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LETTER 13: Dixon Regional Watershed Joint Powers Authority, Rick Martinez, Chairman 
of the Board 

 
Response to Comment 13-1: 
 
It is acknowledged that the JPA baseline conditions, considered valid for assessment of disputes, are 
inconsistent with the modeled existing conditions stated in the Draft EIR.  However, unlike potential 
NEPA or other analyses, CEQA analysis requires that project impacts are compared with the actual, on-
ground, existing conditions.  Therefore, it is important to use the actual existing condition flow 
contributions to the regional drainage system for evaluation of the Proposed Project’s potential impact; 
whether or not the participating drainages are recognized or included in the drainage system design, 
management, or drainage rights.  As noted in the Draft EIR, the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan 
(NQSP) Public Facilities and Services Element Policy 6.11.4 Drainage states that: 
 

4. Overall stormwater volume generated from the plan area will be mitigated through plan area participation in a 
regional drainage project, funded, in part through the Dixon North First Street Assessment District and 
supplemented by other methods as determined by the City. 
 

Furthermore, an encroachment permit is required from the DRCD in order to add or modify culverts or 
pipes contributing drainage to the Tremont 3 Drain. 
 
Response to Comment 13-2: 
 
The Dixon Downs Drainage/Flood Control EIR Evaluation (West Yost and Associates, March 10, 
2005) (Drainage Report, see Volume II Appendix C of the DEIR) notes that runoff from upstream of 
the NQSP and the Central NQSP area (including the Proposed Project site) was not included in the 
design of the Tremont 3 system. 
 
Response to Comment 13-3: 
 
To provide a maintainable outfall from the Proposed Project site to Tremont 3 is beyond the scope of 
this project and EIR.  However, the Proposed Project has two outfall options included in the Conceptual 
Drainage Plan: 
 

• Option 1 includes an improved channel to the Tremont #3 and a new culvert under the 
UPRR; the improvement conceptual detail is provided in the report.  This option would 
require purchasing of property/easements for the private drainage ditches east of Pedrick 
Road. 

 
• Option 2 includes use of a 66 inch storm drain along Vaughn Road to convey Proposed 

Project site drainage to Tremont #3  
 
The preferred option is Option 2, where storm flows are not conveyed through the private, 
unmaintained surface drainage ditch. 
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Response to Comment 13-4: 
 
A calculation of the project’s fair share participation in a required drainage management project/system 
is not included in the Draft EIR Project Description or Development Agreement.  Mitigation of regional 
drainage problems is beyond the scope of this project and CEQA analysis; however, several potentially 
viable options have been mentioned in the Conceptual Drainage Report (see Volume II Appendix K of 
the DEIR) and are being explored for maximizing efficacy in mitigating potential drainage problems.  
However, for the CEQA analysis, adverse impacts of the Proposed Project are assessed according to 
changes in existing conditions.  Beneficial impacts, such as participation in a regional drainage system 
mitigation effort, are not addressed nor are they required for compliance with the CEQA analysis.  
Furthermore, an encroachment permit is required from DRCD in order to add or modify culverts or 
pipes contributing drainage to the Tremont 3 Drain, which would serve to assure that drainage issues 
within this system are addressed upon implementation of the Proposed Project. 
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LETTER 14: Solano County Department of Resource Management, Birgitta E. Corsello, 
Director 

 
Response to Comment 14-1: 
 
The Draft EIR addresses the loss of farmland on the project site as well as any land use incompatability 
with adjacent uses.  It would be too speculative to analyze in any meaningful way the potential loss of 
orchard and row crops within the county as a whole.  There is no way to know, with any certainty, how 
many acres could be converted to horse breeding operations directly associated with the project. In 
addition, it is assumed that any horse breeding, training or breeding facilities would be considered 
acceptable uses on land designated and zoned for agricultural uses. Please see Response to Comment 7-2.  
 
Response to Comment 14-2: 
 
This comment does not address physical environmental effects that are the subject of the EIR.  
However, as is described in Responses to Comments 14-4 and 14-5, the Draft EIR fully considers the 
project-specific and cumulative effects of the project on agricultural resources. Please see Response to 
Comment 7-2.  
 
Response to Comment 14-3: 
 
Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment.”  Subsection (b) states that the “[E]conomic or social 
effects of a project may be used to determine the significance of physical changes caused by the project.  
For example, if the construction of a new freeway or rail line divides an existing community, the 
construction would be the physical change, but the social effect on the community would be the basis for 
determining that the effect would be significant.”   
 
Response to Comment 14-4: 
 
The Draft EIR fully considered the effects of the Proposed Project on agricultural resources, including 
adverse effects on productivity due to conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses, a conversion that 
has been planned for lands in the Northeast Quadrant since 1995 and that was acknowledged by the City 
in the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan EIR at that time (see Impact 4.7-2).  Impact 4.7-3 considered 
the effects of the Proposed Project on productivity of nearby agricultural lands due to nuisances and 
other land use conflicts that can occur between urban and agricultural operations.  In addition, the Draft 
EIR acknowledged effects on agricultural operations due to increased urban traffic using area roadways 
that are occasionally used by local farmers to move agricultural equipment (see Impact 4.10-6). Please see 
also Response to Comment 14-1, above and Response to Comment 7-2.  
. 
Response to Comment 14-5: 
 
The Draft EIR considered the project specific and cumulative effects of the conversion of agricultural 
land due to the Proposed Project on agricultural resources in Solano County.  As reported in the 
discussion of Impact 4.7-4, the project would contribute to a loss of 260-acres of prime farmland out of 
a total of over 143,211 acres of prime farmland in Solano County.  In addition, the County currently 
contains 7,584 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 13,735 acres of Unique Farmland, for a total 
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of 164,530 acres of state-designated Important Farmland.  There is another 201,338 acres of Grazing 
Land in the County.  The project site represents approximately 0.16 percent of the Important Farmland 
in Solano County, and 0.07 percent of the agricultural land in the County.  Further, the agricultural lands 
of Solano County are physically contiguous to, and operate within the same agricultural economy as the 
agricultural lands of Yolo County, as well as nearby Sacramento, Colusa and other agricultural counties in 
the southern Sacramento Valley.  It is unreasonable to think that the adverse effects of the loss of the 
260 acres of farmland on the project site would have a substantial effect on the agricultural infrastructure 
in the region. Please see also responses to Comment Letter 7. 
 
Response to Comment 14-6: 
 
The commenter is correct in noting that segments of Pedrick Road, Porter Road, Midway Road, and 
Dixon Avenue West within Solano County were analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Since no impacts were 
identified on these segments, no mitigation measures were recommended.  The project’s adverse effects 
on maintenance of these County roadways, while a meaningful economic issue, does not constitute an 
environmentally significant concern.  Thus, it was not analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Many agencies, 
including Dixon, allocate budget in their Capital Improvement Programs to improve and maintain their 
roadways.  For instance, the City of Dixon is working in cooperation with Caltrans to rehabilitate a 
segment of SR 113 south of downtown. 
 
Response to Comment 14-7: 
 
The commenter correctly notes that increased traffic at the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange would further 
restrict the ability to move farm equipment in the area.  The Draft EIR identified this as potentially 
significant (see Impact 4.10-6).  Mitigation measures included the installation of signs on Pedrick Road to 
advise motorists of farming vehicles and equipment and increased law enforcement.  However, even with 
implementation of these mitigation measures, the impact remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response to Comment 14-8: 
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-3 for discussion of the closure of Vaughn Road and the Vaughn-
Pedrick Connector.  
 
Response to Comment 14-9: 
 
To address the comment the text in the Draft EIR is revised accordingly. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-4(a) on page 4.10-88 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

4.10-4(a) (Phase 1) 

Make a fair share financial contribution toward the cost of a traffic signal (or other equally effective 
mitigation) at the SR 113/SR 12 intersection.  The City of Dixon shall work with Solano County 
Caltrans to develop a mechanism by which the contribution can be made and applied to this intersection.   
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LETTER 15: Solano Transportation Authority, Dan Christians, Assistant Executive 
Director/Director of Planning 

 
Response to Comment 15-1: 
 
The stated goals and procedures of the Solano Congestion Management Program (CMP) described in 
this comment have been noted. 
 
Response to Comment 15-2: 
 
The commenter states that the special traffic model run (using the Solano Countywide Traffic Model) 
conducted for the Proposed Project met the basic requirements of the 2004 Solano CMP.  The 
commenter also states that STA would like to verify that this and other projects along I-80 are included 
in the new Solano-Napa Travel Demand Model.  This is certainly a valid question since it relates to the 
ability to maintain LOS E along this portion of I-80 as established by the CMP.  It is suggested that STA 
contact the transportation engineering firm, DKS Associates, who developed the Solano-Napa Travel 
Demand Model, to obtain this information. 
 
Response to Comment 15-3: 
 
The commenter’s support for the objectives of the project is noted and forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 15-4: 
 
The list of project objectives included in Chapter 6, Alternatives, matches the project objectives 
identified in Chapter 3, Project Description.  The discussion of project objectives presented in the Draft 
EIR describes both the objectives that the City of Dixon intends to use in considering a decision on the 
merits of the project application, as well as the objectives of the project applicant in making the project 
application to the City of Dixon.  The Draft EIR presents both sets of objectives, and clearly 
distinguishes between the two sets, in order to inform the public and decision makers, and improve 
informed decision making.  It is appropriate for the statement of objectives to include the applicant’s 
objectives, consistent with Section 15124 of the State CEQA Guidelines which states that “[t]he 
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project”. 
 
Response to Comment 15-5: 
 
This comment refers to the need for off-site parking and shuttle buses to accommodate Tier 3 events.  
Since the supply of on-site parking is not adequate to accommodate Tier 3 events, off-site parking would 
be required.  Although not identified as mitigation for the project, the City may nonetheless condition 
the project to provide a certain number of off-site spaces to accommodate Tier 3 events. 
 
Response to Comment 15-6: 
 
The project applicant proposes to provide 20 bus parking spaces near the Finish Line Pavilion building.  
Although the project description makes no mention of preferential parking for car/vanpools, this 
strategy was suggested as part of the TDM plan recommended in Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(a). 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments  

 
4-46 

Response to Comment 15-7: 
 
Please refer to Master Response TRAFF-3 for discussion of the closure of Vaughn Road and the closure 
of the existing UPRR crossing of Vaughn Road.  
 
Response to Comment 15-8: 
 
The TDM plan was recommended in Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(a).  This mitigation can be required by 
the City as a condition of approval of the project. 
 
Response to Comment 15-9: 
 
The TMP plan was recommended in Mitigation Measure 4.10-5.  This mitigation can be required by the 
City as a condition of approval of the project. 
 
Response to Comment 15-10: 
 
If the City chooses to adopt Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(a) requiring the implementation of a TDM plan, 
it may add or remove specific elements at its discretion.  The City currently operates a dial-up curb-to-
curb transit service, which can complement the recommended shuttle system between the project and 
downtown Dixon.  
 
Response to Comment 15-11: 
 
Comments relating to the status of the I-80/680/780 Major Investment/Corridor Study, I-80/680/780 
Transit Corridor Study, and SR 113 Major Investment/Corridor Study are noted.  The commenter states 
that the Solano Countywide Bicycle Plan (2004) identified the need for Class II bike lanes along Pedrick 
Road through the City of Dixon and unincorporated Solano County.  Mitigation Measure 4.10-9 
recommends the installation of Class II bicycle lanes on Pedrick Road between I-80 and Vaughn Road 
consistent with the Solano Countywide Bicycle Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 15-12: 
 
The commenter suggests that when specific land uses for the project are finalized, an additional special 
model run be performed using the new Solano-Napa Travel Demand Model.  The new model run would 
identify a fair share of the contribution to the I-80 mainline, ramps, and interchange improvements.  The 
new Solano-Napa Travel Demand Model will likely be used during the preparation of the PSR for the I-
80/Pedrick Road interchange.  The possibility of a second special model run would be considered at the 
time the PSR is being prepared.  However, as noted in Master Response TRAFF-1, by constructing a 
fourth lane in each direction of I-80 east of Pedrick Road, the project is making a mainline improvement 
that is roughly proportional to its increase in traffic.  Master Response TRAFF-1 also discusses the 
regional transportation impact fee program being explored by the City to help fund various regional 
improvements. 
 
Response to Comment 15-13: 
 
The commenter suggests that the project contribute toward improvements to be identified in the SR 113 
Major Investment/Corridor Study.  This comment presumably refers to the redesignation of SR 113 
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along Pedrick Road.  The project would be conditioned to widen Pedrick Road to four or more lanes 
plus a median (for landscaping or turn lanes) from I-80 to the southern boundary of the project site.  The 
widening south of Dixon Downs Parkway would occur to the west within the project’s property.  The 
roadway would narrow to two lanes prior to the railroad tracks.    
 
Response to Comment 15-14: 
 
The commenter suggests that the City and developer consider an additional alternative to incorporate 
some residential or mixed-use development into the project. The City’s current General Plan designates 
the proposed project site to be an employment area and does not anticipate residential or mixed-use 
development.  Such uses would be inconsistent with the current General Plan and the current NQSP for 
the area.  However, the proposal does include accommodations for back stretch workers staying at the 
facility on a temporary basis. 
 
The City’s Measure B residential growth control initiative and its implementing ordinance would prevent 
any significant residential growth for some time.  Further, the designation of any significant portion of 
the NQSP for residential uses would undermine the purpose of the specific plan to provide local in-city 
employment opportunities and thereby reduce the need for long daily commutes to the Sacramento and 
Bay Area regions by City residents needing employment. 
 
Response to Comment 15-15: 
 
Please refer to Master Response TRAFF-3 for discussion of the closure of Vaughn Road and the existing 
at-grade railroad crossing on Vaughn Road.  The commenter suggests that the project pay a fair share 
cost toward the long-range grade separation of Pedrick Road at the UPRR.  Funding for local roadway 
improvements that would serve new development would be paid by development.  To this end, the City 
is exploring the creation of a fee program (perhaps included within its CIP or separate) to collect fees to 
pay for improvements such as the Pedrick Road Grade-Separation.  There is also discussion regarding 
developer created community facility or assessment districts.   
 
Response to Comment 15-16: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-9 recommends the installation of Class II bicycle lanes on Pedrick Road 
between I-80 and Vaughn Road consistent with the Solano Countywide Bicycle Plan. Please refer to Master 
Response TRAFF-3 for discussion of the closure of Vaughn Road.   
 
Response to Comment 15-17: 
 
The Traffic Management Plan may include changeable message signs to direct motorists to preferred 
streets and parking lots during Tier 2 or 3 events.  A permanent sign is situated on eastbound I-80 west 
of the project site.  Depending on the type of event, it may be used for event advisory messages. 
 
Response to Comment 15-18: 
 
A park-and-ride lot is currently located within the City of Dixon near I-80 at Pitt School Road.  A second 
park-and-ride facility is located in downtown Dixon.  The City would prefer not to place a park-and-ride 
lot within the project site because of its distance from I-80 and the potential adverse effects of more 
traffic traveling to/from the lot through adjacent intersections. 
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Response to Comment 15-19: 
 
The commenter suggests that a bus stop be provided within walking distance to the main entrance.  The 
City currently operates a dial-a-ride curb-to-curb system.  Assuming this system is unchanged, then 
transit patrons would be dropped at their desired location within the site.  During the design review 
process, City staff can require on-site transit facilities such as bus stops, turnouts, benches, and/or 
shelters.  
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LETTER 16: Solano Irrigation District, Paul Fuchslin, Supervising Civil Engineer 

 
Response to Comment 16-1: 
 
The Solano Irrigation District has indicated that they have no comments on the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 17: Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District, Paul Andrew Hensleigh, 
Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer 

 
Response to Comment 17-1: 
 
As the Commenter states, a portion of Solano County falls under the jurisdiction of the Yolo Solano Air 
Quality Management District (YSAQMD).  Consequently, the comment that “Solano County is in the 
jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), which is a different air basin” 
is not entirely accurate.  In fact, as is noted by the commenter, parts of Solano County are within either 
the jurisdiction of the YSAQMD or the BAAQMD.  The project site is located in that portion of Solano 
County subject to the jurisdiction of the YSAQMD. 
 
Air districts in California are named either “air quality management districts” or “air pollution control 
districts”.  Many times these appellations are used interchangeably.  However, it is acknowledged that the 
air district covering the Proposed Project site is an “air quality management district”, not an “air 
pollution control district”.  Consequently, all references in the Draft EIR to an “air pollution control 
district” shall be replaced with “air quality management district”. 
 
All attainment status and classifications for Solano County refer to that portion of Solano County in 
which the Proposed Project is located, which, as mentioned previously, is within the jurisdiction of the 
YSAQMD. 
 
Response to Comment 17-2: 
 
In response to the comment, the Table 4.2-1 on page 4.2-3 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
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Table 4.2-1 

State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards 

California 
Standardsa National Standardsb 

Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time Concentrationsc Primaryc,d Secondaryc,e

Solano County 
YSAQMD 

State Status/ 
Classification 

Solano County
YSAQMD 
National 
Status/ 

Classification 

Ozone 
8-hour 
1-hourf 

-- 
0.09 ppm 

0.08 ppm 
0.12 ppm  

N/A 

Same as 
Primary 
N/A 

Nonattainment/ 
Severe 

Nonattainment/ 
Severe  N/A 

Ozone 8-hour N/A 0.08 ppm 
Same as 

Primary N/A 
Nonattainment/ 

Serious 
Carbon 

Monoxide 
8-hour 
1-hour 

9.0 ppm 
20.0 ppm 

9 ppm 
35 ppm 

Same as 
Primary 

Attainment/ 
None 

Attainment/ 
None 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

Annual 
Mean 

1-hour 

-- 
 
0.25 ppm 

0.053 pm 
 
-- 

Same as 
Primary 

Attainment/ 
None 

Attainment/ 
None 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 

Annual 
Mean 

24-hour 
3-hour 
1-hour 

-- 
 
0.04 ppm 
-- 
0.25 ppm 

0.03 ppm 
 
0.14 ppm 
-- 
-- 

-- 
 
-- 
0.5 ppm 
-- 

Attainment/ 
None 

Attainment/ 
None 

Fine 
Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10) 

Annual 
Mean 
Annual 

Geometric 
Mean 

24-hour 

-- 
 
30 µg/m3 

 
50 µg/m3 

50 µg/m3 

 
-- 
 
150 µg/m3

Same as 
Primary 
-- 
 
Same as 
Primary Nonattainment Unclassified 

Fine 
Particulate 
Matter 
(PM2.5) 

Annual 
Mean 

24-hour 
-- 12 µg/m3  
-- 

15 µg/m3 

65 µg/m3 
Same as 
Primary 

Not Designated 
Unclassified/ 

None 

Not Designated/ 
None 
Attainment/ 

Unclassifiable 
Notes:   
ppm = parts per million, µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
a. California standards, other than carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1-hour), and fine particulate matter, are values that are not to be equaled or 

violated.  The carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1-hour), and fine particulate matter standards are not to be violated. 
b. National standards, other than ozone, the 24-hour PM2.5, the PM10, and those standards based on annual averages, are not to be exceeded more 

than once a year.  The 1-hour ozone standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average 
concentrations above the standard is equal to or les than one.  The 8-hour ozone standard is attained when the 3-year average of the annual fourth 
highest daily maximum concentration is less than 0.08 ppm.  The 24-hour PM10 standard is attained when the 99th percentile of 24-hour PM10

concentrations in a year, averaged over 3 years, at the population-oriented monitoring site with the highest measured values in the area, is below 
150 µg/m3.  The 24-hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the 98th percentile of 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations in a year, averaged over 3 years, at the 
population-oriented monitoring site with the highest measured values in the area, is below 65 µg/m3.  The annual average PM2.5 standard is attained 
when the 3-year average of the annual arithmetic mean PM2.5 concentrations, from single or multiple community oriented monitors is les than or 
equal to 15 µg/m3. 

c. All measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25° C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury (Hg) 
(1013.2 millibar); ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

d. National Primary Standards:  The levels of air quality deemed necessary by the federal government, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect 
the public health. 

e. National Primary Standards:  The levels of air quality deemed necessary by the federal government, to protect the public welfare from any known 
or anticipated adverse effects to a pollutant. 

f. The 1-hour ozone standard will be replaced by the 8-hour standard on an area-by-area basis when the area has achieved 3 consecutive years of air 
quality data meeting the 1-hour standard. 

Source:  CARB http:///www.arb.ca.gov, June 2002.  December, 2005. 
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Response to Comment 17-3: 
 
It is noted that diesel particulate emissions contain individual toxic components such as toluene.  The Air 
District does not indicate whether they believe that any individual toxic components that are a part of 
diesel fuel would have any acute impacts on receptors.  Construction workers operate heavy-duty diesel 
equipment for eight hours a day or more without experiencing acute impacts.  It is not reasonable to 
suggest that any receptors in the vicinity of the project site that would be exposed to far less diesel than 
the actual operator of a piece of diesel equipment would be in danger of experiencing any acute impacts.  
It is important to note that currently agricultural equipment is operating on the site throughout the year.  
Agricultural equipment also uses diesel fuel and is emitting diesel particulates.  
 
The nearest receptors to the project site are residences located south of the project site on Vaughn Road.  
These receptors are approximately 100 to 150 feet from the southern edge of the Proposed Project site.  
Heavy-duty diesel equipment would operate along this southern edge for only a portion of the overall 
construction period during grading. Only grading activities would be expected to involve the use of 
significant numbers of heavy-duty mobile equipment that generate the most TACs during construction.  
Grading activities would be a very small part of overall construction activities.  Most of the construction 
period would be dedicated to the framing, wiring, and interior construction that uses equipment of much 
lower horsepower which consequently emits much less diesel particulate.  Moreover, the undeveloped 
nature of most of the area surrounding the project site would indicate that wind would disperse 
emissions and emissions would not stagnate near receptors.   
 
The Draft EIR already contains a mitigation measure that would ensure that all applicable diesel 
equipment use a lean NOx catalyst.  This would reduce small particulate matter from diesel vehicles by 
63 percent.3  To further reduce any potential remaining impact from diesel TAC, the use of diesel 
particulate traps for all appropriate diesel fueled construction equipment would be added.  This 
technology would reduce particulate matter from diesel engines by another 80 percent.4  The total 
combined mitigation would result in an approximately 92.5 percent reduction of particulate matter from 
construction activity. This would ensure that no chronic or acute TAC impacts would be experienced 
from construction activities associated with the Proposed Project. 
 
Whether a TAC evaluation examines exposure over 70 years or as little as nine years, as suggested in the 
OEHHA Guidelines, the assumption is that the receptor is consistently exposed to a significant source 
of TAC.  As stated above, TAC sources in the form of heavy-duty diesel equipment would grade at the 
southern edge of the project site for only a short time.  Moreover, even the small amount of emissions 
produced over this short time would be reduced by over 90% through the use of clean diesel fuels and 
add-on control technology.  All other non-grading construction activities at the southern portion of the 
proposed project site (construction of grooms quarters and stables) would occur at least 500 feet from 
the residences on Vaughn Road.  The CARB’s Risk Management Guidance for the Permitting of New 
Stationary Diesel-Fueled Engines describes that for a 500 horsepower diesel engine, diesel concentrations 
significantly decrease at 500 feet.  No pieces of construction equipment would have a horsepower greater 
than 500. 
 
The combined facts that heavy-construction equipment would grade at the southern edge of the 
proposed project site for only a small portion of the overall construction period, that diesel emissions 
                                                 
3  URBEMIS 2002, version 8.7. 
4  Ibid. 
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would be reduced through mitigation by over 90%, and that non-grading construction activity would use 
smaller equipment at least 500 feet from the nearest receptors.  This would ensure that no TAC impacts 
would be experienced from construction activities associated with the Proposed Project. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(d) on page 4.2-17 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

• All diesel powered construction equipment that can accommodate a diesel particulate trap shall 
include this trap on the equipment. 

 
Response to Comment 17-4: 
 
VOC is an acronym for volatile organic compounds.  VOC’s are the EPA’s term for organic gases that 
react to form ozone.  Reactive organic gases, or ROG, is the term used by the California Air Resources 
Board to denote organic gases that react to form ozone.  VOC’s and ROG’s are virtually the same, 
except that the EPA considers slightly more gases to be reactive.  The terms “ROG” and “VOC” are 
normally used interchangeably, and will be considered identical in this response. To address the concerns 
raised by the commenter, VOC associated with horse emissions is added to Table 4.2-16. 
 
Table 4.2-6 on page 4.2-19 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
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Table 4.2-6 

Phase 1 Operational and Phase 2 Construction Impacts (peak pounds-per-day) 

 ROG NOx 
Construction Phase – Building Construction 
Building Construction Off-Road Diesel 30.92 211.05 
Building Construction Worker Trips 6.69 12.54 
Architectural Coatings Off-Gas 2,466.67 - 
Architectural Coatings Worker Trips 2.50 1.54 
Total Building Construction 2,506.78 225.13 
Total Building Construction (Mitigated) 2,506.78 225.13 
Exceeds YSAQMD Threshold yes yes 
Operational Phase (no large event) 
Mobile Emissions 19.38 9.24 
Area Source Emissions 0.57 5.65 
Horse Emissions 26 0 
Total Operational Emissions 19.95  45.95 14.89 
Total Operational Emissions (Mitigated) 19.95  45.95 14.89 
Exceeds YSAQMD Threshold no no 
Operational Phase (large event) 
Mobile Emissions 108.73 143.24 
Area Source Emissions 0.09 0.15 
Horse Emissions 26 0 
Total Operational Emissions 108.82 134.82 143.39 
Total Operational Emissions (Mitigated) 108.82 134.82 143.39 
Exceeds YSAQMD Threshold yes yes 
Combined Phase 2 Construction and Phase 1 
Operational without Large Event 2,526.73  2552.73 240.02 
Combined Phase 2 Construction and Phase 1 
Operational with Large Event 2,615.6  2,641.6 368.52 
Source:  EIP Associates, 2005. 

 
 
Response to Comment 17-5: 
 
The existence of California Senate Bill 700 and YSAQMD Rule 11.1 is noted.  The Proposed Project 
would contribute VOC and NOx emissions from a variety of point and area sources, as discussed in the 
Draft EIR.  The vast majority of NOx emissions would be attributed to mobile sources.  Using the 
emission factor of 6.7 pounds/head/year for horses developed by the CARB for emission inventory 
purposes, and assuming that the maximum of 1,440 horses were stabled on site full time, total annual 
VOC emissions from horses would be approximately 4.8 tons of VOC.  These horse emissions would be 
the only agricultural emissions associated with the Proposed Project. Consequently, the operational 
emissions from the Proposed Project that could be considered as “agricultural” emissions (horses) are 
below the 12.5 ton per year permit threshold found in Rule 11.1.  All other operational emissions would 
be related to non-agricultural sources, in keeping with the commercial nature of the project; therefore, 
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the Proposed Project would not be required to obtain a permit from the YSAQMD.  Although, it is 
possible, that the YSAQMD may require permits for individual pieces of equipment such as boilers or 
backup generators. 
 
As stated in the project description, there could be a maximum of 1,440 horses stabled at the facility at 
any one time; however, this would be unlikely.  The maximum number of horses (1,440) would be less 
than the 2,500 horses that would constitute a “large confined animal feeding operation” as defined by the 
Air Resources Board. 
 
Response to Comment 17-6: 
 
In response to the comment, the following text will be added to the Draft EIR page 4.2-9 under the 
header Local Air District Rules:  
 

RULE 2.3 – Ringelmann Chart 
Sets opacity limits on emission discharges. 
 
Rule 2.28 – Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials 
Limits the emissions of organic compounds from the use of cutback and emulsified asphalts in paving 
materials, paving, and maintenance operations. 
Rule 2.40 – Wood Burning Appliances 
Prohibits installation of any new traditional “open hearth” type fireplaces. 

 
It is noted that stationary equipment not exempted by Rule 3.2 that emits air pollutants would require an 
Authority to Construct (ATC) and Permit to Operate (PTO) from the Air District.  It is noted that 
portable equipment is required to be registered with the Air Resources Board. 
 
Response to Comment 17-7: 
 
The commenter is correct.  This is a typographical error that will be corrected.   
 
The first sentence in the second complete paragraph on page 4.2-16 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 
 

Implementation of the following NQSP mitigation measures as well as Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 
4.4-2(c) and (d) would reduce emissions of PM10 from construction to a maximum of 
approximately 55 pounds per day, as shown in Table 4.2-5.   

 
Response to Comment 17-8: 
 
The City determined that previously adopted NQSP Mitigation Measure AQ-J is no longer applicable 
because it would not serve to mitigate adverse effects of the project, and, in some cases, could exacerbate 
adverse air quality or other environmental effects of the project. 
 
Previously adopted NQSP Mitigation Measure AQ-J states: 
 

During smog season (April through October), the construction period shall be lengthened so as 
to minimize the number of vehicles and equipment operating at the same time. 
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This measure was identified for the purposes of reducing or eliminating effects due to the generation of 
ozone precursors, NOx and ROG.  Measure AQ-J would not reduce or eliminate the generation of NOx 
and ROG, only spread it out over a longer period of time.  Since ozone is created in the atmosphere 
through a photochemical reaction, and is not a localized effect, spreading out the time during which the 
precursors are generated would have no mitigating effect, and could increase effects by requiring 
emissions-generating sources to be run longer.  In addition, such effects as construction noise, 
construction traffic disruption, and others could be exacerbated by lengthening the time period of 
construction.  As such, the City has determined that this measure is no longer applicable for the 
mitigation of ozone precursors in the NQSP area. 
 
Response to Comment 17-9: 
 
The text of NQSP Mitigation Measure AQ-I on page 4.2-17 of the Draft EIR is proposed to be changed 
because it is no longer applicable: 
 

Vehicle idling shall be kept to an absolute minimum.  As a general rule idling shall be kept below 10 5 minutes. 
 
Response to Comment 17-10: 
 
To address the concerns of the Air District, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(d) on page 4.2-17 of the Draft EIR 
shall be revised to read as follows: 
The following measure shall be implemented to reduce emissions of NOx during construction: 

• All diesel powered construction equipment shall use a lean-NOx catalyst, where feasible. If this technology is 
not used a report shall be provided to the City that explains why it was not available or feasible to include on 
the construction equipment. 

 
Response to Comment 17-11: 

NQSP Mitigation Measure AQ-U on page 4.2-21 of the Draft EIR was revised to be more specific and 
to address long-term dust control by requiring that all permanent parking lots and roadways be paved.  
Because Phase 2 would be developed at a later date within an area slated for temporary parking to serve 
Phase 1, the mitigation measure was revised to require that temporary or non-paved parking lots use 
alternate parking methods which would be required to be approved by the City, in part, to ensure dust is 
controlled.  In the event all or part of Phase 2 is not developed in the future it is anticipated that the 
project applicant may request that the temporary parking lots to serve Phase 1 become permanent lots 
and be paved and landscaped to control dust.   

To ensure this occurs, NQSP Mitigation Measure AQ-U on page 4.2-21 of the Draft EIR is revised to 
read as follows:  

AQ-U PM10 emissions shall be reduced by curtailing fugitive dust through effective landscaping, and paving all 
permanent vehicle roads and parking lots.  Temporary or non-paved parking lots shall use alternate 
parking methods approved by the City which would minimize any particulate matter emissions.  
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Response to Comment 17-12: 
 
Although the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has an architectural coatings 
rule that specifies a VOC limit for non-flat coatings that is lower than the current YSAQMD rule, and a 
VOC limit for flat coatings that would be lower than the YSAQMD rule limit to take effect in 2008, it is 
not certain that the use of these types of coatings are feasible for the Proposed Project.  Neither the 
YSAQMD or the SMAQMD, which is the largest district in an ozone nonattainment area, have adopted 
VOC limits in their architectural coatings rules that reflect those found in the SCAQMD rule.  Many 
issues have been raised in the South Coast area concerning the durability and quality of the low-VOC 
coatings specified for use in the rule.  Using less durable coatings can actually impede progress towards 
attainment of air quality goals because it becomes necessary to apply them with greater frequency.  
Essentially, applying low-VOC coatings more often can produce more VOCs than applying slightly 
higher VOC paints with less frequency.  Also, industry in the Sacramento area commonly asserts that the 
colder climate in the Sacramento area (versus the Los Angeles area) makes the use of extremely low-
VOC coatings infeasible because low-VOC coatings need warmer conditions to dry satisfactorily.  Since 
no air district in the Sacramento Ozone Nonattainment Area has adopted a rule implementing the South 
Coast VOC limits for architectural coatings, it has not been demonstrated that the use of these coatings 
in the Sacramento area is feasible. Therefore, it is recommended to not include the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District’s Rule 1113. 
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LETTER 18: Yolano Group Sierra Club, Pam Nieberg, Co-chair 

 
Response to Comment 18-1: 
 
The commenter’s characterization of this portion of Solano County’s attainment status for ozone and 
particulate matter, and the sources and health effects of these pollutants is accurate.  However, the 
assertion that the Proposed Project would generate traffic which would “greatly exacerbate” the area’s air 
quality problem is not accurate.  The modeling performed for the project showed that, when compared 
to the overall inventory for Solano County, ROG emissions from daily operations of the Proposed 
Project would increase the inventory by only 0.004%, and NOx emissions would increase only 0.003%.  
This is a very small increase in the County’s overall emissions.  On the rare days when a “large event” 
would be held, operational emissions would increase the County-wide ROG and NOx inventories by only 
0.006%. 
 
Response to Comment 18-2: 
 
The comment identifies the standards or thresholds used by the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management 
District (YSAQMD) to determine impacts associated with ROG, NOx, and PM10. The comment also 
references the findings in the Draft EIR that air quality impacts associated with construction and 
operation of the Proposed Project would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants that would be in 
excess of the YSAQMD thresholds. 
 
Response to Comment 18-3: 
 
The comment correctly states that construction activities associated with Phase 1 and 2 of the project 
would exceed the YSAQMD standards resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact. 
 
Response to Comment 18-4: 
 
The comment correctly states that operation of Phase 1 combined with construction of Phase 2 would 
generate emissions of ROG and NOx that would exceed the YSAQMD standards resulting in a 
significant impact. 
 
Response to Comment 18-5: 
 
The comment notes that most people attending an event at the project site would travel via automobile 
and transit service would be limited.  As noted in the Draft EIR, the number of vehicles that would 
travel to the site on a large event day would exceed the YSAQMD standards for ROG and NOx. The 
comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 18-6: 
 
The comment reiterates information presented in the Draft EIR.  The comment notes that operation of 
Phase 1 would occur during the same time as construction of Phase 2 resulting in levels of ROG, NOx, 
and PM10 that exceed YSAQMD standards.  The comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 
 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments  

 
4-60 

Response to Comment 18-7: 
 
Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would have a significant cumulative impact because of the emissions it 
would generate during project operation.  However, it is not correct to state that emissions generated by 
Phase 1 would combine with other emissions in the region to produce an air quality impact.  Past history 
shows that the Sacramento region is prone to experiencing violations of the ozone standards.  However, 
according to the Air Resources Board, in the past three years there has been only one monitored 
violation (or exceedance) of the federal ozone standard and five monitored violations of the State ozone 
standard.  For PM10, over the past three years there have been no monitored violations of the federal 
PM10 standard and only one violation of the State PM10 standard.  This data indicates that air quality is 
improving in the County, and it is not accurate to state that air quality violations would certainly occur in 
the future because of cumulative emissions. 
 
Response to Comment 18-8: 
 
According to the YSAQMD’s Air Quality Handbook, if a project requires a change in zoning and the 
vehicle trips associated with the new zoning is greater than those associated with the original zoning, 
there would be a significant cumulative impact.  This is the case with the Proposed Project; therefore, as 
discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative emissions is 
significant as discussed in Impacts 4.2-6 and 4.2-7. 
 
Response to Comment 18-9: 
 
The YSAQMD, which is the primary local regulatory agency in charge of improving air quality in the 
area, commented on potential ROG emissions from horse waste (see Response to Comment 17-4).  
According to the YSAQMD, the use of an emission factor of 6.7 pounds of ROG per horse annually is 
appropriate for evaluating horse waste emissions.  This number comes from the emission factor for 
horses developed by the CARB for emission inventory purposes.  This would result in an additional 26 
pounds per day of VOC/ROG from daily operation of the project, assuming as a worst case that 1,440 
horses were stabled on site (which is unlikely to occur).  An additional 26 pounds per day of ROG from 
horse waste would increase daily build-out operational emissions from 239 pounds per day to 265 
pounds per day.  This is determined to not be a significant increase in the calculated operational ROG 
emissions from the Proposed Project.  Thus, no further study of horse waste ROG emissions is required. 
Most directly emitted gas is methane, which is not reactive.  The CARB emission factor would account 
for all gas produced by a horse, both directly and through horse waste. 
 
Response to Comment 18-10: 
 
While the Proposed Project may have a cumulatively considerable impact, as discussed in Response to 
Comment 18-1, the Proposed Project would not “greatly exacerbate” poor air quality in the area.  Also as 
shown in Response to Comment 18-1, the Proposed Project increases county-wide emissions of ROG 
and NOx by only thousandths of a percent, so it is not accurate to assert that plans to improve air quality 
would be seriously jeopardized by the project.   
 
While developing the site as specified in the NQSP would likely produce fewer operational emissions, the 
increase in emissions associated with the Proposed Project is not so substantial that it would seriously 
hinder the ability to attain regional air quality goals. 
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Response to Comment 18-11: 
 
As discussed on page 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR, it is acknowledged that farmland does support natural plant 
and wildlife species that commonly occur in the central valley agricultural fields.  It is not the intent of 
the Draft EIR to “downplay” or reduce the significance of the cultivated fields, but to point out that 
cultivated agricultural land is not a natural habitat type that would be expected to support a diverse and 
abundant assemblage of native plant and wildlife species.  Like many irrigated agricultural fields in Solano 
County, the project site is expected to support winter migrants, such as waterfowl, wading and shore 
birds.  It is also recognized on page 4.3-11 of the Draft EIR that the site is frequently used as foraging 
habitat for Swainson’s hawk. 
 
Response to Comment 18-12: 
 
It is not known when the California Department of Fish and Game updates the specific Swainson’s hawk 
recorded occurrences; however, as subscribers to the CNDDB service EIP Associates is issued updated 
versions of the CNDDB every six months.  The data does indicate how many of the recorded 
occurrences are actual nest sites. 
 
Response to Comment 18-13: 
 
It is not known who removed the tree or who authorized its removal.  Four years ago the tree supported 
a Swainson’s hawk nesting pair but has since been removed.  The tree was personally observed on the 
project site by EIP Biologist, Ron Walker, prior to its removal. The City of Dixon has no tree ordinance 
in effect; therefore, a private property owner has the ability to trim or remove trees without seeking 
authorization from the City, unless precluded by project entitlement, which is not the case with respect 
to this property.  The loss of approximately 260 acres of potential foraging habitat to the proposed 
project would be mitigated for through the acquisition and preservation of suitable foraging habitat at a 
1:1 ratio.  Preservation of suitable foraging habitat would not restrict the range of Swainson’s hawk and 
would reduce impacts, independent of the nesting tree previously onsite, to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Response to Comment 18-14: 
 
During field surveys conducted on the project site in May and June 2004 there was no evidence 
(i.e., pellets, whitewash, feathers, burrows, or prey remains around burrows) of burrowing owls being 
present on the project site.  If the site supported nesting burrowing owls, the field surveys conducted 
during the nesting season (May and June) would have revealed their presence.  In general, during the 
months of May and June a nesting pair, with or without juveniles, or evidence of a nest, is very apparent.  
There was no evidence of burrowing owl presence that would have implemented the protocol level 
surveys. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2(a) requires that the project applicant, in consultation with 
the City of Dixon and CDFG, conduct a pre-construction breeding-season survey (approximately March 
15 through August 30) of the project site during the same calendar year that construction is planned to 
begin.   
 
Response to Comment 18-15: 
 
On page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR it states that during Phase 1 the 260-acre project site would be graded 
resulting in the loss of Swainson hawk foraging habitat.  The loss of this habitat was determined to be 
significant impact.  Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 requires that the project applicant mitigate at a 1:1 ratio and 
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either purchase adequate foraging habitat land or participate in a mitigation bank, either option provides 
that 260 acres of foraging habitat would be protected in perpetuity per CDFG guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment 18-16: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 18-15, above. 
 
Response to Comment 18-17: 
 
To address the commenter’s concern, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 shall be revised to require suitable habitat 
that supports grain and low growing row crops and not orchards or vineyards. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 
states that suitable foraging habitat consists of alfalfa or other low growing crops.  To the extent feasible, 
the mitigation lands should be within 10 miles of an active nest. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 on page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows: 

4.3-1 (Phases 1 and 2) 

The project applicant shall preserve an equal amount of suitable raptor foraging habitat based upon Phase 
1 project impacts (at a 1:1 ratio).  To the extent possible, mitigation lands that provide suitable habitat 
to mitigate impacts to multiple species could be considered as well as land that includes Prime Farmland 
to also comply with Mitigation Measure 4.7-1.  In addition, to the extent feasible land shall be acquired 
within 10 miles of an active nest site. Suitable foraging habitat includes alfalfa or other low growing row 
crops. Orchards or vineyard would not be considered suitable habitat.  Preservation may occur through 
either: 

1) Payment of a mitigation fee to an established mitigation bank, or similar habitat development 
and management company, or the City of Dixon through a negotiated agreement between the 
City and the project applicant.  The monies will be held in a trust fund, and used to purchase 
mitigation credits to offset the loss of suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, and other 
raptors.  The credits would become incorporated into the mitigation bank, owned and operated 
by the habitat development and management company, and protected in perpetuity (consistent 
with CDFG guidelines); or 

2) Purchase of conservation easements or fee title of lands with suitable foraging habitat 
(consistent with CDFG guidelines). 

If mitigation lands (or a conservation easement covering the same) have not been acquired by the time of 
the first building permit, the City shall hold the project applicant's contribution in a separate, interest-
bearing account until the appropriate lands are identified through the consultation with CDFG and City 
and acquired by the City or preserved through other methods such as a suitable mitigation bank.  This 
amount may also be paid by the City into the Solano County HCP effort if and when it becomes 
approved. 

 
Response to Comment 18-18: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 18-15 and 18-17, above. 
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Response to Comment 18-19: 
 
The City does not have a formal Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program in place at this time.  In the past, 
the City has negotiated agricultural fees within Development Agreements.  The amount would be 
negotiated with the project applicant and set forth in the Development Agreement.  Please see also 
Response to Comment 18-21. 
 
Response to Comment 18-20: 
 
Solano County currently does not have an adopted HCP. In the future if an HCP is adopted and money 
is paid into an agency approved HCP it is assumed that the Plan will have the necessary mechanisms in 
place to acquire mitigation land for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat; such mechanisms have historically 
been required by the state and federal regulatory agencies prior to approval of HCP’s and similar 
mitigation plans.  Agency approved mitigation banks have management and monitoring plans in place.  
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 states that the project applicant shall preserve an equal amount of suitable 
foraging habitat. Suitable foraging habitat includes alfalfa or other low growing row crops, this would be 
the same as what exists on the project site currently.   
 
Response to Comment 18-21: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 requires that “[t]he project applicant shall preserve an equal amount of suitable 
raptor foraging habitat based upon Phase 1 project impacts (at a 1:1 ratio).”  The measure goes on to 
provide a number of methods of implementing this preservation mitigation, recognizing that 
preservation may be more effectively implemented through use of an approved mitigation bank or may 
be more effectively implemented by the City, having collected similar mitigation fees from numerous 
applicants, rather than individually by the applicant on a uncoordinated project-by-project basis.  With a 
larger fee base, the City or another appropriate party may be able to purchase more and better mitigation 
land than could be accomplished with the same money on a project-by-project basis by project 
applicants.  The methods described in Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 also provide for coordination with the 
California Department of Fish and Game on the suitability of mitigation lands.  Finally, the measure 
recognizes that there is an ongoing process in Solano County to develop a countywide HCP, and allows 
that if such an HCP is approved, mitigation fees could be paid into appropriate HCP mitigation 
programs; however, the mitigation measure is not dependent upon the availability of such an HCP. 
 
The variety of implementation methods addressed in Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 are commonly used in the 
implementation of habitat preservation mitigation throughout the state, and do not represent a 
diminution of the effectiveness of this measure to mitigate for the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 18-22: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 on page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR notes that “[I]f mitigation lands (or a 
conservation easement covering the same) have not been acquired by the time of the first building 
permit, the City shall hold the project applicant's contribution in a separate, interest-bearing account until 
the appropriate lands are identified through the consultation with CDFG and City and acquired by the 
City or preserved through other methods such as a suitable mitigation bank”.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1 requires that the project applicant preserve an equal amount of suitable raptor foraging 
habitat based upon Phase 1 project impacts (at a 1:1 ratio) in compliance with the CDFG requirements.  
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The CDFG nor the City of Dixon requires that a management and monitoring plan be prepared and 
adopted as part of the mitigation. The comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration.   
 
Response to Comment 18-23: 
 
No nesting birds were observed during several biological field surveys. The intent of Mitigation Measure 
4.3-2 is to ensure that the project applicant does not violate the MBTA or CDFG codes.  In order to do 
so it will be necessary to conduct surveys, during the appropriate time of the year and certainly prior to 
any ground disturbing activities, documenting the presence of any nesting habitat.  Therefore, allowing 
the project applicant the ability to avoid nesting birds.   
 
Conducting nesting bird surveys two or three years prior to implementation of the project is of no value, 
given that birds could come into the project site and use it as nesting habitat in the future.  Whereby, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 requires that surveys be conducted during the same calendar year that 
construction is slated to begin.  Any birds present on the site would be identified at that time. If any 
active protected or listed bird nests are located on the project site, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2(b) requires 
any removal of vegetation in which nesting is occurring be avoided during the March 15 through August 
30 bird nesting period to the extent possible.  If no vegetation removal is proposed during the nesting 
period, no surveys are required.  If it is not feasible to avoid the nesting period, a survey for protected or 
listed nesting birds would be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to the start of removal of 
vegetation, grading, or other construction activity. In the event that an active nest is discovered in areas 
to be cleared, or in other habitats within 150 feet of construction boundaries, clearing and construction 
would be postponed until a biologist has determined that the young have fledged (left the nest) or the 
nest is vacated and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempts. If construction cannot be delayed, 
avoidance shall include the establishment of a non-disturbance buffer zone around the nest site.  The size 
of the buffer zone shall be determined in consultation with the City and CDFG.   
 
Response to Comment 18-24: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 18-14 and 18-23, above.  In addition, any land preserved for 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat would also provide the same opportunities for ground nesting birds 
that could use the project site. 
 
Response to Comment 18-25: 
 
A discussion on potential jurisdictional wetlands is included on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR, and 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-3(1) states that the project applicant would be required to conduct a wetland 
delineation to be submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. If it is determined that wetlands exist 
on the project site steps are identified in Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 that identify what additional 
requirements would be needed.  In addition, there is no requirement that a wetland delineation be 
provided as part of the Draft EIR for public review.  
 
Response to Comment 18-26: 
 
The comment reiterates the conclusions of Impact 4.3-4.  No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment 18-27: 
 
The mitigation provided for Impact 4.3-4 is adequate and appropriate.  Under CEQA, when a project 
has a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, the EIR is required to 
identify steps that could be taken to avoid or reduce the magnitude of the contribution to the significant 
cumulative impact to a less-than-considerable level.  Thus, the identification of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1, 
which would reduce the project-specific impact related to loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat is 
appropriate.  The further studies identified as an element of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 are appropriate 
because, as is explained above in this FEIR, current surveys would be inadequate to identify the presence 
of species on the site in the future when construction activities, those activities that could actually cause 
harm to the species, would occur.  The measures required under Mitigation Measure 4.3-4(b) require 
surveys immediately prior to grading or other land disturbing activities.  These surveys would provide the 
most accurate and useful identification of the presence of species on the site, and would allow for the 
identification of specific steps that could be taken at that time to avoid or mitigate any effects to those 
species.  Please also see Response to Comment 18-23. 
 
Response to Comment 18-28: 
 
NQSP Mitigation Measure B-E recognizes that parties in Solano County are in the process of developing 
a regional multi-species habitat conservation plan (HCP) and that, if such a plan were to be approved 
prior to the need for mitigation of impacts on sites within the NQSP area, participation in the approved 
HCP would be preferable to project-by-project land preservation or other mitigation.  This mitigation 
measure is not illegal or inappropriate under CEQA because full mitigation is provided for through one 
or more measures, including this measure if it is available.  In the event that the HCP is not approved 
and available for mitigation of Dixon Downs impacts at the necessary time, project-specific measures are 
described that would mitigate the effects of the project.  Please also see Response to Comment 18-21. 
 
Response to Comment 18-29: 
 
The comment summarizes the information included in Impact 4.5-3 on pages 4.5-14 through 4.5-17 in 
the Draft EIR, which describes areas of known and potential soil contamination and the possibility of 
groundwater contamination.  Mitigation Measure 4.5-3 outlines steps to define the extent of soil and 
groundwater contamination and to remediate hazards to the satisfaction of the Solano County 
Environmental Management Department (SCEMD). 
 
Response to Comment 18-30: 
 
The commenter’s concern regarding County or City liability for the groundwater contamination is noted.  
Removal of the source diesel-contaminated soil (Mitigation Measure 4.5-3[a]) and groundwater testing 
would provide SCEMD staff sufficient information to determine whether additional site controls 
prohibiting development at the location of the proposed parking lot are necessary.  It should be noted 
that removal of the contaminated soil, which would occur in advance of construction of the proposed 
parking lot, would substantially reduce the potential for groundwater contamination to spread.  An in-
situ groundwater cleanup system, which would include monitoring wells, can be successfully operated at 
the parking lot location with minimal environmental or human risk. 
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Response to Comment 18-31: 
 
As identified in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, the project site is identified as Prime Farmland.  Prime 
Farmland is defined as land that possesses “the best combination of physical and chemical features able 
to sustain long-term production of agricultural crops”. 
 
Response to Comment 18-32: 
 
In 1995 the City of Dixon adopted the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan (NQSP) which designates a 
mix of urban uses for development in this area of the City.  At that time, the City committed the entire 
Northeast Quadrant to urban, employment-generating uses, and recognized the resultant loss of prime 
farmland in the NQSP EIR.  Since that time there has been little development within the NQSP with the 
exception of the Walmart store completed in 2003 and recently expanded.  Development within the 
NQSP, whether it is the proposed Dixon Downs project or some other project like Walmart or the 
currently proposed Flying J Plaza truck stop, would not constitute the premature conversion of 
agricultural land because this area has been previously earmarked by the City for urban development. On 
the contrary, if a project were proposed in an area of the unincorporated County designated for long-
term agricultural uses and not previously committed to urbanization through the extension of an urban 
service boundary (such as a city sphere of influence) the proposed conversion from agricultural to 
developed uses could be viewed as a premature conversion of farmland.  Such is not the case for the 
Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 18-33: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 18-32, above. 
 
Response to Comment 18-34: 
 
Impact 4.7-3 on page 4.7-13 addresses the potential conflict between the proposed project and adjacent 
existing agricultural operations.  As discussed in Impact 4.7-3, with full implementation of the NQSP the 
project site would be surrounded to the north, west, and south by urban uses. According to the Draft 
EIR,  
 

“[W]ithin the City limits, the land to the north is zoned for highway commercial development (Flying J truck stop is 
proposed), land to the west is zoned for professional/administrative offices, and land to the south is zoned for light 
industrial uses.  Land to the east, across Pedrick Road, is in the unincorporated County and is used for agricultural 
processing and other agricultural activities.  A horse racing facility would not be expected to conflict with agriculture, 
the dominate use currently surrounding the site, like some other urban uses (i.e., residential subdivisions).’   

 
In addition, the project would comply with Mitigation Measure LU-A from the NQSP which requires 
that the project enforce the landscape medians and agricultural buffer zones established in the NQSP.  
Throughout the NQSP agricultural buffers are indicated as part of a plan-wide open space system. Land 
use goal 8 includes incorporating agricultural buffers throughout the plan area. 
 
Response to Comment 18-35: 
 
As discussed in the Draft EIR, development of the Proposed Project would require the conversion of 
Prime Farmland to developed uses.  This land is designated and zoned for development and has not been 
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designated by the City to remain in continued agricultural use.  The loss of this land is considered to be a 
significant and unavoidable impact of the project.  Mitigation Measure (4.7-2) would reduce the impact to 
the maximum extent feasible, but not to a less-than-significant level.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-2 would preserve Prime Farmland; however, it is important to note that this mitigation does 
not “replace” Prime Farmland and that implementation of the Proposed Project would nonetheless 
result in a loss of Prime Farmland.  Therefore, the impact would be considered significant and 
unavoidable.   
  
Response to Comment 18-36: 
 
The cumulative loss of farmland as discussed in Impact 4.7-4 is considered a cumulatively considerable 
impact resulting in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. The loss of Prime Farmland is 
occurring throughout the state.  As discussed previously, the project site has been designated for 
development since the NQSP was adopted over 10 years ago. The loss of this Prime Farmland was 
considered when the NQSP was adopted and the City has considered this loss.  Even though Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-2 does not replace the Prime Farmland lost it does require that an equivalent 260 acres of 
Prime Farmland be preserved in the County.  This helps to ensure that Prime Farmland, even though it is 
elsewhere, would be preserved and protected in agricultural use.   
 
In the event that the City determines to approve the project in light of unavoidable significant 
environmental effects, it would be required to prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations that 
would provide an explanation of the reasons that it believes that the project should be approved.  
Although the Statement of Overriding Considerations is not currently available, it would be made 
available for public review prior to any hearing to consider the merits of the project. 
 
Response to Comment 18-37: 
 
A discussion is included on page 21 of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 2005 
(available for review at the City offices or on the City’s website), that identifies the projected 
development horizon of the project site under both the proposed zoning and the current zoning.  It is 
anticipated that the City would experience the fiscal and economic benefits of the project under the 
proposed zoning in the relatively near future (within 15 years).  However, the economic benefits, while 
potentially greater under the current zoning, are uncertain in terms of when, and if, the project site would 
be developed as currently zoned.  As currently zoned, the area may not fully develop for a period 
estimated to be beyond 30 years. 
 
Response to Comment 18-38: 
 
Please refer to the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 2005 (available for review at 
the City offices or on the City’s website), for finalized fiscal impact results.  Preliminary fiscal impact 
results from December 2004 were incomplete and in draft form.  The December 2004 analyses were 
preliminary and subject to change. 
 
It is almost impossible to predict the actual development mix for large parcels of undeveloped land in 
any situation.  However, in order to conduct a planning level comparison of impacts under the proposed 
zoning and current zoning, general land use categories permitted on the project site, under both the 
proposed zoning as well as the current zoning, are analyzed.  Note that development under the current 
zoning scenario is comprised of likely and permissible uses, including service commercial, light industrial, 
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and neighborhood commercial.  Proposed projects at this early stage are typically evaluated in this 
manner. 
 
Impacts associated with infrastructure costs would be addressed in the public facilities financing plan, 
which would be prepared for the project if it is approved for development.  These impacts are not the 
annual fiscal impacts that have been evaluated.  Note that, commensurate with virtually all new 
development around the state, the project, if approved would be required to “pay its own way” and the 
City and its constituents would not be adversely impacted. 
 
Please see Response to Comment 18-37 that addresses the projected development horizon of the project 
site under both the proposed zoning and the current zoning.  Also, please refer to Table 10 in Appendix 
1-D of the Fiscal and Economic Analysis report, which demonstrates the positive fiscal impacts to the 
City General Fund as a result of the proposed Dixon Downs project (Phases 1 and 2). 
 
Response to Comment 18-39: 
 
This comment represents opinions of the commenter regarding the comparative abilities of the Proposed 
Project and the No Project/No Action Alternative (Alternative 2) to achieve the project objectives.  The 
comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 18-40: 
 
This comment represents an opinion that Alternative 2 would achieve the project objectives with fewer 
environmental impacts than the Proposed Project.  The comment is noted and forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 18-41: 
 
This comment represents opinions of the commenter regarding the comparative abilities of the Proposed 
Project and the No Project/No Action Alternative (Alternative 2) to achieve the project objectives.  The 
alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR also addressed a No Project/No Action Alternative, which assumes 
the site is not developed and remains in agricultural use. Table 6-1 compares the severity of the impacts 
identified for each project alternative compared to the Proposed Project. The comment is noted and 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 18-42: 
 
The comment expresses the opinion that the City’s objectives would be better achieved by directing 
entertainment and retail uses to downtown Dixon and neighborhood retail centers.  If the project were 
developed in downtown Dixon it is assumed it would result in greater traffic impacts due to people 
exiting from the freeway and traveling through the City on local streets to access the site.  It is also 
anticipated there would be greater disturbance to City residents due to an increase in traffic noise, as well 
as a greater burden on the City’s existing infrastructure.  The comment is noted and forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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Response to Comment 18-43: 
 
The commenter’s opinion is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 
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LETTER 19:  Sierra Club Solano Group, James D. DeKloe 
 
Response to Comment 19-1: 
 
On page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR it states that during Phase 1 the 260-acre project site would be graded 
resulting in the loss of Swainson hawk foraging habitat.  The loss of this habitat was determined to be 
significant impact.  Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 requires that the project applicant mitigate at a 1:1 ratio and 
either purchase adequate foraging habitat land or participate in a mitigation bank, either option provides 
that 260 acres of foraging habitat would be protected in perpetuity per CDFG guidelines. The specific 
parcel of land has not yet been identified and for the purposes of CEQA does not need to be identified 
at this time.  Pursuant to Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines the establishment of a 
performance standard is adequate mitigation as long as the performance standard can be reasonably 
expected to be feasibly implemented.  Given the vast amount of similar habitat available in the region, it 
is reasonable to conclude that the protection of 260 acres of similar agricultural land.  Thus, this 
approach to mitigation is appropriate under CEQA.  Please see Response to Comment 18-21.   
 
Response to Comment 19-2: 
 
The Dixon Downs Racetrack and Entertainment Center EIR is not tiered from either the City of Dixon 
General Plan EIR or the NQSP EIR.  The Dixon Downs Racetrack and Entertainment Center EIR is a 
stand alone EIR and does not rely upon analyses contained in either the City of Dixon General Plan EIR 
or the NQSP EIR.  As discussed in the Introduction in the Draft EIR (Chapter 1), “[T]his EIR is a 
“Project EIR,” pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.  A Project EIR examines the 
environmental impacts of a specific project.  This type of EIR focuses on the changes in the 
environment that would result from implementation of the project, including construction and operation.  
In contrast to a “program EIR” or “first tier EIR,” which are typically followed by later, site-specific 
EIRs or negative declarations focusing on more detailed issues than those addressed in the program or 
first tier EIR, a “project EIR” is intended to fully address the environmental effects associated with full 
construction and implementation of a proposed project.  Should it turn out that, as the Dixon Downs 
Horse Racetrack and Entertainment Center project builds out over time and the Dixon City Council or 
Planning Commission face individual development applications, the impacts of the overall project 
change, due either to project modifications or changed circumstances, the City may be required to 
prepare either addenda, supplemental EIRs, or subsequent EIRs in connection with such applications.  
(See CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15162-15164.)” 
 
Response to Comment 19-3: 
 
The commenter’s concern regarding the visual impacts of the project are noted.  The commenter’s 
statements that urban development is by its nature visually adverse compared to urban development is a 
subjective conclusion not based in fact or substantiated by local policy.  It simply represents the opinion 
of the commenter.  On the contrary, the conclusions of the Draft EIR reflect the established policy of 
the City that the area of the Northeast Quadrant be developed with urban uses.  As discussed in Section 
4.1, Aesthetics, in 1994 an EIR was prepared for the NQSP and environmental impacts related to visual 
resources were addressed in that EIR related to the development proposed within the NQSP area. The 
NQSP EIR concluded that urban development in the NQSP area would be less than significant with 
regard to aesthetic issues.5  The City has planned for development and desires development to occur in 
                                                 
5  City of Dixon, Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan Draft EIR, August 17, 1994, page 4-136 and 4-137. 
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this area of the City. The Proposed Project includes Design Guidelines prepared for the project which 
define parameters for building height, materials, style, landscaping, lighting, etc. The Design Guidelines 
also address signage on the site and specifically restrict the number, location, size, and construction 
materials of all signs on the project site.  Exterior lighting guidelines established in the Design Guidelines 
are limited to parking lot lighting, pedestrian lighting, and building lighting.  The primary visual 
difference between the development assumed in the NQSP and the Proposed Project is building height.  
The NQSP allows a maximum of 40-foot tall buildings (three stories) while the Proposed Project 
includes three five-story and two ten-story buildings that could reach a maximum height of 135 feet, 
including decorative tower features. The Proposed Project would adhere to sign requirements set forth in 
the Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines, General Plan policies, adhere to all applicable 
mitigation measures established in the NQSP and undergo the City’s design review process, which would 
regulate future development to conform with the City’s vision for development.  The Draft EIR 
determined that the alteration of the site from its existing undeveloped condition, which forms the 
baseline for the impact assessment, would not be considered adverse from an aesthetic standpoint, and 
would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
 
The comment that the project site represents the eastern entry to Solano County is factually incorrect.  
The Solano County/Yolo County boundary is further to the east, near the I-80 crossing of Putah Creek.  
Motorists traveling westbound on I-80 enter Solano County at that point and travel through 
approximately 3 miles of relatively open farmland between the Solano County line and the Pedrick Road 
interchange, which has historically been the location of the first urban uses in the Dixon area (such as the 
fruit market and gas station north of I-80 at Pedrick Road and the Milk Farm development north of I-80 
between Pedrick Road and North First Street.  This agricultural gateway to Solano County would not be 
changed by the development of the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 19-4: 
 
As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (see page 4.7-13 in the Draft EIR), the “project applicant shall 
preserve an equal amount of Prime Farmland of equal quality or an equivalent amount subject to City 
approval, and shall protect the land for agricultural use through long-term land use restrictions, such as 
agricultural conservation easements.  An organization such as the Solano Land Trust shall be used to 
facilitate the establishment of the conservation easement.  This measure shall be implemented prior to 
grading.” At this time it is not known where the land will be preserved; however, as stated in the 
mitigation, the ultimate decision will be subject to City approval. It is assumed the land would be 
preserved in coordination with the Solano Land Trust, acquires agricultural land in Solano County for 
long-term preservation.  It would be inappropriate to try to prematurely identify the location of the 
preservation because it would constrain the market for available land, increasing land cost and potentially 
decreasing the amount of land that could be preserved.  Lastly, the mitigation is not being deferred and 
not having all the specifics determined at this time is not required under CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment 19-5: 
 
A discussion on potential jurisdictional wetlands is included on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR, and 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (1) states that the project applicant shall conduct a wetland delineation to be 
submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. A survey of the site by a qualified wetland biologist 
failed to identify any potential vernal pool features on the site.  The one site identified as a potential 
jurisdictional wetland is an agricultural drainage channel that traverses the site in a northwest/southeast 
direction; this feature does not appear to have all of the characteristics of a jurisdictional wetland, but 
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may prove to be jurisdictional, nonetheless, by virtue of it being a channelization of a former natural 
drainage across the site.  It will be within the authority of the Corps of Engineers to make this final 
determination.  Thus, the commenter’s concerns about potential vernal pools and vernal pool species on 
the site are unwarranted. 
 
Due to the location of the potential wetland on the project site, it is unlikely the wetland area could be 
avoided through project design.  If the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers exerts regulatory authority over 
the wetland feature, and the project design would place more than one tenth of an acre of fill material in 
the wetland the project applicant shall be required to apply for a Section 404 permit.  As part of the 
permit process the project applicant would be required to provide a discussion on project alternatives 
considered. Please also see Response to Comment 1-2. 
 
Response to Comment 19-6: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 18-21. 
 
Response to Comment 19-7:  
 
The reference to the removal of nesting habitat being removed during Phase 1 addressed the potential 
effects of site grading on ground nesting birds such as burrowing owls.  The direct loss of these birds 
would be avoided through pre-construction surveys and, if birds are found, steps that can be taken to 
remove the birds from the site prior to potentially damaging grading activities.  The commenter’s 
reference to nest sites for birds that migrate to Central America appears to be in reference to Swainson’s 
hawk which undertakes such a migratory pattern.  There are no Swainson’s hawk nest sites on the project 
site, nor are there any trees that would attract a Swainson’s hawk nesting pair.  The closest Swainson’s 
hawk nest site is known to be approximately five miles northeast of the site along Putah Creek.  Thus, 
grading and other construction activities on the site are not anticipated to have any effect on Swainson’s 
hawk nesting habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 19-8: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 18-21 and 19-4. 
 
Response to Comment 19-9: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 18-14. 
 
Response to Comment 19-10: 
 
A municipal services review is required to be prepared by the Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) if the City of Dixon were proposing to annex a parcel of land, request a change to a specific 
service provider, or expand its Sphere of Influence into the County.  According to Government Code 
Section 56425, LAFCOs are directed to review and update agencies SOIs every five years, or as 
necessary. The Proposed Project site is already within the incorporated boundaries of the City of Dixon 
and within the service area of DSMWS.  At this point, it is not anticipated that a Municipal Service 
Review would be required for the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment 19-11: 
 
The commenter is correct in stating that, CEQA does not require that the economic impacts of a project 
be evaluated in an EIR.  Section 15131 of the Guidelines states that the inclusion of this information is 
not required.  As stated in Section 15131: “Economic or social information may be included in an EIR or 
may be presented in whatever form the agency desires”.  It goes on to say that the “Economic or social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment”. Therefore this 
information was not presented in the Draft EIR; however, the City contracted with Goodwin Consulting 
Group to address the economic impacts of the project.  This information was released to the public at 
the same time as the Draft EIR and is available for review on the City’s website (www.ci.dixon.ca.us).   
 
Response to Comment 19-12: 
 
As discussed above in Response to Comment 19-11, under CEQA the social effects of a project are not 
to be treated as a significant effect on the environment unless they can be directly or indirectly connected 
to a substantial adverse physical change in the environment.  The case law referred to by the commenter 
involve a situation where the economic effects of a project were connected to a potential physical change 
in the environment, namely blight.  In this case, there is no evidence in the record that provides a 
connection between social effects of the proposed project and a substantial adverse physical 
environmental effect.  Therefore, information on social effects was appropriately not presented in the 
Draft EIR. However, the City did contract with Economics Research Associates to prepare a review of 
the social effects associated with the project.  This information was released for public review at the same 
time as the publication of the Draft EIR, and is available for review on the city’s website. 
 
Additionally, the City contracted with Goodwin Consulting Group to prepare a review of the economic 
impacts associated with the project.  This information, which was released for public review at the same 
time as the publication of the Draft EIR and is available for review on the city’s website, found no 
evidence that the proposed project would adversely effect the economic viability of other businesses in 
the community that would lead to a potential physical change in the environment, including blight. 
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LETTER 20:  Serna Consulting, Phillip R. Serna, Principal 
 
Response to Comment 20-1: 
 
The Draft EIR examines impacts on those sensitive receptors (residences) that currently exist in the area.  
This is because future development cannot always be predicted with accuracy, especially before it is 
formally approved.  However, it is acknowledged that because of the existence of the Northeast 
Quadrant Specific Plan area, property to the west of the Proposed Project site would eventually be 
developed.  As discussed in Response to Comment 20-2, below, prevailing winds are such that odor 
impacts from stabled horses would not be either severe or frequent at property located to the west of the 
Proposed Project site. Therefore, it is anticipated that odor would not be an issue for future employees 
of this area. 
 
Response to Comment 20-2: 
 
Data collected by the Western Regional Climate Center6 was reviewed to determine whether wind 
patterns in the area would indicate that odor impacts from the project site could be significant during the 
cooler October through April timeframe.  The wind rose data collected by the Climate Center showed 
that in the years 2001 – 2005, the months of October through April demonstrated winds that were 
mostly from the north and south, with a small percentage of wind blowing to the west.  Consequently, 
any development to the west of the project site would be unlikely to experience frequent odor impacts 
associated with the stabling of horses. 
 
Response to Comment 20-3: 
 
As discussed in Response to Comment 20-2, prevailing wind patterns are such that frequent odor 
impacts on development to the west would be infrequent.  The Proposed Project is also implementing a 
Manure Management Plan which requires all manure to be removed from the stables and common areas 
and stored in a closed building.  The manure would be removed on a daily basis to further reduce any 
residual impact associated with odors.  Because winds would not contribute to frequent odor impacts, 
further mitigation is unnecessary. 
 
Response to Comment 20-4: 
 
In response to the comment, language has been added to the Mitigation Measure 4.6-7 to include 
groundwater mitigation if water quality does not meet standards for designated beneficial uses. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-7 on page 4.6-53 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

If the project is determined to contribute to groundwater contamination that causes beneficial use standards or 
criteria to be exceeded, groundwater remediation strategies shall be implemented to reduce potential project 
contributions to contamination to compliance with regulatory standards. 

 

                                                 
6  www.wrcc.dri.edu 
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Response to Comment 20-5: 
 
Several strategies could be implemented to remediate contaminated groundwater.  The selection of a 
viable strategy would depend on the extent and amount of contamination, the existing environmental 
characteristics, availability and suitability of treatment devices, and other considerations.  As noted in the 
Draft EIR, potential project impacts to groundwater quality are not likely to occur. Nevertheless, the 
Draft EIR acknowledges the possibility that contaminants could reach groundwater resources despite the 
project designs that are intended to avoid such a condition.  Since it such contamination is not 
anticipated, it also cannot be known whether or not groundwater contamination would occur, what 
contaminants would be present and in what amount, and what the potential extent of such 
contamination would be, it is not practicable to define and detail remediation strategies. Defining a 
detailed strategy at this time would limit treatment options and not account for potential changes in 
environmental conditions, new technologies, and economic factors that may arise for this potential future 
condition.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-7 has been amended to include that groundwater remediation be 
incorporated if the Proposed Project is found to contribute to contamination or would exceed 
groundwater quality criteria.  This mitigation measure would assure that potential future impacts are less 
than significant.  Please see Response to Comment 20-4, above. 
 
Response to Comment 20-6: 
 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not currently consider an existing recorded IOD 
(Irrevocable Offer of Dedication) representing the future alignment of Dorset Drive as it approaches 
Dixon Downs Parkway.  Page 3-38 of the Draft EIR states that “Dorset Drive would be moved from its 
present location to an alignment approximately 340 feet to the south in order to line up with the project’s 
Entry Boulevard and Finish Line Pavilion.”  Please refer to Response to Comment 20-7 for a discussion 
of circulation with the alternative Dorset Drive alignment. 
 
Response to Comment 20-7: 
 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not recognize the existing Dorset Drive IOD alignment 
as an alternative.  Page 4.10-70 of the Draft EIR contains a subsection entitled “Discussion of 
Alternative Project Access”, which discusses the alternative project access referred to by the commenter.  
This subsection states: “With this alternative alignment, the traffic signal at the realigned Dorset 
Drive/Dixon Downs Parkway intersection would be located 350 feet north of the signal at Driveway 2 
(Finish Line Pavilion Access) and 650 feet south of the signal at Driveway 3 (Northerly Parking Lot 
Access).  Both signals would still be required.  This spacing is less than desired and would likely cause 
operational problems.”  
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LETTER 21:  McDonough Holland & Allen, Steven P. Rudolph 
 
Response to Comment 21-1: 
 
The commenter states that they are concerned that the effects of the project would interfere with traffic 
entering and leaving the Campbell facility located on the east side of Pedrick Road directly across from 
the project site.  The majority of project trips on Pedrick Road would use Dixon Downs Parkway to 
access the parking areas in the front of the site.  During the weekday p.m. peak hour, fewer than 40 
project trips (assuming Phases 1 & 2 with a Tier 1 event) are expected to pass by the Campbell entrance.  
This increase in traffic would not adversely affect motorists’ ability to enter and exit the Campbell facility.   
 
If the project is approved, the City would condition the project to widen Pedrick Road to four lanes 
along the project frontage.  All widening would occur on the west side of the road (into the Dixon 
Downs property).  A median would also be provided.  This median would be of a sufficient width to 
enable construction of a left-turn pocket into the Campbell facility.  All movements would continue to be 
permitted into and out of the Campbell facility.  More detailed studies regarding the placement, length, 
and width of this lane would be conducted in conjunction with the roadway improvement drawings. 
 
Response to Comment 21-2: 
 
The commenter correctly states that reductions in level of service at the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange, 
I-80, Pedrick Road, and nearby roads would occur.  The commenter also states that it is important that 
funding sources be identified for improvements along with the schedule for constructing the 
improvements before construction starts on the Dixon Downs project.  Please refer to Master Responses 
TRAFF-1 and TRAFF-2 as well as Response to Comment 21-19 for discussion on funding and timing of 
improvements at this interchange and on I-80. 
 
Response to Comment 21-3: 
 
The comment reiterates information contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 21-4: 
 
The quote from the Draft EIR discusses potential flooding on the project site, not off the project site 
and into the downstream and regional drainage system.   
 
Higher flood water surface elevation on the Proposed Project site would allow for increased stormwater 
detention and assures that off-site peak flows would not be increased.  However, even if stormwater 
runoff would be controlled to prevent an increase in peak storm flows above existing conditions, timing 
of peak flow, stormwater routing, drainage system patterns and configuration, and other factors could 
alter local and regional hydraulic conditions such that flood water ponding depths and/or duration a 
some locations would be changed. 
 
The small amount of the potential increase in flood water that would drain to the southern portion of the 
project site during a 100-year storm would be considered off-set by the small reduction in flood waters 
that drain to the southern portion of the project site during 5 and 10-year storm events.  Therefore, 
overall flood impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Response to Comment 21-5: 
 
For the CEQA analysis, impacts are determined based on project contributions compared to existing 
conditions.  Significant changes or alterations in flooding or drainage would be considered a significant 
impact.  The analysis does not compare project impacts to planned, designed, or baseline conditions, 
unless those reflect on-ground existing conditions. 
 
The detailed model described in the Drainage Report (see Volume II Appendix C of the DEIR) and 
Storm Water Quality Management Plan (see Volume II Appendix F of the DEIR) includes drainage 
facility design parameters such as detention, grades, storm sewer system configuration, regional drainage 
system characteristics, and other drainage features affecting stormwater runoff and conveyance.   
 
Changes in drainage patterns and flow conditions could alter ponding times, locations, and depth, even 
when there is no net increase over pre-project flows and all potential Proposed Project increases in storm 
flow are detained.  With implementation of the Proposed Project, peak flows would not increase, 
however, changes in timing and duration could change, which may alter the local and regional hydraulic 
conditions.  The increase in flood duration in the field south of the Campbell’s Soup facility, referred to 
by the commenter, is a less than 10 percent increase in flood duration.  Given that the existing conditions 
flood duration is over five days, this 10 percent increase is considered less than significant.   
 
Response to Comment 21-6: 
 
Development of a regional drainage plan for the entire NQSP area is not a part of the Proposed Project, 
and is not required in order to mitigate adverse effects of the project.  As such, there would be no nexus 
to require the preparation of such a drainage plan as part of the Proposed Project. 
 
Response to Comment 21-7: 
 
The features identified in the Draft EIR and reiterated in the comment are project design details that are 
typically not fully designed until after preparation of an EIR and project approval.  Mitigation Measure 
4.6-2, on page 4.6-35 of the Draft EIR, requires a precise grading plan and detailed design of all features 
prior to receiving a grading permit.   
 
Response to Comment 21-8: 
 
There is no contradiction between the quote from the Draft EIR referenced in Response to Comment 
21-6 or other portions of the Draft EIR analysis and the impact statements.  The Proposed Project 
includes on-site full detention of 100-year storm flows in excess of existing conditions storm flows.  The 
quote referred to in Comment 21-6 discusses the flow rates from and amount of storage for the entire 
NQSP area, not just the Proposed Project portion.  There would be no worsening of downstream 
drainage because of implementation of the Proposed Project (see Impacts 4.6-1, 4.6-2, and 4.6-8).  The 
Drainage Report clearly describes the Proposed Project’s effects on downstream drainage.  The effects of 
full development of the entire NQSP are beyond the scope of the project-specific analysis and are 
included only for determining potential cumulative impacts on drainage. 
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Response to Comment 21-9: 
 
The potential increase in duration of flooding is not a factor of increases in peak stormwater flow rates 
caused by the Proposed Project.  Changes in the drainage system design, flow paths, timing of peak 
flows, and rate of detained stormwater releases can all affect duration of flooding.  An increase in 
duration of flooding might be considered a significant adverse impact if structures were inundated, 
economic impacts occur, human health risks are increased, or further ecological damage to habitat 
conditions occur.  In and of itself, a slight increase in flood duration would have little adverse effect.  
Furthermore, the slight (less than 10 percent) potential increase in flood duration associated with 
implementation of the Proposed Project would be a less-than-significant impact because any potentially 
adverse physical effects that might occur as a result of the flooding would already have been realized 
under existing conditions.  In this situation (over 5 days of flooding, no structures inundated, and no 
human health risks), there would be no further contribution to adverse impacts caused by increasing the 
duration of flooding by less than 10 percent. 
 
Response to Comment 21-10: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 21-1 through 21-9. 
   
Response to Comment 21-11: 
 
The legal standard is satisfied by complete and consistent information presented in the Draft EIR.  
Sufficient design of the project’s proposed drainage features has been completed to allow for assessment 
of project impacts on downstream drainage.  The Proposed Project Drainage Report analysis (see 
Volume II Appendix K of the DEIR) shows that the planned on-site detention would prevent increases 
in stormwater flow rates over existing conditions.  The commenter’s concern about an increase in 
developed conditions of 167 cubic feet per second (cfs) after development, compared to 95 cfs for 
existing conditions, refers to full build-out of the entire NQSP without adequate detention. These 
numbers are not applicable to the Proposed Project impacts. As proposed, there would be no net 
increase in pre-project flows. The drainage calculations for full build-out of the NQSP area are provided 
to illuminate how much storage capacity would be necessary for full build-out of the NQSP and for 
assessing potential cumulative impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 21-12: 
 
The comment reiterates information pertaining to alternatives contained in the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 21-13: 
 
The comment is referencing a specific alternative that was reviewed but dismissed because the reduction 
in seats was not determined to appreciably reduce traffic impacts. A reduction in size of Phase 1 to a 
maximum of 3.400 seats would result in only a reduction of 10% (190 fewer peak hour trips) over the 
3,740 (55% of the 6,800 seats) assumed for a typical weekday scenario.  A typical weekday scenario 
occurs more often than a sold out event so for analysis purposes this was assumed for a typical week day 
event.  If you combine Phase 1 and 2, assuming only 3,400 seats, the reduction is less significant.  There 
is not an appreciable change in trips associated with a smaller facility; therefore, this alternative was 
dismissed. 
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Response to Comment 21-14: 
 
The project alternatives were developed to either reduce or eliminate significant impacts identified while 
at the same time meeting the majority of the basic project objectives.  CEQA requires an EIR to include 
description and analysis of “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”, including the No Project Alternative 
and, under certain conditions, different location alternatives.  The Draft EIR accomplishes this 
requirement by evaluating two versions of the No Project Alternative, a smaller alternative, and an off-
site alternative.   
 
Alternative 1, the No Project/No Development Alternatives, considers the comparative effects of 
leaving the project site undeveloped, avoiding effects associated with development of the 260-acre site.  
Alternative 2, the No Project/No Action Alternative, addresses the comparative effects of development 
of the site under the existing entitlements in the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan, avoiding effects of 
the specific horse racing operation proposed as a major use in the proposed project.  Alternative 3, the 
Smaller Phase 2 Alternative, considers the comparative effects of a smaller retail/office development 
around the proposed horse racing facility, seeking to reduce the magnitude of effects related to traffic, 
public services and infrastructure, and other resources.  Finally, Alternative 4, the Off Site Alternative, 
addresses the comparative effects of building the project as proposed but in a different part of Dixon, 
seeking to reduce the effects of the project that would be created by construction at the particular site 
proposed by the applicant. 
 
The emphasis under CEQA is on consideration of a “range of reasonable” alternatives, and the 
Guidelines specifically note that “[a]n EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.”  
By providing a comparative analysis of each of the above described alternatives, the Draft EIR contains 
an analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives, as required by Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment 21-15: 
 
The reduced level of retail development in Phase 2 under Alternative 3 was presented to describe the 
relative effects of an alternative that reasonably reduced the amount of retail while still allowing the 
applicant to achieve the basic objectives of the project.  A reduction of 70% would not achieve this 
standard.  While other project reductions could be contemplated, the analysis of Alternative 3 provides 
the City information about the relative sensitivity of the local environment to changes in the intensity of 
uses on the project site.  Please see Response to Comment 21-14. 
 
Response to Comment 21-16: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 21-14.   
 
Response to Comment 21-17: 
 
The standards for recirculation of a Draft EIR are established in Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  That section states that recirculation is required when one or more of the following 
conditions exist: 
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• A new significant impact is identified; 
• A new feasible mitigation measure is identified and the project applicant will not 

implement it; 
• A new feasible alternative is identified that is environmentally superior to the project and 

the lead agency rejects it; or 
• The draft EIR is determined to be so fundamentally flawed that the public was denied the 

opportunity to be fully informed about the environmental consequences of the project. 
 
In this case, none of these conditions exist, and, thus, there is no need to recirculate the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 21-18: 
 
The commenter’s statement that any impacts to I-80 or the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange would also 
impact the delivery of produce to the Campbell plant is acknowledged and forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 21-19: 
 
The commenter states that Mitigation Measures 4.10-1(a), 4.10-1(b), and 4.10-2(a) must be completed 
prior to completion of Phase 1 and that Mitigation Measures 4.10-1(c), 4.10-2(b), and 4.10-3(b) must be 
completed prior to completion of Phases 1 and 2 of the project.  These suggestions are consistent with 
the assignment of mitigations to each phase from the Draft EIR for each phase of the project.  However, 
the Draft EIR does not identify a specific timing or performance threshold within each phase for when 
the mitigation measures must be in place.  More importantly, CEQA Guidelines do not explicitly require 
concurrency between the timing of impacts and implementation of mitigation measures.  Agencies are 
permitted to defer mitigation to the extent that the agency commits to a realistic performance standard 
for implementing the mitigation.  The City of Dixon has the discretion to establish performance 
standards, triggers, or thresholds for implementation of the above mitigation measures.  It should be 
noted that a supplemental traffic analysis was conducted to determine how much of Phase 2 could be 
constructed (assuming no adjacent development such as Flying J occurs) before operations degrade to 
unacceptable levels and Mitigation Measures 4.10-1(c), 4.10-2(b), and 4.10-3(b) are required.  This 
analysis is contained in Appendix G of Volume II of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Master Response 
TRAFF-2 for the planned initiation of a PSR for the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange. 
 
Response to Comment 21-20: 
The commenter suggests that development thresholds and mitigation monitoring must be established 
and incorporated into all mitigation measures.  Please see Master Responses TRAFF-1 and TRAFF-2 as 
well as Response to Comment 21-19 regarding funding and timing of these improvements. 
 
Response to Comment 21-21: 
 
The commenter correctly states that a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be necessary during 
reconstruction of the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange.  Development and implementation of TMPs are 
routinely required by Caltrans during interchange reconstructions.     
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Response to Comment 21-22: 
 
The comment states concern that the effects of the project would interfere with traffic entering and 
leaving the Campbell facility.  Please refer to Response to Comment 21-1 for a discussion of this issue.   
 
Response to Comment 21-23: 
 
This comment does not pertain to the Proposed Project, but to a different project; the Flying J truck 
stop project.  Therefore, no further response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 21-24: 
 
This comment does not pertain to the Proposed Project, but to a different project; the Flying J truck 
stop project.  Therefore, no further response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 21-25: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 21-19. 
 
Response to Comment 21-26: 
 
The issue regarding potential increases in flood duration in the fields south of the Campbell’s Soup 
facility is addressed in Impact 4.6-1, on page 4.6-30 of the Draft EIR. An increase in duration of flooding 
might be considered a significant adverse impact if structures were inundated, human health risk 
increased, economic impacts occur, or further ecological damage to habitat conditions occur.  In and of 
itself, a slight increase in flood duration would have little adverse impacts.  Furthermore, the slight (less 
than 10 percent) potential increase in flood duration associated with implementation of the Proposed 
Project would be less than significant because any potentially significant adverse impacts that might occur 
because of flooding would already have been realized under existing conditions.  In this situation (over 5 
days of flooding, no structures inundated, and no human health risks), there would be no further 
contribution to adverse impacts caused by increasing the duration of flooding by less than 10 percent.  
The only other change in duration of flooding identified in the Drainage Report model would be a slight 
(about 6 hours in 11 days) increase in duration at the upstream side of the Sikes Road culverts.  All other 
modeled locations in the system would not be expected to experience any increases in flood duration and 
may have reduced flood durations in some situations.  
 
Under current conditions, as described on page 4.6-31 of the Draft EIR under Impact 4.6-1, existing 
drainage system capacity is exceeded.  Flow modeling for the Proposed Project demonstrated that while 
there would be an increase in impervious surface cover and the potential for higher storm flows, planned 
detention facilities would reduce off-site discharge to the same level as existing conditions. Furthermore, 
the maximum water surface elevation (WSEL) for drainage at the upstream side of the 36-inch RCP 
culvert under the UPRR railroad, just south of the Campbell’s Soup Facility, would be essentially the 
same as under existing conditions.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be contributing an 
increase in stormwater volume that would result in an increase in WSEL over that which currently exists.  
As a result, impacts of the project on downstream flooding would be less than significant.   
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Response to Comment 21-27: 
 
The documents presented in the Draft EIR are not inconsistent.  The amount of detention required to 
mitigate the potential Proposed Project increases in storm flows is not nebulous; however, the exact 
location of all necessary storage has not yet been finalized.  The majority of storage would be located in 
the center of the Race Track area.  Additional storage would be provided in swales, biofiltration areas, 
storm drains, the separate Stable Area facilities, and other locations.  Consequently, whether or not the 
stable area detention is specifically sized to detain 85 to 100 acre-feet of storage has not yet been 
finalized.   
 
The confusion appears to be related to the difference between runoff and required storage for full build-
out of the entire NQSP versus runoff and storage for the Proposed Project, alone.  The analysis for full 
build-out of the NQSP is for assessment of cumulative impacts.  It is not necessary for this project and 
EIR to detail where storage for the entire NQSP would be located. 
 
Response to Comment 21-28: 
 
Potential water quality impacts associated with Phase 1 (construction and post-construction) are 
discussed in Impacts 4.6-4, 4.6-5, and 4.6-6.  Construction of Phase 1 would include the primary 
detention feature for the entire Proposed Project site and detention/water quality features for the Stable 
Area as well.  These are two of the most important detention features.   
 
As described on page 4.6-30 of the Draft EIR, the impact analysis is a ‘worst-case’ analysis because it 
provides a conservative estimate of impacts to the drainage system since it addresses full buildout of the 
project. The sizing of proposed drainage infrastructure that would accommodate flows from full project 
buildout would be installed as part of Phase 1, including the intake structure on Dixon Downs Parkway, 
conveyance channel, twin 66-inch pipes, diversion structure, infield detention pond, outfall structure and 
the berm along the southern property line.  The stormwater quality BMPs would also be constructed as 
part of Phase 1.  Phase 2 would involve only the site development requiring extension of localized 
drainage system for the site/access roads and additional BMPs. Because proposed infrastructure would 
be installed as part of Phase 1 that would accommodate full project buildout drainage flows, it is not 
necessary to evaluate the impacts of Phase 1 only as suggested in the comment.   
 
Response to Comment 21-29: 
 
As stated on page 5 of the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) included as Appendix I in the Draft EIR, 
the WSA was prepared for the project consistent with the requirements of SB610 and Section 10910 of 
the California Water Code.  As discussed on page 4.11-19 of the Draft EIR, water supply for the 
Proposed Project was analyzed and projected in the WSA and the extent to which the water supply 
calculated in the WSA can serve the Proposed Project is evaluated in Section 4.11 under Impact 4.11-1 
(project-specific) and 4.11-4 (cumulative) consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  
 
The information contained in the WSA describing the groundwater basin, which was incorporated in the 
Draft EIR, is consistent with the requirement of California Water Code Section 10910(f)(2).  The 
additional hydrogeologic data requested in the comment letter might be appropriate at the time of 
specific well design to prevent drawdown of the groundwater in a manner that adversely affects the 
efficiency of adjacent wells; however, this detailed information is not required at this point in the process 
and is not necessary to evaluate water supply impacts of the Proposed Project.  As noted on page 4.11-23 
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of the Draft EIR, the proposed new groundwater well would be located according to the DSMWS guide 
for siting wells with a pumping capacity between 1,500 and 2,000 gallons per minute to minimize 
interfering with existing and planned wells.   
 
Response to Comment 21-30: 
 
Information contained in the WSA describing groundwater resources, including the information on 
drought conditions referenced in the comment, was based on the analysis contained in the Summers 
Engineering, Inc. June 1988 Groundwater Resources report, and the May 1995 North Central Solano County 
Groundwater Resources Report prepared for the Solano Irrigation District and the Solano Water Authority, 
respectively (see page 6 of Appendix I of the Draft EIR).   
 
Specifically (as described on page 4.11-26 of the Draft EIR),  
 

…according to the WSA, the Master Water Plan, and the North Central Solano County Groundwater Resources Report, the 
Solano Sub-basin is in a state of equilibrium, where groundwater levels are stable and at levels that preceded the 
overdraft of the basin from intense agricultural use of groundwater in the 1930’s.  The data presented in these 
reports, and additional data published by DWR, show that the Solano Sub-basin is not permanently impacted by 
multiple dry or wet years and is not in a state of overdraft.  In other words, the Solano Sub-basin level changes 
slightly over short periods of time in response to climatic conditions, and over the past twenty years the basin has 
showed an average level of stability despite the increased level of growth and water demands.  Further, the WSA 
reports that the Putah Creek Fan portion of the groundwater basin, where the City of Dixon is located, has an excess 
amount of water storage that may need to be pumped to prevent soils in the area from becoming water logged.  The 
amount of excess water supplies in the groundwater basin was reported to be from 25,000 to 30,000 ac-ft. Further, 
the Proposed Project, in addition to existing and planned future uses (including agriculture and industrial uses), 
would have an adequate supply of groundwater to meet demands for the next 20-year period during normal, dry, and 
multiple dry years mainly because groundwater supplies are not affected by dry and multiple dry years. 

 
Response to Comment 21-31: 
 
In Section 4.11, Utilities, the Environmental Setting and Impacts 4.11-2 and 4.11-4 discuss potential 
effects of increased groundwater pumping on water levels.  As noted in the Draft EIR, the aquifer is not 
currently in a condition of overdraft, groundwater extraction may be necessary to lower water tables in 
areas of the sub-basin where groundwater levels are too close to the surface (25,000 to 30,000 acre-feet 
excess), and even during low precipitation conditions (drought years) groundwater levels are not 
significantly altered as discussed on page 4.11-8 of the Draft EIR.  Increased pumping and demand is not 
expected to create regionally lower water levels and to affect existing wells.  The Master Water Plan has 
been developed and incorporates additional pumping requirements to meet planned development, 
including the Proposed Project.  Localized pumping depressions can occur, therefore, the DSMWS has 
set specific criteria for location of wells based on the underlying aquifer storage material and pump rates.  
The Proposed Project would locate the new well according to DSMWS guidelines and be at least one-
quarter mile away from other wells. 
 
CEQA does not require economic issues associated with a project be analyzed in an EIR; therefore, the 
cost issues raised by the commenter are not addressed in the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 21-32: 
 
On page 4.11-8 of the Draft EIR it is noted that groundwater levels within the Solano Sub-basin are 
within two miles of the Proposed Project site and are in a fairly stable condition with seasonal and inter-
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annual fluctuations reflecting typical patterns associated with winter and summer use.  Furthermore, the 
effect of drought-type conditions during the 1970s and 1980s did not persist.  As noted in the Draft EIR, 
historical fluctuations are currently moderated by implementation of the Solano Project.  Please see 
Response to Comment 21-31. 
 
Response to Comment 21-33: 
 
To address potential impacts associated with additional DSMWS wells noted in the Master Water Plan 
are beyond the scope of this project and EIR analysis. However, wells developed for potable water 
supply by the DSMWS, would be developed and installed according to the DSMWS guidelines in order 
to prevent overlap of depression cones (well pumping that affects adjacent well water tables). The Draft 
EIR states that the new Proposed Project groundwater well, for non-potable water supply, would be 
located at least one-quarter mile away from other wells.    
 
Response to Comment 21-34: 
 
Sufficient detail on groundwater quality for the analysis of potential impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project is included in the Draft EIR, WSA, and Master Water Plan.  Because any wells installed 
in association with the Proposed Project would be implemented according to the DSMWS guidelines, 
cones of depressions would not overlap with other wells.  Consequently, the sphere’s of influence would 
be localized and would not affect adjacent wells or groundwater resources and existing wells would not 
be within the Proposed Project’s sphere of influence.   
 
Analysis of potential impacts associated with installation and operation of additional DSMWS wells is 
beyond the scope of this project and EIR analysis.  DSMWS currently monitors water levels and 
constituents in its wells and manages pumping to minimize potential drawdown impacts in accordance 
with its Master Water Plan.   
 
Concentrations of constituents in groundwater anticipated for the Proposed Project are expected to be 
similar to existing conditions.  Impacts 4.6-7, 4.11-6, 4.11-7, and 4.11-8 included in the Utilities section of 
the Draft EIR discusses potential project impacts on groundwater quality.   
 
Response to Comment 21-35: 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 21-29, the WSA was prepared consistent with the requirements of SB 
610 and the California Water Code.  As discussed under Impact 4.5-3 on page 4.5-15 of the Draft EIR, 
soil contamination has been identified on the project site.  Groundwater near the surface could have 
been polluted by the downward migration of soil contaminants.  Because no groundwater wells for 
potable use would be installed to serve the project, there would be no direct impact on future occupants 
from using contaminated groundwater.  Potential environmental impacts associated with groundwater 
degradation would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-3(a).  This measure 
requires the installation of groundwater monitoring wells to measure groundwater quality. 
 
Impact 4.6-7 on pages 4.6-51 through 4.6-53 of the Draft EIR describes that implementation of the 
Proposed Project could contribute to groundwater quality degradation through the migration of animal 
waste material into the groundwater.  As required by the SWRCB for large CAFOs, existing groundwater 
supply wells would be monitored.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-7 requires that the project 
install and maintain a groundwater protection system. 
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The proposed non-potable groundwater supply well would be installed consistent with the requirements 
of the DSMWS, including wellhead protection. 
 
Response to Comment 21-36: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 20-5.  Potential groundwater quality impacts are addressed in Impacts 
4.6-7 and 4.11-6 through 4.11-8.  Changes in land use could alter the amount and type of constituents 
percolating to groundwater.  Removal of the land from agricultural uses would reduce the potential for 
contamination by agricultural chemicals.  Development of impervious surfaces would also reduce the 
potential for direct infiltration of constituents washed off land surfaces.  
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LETTER 22: Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Michael Gunby, Senior Land Project 
Analyst 

 
Response to Comment 22-1: 
 
The Pedrick Substation to be constructed by PG&E is located south of I-80 east of Pedrick Road, 
outside of the project site as well as the NQSP area.  Information provided in the letter is included in the 
Project Description for informational purposes. 
 
The following information is added to the Draft EIR in Chapter 3, Project Description, at the bottom of 
page 3-47: 
 

To meet the increased electrical demand that would be created by the Proposed Project, Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is proposing to build and operate an off-site electrical 
substation located south of I-80 and east of Pedrick Road adjacent to the Campbell’s facility and 
the UPRR tracks.  The site is next to PG&E’s transmission lines, eliminating the need to extend 
the existing transmission line for this project.  The substation would be located outside of the 
Dixon Downs project site as well as outside of the NQSP area.   

 
The 115/12kV distribution substation, to be known as Pedrick Substation, would be installed on 
an approximately 4-acre site.  It would be a remote-controlled, low profile facility that would 
require only periodic maintenance.  The existing transmission line that traverses the area along 
the UPRR tracks is currently a 60kV line but would be upgraded to an 115kV transmission line to 
meet growth demand, as well as provide operational flexibility and service reliability to the 
growing Dixon community.  The Pedrick Substation would also include a perimeter fence, 
interior lighting, and telecommunications equipment for protection of the substation and power 
lines in the event of a downed line.  The fenced portion of the substation would include three 
transformers, switch-gear, dead-end structures, bus structures, steel take-down structures, and 
Spill Prevention Control Countermeasures designed for transformer oil containment in the event 
of equipment failure.  The substation would be set back approximately 120 feet from Pedrick 
Road and the landscaping would be in the County; therefore, County landscaping standards 
would apply. 

 





Letter 23

ccase
Line


ccase
Line


ccase
Text Box
23-1

ccase
Text Box
23-2



ccase
Line

ccase
Line


ccase
Line


ccase
Line


ccase
Line


ccase
Text Box
23-3

ccase
Text Box
23-4

ccase
Text Box
23-5

ccase
Text Box
23-6

ccase
Text Box
23-2(con't.)



ccase
Line


ccase
Text Box
23-7



 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments 
 

 
 
P:\Projects - WP Only\50811.00 Dixon Downs\FEIR\4.0 RTC.doc 4-89 

LETTER 23: MacKay & Somps, Ken Giberson, P.E. 
 
Response to Comment 23-1: 
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-3 regarding the project’s responsibility for the Vaughn Road-Pedrick 
Road connector. 
 
Response to Comment 23-2: 
 
The applicant has provided the city with an updated tentative parcel map that reflects the proposed 
location of Dixon Downs Parkway. 
 
Response to Comment 23-3: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 11-4. 
 
Response to Comment 23-4: 
 
As noted in the Storm Water Quality Management Plan (see page 5) and Draft EIR Impact 4.6-6, all 
wash water and up to the 25-year 24-hour stormwater runoff from uncovered areas within the Stable 
Area would be detained in an underground pipe system and pumped to the sanitary sewer system and 
treated prior to any discharge.  Included in the Storm Water Quality Management Plan (see Appendix F 
of Volume II) are the calculations of required storage for up to and including the 25-year 24-hour storm.  
This amount would be about 2.69 acre-feet of storage capacity to contain the amount of runoff from the 
9.42 acre contributing area with a 25-year 24-hour storm amount of 3.89 inches.  Figure 4 of the Storm 
Water Quality Management Plan shows details of the stormwater storage system. 
 
Response to Comment 23-5: 
 
Figure 4.10-13 in the Draft EIR indicates that Dorset Drive would be extended to Dixon Downs 
Parkway as a four-lane arterial.  This roadway cross-section is adequate to accommodate “existing plus 
project (Phases 1&2)” conditions.  Figure 4.10-10 also indicates that the following segments of Dorset 
Drive are required to be six lanes at buildout of the NQSP including the Proposed Project: 
 

• Dorset Drive – from North First Street to beyond Kids Way; and 
• Dorset Drive – for several hundred feet west of Dixon Downs Parkway. 

 
Since the segment of Dorset Drive directly west of Dixon Downs Parkway is not yet constructed, there 
are no physical impediments to its construction as a six-lane roadway.  However, the City would need to 
be certain that adequate right-of-way is reserved on this segment to provide six lanes.  The segment of 
Dorset Drive east of North First Street has development on its north side, which precludes widening to 
the north.  Since no development exists on the south side of the street, a third eastbound lane is possible.  
The City will consider the need for this improvement in its upcoming CIP update and/or when a 
development application is submitted for the adjacent parcel to the south. 
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Response to Comment 23-6: 
 
The Vaughn-Pedrick Connector (labeled as “Planned Improvements” on Figure 4-2, Circulation Master 
Plan in the NQSP) would be designed consistent with all of the other arterials within the NQSP.  As 
indicated in Figure 4-5, Four Lane Arterial Streets, this re-aligned roadway is identified as a four-lane 
arterial.  Furthermore, the amended Specific Plan requires that all arterial streets be constructed 
consistent with the City’s engineering design standards for roadway improvements.   
 
Response to Comment 23-7: 
 
To address the inconsistency between the roadway information in the Draft EIR and the roadway design 
standards in the amended NQSP, minor text revisions were incorporated into the NQSP.  Section 4.3.1, 
Arterial Streets, was amended to clarify that portions of Dixon Downs Parkway and Dorset Drive may 
ultimately be constructed as 6-lane roadways to serve the Proposed Project.  In addition, the footnote on 
Figure 4-3, Typical Arterial, was amended to include the text, “On some roadways, a 6-lane arterial may 
be needed.”  The NQSP requires that all roadways be constructed consistent with the City’s adopted 
engineering design standards. 
 
Response to Comment 23-8: 
 
At this time no additional comments on either the NQSP or the Design Guidelines have been received. 
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LETTER 24:  Timothy and Michelle Robards 
 
Response to Comment 24-1: 
The Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines include a goal that states “[P]lacement of lights 
shall limit glare, obtrusive light, light trespass and upward directed, wasted light”.  Another goal stipulates 
that “security lighting shall not project above the fascia or roofline of a building”.  In addition, stadium 
lights are proposed around the perimeter of the racetrack using 80 140-foot-tall poles for nighttime 
events.  These lights, when used for nighttime events, would be turned off by approximately 11 p.m. The 
goal is to minimize nightglow and any spillover light.   
 
Response to Comment 24-2: 
 
As part of Phase 1, the project applicant shall plant trees in accordance with the City of Dixon shade tree 
ordinance.  Trees selected shall meet the City’s requirements. It is not clear if the comment is requesting 
shade trees be provided in the temporary surface parking lots as part of Phase 1 development.  As 
discussed on page 3-40 of the Project Description, “Phase 1 parking areas would function as temporary 
facilities until permanent parking replaces them as part of the Phase 2 development program.  For this 
reason, the Phase 1 parking lot landscaping would also be temporary in character and would serve 
principally to define the edges of the parking areas.  The tree plantings necessary to meet the City’s 15-
year/50 percent shade requirement would be deferred until the Phase 2 Site Plan is prepared and 
approved and the permanent parking lots are constructed.”   
 
Response to Comment 24-3: 
 
The Proposed Project is required to provide transit improvements on the project site, and to provide 
improvements to the local transit system to meet demands created by the project.  Payment of 50% of 
the cost of a parking structure at the City’s multi-modal transit station would not serve to mitigate 
impacts of the Proposed Project, and would exceed the standards for nexus and rough proportionality 
required of mitigation measures in Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment 24-4: 
 
Automobile and motorcycle racing would not be an allowable use in the proposed zoning for the project 
site.  The Development Agreement would specifically forbid these types of activities.  




