway.  As such, the lands are regularly exposed to air 
pollution, light and glare, aviation and vehicular noise, urban and agricultural runoff, trampling, and 
other forms of significant disturbance.  Given these conditions, it is unlikely the development of the 
proposed project would cause an increase in the intensity of these impacts above existing levels 
because the current, compromised biological quality of these lands. 

Finally, the regulatory approvals the author noted are referenced in the Draft EIR in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources. 

Response to MIESS-3 
The author referenced the proposed project’s drainage and water quality mitigation measures and 
questioned the effectiveness of bioswales in terms of cleaning runoff and the adequacy of the 
downstream drainage system to accommodate project flows.  The author expressed concern that 
urban runoff from the project site could compromise water quality in Hill Slough and Suisun Marsh.  
The author also asserted that Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. was ordered to pay fines in Connecticut and 
Florida for water quality violations and suggested that similar violations could occur at the project 
site.
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The author’s concerns about the adequacy of the proposed project drainage system are addressed in 
Master Response 3. 

Regarding the author’s claims about the effectiveness of bioswales and the allegations about water 
quality violations at other Wal-Mart store locations, refer to Master Response 12. 

Response to MIESS-4 
The author provided concluding remarks expressing her opposition to the proposed project.  This 
statement represents the author’s personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Timothy Miner (MINER) 
Response to MINER-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
Travis Air Force Base compatibility, and crime. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 
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Wayne I. Monger (MONGE.1) 
Response to MONGE.1-1 
The author’s comment reads “3 minutes against proposed project.” 

Because this comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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Wayne I. Monger (MONGE.2) 
Response to MONGE.2-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis failed to evaluate the likelihood of the 
proposed project causing homeless encampments to be established in nearby creeks.  The author 
asserted this is a foreseeable consequence of the proposed project because (1) the Suisun-Gentry 
project will displace homeless persons out of existing encampments in Legewood Creek; (2) the 
existing Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart store in Fairfield will close, which is in proximity to the existing 
encampments; and (3) there are no suitable potential encampment areas near the approved, but un-
built, North Texas Street Wal-Mart Supercenter location in Fairfield.  Therefore, the author claimed 
that homeless persons will establish encampments along McCoy Creek, Wood Slough, and Suisun 
Marsh and result in the Lawler Ranch subdivision being exposed to large increases in violent, drug, 
and property crimes, as well as nuisances such as litter and public defecation and urination.  This, the 
author asserted, will result in greater expenditures by the City of Suisun City on public safety. 

Refer to Master Response 16. 

Response to MONGE.2-2 
The author referenced Mitigation Measure TRANS-8, which requires the project applicant to install 
an enhanced bus stop for Fairfield-Suisun Transit bus service on the project frontage, and stated that 
the measure should be revised to require the installation of a centralized, stand-alone transit stop 
within the project site.  The author asserted that such a stop would be safer and be more effective at 
increasing transit usage than locating a stop on the project frontage. 

Refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to MONGE.2-3 
The author expressed concern about the proposed project’s pylon sign that would face SR-12 and 
include an LED signboard.  The author stated that the sign could distract drivers on SR-12, leading to 
an increase in accidents. 

Refer to Master Response 10. 

Response to MONGE.2-4 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR’s evaluation of traffic impacts failed to account for increased 
usage of alternate routes parallel to SR-12, specifically Lawler Ranch Parkway and Pintail Drive, that 
would result from traffic congestion caused by the proposed project. 

Refer to Master Response 19. 

Response to MONGE.2-5 
The author stated that the Draft EIR failed to require the proposed project to provide two grade-
separated pedestrian crossings of SR-12, one at Sunset Avenue and the other Marina Boulevard.  The 
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author asserted that these are necessary because the Draft EIR requires the proposed project to expand 
SR-12 to six lanes. 

The author’s assertion that the Draft EIR requires the proposed project to expand SR-12 to six lanes is 
incorrect.  Several mitigation measures require the project applicant to provide intersection 
improvements on SR-12 that would include lane re-striping, signal timing optimization, or providing 
auxiliary lanes.  None of these improvements would expand SR-12 to six through lanes. 

The need for grade-separated pedestrian crossings of SR-12 at Sunset Avenue and Marin Boulevard 
would be tied to the project increasing pedestrian crossings of those intersections.  Given the distance 
to the project site, it would not be expected that the proposed project would result in a significant 
increase in the number of persons crossing those intersections on foot.  As such, requiring the 
proposed project to install grade-separated pedestrian crossings would not be warranted. 

Response to MONGE.2-6 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR did not account for the presence of two high-pressure gas 
pipelines running under the project site.  The author stated that the development of the proposed 
project on top of the pipelines could expose project employees and customers to various hazards if 
they were to rupture. 

Refer to Master Response 18. 

Response to MONGE.2-7 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface his comments about the Draft EIR’s 
analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts.  No further response is necessary. 

Response to MONGE.2-8 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s discussion of the project area having a 100-year, 24-hour 
maximum precipitation rate of 4.5 inches and asserted that this rate was too low because he had 
personally measured higher rates in his backyard rain gauge.   

The 100-year, 24-hour precipitation rate of 4.5 inches provided in the Draft EIR was obtained from 
the Western Regional Climate Center, a widely cited source for precipitation data.  This rate was 
recorded at the Fairfield weather station, the nearest continuously operating weather station to the 
project site (1950 through 2007), on October 13, 1962.  Given the controlled setting of the weather 
station and period of observation, this is considered the most accurate and reliable source for 
obtaining a 100-year, 24-hour precipitation rate.  While the author may indeed have measured higher 
rates in his backyard rain gauge, amateur “backyard” measurements do not have the same scientific 
standing as professional measurements made at a weather station.  As such, the author’s statement is 
simply a difference of opinion. 
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Response to MONGE.2-9 
The author asserted that there are existing flooding problems in the Lawler Ranch subdivision and 
stated that the development of the proposed project would result in the elimination of the vernal pools 
that capture some of the rainfall that would otherwise flow downstream and further exacerbate 
drainage problems.  The author also stated that groundwater typically occurs at 3 feet below the 
project site, and the 5.8 to 7.1 feet cited in the Draft EIR are skewed because they were taken on 
October 2006 at the end of a dry summer. 

Regarding the concerns about downstream drainage, refer to Master Response 3. 

The groundwater levels cited in the Draft EIR were taken from the Geotechnical Investigation, which 
conducted borings in October 2006.  Spring 2006 was period of high rainfall and, therefore, it would 
be expected that groundwater measurements taken in the following months would be above average 
for that time of year.  Regardless, groundwater levels do fluctuate, and it is possible that groundwater 
may occur at depths of up to 3 feet under certain conditions.  However, this does not alter any 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.  

Response to MONGE.2-10 
The author asserted that because of high groundwater levels below the project site, infiltration 
technologies for stormwater management are inappropriate for the project site.  The author 
recommended that the stormwater management plan be changed to require onsite stormwater catch 
basins to capture all stormwater generated on the project site. 

Refer to Master Response 12. 

Response to MONGE.2-11 
The author asserted that 100 percent stormwater retention would also prevent the release of 
stormwater pollutants into downstream waterways.  The author stated that polluted runoff, such as 
pesticides, toxic chemicals, and sewage, is likely to enter downstream waterways from the project 
site.  The author recommended that an electronic chemical detection system be installed into the 
stormwater drainage system leading to Wood Slough to notify the Suisun City Fire Department of 
hazardous materials leaks. 

Mitigation Measures HYD-3a and HYD-3b identify several stormwater pollution control measures 
that would prevent the release of pollutants into downstream waterways.  These measures are 
specifically designed to address runoff associated with pesticides and toxic chemicals (e.g., oils, 
greases, heavy metals, etc.).  Sewage release from RVs is not considered likely on the project site 
because the proposed project would not have any RV sewage disposal facilities. 

Regarding the author’s recommendation for an electronic chemical detection system, this is not 
considered necessary because the proposed project would not be a large-quantity generator of 
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hazardous materials, and its proposed project stormwater pollution control measures would be 
sufficient to prevent the release of urban pollutants into downstream waterways. 

Response to MONGE.2-12 
The author stated that the Draft EIR’s analysis of geologic hazards failed to address the possible 
reoccurrence of the Vacaville-Winters earthquake sequence, which occurred in 1892, which the 
author claimed could result in higher liquefaction, ground shaking, and destruction of toxic materials 
containment areas than planned for at the project site.  The author also alleged that the Draft EIR did 
not note the presence of the Vaca Fault, which the author stated has had recent earthquakes as high as 
3.5 M. 

The Draft EIR’s evaluation of geologic hazards was based on the Geotechnical Investigation prepared 
by TRC Lowney, dated December 18, 2006.  The Geotechnical Investigation is contained in its 
entirety in Appendix E.   

As described on page 4.5-11 of the Draft EIR, the California Building Standards Code establishes 
seismic design criteria for each Seismic Zone (0 through 4, with 4 being the most stringent).  The 
rigor of the seismic design requirements corresponds with each zone’s susceptibility to seismic events 
and is based on scientific analysis of structural integrity during previous earthquakes.  Suisun City is 
located in Seismic Zone 4 and, therefore, is subject to the most stringent seismic design requirements.  
The Seismic Zone 4 designation reflects Suisun City susceptibility to earthquakes, including the 1892 
Vacaville-Winters temblor.  Therefore, the author’s assertion that the Draft EIR understated the 
proposed project’s susceptibility to seismic hazards is a matter of opinion not supported by fact. 

The author contends that the Draft EIR failed to account for the Vaca Fault; this fault is a Type C 
fault, which has the lowest potential to result in a major earthquake.  As described in pages 9 and 10 
of the Geotechnical Investigation, the California Geologic Survey only maps Type A and Type B 
faults because these have the greatest potential to rupture and result in significant seismic hazards.  
Moreover, the seismic design criteria established in the California Building Standards Code relate 
only to Type A and Type B faults.  Therefore, the omission of the Vaca Fault from the Draft EIR’s 
analysis is not considered significant and does not have any effect on the conclusions presented in the 
document. 

Response to MONGE.2-13 
The author asserted that by locating two Wal-Mart Supercenters within 3.5 miles of each other, Wal-
Mart Stores, Inc. is attempting to drive as many of its competitors out of businesses as it possibly can.  
This statement reflects the author’s personal opinion and does not require further response. 

Response to MONGE.2-14 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR did not account for project-related capture of retail dollars 
from the Travis Air Force Base Commissary and PX.  The author asserted that this was improper 
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because 15 to 18 percent of Suisun City families are either active or retired military personnel who 
heavily use the commissary and PX. 

Project-related impacts on the Travis Air Force Base Commissary were addressed on pages 4.12-40 
and 4.12-41.  The Draft EIR concluded that the commissary is a government-subsidized enterprise 
that is not subject to the same economic pressures as private retailers and, therefore, would not be 
expected to close if it lost sales to the proposed project.  Moreover, a representative of the Defense 
Commissary Agency confirmed that it is “safe to say” that the commissary would not close as a result 
of the proposed project (refer to page 4.12-41 of the Draft EIR).  Like the commissary, the PX is also 
a government-subsidized enterprise and would not be expected to face closure because of the 
proposed project.  Regardless, in the highly unlikely event that the commissary or PX closed as a 
result of the proposed project, urban decay would not occur because both facilities are located within 
Travis Air Force Base, a secure, restricted-access national defense installation. 

Response to MONGE.2-15 
The author questioned why the Draft EIR did not evaluate project-related impacts on two local bait 
and tackle/fishing shops.  The author also expressed doubt that Raley’s could sustain a 17 percent loss 
in sales to the proposed project without closing and that local gas stations could sustain a 9 percent 
loss in sales without closing. 

Local bait and tackle/fishing shops, as well as other smaller retail and service merchants, are already 
competing in an environment of large region-serving retailers such as Wal-Mart and Target, which 
are nearby and offer a broad array of goods.  The primary new aspect to this development is the 
addition of a full-service supermarket, and those impacts are considered in depth in the Draft EIR’s 
urban decay analysis.  A Wal-Mart Supercenter is unlikely to be any more competitive with highly 
specialized stores such as the bait stores cited above than the existing Wal-Mart nearby or other 
retailers already present in the region.   

The impacts on Raley’s are addressed in detail in Impact UD-1.  As noted there, the 17 percent loss in 
sales largely offsets estimated gains in sales following Albertson’s closure; thus, the net loss from 
sales levels prior to that closure is actually much smaller.  The regional impacts analysis in Impact 
UD-3 estimates that continued growth in the region will create the regional demand to support this 
new retail as well as existing retail outlets. 

Response to MONGE.2-16 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project.  This statement reflects his opinion and 
does not warrant further response. 
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Anna Moscarelli (ANNAM.1) 
Response to ANNAM.1-1 
The author expressed her concern that the 6-foot high masonry wall that is required in Mitigation 
Measure NOI-4 would not be high enough to reduce noise exposure for residents on the north side of 
Petersen Road. 

The 6-foot high masonry block wall would sit atop a 2-foot high earthen berm and, therefore, be 8-
feet above Petersen Road.  Most vehicular noise is emitted at heights less than 8-feet above the 
roadway and, therefore, the masonry block wall would be effective at attenuating roadway noise.   
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Anna Moscarelli (ANNAM.2) 
Response to ANNAM.2-1 
The author inquired about how SR-12 would be affected by project-related traffic.  The author also 
inquired if more funding would be provided for roadway maintenance and police. 

Regarding impacts on SR-12, refer to Master Response 13. 

The proposed project would not directly contribute revenues for roadway maintenance or police, but 
would indirectly provide property tax and sales tax revenue to the City of Suisun City.  The allocation 
of additional  tax revenue would be at the discretion of the Suisun City Council. 
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Anna Moscarelli (ANNAM.3) 
Response to ANNAM.3-1 
The author recommended that the lights be installed on the Central County Bikeway as a result of the 
proposed project. 

The Central County Bikeway is currently not lighted to deter nighttime usage.  Lighting the bikeway 
would encourage usage, which may create safety and security risks.  For this reason, lighting the 
bikeway is not desirable. 
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Anthony Moscarelli (ANTHM.1) 
Response to ANTHM.1-1 
The author inquired about who prepared the biological surveys. 

Page 4.3-1 lists the biological consultants who prepared the various biological surveys. 
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Anthony Moscarelli (ANTHM.2) 
Response to ANTHM.2-1 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the proposed project’s impacts on the jet fuel 
pipeline running under Petersen Road and stated that the Draft EIR failed to include a safety plan for 
remediating potential leaks from the pipeline.  The author also expressed concern about the need to 
reinforce Petersen Road to protect the pipeline from heavy trucks.  

Refer to Master Response 18. 
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Nina (NINA) 
Response to NINA-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Marilyn Owens (OWENS) 
Response to OWENS-1 
The author inquired why the project approval is not being placed on the ballot. 

The City of Suisun City is a General Law City and, therefore, the Suisun City Planning Commission 
and City Council are vested with the discretionary authority to approve or deny the proposed project.  
As such, a vote of the Suisun City electorate is not required by law.  

Response to OWENS-2 
The author inquired about how many other Wal-Mart locations in the United States are in residential 
areas and stated that the Suisun-Gentry location is a more appropriate site for a Wal-Mart store. 

The project site is designated for General Commercial uses by the City of Suisun City General Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance and the proposed project is consistent with the various requirements of these 
land use planning documents.  Therefore, from a land use planning perspective, the proposed project 
would be appropriate for the project site.  The number of other Wal-Mart store locations near 
residential areas is not germane to the Draft EIR analysis. 

The City of Suisun City has an application on file for development at the Suisun-Gentry site that 
involves different uses than the proposed project.  As such, that site is not available for the proposed 
project.

Response to OWENS-3 
The author said several issues in the Draft EIR need to be clarified, including “dates of compilation of 
statistics since many of the figures shown are not relevant to current data,” the number and cost of 
additional police and fire personnel required to serve the proposed project, and expected tax revenues 
of the proposed project. 

It is not clear what “dates of compilation of statistics” is in reference to.  Therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

Both the Suisun City Police Department and Suisun City Fire Department did not indicate that the 
proposed project would directly create a need for additional personnel. 

Tax revenues generated by the proposed project do not have physical impacts on the environment 
and, therefore, are outside the scope of the Draft EIR.  

Response to OWENS-4 
The author stated that the Draft EIR should be “reworked” and submitted again to City of Suisun 
City.  The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about property 
values and potential fiscal impacts on the City.  These statements reflect the author’s personal opinion 
and do not require further response. 
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Cristina Padua-Hughes (PADUA) 
Response to PADUA-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the letter and stated her opposition to the 
project.  This statement represents the author’s personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to PADUA-2 
The author noted that the project site is designated for commercial uses and inquired if the City of 
Suisun City complied with the requirements of CEQA when it designated the project site for such 
uses.

The environmental impacts of the City of Suisun General Plan, which designated the project site for 
commercial uses, were evaluated in an Initial Study that concluded no significant impacts would 
occur from adoption of the plan.  As such, the Suisun City Council certified a Negative Declaration in 
May 1992, which satisfied CEQA requirements for environmental review of the General Plan. 

Response to PADUA-3 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s evaluation of cultural resources impacts, which described the 
site conditions including the presence of non-native vegetation.  The author stated that the proposed 
project would displace wildlife on the project site. 

The analysis in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources is not intended to evaluate project impacts on 
biological resources.  Those impacts are evaluated in Section 4.3, Biological Resources.  

Response to PADUA-4 
The author asserted that the term “Suisun” is an Indian word and questioned how the Draft EIR could 
not conclude that the project site is a historic site.  The author claimed that Indians might have lived 
on the project site. 

The term Suisun or Suisunes indicates one of the tribes of Patwin Native Americans that occupied the 
Suisun Marsh regions of Solano County.  Cities and counties in California are often named for Native 
American tribes or leaders but it does not necessarily indicate that Native American tribes occupied 
that exact location.  Typically, prehistoric archaeological sites are found in areas adjacent or very near 
year-round water sources, at the bases of hills, and along ridge tops that are accessible by very 
moderate slopes.  As the project area is not located immediately adjacent to a year-round water source 
or at the base of a hill or along a ridge top, the archaeological sensitivity for the project area is 
considered to be low.  In addition, the pedestrian survey did not result in discovery of any Native 
American artifactual materials, features, or isolates that would indicate that the Suisunes or any other 
tribe lived within the project area.   

The Draft EIR did propose Mitigation Measure CUL-1, which requires that any potentially significant 
cultural resources encountered during project-related construction activities be examined by a 
qualified archaeologist.  This is a standard mitigation measure and reflects the possibility that 



Responses to Written City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project  
Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR  

2-874 Michael Brandman Associates  
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

undiscovered cultural resources could be found on the project site.  However, simply because this 
mitigation measure is proposed in the Draft EIR should not be construed to suggest that the project 
site is known to contain cultural artifacts. 

Response to PADUA-5 
The author noted that the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment in Appendix D contains a letter 
from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which includes a list of contact 
information for tribes in the project area and asserted that she did not see responses from those tribes.  
This, the author alleged, suggests that the record search or investigation was not sufficient. 

The Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment included a query of the NAHC Sacred Lands File.  The 
NAHC response to the query indicated that the Sacred Lands File failed to indicate the presence of 
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area.  As a standard practice, the NAHC 
response included a list of the nearest tribes that may have knowledge of cultural resources in the 
project area. 

The Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment also included a records search at the Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) for the project area (with a 0.25-mile radius) and a pedestrian survey of 
the project site.  The NWIC records search and the pedestrian surveys yielded no records or evidence 
of Native American cultural resources on or near the project site.  In addition, four archaeological 
studies were previously conducted within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site, two of which 
encompassed portions of the project site.  Therefore, three separate studies (including the Phase I 
Cultural Resources Assessment) have evaluated the project site for cultural resources and none of 
them has yielded any evidence of the presence of Native American inhabitants.  For these reasons, it 
was determined that adequate information was available to support the findings in the Phase I 
Cultural Resources Assessment and contacting individual tribes was not necessary.  As such, the 
author’s allegation that the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment is insufficient reflects her opinion 
and is not supported by factual evidence. 

Response to PADUA-6 
The author inquired about what would happen if human remains are encountered on the project site 
and who would determine the significance of a cultural resources find. 

The Draft EIR did propose Mitigation Measure CUL-4, which addresses potential impacts related to 
encountering human remains.  If human remains are found, all construction activities must stop and 
the Solano County Coroner’s Office must be notified to retrieve the remains.  If the remains are found 
to be of Native American origin, the Coroner’s Office must notify any identified descendents for 
recommendations about burial treatments. 

Response to PADUA-7 
The author alleged that the presence of dense vegetation on the project site prevented the Phase I 
Cultural Resources Assessment from being sufficiently detailed. 
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Although the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment acknowledged that the presence of tall, grassy 
vegetation on the project site reduced ground visibility to near 0 percent, it did not state that it 
prevented a thorough pedestrian survey of the project site.  The survey included using a trowel at 
random intervals to scrap away the vegetation to see if any resources were present.  In addition, the 
open spaces between the vegetation were closely examined to see if any resources were present.  
Neither the trowel scrapings nor examination of the open spaces resulted in discovery of any cultural 
resources.  Thus, although ground visibility was poor, the survey was as extensive and as complete as 
the conditions would allow. 

Additionally, as stated above, the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment was the third cultural 
resources survey to encompass all or portions of the project site.  As such, three separate studies have 
evaluated the project site and none of them identified archaeological remains indicating the presence 
of Native American inhabitants.   

For these reasons, the author’s allegation that the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment is 
insufficient reflects her opinion and is not supported by factual evidence. 

Response to PADUA-8 
The author inquired about how the proposed project would affect Suisun Marsh. 

Refer to Master Response 20. 

Response to PADUA-9 
The author inquired if the City of Suisun City would subsidize all of the road improvements. 

As stated in Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a through TRANS-1h, TRANS-2a through TRANS-2e, 
and TRANS-3a through TRANS-3d, the project applicant is responsible for providing “fair-share” fee 
payments to the appropriate jurisdiction (Suisun City, Fairfield, or Caltrans) for roadway 
improvements.  None of those jurisdictions would bear the costs of financing roadway improvements.  
Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion. 

Response to PADUA-10 
The author questioned why the intersections of SR-12/Beck Avenue and SR-12/Pennsylvania Avenue 
and intersections along side streets in the Lawler Ranch subdivision were not included in the 
intersection operations evaluation. 

As explained on page 4.11-5 of the Draft EIR, the City of Suisun City selected the 18 study 
intersections that were evaluated in the Final Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study prepared by 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.  These intersections were determined by the City of Suisun City to 
be the ones most affected by project-generated trips. 
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Response to PADUA-11 
The author inquired about how the City of Suisun City would address traffic and parking impacts. 

Project-related traffic and parking impacts are evaluated in detail in the Draft EIR in Section 4.11, 
Transportation.

Response to PADUA-12 
The author inquired about how the City of Suisun City would address the increase in crime. 

Refer to Master Response 9. 

Response to PADUA-13 
The author inquired about how the City of Suisun City would address noise and urban decay. 

Project-related noise impacts are addressed in detail in the Draft EIR in Section 4.9, Noise.  Project-
related urban decay impacts are addressed in detail in the Draft EIR in Section 4.12, Urban Decay. 

Response to PADUA-14 
The author inquired about how the City of Suisun City would address flooding in the Lawler Ranch 
subdivision as a result of the development of the proposed project. 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to PADUA-15 
The author inquired about how the City of Suisun City would address closures of businesses. 

Potential store closure impacts are evaluated in detail in the Draft EIR in Section 4.12, Urban Decay. 

Response to PADUA-16 
The author inquired about how the City of Suisun City would address potential decreases in property 
values as a result of the development of the proposed project. 

Changes in property values are not physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are outside 
the scope of the Draft EIR.  

Response to PADUA-17 
The author inquired about how the proposed project would affect the Suisun-Gentry project and if the 
City of Suisun City would be able to fiscally manage both. 

The proposed project would not have any physical impacts on the Suisun-Gentry project.  Because 
the Suisun-Gentry project is contemplated as a “lifestyle” mixed-use project, it would not be expected 
to be a direct competitor to the proposed project and, therefore, would not have the potential to 
experience urban decay. 
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Both the Suisun-Gentry project and the Walters Road West project would be privately owned and 
operated and the City of Suisun City would not have a financial stake in them.  Therefore, the 
author’s query about the City’s ability to fiscally manage both projects is moot. 

Response to PADUA-18 
The author inquired if the proposed project would encroach on the “buffer zone” of Travis Air Force 
Base.

The Travis Air Force Base LUCP does not identify any “buffer zones.”  However, it appears the 
author is referring to the proposed project’s consistency with the Travis Air Force Base LUCP, which 
is addressed in Master Response 6. 

Response to PADUA-19 
The author stated that she heard a radio interview in which a City Council representative noted that 
the proposed project has not been formally presented to the Suisun City Council.  The author inquired 
about the meaning of this statement and asked a rhetorical question about why the City would spend 
money on the proposed project. 

The project applicant has filed an application with the City of Suisun City to develop the proposed 
project.  Because the proposed project requires a discretionary land use approval and could have a 
physical impact on the environment, the project must undergo environmental review in accordance 
with CEQA prior to the Suisun City Council considering approval of the project application.  
Therefore, the City Council representative’s statement is correct. 

Regarding the author assertion about the City spending money on the proposed project, all costs 
incurred during the environmental review process are the responsibility of the project applicant, not 
the City of Suisun City. 

Response to PADUA-20 
The author stated that she did not want her address or telephone number published in the public 
record.  Because her comment letter does not identify her address or telephone number, this precludes 
the possibility of publication of this information in the Final EIR.  No further response is necessary. 
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Pam (PAM) 
Response to PAM-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
crime, and Travis Air Force Base compatibility.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 
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Ed Pawley III (PAWLE) 
Response to PAWLE-1 
The author stated that the Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter Economic Impact Study anticipated 
significant economic impacts to existing supermarkets if both the Fairfield and Suisun City Wal-Mart 
Supercenters and the Laurel Creek Plaza Safeway were developed.  The author alleged the Draft EIR 
“sidestepped” the issue by declaring the Trade Area to be the Suisun City Sphere of Influence. 

The Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter Economic Impact Study defined its Trade Area as being both the 
cities of Fairfield and Suisun City.  The Walters Road West Retail Market Impact Analysis defined its 
Trade Area as the Suisun City Sphere of Influence.  Given the leakage of retail dollars from Suisun 
City to Fairfield, it was appropriate for Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter Economic Impact Study to 
consider Suisun City in its Trade Area.  For this same reason, it is appropriate for the Walters Road 
West Retail Market Impact Analysis to limit its Trade Area to the Suisun City Sphere of Influence. 

Regarding the significant economic impacts identified in the Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter 
Economic Impact Study, this assumed the Suisun City Wal-Mart Supercenter was part of the 650,000 
square-foot Suisun-Gentry project.  Since that time, the Wal-Mart Supercenter has been removed 
from the Suisun-Gentry project and the project has changed to a mixed-use, “lifestyle” project.  In 
addition, the North Texas Wal-Mart Supercenter Economic Impact Study used much higher 
projections for Wal-Mart Supercenter sales per square foot ($460) than the Walters Road West Retail 
Market Impact Analysis ($300).  As such, the Fairfield Wal-Mart Supercenter Economic Impact 
Study found that cumulative retail impacts would be much greater than the Walters Road West Retail 
Market Impact Analysis.  For these reasons, the two studies used different assumptions and, therefore, 
their conclusions differ. 

Response to PAWLE-2 
The author asserted that because Fairfield retailers are capturing a significant amount of retail dollars 
from Suisun City, then it would be plausible for the reverse to be true.  The author inquired about 
what evidence is to show that the Wal-Mart Supercenter won’t attract customers from Fairfield or Rio 
Vista.  The author cited Exhibit 4.11-7, which shows 30 percent of project trips being assigned to 
eastbound Air Base Parkway. 

As shown in Table 4.12-7, there is anticipated to be $236 million in retail sales leakage out of Suisun 
City in 2009, with most of these dollars being spent in Fairfield.  Therefore, it would not be 
reasonable to assume that this leakage could simply be reversed in the manner the author suggests.

Regarding the author’s question about the consistency between the traffic and urban decay analyses, 
refer to Master Response 21. 
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Darla Penados (PENAD) 
Response to PENAD-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about impacts on local 
businesses.

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing businesses in 
Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further 
discussion.
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Ollga S. Perez (PEREZ) 
Response to PEREZ-1 
The author inquired about the timing and responsible party for financing the various roadway 
improvements identified in the Draft EIR.  The author inquired if Caltrans is committed to 
implementing the improvements. 

Refer to Master Response 1.  
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Terri Phillips (PHILL) 
Response to PHILL-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Joshua Quinley (QUINL) 
Response to QUINL-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the letter.  No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to QUINL-2 
The author objected to the proposed project increasing trip generation on local roadways, which he 
asserted will increase his commute by 15 to 25 minutes. 

As shown in Tables 4.11-9 and 4.11-11 of the Draft EIR, after mitigation, all intersections would 
operate at better levels of service under the “with project” scenario compared to the “without project” 
scenario.  Refer to Master Response 13 for further discussion.  As such, the author’s statement 
reflects his personal opinion and is not supported by factual evidence. 

Response to QUINL-3 
The author asserted that the proposed project’s trip generation would result in accelerated 
deterioration of the City infrastructure and inquired about who would bear the cost of maintenance 
and upkeep.  The author also questioned about the possibility of project-generated tax revenue not 
providing sufficient funding to cover project-related impacts. 

Regarding funding of project-related roadway improvements, refer to Master Response 1. 

The implementation of the project-related roadway improvements would provide sufficient capacity 
on local roadways to accommodate project-generated trips, as well as existing trips and trips from 
other planned and approved projects, and, therefore, accelerated deterioration of infrastructure is not 
considered a foreseeable consequence. 

Project-generated tax revenue does not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside the purview of the Draft EIR.  

Response to QUINL-4 
The author expressed concern about project generated trips increasing roadway safety risks on SR-12. 

Refer to Master Response 13 and Master Response 14. 

Response to QUINL-5 
The author expressed concern that project-related air emissions could expose surrounding residents to 
health hazards and aggravate asthma conditions. 

Refer to Master Response 11 and Master Response 15. 
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Response to QUINL-6 
The author inquired about the selection process for the consultant that prepared the Draft EIR.  The 
author stated that he considered the Draft EIR to be inadequate because he did not agree with its 
conclusions about noise and traffic impacts. 

Michael Brandman Associates, the consultant that prepared by the Draft EIR, was selected by the 
City of Suisun City Community Development Department.   

Regarding the author’s assertion that the Draft EIR is inadequate because of its conclusions about 
traffic and noise, this is an expression of opinion and is not supported by factual evidence.  As such, 
no further response is necessary. 

Response to QUINL-7 
The author inquired about what the City of Suisun City plans to do when all of the families move 
away because of the proposed project and their former residences become occupied by Section 8 
renters because of the development of the proposed project. 

The author’s statement is an expression of opinion and is not supported by factual evidence.  As such, 
no further response is necessary. 

Response to QUINL-8 
The author questioned how the City of Suisun City would address currently litigation against Wal-
Mart Stores, Inc. by current and former employees and expressed his opinion that Wal-Mart is a poor 
employer. 

The City of Suisun City is not a party to any lawsuits against Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. and has no 
authority to adjudicate such matters.  Therefore, it does not have any legal authority to address 
litigation against Wal-Mart Stores Inc.  Moreover, this document is concerned with the environmental 
impacts of the project, and social and economic impacts are not relevant under CEQA unless they 
lead to reasonably foreseeable physical impacts.  The remainder of the author’s statement is an 
expression of opinion and requires no further response. 

Response to QUINL-9 
The author stated that Wall Street Journal published an article stating that, “the days of Wal-Mart 
Super Center [sic] are numbered.” 

This statement does not relate to the Draft EIR and does not require further response.  

Response to QUINL-10 
The author inquired if the City of Suisun City has been checking the overall market share of Wal-
Mart Stores, Inc. during the past several years and claimed that the company is losing market share. 

This statement does not relate to the Draft EIR and does not require further response. 
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Response to QUINL-11 
The author inquired why the Draft EIR ignored the proposed economic impact of the Laurel Creek 
Plaza commercial project on the proposed project. 

Refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to QUINL-12 
The author provided various opinions about the proposed project that did not relate environmental 
impacts or the adequacy of the analysis contained in the  Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
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Joyce Quintana-Casey (QUINT) 
Response to QUINT-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Steve Ramirez (RAMIR) 
Response to RAMIR-1 
The author expressed concern about the proposed project, citing concerns about impacts on small 
businesses.

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing businesses in 
Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay, as well as Master Response 4, for further 
discussion.
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Rhonda Ramos (RAMOS.1) 
Response to RAMOS.1-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR’s discussion of impacts on fire and police services failed to 
addresses the cost of providing additional services over the long run and suggested that Wal-Mart be 
required to provide ongoing contributions to fund these services.  The author also inquired if Wal-
Mart’s security personnel would be onsite 24 hours a day. 

Both the Suisun City Police Department and Suisun City Fire Department did not indicate that the 
proposed project would directly create a need for additional personnel.  Regardless, the costs of 
providing police and fire services do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside the scope of the Draft EIR. 

The Wal-Mart Supercenter security personnel would be onsite 24 hours a day. 
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Rhonda Ramos (RAMOS.2) 
Response to RAMOS.2-1 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s discussion of potential impacts on the Travis Air Force Base 
Commissary provided on pages 4.12-40 and 4.12-41 and called into question the analysis by: 1) citing 
Exhibit 4.11-7, which shows project trip distribution; and 2) referencing the Draft EIR’s statement 
that 18.2 percent of Suisun City residents are civilian veterans, which translates to 5,222 people.
This, the author contends, suggests that “many” people in the Trade Area are shopping at the 
commissary.  The author also suggested that the Wal-Mart Supercenter has been strategically located 
to target the commissary’s business.  Citing these reasons, the author stated that the Draft EIR should 
more thoroughly evaluate impacts on the commissary. 

Regarding the author’s reference to Exhibit 4.11-7 as evidence that Travis Air Force Base residents 
would patronize the proposed project, refer to Master Response 21. 

As for the author’s statement that “many” people in Suisun City use the commissary, this is not 
supported by any factual evidence showing commissary patronage rates by Suisun City residents.  
Regardless, the Draft EIR merely referenced the percentage of Suisun City residents who would be 
eligible to shop at the commissary and noted that not everyone who is eligible would do so.  The 
purpose of this statement was to provide a general idea of how many residents have access to the 
commissary, not to make any definitive statements about patronage rates.  Regardless, the number of 
Suisun City residents who have commissary privileges did not significantly influence the Draft EIR’s 
conclusion that the commissary is unlikely to close because it is a government-subsidized enterprise 
and, that even if it did close, urban decay is not a foreseeable consequence.  

Finally, regarding the author’s suggestion that the proposed project has been strategically located to 
target the commissary’s business, this is speculation and does not require further response. 
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Nathan Ratliff (RATLI) 
Response to RATLI-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Hiroshi Reiko (REIKO) 
Response to REIKO-1 
The author stated his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about neighborhood impacts.  
This statement represents the author’s personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Martin Robinson (ROBIS.1) 
Response to ROBIS.1-1 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s evaluation of intersection operations and questioned how 
effective the proposed project’s mitigation would be at addressing impacts.  The author asked if 
additional through travel lanes on SR-12 were a possibility. 

Refer to Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for discussion of traffic mitigation.  The 
intersection improvements identified in the Draft EIR are considered sufficient to mitigate for the 
proposed project’s impacts on intersection operations and constructing additional through travel lanes 
on SR-12 would not be necessary. 
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Martin Robinson (ROBIS.2) 
Response to ROBIS.2-1 
The author alleged that there was an inconsistency related to the habitat replacement ratio between the 
text of the Mitigation Measure BIO-5b in Table 2-1 (the Executive Summary Table) and the actual 
text of the mitigation measure in Section 4.3, Biological Resources. 

The text of Mitigation Measure BIO-5b in Table 2-1 and Section 4.3, Biological Resources is 
identical and establishes 3:1 as the replacement ratio.  As such, the author’s allegation is incorrect. 

Note that the text of Mitigation Measure BIO-5b has been revised to reflect the possibility that 
regulatory agenicies may not require a 3:1 replacement ratio because of the low biological quality of 
the site.  Instead, regulatory agencies may decide that a lower ratio is more appropriate.  Regardless, 
the regulatory agencies would make the final decision on this matter and their ultimate requirements 
would reflect what they consider to be the best ratio.  This change is noted in the Errata and does not 
change the residual significance of any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Martin Robinson (ROBIS.3) 
Response to ROBIS.3-1 
The author asserted that there is no information about how much solid waste the proposed project 
would generate and questioned how the Draft EIR could conclude that no additional landfill capacity 
is needed.  The author also inquired who is responsible for trash pick-up on the side of SR-12 or 
Petersen Road. 

Project-related construction and operational solid waste generation is quantified in Tables 4.10-16 and 
4.10-17, respectively.  As such, the author’s statement that the Draft EIR did not provide any 
information about solid waste generation is incorrect. 

Regarding the author’s inquiry about who is responsible for trash on the side of SR-12 and Petersen 
Road, the proposed project would not be expected to contribute to this problem because it would 
provide enclosed dumpster areas and public trash receptacles, which would prevent trash from being 
blown offsite.  In addition, store personnel and landscaping contractors would routinely pick-up litter 
on the project site and the parking lot would be regularly cleaned by a street sweeper. 
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Martin Robinson (ROBIS.4) 
Response to ROBIS.4-1 
The author inquired about the timing of project-related traffic improvements on SR-12 and asked how 
the City would force the State to implement the improvements. 

Refer to Master Response 1. 
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Martin Robinson (ROBIS.5) 
Response to ROBIS.5-1 
The author alleged that the EIR consultant used outdated traffic standards to evaluate the proposed 
project traffic impacts and inquired if the City was aware that the consultant did not use the “industry 
standard.”

Refer to Master Response 8. 
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Martin Robinson (ROBIS.6) 
Response to ROBIS.6-1 
The author referenced the Draft EIR traffic analysis’ use of adjustments for school-related trips and 
inquired why adjustment rates from San Diego were used, which the author asserted may not be 
appropriate for Suisun City. 

Because the traffic counts used in the Final Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Analysis were 
performed in July 2006 when local schools were out of session, the counts were adjusted to include 
school-related trips using the “Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego 
Region” to determine the number of expected primary trips to the high schools, middle schools, and 
elementary schools.  This document was used because no comparable guide exists for Solano County 
or the San Francisco Bay Area region.  Regardless, because most school-related trips in California are 
made during the same time of day, San Diego rates would not be expected to differ significantly from 
Suisun City rates. 
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Martin Robinson (ROBIS.7) 
Response to ROBIS.7-1 
The author inquired about how much and how quickly Wal-Mart would be paying the City for road 
and sidewalk improvements. 

Regarding funding of roadway improvements, refer to Master Response 1. 

Sidewalk improvements on the project frontage with Petersen Road and Walters Road will be 
financed entirely by the project applicant and will be required to be in place by project occupancy. 
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Martin Robinson (ROBIS.8) 
Response to ROBIS.8-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Martin Robinson (ROBIS.9) 
Response to ROBIS.9-1 
The author inquired about who would be responsible for security in the project parking lot and asked 
who would be responsible for policing Petersen Road to keep the criminals out of Petersen Ranch.  
The author inquired about who would pay for additional policing costs. 

Wal-Mart would be responsible for providing onsite security, including monitoring and patrolling the 
parking lot.  As the local law enforcement agency, the Suisun City Police Department would be 
responsible for patrolling streets around the project site.  The costs of providing police and fire 
services do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are outside the scope of the 
Draft EIR. 
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Debbie and Dan Rodgers (RODGE) 
Response to RODGE-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic 
congestion, noise, light, and Travis Air Force Base compatibility.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related noise impacts in Section 4.9, Noise.  Refer to that section for 
further discussion.

Light and glare impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare.  
Refer to that section, as well as Master Response 10 for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 
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David Rolley (ROLLE.1) 
Response to ROLLE.1-1 
The author stated that the proposed project would worsen traffic congestion on SR-12 and vowed to 
launch an election campaign against any members of the Suisun City Council who supports the 
project.

Regarding the author’s concerns about traffic congestion, refer to Master Response 1 and Master 
Response 13.  The remainder of the comment is the author’s personal opinion and does not require a 
response.
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David Rolley (ROLLE.2) 
Response to ROLLE.2-1 
The author reiterated his previous concerns about traffic on SR-12.  He added that the proposed 
project would worsen congestion on SR-12, which could impair access to Travis Air Force Base 
during a national emergency and cause the United States Air Force to close the base. 

Refer to Master Response 13 for a discussion of congestion on SR-12. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 

Response to ROLLE.2-2 
The author asserted that the project site is an inappropriate location for a Wal-Mart and, instead, the 
existing Wal-Mart store on Chadbourne Road in Fairfield should be expanded. 

The project site is designated for commercial land uses by the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance 
and, therefore, is considered an appropriate location for a commercial retail land uses such as the 
proposed project.   

In regards to the author’s stated preference for expanding the existing Chadbourne Road Wal-Mart, 
refer to Master Response 22. 

Response to ROLLE.2-3 
The author stated that the proposed project would be located in close proximity to his neighborhood 
and suggested that commercial uses are incompatible with residential uses. 

As noted in Response ROLLE.2-2, the project site is designated for commercial land uses by the 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance and, therefore, is considered an appropriate location for a 
commercial retail land uses such as the proposed project.  The proposed project’s compatibility with 
surrounding uses was addressed in Impact AES-2 and Impact LU-1. 

Response to ROLLE.2-4 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project and vowed to launch a recall effort 
against any members of the Suisun City Council who supports the project.  These comments are the 
author’s personal opinion and do not require a response. 

Response to ROLLE.2-5 
As a postscript, the author inquired if the two comment cards he submitted at the October 17, 2007 
community meeting on the project were received by the City of Suisun City. 

The City of Suisun City did receive one of the author’ comment cards, which was addressed 
previously in this section in Response ROLLE.1-1.  However, during the meeting, a number of the 
filled-out comment cards were deliberately removed without authorization by an unknown individual 
from a table where they had been collected.  It appears that the other comment card the author 
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submitted was one of the cards removed.  Following the meeting, the City of Suisun City sent a letter 
to all individuals who signed in at the meeting requesting that they resubmit the comments they had 
written on the comment cards.  City staff also filed a police report with the Suisun City Police 
Department documenting the unauthorized removal of the comment cards. 
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Barbara Romain (ROMAI) 
Response to ROMAI-1 
The author inquired about how the proposed project would mitigate impacts associated with increased 
traffic on SR-12 and nearby roadways such as Lawler Ranch Parkway.  The author also expressed 
concern about increased truck traffic creating roadway safety hazards.  Finally, the author asked if the 
proposed project would close Travis Air Force Base. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation, which also 
included mitigation for significant impacts.  Refer to that section, as well as Master Response 1 and 
Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Roadway safety impacts from increased truck traffic are addressed in Master Response 13. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6.  As stated in that master 
response, the proposed project would not be expected to have any affect on the operational future of 
Travis Air Force Base. 
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Sue J. and Donald F. Roper (ROPER.1) 
Response to ROPER.1-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic 
congestion, air pollution, light, and Travis Air Force Base compatibility.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related air quality impacts in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 11 and Master Response 15, for further discussion. 

Light and glare impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare.  
Refer to that section, as well as Master Response 10 for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 

Response to ROPER.1-2 
The authors inquired about the presence of PCBs on the project site. 

The potential presence of PCBs is addressed in Impact HAZ-1.  Also, refer to Response to 
RAVRE.1-1.

Response to ROPER.1-3 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Sue J. and Donald F. Roper (ROPER.2) 
Response to ROPER.2-1 
The authors expressed concern about the Fire Department’s ability to respond to emergencies via 
Walters Road, which they said could be impeded by traffic signals. 

As shown in Tables 4.11-9 and 4.11-11, after the implementation of mitigation (i.e., signals, turning 
lanes, etc.), all intersections on Walters Road would operate at better levels of service than under the 
“without project” condition.  Because intersections would operate at better levels with the project than 
without it, this indicates that the proposed project would not adversely affect the Fire Department’s 
ability to respond to emergencies via Walters Road. 
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Sue J. and Donald F. Roper (ROPER.3) 
Response to ROPER.3-1 
The authors inquired if the proposed project’s trip generation calculations used proper standards and 
stated that the traffic study should be revised if it did not. 

Refer to Master Response 8. 
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Linda M. Rose (ROSE) 
Response to ROSE-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR did not address impacts on surrounding roads and questioned 
how the Draft EIR’s mitigation for SR-12 would be implemented because the facility is under the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans.  The author alleged that the Daft EIR did not identify who would be 
responsible for funding roadway improvements. 

Impacts on surrounding roads are addressed in Master Response 19.   

Funding and timing of roadway mitigation measures, including on SR-12, is addressed in Master 
Response 1.
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Kelly Rutherford (RUTHE) 
Response to RUTHE-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project and inquired about when the proposed project 
is scheduled to break ground and be completed.   

As stated on Page 3-25 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project could open as early as summer 2008, 
although at the time of this writing, 2010 would appear to be the earliest possible opening date. 
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Svfov Saetern (SAETE) 
Response to SAETE-1 
The author claimed an AC Nielson study dated April 2006 found that an average basket at a Wal-
Mart Supercenter is $60.00 and, using the Draft EIR’s estimate of $73.5 million in annual sales, 
estimated that the proposed project would attract more than 1.2 million visits a year.  The author 
asserted that this number is too high and that the Draft EIR overstated the Wal-Mart Supercenter’s 
sales figures. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis is based on the Final Retail Market Impact Analysis prepared 
by Bay Area Economics.  The Final Retail Market Impact Analysis used an industry-accepted 
methodology to calculate the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter’s sales.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban 
Decay for a discussion of the methodology. 

In contrast, the author used a “back of the envelope” method for estimating store visits to assert that 
the Draft EIR overstates project sales.  Given the rudimentary nature of this estimate, it does not 
legitimately challenge the methodology used in the Final Retail Market Impact Analysis and, instead, 
merely represents the author’s opinion. 
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Blanche L. Sales (BSALE) 
Response to BSALE-1 
The author noted the Draft EIR’s discussion of wetland impacts and stated that the City should make 
sure that the project applicant takes all necessary precautions in getting the proper permitting or, 
alternatively, should not allow the site to be developed.   

The project’s potential biological impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, which proposes 
mitigation for impacts to wetlands.  Refer to that section, as well as Appendix C, Appendix N, and 
Master Response 20 for further discussion. 
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Rhea Sales (RSALE) 
Response to RSALE-1 
The author inquired about measures the proposed project would implement to assure that surrounding 
residential areas are protected from project-related noise impacts.  The author also inquired about the 
proposed project’s contribution to ambient noise levels. 

The Draft EIR proposed several measures to mitigate project noise impacts on surrounding residential 
areas.  Those mitigation measures are discussed in Impacts NOI-3 and Impact NOI-4, and include 
measures such as restrictions on nighttime noise-generating activities, the installation of a parapet 
around the Wal-Mart Supercenter roof to attenuate noise from roof-top mechanical equipment, and 
requiring the project applicant to replace the existing wooden fences along the north side of Petersen 
Road with a 6-foot high masonry block fence. 

The proposed project’s vehicular trips would have the most potential to increase ambient noise levels.  
The ambient noise level increases associated with the proposed project’s vehicular trips are discussed 
in Impact NOI-4. 



SALIN
PAGE 1 OF 1

SALIN -1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-1015
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Athena Salini-Moore (SALIN) 
Response to SALIN-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about impacts on the 
land and environment. 

The Draft EIR provided a comprehensive evaluation of project impacts on the environment.  Because 
the author did not identify any specific environmental concerns, no further response can be provided. 
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Linda A. Savinelli (SAVIN.1) 
Response to SAVIN.1-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion 
and Travis Air Force Base land use compatibility. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 
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Linda A. Savinelli (SAVIN.2) 
Response to SAVIN.2-1 
The author claimed that Michael Brandman Associates used appropriate trip generation rates for a 
Wal-Mart Supercenter projects in Bakersfield, but used inappropriate rates for the proposed project to 
understate impacts on traffic.  The author stated that the traffic study is flawed and should be rejected. 

Refer to Master Response 8. 
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Linda A. Savinelli (SAVIN.3) 
Response to SAVIN.3-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR does not address how the proposed project will increase crime.  
The author inquired about who would pay for additional policing costs. 

Regarding crime impacts, refer to Master Response 9. 

The costs of providing police and fire services do not have physical impacts on the environment and, 
therefore, are outside the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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Linda A. Savinelli (SAVIN.4) 
Response to SAVIN.4-1 
The author claimed that Michael Brandman Associates used low trip generation rates for the proposed 
project to understate impacts on traffic, as well as impacts on other areas such as pollution, trash, 
noise, and density.  The author stated that the Draft EIR is flawed and should be rejected. 

Refer to Master Response 8. 
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Linda A. Savinelli (SAVIN.5) 
Response to SAVIN.5-1 
The author alleged that the traffic study is not realistic about the number of streets impacted by the 
proposed project and, therefore, intersection operations impacts are understated. 

In consultation with the City of Suisun City, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., the traffic consultant, 
selected 18 intersections for evaluation based on their likelihood to be impacted by project-generated 
trips.  Although the author disagrees about the selection of these intersections, this is simply a 
difference of opinion.   



SAVIN.6
PAGE 1 OF 1

SAVIN.6 -1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-1039
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Linda A. Savinelli (SAVIN.6) 
Response to SAVIN.6-1 
The author inquired about who would bear the cost of increased road maintenance and upkeep. 

The City of Suisun City and Caltrans would be responsible for maintenance and upkeep of roadways 
under their respective jurisdictions.  With the implementation of the project-related roadway 
improvements, there would be sufficient capacity on local roadways to accommodate project-
generated trips, as well as existing trips and trips from other planned and approved projects, and, 
therefore, accelerated deterioration of roadways is not considered foreseeable such that either agency 
would incur excessive maintenance and upkeep costs. 
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Linda A. Savinelli (SAVIN.7) 
Response to SAVIN.7-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
noise, light, and Travis Air Force Base land use compatibility. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Noise impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.9, Noise.  Refer to that section for further 
discussion.

Light and glare impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare.  
Refer to that section, as well as Master Response 10, for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 
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Linda A. Savinelli (SAVIN.8) 
Response to SAVIN.8-1 
The author claimed that the proposed project’s traffic study used low trip generation rates to 
understate impacts on traffic. 

Refer to Master Response 8. 
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Ann H. Short (ASHOR.1) 
Response to ASHOR.1-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
air pollution, noise, and neighborhood compatibility.  This statement represents the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Ann H. Short (ASHOR.2) 
Response to ASHOR.2-1 
The author asserted that the proposed project would increase ambient noise levels, citing the back-up 
warning of a tractor-trailer being nearly as loud as a large Air Force plane landing.   

The Draft EIR evaluated the proposed project’s long-term contribution to ambient noise levels in 
Section 4.9, Noise.  Because the author’s comments did not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
noise analysis, no further response can be provided. 
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Ann H. Short (ASHOR.3) 
Response to ASHOR.3-1 
The author claimed that the Draft EIR pointed out that the Wal-Mart Supercenter’s sales “will be 
poor” and questioned how the proposed project would generate promised tax revenue for the City. 

For the record, on page 4.12-34, the Draft EIR stated that the proposed project would perform below 
Wal-Mart company wide averages.  This does not necessarily mean that sales would below a 
sustainable level of businesses, but rather below the company wide average. 

Tax revenues generated by the proposed project do not have physical impacts on the environment 
and, therefore, are outside the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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James L. Short (JSHOR) 
Response to JSHOR-1 
The author asserted that it is unwise to locate a large shopping center close to Travis Air Force Base, 
citing the plane crash at Sun Valley Mall in Concord in 1985.   

Refer to Master Response 6 for discussion of the proposed project’s exposure to aviation safety 
hazards associated with Travis Air Force Base. 
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Caprell Simms (SIMMS) 
Response to SIMMS-1 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s evaluation of traffic impacts and inquired about how much 
more traffic will be added to local roadways, including the overall increase above existing levels on 
SR-12.

Traffic congestion is evaluated by measuring the average delay a motorist would experience at an 
intersection during a peak traffic period.  The Draft EIR evaluated project impacts on intersection 
operations in Impact TRANS-1 and Impact TRANS-2, which identified the changes in delay that 
would occur from the addition of vehicle trips associated with the proposed project.  Refer to Section 
4.11, Transportation for a complete listing of the delay changes that would occur as a result of the 
proposed project.  In addition, refer to Master Response 13 for further discussion of project impacts 
on intersection operations. 



SIMON-1

SIMON
PAGE 1 OF 1



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-1071
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Eric Simoni (SIMON) 
Response to SIMON-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Amy Singh and Edward Bobrovitsky (SINGH) 
Response to SINGH-1 
The authors expressed their opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic, crime, 
loitering, trash, shopping carts, and light and glare.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime and illegal loitering, refer to Master Response 9. 

Enclosed dumpster areas and trash receptacles would be provided throughout the project site.  Store 
personnel and landscaping contractors would routinely pick-up litter on the project site.  In addition, 
the parking lot would be regularly cleaned by a street sweeper.  Given these measures, significant 
amounts of trash are not anticipated to blow off the project site into surrounding neighborhoods. 

Regarding shopping carts, refer to Response to GREEN-1. 

Light and glare was addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare.  Refer to 
that section, as well as Master Response 10 for further discussion. 
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George Smith (SMITH) 
Response to SMITH-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 
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Mike Socorro (SOCOR) 
Response to SOCOR-1 
The author expressed concern about traffic congestion and impacts on local businesses from 
development of the proposed project. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing businesses in 
Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay for further discussion. 
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Fred Spediacci (SPEDI) 
Response to SPEDI-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project because of the proposed project’s traffic 
impacts and potential impacts on Travis Air Force Base.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 
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Jodi Spencer (SPENC.1) 
Response to SPENC.1-1 
The author questioned how the sales leakage for Suisun City was estimated and inquired if it is based 
on the population of Suisun City or the Suisun City Sphere of Influence.  The author also questioned 
if it referred to all sales or just taxable sales.  In addition, the author presented her own calculations 
for per capita taxable sales, which she suggested are unrealistic and unhealthy for a small city. 

The footnote in Table 4.12-7 explains how leakage was calculated: 

Estimated sales are based on continued per capita performance at existing levels 
times projected 2009 Suisun City population.  Potential sales are based on 
countywide per capita sales multiplied by 2009 Suisun City population.  County per 
capita retail sales have been assumed as the baseline against which to compare Trade 
Area.  Sales are assumed to be “leaking” from Trade Area if that area has per capita 
sales below County benchmark.  (Draft EIR, Table 4.12, 7) 

The leakage analysis used the Suisun City population, as there is virtually no population in the Sphere 
of Influence.  In addition, the leakage analysis used total sales, not taxable sales. 

The author’s statements about per capita taxable sales reflect her opinion and do not require a 
response.
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Jodi Spencer (SPENC.2) 
Response to SPENC.2-1 
The author referenced the proposed project’s traffic mitigation and inquired if the Capital 
Improvement Plan is currently in place and if it is available for public review.  The author also asked 
how roadway improvements would be implemented if federal, state, and regional funds are not 
available at the time the project is approved.  The author inquired about the formula used to determine 
the project applicant’s fair share of improvement costs.  Finally, the author questioned how the City 
of Suisun City would assure that roadway improvements are implemented to facilities under the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans or the City of Fairfield. 

The City of Suisun City has a Capital Improvement Plan in place and is available for public review at 
the Suisun City Hall at 701 Civic Center Boulevard, Suisun City, California. 

Regarding how roadway improvements would be implemented, including to facilities under the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans or the City of Fairfield, refer to Master Response 1. 

Fair share costs were determined using Caltrans “Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact 
Studies,” which establishes a methodology for calculating equitable share17.

                                                     
17  Available online at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide.pdf 
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Heide M. Stack (STACK.1) 
Response to STACK.1-1 
The author referenced a provision in Mitigation Measure HYD-3a requiring that pesticides and 
fertilizers only be applied at times when rain is not expected for 2 weeks and inquired if that applied 
to fertilizer used in the Wal-Mart Supercenter garden center.  The author also inquired how effective 
the mitigation would be because such a measure would not allow pesticide or fertilizer application for 
four months of the year. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-3a applies to the proposed project’s landscaping, not to the garden center.  
The intent of the measure was to address pesticide and fertilizer application in outdoor areas that 
would be exposed to rainfall.  The garden center plant sales area would be covered and would drain 
via floor drains to the wastewater stem; as such, it would not contribute runoff to downstream 
waterways.  

Regarding the author’s question about how effective the measure would be, its provisions are legally 
binding and the project applicant would be obligated to comply with them.  As such, it would be 
considered to be effective.
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Heide M. Stack (STACK.2) 
Response to STACK.2-1 
The author expressed opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
crime, neighborhood compatibility, and Travis Air Force Base compatibility.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Neighborhood compatibility was addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and 
Glare.

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is discussed in Master Response 6. 
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John E. Stokes (STOKE) 
Response to STOKE-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion, 
crime, and impacts on competing businesses.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on competing businesses in 
Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay for further discussion. 
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Julie Strain (JSTRA) 
Response to JSTRA-1 
The author stated that she had mixed feelings about the proposed project.  This statement represents 
the author’s personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Matthew Strain (MSTRA) 
Response to MSTRA-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Cecilia Strawn (STRAW) 
Response to STRAW-1 
The author inquired if RVs would be allowed to empty waste holding tanks onsite and about the 
possibility of illegally emptying and its impacts on Suisun Marsh. 

The proposed project would not include any RV waste holding tank emptying facilities.  Onsite 
security personnel would routinely patrol the store parking lot and serve as a deterrent to illegal 
emptying.  As such, illegal emptying would not be anticipated to occur. 
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William Sweet (SWEET) 
Response to SWEET-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement reflects the author’s personal 
opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Yoshiko Tagami (TAGAM) 
Response to TAGAM-1 
The author provided some introductory remarks to preface the letter and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to TAGAM-2 
The author noted that the proposed project would be located adjacent to residential areas and 
expressed concern about roadway safety on SR-12 from Wal-Mart truck trips. 

Refer to Master Response 13 and Master Response 14. 

Response to TAGAM-3 
The author asserted that allowing overnight parking in the Wal-Mart parking lot will increase crime 
and will attract child molesters, drug dealers, and prostitutes to the surrounding residential areas. 

Refer to Master Response 9. 

Response to TAGAM-4 
The author quoted a passage of the Draft EIR’s analysis of drainage issues and stated that the 
proposed project would create downstream flooding problems in the Lawler Ranch subdivision. 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to TAGAM-5 
The author claimed that the Solano County District Attorney cited the existing Wal-Mart stores in 
Fairfield and Vacaville for failing to comply with hazardous materials handling practices for 
fertilizers and pesticides and asserted that this suggests the proposed project would allow hazardous 
chemicals to runoff into downstream waterways. 

Refer to Master Response 12. 

Response to TAGAM-6 
The author stated that the Draft EIR did not address the issue of flooding because it identified the 
impact in Section 7, Effects Found Not To Be Significant and stated that the proposed project would 
bring greater flooding to the surrounding area. 

The project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard zone.  Therefore, the Draft EIR 
concluded that it would not place structures within such a zone and appropriately identified this as an 
effect found to be less than significant.  Thus, the author’s claim the Draft EIR did not address this 
issue is false. 

The Draft EIR did evaluate project drainage impacts in detail in Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water 
Quality.  Refer to Master Response 3 for further discussion. 
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Response to TAGAM-7 
The author stated that future commercial uses on the project site should be reserved for small business 
only.  This statement reflects her opinion and no further response is necessary. 
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Tanisha S. (TANIS) 
Response to TANIS-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Ken Taylor (TAYLO) 
Response to TAYLO-1 
The author inquired about which stormwater quality treatment controls the proposed project would 
install and how effective they would be at treating stormwater.  The author inquired about what would 
happen if Wal-Mart vacates the location after 10 or 15 years and who would maintain the stormwater 
management system. 

The proposed project’s stormwater quality treatment controls are listed in Mitigation Measure HYD-
3b.  These are all considered effective stormwater quality treatment measures by the RWQCB.  Refer 
to Master Response 12 for further discussion of effectiveness of these devices. 

The property owner is responsible for maintaining the proposed project’s stormwater management 
system, regardless if Wal-Mart occupies the site or not.   
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Chareshma Thadani (THADA.1) 
Response to THADA.1-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion.

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 
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Chareshma Thadani (THADA.2) 
Response to THADA.2-1 
The author asserted that it doesn’t seem realistic that Suisun City can sustain a Wal-Mart Supercenter 
with the presence of another such store in Fairfield.

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis evaluated existing and future demand for the retail categories 
offer at the Wal-Mart Supercenter.  The analysis indicated that there is substantial leakage of retail 
dollars from Suisun City to other retail markets, indicating that there is enough demand in Suisun to 
support a Wal-Mart Supercenter.  Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay for further discussion. 
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Chareshma Thadani (THADA.3) 
Response to THADA.3-1 
The author asserted that the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter will result in closure of businesses in 
Downtown Suisun City and at the Heritage Park and Sunset Center retail nodes.   

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis considered potential retail impacts on Downtown Suisun City.  
Refer to Section 4.12, Urban Decay for further discussion. 
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Paul Thoren (THORE.1) 
Response to THORE.1-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Paul Thoren (THORE.2) 
Response to THORE.2-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Jimmy Thorton (JTHOR) 
Response to JTHOR-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic and 
property values.  This statement reflects the author’s personal opinion, and no further response is 
necessary. 
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Tracey Thorton (TTHOR) 
Response to TTHOR-1 
The author inquired if blocking off Fullmar Drive from through traffic was a possibility.   

As discussed in Section 4.11, Transportation, Fullmar Street is designated as a collector street by the 
City of Suisun City General Plan.  As discussed in further detail in Response to FLAND-3, collector 
streets are intended to serve as linkages between residential areas and commercial areas and provide 
efficient circulation within residential areas.  Fullmar Drive serves both purposes; therefore, blocking 
off the street would be contrary to its intended use as a collector street.   
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John and Wiltrud Torres (TORRE) 
Response to TORRE-1 
The authors provided some introductory remarks and asserted their opposition to the proposed 
project.  This statement reflects their opinion and no further response is necessary. 

Response to TORRE-2 
The authors referenced the Draft EIR’s discussion of project aesthetics in Section 3, Project 
Description and expressed their disapproval of how the proposed project would change their view of 
the project site. 

Visual character impacts were evaluated in Impact AES-2 in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and 
Glare.  The author’s opinion regarding project aesthetics does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
analysis in the Draft EIR and no further response is necessary. 

Response to TORRE-3 
The authors referenced the discussion of parking in Section 3, Project Description and inquired if the 
40 spaces used for temporary outdoor seasonal sales were included in the total parking supply (1,014 
spaces) for the project.  The authors requested that “No Parking” signs be posted along Petersen Road 
between Walters Road and Fullmar Street, as well as east of Walters Road to protect surrounding 
residents.

The total parking supply of 1,014 spaces included the 40 spaces that could be used for temporary 
seasonal sales (e.g., Christmas trees).  Because these spaces would only be temporarily occupied by 
seasonal sales, the City of Suisun City allows them to be factored into the total parking supply count. 

Regarding the authors request for on-street parking to be prohibited on Petersen Road, this is outside 
the scope of the Draft EIR because the proposed project can provide off-street, onsite parking in 
accordance with the Suisun City Zoning Ordinance requirements.  Therefore, allowing or prohibiting 
on-street parking on Petersen Road would have no bearing on the conclusions contained in the Draft 
EIR.  Nonetheless, there are no provisions in the Draft EIR that would preclude the City of Suisun 
City from prohibiting parking on the roadway. 

Response to TORRE-4 
The author stated that existing roadway conditions on SR-12 are less than satisfactory and, apparently 
in reference to the Draft EIR’s proposed mitigation measures, stated that re-striping intersections will 
not improve traffic conditions. 

Re-striping intersections is proposed in several mitigation measures (e.g., TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c, 
TRANS-1e, etc.).  In some cases, re-striping is one of several proposed improvements.  Regardless, 
the efficiency of intersection operations dictates roadway performance and re-striping intersections 
increases efficiency.  As shown in Tables 4.11-9 and 4.11-11, the re-striping would result in improved 
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intersection operations relative to the “without project” condition.  As such, the authors’ statement is 
opinion without factual support.  

Response to TORRE-5 
The authors noted that there would be a right-in, right-out access point from southbound Walters 
Road near the Walters Road/Petersen Road intersection and stated that this entrance could create a 
bottleneck.

Right-in, right-out intersections are intended to provide for quick, efficient access and typically 
located in places where a full access point would otherwise create the types of traffic congestion 
problems the authors described.  As such, the right-in, right-out access point is intended to prevent 
congestion by only allowing limited ingress and egress at that location, in recognition of the 
proximity of the Walters Road/Petersen Road intersection.  Therefore, the authors’ statement is 
opinion without factual support. 

Response to TORRE-6 
The author stated that a new church is being constructed north of the Walters Road/Petersen Road 
intersection and will have unrestricted access to Walters Road, which the authors allege will add to 
congestion created by the proposed project. 

The peak trip generation period for most churches would typically be on Sunday mornings, which is a 
relatively low trip generation period for commercial retail uses.  Therefore, peak church-related traffic 
and peak project-related traffic would not overlap.  Therefore, the authors’ statement is opinion 
without factual support. 

Response to TORRE-7 
The authors noted that Mitigation Measure TRANS-1f requires the project applicant to signalize the 
intersection of Walters Road/Pintail Drive and stated that this will result in more traffic being diverted 
to Pintail Drive, making the road more dangerous.   

For southbound traffic on Walters Road, traveling west on Pintail Drive and then south on Fullmar 
Drive to get to the proposed project would be more circuitous and slower than simply staying on 
Walters Road.  Moreover, after the implementation of the signal at Walters Road/Pintail Drive, 
intersection operations would improve to LOS A, meaning that this intersection would operate at the 
highest possible level.  Efficient intersection operations on Walters Road would not provide any 
incentive for motorists on southbound Walters Road to use side streets.  Therefore, the authors’ 
statement is opinion without factual support. 

Response to TORRE-8 
The authors asserted that the intersection of SR-12/Sunset Avenue is the most dangerous intersection 
in Suisun City and the proposed re-striping of the intersection identified in Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-1b and TRANS-2a will not be sufficient to improve safety and operations. 
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b and TRANS-2a require several improvements to this intersection, 
including re-striping, signal timing optimization.  As shown in Table 4.11-9 and Table 4.11-11, this 
improvement would result in the intersection operating at better levels relative to the “without 
project” condition.  Because these intersections would operate at better levels after mitigation, they 
would operate more efficiently and reduce the potential for traffic safety problems.  Therefore, the 
authors’ statement is opinion without factual support. 

Response to TORRE-9 
The authors noted that roadway noise from SR-12 causes them to keep their windows closed and 
asserted that the development of the proposed project would destroy their sense of peace and quiet. 

This statement does not pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR and no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to TORRE-10 
The authors referenced the Draft EIR’s conclusion that construction noise would be a significant 
unavoidable impact and inquired how “the citizens are to deal with this situation for which there is no 
solution?”  Making an apparent referenced to Mitigation Measure NOI-4, which requires the project 
applicant to offer to replace the wood fences along Petersen Road with masonry fences, the author 
inquired why this was not proposed as mitigation for construction noise. 

Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through NOI-1g establish a number of construction noise control 
measures that would reduce the impact on surrounding residential areas.  However, the Draft EIR 
acknowledged that construction noise in close proximity to residential areas will result in elevated 
sound levels that would be intrusive and impossible to mitigate.  As such, the Draft EIR concluded 
that this would be significant unavoidable impact.  While this is a significant unavoidable impact, it 
should be emphasized that construction noise is temporary and will cease once construction is 
completed. 

Regarding the author’s suggestion that Mitigation Measure NOI-4 be implemented for construction, 
this recommendation has been included into the EIR as Mitigation Measure NOI-1h.  However, this 
measure would not fully mitigate construction noise and, therefore, it does not change the residual 
significance of this impact. 

Response to TORRE-11 
The authors inquired why there are two access points on Petersen Road and suggested that 
eliminating the entrance nearest Walters Road to allow the 8-foot high masonry block fence along the 
project frontage to run uninterrupted between the access point near Fullmar Drive and Walters Road.  
The authors also questioned if Wal-Mart trucks would idle on Petersen Road if they arrive before 7 
a.m. and who would be responsible for enforcement of any anti-idling measures. 
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The two access points on Petersen Road are necessary because the western point (near Fullmar Drive) 
would primarily serve the restaurant and eastern point (near Walters Road) would serve the rear of the 
Wal-Mart store, as well as provide efficient emergency access to the building. 

Regarding the authors concern about idling on Petersen Road, Mitigation Measure NOI-3d states that 
the Wal-Mart Supercenter shall minimize nighttime noise in the loading docks by either limiting 
deliveries to between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. or by limiting access during those hours to the 
northern most Walters Road access point.  The intent of this measure is to prevent tractor-trailers 
from using Petersen Road between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. because of the proximity to nearby residences.  
Therefore, truck deliveries between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. would be expected to use the northern-most 
Walters Road access point to access the Wal-Mart Supercenter loading docks and not idle on Petersen 
Road.

Enforcement of all project-related mitigation measures would be the responsibility of the City of 
Suisun City.  Mitigation measures are legally binding and the project applicant is obligated to comply 
with them.  If the City can verify that the project applicant has violated mitigation measure 
requirements, it would have the ability to levy penalties. 

Response to TORRE-12 
The authors asserted that the residents in the Quail Glen subdivision would be most impacted by 
operational stationary noise activities, including rooftop HVAC units, trash compactors, loud 
speakers, and parking lot activities. 

The Draft EIR identified several noise attenuation design features and mitigation measures to reduce 
stationary noise impacts on the Quail Glen subdivision.  An 8-foot high masonry block wall will be 
located along the project frontage with Petersen Road and will attenuate much of the noise generated 
in the Wal-Mart Supercenter loading docks.  Mitigation NOI-4 also requires the project applicant to 
offer to replace the existing residential wooden fences facing Peterson Road with a 6-foot high block 
masonry wall atop a 2-foot high earthen berm.  Assuming that the residents take advantage of this 
mitigation measure, the Quail Glen subdivision would be protected by both an 8-foot block masonry 
wall on the south side of Petersen Road and a 6-foot high masonry wall atop a 2-foot high earthen 
berm on the north side of Petersen Road.  In addition, Mitigation Measures NOI-3a through NOI-3f 
establish a number of specific noise attenuation measures, including restrictions on truck deliveries 
during nighttime hours, the construction of a roof-top parapet to attenuate HVAC noise, anti-idling 
requirements in the loading area.  These mitigation measures represent all feasible measures available 
to reduce noise impacts on the Quail Glen subdivision to maximum extent possible. 

Response to TORRE-13 
The authors expressed their support for Mitigation Measure NOI-4.  No further response is necessary. 
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Response to TORRE-14 
The authors referenced the Draft EIR’s conclusion in Impact AIR-8 that no mitigation is available to 
mitigate cumulative air quality impacts and, therefore, the residual significance is significant and 
unavoidable, and stated that the proposed project would create health risks to surrounding residents. 

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines indicate that if a project’s individual emissions exceed regional 
thresholds, it therefore results in a significant unavoidable cumulative impact.  For this reason, Impact 
AIR-8 concluded that no mitigation was available to reduce the significance of this impact to a level 
of less than significant.

Regarding project-related air pollution health effects on surrounding residents, refer to Master 
Response 15. 

Response to TORRE-15 
The author expressed various concerns about the proposed project increasing crime and stated that 
Wal-Mart does not appear to be interested in preventative measures that would deter criminal activity.  
The authors inquired about how the parking lot would be monitored who will enforce rules against 
unlawful behavior. 

Wal-Mart will provide onsite security personnel 24 hours a day.  Security personnel would monitor 
both the interior and exterior areas of the store, including parking lot, by camera and patrol.  The 
project applicant would be responsible for enforcement of rules onsite, although the Suisun City 
Police Department would also regularly patrol the project site and surrounding areas.  The Police 
Department would regularly coordinate with Wal-Mart security personnel regarding issues of public 
safety on the project site and work proactively to prevent criminal activity onsite. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Response to TORRE-16 
The authors noted that the Draft EIR identified 10 significant unavoidable impacts and expressed 
their concern that the City of Suisun City may bear a substantial burden and not receive any 
significant benefits. 

This statement reflects their opinion and no further response is necessary. 

Response to TORRE-17 
The authors stated that the proposed project would exceed the maximum intensity usage requirements 
contained in the Travis Air Force Base LUCP and, therefore, the proposed project should be rejected 
because it would pose a threat to the base. 

Refer to Master Response 6. 
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Response to TORRE-18 
The authors provided some closing remarks expressing their opposition to the proposed project.  This 
statement reflects their opinion and no further response is necessary. 
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Joselito Villar (VILLA.1) 
Response to VILLA.1-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion.
This statement reflects their opinion and no further response is necessary.  
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Joselito Villar (VILLA.2) 
Response to VILLA.2-1 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s conclusion that all impacts related to urban decay are less than 
significant and inquired how many of the businesses in the Marina Center and in Downtown Suisun 
City can compete with the proposed project and Suisun-Gentry. 

The Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis addressed impacts on all competing retailers in Suisun City, 
including those located in the Marina Center and Downtown Suisun City.  Refer to Section 4.12, 
Urban Decay for further discussion.  
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Noel Wall (WALL) 
Response to WALL-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about aesthetics and 
neighborhood compatibility. 

Neighborhood compatibility was addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and 
Glare.

Aesthetic impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare.  Refer 
to that section, as well as Master Response 10 for further discussion. 
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Lou Webster (WEBST) 
Response to WEBST-1 
The author expressed his opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about the project’s 
potential to adversely affect the operational future of Travis Air Force Base.   

As discussed in Master Response 6, the proposed project is not anticipated to have an effect on the 
operational future of Travis Air Force Base. 
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Nellie White (WHITE) 
Response to WHITE-1 
The author inquired about the cumulative effects of the proposed project and the Suisun-Gentry 
project on existing businesses and stated that the impact of 800,000 square feet of new retail would be 
detrimental to existing retail centers, particularly in light of recent economic conditions. 

Cumulative urban decay impacts of the proposed project, in conjunction with other planned and 
approved projects including Suisun-Gentry, were evaluated in the Draft EIR in Impact UD-3.  As 
discussed in Section 4.12, Urban Decay, long-term population and household income growth in 
Suisun City, as well as Solano County, are anticipated to create ample demand for goods and services, 
such that additional retail square footage could be sufficiently supported without detriment to existing 
retail nodes.
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Laurie Wolfskill (WOLFS.1) 
Response to WOLFS.1-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about noise, lights, 
traffic congestion, crime, and property values. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related noise impacts in Section 4.9, Noise.  Refer to that section for 
further discussion.

Light and glare impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare.  
Refer to that section, as well as Master Response 10 for further discussion. 

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Regarding crime, refer to Master Response 9. 

Changes in property values do not have physical impacts on the environment and, therefore, are 
outside of the scope of the Draft EIR. 
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Laurie Wolfskill (WOLFS.2) 
Response to WOLFS.2-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic, overnight 
RV parking, and light.  The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, 
Transportation.  Refer to that section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for 
further discussion. 

Overnight parking is addressed in Master Response 17. 

Light and glare impacts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare.  
Refer to that section, as well as Master Response 10 for further discussion. 
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Deshawn Woodward (WOODW) 
Response to WOODW-1 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s discussion of impacts on the general merchandise category in 
Section 4.12, Urban Decay, which focused on Rite Aid, and inquired if Ace Hardware would also be 
classified in this category.  The author also stated that the urban decay analysis indicated that there 
was little leakage in the food and gas station category and inquired why Suisun City needed the Wal-
Mart Supercenter’s grocery component and the proposed project’s gas station. 

Ace Hardware is a home improvement store and its sales would be classified in the “Home 
Furnishings and Appliances” and “Building Materials and Farm Implements” categories. 

Contrary to the author’s assertion, there is substantial leakage ($19 million) in the food store 
category; refer to Table 4.12-7. 

Table 4.12-12 indicates that there would be growth in the service station sales category between 2006 
and 2015 and, therefore, there would be sufficient demand for additional gas stations in Suisun City. 
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Elizabeth Crowe Yeakley (YEAKL) 
Response to YEAKL-1 
The author stated that there are existing flooding problems in Lawler Ranch and questioned the 
effectiveness of the proposed project drainage system.  The author also inquired about whether 
outdoor storage of chemical and soils mixed with herbicides was accounted for. 

The author’s questions about drainage are addressed in Master Response 3. 

As stipulated in Mitigation Measure HYD-3b, fertilizer and other agricultural chemicals are required 
to be stored in covered areas underlain with waterproof surfaces with proper containment devices to 
prevent spillage or runoff of pollutants into downstream waterways.  Therefore, chemicals and soils 
mixed with herbicides are not expected to enter the drainage system. 



�����
��	
 � �� �

�����

�



City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project Responses to Written 
Final EIR Comments on the Draft EIR 

Michael Brandman Associates 2-1217
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec02_Responses.doc 

Shirley L. Young (SHYOU) 
Response to SHYOU-1 
The author expressed support for the proposed project.  This statement represents the author’s 
personal opinion, and no further response is necessary. 
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Susan Young (SUYOU) 
Response to SUYOU-1 
The author expressed her opposition to the proposed project, citing concerns about traffic congestion 
and Travis Air Force Base land use compatibility.   

The Draft EIR evaluated project-related traffic impacts in Section 4.11, Transportation.  Refer to that 
section, as well as Master Response 1 and Master Response 13 for further discussion. 

Travis Air Force Base compatibility is addressed in Master Response 6. 
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SECTION 3: ERRATA 

The following are revisions to the Draft EIR.  These revisions are minor modifications and 
clarifications and do not change the significance of any of the environmental issue conclusions within 
the Draft EIR.  The revisions are listed by page number.  Draft EIR text that is shown is indented 
underneath explanatory information.  All additions to the text are underlined (underlined) and all 
deletions from the text are stricken (stricken). 

Section 3, Project Description 
Pages 3-15 and 3-16, Architectural Design, Landscaping, and Lighting and Signage 
The discussion of the proposed project’s architectural design, landscaping, lighting, and signage has 
been modified to delete the statements about the preliminary design of the plans because these 
designs will be put for before the Suisun City Council for final review and adoption.  

Architectural Design 
The Wal-Mart Supercenter design is characterized as California contemporary retail.  
The main entrance of the building would feature a broken pediment that would serve 
as the visual focal point.  An adjacent gabled entrance would be located on each side 
of the main entrance.  The roofline would alternate in height from 24 feet, 8 inches at 
the lowest point to 40 feet, 8 inches at the peak of the gables.  All rooftop equipment 
would be concealed from public view by parapets.  The building materials would 
range in a variety of earth-tone colors and would consist of concrete block masonry 
units, stone veneer panels, and exterior insulation and finish system.  Elevations of 
the Wal-Mart Supercenter are provided in Exhibit 3-5.  Note that these elevations 
have been prepared for preliminary presentation and visual aesthetics only.  Minor 
changes may occur during the design review process; therefore, these elevations may 
not be completely representative of the final design.  

Landscaping 
Landscaping would be located at entry points, in parking areas, and along the project 
frontages.  The landscaping would consist of trees and shrubs and would be 
consistent with the City’s General Plan policies for new development.  Tree species 
would be primarily native or drought-tolerant, such as majestic beauty, coast live oak, 
California pepper, chitalpa, crape myrtle, flowering pear, strawberry, mayten, golden 
rain, Chinese pistache, true green elm, California buckeye, London plane, and 
raywood ash.  Shrub species would be primarily native or drought-tolerant, such as 
lily-of-the-Nile, manzanita, dwarf bottlebrush, camellia, coleonema, fortnight lily, 
hopseed bush, blue oat grass, evergreen day lily, toyon, dwarf holly, myrtle, heavenly 
bamboo, New Zealand flax, and pittosporum.  Groundcover species would be 
primarily native or drought-tolerant, such as gazania, trailing lantana, carpet rose, star 
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jasmine, and rosemary.  The conceptual landscaping plan is shown in Exhibit 3-6.  
Note that the landscaping plan has been prepared for preliminary presentation and 
visual aesthetics only.  Minor changes may occur during the review process; 
therefore, the landscape plan may not be completely representative of the final 
design.  

Lighting and Signage 
Exterior lighting would be located on buildings and freestanding fixtures in parking 
areas.  A pylon sign identifying the commercial tenants of the proposed project 
would be located on the project site near the intersection of SR-12 and Walters Road 
or further west along the project frontage with SR 12.  The sign would include a 
digital clock and signify the entrance to the City, with lettering reading, “Welcome to 
Suisun City.”  The sign would be surrounded with decorative landscaping.  The 
conceptual sign elevation is shown in Exhibit 3-7.  Note that the sign elevation has 
been prepared for preliminary presentation and visual aesthetics only.  It is subject to 
change and, therefore, may not be completely representative of the final design.  
Minor changes may occur during the design review process; therefore, these 
elevations may not be completely representative of the final design. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 
Pages 4.1-8 and 4.1-9, Architectural Design and Landscaping and Signage 
The discussion of the proposed project’s architectural design, landscaping, lighting, and signage has 
been modified to delete the statements about the preliminary design of the plans because these 
designs will be put for before the Suisun City Council for final review and adoption.  

Architectural Design 
The Wal-Mart Supercenter design is characterized as California contemporary retail.  
The main entrance of the building would feature a broken pediment that would serve 
as the visual focal point.  An adjacent gabled entrance would be located on each side 
of the main entrance.  The roofline would alternate in height from 24 feet, 8 inches at 
the lowest point to 40 feet, 8 inches at the peak of the gables.  (A conditional use 
permit will be required for architectural elements in excess of 35 feet.)  All rooftop 
equipment would be concealed from public view by parapets.  The building materials 
would range in a variety of earth-tone colors consisting of concrete block masonry 
units, stone veneer panels, and exterior insulation and finish system.  Elevations of 
the Wal-Mart Supercenter are provided in Exhibit 3-5.  Note that these elevations 
have been prepared for preliminary presentation and visual aesthetics only.  Minor 
changes may occur during the design review process; therefore, these elevations may 
not be exactly mirror the final design. 
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The restaurant and gas station would employ contemporary architectural design 
features.  Both uses are expected to be tenanted by national chains; therefore, the 
design of each building would reflect each chain’s respective branding identity.  The 
maximum height of both structures would be less than 35 feet, in accordance with the 
zoning requirements. 

Landscaping and Signage 
Landscaping would be located at entry points, in parking areas, and along the project 
frontages.  The landscaping would consist of trees and shrubs.  Tree species would 
include majestic beauty, coast live oak, California pepper, chitalpa, crape myrtle, 
flowering pear, strawberry, mayten, golden rain, Chinese pistache, true green elm, 
California buckeye, London plane, and raywood ash.  Shrub species would include 
lily-of-the-Nile, manzanita, dwarf bottlebrush, camellia, coleonema, fortnight lily, 
hopseed bush, blue oat grass, evergreen day lily, toyon, dwarf holly, myrtle, heavenly 
bamboo, New Zealand flax, and pittosporum.  Groundcover species would include 
gazania, trailing lantana, carpet rose, star jasmine, and rosemary.  Many of these 
plant species are drought-tolerant.  The conceptual landscaping plan is shown in 
Exhibit 3-6.  Note that the landscaping plan has been prepared for preliminary 
presentation and visual aesthetics only.  Minor changes may occur during the design 
review process; therefore, the exhibit may not be exactly mirror the final landscaping 
plan.  However, the landscaping plan would still be required to meet City design 
standards.A pylon sign identifying the commercial tenants of the proposed project 
would be located on the project site near the intersection of SR-12 and Walters Road 
or further west along the project frontage with SR-12.  The 35-foot-high sign would 
signify the entrance to the City, with lettering reading, “Welcome to Suisun City,” 
and would contain an LED screen that displays the date, temperature, and, possibly, 
City announcements.  The conceptual sign elevation is shown in Exhibit 3-7.  Note 
that the sign elevation has been prepared for preliminary presentation and visual 
aesthetics only.  Minor changes may occur during the design review process; 
therefore, the exhibit may not be exactly mirror the final pylon plan.  However, the 
pylon sign would still be required to meet City design standards. 

 
Section 4.2, Air Quality 
Page 4.2-20, Mitigation Measure AIR-3 
The text of Mitigation Measure AIR-3 has been clarified to note that the project applicant shall be 
required to implement the requirements of the mitigation measure. 

MM AIR-3 The City shall require the project applicant to include the measures listed below in 
the project construction contract documents for the proposed project to minimize 
construction equipment exhaust emissions: 
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• To the extent that use of the equipment and technology is feasible, the contractor 
shall use catalyst and filtration technologies. 

• All diesel-fueled engines used in construction of the project shall use ultra-low 
sulfur diesel fuel containing no more than 15 ppm sulfur, or a suitable alternative 
fuel. 

 

• All construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 50 hp or more, shall meet 
the Tier II California Emission Standards for off-road compression-ignition 
engines, unless certified by the contractor that such engine is not available for a 
particular use.  In the event that a Tier II engine is not available, Tier I-compliant 
or 1996 or newer engines will be used preferentially.  Older engines would only be 
used if the contractor demonstrates and certifies that compliance is not feasible. 

 

• Heavy-duty diesel equipment and emission systems shall be maintained in 
optimum running condition, in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. 

 

• The construction contractor shall discourage idling of construction equipment and 
vehicles (or minimize idling time to a maximum of 5 minutes when construction 
equipment is not in use), consistent with Section 2485 within Chapter 10 - Mobile 
Source Operational Controls, Article 1 - Motor Vehicles, Division 3 of the Air 
Resources Board, Title 13, California Code of Regulations.  The contractor will 
post temporary signs on the construction site to remind equipment operators to 
minimize idling time. 

 
Pages 4.2-23 and 4.2-24, Table 4.2-6 
Table 4.2-6 has been corrected to reflect the actual significance of project emissions of ROG, CO, and 
NOx relative to BAAQMD thresholds under Year 2030 conditions. 

Table 4.2-6: Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions from Operations - 2030 

Criteria Air Pollutants (Pounds Per Day) 
Emissions 

ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Area Source Emission 
Estimates 3.48 2.60 3.12 0.01 0.01 

Operational (Vehicular) 
Emission Estimates* 25.16 269.28 20.81 120.36 119.16 

Total Project Emissions - 
Year 20302008 28.64 271.88 23.93 120.37 119.17 

BAAQMD Thresholds 80 550 80 80 80 

Significant Impact? NoYes NoYes NoYes Yes Yes 
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Criteria Air Pollutants (Pounds Per Day) 
Emissions 

ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Notes: 
* Vehicle trips per day include internal and pass by trips, at BAAQMD’s recommendations. 
** PM2.5 is assumed to be 99 percent of operational PM10 Because the BAAQMD does not have an identified 

significance threshold for PM2.5, the threshold identified here is the same as the PM10 threshold, since up to 99 
percent of PM10 can be in the form of PM2.5 for vehicle combustion emissions, and vehicle emissions are the largest 
source of PM10 for this project. 

Source:  Michael Brandman Associates, 2007. 

 
Pages 4.2-27 and 4.2-28, Mitigation Measure AIR-4 
The Solano Transportation Authority requested that additional air pollution control measures be 
added to Mitigation Measure AIR-4 to reduce the proposed project’s emissions of criteria pollutants 
and greenhouse gases. 

MM AIR-4 The following emissions control measures shall be incorporated into the proposed 
project:  

• The Wal-Mart Supercenter loading dock areas shall include: 
- Signage advising truck drivers to turn off engines when not in use 

 

- Signage advising truck drivers of State law prohibiting diesel idling of more 
than five minutes  

 

- Auxiliary 110 v and 220 v power units so trucks can power refrigeration 
units or other equipment without idling 

 

• The project owner shall provide adequate ingress and egress at entrances to public 
facilities to minimize vehicle idling and traffic congestion and dedicated turn lanes 
as appropriate. 

 

• The project owner shall provide loading and unloading facilities for 
carpool/vanpool users with clear visible signage.  Where safety and space 
constraints do not take precedence, loading and unloading facilities shall be 
provided near building entrances for carpool/vanpool users. 

 

• The project owner shall install high albedo and emissive roofs or install EPA 
“Energy Star” approved roofing materials. 

 

• The project owner shall use energy-efficient lighting and process systems, such as 
low NOx water heaters, furnaces, and boiler units in commercial facilities. 

 

• The project applicant shall partially or fully subsidize the cost of at least 25 
monthly Fairfield-Suisun Transit bus passes for project employees. 

 

• The project applicant shall post public transit information in appropriate public 
areas (e.g., kiosks) and in employee areas (e.g., break rooms) concerning Fairfield-
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Suisun Transit bus service and Solano Napa Commuter Information transit and 
rideshare programs. 

 

• Onsite security patrol motor vehicles shall be either electric or hybrid electric.  
This requirement can be waived if the project applicant can demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the City of Suisun City that technical or safety factors preclude the 
implementation of this measure. 

 
Pages 4.2-39, Mitigation Measure AIR-9 
Mitigation Measure AIR-9 has been revised to include additional measures to reduce project-related 
emissions of greenhouse gases. 

MM AIR-9 To reduce emissions of greenhouse gases, the following measures shall be 
implemented: 

• Overhead panels shall be installed over the loading bays to provide shade for 
docked trucks in order to keep the truck cabin and trailer cooler and to decrease the 
need for truck idling to power air conditioning units.  The panels shall be of 
sufficient size and oriented to shade the cabin during the summer season. 

 

• Shade trees or shielding devices shall be located planted near HVAC equipment to 
directly shield it from sunlight. 

 

• Low nitrogen oxide-emitting or high-efficiency water heaters shall be used. 
 

• Wal-Mart’s energy conservation strategy shall include solar facilities (e.g., 
photovoltaic panels, solar water heating equipment, etc.) if determined to be 
feasible by the City at the time of building permit issuance.  In determining 
whether the inclusion of such facilities is feasible, or how substantial a solar 
component is feasible, the City shall consider, among other factors, input from 
Wal-Mart regarding (i) how the installation of solar equipment could complement, 
detract from, or be inconsistent with other energy conservation measures or design 
features required by the City, and (ii) the cost-effectiveness of solar equipment 
compared with other potential alternative means of reducing energy consumption 
by amounts equivalent or similar to what would be achieved through the solar 
equipment. A commitment by Wal-Mart to include the Suisun store at Walters 
Road in a solar power pilot program including other stores may be sufficient to 
satisfy this mitigation measure. 

 

• Wal-Mart’s energy conservation strategy shall include a recirculating hot water 
system if determined to be feasible by the City at the time of building permit 
issuance.  In determining whether the inclusion of such a system is feasible, the 
City shall consider, among other factors, input from Wal-Mart regarding (i) how 
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the installation of such a system could complement, detract from, or be 
inconsistent with other energy conservation measures or design features required 
by the City, and (ii) the cost-effectiveness of such a system compared with other 
potential alternative means of reducing energy consumption by amounts equivalent 
or similar to what would be achieved through the recirculating hot water system. 

 

• The project applicant shall include low-flow or ultra low-flow toilets in the 
proposed project  

 

• The project landscaping plan shall include at least three of the following water 
conservation features: low-precipitation-rate sprinklers, bubbler/soaker systems, 
programmable irrigation controllers with automatic rain shut off sensors, matched 
precipitation rate nozzles that maximize the uniformity of the water distribution 
characteristics of the irrigation system, conservative sprinkler spacings that 
minimize overspray onto paved surfaces, or hydrozones that keep plants with 
similar water needs in the same irrigation zone. 

 

• Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall retain a qualified 
contractor to perform construction and demolition debris recycling.  The project 
applicant shall provide documentation to the satisfaction of the City of Suisun City 
demonstrating that at least 50 percent of construction and demolition debris was 
recycled. 

 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources 
Pages 4.3-26 and 4.3-27, Mitigation Measure BIO-1b 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1b has been revised to acknowledge that the regulatory agencies would 
determine the appropriate level of offsite mitigation for impacts on special status species, which may 
be different from the 3:1 ratio originally specified in the mitigation measure. 

MM BIO-1b: In the event that CDFG or USFWS rejects some or all of the previously performed 
special status plant focused surveys, the project applicant shall either (1) retain a 
qualified botanist to perform new focused surveys to reconfirm the conclusions of the 
original surveys; or (2) assume the presence of all of the special-status plant species 
at issue and carry out offsite mitigation for such species through the purchase of 
credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank at no less than a 3:1 ratio through an 
agency-approved mitigation bank at a level determined by CDFG and/or USFWS to 
be sufficient to fully offset impacts to the special status plants and not diminish the 
survival and recovery of the species, but at a minimum equal to or greater than at a 
1:1 ratio, which ensures the project will not have a substantial adverse effect on the 
species or substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of the species. 
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Page 4.3-28, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a 
The text of the mitigation measure has been modified to include additional requirements 
recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game. 

MM BIO-2a No more than 15 days prior Prior to any site-disturbing activities, including grading 
or woody vegetation and tree removal, the applicant will retain a qualified wildlife 
biologist to conduct a nesting bird surveys survey to determine if nests are active or 
occupied onsite.  The surveys shall be conducted a minimum of three separate days 
during the 15 days prior to disturbance.  Any active nests observed onsite will be 
avoided until after the nestlings have fledged and left the nest.  If avoidance is not 
feasible, then a biological monitor will be present if construction activities occur 
during the nesting season.  Construction activity within the vicinity of the active nests 
may only be conducted at the discretion of the biological monitor.  If construction 
activity will likely result in nest failure, the applicant will consult with CDFG and/or 
USFWS to determine what mitigation or permitting is required.  An MBTA Special 
Purpose Permit will be required if occupied nests will be impacted. 

Pages 4.3-28 and 4.3-29, Mitigation Measure BIO-2b 
The text of the mitigation measure has been modified to specifically reference mitigation 
requirements for the burrowing owl and the Swainson’s hawk. 

MM BIO-2b Loss of potential foraging habitat for raptor species and tricolored blackbird will be 
mitigated by applicant’s purchase of credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank 
within the region.  The chosen mitigation bank must have credits available for 
purchase in the vernal pool/grassland mosaic habitat type, suitable for foraging 
habitat for raptor species and tricolored blackbird.  The level of compensation must 
be commensurate with no less than a 1:1 replacement ratio. 

 If occupied burrowing owl burrows are found during the pre-construction survey 
required as part of Mitigation Measure 2a, a buffer (160 feet during the non-breeding 
season and 250 feet during the breeding season) shall be established around the 
burrows in accordance with the requirements established by the Burrowing Owl 
Consortium and CDFG.  If occupied burrows are found within 160 feet of the project 
activities and staging areas during the non-breeding season and will be impacted, 
passive relocation measures shall be implemented in accordance with the Burrowing 
Owl Consortium Guidelines.  Each passively relocated burrow shall be mitigated by 
purchasing credits equivalent to 6.5 acres of suitable habitat at an agency-approved 
burrowing owl mitigation bank.  Passive relocation shall not occur during the 
breeding season unless a qualified biologist, approved by CDFG, verifies that the 
young have fledged the nest. 
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 Loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat shall be provided at the following ratios: a 
1:1 replacement ratio for each acre lost within 1 mile of an active nest; a 0.75:1 
replacement ratio for each acre lost within 5 miles, but more than 1 mile, of an active 
nest; and a 0.5:1 ratio for each acre lost within 10 miles, but more than 5 miles, of an 
active nest. 

Pages 4.3-29 and 4.3-30, Impact BIO-3 and Mitigation Measure BIO-3 
The text of the impact statement, impact discussion, and mitigation measure has been revised to 
correct an inaccurate statement about riparian habitat being present on the project site. 

Impact BIO-3: The construction phase of the proposed project will result in significant adverse 
impacts to riparian habitat associated with the drainage ditch. 

Impact Analysis 
The project site contains riparian habitat associated with the a 1,025-foot drainage ditch considered 
Waters of the U.S. and Waters of the State by federal and state resource agencies.  Development of 
the proposed project would result in filling the entire ditch.  This would be a significant impact on 
riparian habitat.  Prior authorization for filling this Waters the U.S./Waters of the State will be 
required under a Section 404 Individual Permit from USACE, a Section 401 certification from 
RWQCB, and Streambed Alteration Agreement under Section 1602 of the CDFG Code (refer to 
Impact BIO-4).  In addition, refer to the Biological Resources technical studies contained in 
Appendix N. 

The project will require an Individual Permit because the amount of fills exceeds the thresholds 
authorized under the existing Nationwide Permit 39 (Commercial and Institutional Developments), 
which poses a not-to-exceed fill limit of 300 linear feet for Waters of the U.S.  When applying for an 
Individual Permit, the applicant must prepare and submit a wetlands mitigation plan, a 
Section 404(B)(1) Alternatives Analysis, and, probably, an Environmental Assessment for USACE’s 
internal use in justifying the permit action.  Because the permit to fill the ditch can be done as part of 
one permit that also covers filling the seasonal wetlands (see below), a Section 7 consultation 
between USACE and USFWS may also be required, because of the occurrence of USFWS-designated 
critical habitat (refer to Impact BIO-5). 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
Refer to Mitigation Measure BIO-4. 

MM BIO-3  Loss of riparian habitat within the drainage ditch will be mitigated by the applicant’s 
purchase of credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank within the region.  The 
chosen mitigation bank must have credits available for riparian habitats.  Final 
mitigation ratios will be negotiated with regulatory agencies during the permit 
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acquisition process, but in any event, the level of compensation must be 
commensurate with no less than a 1:1 replacement ratio.   

Alternatively, if the USACE, CDFG, and/or the RWQCB require mitigation in some 
other format as part of its permitting mandates, that mitigation may be substituted if it 
can be demonstrated that it is at least commensurate with a 1:1 replacement ratio. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant impact. 

Pages 4.3-30 and 4.3-31, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4 has been revised to acknowledge that the regulatory agencies would 
determine the appropriate level of offsite mitigation for impacts on wetlands, which may be different 
from the 2:1 ratio originally specified in the mitigation measure. 

MM BIO-4: Loss of seasonal wetland habitat within the property boundaries shall be mitigated by 
the applicant’s purchase of credits at the North Suisun Mitigation Bank or other 
equivalent an agency-approved mitigation bank in the region.  The chosen mitigation 
bank must have credits available for seasonal wetlands or vernal pool/grassland 
habitats.  The level of compensation must be commensurate with no less than a 2:1 
replacement ratio, given the sensitive nature of these wetlands as potential vernal 
pool invertebrate habitat sufficient to fully replace the functions and values of the 
wetlands and ensure no net loss of wetland habitat in terms of both acreage and 
functions and values or at a ratio no less than a 1:1 ratio, which will reduce any 
substantial adverse effect on seasonal wetland habitat.  The purchasing of offsite 
wetland habitat at the North Suisun Mitigation Bank or an alternative agency 
approved mitigation bank will provide for the long-term conservation of higher-
quality wetland habitat that may otherwise be developed and contribute to the 
protection of the region’s aquatic resources. 

 Alternatively, if the USACE, CDFG and/or the RWQCB require mitigation in some 
other format as part of its permitting mandate, the mitigation may be substituted if it 
can be demonstrated that it is at least commensurate with a 2:1 replacement ratio 
sufficient to fully replace the functions and values of the wetland and ensure no net 
loss of wetland habitat in terms of both acreage and functions and values, or at a 
replacement value no less than 1:1, which will reduce any substantial adverse effect 
on seasonal wetland habitat. 

Page 4.3-32, Mitigation Measure BIO-5b 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5b has been revised to acknowledge that the regulatory agencies would 
determine the appropriate level of offsite mitigation for impacts on special status species, which may 
be different from the 3:1 ratio originally specified in the mitigation measure. 
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MM BIO-5b: If USFWS does not concur with the request for a mapping revision for the critical 
habitat designation, prior to any ground-disturbing activities, USFWS shall be 
consulted pursuant to Section 7 for vernal pool tadpole shrimp and vernal pool fairy 
shrimp, and Contra Costa goldfields critical habitat designations.  If USFWS 
determines that the project will not have an adverse effect on designated critical 
habitat, no further action is required.  If USFWS determines that the development of 
the proposed project would result in the adverse modification of designated critical 
habitat because the project site is unoccupied, no further action is required.  If 
USFWS determines that the development of the proposed project would result in the 
adverse modification critical habitat areas, the project applicant shall mitigate for the 
loss of critical habitat by purchasing credits at an agency –approved mitigation bank 
at no less than a 3:1 ratio. adversely effect designated critical habitat for vernal pool 
crustaceans, the project applicant shall ensure the project will not result in adverse 
modification to critical habitat for the vernal pool fairy shrimp or vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp by mitigating for the loss of critical habitat through the purchase of credits at 
an agency approved mitigation bank at a no less than 3:1 ratio for critical habitat 
wetlands preservation, 1:1 for critical habitat wetlands creation, and 1:1 critical habit 
uplands preservation or at other ratios determined by the agency to be required to 
ensure that the project does not appreciably diminish the chances of survival or 
recovery of the species or have a substantial adverse effect on the species by 
substantially reducing the number or restricting the range of the species.   

If USFWS determines that the development of the proposed project would adversely 
effect Contra Costa goldfields critical habitat, the project applicant shall mitigate for 
the loss of critical habitat by purchasing credits at an agency-approved mitigation 
bank at no less than a 3:1 ratio to ensure that the project does not appreciably 
diminish the chances of survival or recovery of the species or have a substantial 
adverse effect on the species by substantially reducing the number or restricting the 
range of the species. 

 

Pages 4.3-33 and 4.33-34, Impact BIO-8 and Mitigation Measure BIO-8 
The text of Impact BIO-8 has been revised to reflect the fact that the Solano Multispecies Habitat 
Conservation Plan has not been adopted and, therefore, is not legally binding.  As such, Mitigation 
Measure BIO-8 would not apply to the proposed project because there are no related potentially 
significant impacts. 
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Habitat Conservation Plan Consistency 

Impact BIO-8: The proposed project would not conflict with the Solano MSHCP.  

Impact Analysis 
The proposed Solano MSHCP has not been formally adopted; therefore, it is not legally binding.  
However, for the purposes of disclosure, the proposed project’s consistency with the Solano MSHCP 
is analyzed in this section. 

The Solano MSHCP Figure 1-4 indicates that the project site is located within the Urban Zone 
(Zone 1).  Within this zone, development activities that are consistent with those allowed under the 
“covered activities” set forth in the Solano MSHCP are authorized to take endangered, threatened, 
rare, and other protected species and habitats.  Allowable “covered activities” in the urban zone 
include the construction of new buildings and associated infrastructure.  The Solano MSHCP requires 
new development in Zone 1 to provide fee payments to preserve habitat elsewhere in the plan 
boundaries.  However, because the Solano MSHCP has not been adopted, it is not legally binding 
and, therefore, would not apply to the proposed project.  Impacts would be less than significant.  This 
has been incorporated into the proposed project as MM BIO-8.  Because the plan has not been 
formally adopted at the time of this writing, the mitigation measure includes a provision requiring the 
applicant to provide equivalent fees to the City of Suisun City for habitat protection.  The payment of 
fees would reduce potentially significant impacts to a level of less than significant. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Potentially Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

MM BIO-8 At the time building permits are sought, the applicant shall pay mitigation fees to the 
City of Suisun City in accordance with the provisions of the Solano Multi-Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan.  If the plan fee program is not in place at the time 
building permits are sought, the applicant shall provide an equivalent fee to a City-
determined habitat fund. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant impact. 

Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Page 4.6-6, Fifth Paragraph, Second Sentence 
The text of the second sentence was modified to correct an error. 

The Suisun-Solano Water Authority Solano Irrigation District 2004 Annual Water 
Quality Report indicated that lead was not detected to exceed the maximum 
contaminant level (MCL) at 31 sites tested in 2002. 
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Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality 
Pages 4.7-21 and 4.7-22, Mitigation Measure HYD-3b 
The text of Mitigation Measure HYD-3b has been modified to include changes requested by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

MM HYD-3b Prior to recordation of the final tentative map, the applicant shall prepare and submit 
documentation to the City of Suisun City for review and approval identifying 
stormwater treatment measures.  Project stormwater treatment measures shall meet 
the mandates of Order R2-2003-0034, Provision C, and shall provide treatment 
capacity for onsite runoff of up to 49.79 cfs during a 15-year storm event and 50.56 
cfs during a 25-year storm event.  Stormwater treatment measures shall include one 
or a combination of the following stormwater treatment devices: 

• Retention/detention ponds 
• Retention rooftops 

 

• Green roofs (which incorporate vegetation) and blue roofs (which incorporate 
detention or retention of rain) 

 

• Porous/permeable pavement 
 

• Crushed stone reservoir base rock under pavements or in sumps 
 

• Oil/grease separators for parking areas 
 

• Compost berms 
 

• Street sweeping 
 

• Curb cuts in parking areas 
 

• Rock-lined areas along landscaped areas in parking lots 
 

• Storage of fertilizer and other agricultural chemicals in covered areas underlain by 
waterproof surfaces and surrounded with proper containment devices 

 
If, after further evaluation, the project engineer determines that infiltration is a 
feasible stormwater treatment measure, the project applicant shall provide supporting 
documentation to the City of Suisun City for review and approval.  In accordance 
with RWQCB requirements, proposed infiltration devices shall meet, at a minimum, 
the following conditions: 

1. Pollution prevention and source control measures shall be implemented at a level 
appropriate to protect groundwater quality at sites where infiltration devices are 
to be used. 
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2. Infiltration devices shall include an enforceable maintenance schedule to ensure 
they are adequately maintained over the long term to maximize pollutant removal 
capabilities. 

 

3. Onsite percolation tests will be conducted for all sections of the project site 
where infiltration technologies are proposed to confirm adequate soil percolation.  

 

4. The vertical distance from the base of any infiltration device to the seasonal high 
groundwater mark shall be at least 5 feet. 

 
Page 4.7-24, Mitigation Measure HYD-4 
The text of Mitigation Measure HYD-4 has been revised to correct a typographical error. 

MM HYD-4 Prior to approval of the final map, the applicant shall prepare a Final Stormwater 
Control Plan for the project that will require approval from the City Engineer.  The 
Drainage Plan shall incorporate measures to maintain runoff during peak conditions 
to pre-construction discharge levels.  The Plan shall evaluate options for onsite 
detention including, but not limited to, providing temporary storage within a portion 
or portions of the parking lot, an underground vault and/or linear facilities along the 
project site’s southern and/or eastern perimeter, or a comparable onsite facility that 
would provide adequate capacity.  Design specifications for the detention/retention 
facilities shall provide sufficient storage capacity to accommodate the 25-year, 24-
hour storm event and comply with the City’s requirements that runoff from storms up 
to the 100-year return frequency are conveyed through storm facilities and disposed 
of in a manner that protects public and private improvements from flooding hazards. 

Page 4.7-25, Mitigation Measure HYD-5 
The text of Mitigation Measure HYD-5 has been modified to add a provision noting that the project 
applicant is responsibility for all costs associated with this measure. 

MM HYD-5 Prior to approval of the final map, the City and the applicant shall investigate the 
condition of the downstream conveyance system within the Lawler Ranch 
subdivision to confirm that the capacity of the existing pipeline is sufficient to meet 
existing and project-related demands during 25-year and 100-year storm events.  If 
observations indicate that restrictions in conveyance capacity are occurring as a result 
of foreign debris, the City/Applicant shall have the downstream conveyance system 
flushed to maximize the existing drainage capacity and confirm the integrity of the 
outfall structure.  In the event that flushing the system proves infeasible or that 
drainage capacity or the integrity of the outfall structure is deficient to accommodate 
flows from the proposed project as set out above, the project applicant shall revise the 
project drainage plans to prevent the release of new net flows above the existing 
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condition of the project site.  The project applicant shall be responsible for all costs 
associated with this mitigation measure. 

Section 4.9, Noise 
Page 4.9-30, After Mitigation Measure NOI-1g 
In accordance with the request of residents living opposite the project site, a new construction noise 
mitigation measure is proposed requiring that Mitigation Measure NOI-4 be implemented prior to the 
commencement of construction activities. 

MM NOI-1h Prior to issuance of any on-site permits, including grading, Mitigation Measure NOI-
4 shall be implemented.  All masonry walls shall be completed prior to the beginning 
of construction activities involving heavy equipment. 

Page 4.9-39, Mitigation Measure NOI-3d 
Mitigation Measure NOI-3d has been changed to clarify that truck deliveries can use the main project 
entrance on Walters Road during nighttime hours to avoid movements on Petersen Road. 

MM NOI-3d The project applicant shall minimize truck delivery noise to the Wal-Mart 
Supercenter western loading dock either by limiting deliveries to the hours between 
7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. or by limiting nighttime truck access (ingress and egress) to 
the northernmost access point on Walters Road (north driveway) or the main entrance 
to the project site on Walters Road. 

Page 4.9-40, Impact Statement NOI-5 
The text of impact statement NOI-5 has been modified to correct an inaccuracy. 

Impact NOI-4 Project-related vehicle traffic would not substantially increase roadside noise levels 
in the project vicinity under near-term (2008) or long-term (2030) conditions. 

Page 4.9-44, Mitigation Measure NOI-4 
The text of Mitigation Measure NOI-4 has been modified to allow for the option of a concrete wall 
and provide the project applicant with the option of providing the City of Suisun City funding to 
implement the mitigation measure in lieu of installing it. 

MM NOI-4 The project applicant shall offer to replace the wood portion of the existing 6-foot-
high wooden fence on top of a 2-foot tall earthen berm, with a 6-foot-high solid 
masonry or concrete wall for residences located between Fulmar Drive and Walters 
Road.  If accepted by affected residences, prior to grading and site work, the project 
applicant shall construct or provide adequate funding to the City of Suisun City to 
construct the replacement masonry or concrete wall along the north side of Petersen 
Road so that it would extend from Fulmar Drive to Walters Road.  The wall shall be 
constructed of solid material and shall be of sufficient density to minimize noise 
transmission.  For maximum effectiveness, the wall must be continuous and 
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relatively airtight along its length and height.  The final design and specifications 
shall be developed in consultation with a qualified noise professional and in 
consultation with the City to assure that the materials are appropriate and consistent 
with the City’s Development Guidelines for Architecture and Site Planning. 

Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities 
Page 4.10-15, Second Paragraph, Second Sentence 
The text of the second sentence was corrected to clarify agency jurisdiction. 

SSWA and The FSSD were contacted regarding potential impacts to potable water 
and wastewater, respectively. 

Page 4.10-18, Last Paragraph, First Sentence 
The text of the first sentence was modified to correct an error. 

The proposed project would connect to SSWA’s the City of Suisun City’s potable 
water system by a planned existing 12-inch water line that would run runs under 
Walters Road and an existing 6-inch water line that runs under Petersen Road. 

Page 4.10-18, First Paragraph, First Sentence 
The text of the first sentence was corrected to eliminate a typographical error. 

The proposed project would contain a Wal-Mart Supercenter and would be expected 
to attract consumers several thousand customers on a daily basis. 

Page 4.10-18, Third Paragraph, Last Sentence 
The text of the last sentence was corrected to eliminate an erroneous reference to the Fire Department. 

Any capital improvements to Fire Police Department facilities are independent of the 
proposed project and would be analyzed in a separate environmental review process. 

 
Section 4.11, Transportation 
Page 4.11-1, Fourth Paragraph 
The Solano Transportation Authority and the City of Fairfield requested that the description of State 
Route 12 be revised to reflect the number of lanes on the roadway east of Walters Road and the 
absence of bicycle facilities on the roadway west of Walters Road.  As such, the sentence has been 
stricken. 

SR-12 is a four-lane divided expressway for its entire duration within the City of 
Suisun City that providesproviding access to I-80.  East of Walters Road, SR-12 is a 
two-lane undivided highway.  The posted speed limit is 50 miles per hour (mph).  In 
the vicinity of the project site, SR-12 is referred to as Rio Vista Road.  A Class I 
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Bikeway runs along the north side of the east-west roadway from Walters Road and 
extends east to Lambie Road. 

Page 4.11-1, Sixth Paragraph 
The Solano Transportation Authority requested that the description of Petersen Road be expanded to 
note that it provides truck access to Travis Air Force Base. 

Petersen Road is a two-lane east-west roadway with a speed limit of 45 mph 
providing secondary access to Travis Air Force Base.  The roadway serves as the 
primary access point to the base for trucks, including trucks carrying explosives and 
other hazardous cargo. 

Page 4.11-6 and Page 4.11-7, Table 4.11-2 
The City of Fairfield requested that Table 4.11-2 be revised to note that the intersection of SR-12/ 
Walters Road is under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation. 

Table 4.11-2: Study Intersections 

Intersection Traffic Control Jurisdiction 

SR-12/Marina Boulevard Signal Caltrans 

Pintail Drive/Sunset Avenue Signal Suisun City 

SR-12/Sunset Avenue Signal Caltrans 

Pintail Drive/Emperor Drive Stop Sign Suisun City 

SR-12/Emperor Drive Signal Caltrans 

Pintail Drive/Woodlark Drive Stop Sign Suisun City 

SR-12/Woodlark Drive Stop Sign Caltrans 

Pintail Drive/Fulmar Drive Stop Sign Suisun City 

Petersen Road/Fulmar Drive Stop Sign Suisun City 

Air Base Parkway/Walters Road Signal Fairfield 

Tabor Avenue/Walters Road Signal Fairfield 

Bella Vista Drive/Walters Road Signal Suisun City 

Pintail Drive/Walters Road Stop Sign Suisun City 

Montebello Drive/Walters Road Signal Suisun City 

Petersen Road/Walters Road Signal Suisun City 

Main Driveway/Walters Road (future) — Suisun City 

South Driveway/Walters Road (future) — Suisun City 

SR-12/Walters Road Signal CaltransSuisun 
City 

Source:  Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2007. 
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Page 4.11-18, Bottom of the Page 
The Solano Transportation Authority requested that the erroneous reference to its name be corrected. 

Solano County Transportation Authority 
The Solano County Transportation Authority sets forth various goals, objectives, and 
policies that would apply to projects in the County. 

Page 4.11-19, Second Bullet Under “Objective B”  
The Solano Transportation Authority requested that the reference to Objective B, Policy 3 of the 
Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan Arterials, Highways, and Freeways Element be revised to 
reflect the correct text of the policy. 

• Policy 3:  Prepare long-term corridor plans for all roadways of countywide significance that are 
not on the state highway system. 

Page 4.11-20, After “Policy 4” Bullet 
The Solano Transportation Authority requested that descriptions of its Congestion Management 
Program and Comprehensive Transportation Plan be added. 

Congestion Management Program 
The Solano Transportation Authority also oversees the Solano Congestion 
Management Program (CMP), which was adopted in 2005.  The purpose of the CMP 
is to maintain mobility on Solano County’s streets and highways and conform to the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 25-year Transportation 2030 Plan and the 
Metropolitan Transportation System, the Bay Area’s multimodal network of 
highways, major arterials, transit services, rail lines, seaports, and transfer hubs 
critical to the region’s movement of people and freight.  The CMP identifies a system 
of roadways and establishes minimum LOS for each facility.  In Suisun City, SR-12 
and Walters Road are part of the CMP system.  The CMP establishes LOS F as the 
minimum performance standard for SR-12 and LOS E as the minimum performance 
standard for Walters Road. 

Page 4.11-20, Before Solano County Airport Land Use Commission Heading 
The Solano Transportation Authority requested that discussions of the following documents be added 
to the Regulatory Framework section. 

SR-12 Final Major Investment Study 
The SR-12 Final Major Investment Study includes implementing a Transportation 
Demand Management program in the near-term consisting of carpooling program 
with a park-and-ride lot located in Suisun City at a location visible from SR-12, a 
local shuttle program, and transit service.  The study also includes implementing 
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safety improvements and near-term traffic improvements at locations outside of the 
project study area. 

SR-12 Transit Corridor Study 
The SR-12 Transit Corridor Study includes expanding transit service on SR-12.  A 
transit stop will be added on SR-12 at the Suisun City Amtrak station just west of 
Marina Boulevard. 

Solano Countywide Bicycle Plan 
The Solano Countywide Bicycle Plan encourages the development of a unified 
bicycle system throughout Solano County.  The plan outlines a proposed bicycle 
system and prioritizes federal, state, and regional funding for those projects.  The 
plan identifies adding a Class I and Class II bikeway from Vacaville to Suisun City 
along Jepson Parkway.  In the study area, the bikeway will be a Class II facility on 
Walters Road from Airbase Parkway to East Tabor Avenue.  The bikeway will be a 
Class I facility from East Tabor Avenue to SR-12.  The plan also includes extending 
Central County bikeway from Suisun City to Rio Vista.  In the study area, the 
bikeway will have shoulder improvements to the existing multi-use path from the Rio 
Vista Bridge to Petersen Road.  In the study area, the plan also includes the Pintail 
Drive/McCoy Creek trail with a Class III facility on Pintail Drive from Sunset 
Avenue to Walters Road and a Class I facility on McCoy Creek from SR-12 to East 
Tabor Avenue. 

Solano Countywide Pedestrian Plan 
The Solano Countywide Pedestrian Plan encourages and supports walking as a means 
of transportation in Solano County.  The plan develops an overall vision and 
systematic plan for accommodating pedestrians in urban areas based on current 
shared policies, principles, and criteria.  The plan highlights current and potential 
projects to fulfill this vision.  The plan identifies Walters Road as an important 
pedestrian route. 

Jepson Parkway Concept Plan 
The Jepson Parkway Concept Plan envisions a four-lane parkway from Interstate 
80/Leisure Town Road in Vacaville to SR-12 in Suisun City.  Within Suisun City, 
Jepson Parkway would use the Walters Road alignment.  The plan includes 
improvements throughout the County, including additional local transit routes along 
Walters Road and Pintail Drive in the study area and local express transit routes 
along Walters Road and SR-12. 
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Page 4.11-22, First Paragraph, First Sentence 
This passage has been modified to note the correct version of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices used in the traffic analysis. 

For this study, data was available for the AM and PM peak-hour periods; therefore, 
KHA checked the traffic volumes at the unsignalized intersections against the peak-
hour warrant in the California2000 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD). 

Pages 4.11-51 and 4.11-52, Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a, TRANS-1b, TRANS-1c, TRANS-1d, 
and TRANS-1g 
These five mitigation measures have been modified to include a provision either requiring the 
improvements be in place prior to project occupancy or obligating the project applicant, in working 
with Caltrans, to make a best effort to have them in place prior to project occupancy. 

MM TRANS-1a Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide Caltrans with 
payments for modifying the existing signal phasing at the intersection of SR-12 and 
Marina Boulevard.  The existing split phasing in the northbound-southbound 
direction shall be modified to protected phasing.  The project applicant shall provide 
the full cost of this modification.  The project applicant, in working with Caltrans, 
shall make best efforts to have the improvements in place prior to project occupancy.   

MM TRANS-1b Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide Caltrans with 
payments for improvements to the intersection of SR-12 and Sunset Avenue.  The 
improvements shall consist of re-striping the existing northbound through lane to a 
left-shared through lane and optimizing the signal timing.  The eastbound right-turn 
lane should be restriped to a through shared-right lane that will turn into the drop 
right-turn lane at SR-12/Lawler Center Drive.  The striping for the drop lane at 
Lawler Center Drive should be a dashed line for the first 270 feet (instead of the solid 
line that currently exists), and the remaining 270 feet should be a solid line.  The 
project applicant shall provide the full cost of this improvement.  The project 
applicant, in working with Caltrans, shall make best efforts to have the improvements 
in place prior to project occupancy. 

MM TRANS-1c Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide Caltrans with 
payments for improvements to the intersection of SR-12 and Emperor Drive.  The 
improvements shall consist of re-striping the westbound right-turn lane to a shared 
through-right lane.  The project applicant shall provide the full cost of this 
improvement.  The project applicant, in working with Caltrans, shall make best 
efforts to have the improvements in place prior to project occupancy. 
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MM TRANS-1d Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide Caltrans with 
payments for improvements to the intersection of SR-12 and Woodlark Drive.  The 
improvements shall consist of the installation of a westbound auxiliary lane on SR-12 
for southbound traffic turning right on SR-12 from Woodlark Drive.  The auxiliary 
lane shall extend from Woodlark Drive to Emperor Drive.  The project applicant 
shall provide the full cost of this improvement.  The project applicant, in working 
with Caltrans, shall make best efforts to have the improvements in place prior to 
project occupancy. 

MM TRANS-1g Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide Caltrans with 
payments for improvements to the intersection of SR-12 and Walters Road.  The 
improvements shall consist of the installation of a second southbound right-turn bay 
and the modification of the existing northbound-southbound signal phasing to split 
from permitted.  The project applicant shall provide the full cost of this improvement.  
The improvement shall be in place prior to project occupancy. 

Pages 4.11-52, Mitigation Measures TRANS-1h 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1h has been modified to reflect:(1) the fact that the City of Suisun City 
has adopted a new Capital Improvement Program (CIP) since the mitigation measure was prepared 
for the Draft EIR, (2) the current CIP and current Offsite Street Improvement Program (OSSIP) fees 
are not sufficient to fund all of the road improvements likely to be required by the Wal-Mart and 
future development projects development, (3) the City of Suisun City may not be in a fiscal position 
to cover the cost of unfunded CIP projects, and (4) the reality that the City cannot enter into 
agreements with other agencies without those other agencies being willing to enter into the 
agreements themselves.   

The revised mitigation measure anticipates that an updated 5-year CIP and increased OSSIP fees will 
help to provide sufficient funds to pay for the various identified improvements, including those 
outside the City of Suisun City should Suisun City, Fairfield, and Caltrans reach agreement, as the 
City hopes.   

City management indicated that the command “shall,” as used in the original version of Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-1h, is too inflexible given the City’s stressed fiscal situation.  The City simply 
cannot afford to inflexibly devote scarce local tax revenues to road improvements when other needs 
(e.g., police and fire services) may be equal or more pressing.  Thus, although the City will consider 
devoting local revenues to make up for any shortfalls that might exist after a new capital 
improvement program is adopted, the City does not believe that it can guarantee that the 
transportation improvements in question will constitute the best use of the City’s limited revenues, 
particularly when competing needs involve public health and safety.   
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Regarding the clause requiring the City to enter into reciprocal agreements with Caltrans and the City 
of Fairfield, although the City is committed to approaching its sister agencies in good faith with the 
intention of entering into such agreements that will provide for a regional approach to regional traffic 
issues, the City cannot be certain that Caltrans and Fairfield will react favorably to Suisun’s overtures 
and thus be willing to enter into the contemplated agreements.  In other words, all that Suisun City 
can do is to try to persuade these other agencies of the wisdom and desirability of the proposed 
agreements.  The language of Mitigation Measure TRANS 1-h has modified to reflect this reality. 

MM TRANS-1h Within 1 year 90 days of approval of the proposed project, the City of Suisun City 
shall establish aadopt a 5-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and shall increase 
the City’s Offsite Street Improvement Program (OSSIP) fees to levels sufficient to 
assess the project applicant and future development projects their projected fair-share 
costs for necessary transportation improvements.  If the City cannot collect sufficient 
funds from new development projects to cover the full cost of necessary 
improvements, the City mayshall make up the shortfall from other sources, including, 
but not limited to, the City’s General Fund as augmented by revenues derived from 
the proposed project or federal, State, or regional funds made available to the Solano 
Transportation Authority.  If the City has not collected sufficient funds to fully 
finance CIP transportation projects 5 years after the issuance of the proposed 
project’s building permits, the City shall take one of the following actions: (1) 
reimburse the project applicant for some or all of the funds collected; (2) spend the 
funds collected on the highest priority improvements, reimbursing the project 
applicant for any unspent funds; or (3) identify a credible strategy by which the 
remaining necessary funds needed for all identified improvements can be obtained 
within a reasonable period of time.  If the City exercises the third option, it must 
obtain all necessary funding within an additional two-year period, after which the 
City must exercise one of the first two options. 

 Associated with the adoption of the establishment of a CIP and the increase in OSIP 
fees, the City of Suisun City shall attempt to enter into reciprocal agreements with the 
City of Fairfield and Caltrans to collect fees from development projects to fund 
necessary transportation improvements to facilities under each respective agency’s 
jurisdiction. 

 Consistent with General Plan Policy 16 in Chapter II, if the adopted CIP has not 
scheduled the necessary facilities for construction or purchase at the proper time to 
fulfill this requirement, the project applicant may elect to construct the facility or 
purchase the equipment ahead of the CIP schedule.  A binding commitment for this 
purpose that is satisfactory to the City shall be executed prior to issuance of permits. 
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Pages 4.11-62 and 4.11-63, Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-2d, and 
TRANS-2e 
These four mitigation measures have been modified to include a provision either requiring the 
improvements be in place prior to project occupancy or obligating the project applicant, in working 
with Caltrans, to make a best effort to have them in place prior to project occupancy. 

MM TRANS-2a Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide Caltrans with 
payments for improvements to the intersection of SR-12 and Sunset Avenue.  The 
improvements shall consist of re-striping the existing eastbound right-turn lane to a 
through-shared right lane that will become a drop right-turn lane at Lawler Center 
Drive.  The project applicant shall provide the full cost of this improvement.  The 
project applicant, in working with Caltrans, shall make best efforts to have the 
improvements in place prior to project occupancy. 

MM TRANS-2b Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide Caltrans with 
payments for improvements to the intersection of SR-12 and Emperor Drive.  The 
improvements shall consist of modifying the existing northbound-southbound signal 
phasing from permitted to split phasing and re-striping the northbound through lane 
to a left shared-through lane.  The project applicant shall provide the full cost of this 
improvement.  The project applicant, in working with Caltrans, shall make best 
efforts to have the improvements in place prior to project occupancy. 

MM TRANS-2d Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide the City of 
Suisun City with payments for improvements to the intersection of Walters Road and 
Bella Vista Drive.  The improvements shall consist of optimizing the existing signal 
timing.  The project applicant shall provide the full cost of this improvement.  The 
improvement shall be in place prior to project occupancy. 

MM TRANS-2e Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide Caltrans with 
payments for improvements to the intersection of SR-12 and Walters Road.  The 
improvements shall consist of re-striping the existing northbound approach from one 
left, one through, and one right-turn lane to two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and 
one right-turn lane.  Split signal phasing shall be provided on the northbound and 
southbound approaches.  The project applicant shall provide the full cost of this 
improvement.  The improvement shall be in place prior to project occupancy. 

Pages 4.11-64 and 4.11-65, Table 4.11-13 
A figure in Table 4.11-13 has been modified to correct a typographical error for the mitigated queue 
length for the westbound left turn movement at SR-12/Marina Boulevard. 
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Table 4.11-13: Near-Term Mitigated Queuing Impacts 

With Project, Unmitigated With Project, Mitigated 

Intersection Movement Storage 
Capacity 

(feet) 

95th 
Percentile 

Queue 

Storage 
Capacity 

(feet) 

95th 
Percentile 

Queue 

SR-12/Marina 
Boulevard 

Westbound 
left turn 365 396 425 396936 

Eastbound left 
turn 265 902 1,100 940 

Southbound 
left turn 110 241 300 252 

SR-12/Walters Road 

Southbound 
right turn 365 814 365 238 

Air Base Parkway/ 
Walters Road 

Westbound 
left turn 400 925 750 925* 

Bella Vista Drive/ 
Walters Road 

Southbound 
left turn 100 188 200 152 

Main Driveway/ 
Waters Road 

Northbound 
left turn 150 191 200 190 

Notes: 
Only queuing movements substantially affected by project-generated trips are shown. 
*  Movement has split timing; therefore, blocking of turn pockets may not occur because all approach movements move 

at the same time. 
Source:  Kimley-Horn and Associates Inc., 2007. 

 
Pages 4.11-67 and 4.11-68, Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b 
A typographical error in Mitigation Measure TRANS-3b has been corrected. 

MM TRANS-3b Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide the City of 
Fairfield with feesimprovements for queuing improvements to the intersection of Air 
Base Parkway and Walters Road.  The improvements shall consist of the extension of 
the existing westbound left-turn pocket to a minimum of 750 feet and the 
optimization of signal timing to provide more time of the westbound left-turn 
movement.  The project applicant shall provide the full cost of these improvements. 

Page 4.11-68, Mitigation Measures TRANS-3c, and TRANS-3d 
In recognition of the fact that the project applicant is only required to provide a partial share of the 
cost of the improvements identified in the mitigation measures, the text of each measures has been 
modified to identify how improvements or funding would be provided to satisfy the project’s 
obligations. 

MM TRANS-3c Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide Caltrans with 
fair-share improvements for queuing improvements to the intersection of SR-12 and 
Walters Road.  The improvements shall consist of (1) the installation of an additional 
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eastbound left turn (for a triple eastbound left) at the intersection, (2) the installation 
of an additional northbound through lane on Walters Road between SR-12 and 
Petersen Road, (3) the extension of the existing southbound left-turn pocket to a 
minimum of 250 feet, and (4) the extension of the existing eastbound left-turn pocket 
to a minimum of 650 feet.  The project applicant shall provide 17 percent of the cost 
of these improvements, based on Caltrans methodology for calculating equitable 
share.  As an alternative to the payment of fees to Caltrans in an amount representing 
17 percent of the total costs of improvements (1) through (4) above, the City of 
Suisun City may direct the applicant to approach Caltrans about constructing a single 
near-term improvement as a means of mitigating project-level traffic impacts as soon 
as possible.  Under this alternative approach, the applicant would construct or fully 
fund the construction of a 132.5-foot extension of the existing dual eastbound turn 
lanes on SR-12 at Walters Road, which is the practical equivalent of the installation 
of a third eastbound left turn lane identified above as improvement (1).  Under this 
alternative approach, the improvement in question would have to be in place prior to 
project occupancy.  In the event that the cost of this improvement exceeds the 
applicant’s 17 percent share of the costs of improvements (1) through (4) (as 
determined by the City in consultation with Caltrans), the applicant shall be entitled 
to credit against other its other fair-share obligations for improvements on Caltrans 
facilities as required by other mitigation measures adopted for the project.  In the 
event that the cost of the alternative improvement is less than the applicant’s 17 
percent share of the costs of improvements (1) through (4), the applicant shall still be 
required to pay the remaining funds needed to constitute the full 17 percent fair-share 
obligation described above. 

MM TRANS-3d Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide the City of 
Suisun City with fees constituting the project’s fair-share of the costs of 
improvements for queuing improvements to the intersection of Bella Vista Drive and 
Walters Road.  The improvements shall consist of extending the existing southbound 
left-turn pocket 100 feet to a total length of 200 feet.  The project applicant shall 
provide 86 percent of the cost of these improvements, based on Caltrans 
methodology for calculating equitable share.  The project applicant shall be credited 
by the City of Suisun City for costs outside of its fair share for this improvement.  
The improvement shall be in place prior to project occupancy.  In the event that the 
project either constructs or provides all of the funds needed to construct the 
improvements, the project applicant shall be entitled to credit against its other fair-
share obligations for improvements under the control of the City of Suisun City as 
required by other mitigation measures adopted for the project or, in the event that 
such credit is not a viable option, shall be entitled to reimbursement from OSIP fees 
collected by the City from future development projects that will benefit from the 
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improvement required by this measure and thus be subject to fair share obligations 
with respect to the improvement. 

Pages 4.11-69, Sixth Paragraph  
A statement about truck deliveries has been clarified to note that it represents a worst-case 1-hour 
scenario. 

Tractor-trailers would regularly access the three components of the proposed project.  
On the basis of data collected at other Wal-Mart Supercenters, it is expected that up 
to 10 truck deliveries per hour could be made during the daytime and up to five per 
hour during nighttime hours.  Note that this represents a “worst-case” 1-hour scenario 
for deliveries.  On a typical day, it is anticipated that the Wal-Mart Supercenter 
would receive 19 truck deliveries, with seven being tractor-trailer deliveries and 12 
being vendor truck deliveries. 

Pages 4.11-72, Mitigation Measure TRANS-8  
At the request of the City of Fairfield and other commentors, Mitigation Measures TRANS-8 has 
been modified to include a provision for a bus stop in the northbound direction on Walters Road. 

MM TRANS-8 Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, the applicant shall install a bus stop in the 
southbound direction suitable for use by FST buses within the project or along the 
project frontage.  The bus stop shall include a shelter, trash receptacles, lighting, and 
landscaping, and it shall be designed in accordance with FST standards.  The project 
applicant shall also install or fund the installation of a bus stop on the east side of 
Walters Road to serve FST buses traveling in the northbound direction.  The 
reasonable cost to install the latter bus stop shall be determined by the City of Suisun 
City in consultant with FST.  The City of Suisun City Public Works Department shall 
review and approve the plans for these bus stops prior to their installation to ensure 
their safe design.  Alternatively, the City and FST may identify alternate means at 
roughly equivalent cost to facilitate transit usage for customers and employees of the 
proposed project. 

 
Section 4.12, Urban Decay 
Page 4.12-38, After Table 4.12-12 
A passage has been added to the Impact UD-1 discussion referencing discussion of retail impacts on 
Downtown Fairfield contained in the Final Retail Market Impact Analysis technical report. 

Impacts Outside of Trade Area 
In addition to the sales captured from existing retailers in the area actually served by 
the proposed project (i.e., the Trade Area), the project is also estimated to capture 
sales currently leaking out of the Trade Area to outlets elsewhere.  It is assumed here 
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that all this leakage will be captured from outlets in Fairfield, because of its 
proximity to the Trade Area and its wide array of available retail outlets.  To the 
extent that Suisun City residents are shopping beyond Fairfield, the following 
analysis may overstate the impacts in Fairfield.  Because of distance and the large 
number of outlets beyond Fairfield where Trade Area residents could shop, it is 
highly unlikely that any individual outlet beyond Fairfield would be significantly 
impacted by the proposed project. 

As noted above in Table 4.12-8, the analysis estimates recapture of approximately 
$61 million in sales from outside the Trade Area.  Assuming these sales are all 
captured from outlets in Fairfield, in 2009 the categories showing a loss of sales from 
2006 baseline levels are general merchandise stores and food stores; refer to Tables 
4.12-12A and 4.12-12B.  General merchandise stores show a loss of approximately 5 
percent; food store sales losses are estimated at less than 0.5 percent.  Because of 
continued growth in Fairfield, by 2015 sales at existing outlets will be above 2006 
levels even with the proposed project in operation.  Thus, while there are short-term 
negative effects on sales in Fairfield as leakage is recaptured, over a period of several 
years, growth in Fairfield will allow sales to recover to above current levels for all 
major store categories. 
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Table 4.11-2A: Net Change in Sales at Existing Outlets in Fairfield from 2006 Levels 

Type of Store 
Capture from 

Fairfield Outlets 
(2009) 

Sales in 
Fairfield Outlets 

(2009) 

Percent 
Capture 

from 
Fairfield 
(2009) 

After Sale in 
Fairfield 

Outlets (2009) 

Sales in 
Fairfield 

Outlets (2006) 

Change in 
Sales  

(2006-2009) 

Percent 
Change in 

Sales 
(2006-2009) 

Apparel $1,659,049 $70,325,896 2 $68,666,846 $65,634,454 $3,032,392 5 

General Merchandise $35,583,881 $306,488,619 12 $270,904,738 $286,042,758 ($15,138,020) -5 

Food $15,145,706 $217,207,744 7 $202,062,038 $202,717,812 ($655,774) -0.3 

Eating and Drinking Places $3,182,177 $130,432,514 2 $127,250,337 $121,731,359 $5,518,978 5 

Home Furnishings and Appliances $973,591 $61,532,667 2 $60,559,077 $57,427,822 $3,131,255 5 

Building Materials/Farm Implements $755,783 $108,209,186 1 $107,453,403 $100,990,549 $6,462,854 6 

Auto Dealers and Auto Supplies $0 $361,731,393 0 $361,731,393 $337,600,286 $24,131,107 7 

Service Stations $0 $105,613,955 0 $105,613,955 $98,568,446 $7,045,509 7 

Other Retail $3,588,530 $269,797,762 1 $266,209,231 $251,799,549 $14,409,683 6 

Total $60,888,718 $1,631,339,736  $1,570,451,019 $1,522,513,036   
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Table 4.11-2B: Net Change in Sales at Existing Outlets in Fairfield from 2006 Levels 

Type of Store 
Capture from 

Fairfield Outlets 
(2015) 

Sales in 
Fairfield Outlets 

(2015) 

Percent 
Capture 

from 
Fairfield 
(2015) 

After Sale in 
Fairfield 

Outlets (2015) 

Sales in 
Fairfield 

Outlets (2006) 

Change in 
Sales 

(2006-2015) 

Percent 
Change in 

Sales 
(2006-2015) 

Apparel $1,659,049 $78,521,628 2 $76,862,579 $65,634,454 $11,228,125 17 

General Merchandise $35,583,881 $342,206,596 10 $306,622,715 $286,042,758 $20,579,957 7 

Food $15,145,706 $242,520,989 6 $227,375,283 $202,717,812 $24,657,471 12 

Eating and Drinking Places $3,182,177 $145,633,032 2 $142,450,854 $121,731,359 $20,719,495 17 

Home Furnishings and Appliances $973,591 $68,703,643 1 $67,730,052 $57,427,822 $10,302,230 18 

Building Materials/Farm Implements $755,783 $120,819,812 1 $120,064,029 $100,990,549 $19,073,480 19 

Auto Dealers and Auto Supplies $0 $403,887,326 0 $403,887,326 $337,600,286 $66,287,040 20 

Service Stations $0 $117,922,134 0 $117,922,134 $98,568,446 $19,353,688 20 

Other Retail $3,588,530 $301,239,811 1 $297,651,281 $251,799,549 $45,851,732 18 

Total $60,888,718 $1,821,454,971  $1,760,566,254 $1,522,513,036   
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Regarding the focus of the short-term impacts, they would likely be in similar 
existing discount general merchandise stores, especially the existing Fairfield Wal-
Mart, which is also the closest such store.  However, the analysis here has already 
assumed that this store is slated for closure subsequent to the opening of the recently 
approved Fairfield Supercenter.  Downtown Fairfield is also close to Suisun City, but 
it contains a mix of smaller local-serving establishments supported in part by the 
daytime population of government workers.  As with many older downtowns 
(including Suisun City’s) this retail district has been competing with region-serving 
retail such as the mall and existing discount big-box stores for many years already, 
and has refocused on a different market niche unlikely to be impacted in a substantial 
way by additional region-serving retail such as the proposed project. 

Section 6, Other CEQA Considerations 
Page 6-6 and Page 6-7, Table 6-2 
Table 6-2 has been revised to note the correct dwelling unit count for the Villages at Fairfield project. 

Table 6-2: Cumulative Projects 

Project Size Location 

Gentry-Suisun 480,000 square feet retail 
232 dwelling units 

State Route 12 (SR-12) and Pennsylvania 
Avenue 

Amberwood Homes 
(Blossom Manor) 

28 dwelling units Blossom Road between Railroad Avenue 
and Sarah Way 

Peterson Ranch Homes 548 dwelling units Between East Tabor Avenue and Bella 
Vista Drive, and between Travis Air 
Force Base and Walters Road 

Breezewood Village 
Apartments 

80 dwelling units Worley Road between Railroad Avenue 
and Philip Way 

McCoy Creek  
Mixed-Use 

19 single-family homes 
10 live-work units 
6,818 square feet office 

South side of SR-12 between McCoy 
Creek Drive and Suisun Marsh, and 
between Grizzly Island Road and 
Crescent Elementary School 

Courtyards at Sunset Homes 69 dwelling units North side of Railroad Avenue, west of 
Sunset Avenue 

Cottonwood Creek 
Apartments 

120 dwelling units North side of Railroad Avenue, west of 
Sunset Avenue 

Almond Tree Place 
Condominiums 

61 dwelling units Railroad Avenue between Humphrey 
Drive and Olive Avenue 

Blossom Courtyards Homes 75 dwelling units Southeastern corner of Blossom Avenue 
and Railroad Avenue 

Suisun  
Mixed-Use Village  
(Hoffman  
Mixed-Use) 

125 single-family homes 
125 condominiums 
City park and fire station 
60,000 square feet retail 
90,000 square feet light 

Between SR-12 and Railroad Avenue, 
and west of Marina Boulevard 
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Project Size Location 

industrial 

Stoneyard Masonry 4,000 square feet Near the corner of Petersen Road and 
Walters Road, between the Bonfaire 
Market and Macedonia Church 

Suisun Seafood Store 9,000 square feet 303 Lawler Center Drive 

Main Street West 
Development 
(Project 1) 

17,956 square feet retail 
16,500 square feet office 

Southeast corner of Main Street and 
Solano Street 

Main Street West 
Development (Project 2) 

5,437 square feet retail 
5,142 square feet office 

Northeast corner of Main Street and 
Solano Street 

Goldridge Homes 1,458 dwelling units Peabody Road near Joseph Gerevas 
Drive 

Villages at Fairfield  
(1 through 4) 

204 dwelling units 
305 dwelling units 
899 dwelling units 
295 dwelling units 
(apartments) 
79 dwelling units 

Cement Hill Road between Clay Bank 
Road and Peabody Road 

Homecoming Apartments 628 dwelling units Cement Hill Road near Clay Bank Road 

Madison Apartments 221 dwelling units Near Vanden Road and Peabody Road 

East Tabor Townhouses 94 dwelling units East Tabor Avenue south of Clay Bank 
Road 

Blossom Avenue Apartments 92 dwelling units Blossom Road north of Railroad Avenue 

DMV Project Apartments 22 dwelling units Pacific Avenue 

Oakmont Shopping Center 
Expansion 

40,000 square feet retail North Texas Street south of East Tabor 
Avenue 

Southgate Shopping Center 17,500 square feet retail  Pennsylvania Avenue and SR-12 

Fairfield Bowl 8,500 square feet North Texas Street north of East Tabor 
Avenue 

Laurel Creek Plaza 100,000 square feet retail Clay Bank Road, north of Air Base 
Parkway 

St. Gobain Glass Warehouse 1,100 square feet light 
industrial 

Huntington Drive near Peabody Road 

Source:  Michael Brandman Associates, 2007. 

 
 
Section 8, Persons and Organizations Consulted 
Page 8-1, City of Suisun City 
An additional listing for the Public Works Department staff was added under the City of Suisun City 
Heading 
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Public Works Department 
Director/City Engineer  Fernando G. Bravo, P.E. 

Section 9, List of Preparers 
Page 9-1, City of Suisun City 
An additional listing for the Public Works Department staff was added under the City of Suisun City 
Heading 

Public Works Department 
Director/City Engineer  Fernando G. Bravo, P.E. 

Appendix B, Air Quality Analysis 
Global Climate Change Analysis 
Pages 1 Last Paragraph and Page 2, First Paragraph 
The Executive Summary has been updated to reflect later changes that were made to the greenhouse 
gas emission analysis in the Draft EIR. 

The analysis found that even with mitigation incorporated into the project, the 
project’s incremental contribution to Global Climate Change Impacts would be 
cumulatively considerable because the proposed project would represent a new 
source of greenhouse gas emissions.are less than significant because the project will 
be consistent with California’s greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies.  Details 
of the significance determination are shown in Section 5. 

Pages 2 and 3, Mitigation Measures AIR-4, GW-1, and GW-2 
The mitigation measures in Appendix B have been updated reflect the actual mitigation measures that 
appeared in the Draft EIR and eliminate previous versions of the mitigation that were deemed 
inapplicable or infeasible during preparation of the document. 

MM AIR-4 The following emissions control measures shall be incorporated into the proposed 
project:  

 

• The Wal-Mart Supercenter loading dock areas shall include: 
- Signage advising truck drivers to turn off engines when not in use 

 

- Signage advising truck drivers of State law prohibiting diesel idling of more 
than five minutes  

 

- Auxiliary 110 v and 220 v power units so trucks can power refrigeration 
units or other equipment without idling 

• The project owner shall provide adequate ingress and egress at entrances to public 
facilities to minimize vehicle idling and traffic congestion and dedicated turn lanes 
as appropriate. 
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• The project owner shall provide loading and unloading facilities for 
carpool/vanpool users with clear visible signage.  Where safety and space 
constraints do not take precedence, loading and unloading facilities shall be 
provided near building entrances for carpool/vanpool users. 

 

• The project owner shall install high albedo and emissive roofs or install EPA 
“Energy Star” approved roofing materials. 

 

• The project owner shall use energy-efficient lighting and process systems, such as 
low NOx water heaters, furnaces, and boiler units in commercial facilities. 

 
AIR 4  The project shall implement the following measures from the BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines: 

• Rideshare Measures 
o Implement carpool/vanpool program such as carpool ride matching for 

employees, assistance with vanpool formation, provision of vanpool vehicles 

• Transit Measures 
o Construct transit facilities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters 

o Design and locate buildings to facilitate transit access, such as locating building 
entrances near transit stops and eliminating building setbacks 

• Service Measures 
o Provide onsite shops and services for employees, such as cafeteria, bank/ATM, 

dry cleaners, and convenience market  

o Provide onsite childcare, or contribute to offsite childcare within walking 
distance 

o Provide shuttle service to transit stations/multimodal centers 

• Parking Measures 
o Provide preferential parking (e.g., near building entrance and sheltered area) 

for carpool and vanpool vehicles 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Measures 
o Provide secure, weather-protected bicycle parking for employees 

o Provide safe, direct access for bicyclists to adjacent bicycle routes 

o Provide showers and lockers for employees bicycling or walking to work 
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o Provide secure short-term bicycle parking for retail customers and other non-
commute trips 

o Provide direct, safe, and attractive pedestrian access from project to transit stops 
and adjacent development 

GW 1  All dock and delivery areas shall be posted with signs informing truck 
drivers of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations, including the 
following: 

A. Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use. 

B. All diesel delivery trucks servicing the project shall not idle more than 5 minutes 
per truck trip per day. 

C. Restrict idling emissions by using auxiliary power units and electrification in the 
docking areas if provided by the operator. 

GW 2  Wal-Mart shall join the California Climate Action Registry 
(www.climateregistry.org) to report a minimum of one year of greenhouse gas 
emissions.  This measure shall be fulfilled prior to one year after project approval. 

Page 4, First Bullet Point 
This passage has been updated to reflect changes that were later made to the greenhouse gas emission 
analysis in the Draft EIR. 

Cumulative 
• Although theThe project is consistent with the strategies to reduce California’s 

emissions to the levels proposed in Executive Order S-3-05, it would still represent 
a cumulatively considerable net increase in greenhouse gas emissions.  – Less 
Than Significant Unavoidable Impact 

 
Page 21, Mitigation Measure AIR-4 
This measure has been updated to reflect the actual text that appeared in the Draft EIR. 

MM AIR-4 The following emissions control measures shall be incorporated into the proposed 
project:  

 

• The Wal-Mart Supercenter loading dock areas shall include: 
- Signage advising truck drivers to turn off engines when not in use 

 

- Signage advising truck drivers of State law prohibiting diesel idling of more 
than five minutes  

 

- Auxiliary 110 v and 220 v power units so trucks can power refrigeration 
units or other equipment without idling 
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• The project owner shall provide adequate ingress and egress at entrances to public 
facilities to minimize vehicle idling and traffic congestion and dedicated turn lanes 
as appropriate. 

 

• The project owner shall provide loading and unloading facilities for 
carpool/vanpool users with clear visible signage.  Where safety and space 
constraints do not take precedence, loading and unloading facilities shall be 
provided near building entrances for carpool/vanpool users. 

 

• The project owner shall install high albedo and emissive roofs or install EPA 
“Energy Star” approved roofing materials. 

 

• The project owner shall use energy-efficient lighting and process systems, such as 
low NOx water heaters, furnaces, and boiler units in commercial facilities. 

 
AIR 4  The project shall implement the following measures from the BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines: 

• Rideshare Measures 
o Implement carpool/vanpool program such as carpool ride matching for 

employees, assistance with vanpool formation, provision of vanpool vehicles 

• Transit Measures 
o Construct transit facilities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters 

o Design and locate buildings to facilitate transit access, such as locating building 
entrances near transit stops and eliminating building setbacks 

• Service Measures 
o Provide onsite shops and services for employees, such as cafeteria, bank/ATM, 

dry cleaners, and convenience market  

o Provide onsite childcare, or contribute to offsite childcare within walking 
distance 

o Provide shuttle service to transit stations/multimodal centers 

• Parking Measures 
o Provide preferential parking (e.g., near building entrance and sheltered area) 

for carpool and vanpool vehicles 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Measures 
o Provide secure, weather-protected bicycle parking for employees 



 City of Suisun City - Walters Road West Project 
Errata Final EIR  
 

 
3-36 Michael Brandman Associates  

H:\Client (PN-JN)\3004\30040001\Final EIR\30040001_Sec03_Errata.doc 

o Provide safe, direct access for bicyclists to adjacent bicycle routes 

o Provide showers and lockers for employees bicycling or walking to work 

o Provide secure short-term bicycle parking for retail customers and other non-
commute trips 

o Provide direct, safe, and attractive pedestrian access from project to transit stops 
and adjacent development 

Page 24, First Two Paragraphs 
These paragraphs have been stricken because they reference a mitigation measure that was not 
proposed in the Draft EIR. 

Mitigation suggests that Wal-Mart be encouraged to join the Climate Action Team 
Registry.  This would require that Wal-Mart compile GHG emissions inventories for 
all their own operations within the State of California.  The emissions inventories 
may be one method that CARB uses to track GHG emissions as required by AB-32.  
The GHG emission inventory may also provide information to policy makers to 
ensure that decision-making is based on real data for the State of California. 

The inventory as required by participants of the Registry differs from the inventory 
contained in this EIR.  For example, companies would estimate emissions from its 
transportation fleet, electricity consumption, and natural gas combustion for facilities 
within the entire State of California.  This EIR estimates emissions from motor 
vehicles accessing the project site and onsite natural gas combustion.  The 
assumptions used in the emissions estimates are from URBEMIS and EPA 
methodologies.  The Registry methods for calculating GHG emissions would differ 
from those in the EIR. 

Page 24, Mitigation Measures GW-1 and GW-2 
These mitigation measures have been stricken because they were not proposed in the Draft EIR. 

GW 1  All dock and delivery areas shall be posted with signs informing truck 
drivers of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations, including the 
following: 

A. Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use. 

B. All diesel delivery trucks servicing the project shall not idle more than 5 minutes 
per truck trip per day. 

C. Restrict idling emissions by using auxiliary power units and electrification in the 
docking areas if provided by the operator. 
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GW 2  Wal-Mart shall join the California Climate Action Registry 
(www.climateregistry.org) to report a minimum of one year of greenhouse gas 
emissions.  This measure shall be fulfilled prior to one year after project approval. 

Page 25, Second Bullet Point 
The residual significance of the proposed project’s cumulative greenhouse gas emissions has been 
updated to reflect the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

Cumulative 
Significant unavoidable impactLess than significant.  Although theThe project is 
consistent with the strategies to reduce California’s emissions to the levels proposed 
in Executive Order S-3-05, it would still represent a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in greenhouse gas emissions.  Therefore, the project’s incremental 
contribution to climate change impacts is less than significant and unavoidable. 
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