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1.0 INTRODUCTION
This document, together with the Flying J Travel Plaza Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR or DEIR), constitutes the Flying J Travel Plaza Final
Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR or FEIR). Pursuant to Section 15132 of
the CEQA Guidelines, this Final EIR consists of (a) a list of persons, organizations,
and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; (b) comments and
recommendations received on the Draft EIR, and (c) responses of the Lead
Agency (City of Dixon) to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process; (d) revisions to the Draft EIR; and (e) the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The Final EIR will be used for
review and consideration for certification by the City of Dixon.
This Introduction chapter provides a summary of EIR certification and project
approval procedures, public involvement, the requirements for consideration of
recirculation, and an overview of the response to comment process.

The

remainder of the Final EIR document is comprised of the following chapters:

1.1

•

Chapter 2.0: List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Receiving the
Draft EIR;

•

Chapter 3.0: Response to Comments and Copies of Comment Letters;

•

Chapter 4.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR; and

•

Chapter 5.0: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

EIR Certification ‐ Project Approval Process
The Final EIR will be considered by the City in a public meeting. Prior to
approving the project, the City must certify that (1) the Final EIR has been
completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) the City has reviewed and considered
the information in the Final EIR; and (3) the Final EIR reflects the City’s
independent judgment and analysis (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090).
Once the Final EIR is certified, the City will consider the project for approval. As
part of the approval process, the City will make written findings for each
potentially significant impact identified for the proposed project. The findings
will indicate that feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated into the
project that will avoid or substantially reduce the potentially significant
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1.0 Introduction

environmental effects identified in the Final EIR. The findings will also address
alternatives considered by the City to avoid or reduce any potentially significant
impacts identified for the proposed project.
CEQA requires that when a public agency makes findings based on an EIR, the
public agency must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for those
mitigation measures that it has adopted or made a condition of project approval
in order to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. The City has
prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the proposed
project which is presented in Section 5.0 of this document.
Once the Final EIR is certified, it may be used by responsible agencies in deciding
which conditions to approve for the project entitlements.

1.2

Public Involvement
The City released the Draft EIR for public review and comment on
August 31, 2006. The Draft EIR was distributed to agencies, local governments,
and interested parties. Printed copies of the Draft EIR and appendices were
available to the public at City Hall.

The comment period closed on

October 16, 2006.

1.3

Requirements For Recirculation
If significant new information is added to an EIR after the public review, the lead
agency is required to recirculate the EIR or a portion of it for additional public
review and comments. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5.) “[N]ew information
to an EIR is not significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an
effect (including a feasible projected alternative) that the project’s proponents
have declined to implement…[R]ecirculation is not required where the new
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies…or makes
insignificant modification in…an adequate EIR” (Laurel Heights Improvement
Association of San Francisco., Inc. v. Regents of the University of California
(1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112,1129–1130).

Significant new information requiring

recirculation may include, for example, a disclosure showing that:

Impact Sciences, Inc.
823.01

1.0‐2

Flying J Travel Plaza Final EIR
March 2008

1.0 Introduction

•

A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented;

•

A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a
level of insignificance;

•

A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant impacts
of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it; and

•

The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded.

During the preparation of the Draft EIR, the City was considering the
development of the Dixon Downs Horse Racetrack and Entertainment Center
project (Dixon Downs project) adjacent to the Flying J Travel Plaza project site.
The cumulative analyses for traffic, visual, and utilities; and the description of
off‐site infrastructure improvements presented in the Flying J Travel Plaza Draft
EIR assumed the development and operation of the Dixon Downs project. Since
the publication of the Flying J Travel Plaza Draft EIR, City residents voted down
the proposed Dixon Downs project in a special referendum vote.
All references to the Dixon Down project have been removed from the Draft EIR
and the cumulative analyses for traffic, visual, and utilities have been
re‐evaluated using buildout of the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan (NQSP). An
evaluation comparing the Dixon Downs project to the designated land uses by
NQSP concludes that the Dixon Downs project is a higher intensity land use than
land uses that would be allowed by the NQSP. Given this, the evaluation in the
Draft EIR is a “worst case” scenario, and the removal of the Dixon Downs project
would result in a lesser impact than those identified in the Draft EIR.

A

description of this evaluation and conclusion is presented in Chapter 4.0 of this
document. As shown in the information provided in Chapter 4.0, the removal of
the Dixon Downs project from the Draft EIR does not increase the severity of an
impact nor does it result in a new significant impact. There are no impacts
described as less than significant, in the Draft EIR, that have been reevaluated in
the Final EIR as significant and unavoidable as a result of revisions and new
information. Also, no substantial increase in the severity of impacts has been
identified as a result of information presented in comments on the Draft EIR
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(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.). In light of the above, the City has determined
that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.

1.4

Responses To Comments
Pursuant to CEQA, the Lead Agency must respond to all significant
environmental issues raised in comments on the Draft EIR. Responses to all
written comments received within and shortly after the close of the comment
period are contained in this Final EIR. Possible responses include clarification of
mitigation measures, supplementing analyses, making factual corrections, and
explaining why certain comments do not warrant further agency response. A
small number of factual corrections have been required as a result of the
comments received on the Draft EIR.
Chapter 3.0 of this document includes responses to each individual comment
received on the Draft EIR.

Chapter 4.0 of this document includes editorial

revisions made in response to comments.
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2.0 LIST OF FINAL EIR RECIPIENTS
2.1

FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES
California Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Department of Transportation
California Public Utilities Commission
California State Clearinghouse

2.2

REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES
Dixon‐Solano Municipal Water Service
Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District

2.3

INDIVIDUAL AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS
McDonough Holland & Allen, PC
OMNI‐MEANS, Ltd.
Linda R. Sikes
Skip and Jill Simmons
Michael Smith
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3.0 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS
3.1

INTRODUCTION
This chapter provides responses to the comments received during the public
review period for the Flying J Travel Plaza DEIR. Copies of all comment letters
received on the DEIR and written responses to those comments are provided
below. Each comment letter is assigned a number (in numerical order) and
comments within each letter are keyed by number on the copies of the letters.

3.2

LIST OF COMMENTORS

3.2.1

Federal and State Agencies

3.2.2

3.2.3

1.

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, October 11, 2006

2.

California Department of Transportation, October 5, 2006

3.

California Public Utilities Commission, September 18, 2006

4.

California State Clearinghouse, October 17, 2006

Regional and Local Agencies
5.

Dixon‐Solano Municipal Water Service, October 16, 2006

6.

Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District, October 11, 2006

Individual and local Organizations
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7.

McDonough Holland & Allen, PC, October 5, 2006

8.

OMNI‐MEANS, Ltd., October 3, 2006

9.

Linda R. Sikes, October 26, 2006

10.

Skip and Jill Simmons, October 16, 2006

11.

Michael Smith, October 1, 2006
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Letter No. 1

1

2
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Responses to Comments

3.3

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

3.3.1

Letter 1: California Department of Toxic Substances Control, October 11, 2006
Letter 1, Comments 1 and 2
The project area is dominated by agricultural uses with scattered vacant lands
and commercial and industrial uses, including the Campbell Soup and Supply
Company, LLC and a truck repair and parts company 0.8 mile to the southeast, a
produce market and two gas stations within 0.5 mile to the north, a Caltrans
maintenance yard and a roof truss manufacturer within 0.5 mile to the northeast,
and a Wal‐Mart 1.5 miles to the southwest. Agricultural land uses are associated
with hazardous materials use and storage because of the use of pesticides,
herbicides, fungicides, fertilizers, petroleum‐related compounds, and other
chemicals used in farming.
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), performed by Anderson
Consulting Group in 1993, noted the potential for routine use of pesticides.
However, a subsequent Phase I ESA in 2001 and a 2005 Phase II ESA performed
for the adjacent parcel did not identify major contamination issues, except for an
area which had been sued for chemical storage. A Phase II was not performed
for the project site, but given the historical use of the project site for agricultural
production, and the discovery of contamination issues at the adjacent site, the
city conservatively assumes the presence of pesticides on the project site. For
these reasons, Mitigation Measure 4.5‐2 has been revised to provide for
groundwater monitoring by the Solano County Environmental Management
Department if contaminated soil is discovered on site.

These changes are

reflected in Chapter 4.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this document. With the
changes/additions to Mitigation Measure 4.5‐2, which address the potential
public health risk to construction workers, construction workers and their
supervisors would be aware of the potential for encountering previously
unidentified contamination. If contamination is observed or suspected, then
construction activities would cease, and an environmental professional would
further assess the site. It should be noted that because of the commercial nature
of the project, that upon completion of construction, there would be no sensitive
receptors located at or near the site.
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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2
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Letter 2: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), October 5, 2006
Letter 2, Comment 1
The DEIR incorrectly states in the second paragraph on page 2.0‐11 that “The
project would not result in any significant impacts that cannot be mitigation to a
less‐than‐significant level. More specifically, development of the project would
not result in unacceptable levels of service at existing intersections in the vicinity
of the project.” These sentences have been corrected as reflected in Chapter 4.0
of this document, to say: “The project would result in significant impacts that
cannot be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level.

More specifically,

development of the project would result in unacceptable levels of service at
existing intersections in the vicinity of the project.”
Letter 2, Comment 2
The City of Dixon will cooperate with Caltrans in planning, as part of its
long‐term capitol improvements program (CIP), the reconstruction and
widening of the Interstate 80 (I‐80) over‐crossing, reconstruction of the I‐80
freeway on‐ and off‐ramps, installation of traffic signal controls at the I‐80 ramp
intersections,

and

other improvements (signalization, etc.) to adjacent

intersections. The project would be required to provide a fair share contribution
toward these projects. Furthermore, inclusion of adjacent intersections would
mitigate impacts to existing intersections.
However, as of June 2007, the City had not included these improvements in its
CIP. Without inclusion of these improvements in the CIP, the City is not able to
assign a cost of these improvements and therefore, cannot quantify a fair‐share
proportion for the proposed project.

If the City does not include needed

improvements in its CIP, or if it is uncertain whether these improvements could
be fully funded if they were added to the City’s CIP, this anticipated future
impact would be unmitigated under future year 2025 (cumulative) conditions.
Because of this uncertainty, the cumulative impact of future site development to
the two intersections is considered significant and unavoidable.

This EIR

presents the conclusion that the Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.10‐6 that “no
mitigation measures have been identified for this unavoidable, significant
impact.”
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Letter 2, Comment 4
Comment noted.
Letter 2, Comment 5
The reference to Interstate‐5 has been replaced with I‐80 on the Appendix title
“Peak Hour Volume Warrant Graphs.” This correction is reflected in Chapter
4.0, of this EIR.
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1
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Responses to Comments

Letter 3: California Public Utilities Commission, September 18, 2006
Letter 3, Comment 1
The PUC’s requirement for planning in the vicinity of at‐grade rail crossings is
acknowledged. The distribution of traffic to and from the project site is expected
to travel via Pedrick Road to access I‐80. The referenced railroad crosses Pedrick
Road approximately one‐half mile south of the project site boundary, and even
further south of I‐80.

Based on a conservative estimate of northbound and

southbound volumes on Pedrick Road, the project would be expected to
contribute about 32 two‐way vehicle trips (about a 12 percent increase) above
existing volumes during the AM peak hour, and 25 trips (about a 7 percent
increase) above existing volumes during the PM peak hour. Under future (2025)
PM peak hour conditions, with buildout of Dixon’s Northeast Quadrant Specific
Plan (NQSP), the project’s contribution to through traffic volumes at the railroad
crossing would be less than 1 percent. The type of traffic added to Pedrick Road
at the railroad crossing would be similar to the traffic using the road today, a
mix of vehicles and trucks. These vehicles would be expected to obey traffic
controls already installed at the gated crossing and therefore, additional project
vehicle trips traveling through this at‐grade crossing is not expected to result in a
safety hazards for existing and future users of the at‐grade crossing.
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Letter 4: California State Clearinghouse, October 17, 2006
This letter states that the DEIR prepared for the proposed project was circulated
to applicable state agencies for the mandated 45‐day public review period, which
ended on October 16, 2006.

(Upon request, the mandated 45‐day comment

period was extended to December 1, 2006). No specific comments referencing
the technical analyses in the EIR are provided.
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1
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Letter 5: Dixon‐Solano Municipal Water Service (DSMWS), October 16, 2006
Letter 5, Comment 1
As indicated on page 4.11‐6 of the DEIR, the Dixon‐Solano Municipal Water
Service (DSMWS) prepared a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Northeast
Quadrant Specific Plan (NQSP) in 2003. According to the WSA, DSMWS would
need to expand two 1,500 gallon per minute (gpm) groundwater deepwell
facilities, construct a 1‐million‐gallon water storage tank, and install a 2,000 gpm
booster pump station in the NQSP area to provide sufficient production and
delivery capacity to the future development in the NQSP area. According to
Letter 5, DSMWS standards now requires two (2) 1‐million‐gallon tanks to
provide sufficient delivery capacity for buildout of the NQSP area. This new
requirement will be reflected in the next update of the DSMWS Master Plan. The
following text change has been added to the DEIR, and is reflected in Chapter
4.0 of this EIR: “The WSA proposed two, 1,500 gpm groundwater deepwell
facilities; a 1 million‐gallon water storage tank; and a 2,000‐gpm booster pump
station in the NQSP. However, since the preparation of the WSA, the DSMWS
has indicated that new standards now require an additional 1‐millon‐gallon tank
for total storage capacity of 2 million gallons, which will be reflected in the next
update of the DSMWS Master Plan.”
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Letter No. 6

1

2
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6
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Responses to Comments

Letter 6: Yolo‐Solano Air Quality Management District, October 11, 2006
Letter 6, Comment 1
Section 4.3.2.2, Regional Air Quality (page 4.3‐3), of the DEIR, states that the
transport of air emissions from the Sacramento Metropolitan Area to the San
Francisco Bay Area would entail movement of pollutants through the project
area.

According to Letter 6, the Air Resources Board (ARB) has published

several reports that provide technical assessments of transport relationships
between the air basins and regions in California, but the ARB has not evaluated
emissions on a “district‐to‐district” scale. Furthermore, the ARB has identified
the “Broader Sacramento Area” as transporting to the Upper Sacramento Valley,
the San Joaquin Valley, the San Francisco Bay Area, and the Mountain Counties.
The text in Section 4.3.2.2 of the DEIR has been amended to clarify ARB’s
existing technical knowledge regarding this information, and is reflected in
Chapter 4.0 of this EIR.
Letter 6, Comments 2 and 3
The DEIR states (on page 4.3‐5) that PM10 emissions in the project area arise from
agricultural processes that dominate the region around Dixon. This statement
was not intended to imply that respirable particulate matter (PM10) emissions are
predominately caused by agricultural operations in the Dixon area. Nonetheless,
PM10 emissions from agricultural processes accounted for 25 percent of the Yolo‐
Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD)’s areawide PM10 sources in
2005 and 23 percent of total anthropogenic PM10 sources in 2005. This would
constitute a substantial amount of the PM10 emissions in the District. Measures
to reduce PM10 emissions from agricultural processes are being researched by the
scientific community and not necessarily by the YSAQMD. The statement has
been revised, and is reflected in Chapter 4.0 of this document, to clarify this
point.
Letter 6, Comment 4
The heading for the second paragraph in Subsection 4.3.2.3, Local Air Quality
of the DEIR has been revised to reflect information presented in Table 4.3‐3,
Ambient Pollutant Concentrations Registered at UC Davis, which includes
Impact Sciences, Inc.
823-001

3.0-24

Flying J Travel Plaza Final EIR
March 2008

3.0

Responses to Comments

monitoring data from locations other than UC Davis. This change is reflected in
Chapter 4.0 of this document.
Letter 6, Comment 5
The text on page 4.3‐6 of the DEIR incorrectly states that PM10 has been steadily
rising since 2000. The text in the DEIR has been corrected, and is reflected in
Chapter 4.0 of this document.
Letter 6, Comment 6
The text on page 4.3‐6 of the DEIR partially describes the California Clean Air
Act (CCAA) requirement for nonattainment ozone areas. According to Letter 6,
the CCAA requires an air quality strategy to achieve a five percent average
annual ozone precursor emission reduction when implemented. If that is not
achievable, the CCAA requires the adoption of every feasible emission control
measure under the purview of the air district. While Solano County’s ozone
designation had been nonattainment‐transitional by operation of law, the
California Air Resources Board’s 2006 designations, which were adopted on
November 16, 2006, show only Colusa and Glenn County in the Sacramento
Valley Air Basin to be “nonattainment transitional” and the remaining area to be
“nonattainment.” In light of the above, the text in the DEIR has been revised
appropriately; these changes are reflected in Chapter 4.0 of this EIR.
Letter 6, Comment 7
As described in Section 3.4.5 of the DEIR, Flying J has proposed to operate the
Travel Plaza as a “no‐idle” facility. Although limitations on truck idling are
considered to be a project feature, the DEIR has been revised to include
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3e, which is presented in Chapter 4.0 of this document:
This mitigation measure requires that trucks parked at the Flying J Travel Plaza
shall not idle for longer than five minutes, in conformance to the California Air
Resources Board’s requirements with respect to commercial truck idling. The
operators of the Flying J Travel Plaza shall enforce and carry out the idling
program by posting signs along the route to the on‐site truck parking area and
place them selectively in the truck parking areas. The signs will inform site users
of the ARB regulation that prohibits trucks from idling more than five minutes
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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made available at the Dixon Flying J Travel Plaza explaining the no‐idling
regulation.

Future Flying J employees shall inform on‐site truck drivers

regarding the no idling restriction during their normal patrolling of the parking
area to pick up garbage and to identify, prevent, or report illicit activities to local
law enforcement officials. This shall be incorporated into the employee manual,
which shall be provided to all employees.
The analysis in the DEIR assumes that all heavy heavy‐duty trucks would idle
for the maximum allowed time (five minutes). In reality, not all trucks would
idle for their maximum allotted time period.

Enforcement of the no‐idling

program would be carried out by the operators of the Flying J Travel Plaza. As
stated in the DEIR, truck drivers would be notified about this requirement upon
entering the Travel Plaza. (See Letter 6, Comment 14 below, for additional
information regarding measures to ensure a no‐idle facility.) Furthermore, the
revised Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) to reduce idling emissions
from new and in‐use trucks was adopted by the ARB on October 20, 2005,
approved by the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) on October 15, 2006, and
became effective November 16, 2006.

All trucks operating in the State of

California must comply with the ATCM. The ATCM further requires that all
new 2008 and subsequent model‐year heavy‐duty diesel engines be equipped
with an engine shutdown system that automatically shuts down the engine after
300 seconds of continuous idling operation once the vehicle is stopped, except
under specific circumstances listed in the ATCM. This requirement would help
to ensure that newer trucks would meet the no‐idling requirement of the Travel
Plaza. Under the ATCM, enforcement authority is also given to the ARB, peace
officers

and

their

respective

law

enforcement

agencies’

authorized

representatives, and air pollution control or air quality management districts.
Letter 6, Comment 8
The first paragraph on page 4.3‐37 of the DEIR provides a description of the
proposed “no idle” facility. The DEIR estimated that 35 percent of the trucks
would pull a transport refrigeration unit (TRU)‐equipped trailer.

This

estimation was based on observations from a similar Flying J facility in Ripon,
California.

The text in the DEIR has been revised, and the revisions are

presented in Chapter 4.0 of this document.
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Letter 6, Comment 9
The second paragraph on page 4.3‐37 of the DEIR, estimates that 50 percent of
the trucks would operate an auxiliary power unit (APU) for rest periods. This
was based on the applicant’s assumption, and based on industry data, and it is
believed to be a reasonable, and conservative, assumption with respect to air
quality. In the near‐term, most trucks would not be equipped with APUs and
would not be allowed to stay at the project site and idle their main engines.
Over time, more trucks would be equipped with APUs or be electrically
powered. Trucks that could not comply with the no‐idle restriction would not be
allowed to stay at the Travel Plaza.
Letter 6, Comment 10
The project applicant has indicated that electrical infrastructure would be
provided for trucks using the site. This measure is a project feature and is not a
mitigation measure. Also, as noted in the DEIR, in some cases the weather
conditions may be moderate enough for truck drivers to not require additional
heating or cooling. The project is in the planning stage, and a detailed design
has not been prepared. However, the project applicant intends to initially install
the electrical conduit so that electrical wiring can be added as more trucks have
the capability to operate on line power (as opposed to running the main truck
engine or an auxiliary power unit). The Travel Plaza will have the capacity to
adapt to future needs of their customers and provide alternative power as
necessary.

The DEIR assumed that 50 percent of the trucks that stay more than

two hours (i.e., overnight) would use APUs to provide heating, cooling, and
electrical needs for the drivers.

The remaining trucks would either use an

electric hookup (as they become available) or weather conditions would not
necessitate additional heating or cooling. No assumptions were made regarding
the split between these two options. The latter two options would have the same
effect on the project’s air emissions; that is, they would not generate any
additional direct air emissions or influence the project’s air quality impacts. The
presence or absence of electrical hookups would not affect the analysis in the
DEIR provided that no more than 50 percent of the trucks that stay overnight
would be equipped with APUs.

Therefore, the requirement of the electrical

hook‐ups as a mitigation measure is not required pursuant to CEQA since it
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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be a reasonable, and conservative, assumption given that most trucks are not
currently equipped with APUs.
Letter 6, Comment 11
The revised Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for truck idling, which
became effective in November 2006, would limit heavy‐heavy‐duty trucks, such
as those delivering materials to the construction site, to five minutes of idling
when not involved in an operational activity. It is agreed that a more restrictive
idle restriction could be imposed as a mitigation measure. Mitigation Measure
AQ‐I from the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan EIR, with a revision to limit
idling time to five minutes per the ATCM, has been added to the DEIR as
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐1a.

This change is reflected in Chapter 4.0 of this

document.
NQSP Mitigation Measure AQ‐K is listed under project Mitigation Measure
4.3‐1a. The specifics of the construction fleet would not be known at this time.
The City will determine appropriate emission controls at the time that Flying J
submits its grading plan to the City.
Letter 6, Comment 12
The ATCM applies to “owners and operators of diesel‐fueled TRUs and TRU
gen[erator] sets … that operate in the state of California. This specifically
includes:
(A) Operators and owners of California‐based TRUs and TRU gen sets
that are installed on trucks, or trailers, shipping containers, or
railcars; and
(B) Operators and owners of non‐California‐based TRUs and TRU
gen[erator] sets that are installed on trucks, trailers, shipping
containers, or trailers.” (California Code of Regulations, Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 9, Article 8, Section 2477)
The text in the DEIR has been revised to reflect this statement under the
description of the ATCM in Section 4.3.3.2. This change is reflected in Chapter
4.0 of this document.
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Letter 6, Comment 13
Requiring a dedicated, covered parking area for refrigerated trailers that are
parked more than two hours is a feasible mitigation measure. This measure, as
suggested by the commenter, would reduce direct solar radiation on refrigerated
trailers such that transport refrigeration units would have to operate less often.
As reflected in Chapter 4.0 of this document, the following mitigation measure
has been added to the DEIR as Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3c:
The applicant shall provide a minimum of one dedicated covered parking area
for refrigerated trailers that will be parked at the Travel Plaza for more than two
hours. The covered parking area shall include a minimum of 30 parking spaces.
Letter 6, Comment 14
As part of the project and as required in Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3e, signs would
be posted along the route to the on‐site truck parking area and placed selectively
in the truck parking area. The signs will inform site users of the ARB regulation
that prohibits trucks from idling more than five minutes when not engaged in an
operational activity. Additionally, as part of the project, educational brochures
would be available on‐site explaining the no‐idling regulation and possible
alternatives (i.e., APU). As indicated in Section 3.4.5 of the DEIR, the applicant
is in the process of establishing a network of APU sales and installation locations
that would sell and install APUs for those trucks that do not already have them
installed.

Future Flying J employees would inform on‐site truck drivers

regarding the no‐idling restriction during their normal patrolling of the parking
area to pick up garbage and to identify, prevent, or report illicit activities to local
law enforcement officials. As part of the project, air‐conditioned facilities would
be provided for drivers to rest, for unspecified periods of time. This would
result in a decreased need for truck drivers to idle their trucks while at the
facility.
Letter 6, Comment 15
The DEIR provides a number of different approaches that are available for
compliance with the ATCM for TRUs that would reduce the emissions from
these sources. This information is provided as mitigation under Mitigation
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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source of emissions, it was thought to be appropriate to indicate potential control
measures for those emissions. While some of the measures may be implemented
by trucking companies, as indicated in the DEIR, the applicant does not have
control over these units. For clarity purposes, the text in the DEIR has been
revised to indicate that this is a discussion of other potential control measures,
and not a recommended mitigation measure for this project. This revision is
reflected in Chapter 4.0 of this EIR.
Letter 6, Comment 16
The information under Mitigation Measure 4.3‐d, on page 4.3‐43 of the DEIR,
presents the conclusion that an off‐board infrastructure system would not be cost
effective to reduce emissions from the proposed project. The mitigation measure
would require the applicant to install costly infrastructure, which would only
control potential emissions from the truck engines, which are already limited by
the idling restriction, installation of electric power for the trucks, and by the
alternative use of APUs. The analysis in the DEIR does not rely on the inclusion
of off board infrastructure system, but assumes that some trucks will simply not
idle their engine or use an APU in accordance with the ATCM for truck idling.
For clarity purposes, the text in the DEIR has been revised to indicate that this is
a discussion of other potential control measures, and not a recommended
mitigation measure for this project. This revision is reflected in Chapter 4.0 of
this EIR.
Letter 6, Comment 17
Planting of shade trees in parking areas is included in the DEIR as Mitigation
Measure 4.3‐3b on page 4.3‐42. A specific planting plan would be approved by
the City of Dixon.
Letter 6, Comment 18
The following mitigation measure has been added to the DEIR as Mitigation
Measure 4.3‐3d:
The applicant shall use Energy Star reflective roofing materials, lighting,
appliances, and heating and cooling systems to reduce electrical consumption
associated with the project.
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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This change is reflected in Chapter 4.0 of this document.
Letter 6, Comment 19
A requirement to plan parking areas and ingress/egress to limit vehicle idling is
included in the DEIR as Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3a. Planting of shade trees in
parking areas is included in the DEIR as Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3b.
Letter 6, Comment 20
A requirement to include bicycle storage racks is included in the DEIR as
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3a.
Letter 6, Comment 21
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3a in the DEIR requires that information be provided at
various locations within the project site about carpool, vanpool, or transit use
facilities.
Letter 6, Comment 22
As noted in Letter 6, Comment 22, residences are located on Sievers Road. While
the isopleth (a line of constant modeled excess cancer risk) representing a 10 in
one million cancer risk for residential receptors, as shown in Figure 4.3‐1,
Modeled Impacts of Diesel Exhaust Particulates for Residential Receptors, in
the DEIR, does encompass these residences, the text and Table 4.3‐16, Summary
of Maximum Modeled Cancer Risks of Diesel Particulate Matter from the
Travel Plaza Operations, in the DEIR do not correspond to the cancer risk at
these residences.

The text, Table 4.3‐16, and Table 4.3‐17, Summary of

Maximum Noncancer Health Impacts of Diesel Exhaust Particulate Matter
from the Travel Plaza Operations, have been revised to indicate that there are
residences for which the cancer risk would be greater than 10 in one million.
These changes are reflected in Chapter 4.0 of this document.
In addition, as indicated in Letter 6, there is a gasoline service station within the
10‐in‐one‐million isopleth for workplace receptors shown in Figure 4.3‐2,
Modeled Impacts of Diesel Exhaust Particulates for Workplace Receptors of
the DEIR.
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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potential impact occurred at a location zoned for future commercial
development on the north side of I‐80 in Solano County. The values shown in
Table 4.3‐16, Summary of Maximum Modeled Cancer Risks of Diesel
Particulate Matter from the Travel Plaza Operations, and Table 4.3‐17,
Summary of Maximum Noncancer Health Impacts of Diesel Exhaust
Particulate Matter from the Travel Plaza Operations, of the DEIR, correspond
to this potential workplace receptor. Text and table changes are reflected in
Chapter 4.0 of this document.
Letter 6, Comment 23
As noted on page 4.3‐16 of the DEIR, there are several methods by which
trucking companies are expected to comply with the ATCM for TRUs. As noted
previously, the responsibility to comply with this ATCM lies with the
owners/operators of the TRUs and not with the applicant or the City. To the
extent that TRUs could be operated using electricity as an alternative power
supply in the future, the applicant has already proposed to provide electrical
infrastructure at the Travel Plaza as that option becomes available.
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Letter 7: McDonough Holland & Allen, PC, October 5, 2006
Letter 7, Comment 1
A traffic study was prepared for the project and is appended to as Appendix
4.10 in the DEIR. Page 4.10‐11 of the DEIR includes a summary of the baseline
conditions used for the traffic analysis prepared for the project. Specifically,
“counts for Flying J were conducted in the early fall harvest season when
trucking activity was at a peak for agricultural operations in the immediate area,
notably, the Campbell Soup canning plant was at peak season operation.” As
discussed on page 4.10‐20, Subsection 4.10.5.1 Impact Analysis Methodologies,
of the DEIR, seasonal adjustments were made to the traffic counts to account for
the higher agricultural trucking and passenger car volumes. The impact analysis
methodologies described in the traffic study (and summarized in the DEIR) were
found acceptable to the City of Dixon, and neither the City of Dixon nor Caltrans
reviewers requested revision to the level of service analysis. Furthermore, the
significance criteria, listed under Subsection 4.10.5.2, Significance Criteria on
page 4.10‐23 of the DEIR, are based on standards established by the City of
Dixon and the Solano Transportation Authority (STA). Using these standards
and the approved methodology, Impact 4.10‐1 (page 4.10‐24 through 26) found
that development of the project would not result in unacceptable levels of
services at existing intersections in the project vicinity, including the
intersections at Pedrick Road and Interstate 80 (Eastbound and Westbound)
Ramps. Based on factual data and substantial evidence as shown in Section 4.10
of this document, Impact 4.10‐1 presents the conclusion that the project would
result in less‐than‐significant impacts to level of service at intersections in the
project vicinity under existing conditions.
Letter 7, Comment 2
As part of project improvements, it is expected that Caltrans would conduct a
Project Study Report (PSR) that would include a detailed description of I‐80
ramps improvements that would serve the project site. As part of this process,
Caltrans would consider all observable safety hazards through the preparation
of necessary environmental documents (e.g., Mitigated Negative Declaration,
Environmental Assessment, etc.). Under the purview of CEQA, Impact 4.10‐4 on
page 4.10‐27 of the DEIR addresses safety concerns associated with sight line
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blockage for the proposed access roads to the project site. As discussed, sight
lines would be blocked for vehicles turning into and out of the project site from
Pedrick Road and Professional Drive access points. Mitigation measures include
provisions to prohibit on‐street parking near the project site, in addition to
contribution of fair‐share payment for Interstate 80 / Pedrick Road interchange
improvements.
Letter 7, Comment 3
As stated on page 4.10‐24 of the DEIR, a four‐lane (approximately 84‐foot wide)
segment of Professional Drive would be constructed as part of the project,
creating a new intersection with Pedrick Road adjacent to the southeast corner of
the site, which would be stop sign controlled on the Professional Drive approach
to Pedrick Road. Pedrick Road would be widened to provide northbound and
southbound deceleration lanes serving the access point intersecting Pedrick
Road, as well as northbound and southbound deceleration lanes on the
approaches to the (new) Professional Drive intersection. It is understood that
during construction of improvements to Pedrick Road and the I‐80 interchange,
Campbell’s requested no impedance to the free flow of truck traffic to and from
its facility and the Pedrick Road/I‐80 interchange, especially during harvest
season.

It is standard practice to develop traffic control measures prior to

construction. These measures would be developed and approved by the City’s
traffic engineer prior to the issuance of building permits. The objective of the
traffic control measure would be to maintain a free flow of truck traffic along
Pedrick Road, including trucks traveling to and from the Campbell plant. The
public and nearby businesses to the project site will have opportunity to voice
concerns over any construction project.
Letter 7, Comment 4
The DEIR relied on the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) prepared for the
NQSP, prepared by the Dixon‐Solano Municipal Water Service (DSMWS)
(December 24, 2003). The report presented the conclusion that all present and
future water deliveries could be provided by existing groundwater resources.
The report estimated that by 2024, the water demand in this area is estimated to
be approximately 7,500 acre‐feet per year and assuming that new water supply
facilities (e.g. wells, distribution, etc.) were constructed as development occurs,
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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there would be sufficient groundwater available to meet the water demands of
new development.
The report states that the groundwater basin, used by DSMWS, is not in an
overdraft condition and can provide enough water without exceeding its safe
yield to serve the development proposed for the remainder of the DSMWS
service area that is outlined in its Water Master Plan, which includes the
Northeast Quadrant.
The WSA prepared for the NQSP included future water demands for the NQSP,
based on land use zoning and assumed growth rates for development of those
land uses. The intensity of land use proposed by the project would be consistent
with land use classifications under the NQSP, and therefore the WSA. The
Campbell Facility, which is in the service area of DSMWS, was considered in the
existing conditions for the WSA. The determination of water supply for the
proposed project under existing and future conditions is therefore adequately
addressed in the document. Impact 4.11‐1 concludes that the DSMWS does not
have adequate water supply or water facilities to serve the project, in addition to
other development in the project area. Mitigation proposed for this impact
would require the applicant to contribute funds to construct a new water supply
facility.

Also, since publication of the DEIR, the DSMWS has changed its

standards to require an additional 1‐million‐gallon storage tank which would
double the storage capacity described in the DEIR. With construction of water
supply facilities prior to development of the project, the project and other future
development are not expected to substantially deplete the groundwater
resources in the project area.
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Letter 8: OMNI‐MEANS, Ltd., October 3, 2006
Letter 8, Comment 1
The opinion stated in Letter 8 is respectfully acknowledged. As discussed on
page 4.10‐20, Subsection 4.10.5.1 Impact Analysis Methodologies, seasonal
adjustments were made to the traffic counts to account for the higher
agricultural trucking and passenger car volumes.

The impact analysis

methodologies described were found acceptable to the City of Dixon, and neither
the City of Dixon nor Caltrans reviewers requested revision to the level of
service analysis. As a result, no further changes were made to these portions of
the analysis.

Furthermore, the significance criteria, listed under Subsection

4.10.5.2, Significance Criteria on page 4.10‐23 of the DEIR, are based on
standards established by the City of Dixon and the Solano Transportation
Authority (STA). Using these standards and the approved methodology, Impact
4.10‐1 (page 4.10‐24 through 26) found that development of the project would
not result in unacceptable levels of services at existing intersections in the project
vicinity, including the intersections at Pedrick Road and Interstate 80 (Eastbound
and Westbound) Ramps. Based on factual data and substantial evidence as
shown in Section 4.10 of this document, Impact 4.10‐1 presents the conclusion
that the project would result in less‐than‐significant impacts to level of service at
intersections in the project vicinity under existing conditions.
Letter 8, Comment 2
Comment 2 is respectfully acknowledged. A detailed geometric review is not
required by the City of Dixon or Caltrans.
Letter 8, Comment 3
As stated on page 4.10‐24 of the DEIR, development of the project would not
result in unacceptable levels at existing intersections in the vicinity of the project,
including the I‐80 eastbound and westbound ramps under near‐term conditions.
However, the DEIR identifies a significant and unavoidable impact to existing
intersections under future background conditions as stated on page 4.10‐35.
Therefore, the commenter is correct in that until the Pedrick Road/I‐80
interchange is constructed, the project combined with buildout of the NQSP area
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Letter 8, Comment 4
This information regarding standard procedures for design, reporting and
review of improvements to Caltrans facilities is acknowledged.
Letter 8, Comment 5
Comment 5 is respectfully acknowledged. The methodology provided in the EIR
traffic analysis was found acceptable to the City of Dixon, and neither the City of
Dixon nor Caltrans reviewers requested micro simulation of traffic operations at
the I‐80/Pedrick Road interchange as part of the EIR traffic evaluation of the
Flying J project. As a result, no further changes were made to this portion of the
analysis.
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Letter 9: Linda R. Sikes, October 26, 2006
Letter 9, Comments 1 and 2
A comprehensive traffic study was prepared for the Flying J Travel Plaza project.
The traffic study considers existing traffic (e.g., vehicular traffic associated with
the Campbell Soup facility), project‐related traffic, and projected traffic from
future development. The traffic study is incorporated into Section 4.10, Traffic
and Circulation and is appended in its entirety as Appendix 4.10 of the DEIR.
As described in the DEIR, the project would result in significant impacts that
cannot be mitigated to less‐than‐significant levels.

More specifically,

development of the project would result in unacceptable levels of service at
existing intersections in the vicinity of the project. Subsequent to the publication
of the DEIR, the proposed Dixon Downs project was rejected by the City of
Dixon voters. However, it is anticipated that the Dixon Downs project site will
be developed according to the land use designations in the approved NQSP. As
detailed in Chapter 4.0 of this document, development under the NQSP would
result in fewer trips than development of the Dixon Downs project. Accordingly,
the cumulative analysis conducted for the DEIR is considered a worse‐case
scenario. Further consideration of the Dixon Downs project is not necessary.
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3.10.3 Letter 10: Skip and Jill Simmons, October 16, 2006
Letter 10, Comment 1
As discussed in the DEIR (page 4.4‐8), the California Natural Diversity Data Base
(CNDDB) includes 57 nesting occurrences for Swainson’s hawk within a 5‐mile
radius of the project site, including four nest sites within 1 mile of the site. The
closest of these documented Swainson’s hawk nest sites was historically located
approximately 185 feet east of the project boundary, on the east side of Pedrick
Road (CNDDB Occurrence # 389).
According to the CNDDB, all of the trees at this location were removed prior to
2000; consequently, Swainson’s hawk is not expected to currently nest at the
location.

The other documented Swainson’s hawk nests are greater than

2,300 feet from the project boundaries, and are not expected to be adversely
affected by project‐related construction noise.
The DEIR (Mitigation Measure 4.4‐1a on page 4.4‐20 of the DEIR) requires that
preconstruction nesting bird surveys be conducted.

If active bird nests are

found, clearing and construction within 300 feet of the nest (500 feet for raptors)
is prohibited until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged. This measure
would prevent disturbance to currently undocumented Swainson’s hawk nests
that could be established near the project site prior to commencement of the
proposed project.
Letter 10, Comment 2
Information regarding the 1997 Negative Declaration for Big West Commercial
Park (formerly proposed on the Flying J project site) is useful, and should be
considered in the City/Caltrans review of design plans for the Pedrick Road/I‐80
Interchange improvements. As part of project improvements, it is expected that
Caltrans would conduct a PSR that would include detailed description of I‐80
ramps that would serve the project site. Caltrans would consider all observable
safety hazards as part of this analysis and future designs for the interchange
over‐crossing and intersection improvements would need to accommodate all
large truck turning movements. Under the purview of CEQA, Impact 4.10‐4 on
page 4.10‐27 of the DEIR addresses safety concerns associated with the safety
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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project site. As discussed, sight lines would be blocked for vehicles turning into
and out of the project site from Pedrick Road and Professional Drive access
points. Mitigation measures include provisions to prohibit on‐street parking
near the project site, in addition to contribution of fair‐share payment for
Interstate 80 / Pedrick Road interchange improvements.
Letter 10, Comment 3
As detailed on page 3.0‐5 of the DEIR, the project would include 221 truck
parking spaces at the project site.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure

4.10‐4b would prohibit on‐street parking along the project’s Pedrick Road
frontage (west side of the street) between the I‐80 freeway and Professional Way,
and along the north side of Professional Drive (just west of Pedrick Road).
According to the City’s Engineering Design Standards, no parking is allowed on
either side of Pedrick Road since it is an arterial roadway. Additionally, City
Staff will recommend to City Council to adopt a resolution establishing a “No
Parking” zone on either side of Pedrick Road before the project is built to
eliminate the potential for trucks to park on the east side of Pedrick Road.
Letter 10, Comment 4
Possible mitigation measures are evaluated in the DEIR because the Yolo‐Solano
Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) commented in response to the
Notice of Preparation that such measures should be evaluated in the DEIR. As
indicated in response to Letter 6, Comments 15 and 16, the text in the DEIR has
been revised to clarify the inclusion of these control measures as recommended
as mitigation measures.

These changes are reflected in Chapter 4.0 of this

document.
Letter 10, Comment 5
It is not clear why the commenter wants to separate the discussions of the air
quality impacts of gasoline dispensing and storage equipment and idling trucks
and refrigerated trailers. Emissions from both of these sources are related to the
project’s operation. Those emissions must be combined and compared to the
YSAQMD’s thresholds of significance. Nonetheless, emissions resulting from
these activities are shown as separate entries in tables summarizing the sources
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Stationary and Area Source Operational Emissions on page 4.3‐33; Table 4.3‐
13, On‐Site Traveling Emissions at Flying J Travel Plaza on page 4.3‐36; Table
4.3‐14, Running Emissions From Truck Engine, TRU, and APU on page 4.3‐40;
and Table 4.3‐15, Total Daily Operational Emissions for Flying J Travel Plaza
on page 4.3‐41.
Letter 10, Comment 6
As stated in the DEIR, and required by an ATCM adopted by the ARB, truck
engines will not be allowed to idle for more than five minutes. Thus, truck
engine idling will be highly limited.

The commenter identifies a previous

project, Big West Commercial Park, (September 1997) for which the commenter
contends that Flying J indicated they would install “off‐board power
infrastructure” when they came before the Dixon City Council regarding the Big
West Commercial Park Project. It should be noted that the operation of truck
stops in the late 1990s and the regulations governing their operation are different
than today. In the late 1990s, idling of truck engines to provide comfort heating
and cooling would have been unrestricted by any state or local regulations.
Furthermore, there were no regulations requiring low‐emission retrofits of
transport refrigeration units (TRUs). For the current project, there are several
conditions that would limit the project emissions:
•

Flying J has committed to operate the proposed Travel Plaza as a “no‐idle”
facility;

•

The ARB has adopted an ATCM that will require low‐ and ultra‐low‐
emission retrofits of all TRUs operating in California; and

•

The ARB has adopted an ATCM that further restricts unnecessary idling of
commercial heavy‐duty trucks at truck stops and other locations.

Accordingly, the unmitigated emissions from the previous project (Big West
Commercial Park) would have been substantially higher than those associated
with the proposed project considered in the DEIR and the cost‐effectiveness of an
off‐board power infrastructure system may have been more favorable.
However, for the proposed project, truck idling emissions only consist of a
fraction of the operational emissions of the proposed facility.
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Letter 11: Michael Smith, Councilmember, October 1, 2006
Letter 11, Comment 1
The emission factors used in the DEIR, which are based on emission rates
estimated by the ARB’s motor vehicle emissions inventory model (EMFAC2002)
for truck traveling speeds of 25 and 10 miles per hour (mph), incorporate a
variety of mobile activities. These emission factors include activities such as cold
starts, idling, and more. It should be noted that EMFAC2002 was developed by
the ARB to estimate mobile source emission inventories, and it is the best
available tool for estimating project‐related mobile source emissions. Therefore,
the variable operating scenarios identified by the commenter are included in the
emission estimates. It should also be noted that the emissions were estimated for
(1) daily periods for purposes of comparison with the YSAQMD’s daily
thresholds of significance and (2) annual periods for purposes of estimating the
potential health impacts. Accordingly, there is no need to specifically address
the air quality impacts due to the very brief periods when emissions from trucks
would increase during startups and acceleration for the purpose of determining
the significance of the project’s air quality impacts.
Letter 11, Comment 2
The software analysis used to prepare the information in the traffic study
(Appendix 4.10 of the DEIR) provides the truck percentage of total traffic. This
provides an average of total time for all vehicles – heavy trucks as well as
passenger vehicles – to climb the overpass. The truck percentage used in this
study is based upon actual (seasonal high) truck counts conducted for this study.
Letter 11, Comment 3
The software, based on year 2000 Transportation Research Board Highway
Capacity Manual, provides averaged results, with truck percentages based upon
harvest season vehicle classification counts conducted specifically for this study.
It does not depict worst case experiences that drivers may have in this location,
in that the program presents averages based upon total vehicle counts for the
peak hour being analyzed. The software used is recognized as being in current,
standard use, and is deemed acceptable by Caltrans and the City of Dixon.
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Pedrick Road/I‐80 interchange will consider both truck and passenger traffic
needs for on‐ and off‐ramps.
Letter 11, Comment 4
As part of its long‐term capitol improvements program (CIP), the City of Dixon
will cooperate with Caltrans in planning the reconstruction and widening of the
I‐80 over‐crossing, including freeway on‐ and off‐ramps (with needed
acceleration and deceleration lanes on the approaches to the I‐80 ramp
intersections) and other needed intersection improvements.
Letter 11, Comment 5
As the commenter noted, approximately 80 percent of the trips generated by the
proposed project would not be new to the freeway system.

Therefore,

approximately 179 inbound and 182 outbound total trips during the weekday
AM peak hour, 155 inbound and 158 outbound total trips during the weekday
PM peak traffic hour, and 156 inbound and 158 outbound total trips during the
Saturday PM peak hour, would be diverted from the stream of existing traffic on
the freeway.
The commenter incorrectly notes that Table 4.10‐5, Dixon Flying J Trip
Generation, on page 4.10‐21 of the DEIR, shows that there are about 200 total
trips by 25‐77 heavy trucks. Instead, Table 4.10‐5 provides the number of
inbound and outbound trips for AM and PM peak hours, not daily trips.
Impact 4.3‐2 on page 4.3‐33 of the DEIR describes methodology used to calculate
mobile source emissions. The 595 total medium to heavy trucks noted by the
commenter represents the total number of medium to heavy trucks per day. In
order to calculate mobile source emissions, it was assumed that 3‐ and 4‐axle
trucks would be a mix of medium‐duty and light‐heavy‐duty trucks and the
5‐axle trucks would be heavy‐heavy duty trucks. These classifications are based
on the Air Resources Board’s vehicle weight classifications. The emission factors
were derived from EMFAC2002 motor vehicle emissions inventory program for
these weight classes.
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Table 1, Flying J Project Trip Generation (column 1) in Appendix 3.0 of this
document provides classification counts for all vehicles, including trucks by
number of axles, conducted for this study. Since the proposed Flying J facility
has not been constructed, real (actual) counts for the project are not available.
Letter 11, Comment 6
As noted on page 4.10‐9 of the DEIR, traffic counts for baseline conditions were
conducted during the early fall harvest season when trucking activity is at its
peak.

The entire traffic section provides analysis during harvest season

conditions.
Letter 11, Comment 7
As indicated on page 4.10‐20 of the DEIR, the traffic counts were conducted at
the Flying J truck stop in Ripon, California because it is similar in size and range
of services as the proposed project. Therefore, it was not necessary to take traffic
counts at other Flying J truck stops, including the facility on Interstate 5 and
Highway 12 in the Central Valley.

As shown in Appendix 3.0, Traffic, in this

document Table 1 provides counts from the Ripon Flying J facility
Letter 11, Comment 8
The Interstate 5 and I‐80 volumes are compared in Appendix 4.10 of the DEIR
under Table 1. Truck stops located along major freeways derive their largest
percentages of trips from freeway traffic passing the sites. The Ripon Flying J,
where count data was collected, is located adjacent to State Route 99, while the
proposed project is located adjacent to the I‐80 freeway. These freeways have
different mixes of autos and trucks, which influence traffic volumes entering and
leaving facilities such as Flying J truck stops. To more accurately apply the
results of trip generation counts from the Ripon facility to the project site,
adjustments were made, based upon vehicle mix data available from Caltrans:
Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic on the California State Highway System,
State of California Department of Transportation, April 2004. The “‐14 percent”
reduction for large trucks is a conservatively low based upon Caltrans count
data.
Impact Sciences, Inc.
823-001

3.0-61

Flying J Travel Plaza Final EIR
March 2008

3.0

Responses to Comments

Letter 11, Comment 9
In California Highway Patrol (CHP) truck inspection stations, heavy‐duty trucks
are usually traveling at low speeds (around 3 to 5 mph) and/or idling, sometimes
for extended periods of time depending on the amount of trucks at the station.
According to CHP staff at the Fairfield inspection station, approximately 10,000
to 12,000 heavy‐duty trucks pass through the inspection station on a daily basis,
compared to 540 heavy‐duty trucks per day for the proposed project. Diesel
trucks operating at low speeds at the truck inspection station would generate
more air emissions than if running at more efficient highway speeds.

The

aggregation of trucks varying in model year and maintenance level also leads to
high concentrations of air pollutants in the vicinity of inspection stations. The
proposed project would cater toward truck drivers parking their vehicles to use
the facilities (e.g., shower, restaurant, laundry, and entertainment). In addition,
trucks at inspection stations are considered in operation; therefore, the ATCM to
limit idling to less than five minutes would not apply to those trucks.
At ports, various other types of diesel equipment such as forklifts, loaders,
cranes, and other heavy‐duty moving equipment would be present.

These

vehicles, in addition to the ship engines, would be in constant operation;
therefore, they could be operating at low speeds and idling while waiting for
cargo to process. The magnitude and types of diesel equipment operating at a
port such as Oakland, Los Angeles, or Long Beach would greatly exceed that of
the proposed project.

For comparison, a health risk assessment of diesel

particulate matter (DPM) emissions associated with the operation of the Ports of
Los Angeles and Long Beach reported emissions of 965 tons per year for the Port
of Los Angeles and 795 tons per year for the Port of Long Beach. In contrast, the
estimated DPM emissions for the proposed project are on the order of 1 to 2 tons
per year.
Letter 11, Comment 10
Trucks entering and exiting the scales at an inspection station would include
emissions during idling and lower operating speeds. Depending on the volume
of trucks at the inspection station, trucks would be forced to idle for longer
periods or travel at slower speeds while queued. In relation to the proposed
project, trucks would come on site and park. Some trucks may idle for five
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minutes; however, any idling longer than five minutes would be strictly
prohibited at the proposed project. Idling of most trucks operating at a port
during cargo loading would similarly be restricted to no longer than five
minutes due to the ATCM for truck idling.
Letter 11, Comment 11
If the project is approved and constructed, Flying J would be responsible for
complying with all applicable air quality and other environmental requirements,
including Proposition 65 (the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of
1986). If Flying J determines, based on actual operation of the Travel Plaza, that
the warning requirements of Proposition 65 are triggered, then it may provide
warnings (notices) using any of several methods allowed by the implementing
regulations for the Act (California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Section 12000 et
sec.), including direct notices to residences and businesses.
Letter 11, Comment 12
Facilities subject to Proposition 65 are exempt from providing warnings if the
cancer risk due to a chemical known to the State to cause cancer is less than one
in 100,000 (equivalent to the 10 in one million threshold used in the DEIR).
While the health risk assessment prepared for the DEIR estimates that cancer
risks to residents in the vicinity of the project could exceed 10 in one million, it is
assumed that residents would be exposed to diesel exhaust particulate matter
continuously for a lifetime of 70 years. People exiting Interstate 80 to use the
services at the Travel Plaza or passing by would be exposed for substantially less
time. Accordingly, it is highly unlikely that these persons would be exposed to
cancer risks above the Proposition 65 warning threshold. Therefore, no notices
would need to be posted on Interstate 80.
Letter 11, Comment 13
See response to Letter No. 11, Comment A.
Letter 11, Comment 14
In general, large domestic mammals, such as horses and cattle are not the subject
of toxicity testing. Thus, extensive tests and studies on the health risk of diesel
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particulate matter have not been conducted on these species. Although rodent
studies with diesel particulate matter exposure could be potentially extrapolated
to horses and cattle, the accuracy of these extrapolations would be poor due to
different biological and defense mechanisms between the species. Horses and
cattle are already exposed to a high volume of particulate dust due to the nature
of their confinements. Soils where horses and cattle reside are rarely watered;
therefore, movements by the animals generate large amounts of particulate dust
in the air column from which they breathe daily. Furthermore, the addition of
diesel particulate matter from the proposed project, although would further add
to their exposure, would not constitute as a significant contribution to the
already high level of particulate matter exposure.
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Revisions have been made to the Draft EIR as a result of comments received on
the document and staff‐initiated changes.

Staff‐initiated changes include

editorial and grammatical corrections, as well as the removal of all references to
the Dixon Downs Horse Racetrack (Dixon Downs project).
This chapter provides the location, either the chapter or section number, title,
and page number from the Draft EIR and shows the complete sentence(s) where
the change was made. Text added to the Draft EIR is shown in underline format,
and deleted text is shown in strikethrough. The comment letter and number are
shown in brackets [Comment A‐1] at the end of the sentence where the change to
the Draft EIR text has been made.
This chapter, in combination with the Draft EIR, and the responses to comments
constitutes the Final EIR.

Due to the nature of the text changes that are

presented below, the changes are cited individually rather than in a reproduction
of the entire Draft EIR.

This presentation of revisions to the Draft EIR is

consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 detailing required Final EIR
contents.

CHAPTER 2.0
Chapter 2.0, Executive Summary, page 2.0‐3
Text in the third paragraph is revised as follows: Developing portions of the
NQSP are to the west.

Lands east of Pedrick Road and west of I‐80 are

unincorporated parts of Solano County. The proposed Dixon Downs project site
is located to the south and comprises the rest of the NQSP area. The Milk Farm
project is located west of I‐80 and is proposing highway commercial facilities.
According to the NQSP, in 1995, there were lands under Williamson Act contract
immediately adjacent to the project site, to the northeast, across Pedrick Road.
[Staff‐initiated change]

Chapter 2.0, Executive Summary, page 2.0‐6
Text in the last sentence of the first paragraph under Subsection 2.3.5, Hazards
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Environmental Assessments done on in the NQSP project site found no evidence
of existing hazards related to former uses. Chapter 2.0, Executive Summary,
page 2.0‐9. [Staff‐initiated change]
The first sentences on page 2.0‐6 are revised as follows:

A proposed

development project, Dixon Downs, is located to the south, adjacent to the
project site, but within the NQSP area. The approved Milk Farm project is
located on the opposite side of I‐80 and has a development proposal into the City
of Dixon for highway commercial facilities. [Staff‐initiated change]

Chapter 2.0, Executive Summary, page 2.0‐10
The first heading on page 2.0‐10 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 2.3.129 Public
Services [Staff‐initiated change]

Chapter 2.0, Executive Summary, page 2.0‐10
Text in the second paragraph is revised as follows: The project would not result
in any significant impacts that cannot be mitigatedion to a less‐than‐significant
level. However, development of the project would not result in unacceptable
levels of service at existing intersections in the vicinity of the project. [Comment
2‐1]

CHAPTER 3.0
Chapter 3.0, Project Description, page 3.0‐2
Text in the last sentence in the second paragraph is revised as follows: The site is
vegetated with non‐native grasses and wildflowers that may include bind weed,
Johnson grass, common wild geranium, wild oat out, and red‐stemmed filaree.
[Staff‐initiated change]

CHAPTER 4.0
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, page 4.1‐29
Mitigation Measure 4.1‐1 is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 4.1‐1: Per subsection 12.20.06 E.A of the Dixon Zoning
Ordinance (ZO) and the NQSP, only one freestanding sign measuring more than
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six feet in height is permitted. To minimize visual impacts associated with
project signage, the following measures shall be implemented.
•

The Applicant shall prepare a sightline study to justify the height of the
proposed 85‐foot freeway oriented sign;

•

The Applicant shall obtain a Conditional Use Permit for all freestanding
signs, which must be approved by the Planning Commission;

•

The Applicant shall avoid the use of animated signs, such as electronic
reader/message boards;

•

The Applicant shall ensure that all proposed freestanding signs incorporate
architectural design features in order to enhance their appearance; and

•

The Applicant shall prepare and submit a master sign program to the City
for approval, which is required for all multi‐tenant complexes. [Staff‐
initiated change]

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, page 4.1‐31
Text in the last paragraph is revised as follows: Implementation of the project in
combination with other development in the area, including the proposed Dixon
Downs project and the approved Milk Farm site, would contribute to the
cumulative impacts identified for future development in the project area and in
the City. [Staff‐initiated change]

Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, page 4.2‐5
Text in the third paragraph is revised as follows: The project site is one of the
areas in the NQSP designated for future commercial uses. The other area is the
parcel immediately south of the project site that is under consideration for the
other development included in the NQSP in the proposed Dixon Downs project.
The proposed approved Milk Farm project site, located on the other side of I‐80,
within 1 mile of the project site, would include highway commercial office and
research facilities. [Staff‐initiated change]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐2
The second sentence on the page is revised as follows: Moist marine breezes
originating from the south (through the Carquinez Strait) help diffuse and dilute
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pollutants during the summertime (EIP Associatesds 2005). [Staff‐initiated
change]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐3
The third paragraph is revised as follows: Currently, the Sacramento Valley Air
Basin in the vicinity of the project is designated as nonattainment for the federal
8‐hour ozone standard, the state 1‐hour ozone standard, and the state PM10
standards. A considerable amount of the ozone that is monitored in this area
results from pollutants that have been transported from the Sacramento
metropolitan area.

Due to the lack of physical barriers and coastal winds

blowing inland, air pollution generated in the metropolitan Bay Area is also
easily spread to surrounding regions such as the Sacramento Valley as they
travel to and from the San Francisco Bay Area.

The transport of air emissions

from the Sacramento Metropolitan Area to the San Francisco Bay Area would
entail movement of pollutants through the project area. [Comment 6‐1]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐4
Table 4.3‐1, Ambient Air Quality Standards is revised as follows:

[Staff‐

initiated change]

Table 4.3-1
Ambient Air Quality Standards1
Air Pollutant
Ozone

Carbon Monoxide

Nitrogen Dioxide
Sulfur Dioxide

Suspended Particulate Matter
(PM10)

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Concentration/Averaging Time
State Standard
Federal Primary Standard
0.12 ppm, 1‐hr avg.
0.09 ppm, 1‐hr. avg.
(Revoked 6/15/05)
0.070 ppm, 8‐hr. avg.
0.08 ppm, 8‐hr avg. (3‐year average of
annual 4th‐highest daily maximum)
9.0 ppm, 8‐hr avg.
9 ppm, 8‐hr avg.
20 ppm, 1‐hr avg.

35 ppm, 1‐hr avg.

0.25 ppm, 1‐hr avg.
0.04 ppm, 24‐hr avg.

0.053 ppm, annual arithmetic mean
0.030 ppm, annual arithmetic mean

0.25 ppm, 1‐hr. avg.

0.14 ppm, 24‐hr avg.

20 μg/m , annual arithmetic mean

50 μg/m3, annual arithmetic mean

50 μg/m3, 24‐hr avg.

150 μg/m3, 24‐hr avg.
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Table 4.3-1
Ambient Air Quality Standards1
Air Pollutant
Suspended Particulate Matter
(PM2.5)

Concentration/Averaging Time
State Standard
Federal Primary Standard
15 μg/m3, annual arithmetic mean
12 μg/m3, annual arithmetic mean
(3‐year average)
65 μg/m3, 24‐hr avg. (3‐year average
of 98th percentile)

Sulfates
Lead*
Visibility‐Reducing Particles

Hydrogen Sulfide
Vinyl Chloride*

25 μg/m3, 24‐hr avg.
1.5 μg/m3, 30‐day avg.
In sufficient amount to produce
extinction of 0.23 per kilometer due to
particles when relative humidity is less
than 70%, 8‐hour average (10 AM – 6 PM)
0.03 ppm, 1‐hr avg.
0.01 ppm, 24‐hr avg.

None
1.5 μg/m3, calendar quarterly average
None

None
None

Source:
California Air Resources Board. “Air Quality Standards).” [Online] [May 15, 2003]. <http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqs
aqs.htm>.

1

μg/m3 = microgram per cubic meter.
ppm = parts per million by volume.
*

The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as “toxic air contaminants” with no threshold level of exposure for adverse
health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient
concentrations specified for these pollutants.

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐5‐6
Text in both paragraphs is revised as follows: The PM10 emissions in the project
area arise from agricultural processes that dominate the region around Dixon, as
well as other sources. The presence of inversion layers can augment the ambient
air concentrations of pollutants such as CO, ozone, and PM10. Directly emitted
pollutants have the ability to stay in an inversion profile without mixing or
diluting, causing an increase in pollutant concentration. Measures are being
have been taken by a variety of organizations to reduce PM10 emissions from
agricultural processes such as regulating agricultural burning, required field
wetting, and experiments involving till versus no till treatments. [Comment 6‐2
and 6‐3]
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Table 4.3‐3, Ambient Pollutant Concentrations Registered at the UC Davis and
Other Nearby Monitoring Stations, shows the ambient pollutant concentrations
monitored for the past five years. The table also includes the state and federal
standards for each criteria pollutant as well as the number of recorded violations
of these standards.

This station has shown a declining number of ozone

violations in the past two years. Recently, there have been very few violations of
any standard in the project area with the exception of ozone and PM10. Since
2000, PM10 has been rising in the number of exceedances (excluding a drop in
2003), with largest number of violations occurring in 2004. Concentrations of
CO, NO2, and SOx have not exceeded any air quality standards within the area
for the past several years. [Comment 6‐4 and 6‐5]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐7
The

title

of

Table

4.3‐3

is

revised

as

follows:

Table

4.3‐3

Ambient Pollutant Concentrations Registered at the UC Davis and Other
Nearby Monitoring Stations. [Comment 6‐4 and 6‐5]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐8
The second paragraph is revised as follows: The area surrounding the proposed
project is composed of unoccupied and undeveloped land, a freeway, and
agricultural fields. There are currently no sensitive receptors such as hospitals,
elementary schools, childcare centers, or retirement homes in the vicinity within
the City. Though there are residential homes on Vaughn Road south of the
project site, and on Hess Lane southwest of the project site across Interstate 80,
and on Sievers Road north of the project site across Interstate 80, the proposed
project would not be contiguous to any existing residential neighborhoods. A
proposed development project, the Milk Farm project, has been approved north
of Interstate 80 and east of Currey Road; however, it does not include residential
development.

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐12
The text in the first paragraph is revised as follows: In the case of nonattainment
for ozone, as is the case in the YSAQMD, the plan is required to produce a five
percent annual reduction in ozone precursor emissions. If this reduction cannot
be achieved, the CCAA requires that the district to expeditiously adopt every
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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feasible control measure under district purview. The 2003 Triennial Assessment
and Plan Update (see discussion of the plan in Section 4.3.3.3 below) reflects the
expeditious adoption of every feasible control measure. [Comment 6‐6]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐12
Table 4.3‐5, California Ambient Air Quality Standards and Status Sacramento
Valley Air Basin (Solano County) is revised as follows:

Table 4.3-5
California Ambient Air Quality Standards and Status
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (Solano County)
Pollutant
Ozone (O3)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Lead (Pb)21
Sulfates (SO4)
Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S)
Vinyl Chloride21
Visibility Reducing Particles

Averaging Time
1 Hour
8 Hour
1 Hour
1 Hour
24 Hour
1 Hour
Annual Arithmetic Mean
24 Hour
Annual Arithmetic Mean
30 Day Average
24 Hour
1 Hour
24 Hour
8 Hour (10 AM – 6 PM)

Designation/Classification
Nonattainment/Serious1
Attainment/Unclassified
Attainment/Unclassified
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Nonattainment
Nonattainment
Unclassified
Attainment
Attainment
Unclassified
Unclassified
Unclassified

Source: California Air Resources Board. “Area Designations (Activities and Maps)." [Online] [July 21, 2005].
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/desig.htm>
1

The current status for the 1-hour standard is “nonattainment-transitional”; however, the status adopted by the ARB on November
8, 2006, due to noncompliance with the 8-hour standard is “nonattainment”. The latter designation will take effect upon approval

21

of the regulatory revisions by the Office of Administrative Law.
The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as “toxic air contaminants” with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health
effects determined.

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐15
The last paragraph, under Section Airborne Toxic Control Measure for In‐Use
Diesel‐Fueled TRU and TRU Generator Sets is revised as follows: The ATCM for
in‐use diesel‐fueled TRU and TRU generator sets was adopted by the ARB in
February 2004, and became effective in December 2004. The ATCM applies to
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“owners and operators of diesel‐fueled TRUs and TRU gen[erator] sets that
operate in the state of California. This specifically includes:
(1)

Operators and owners of California‐based TRUs and TRU gen[erator] sets
that are installed on trucks, or trailers, shipping containers, or railcars; and

(2)

Operators and owners of non‐California‐based TRUs and TRU gen sets that
are installed on trucks, trailers, shipping containers, or trailers.” (California
Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, Chapter 9, Article 8, Section 2477)
[Comment 6‐8]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐27
The last sentence of the first paragraph is revised as follows: In accordance with
the Air Quality Handbook to assess grading and construction phases separately,
Table 4.3‐8, Estimated Unmitigated Phase I Grading Emmissions, shows the
estimated air emissions associated with unmitigated grading operations.

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐30
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐1a is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐1a: The Applicant shall implement the following NQSP
mitigation measures:
AQ‐B

Tarpaulins or other effective covers shall be used on haul trucks when
transferring earth materials.

AQ‐C Where feasible, all inactive portions of the project construction site shall
be seeded and watered until vegetation is grown.
AQ‐D All disturbed soil areas not subject to re‐vegetation shall be stabilized
using approved chemical soil binders, jute netting, or other methods
approved in advance by the YSAQMD.
AQ‐E

Soils shall not be exposed nor grading occur during periods where wind
speeds are greater than 20 mph averaged over one hour.

AQ‐F

Vehicle speed shall not exceed a maximum of 15 mph on all unpaved
roads.

AQ‐G All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks shall be paved as soon as
possible. In addition, building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after
grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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AQ‐H Proper maintenance of equipment and engines shall be maintained at all
times.
AQ‐I

Vehicle idling shall be kept to an absolute minimum. As a general rule
idling shall be kept below 5 minutes (Note: The 10‐minute restriction in
this measure has been reduced to 5 minutes in accordance with current
ARB regulations).

AQ‐J

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.

AQ‐K Construction activities should utilize new technologies to control ozone
precursor emissions as they become available and feasible.
[Comment 12 and 13]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐37
The text in the second paragraph is revised as follows:

This restriction is

consistent with the intent of the pending ARB regulation that would prohibit
heavy‐duty diesel trucks from idling for more than five minutes when not
engaged in operational activities. Based on activity at another Flying J Travel
Plaza in Ripon, California, tThe Applicant has indicated that 35 percent of the
heavy‐heavy‐duty diesel trucks that visit the proposed project would pull
trailers equipped with TRUs (Electronic Mail Darnell 2005). [Comment 6‐8]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐44
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3 is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3c: The Applicant shall provide a minimum of one
dedicated covered parking area for refrigerated trailers that will be parked at the
Travel Plaza for more than two hours. The covered parking area shall include a
minimum of 30 parking spaces.
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3d:

The Applicant shall use Energy Star reflective

roofing materials, lighting, appliances, and heating and cooling systems to
reduce electrical consumption associated with the project.
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3e:

Heavy‐heavy‐duty trucks parked at the Dixon

Flying J Travel Plaza shall not idle for longer than five minutes, in conformance
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to the California Air Resources Board’s requirements with respect to commercial
truck idling. The operators of the Dixon Flying J Travel Plaza shall enforce and
carry out the idling program by posting signs along the route to the on‐site truck
parking area and place selectively in the truck parking areas. The signs shall
inform site users of the ARB regulation that prohibits trucks from idling more
than five minutes when not engaged in an operational activity. Educational
brochures shall be made available at the Dixon Flying J Plaza explaining the
no‐idling regulation.

Future Flying J employees shall inform on‐site truck

drivers regarding the no‐idling restriction during their normal patrolling of the
parking area to pick up garbage and to identify, prevent, or report illicit
activities to local law enforcement officials. This shall be incorporated into the
employee manual, which shall be provided to all employees.
Other Potential Emission Control Measures
Other potential emission control measures that could reduce project NOx
emissions were evaluated; however, the following measures were rejected as
being infeasible for either the Applicant or other entities to implement.
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3c: TRU Emission Reduction
Several alternatives and/or emission controls may be available to reduce
emissions from the TRUs, which account for 54 percent of the project’s NOx
emissions. These measures would also comply with future ultra‐low emission
performance standards of the ATCM for TRUs. They include:
•

Electric standby;

•

Cryogenic temperature control systems or hybrid with diesel engine;

•

Alternative‐fueled engines (includes natural gas, propane, ethanol, and
methanol);

•

Exclusively fueled with alternative diesel fuel that has been verified by the
ARB; and

•

Fuel cells (California Air Resources Board (a) 2004).

Installation of alternative technologies for TRUs, such as fuel cells or electric
units, is the responsibility of the owner of the refrigerated trailer and is beyond
the control of the Applicant. Similarly, Flying J would have little or no control
over the fuels used in the TRUs, which could be purchased elsewhere.
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Accordingly, these potential mitigation emission control measures are not
feasible for implementation by the Applicant to reduce the project’s NOx
emissions.
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐3d: APU and Truck Emission Reduction
Another potential mitigation measure is a so‐called “off‐board power
infrastructure.” Off‐board power infrastructure would provide 110‐volt electrical
power for driver accessories such as heater, air conditioning, telephone,
computers, and television. A console that would contain all connections and
payment options would connect to the truck window using a template insert.
Installation and use of such a system would require the modifications to heavy‐
duty trucks and offer a potential mitigation measure for truck and APU
emissions.

It would not provide a means to reduce the on‐site traveling

emissions or TRU emissions, which account for 78 percent of the on‐site NOx
emissions associated with the proposed project. Installation of off‐board power
infrastructure would cost $12,000 to $20,000 per parking space depending on the
number of parking spaces installed (California Air Resources Board 2005). The
infrastructure system would provide service to those trucks that would stay for
an extended period (i.e., for two to 10 hours).
It has been estimated that up to 108 heavy‐heavy‐duty trucks would stay for
more than one hour, although up to 50 percent would not rely on an APU to
provide electricity, heating and cooling. Of the 108 heavy‐heavy‐duty trucks, 60
percent would stay for 10 hours (nighttime) and 40 percent would stay for two
hours (daytime). Thus, it is assumed that up to 65 parking spaces (out of the
total 221 proposed truck parking spaces) would be serviced by this system.
Assuming an average cost of $16,000 per parking space, installation would costs
of $1,040,000 would be required to provide off‐board electrification for all heavy‐
heavy‐duty trucks staying for more than one hour. The Travel Plaza will not
allow drivers to idle their main engines, which is typically what is avoided by
installation of an off‐board power infrastructure system, and idling will be
limited to 5 minutes. Thus, the only emissions that would by mitigated by such
a system are those from the small APU engines. The ARB, in evaluating the
revised ATCM for truck idling, recognized APUs as an acceptable alternative
method to provide cab comfort and electrical power at truck stops in lieu of
truck engine idling.
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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effectiveness of an off‐board power infrastructure system would be on the order
of $75,000 to $100,000 per ton of NOx to eliminate only the NOx emissions from
the APUs. These values would greatly exceed the values considered by the
YSAQMD to be cost‐effective best available control technology ($24,500 per ton
of NOx reduced).

Accordingly, this potential mitigation measure is not

considered feasible to reduce the project’s NOx emissions.

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐45
Table 4.13‐16, Summary of Maximum Modeled Cancer Risks of Diesel
Particulate Matter from the Travel Plaza Operations is updated as follows:

Table 4.3-16
Summary of Maximum Modeled
Cancer Risks of Diesel Particulate Matter from the Travel Plaza Operations
Receptor
Residential1
Workplace2

Cancer Risk
3.049 x 10-6
38 x 10-6

Source: Impact Sciences.
1 Maximum impact occurred at a receptor located southwest north of the
project site across Interstate 80 on Hess Sievers Road.
2 Maximum impact occurred at a receptor located northwest of the project site
across Interstate 80, which is zoned as CH (Highway Commercial) but
currently undeveloped.

Impact 4.3‐4 paragraphs, starting on page 45 are revised as follows:
Figure 4.3‐1, Modeled Impacts of Diesel Exhaust Particulates for Residential
Receptors, illustrates the potential risks for residential receptors due to DPM
from the proposed operation of the Travel Plaza. Figure 4.3‐1 shows the isopleth
(a line of constant modeled excess cancer risk) that represents an estimated
cancer risk of 10 in one million for residential receptors. Note, however, that
there are no residences in the area bounded by the 10‐in‐one‐million isopleth.
The nearest residences is are located north of the Travel Plaza on Sievers Road
and south of the Travel Plaza near Vaughn Road. Moreover, pPer the Solano
County General Plan and the City of Dixon Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan,
the land parcels located on southern and southwestern sides of the Travel Plaza
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may be used for the light industrial and commercial purposes, and the land
parcels located on the northwestern side (across Interstate 80) may be used for
highway commercial uses.

Therefore, these areas were not considered as

potential residences (Solano County 1999; City of Dixon 1993).
Figure 4.3‐2, Modeled Impacts of Diesel Exhaust Particulates for Workplace
Receptors, illustrates the potential risks for workplace receptors due to DPM
from the proposed operation of the Travel Plaza. Figure 4.3‐2 shows the isopleth
that represents an estimated cancer risk of 10 in one million for workplace
receptors. While there are no known workplaces within the area bounded by the
10‐in‐one‐million isopleth at the intersection of Sievers Road and Pedrick Road
to the north of the project site, these other areas were considered as potential
workplaces for this analysis zoned for future industrial and commercial
development per Solano County General Plan and the City of Dixon Northeast
Quadrant Specific Plan also were considered as potential workplaces for this
analysis.
Table 4.13‐17 is revised as follows:

Table 4.3-17
Summary of Maximum Noncancer Health Impacts
of Diesel Particulate Matter from the Travel Plaza Operations
Receptor
Residential1
Workplace2

Chronic Hazard Index
0.0019 0.031
0.12

Source: Impact Sciences.
1 Maximum impact occurred at a receptor located southwest north of the
project site across Interstate 80 on Hess Sievers Road.
2 Maximum impact occurred at a receptor located northwest of the project site
across Interstate 80, which is zoned as CH (Highway Commercial) but
currently undeveloped.

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐49
The first sentence in the first paragraph is revised as follows:

Using the

YSAQMD’s thresholds of significance, the health risk assessment found that the
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anticipated cancer risks associated with the project are 3.049 in one million at the
maximally impacted residential receptor and 38 in one million at the maximally
impacted workplace receptor.
Mitigation Measure 4.3‐4 is revised as follows: Mitigation Measure 4.3‐4: The
mMitigation mMeasures 4.3‐3c for mobile source TRU emissions discussed in
Impact 4.3‐2 could also reduce DPM emissions.

However, aAs discussed

previously, these other potential emission control measures are not considered
feasible for this project.

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐50
The text in the third paragraph is revised as follows: The emission from the Milk
Farm

commercial/retail

project

and

the

Dixon

Down

Racetrack

and

Entertainment Center are is listed along with emissions associated with the
operation of the Flying J Travel Plaza in Table 4.3‐18, Flying J Travel Plaza and
Other Local Project Emissions. [Staff‐initiated change]

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐51
Table 4.3‐18, Flying J Travel Plaza and Other Local Project Emissions has been
revised as follows:
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Table 4.3-18
Flying J Travel Plaza and Other Local Project Emissions
Emissions Source
Milk Farm (winter mitigated)1
Dixon Downs2
Dixon Downs (large event)2
Flying J Travel Plaza32

Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
ROG
264
239.06
304.91
27.17

NOx
297
316.98
408.59
105.01

CO
2,368
NR
NR
123.12

SOx
NR
NR
NR
0.25

PM10
171
299.12
390.98
6.82

Sources:
1 BASELINE Environmental Consulting, Milk Farm Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report, May 2005.
2 EIP Associates, Dixon Downs Horse Racetrack and Entertainment Center Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report,
September 2005.
23 Impact Sciences, Table 4.3‐15.

[Staff‐initiated change]

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4‐1
The bulleted list is revised as follows:
•

City of Dixon General Plan (City of Dixon 1993)

•

City of Dixon Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan (2005)

•

City of Dixon Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan EIR (1995)

•

Dixon Downs Draft EIR (EIP Associates 2005)

•

Swainson’s Hawk Population and Habitat Use Assessment, Solano
HCP/NCCP, LSA Associates, Inc., 2004

[Staff‐initiated change]

Section 4.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, page 4.5‐5
The second sentence in the second paragraph is revised as follows: In addition,
immediately under the area where the release occurred, the groundwater table
was also affected. [Staff‐initiated change]

Section 4.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, page 4.5‐14
Mitigation Measure 4.5‐2 is revised as follows:
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Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, any contaminated soil (including
pesticide contamination) as determined by a Phase II site assessment, shall be
removed and disposed of at an off‐site disposal facility permitted to accept such
waste. Confirmatory soil sampling shall be performed after soil removal to
verify and document that no contaminated soil remains on‐site. Results of soil
testing shall be submitted to the Solano County Environmental Health
Department. Site development at that location shall not occur until a closure
letter for the soil contamination has been obtained from the Solano County
Environmental Health Department.
Construction contract solicitations and specifications shall summarize the results
of the 1993 Phase I ESA, the Phase II site assessment that shall be prepared as
part of this mitigation, and any subsequent reports, to inform construction
workers of the potential for encountering previously unidentified contamination.
Contract specifications and site development plans (e.g., grading plans) shall
include wording that during site preparation and construction activities, if
evidence of hazardous materials contamination is observed or suspected (i.e.,
stained or odorous soil, or oily or discolored water) beyond that identified in the
Phase II, construction activities shall cease and an environmental professional
shall assess the situation.

If it is confirmed that contamination exists,

contaminated soil shall be disposed of off‐site pursuant to Solano County
Environmental Health Department requirements and to the satisfaction of that
Department.
The

environmental

professional

shall

determine

whether

additional

investigation is needed and specify control measures for the affected site to
reduce the potential for exposing construction personnel to hazards. If the
investigator determines soil samples should be collected, results of the
investigation and a plan to manage the hazard to minimize risks to construction
personnel shall be submitted to the Solano County Environmental Management
Department if the release is subject to reporting.

Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 4.6‐1
The second paragraph is revised as follows: Primary information in this section
was obtained from the City of Dixon Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan (1995),
Preliminary Drainage Report, Flying J Travel Plaza (Morton & Pitalo, Inc.,
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December 19, 2005, updated May 29, 2005), Dixon California Engineering Design
Standards and Construction Specifications (City of Dixon Engineering
Department, 2004), The Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region Fourth
Edition and the Sacramento River Basin and The San Joaquin River Basin (1998),
and Dixon Municipal Code (June 22, 2004), Preliminary Grading and Drainage
Plan, prepared by Morton and Pitalo, Inc. (July 15, 2004) found online through
www.thecityofdixon.com.

Additional information was obtained through

communication with the City of Dixon and Dixon Resources Conservation
District.

Section 4.7, Land Use and Planning, page 4.7‐6
The first paragraph is revised as follows: Also, as shown in Figure 4.7‐1, land
use classifications surrounding the development parcel within other areas of the
NQSP include vacant land designated as Light Industrial (ML) and
Professional/Administrative/Office (PAO). Immediately to the south is proposed
as the future home of the Dixon Downs project. CH lies immediately east of the
project site, across Pedrick Road. Northwest of the development parcel, across I‐
80, the land is unincorporated Solano County and is being used for agricultural
production. [Staff‐initiated change]
The last sentence on the page is revised as follows: When this project is taken in
combination with other development proposed in the NQSP (e.g., Dixon
Downs), the NQSP area may provide substantial employment and services.
[Staff‐initiated change]

Section 4.8, Noise, page 4.8‐18
The second paragraph on this page as been revised as follows:
The Dixon Downs project, south of the project site, is planned for development
in the future. Given this, there is a possibility that the Flying J project would be
constructed simultaneously with the Dixon Downs project.

However,

cConstruction activity associated with the Flying J project would occur farther
awaymore than one mile from the nearest sensitive receptor on Vaughn Road
than the construction with the Dixon Downs project. Therefore, Cconstruction
noise and vibration from the construction of the Flying J project would be
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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imperceptible to sensitive receptors on Vaugh Roadif the two projects were to
undergo construction at the same time. [Staff‐initiated change]

Section 4.8, Noise, page 4.8‐19
The following footnote has been added to Table 4.8‐7, Predicted Cumulative
Roadway Noise Levels:
Note: The Future Conditions w/o Project (2025) includes the development of the Dixon
Downs project. Since the preparation of the analytical information in this table, the
Dixon Downs project is no longer being considered for approval by the City of Dixon.
The Dixon Downs project would have contributed a higher number of vehicles trips to
the roadways than the land uses designated for that site by the NQSP (see Section 4.10,
Traffic and Circulation for a detailed description of the differences in vehicle trips).
Therefore, noise levels under this column represent worst case conditions with future
development.

Section 4.10, Traffic and Circulation, page 4.10‐30
Text in the last paragraph on page 4.10‐30 has been revised as follows:
The City’s Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan (NQSP) shows Professional Drive
as a four‐lane arterial roadway extending west from Pedrick Road and turning
south to intersect Vaughn Road in the City of Dixon. In the Dixon Downs EIR,
Professional Drive is labeled “Dixon Downs Parkway” and is planned to
accommodate projected traffic from the racetrack, convention center and
commercial uses associated with full buildout of the Dixon Downs project, as
well as other growth in the planning area.
The following cumulative analysis was prepared during the time the City of
Dixon was considering the development of the Dixon Downs Racetrack, a
mixed‐use development including a horse racing facility and commercial uses,
that would be located immediately south of the project site. The traffic model
used for to evaluated cumulative impacts of the proposed project includes the
Dixon Downs Racetrack for 2025 background conditions. Subsequent to the
preparation of this analysis, residents of the City of Dixon voted down the
proposed Dixon Downs project.

Given this, it is assumed that the site

immediately south of the project site, where the Dixon Downs project was
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formerly proposed, would be developed under the approved land uses for the
Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan (NQSP). The land use designations for the
adjacent site is ML (Light Industrial) and Professional/Administrative Offices.
An evaluation comparing the allowed land uses by the Northeast Quadrant
Specific Plan (NQSP) and the formerly proposed Dixon Downs project is
provided below under Subsection 4.10.2, Comparison Analysis Between the
Dixon Downs project and Approved Land uses for the NQSP.

Section 4.10, Traffic and Circulation, page 4.10‐35
The following text has been added to page 4.10‐35 of the Draft EIR:
As described above, residents of the City of Dixon voted down the proposed
Dixon Downs project that was approved by the City. For the purposes of this
EIR, it is assumed that the site immediately south of the project site, where the
Dixon Downs project was formerly proposed, would be developed under the
approved land uses for the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan (NQSP). The land
use designations for the adjacent site is ML (Light Industrial) and
Professional/Administrative Offices. The trip rates for these land uses, using
ʺIndustrial Parkʺ (ITE Trip Generation Land Use #130) and “Office Park” (ITE
Trip Generation Land Use #750), are conservatively high, and on a weekday PM
peak hour, trips would total 3,096 (this total refers to two‐way, or inbound +
outbound trips).

Directionally, they would total 574 inbound and 2,522

outbound trips.
A comparison between the Phases 1 and 2 (Tier 1 horse racing event level) 2025
PM peak hour volumes the NQSP land use volumes was conducted. The
weekday PM peak hour total trip generation from Dixon Downs project,
assuming the Phases 1 and 2, Tier 1, event, would be 4,333 event hour trips. Of
these, a total 2,603 trips (or approximately 60 percent of the total 4,333 trips
produced by Dixon Downs under this scenario) have been distributed through
the Pedrick Road/I‐80 Eastbound Ramps intersection during the weekday PM
peak hour. Specifically, the Dixon Downs EIR traffic study shows 892 inbound
and 1,711 outbound trips through the Pedrick Road/I‐80 Eastbound Ramps
intersection during the weekday PM peak hour.
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If the NQSP total trips (3,096) were distributed in a pattern similar to that of the
Dixon Downs scenario, then 60 percent, or 1,858 trips would use the Pedrick
Road/I‐80 interchange intersections. Distribution would be 344 inbound and
1,514 outbound.
By this approximate projection, the NQSP inbound and outbound volumes
through the intersections of concern would be less than those generated by
Dixon Downs. Traffic volumes associated with the NQSP are expected to be less
than those anticipated for the Dixon Downs project included in this analysis.
Therefore, the following cumulative impact analysis is considered a “worse‐
case” scenario. However, the conclusions are not expected to change in level of
significance as a result of this change because development of the land uses
allowed by the NQSP, in addition to future projects, would not decrease the
Level of Service F experienced on Pedrick Road/I‐80 interchange intersections.
Therefore, impacts remain significant and unavoidable. [Staff‐Initiated Change]

Section 4.10, Traffic and Circulation, page 4.10‐33
The second sentence in the second paragraph is revised as follows: Additional
improvements would be determined in consultation with Caltrans during the Project
Study Report/Project Report ((PSR/PR) process. [Staff‐Initiated Change]

Section 4.11, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.11‐6
The second paragraph on page 4.11‐6, under Subsection 4.11.2.4, is revised as
follows:
In 2003, DSMWS prepared a WSA for the NQSP, which is within the service area
of DSMWS. The WSA concluded that in order to provide sufficient production
and delivery capacity to development within the NQSP area, DSMWS would
need to expand the current service system. The WSA proposed two, 1,500 gpm
groundwater deepwell facilities; a 1 million‐gallon water storage tank; and a
2,000‐gpm booster pump station in the NQSP. However, since the preparation of
the WSA, the DSMWS has indicated that new standards now require an
additional 1‐millon‐gallon tank for total storage capacity of 2 million gallons,
which will be reflected in the next update of the DSMWS Master Plan. The
project would be required to comply with the revised standards. [Note to

Impact Sciences, Inc.
823‐001

4.0‐20

Flying J Travel Plaza Final EIR
March 2008

4.0

Revisions to the Draft EIR

Reviewer: Please confirm] These new facilities would connect the NQSP area to
the rest of the DSMWS service system. [Comment 5‐1]

CHAPTER 5.0
Chapter 5.0, Other CEQA, page 5.0‐3
The second paragraph is revised as follows:
Prior to NQSP area build‐out, a well, two tanks, and a booster facility would be
constructed in the NQSP area to provide domestic water service. A second high‐
volume deep well facility also is planned for the area and may need to be
constructed prior to project implementation. An existing 12‐inch water main line
is located south of the site at Vaughn Road. This line would be extended with
new water lines to the north within Pedrick Road and Professional Drive.
Currently, this line would be extended as part the Dixon Downs project, with
new water main lines installed to the north within Pedrick Road and
Professional Drive. Moreover, two future wells would be drilled in the NQSP
area as part of the City’s Master Water Plan. [Staff‐Initiated Change]
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This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) has been prepared in
conformance with Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act.
It is the intent of this MMRP to (1) verify satisfaction of the required mitigation
measures (2) provide a methodology to document implementation of the
required mitigation measures; (3) provide a record of the MMRP; (4) identify
monitoring responsibility; (5) establish administrative procedures for the
clearance of mitigation measures; (6) establish the frequency and duration of
monitoring; and (7) utilize existing review process wherever feasible.
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TABLE 1
FLYING J PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

Vehicle Type

Peak Hour

Automobiles,
pick-ups, RVs,

Weekday AM

227

Seasonal
Adjustment to
Ripon
November
volumes to
reflect
September
volumes
(+9%) 1
+ 20

Weekday PM
Saturday PM, 12 - 1
Weekday AM

222
268
27

+ 20
+ 24
+2

+ 15
+ 18
0

273
330
29

Weekday PM
Saturday PM, 12 – 1
Truck – 4 + axles Weekday AM
Weekday PM
Saturday PM, 12 – 1
TOTAL
Weekday AM
Weekday PM
Saturday PM, 12 - 1

10
9
152
116
57
406
348
334

+1
+1
+ 14
+ 10
+5
----

0
0
- 23
- 18
-9
----

11
10
143
108
53
451
392
393

Trucks – 3 and 4
axle

Two-Way Trips
((Inbound +
Outbound)
Generated at the
Ripon Flying J
along S.R. 99
(early November,
2005)

Adjustment Factor
for Freeway Volume
SR 99 versus I-80
(+ 13% autos, no
adjustment for 3 & 4
axle trucks due to
small volumes,
-14% for large
trucks)2
+ 15

Proposed (Two-Way)
Project Trips at Dixon
Flying J
((Inbound +
Outbound)

279

1

To provide conservative trip generation projections, seasonal adjustments were made to the November 2005 traffic counts collected at the Ripon
Flying J. The adjustment were made to take into account seasonally higher agricultural trucking and passenger car (vacation travel) volumes on
S.R 99 in late September (our analysis time period) versus mid-November when counts were conducted in Ripon..
2

Truck stops located along major freeways derive their largest percentages of trips from freeway traffic passing the site. The Ripon Flying J,
where count data was collected, is located adjacent to State Route 99, while the proposed project is located adjacent to the I-80 freeway. These
freeways have different percentages of autos and trucks, which influence traffic volumes entering and leaving facilities such as Flying J truck
stops. To more accurately apply the results of trip generation counts from the Ripon facility to the project site, adjustments have been made, based
upon vehicle mix data available from Caltrans: Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic on the California State Highway System, State of California
Department of Transportation, April 2004. Note: The “-14%” reduction for large trucks is a conservatively low based upon Claltrans count data.

