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Letter 151

Dara Dungworth

From: Lorena Akerman <lorena.akerman@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 21, 2025 9:17 AM

To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Village Farms- Negative Impact

Categories: VFD Comment

|"a‘ TION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.
Good morning Dara,

| hope this email finds you well. As a mother of two young children, a Cannery Resident and Registered Dietitian | have
summarized my concerns for the construction of Village Farms below.

Traffic - | am very concerned about the traffic impacts both on Pole Line & Covell and the connecting street to Cannery
Loop. A considerable percentage of drivers (residents, amazon trucks, Lyft and Uber drivers, door dash, etc.) will choose
to cut through the cannery to get on to westbound covell from Village Farms. This puts undue traffic pressure on an
existing smaller, dense neighborhood and puts lives at risk since the proposed roadway crosses a bike/walk path kids use
to ride to school.

There are countless pedestrians including children who use the Cannery Loop for recreation and transportation to
school and work. Daily, | see young children {as young as 5 years old) riding their bikes/scooters and crossing streets
(many without looking for traffic).

Linking Village Farms to The Cannery will drastically increase congestion and the number of drivers through the Cannery
community. An increased number of vehicles will increase the likelihood of injury and fatal accidents in the children,
elderly and overall residents of the Cannery.

Soil Toxics - There are known toxins PFAS/forever chemicals in the soil near the old landfill and throughout the project.
Digging for this construction will send contaminated dirt onto neighborhoods, soccer fields, preschools, etc. Montessori
Country Day Preschool is steps away from the project and was not considered in the Draft EIR.

Please feel free to reach out if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Lorena

Lorena Akerman MS, RD, CDN, CDCES
(530) 341-7412
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LETTER 151: LORENA AKERMAN

Response to Comment 151-1

Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 151-2

Please see Master Response 5.

Response to Comment 151-3

Please see Master Response 3.
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Letter 152

Dara Dungworth

From: Berman Family <bermfam@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 1:07 PM
To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Serious concerns about Village Farms
Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

February 25, 2025
Dear Ms. Dungworth,

We are writing to express our strong disapproval of the Village Farms project. Researching the details of the project, we
are amazed by the sheer number of serious problems that this initiative presents.

The following are the most concerning for us and many Davisites:

1) The proposed site abuts an unlined landfill and sewage treatment plant that has a long history of leakage of PFAs
(forever chemicals) and other toxins into the groundwater, posing a danger to people who will live in Village Farms.

2) Inadequate response to the City of Davis's affordable housing needs. The majority of planned housing will be over 1
million dollars, instead of the $700k-800k range, leaving working families behind. Even teachers and city workers could
not afford those prices.

3) Building 1,800 units on 200 acres of FEMA Zone A Flood Hazard flood plain will inevitably result in enormous
flooding complications in the future and probably require VF homeowners to buy flood insurance.

4) The addition of 1,800 units brings traffic issues to an already heavily traveled area. Lacking a viable public transit
plan or bicycle/pedestrian access via under or over crossings, the area would be unbearably congested, leading to
greater pollution.

5) There will be environmental damage to native plants, wildlife, and habitat and require the removal of 952 trees,
further enlarging our carbon footprint.

These are the most egregious complications we see with the Village Farms project, but many other questions remain. As
residents of Davis for three decades, we recognize the need for more housing in Davis, but the expensive, problematic
Davis Farms units are not the answer. Instead, the project will only lead to more problems for the City of Davis and its
residents. Please reject the Village Farms plan.

Sincerely,

Lorna Enero Berman and Daniel Berman
1103 Maple Lane
Davis, CA
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LETTER 152: LORNA ENERO BERMAN AND DANIEL BERMAN

Response to Comment 152-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.

Response to Comment 152-2
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 152-3
Please see Master Response 4.

Response to Comment 152-4
Please see Master Responses 5 and 6.

Response to Comment 152-5
Please see Master Response 7.

Response to Comment 152-6
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 153

Dara Dungworth

From: Luke W. Reynolds <lwr202@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2025 8:06 AM
To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Comment on Village Farms proposal
Categories: VFD Comment

|EAUTEON: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

Good morning Dara,
| am a homeowner in the Cannery, 2038 Cannery Loop, Davis, CA $5616.

| support development of the undeveloped lands. After all, when housing development was first proposed at the
Cannery in 2013, there were letters to the editor of the Davis Enterprise with headings such as "The Cannery isnt a Great
Fit" -- traffic and noise. Or "Concerns about the Cannery" - traffic, loss of trees/nature. One news site summed it up as
"The Cannery project has been controversial from the beginning for many reasons. " We wouldn't be here had policy
makers not been willing to say yes in our backyard, as distasteful as it was to many.

The housing will be more helpful than harmful to the local economy.

That said, many neighbors have raised serious concerns, most concerning to me around traffic safety. | do not feel the
EIR adequately plans for the influx of traffic the proposed development would bring. Kids on bikes or otherwise playing
and people walking dogs are plentiful in the community.

If the developer wants to take away the urban farm, given how attached some people are to it, they should propose a
new space of equal or greater size to accomplish its purpose.

| strongly oppose the project being greenlighted until these concerns are worked through. Perhaps a different traffic
consultant could be retained to offer ideas. This isn't the first time a community has confronted these challenges and we
should do a better job of learning from others.

| hope we can find a way forward that everyone can live with.

Thanks
Luke
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LETTER 153: LUKE REYNOLDS

Response to Comment 153-1
The comment is noted and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 153-2
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to Comment 153-3
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 153-4
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 154

Some comments regarding the Village Farms DEIR as it relates to Covell Drain

It should be disclosed in the DEIR that there is no sighed maintenance agreement or tasks in
existence for the Wildhorse segment of Covell Drain. The reason this is important is because the
storm water from Village Farms will be emptying into the Wildhorse segment of Covell Drain.
Specifically, there is no signed copy of the perpetual 2000 Environmental Compliance and
Management Plan (ECMP) for Wildhorse Golf Course which assigned maintenance and inspection
tasks and responsibilities. That plan, if sighed, would have assighed maintenance to the golf
course staff and inspection to the staff and city. Eric Spann, deputy public works director, is aware
of this unsigned ECMP and the lack of specific assignments for maintenance and inspection of
Covell Drain at Wildhorse.

See the pictures below of the heavily wooded Covell Drain section near Pole Line Road that is of
most concern in the ECMP (1 and 2). There is also a picture of the 60 inch drainage pipes from
East Davis to draw attention to the importance of maintenance and inspection of Covell Drain at
Wildhorse to all of Davis (3). |also include the signature page of the agreement showing that it
has not been signed, and the current policy of inspection and maintenance of Channels in Davis
from a 2017 Stormwater Evaluation Report of the City of Davis.

The unsigned 2000 ECMP for Wildhorse Golf Course contains the following language. Note, EAGL
was a former owner, however, this unsigned agreement was meant to be into perpetuity (see
picture of sighature page below).

Page 1 of ECMP “on an ongoing basis, in perpetuity, ...

Page C-18 of ECMP "Task F - Remove Accumulated Trash

Obligation: Remove the accumulated trash in and around the Covell Creek Corridor after
upstream agricultural interests have minimized the discharge of water to the drain. This action
should be performed annually.

Implementation Action: Wildhorse LLC staff removed trash from Covell Creek in September

1999.
EAGL will frequently monitor Covell Creek and remove accumulated trash.

Task G - Remove Debris that Poses Flood Risk

Obligation: Remove large woody debris that may significantly constrict the flow of the Covell
Creek Corridor and cause flooding on an annual basis. A specific area to monitor includes the
outfalls of two culverts that discharge into the channel on the southern side in the western
portion of the project [presumably at Pole Line Road]. These culverts appear to risk becoming
obstructed by plant material at the outfalls. Note: flood improvements to the Covell Creek
Corridor were designed to allow for a densely wooded riparian corridor by significantly
expanding the flood plain. Additionally, downed woody vegetation is an important component of
the developing habitat within the drain. Therefore, this material should be removed only if it
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Letter 154 Cont.

poses a flood threat. Annual Inspection should be conduched sach year by EAGL in coordimtion
with the City Flood Control stall’ and prefera bly the design engineer [Poomas)

154-1 Implemertaticn Action: W ldhorse LLC staff remoewed debristhat posed a fileed Ask frem Covell
Cont Creek In September 1999. EAGL will remove large woody debristhat significantly congtrictsthe
' flowr of Covell Creek, consistent with emdronmental permit requirements. Annual Inspections
will be cocrdinated with the Ctty and, preferably; the design engineer.”

In addition to providing responses to the polntsabove, the (IR should also:

Require that the dty successfully enter Inte & perpetual malntenance agreement with the cwner
of Wildharse Golf Course te specify tasks, responsibiiities, and frequencles of malntenance. The
Insgrection agrasment should alse be perpetual (.« nswith the land).

154-2
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Stormwater Evaluation Report

Letter 154 Cont.

Table 9. Recommended Preventative Maintenance Schedules

Activity Existing Frequency Goal Recommended Frequency
Herbicide Treatment (Pre-emergent) MNone Annually
Herbicide Treatment (Post-emergent) Annually Biannually
Regrade Slopes Annually Biennially

CONSENT TO AND APPROVAL OF THE WILDHORSE GoOLF COURSE
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND MANAGEMENT PLAN
AND INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT FLAN

T R T e

Tackmraedige fhat [haveread the Plars and hereby spprove ssd agren to comply with all marters sat forth o the Pl

Evorgrosn Afilance
Golfl Limised &P —r
gt Ttz
oo M, Titd) CnSmiz Wi Basceid)
Carrend Wikdhorie
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LETTER 154: MICHAEL MADDOX

Response to Comment 154-1

Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.

Response to Comment 154-2

Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.

Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
& Page 2-688



Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

Letter 155

Dara Dungworth

From: Maggie Che <maggie7che@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2025 1:56 PM

To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Please do not approve the Village Farms development proposal as is
Categories: VFD Comment

CALI

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.
Dear Ms. Dungworth,

| have been a Davis resident for over 45 years and | oppose the Village Farms development proposal. | am a senior
citizen and own a property in the Gala building of the Cannery very close to the urban farm.

Part of the attraction in buying a property in the Gala/Cannery was to take advantage of the urban farm which we were
told would grow and not be decreased/aholished in lieu of a roadway. | am also concerned with increased traffic
155-1 congestion at the traffic circle and in the Cannery in general. Many older citizens live in the Gala one story
condominiums adjacent to the traffic circle and increasing traffic can only have detrimental safety implications for us as
we navigate our way to the supermarket and stores nearby.

Thank you for hearing this concern; | urge you and the City Council to please request that the developers plan a different
traffic route for the Village Farms development that does not impact the Gala/Cannery residents so significantly.

Sincerely,
Maggie Che
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LETTER 155: MAGGIE CHE

Response to Comment 155-1
Please see Master Response 5.
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Letter 156

Dara Dungworth

From: Margo Surovik <mesurovik@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 21, 2025 8:31 AM

To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Village farms

Categories: VFD Comment

N: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

Comments on The Village Farms

Concern #1 -do not build huge housing complexes on a flood plane. Not only because of the climate change issues
we are experiencing, but because there is legislative law now that the State will no longer financially bail out cities
foolish enough to build on flood plains like this when disaster happens. The chances of that are more now likely
than ever, due to climate change.

Concern #2 traffic impacts which would be incredibly worse than it is now from adding 1,800 more housing units
at Covell Blvd. and pole Line Road which is already incredibly impacted. No one is going to believe that shoe-
horning in 1,800 units on this Village Farms site is going to be "environmentally superior” because it makes no
sense. [t is illogical in particular since the City has no plan to significantly improve its currently minimal,
inadequate and inconvenient public transit system which is designed primarily to serve UCD's needs. Creating
higher densities without the infrastructure of a robust transit system would only impact the environment far more
due to more traffic.

Other thoughts

-infrastructure costs including a hugely expensive Pole Line bike/ped overcrossing which the developer is not
committing to cover all the costs for. How many Davis residents are willing to subsidize the millions for that
project?

-what about the additional fire station that is being proposed that is not needed because 90% of the fire
department calls are medical, NOT fire related issues. What instead is needed has been advocate for years, is an
Emergency Medical Service (EMS) which would be a fraction of the cost. How many Davis residents want to pay for
the $14 million it would cost to build the fire station and then the multi-millions of dollars it would cost to pay for
the additional staffing (including more fire fighters), equipment and operational costs long term into the future?
Also, how could a fire truck possibly get onto Covell Blvd.(particularly to go East) when the traffic is backed up
most of the time?

habitat impacts including the tearing out of a significant number of trees to dig up group to expand and reroute
Channel A which will have significant impacts on the habitat and raises major concerns about potential flooding
issues.

This is just a few of the many problems with the Village Farms project but fortunately Davis residents were not
fooled last time and voted it down, so we need to not be fooled this time since this project has the same problems
and more.

Village Farms is proposing 1,800 units on over 400-acres is the largest residential project ever proposed in the City
if Davis on a site with a plethora of problems impacts. The Village Farms land site has many innate problems, plus
it is located is at one of the most highly impacted areas of traffic in the City at Covell Blvd. this project is too big, has
far too many impacts and costs, and is simply bad planning. Most people will not be able to afford these houses

‘ anyway. We need affordable housing, not more overpriced houses.

Margo
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LETTER 156: MARGO SUROVIK

Response to Comment 156-1
See Master Response 4.

Response to Comment 156-2

See Master Response 5.

Response to Comment 156-3

See Master Responses 1, 5, 6, and 7, as well as Responses to Comments 30-4 and 75-51.
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Letter 157

DATE: February 24, 2025
RE: Village Farms Project
TO: Dara Dungworth, ddungworth@cityofdavis.org

FROM: Marianne Hernandez, La Vida Buena Homeowner Association Resident-Across Street from
proposed project

| urge the council to disapprove of the he ungodly large, non-resident-approved Village Farm project.
157-1 Here are several reasons for my grave concerns about the project:

It will cause an enormous backup of traffic on Pole Line which would be almost impenetrable
during peak commute hours. More cars will be a hazard to those who walk and ride on Pole Line.

157-2 It will be built on a flood plane where there is toxic leakage.

The undercrossing proposed will be an enormous infrastructure and destruction of native
157-3 wildlife. The developer is not committing to covering all the costs for the undercrossing. Will
Davis residents be expected to pay for this undercrossing?

157-4 Davis is in dire need of affordable housing, not single family dwellings @ a cost of $800K or
higher.
157-5 It does not conform to Davis City Plan of resident swelling be infill since it is on the outskirts of

the city.

Marianne Hernandez

2800 Bidwell Street #1
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Response to Comment 157-1
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to Comment 157-2

Please see Master Responses 3 and 4.

Response to Comment 157-3

Please see Master Responses 1, 6, and 7.

Response to Comment 157-4

Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 157-5

Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 158

Village Farms DEIR Comments from Marjorie Longo, Wildhorse Neighborhood resident.

Downstream Flooding Troubles in Wildhorse with the Village Farms Biological Resources
Preservation Alternative

1. The DEIR section 4.8 analysis does not take into account and it does not disclose that the
development's storm water will drain into an un-inspected and heavily tree-impeded 1-mile
long segment of Covel Drain on the Wildhorse Golf Course. The Wildhorse segment of Covell
Drain is on private land that has not been inspected or formally maintained for almost 30 years
158-1 because the city never established any agreement for maintenance or inspection of Covell Drain
at Wildhorse Golf Course. The deputy director of public works, Eric Spann, has acknowledged
this unfortunate situation. Below is an email correspondence verifying that the city will not inspect
Covell Drain at Wildhorse because it is on private land. Therefore, importantly, the future
maintenance condition of Covell Drain in Wildhorse is unknown and so is it's current
maintenance condition.

2. The DEIR section 4.8 does not sufficiently take into consideration or disclose in writing the
distance of homes in the Wildhorse neighborhood to all predicted increases in stormwater in
the Wildhorse Neighborhood. Page 4.8-38 states “The 100-year, 24-hour storm event does show
some isolated areas with larger increases that would occur within drainage features along Covell
158-2 Drain in the Wildhorse golf course.” Apartments, condominiums, and dozens of houses in
Wildhorse are in close proximity to Covell Drain. Below is a photograph from 2014 that shows
Covell Drain backing up through a low area on the golf course that extends toward houses at the
end of Rockwell Court in Davis during a large storm event. The increases in storm water near
homes in Wildhorse due to this project is unacceptable!

3. The DEIR section 4.8 does not take into account or disclose the amount of damage by
erosion and other means that could result on the Wildhorse golf course from these increases in
water in the 100-year flood events. The golf course serves as a wildlife corridor in addition to
being a source of recreation for 1,000s of people every year. There are plenty of instances of
large sections of golf courses being washed away by large storm events, that in this case could
disrupt a stable wildlife corridor and the viability of the golf course. Please take a look at this
video of high storm water flow from January 5, 2023 in Covell Drain on the Wildhorse golf course
158-3 when it has exceeded maximum capacity to demonstrate how overloaded this system already is.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/15d34P48s716gfadGgUOi wl1UJPwaWsl /view?usp=sharing

Page 4.8-38 states, “The largest increase shown is approximately 0.4-foot to 0.5-foot, directly over
the pond in the northeast corner of the golf course, which would not impact structures.” The pond
that the DEIR refers to is large but very shallow, therefore, 0.5 feet of increase could be significant
and cause significant flooding on the golf course. The increases in storm water on the Wildhorse
golf course due to this project is unacceptable!

4. The Mitigation Measures to these significant impacts that start on page 4.8-38 are very vague
158-4 and will be introduced much to late in the review process, at the first tentative subdivision map.

- In addition, they do not specify that they will be aimed to eliminate the increase in flooding in
Wildhorse.
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Letter 158 Cont.

In addition to providing responses to each one of the 4 points above, the EIR should do the
following in response to these concerns :

A. Provide a “build only below the current channel ” alternative which would avoid
increasing the storm-water level in Wildhorse, among many other environmental
benefits.

B. Regquire that the city successfully enter into an agreement with the owner of Wildhorse
Golf Course for annual inspection of Covell Drain on Wildhorse Golf Course to monitor
its state of maintenance and erosion, and residential flood risk.

C. Provide proof that all past and future hydraulic modeling takes into account a maximum
tree-impeded and silted condition of Wildhorse Drain, because the fact is that the city
has no control of the maintenance condition of the mile-long section of Covell Drain on
Wildhorse Golf Course. See paint 1 in the previous page.

D. In Appendix L page 5, include the entire Wildhorse neighborhood in the image, so that
the current stormwater situation in a 100-year flood can be gauged against the increases
shown in Appendix N. Also, for Appendix L page 5, please include the 100-year 24 hour
and 100-year 10 day maps that show exact water depth.

E. In Appendix 1 of Appendix N, provide the proximity of homes in feet to the closest edges
of increased flooding in the 100 year ad 200 year storm event maps in the Wildhorse
neighborhood.

F. Appendix 2 of Appendix N needs scales on the heat maps. It should be possible to
determine the depth (in feet or inches) or velocity (e.g. in ft/s) represented by the color
maps. That information is currently not provided!

Subject: RE: Easement Map from Title Report: Wildhorse
Channel

Date: Wed, 20 Nov 2024 23:49:38 +0000
From: Eric Spann <ESpann@cityofdavis.org>

To: '‘Marjorie Longo' <mllongo@ucdavis.edu>

Marjorie,

We are aware of the easements. The north-south easements are for storm drain mains, and we
do have maintenance responsibilities on those. We have 5 mainline connections in total. |
believe the 1957 conveyance of easement document was executed during construction of
drainage culverts, and storm main installation under Pole Line Road. The City had and has the
responsibility to maintain those culverts. At the time, the City’s responsibility ended at the east
outfall, and the remainder was the County's. It was during the development and annexation of
the Wildhorse sub-division where things get convoluted. This is the focus of our efforts. We,

in the absence of a final signed and recorded agreement to inspect the channel, do not have
legal right to do so. Once we get something in place, | will let you know.
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LETTER 158: MARJORIE LONGO (LETTER 1 OF 2)

Response to Comment 158-1
Please see Master Response 4.

Response to Comment 158-2
Please see Master Response 4. In addition, it should be noted that, following the sentence quoted

by the commenter, the Draft EIR continues to state that “[T]he largest increase shown is
approximately 0.4-foot to 0.5-foot, directly over the pond in the northeast corner of the golf course,
which would not impact structures.”

Response to Comment 158-3
Please see Master Response 4.

Response to Comment 158-4
Please see Master Response 4 and Response to Comment 97-7.

Response to Comment 158-5
Please see Master Response 2.

Response to Comment 158-6
Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.

Response to Comment 158-7
Please see Master Response 4.

Response to Comment 158-8
The uncropped image including the Wildhorse Subdivision is included in Appendix N of the Draft
EIR, page 29 (existing conditions) and page 41 (proposed conditions).

Response to Comment 158-9
The exhibits in Appendix 1 (of Appendix N) include a scale in the bottom center of the exhibit that
can be used for distance measurements.

Response to Comment 158-10
RICK Engineering (report author) has reviewed and confirmed that the exhibits in Appendix N
Sub Appendix 2 include a legend and scale in the lower right-hand corner.
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Letter 159

Continued Village Farm Comments on the BRPA DEIR: Marjorie Longo, Wildhorse Resident and
Professor Emeritus of Chemical Engineering, UC Davis

1.

Do not annex the UATA area in the development area, and if it is annexed, zone it as agriculture.
Similarly, do not annex any area above the current channel that is not developed, and if it is
annexed, zone it as agriculture. The reason for this is than it will mitigate for unplanned
population growth which is one of the impacts addressed in this DEIR. Any area that is not
developed above the current channel needs to come up for a measure J/R/D vote.

Apparently, 1 million cubic yards of dirt will be moved from the UATA. The environmentalimpacts
from this are completely unacceptable and can’t possibly be mitigated for.

The history of the Old Land Fill adjacent to proposed Village Farms site is not properly disclosed
in the DEIR. The Dames and Moore 1997 Evaluation contains a history that minimally needs to
be included and can be found in Davis public records request 23-130. The Dames and Moore
report says that 300,000 tons (about 20 garbage trucks a day} of residential, commercial,
industrial, and demolition waste was deposited between 1969 and 1975. Before then, itwas an
open burn pit since the 1940s or 1950s. It consists of 5 cells of decomposing trash. It should be
disclosed that the city has no records, except for a well drilling report, from the Old Land Fill
between the 1940s and 1976 (see Davis public records request 25-40 and 25-41). Below is an
excerpt from the Dames and Moare report with content that should be included in the EIR:

1.3 SITE DESCRIPTION

The Old Davis Landfill is located on Pole Line Road (County Road 102) approximately one
mile north of Covell Boulevard (County Road 31) in Davis, California, Section 34, T9N, R2E
Mount Diablo Base and Meridian (MDBM) (Figure 1). The landfill consists of five inactive
disposal cells occupying approximately 31 acres of a City of Davis (COD)-owned parcel that also
contains the former COD sewage treatment plant.

According to the COD Public Works Department, the landfill began operations in 1969
and was used until 1975 when disposal operations were transferred to the new Yolo County
Central Landfill. Prior to 1969, the landfill operated as a burn dump. Open-pit burning at the site
reportedly began in the 1940s or '50s,

According to the COD Public Works Department, materials disposed of in the landfill
included residential, commercial, industrial, and demolition-type wastes. No records were kept
on waste quantities; however, loads were counted and tabulated on a yearly basis. Based on load
counts, the quantity of wastes disposed of in all cells combined is estimated to be approximately
300,000 tons.

The landfill was constructed on predominantly flat-lying land at approximately 35 to 36
feet above mean sea level (MSL). The landfill is still mostly flat-lying except for Cell No. 2 which
has vertical relief of approximately 24 feet above the rest of the landfill. Accordingto COD Public
Works Department drawings, the greatest depth of excavation attained at the landfill was in
Disposal Cell Nos. 3 and 4, which were excavated up to 21 feet below original grade, or
approximately 15 feet above MSL. Disposal Cell No. 1 was excavated to elevation 29.0 feet
above MSL, and Disposal Cell Nos. 2 and 5 were both excavated to elevation 23.0 feet above
MSL. All excavations were unlined and no leachate collection systems were installed. Currently,
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Letter 159 Cont.

Because the Old City Landfill was completely un-lined and probably unregulated in that era, it
would be reasonable to put in place a 1,000 ft buffer zone around it. Itis commonly known that
toxic plume directions in soil can be unpredictable, particularly with a large amount of earth
movement as planned in this project. | believe that the City of Davis was faced with this situation
in Mace Ranch at the Frontier fertilizer factory, when the toxic plume moved toward homes.

No maintenance easement, maintenance agreement, or inspection agreement exists on the
majority of Covell Drain in Wildhorse. This poses a flooding risk to both the Village Farms
neighborhood, Wildhorse, and East Davis as the Channel may become blocked and back up into
any or all of those neighborhoods. It should be disclosed in the EIR that there is no maintenance
easement in Wildhorse in the EIR. A possible mitigation by the Village Farms developer would be
purchase of City of Davis maintenance easement the entire length of Covell Drain at Wildhorse.
There is precedent for this because a channel maintenance easement exists currently at Village
Farms and East of Wildhorse. See below for an email excerpt from Eric Spann, City of Davis
Public Works Deputy Director. Also see below for a 1997 county parcel map showing No

Easement on Record on Covell Drain in Wildhorse.
= Subject: RE: Wildhorse Channel
From: Eric Spann <ESpann@cityofdavisorgs
Date: 9/13/2024, 7:20 AM
To: Madgorie Longo

Good Morning Marjorie,

The City actually maintains the section of Channel A between F St. and Pole Line Road (Village Farms). The City has a drainage and maintenance easement with the property owners. | am
unsure of whase responsibility it becomes once the channel leaves the golf course as the agencies have changed multiple times. it was Yolo County, then Yolo County Floed Control, then
‘Sacramento Area Flood Control, and | believe at one time it was the Army Core of Engineers. We mast likely will take over responsibility for the channel on the Shriners property if the
development is approved.

Salutations,
Eric

FFrom: Marjorie Longo <milongo@ucdavis.edu>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2024 7:13 PM
To: Eric Spann cESpann@cityoldavis org>
Subject: Re: Wildhorse Channel

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before

Hi Eric
Thanks for the update and info. Just out of curiosity, does the county inspect the channel at locations where it runs through private land in YOLO county such as Village Farms and Shriners

properties?
Best wishes,

Marjorie Longo

©3 s von s e
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6. Itis not disclosed in the DEIR that Covell Drain is an active wildlife corridor which would be
severely impacted by this project. The impact on the Covell Drain wildlife corridor would be
significant because the animals that travel on the corridor would be severly boxed-in by the East
side of the Village Farms neighborhood (hetween East Villages and Central Villages). This boxed-
in areais in the middle of a 2 mile span to the west and 2 mile span to the east where animals are
not bhoxed-in. Conflict between animals and humans in this boxed-in span of Covell Drain will be
inevitable and may lead to the destruction of this active and stable wildlife corridor! The Center
for Large Landscape Preservation states this on their website which is really just common sense
“Fragmented habitat isolates and weakens animal populations and puts them at greater risk of
extinction. It is more essential now than ever that we preserve or restore corridors—or
connections between natural areas—before it’s too late.” Mitigation options should include, a
“build below the channel, smaller footprint alternative or widening of Covell Drain, beyond what
is proposed, between East Villages and Central Villages, while providing a shallower side. An
example of how to widen the channel for animals can be found on Wildhorse Golf Course —where
the channel has a deeper side and shallower side. During the majority of the rainy season,
animals can easily travel on the shallower side as it stays above water. In addition, culverts near
Pole Line Road were treated to allow animal passage. This should be duplicated in the Village
Farms plans. See below for the Planning Commission’s orders to the developer to provide
passage of wildlife on Covell Drain in Wildhorse. In addition, see below for a Feb 2025 picture of
a coyote (circled) using the Covell Drain wildlife corridor in Wildhorse near Pole Line Road.

159-6 Letter of Planning Commission Action on Wildhorse Golf Course FPD & DR
Wildhorse Development Praject Golf Course
Page 1

11. Culvert shoulders' treatment shall be provided to allow passage of wildlife during high water
periods under Pole Line Road.

If you have questions regarding the Planning Commission action, contact me at (530) 757-5610.

Sincerely,

Ay I

Ike M. Njoku
Associate Planner
Planning and Building Department
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7. Finally, it should be noted that the EIR for the Wildhorse neighborhood included an alternative
that had construction of condominiums north of the Channel. However, wisely, that alternative
was not chosen. One of the reasons was because of delayed response times of emergency
vehicles since “above the channel” would be outside of the 5-minute emergency response time
zone. Therefore, the EIR should evaluate emergency response times assuming no emergency
facility of any sort may end up being built in Village farms. This is definitely a possibility!

Overall, it was the right decision for no residential to be built north of the Channel in Wildhorse
159-7 and for the Channel in Wildhorse not to be rerouted to the northern border of the current golf
course location (a serious plan at the time}. For one thing, the Channel, which empties into the
Yolo wetlands, would have come very close to the Old Landfill and Sewage Treatment Plant if it
was rerouted, similar to the BRPA.

Wildhorse Golf Course and the agricultural buffer has served as a model buffer between a
residential area and its agricultural surroundings, encouraging wildlife, recreation, and
discouraging residential sprawl. | hape our city leaders take the shining example of Wildhorse to
heart and decide not to reroute the Channel and not build homes in Village farms north of the
Channel!

Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
Page 2-701



Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

LETTER 159: MARJORIE LONGO (LETTER 2 OF 2)

Response to Comment 159-1
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 159-2
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 159-3
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 159-4
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 159-5
Please see Master Response 4.

Response to Comment 159-6
Please see Master Response 7. In addition, contrary to the assertion of the commenter, the Draft

EIR stated under Impact 4.4-16 that the Valley Foothill Riparian land cover corridor under Channel
A could serve as a wildlife corridor. As discussed therein, impacts related to wildlife movement
would be less than significant.

Response to Comment 159-7
Please see Master Response 1.
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From: Mark Huising <mark.o.huising@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 4:05 PM Letter 160
To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: comments draft EIR Village Farms

Dear Dara,

Please find below my comments on the draft EIR for the Village Farms project. Thanks for taking
the time to collect these comments, and for your response in advance.

The Davis city Council has articulated a series of 4 Council Goals for this DEIR, the second of which

is ‘strengthening climate resilience’. By farthe largest source of GHG emissions we incur are from
transportation. This means that the only path for our city to meet our GHG emissions goals is to
reduce car dependency. Make it easier for people to choose to take a bike or an ebike for the 52%
or so of trips Americans take that are under 3 miles. Yet, the VF DEIR makes it clear that we are
looking at a large increase in VMT. There is currently no plan to unlock access of the VF
neighborhood (along with the Cannery) across the railroad to North Davis/Covell Park, from where
new residents - including children have easy and safe access to Davis High, and North Davis and
Birch Lane Elementary and the down-town and campus areas via the existing North/South
overpass spanning Covell. Currently cyclists have to bike close to 2 miles to cross a distance of 200
ft as the crow flies - which involves the E. Covell overpass, which is very steep and not accessible
to use for many people on bikes.

With these goals in mind: | write in support of a denser alternative - either alternative 4 (higher
number of units in same footprint} or a version where the currently proposed number of unitsis
concentrated in portion of the development closes to Covell Road by building a better mix of SF
and attached or appartment buildings. Such a denser alternative - with appropriate mitigations for
physically protected bike infrastructure and grade-separated crossings would resultin a more
favourable VMT analysis than the current proposal.

There are two grade-separated crossings listed on page 54 as future additions ‘contingent on
feasibility and engineering analysis’. One underneath the railroad on the West, and one
underneath Pole Line on the East. We plan to build an entire large neighborhood, lay out a
network of streets for cars —and hope that we can add safe ways for people to connect via safe-
convenient bikeways later. Itis vital that the VF neighborhood is safely and conveniently
connected to the rest of Davis not just for drivers of cars, but for people on bikes and on foot.
Doing so would be required to remain responsive to our stated climate goals, and in keeping with
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our reputation as a bike friendly city. | encourage the City to work in partnership with the
development team and external stakeholders to ensure that we do before this goes to ballot. To
exact location of these grade-separated crossing heeds to be optimized to ensure the shortest
path to nearby destinations for the largest number of VF and Cannery residents.

The inclusion of ‘Heritage Oak Park most proximal to E. Covell is poor land use —with undesirable
effects on VMT. That section should be planned for densest unit development —to generate the
shortest travel distance to nearby shopping, schools, downtown and campus —for the largest
number of residents. There should be 3 story appartment units for a mix of demographics and a
mix of rental and owned built in the section closest to Covell Road to balance the lower density of
SF homes.

There is no grade-separated crossing of West Covell, either at J or L street —which would connect
the Cannery and the VF neighborhoods to nearby shopping and beyond using safe and convenient
infrastructure.

The section concerning the ‘Beyond Platinum —City of Davis Bicycle Action Plan’ is deeply
problematic. It starts by articulating the goal to ‘ Provide separated bike paths adjacent to arterial
and collector streets only where justified, with full consideration of the potential safety problems
this type of facility can create’. This suggests that the creation of better bike infrastructure would
create safety problems instead of resolving the enormous safety problems posed by making
cyclists share asphalt with drivers of vehicles. While the city’s BP action plan dates from well over
a decade ago, more recent academic research (Marshall and Ferenchak, 2019) has demonstrated
a.o. that the addition of protected bike lanes make streets safer for cyclists, pedestrians and
people in vehicles. The same study demonstrated that painted infrastructure does nothing to
prevent cyclists injury, affirming a separate study (Ferenchak and Marshall, 2019) that
demonstrated that it was safer to not have sharrows. Yet, the consultant rapport by Fehr and Peers
on p15 shortlists a series of proposed bicycle facilities that are paint only —some of which already
realized by the City.

Mitigation measures 2.1— 2.5 and the associated mitagation measures 5.1-5.5 all entail ‘high
visibility crossing markers —there is no mention of physical protections to ensure pedestrians or
cyclists have at least a modicum of protection while they wait to cross.

Mitigation measure 2.6/5.6 details the installation of class Il bike routes on Birch Lane —bhetween
East Covell and PLR. These are sharrows —which have been shown to worsen bicycle safety
(Ferenchak and Marshall, 2019). This is the road directly in front of Birch Lane elementary, which is
likely to be a or perhaps the zoned elementary school for the new VF neighborhood. A class Il bike
lane is mentioned, but quickly dismissed as it is deemed not ‘feasible without the removal of
existing on-street parking on Birch lane’, a school site that is currently already suffering from

Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
Page 2-704



160-8
Cont.

160-9

160-10

160-11

Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026
Letter 160 Cont.
significant safety concerns for cyclists. This is unacceptable and a position that is incompatible
with the desired reputation of the City of Davis as bicycle-friendly.

Transit routes need to be incorporate from conception —just as streets for cars are.

Class IV physically separated bike lanes need to be standard on all major roads feeding into this
hew neigborhood: Cannery Ave/E. Covell, Pole Line, E. Covell, Pole Line Rd and Birch Lane south of
Covell, and F. Street/W. Covell. Particularly so on the areas of the roads where cyclists stage to
wait their turn.

On page 51, itis proposed that street parking is priced —per CAPCOA Handbook recommendations.
This would cause a modest reduction in vehicle ownership. However, this price is restricted to
rental units. | would encourage you to advise that the cost of vehicle storage on public streets is
charged not just for vehicles owned by renters. If home-owners choose to park vehicles on public
streets instead of on private driveways, it would seem equitable that they pay at least the same
fee as our neighbors who rent. Not automatically reserving space on public streets for the storage

of private vehicles opens up potential space that we can enhance for people.

kind regards,

Mark Huising,

Patwin Elementary Bike Coordinator
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Response to Comment 160-1
Please see Master Responses 5 and 6.

Response to Comment 160-2
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 160-3
Please see Master Response 6.

Response to Comment 160-4
Please see Response to Comment 100-7.

Response to Comment 160-5
Please see Response to Comment 97-10.

Response to Comment 160-6
The referenced text from Beyond Platinum — City of Davis Bicycle Action Plan is a discussion of

separated bike paths and an acknowledgement that they may not be feasible and/or improve
safety on all streets or settings.

The project proposes separated Class | bike/pedestrian paths along the East Covell Boulevard
and Pole Line Road edges, at two connections to the Cannery, and within the project site/BRPA
site to facilitate both east-west and north-south travel along separated paths. Class | paths are
also located within the Heritage Oak Park at the southeast corner of the project to provide
connectivity to the proposed Class | path on the north side of East Covell Boulevard, along the
project’s southern edge. The separated paths provided by the project would connect to existing
separated paths along adjacent arterial streets and throughout adjacent neighborhoods.

The FHWA Proven Safety Countermeasure Initiative is a collection of 28 countermeasures and
strategies effective in reducing roadway fatalites and serious injuries.” The safety
countermeasures include a number of signal, sign and pavement striping measures including
crosswalk visibility enhancements and Class Il bicycle lanes. Separated bicycle lanes are noted
as providing additional safety benefits.

Response to Comment 160-7
The mitigation measures that include installation of high visibility crosswalk markings are all for

locations outside the project boundary at existing intersections or driveways including the
intersection of East Covell Boulevard/Pole Line Road, the three intersections along Pole Line
Road north of East Covell Boulevard, the intersection of East Covell Boulevard/Birch Lane, the
Cannery Loop elbow crossing, and the intersections of the Oak Tree Plaza driveways with the
East Covell Boulevard shared-use path. The mitigation measure for East Covell Boulevard/Pole
Line Road includes elimination of the eastbound and westbound channelized right-turn lanes. The

' U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration. Proven Safety Countermeasures. Available
at: https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures. Accessed March 2025.
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pedestrian and cyclist crossings at these locations are all at grade. They are consistent with
improvements identified in the East Covell Corridor Plan.

Response to Comment 160-8
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to Comment 160-9
The Proposed Project/BRPA would include the construction of a new bus stop on East Covell

Boulevard at L Street. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.13-3(b) of the Draft EIR requires the
applicant to fund a Transit Service and Facilities Plan, which would identify transit service and
facility improvements, for subsequent implementation as part of the project, should transit agency
approval of such measures be obtained.

Response to Comment 160-10
Please see Master Response 1. In addition, Class | paths are currently provided along the

developed frontages of East Covell Boulevard and Pole Line Road at the project boundaries. The
Proposed Project/BRPA would include separated Class | bike/pedestrian paths along the East
Covell Boulevard and Pole Line Road edges, at two connections to the Cannery, and within the
project site/BRPA site to facilitate both east-west and north-south travel along separated paths.
The separated paths provided by the project would connect to existing separated paths along
adjacent arterial streets and throughout adjacent neighborhoods.

Response to Comment 160-11
Please see Master Response 1.

Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
Page 2-707



161-1

Dara Dungworth

Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

Letter 161

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

Mark D. Spiller <markspiller@gmail.com>
Tuesday, February 25, 2025 10:34 AM

Dara Dungworth

Concerns about the plans for Village Farms

VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

Dear City Staff,

| wanted to write a brief note of concern about the Village Farms Development Proposal.

I've looked through the plans, and am particularly concerned about safe transportation options (no good ways
to get bikes in/out without dangerous road crossings), and the issues with the flood plain and the old dump +
sewage site are very worrisome! | live in Wildhorse, and this seems like a really worry. I'm not opposed to all
growth in general, | think it would be great to be able to grow the city in beneficial ways, but this does not seem
to be a good/safe plan. Please hold out for something better!

Regards,

Mark Spiller

2109 Bearden St, Davis.
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Response to Comment 161-1
Please see Master Responses 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6.
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Letter 162

Dara Dungworth

From: Mary Philip <maryphilip77@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 8:28 AM

To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: EIR comments for Village Farms
Categories: VFD Comment

|CAUT!QN: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

1. Rerouting the slough that crosses the middle of the site is an aesthetic decision that would
disrupt a long-term drainage system. It raises flood risk to try to relocate major existing
drainage paths such as this one, and the amount of digging and dirt relocation alone would
create a major environmental impact that is totally unnecessary to realize any of the
alternatives.

2. Placing a major park on the corner of Pole Line and Covell simply pushes housing further
away from transit access and makes it even less likely that people could walk to the
shopping center that is across the street. This is purely an aesthetic decision made to attract
votes. Placing dense housing in that area and moving the park north would reduce
environmental impacts by encouraging walking to shopping and supporting higher transit
use.

General comment on choice of alternatives:

Alternative 4 (higher number of units—same footprint) appears to be a straw man put out to illustrate a
point without any chance of being taken seriously. For one, the distinction between VMT per capita
and total VMT seems to be buried in this EIR. Is it somehow not true that a 2,700 unit project would
add to total VMT generated in that location and therefore generate more greenhouse gasses than an
1,800 or smaller unit project regardless of how dense it is?

Obviously, the threshold reached that makes Alternative 4 the “preferred alternative” is actually VMT
per capita, which is derived from density not the number of units. So why wasn’t an alternative with
the same or greater density and VMT per capita but the same or smaller number of units considered?
Why wouldn't such an alternative even with 1,800 units (the developer’s preference) be less impactful
on every measure used to compare the alternatives? And what of the listed objectives would it not
accomplish that the developer’s preferred alternative would?

In summary, the developer has been allowed to come up with another alternative (“Biological
Resource Preservation”), which actually has greater VMT impact than the original, in the middle of the
EIR and well past the NOP phase. We believe another alternative should be added now and
evaluated to measure the impact of a same number of units (1,800) /reduced area alternative with the
same or greater density (resulting in same or lower VMT per capita) as the 2,700 unit option.

This alternative would cause less environmental impact than all the others save the no-build. It would
lower its impact even further if a transit/transportation element were also considered in which most of
the units were located within %2 mile of Covell, which would make walking to a transit system or to the
shopping center across the street attractive. It would also mean moving the park at the Southeast

1
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corner to the north edge of the project. Meeting or exceeding the density of the 2,700 unit alternative
would also shrink the area to no more than 130 acres, still allowing a full mix of unit types, albeit
many more attached and far fewer detached houses. That would also leave the major
slough/drainage patterns undisturbed and avoid the many environmental pollution concerns related to
building close to the old dump.

All the formulae are in place to calculate numerical impacts of an alternative described above, so it
should be relatively easy to run calculations and of low cost, even if the City had to pay the consultant
for an extra service.

If it is not possible to add this alternative, why not?

Mary Philip

2814 Concord Avenue

Davis, CA 95618

530-750-6462

Email: maryphilip77 @gmail.com
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Response to Comment 162-1

Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.

Response to Comment 162-2

Please see Response to Comment 100-7.

Response to Comment 162-3

Please see Master Responses 2 and 5.

Response to Comment 162-4

Please see Master Response 2.
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Letter 163

Dara Dungworth

From: Michael Reynolds <mreyno13@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2025 7:57 PM

To: Dara Dungworth

Cc: City Council Members

Subject: Village Farms Projecft

Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.
Ms. Dungworth,

| am writing you to register my objections to the proposed Village Farms project that would be located in North
Davis. My objections to this project are based on the following troubling issues:

1. Size: the project as currently envisioned is massive and will lead to huge increases in traffic both of motor
vehicles as well as bicycles, scooters, etc. The greatly increased traffic will lead to major tie ups and, in
general, citizen dissatisfaction with the quality of life throughout Davis.

2. There are no guarantees for grade separation of over or under crossings for children going to school and
people of all ages who wish to cross Covell Blvd from the proposed Village Farms project. How can the school
children hope to cross Covell Blvd safely to attend those schools that at located on the other side of Covell
Blvd. and the other side of F Street? All sort of potential accidents can be envisioned by the lack of safe access
to educational areas. The city will by liable for permitting unsafe access for our city’s children. | doubt there will
be sufficient supervision of the developer’s proposal to provide access to permit safe crossings of this major
thoroughfare. This is a huge issue.

3. Increased traffic through the Cannery: As a Cannery homeowner | understand that there is a proposed direct
connection from the Proposed Village Farms to the traffic roundabout in the Cannery located just south of J
Street and Covell Blvd. The greatly increased traffic flow from Village Farms will create enormous safety
problems for motor vehicles traveling from areas north in the Cannery and for schoolchildren who go to school
schools in their bicycles and return to their homes after school. | can assure you that this will be a major issue
for voting people when this is placed on the ballot.

4. There is mention of a Biological Reserve which will be a parcel of the proposed Village Farms that will be
carved out and serve to protect, | suppose, Flora and fauna and perhaps the vernal pools located in the area to
be sacrificed to build 1800 homes. There is no clarity whatsoever in how this fits into the Village Farms project.
Is it a definite part of the proposal; of is it a maybe?

This lack of clarity leads one to suspect that the Biologic Reserve or Preserve is only a tactic to allow this
massive and problem plagued project to move forward despite the many deficiencies associated with it.

Thank you for your attention to this extraordinarily important matter. Ve understand that our city needs more
housing. However this is much too big for this area with no assurances from the developer to assure safety
and quality of life for the people of Davis.

Respectfully your,

Michael J. Reynolds, M.D.
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Response to Comment 163-1
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to Comment 163-2
Please see Master Response 6.

Response to Comment 163-3
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to Comment 163-4
Please see Master Response 7.

Response to Comment 163-5
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 164

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

Michelle Yeh <mmyeh@ucdavis.edu>
Saturday, February 22, 2025 4:.44 AM
Dara Dungworth

comment on Village Farms

VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

Dear Dara,

As a Davis resident for 36 years, | write to strongly oppose the proposed Village Farms project. The environmental
impacts and costs to Davis are too great. Davis is already overbuilt with traffic jams and bottlenecks. Building more
would not bring affordable housing but would destroy the environment.

Thank you for listening.

best,
Michelle Yeh

Distinguished Professor

Department of East Asian Languages and Cultures

University of California, Davis

One Shields Avenue | Davis CA 95616
mmyeh@ucdavis.edu | (530) 848-9635
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Response to Comment 164-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5.
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Letter 165

Dara Dungworth

From: Misbah <husainpromo@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 10:54 PM
To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Village Farms Comments
Categories: VFD Comment

TION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

Dear Ms. Dungworth,

| am writing to voice concerns which have been raised by a large number of Cannery members and residents. After
reviewing the documents provided regarding the Village Farms development proposal and the various alternatives
evaluated during the Environmental Impact Review (EIR) process, the Board believes there are significant, specific,
glaring shortcomings which will unreasonably burden the Cannery Homeowners Association and diminish the quality of
life for its members. | am particularly concerned with: 1) material and adverse alteration to The Cannery Urban Farm; 2)
unacceptable traffic safety impacts to the Cannery Neighborhood; and 3) disproportionate noise impacts to The Cannery
neighborhood during and after project construction, as outlined in greater detail below.

1. Unacceptable, material, and adverse alteration to The Cannery Urban Farm.

The Cannery Homeowner’s Association has previously noted a lack of candor from both the Village Farms developers
and City staff with respect to the Village Farms plan, particularly as to whether the Village Farms developers plan to
make material, adverse alterations to the existing Cannery Urban Agriculture Transition Area (UATA) and Cannery Urban
Farm. The developers’ intentions have now become clear via the Draft EIR—they do indeed plan to construct a road
running right through the Cannery Urban Agriculture Transition Area and Cannery Farm, to connect the planned
development to the Cannery Avenue / J Street corridor.

Page 3-23 of the Raney Draft EIR erroneously states: “It should be noted that an existing UATA buffer is located adjacent
to the Cannery Farm and Cannery subdivision and includes demonstration gardens, community space, and a drainage
corridor along the Cannery frontage. The Proposed Project would not result in modifications to the existing UATA.”
Construction of a paved road through the UATA at the eastern edge of the Cannery neighborhood will clearly resultin a
material, adverse alteration of the UATA, thus resulting in significant, and likely ongoing disruption to the operation of
the urban farm. As imagined, designed and built, The Cannery Urban Farm is an essential and integral feature of The
Cannery. The Cannery Urban Farm was advertised to the original Cannery homeowners by both the City of Davis and the
developer as a farm-to-fork community, with the farm as a selling point. While the development of Village Farms could
have presented a unique opportunity to expand The Cannery Farm and integrate it with Village Farms’ own educational
farm concept, the developers of Village Farms would apparently rather pave over The Cannery Farm.
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2. Unacceptable traffic safety impacts to The Cannery neighborhood. The Cannery community will suffer
disproportionate traffic safety impacts from the planned Village Farms development and the planned linkage of Village
Farms with the Cannery via the unacceptable, material, and adverse alteration of the Cannery UATA and Cannery Urban
Farm. While traffic congestion and level of service is outside the scope of the EIR process, it is nonetheless obvious to
any astute local observer that the current and anticipated future design geometry of the intersection of East Covell
Boulevard and L Street is, and would in all likelihood remain, inadequate to handle the volume of vehicle trips exiting
Village Farms during peak morning hours and returning to Village Farms during peak afternoon and evening hours. If a
road is built through The Cannery Urban Farm, we expect that a substantial majority of vehicle trips between Village
Farms and destinations to the west (including U.C. Davis, and destinations accessible via Highway 113 and 1-80 West)
will instead travel through Cannery neighborhood streets, creating significant and unacceptable traffic safety impacts for
Cannery residents, notably for the many children and elderly residents of the neighborhood.

Unfortunately, the traffic study conducted by Fehr & Peers for Raney does little to reflect the truly grossly
disproportionate traffic safety impacts which would be suffered by The Cannery due to a linkage to Village Farms. For
insight here, we must instead turn to the noise study conducted by Saxelby Acoustics, which is in turn informed by a
study made by the project traffic engineer, GHD Group. Unfortunately, GHD's detailed estimates of traffic volumes have
not been made public as part of the EIR process. Per Saxelby, GHD estimates that the portion of Cannery Loop west of
Cannery Avenue currently carries 970 average daily trips, and expects that the Village Farms project will more than
double average daily trips to 2,000; on a cumulative plus project basis, GHD expects that average daily trips along the
southern edge of Cannery Loop would approximately quadruple over time to 4,200, roughly equivalent to the level of
vehicular traffic currently seen on secondary arterial roads such as L Street and J Street. Based on the sheer scale of the
Village Farms development plan and Fehr’s estimates of total trip volumes from Village Farms, total trips exiting the
Cannery during peak morning and afternoon/evening periods via Market Street and Cannery Avenue could increase by
anywhere from 200% to 400% immediately following the development of Village Farms, without consideration of further
cumulative development impacts over time. Additionally, while Raney concluded that “Higher Number of Units - Same
Footprint” (HNU) alternative would result in lower VMT per capita, Raney appears not to have subjected the HNU
alternative to a rigorous analysis of total VMT or vehicle trips. While automobile modal share would likely decline under
the HNU alternative, | believe that traffic safety impacts to the Cannery could be even greater under this alternative.

My concern is not solely with potential increases in traffic congestion of potential changes in the level of service.
Instead, my concern is that the introduction of a step change increase in commuter traffic volumes to neighborhood
streets presents an unacceptable risk to resident safety. My concerns are heightened by the already significant traffic
safety issues presented by the design of the Cannery, including inadequate traffic calming infrastructure and the very
serious risks presented by the southwest Cannery Loop elbow. While | applaud the proposed mitigation at the
southwest Cannery Loop elbow, | believe this crossing will remain intrinsically dangerous for bicyclists and pedestrians,
and that Village Farms bicyclists should be encouraged to utilize safer routes, including the path immediately north of
East Covell Boulevard, and the proposed linkage to the Cannery bike path at the northeast corner of The Cannery.

3. Disproportionate noise impacts to The Cannery neighborhood.

Upon review of the Draft EIR, it is clear that the most significant increase in traffic noise due to the Village Farms
development will be experienced within The Cannery, due to the disproportionately large increase in anticipate traffic
volumes on Cannery neighborhood streets. The developers and our City leaders should justify why such a large increase
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in traffic and noise is justifiable given the planned project’s adjacency to major arterial roads including Pole Line Road

and East Covell Boulevard, and L Street, a secondary arterial road.

While | defer to the expertise of Saxelby Acoustics, we note that their analysis relies heavily on estimates produced by
165-5 the project’s traffic engineer, GHD Group. In the interests of transparency, the City should seek to include any traffic
Cont. plan, study or analysis created by GHD as part of the public EIR process.

As outlined above, | believe there are significant flaws in the Village Farms development proposal, and for that reason
oppose it in its current state.

Sincerely,

Misbah Husain

Cannery Resident
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Response to Comment 165-1
Please see Response to Comment 17-1.

Response to Comment 165-2
Please see Responses to Comments 17-2 and 17-3.

Response to Comment 165-3

Please see Responses to Comments 17-4, 17-5, and 17-6.

Response to Comment 165-4
Please see Response to Comment 17-7.

Response to Comment 165-5
Please see Responses to Comments 17-8 and 17-9.
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Comments for Planning Commission
Submitted by Nancy Price
February 12 regarding the Village Farms Project

Good evening,

For this brief comment, | focus on the significant toxic contamination that raises significant
questions about surface, groundwater and soil contamination, and impacts on human health.

| am particularly concerned about the PFAS “forever chemicals” contamination.

Universal Engineering Sciences April 19, 2024 report pg. 14 under 7.0 Recommendations:

The high concentrations of PFAS are not seen in the wider regional setting and UES is of the
opinion that these analytes are linked fo the Old Davis Landfill. Elevated levels of PFAS were
not found in the source waters for the City of Davis indicating that no pathway is currently
linking the aquifer and the contaminated area around the subject site. While no pathway was
observed, it is likely that these analytes will migrate over time.

To understand the potential migrafion of the PFAS plume and evaluate any future impact to
local water sources that are discovered, the Old Davis Landfill should continue to be
monitored for any changes in the amount of contamination present.

1. Old Sewage Plant and unlined Old City Landfill, both north of East Village

Contamination of groundwater. The unlined Old City Landfill and Sewage Treatment Plant area
has a history of toxics and other chemical contaminants leaking into Village Farms groundwater;
chemicals of most concern are: high levels of manganese and PFAS “forever chemicals” which
exceed the maximum concentration levels (MCL's) allowed. Other chemical contaminants that
exceed MCL concentration levels include selenium, iron, aluminum, nitrate as nitrogen may occur
in the Old City landfill. There are still concentrations above MCL's of these chemicals in the
ground water.

PFAS and manganese highlighted: Universal Engineering Sciences highlights PFAS
contamination that exceeds MCL screening levels; recommends more monitoring and studies to
define the PFAS plume and the direction of flow; and to monitor the manganese contamination
that also exceeds MCL screening levels.

Health impacts of PFAS: PFAS chemicals are linked to birth defects, impacts for early childhood
development, cancers including testicular and breast cancer, including increasing childhood
cancers, decreased fertility, hormone and immune system disruption, thyroid, liver and kidney
disease, and more.

As yet, there are no effective ways to clean up PFAS contamination.

Water Channel The water that flows west to east to the Wetlands should be tested for
contamination.

Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
Page 2-721



166-6

166-7

166-8

166-9

166-10

166-11

Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

Letter 166 Cont.

___Recommendations highlighted by Nancy Price
1. Monitoring: continued monitoring of manganese and PFAS to determine source of higher
concentrations and movement of contaminants in the aquifer.

2. Exclusionary Zone. There needs to be at a minimum a 1,000-foot zone around the unlined
Old City Landfill and the Sewage Treatment Plant as recommended or required for newer
landfills because there are known toxics and chemical contaminants in the leachate from
these two locations.

3. Liability. The City Council and Davis residents should take seriously that by not taking
recommended measures the City risks liability for any negative environmental impacts.

4. Toxic fertilizer. Treated sewage slugged, called bio-solids, has been used on agricultural,
farm and garden soil have been found to contain PFAS chemicals from the wastewater that
flows into the wastewater treatment facility. Several states have found use of this PFAS
contaminated fertilizer has impacted local farms, the soil, dairy cattle and their milk, calves
and crops. Maine has banned the use of this fertilizer from sewage sludge and some states
are suing the EPA.

2. UATA AREA

Soil contaminants occur in very high levels exceeding allowable concentrations including arsenic
in the UATA soil.

The developer plans to excavate soil to increase the level of the 200-acre flood plain. This soil has
high arsenic levels. This area is susceptible to flooding and soil contaminated with arsenic and
other toxic and chemical contaminants could be carried into the water channel that carries
contaminants east to the wetlands.

The UATA excavated pit soil arsenic level is 6.1 -8 mg/kg. which is 56X — 76X greater than the
levels for residential soil which should not exceed 0.11 mg/kg. (pg. 4.7-16). This excavated pit will
also fill with runoff that can percolate down to contaminate the groundwater.

It is estimated that at least 1 MILLION CUBIC YARDS of soil are needed to try to raise the level of

the 200-acre flood plain. Excavating and moving this amount of soil will decrease the air quality
and with associated health impacts that need to be studied.

3. HERITAGE OAK PARK., southeast area of Village Farms

There is toxaphene and lead in the southern part of the project site where the large Heritage Oak
Park is currently located. Children should not be exposed to these chemicals and toxics which
could cause serious health problems over a child's lifetime.

The Heritage Oak Park is planned to be located on land where the old farmhouse was which has
very high levels of toxaphene (pg. 4.7-6) is present in the soil at 1,000 - 1,200,000 mg/kg where
the DTSC maximum acceptable level is 450 mg.kg. Lead is present in levels 6.6 - 93 mg/kg and
the DTSC and CA Ecological Risk Office maximum level is 80 mg/kg. Asbestos has not been
evaluated inside of the water tank house.

Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
Page 2-722



166-12

166-13

Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

Letter 166 Cont.

CONCLUSION:

It is notable that the DEIR acknowledges the potential hazardous impacts of these toxics from the
adjacent Old City landfill and Sewage Treatment Plant and high levels of contaminants in the soil
including arsenic and lead below, as well as other potential hazards.

The Village Farms DEIR states on page 4.7-31 in the “Conclusion® section: “Based on the above,
development of the Proposed Project or BRPA could create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving

the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment related to OCPs, ACMs, LBPs and
lead-affected soil, potential USTs, on site water wells and monitoring wells, and the buried natural
gas pipeline.

Therefore, a significant impact could occur.

he Draft EIR is deficient in many ways including not providing important details and the fact that
CEQA requires the alternative to have lesser impacts than the project proposal. However, all of
the alternatives, except a few are 1,800 housing units like the primary project proposal.

The DEIR needed to include the "Reduced Acreage Environmentally Superior Alternative" that
was including in the Covell Village Draft EIR. This alternative would build only below the channel
which would get the housing away from the majority of the 200-acre flood plain and away from
the Landfill which is leaking high levels of PFAS "forever chemicals" and manganese into the
groundwater. These PFAS' are carcinogenic so there should be no housing anywhere near this
unlined Old City Landfill.

The Draft EIR is inadequate and needs to add this "Reduced Acreage Environmentally Superior
Alternative" now with the modification of preserving eh vernal pools and reducing the number of
housing units proportionally to 900-1,000 units.
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LETTER 166: NANCY PRICE (LETTER 1 OF 2, 2/12/25)

Response to Comment 166-1
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 166-2
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 166-3
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 166-4
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 166-5
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 166-6

Monitoring of groundwater associated with the Old Davis Landfill will continue to be performed by
the City of Davis (the owner of the landfill) under the oversight of the RWQCB (the lead regulatory
agency for the landfill).

Response to Comment 166-7
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 166-8
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 166-9
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. The applicant has reached out to the farmer actively

farming the project site/BRPA site regarding the use of sewage sludge as fertilizer. The Farming
Representative indicated that sewer sludge has never been used on the project site/BRPA site,
nor is the use of sewer sludge a practice in farming activities. Toxic fertilizer has not been used at
the project site/BRPA site.

Response to Comment 166-10
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 166-11
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 166-12
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 166-13
Please see Master Response 2.
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TO: Dara Dungworth at ddungworth@cityofdavis.org
Submitted by Nancy Price

Comments on the DEIR for the Village Farms Project
February 25, 2025

In these comments, | focus on the significant and documented toxic contamination that raises
questions about surface, groundwater and soil contamination, and impacts on the health of
people of all ages, especially children.

Here | raise three general considerations in regard to this project.

First: “Due Diligence”: The obligation that “the city” take the reasonable steps necessary to
satisfy the legal requirement that the city exercised “due diligence” to evaluate the assets and
the liabilities of developing Village Farms in the reduced project and no project alternatives in
regard to the documented toxic contamination reported in the DEIR Hydrology section and
UES April 19, 2024 Groundwater Monitoring Report.

Second: “Precautionary Principle” from the Science & Environmental Health Network
https://www.sehn.org/precautionary-principle-understanding-science-in-regulation

That is, as clearly stated below, the city and city council bear the burden of proof to examine all
the alternatives, including the “no action alternative” in order to protect the potentially affected
parties, e.g. the public of all ages, especially children from harm by toxics and chemicals,
especially PFAS “forever chemicals” and all others on the site that exceed allowed MCL levels.

"When an activity raises threats of harm to human heaith or the environment, precatitionary
measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established
scientifically. In this context the proponent of an activity, rather than the public, should bear the
burden of proof. The process of applying the precautionary principle must be open, informed
and democratic and must include potentially affected parties. It must alfso involve an
examination of the full range of aiternatives, including no action.” - Wingspread Statement on
the Precautionary Principle, Jan. 1998

Third: “Guardian of Present and Future Generations” Science & Environmental Health
Network https://www.sehn.org/guardianship-of-future-generations See attached: MODEL
STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT OF 2007, p. 4, Section J, Cumulative Impacts that
would impact the present and future generations that reside at Village Farms and including
adjacent areas.

“Cumulative Impacts” means the total of the public health and environmental effects in
a geographic area or in a population from all types of degradation and damage from all
sources combined, including pollution from all emissions and discharges, whether
single or multi-media, routinely, accidentally or otherwise released.

The city needs to take into consideration liability, especially in regard to the toxics and PFAS
“forever chemicals.”

Universal Engineering Sciences April 19, 2024 report pg. 14 under 7.0 Recommendations:
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The high concentrations of PFAS are nof seen in the wider regional setting and UES is of the
opinion that these analytes are linked to the Old Davis Landfill. Elevated levels of PFAS were
not found in the source waters for the City of Davis indicating that no pathway is currently
linking the aquifer and the contaminated area around the subject site. While no pathway was
observed, it is likely that these analytes will migrate over time.

UES Recommendation: To understand the potential migration of the PFAS plume and
evaluate any future impact to local water sources that are discovered, the Old Davis Landfill
should continue to be monitored for any changes in the amount of contamination present.
This need for ongoing monitoring is important as the contents of the Old Landfill and old
landfills in general continue to break down over time and the leachate can contain PFAS and
other chemicals and toxics.

OLD SEWAGE PLANT AND UNLINED OLD CITY LANDFILL, north of the East Village Area

Contamination of groundwater. The unlined Old City Landfill and Sewage Treatment Plant area

has a history of toxics and other chemical contaminants leaking into Village Farms groundwater;
chemicals of most concern are: high levels of manganese and PFAS “forever chemicals” which
exceed the maximum concentration levels (MCL's) allowed. Other chemical contaminants that
exceed MCL concentration levels include selenium, iron, aluminum, and nitrate as nitrogen may
occur in the Old City landfill. There are still concentrations above MCLs of these chemicals in the
ground water.

It is recommended that a 1,000 foot “exclusionary zone” be created around the unlined Old City
Landfill and Sewage Treatment Plant as recommended or required of new landfills because of
leachate that can contaminate surface and ground water, especially with heavy rain storms that
saturate these sites.

PFAS and manganese highlighted: UES highlights PFAS contamination that exceeds MCL
screening levels; recommends more monitoring and studies to define the PFAS plume and the
direction of flow; and to monitor the manganese contamination that also exceeds MCL screening
levels.

Health impacts of PFAS: 98% or more of humans have PFAS in their blood. PFAS chemicals are
found in the placenta, umbilical cord, amniotic fluid and breast milk. They are linked to fetal and
birth defects, and impact early childhood development. PFAS is linked to adult testicular, breast
cancer, and including increasing childhood cancers (brain and blood cancers), decreased fertility,
hormone and immune system disruption, and thyroid, liver and kidney disease, and more.

As yet, at present there are no effective ways to clean up PFAS contamination.

WATER CHANNEL The water flows west to east to the Wetlands and should be tested according
to a prescribed schedule for contamination, including for any PFAS “forever chemicals.”
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UATA AREA

Soil contaminants occur in very high levels exceeding allowable concentrations including arsenic
in the UATA soil

The developer plans to excavate soil to increase the level of the 200-acre flood plain. This soil has
high arsenic levels. This area is susceptible to flooding and soil contaminated with arsenic and
other toxic and chemical contaminants could be carried into the water channel that carries
contaminants east to the wetlands.

The UATA excavated pit soil arsenic level is 6.1 -8 mg/kg. which is 56X — 76X greater than the
167-6 levels for residential soil which should not exceed 0.11 mg/kg. (pg. 4.7-16). This excavated pit will
also fill with runoff that can percolate down to contaminate the groundwater and also at times of
excessive rain (atmospheric river) runoff into the Channel that flows East to the wetlands.
Especially if this runoff is contaminated with PFAS chemicals there is danger to wildlife and
potential contamination of crops/rice grown in the wetlands area of commercial sales and human
consumption. PFAS chemicals are documented to bioaccumulate up the food chain.

It is estimated that at least 1 MILLION CUBIC YARDS of soil are needed to try to raise the level of
the 200-acre flood plain. Excavating and moving-trucking around on site (or moving off-site if
needed), this amount of soil will decrease the area’s air quality and cause associated health
impacts that must itemized and studied. Children biking to and from schools will be particularly
impacted.

HERITAGE OAK PARK, southeast area of Village Farms

There is toxaphene and lead in the southern part of the project site where the large Heritage Oak
Park is currently located to be built — a totally inappropriate location next to what will be the most
congested intersection in the city with reduced air quality and increased particulate matter. Why
should children be playing in this area? And they should not be exposed the toxics or chemicals
which can lead to serious health problems over a child’s lifetime and impact the health of other
exposed persons accompanying the children or there for their own enjoyment.

167-7
The Heritage Oak Park planned to be where the old farmhouse was has very high levels of
toxaphene (pg. 4.7-6) in the soil at 1,000 - 1,200,000 mg/kg where the DTSC maximum
acceptable level is 450 mg.kg. Lead is present in levels 6.6 - 93 mg/kg and the DTSC and CA
Ecological Risk Office maximum level is 80 mg/kg. Asbestos has not been evaluated inside of the
water tank house; it is well documented in the medical literature that asbestos impact our lungs,
including asbestosis: a chronic lung disease that causes scarring of the lungs, making it difficult to
breathe; lung cancer, and mesothelioma, a rare, aggressive cancer of the lining of the lungs or
abdomen. Toxaphene is a neurotoxin and potential carcinogen.

CONCLUSION:

It is notable that the DEIR acknowledges the potential hazardous impacts of these toxics from the
adjacent Old City landfill and Sewage Treatment Plant and high levels of contaminants in the soil
including arsenic and toxaphene and lead, and, as well as other potential hazards.

167-8
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The Village Farms DEIR states on page 4.7-31 in the “Conclusion® section: “Based on the above,
development of the Proposed FProject or BRPA could create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving

the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment related fto OCPs, ACMs, LBPs and
lead-affected soil, potential USTs, on site water wells and monitoring wells, and the buried natural
gas pipeline. Therefore, a significant impact could occur.

Universal Engineering Sciences April 19, 2024 report pg. 14 under 7.0 Recommendations:
The high concentrations of PFAS are not seen in the wider regional setting and UES is of the
opinion that these analytes are linked to the Old Davis Landfill. Elevated levels of PFAS were
not found in the source waters for the City of Davis indicating that no pathway is currently
linking the aquifer and the contaminated area around the subject site. VWhile no pathway was
observed, it is likely that these analytes will migrate over time.

To understand the potential migration of the PFAS plume and evaluate any future impact to
local water sources that are discovered, the Old Davis Landfill should continue to be
monitored for any changes in the amount of contamination present.

It has been argued that problems with contaminated well and ground water as drinking water
sources for Village Farms can be “mitigated” by only using city water for every need for safe
water, likely including for irrigation. The reason for careful, continued monitoring is to determine
the extent of contamination, if any, of the groundwater and aquifer with toxics and PFAS
chemicals and that thus pose a danger for widespread contamination of groundwater and the
aquifer. Don't forget that the Frontier Fertilizer site was declared a Superfund site and the
underground plume and contamination cleaned up.
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MODEL STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT OF 2007"

Chapter 1: Statement of Policy and Intent.
The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the State to do the following:

(A) Recognize that the State holds the environment in public trust for the benefit of
all the people of the State, and therefore has an obligation to develop and
maintain a high quality environment for present and future generations and to
take all action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental
quality of the State;

(B) Take all action necessary to ensure the fair treatment of people of all races,
cultures and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation
and enforcement of all environmental laws, regulations and policies, and to
provide all of the people of the State with clean air and water, enjoyment of
aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities, and freedom from
excessive noise, light pollution, and threats to human health;

(C) Prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to human activities, ensure
that fish and wildlife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and
preserve for future generations representations of all plant and animal
communities of this state;

(D) Ensure that the restoration and long-term protection of the environment and the
provision of a suitable living environment for every State citizen shall be the
guiding objective of public decisions;

(E) Create and maintain conditions under which humans and nature can exist in
productive harmony to fulfill the social and economic requirements of present
and future generations;

(F) Require public agencies at all levels of government to develop standards and
procedures necessary to ensure public participation in decision-making and to
restore and protect environmental quality;

* Prepared by Joseph H. Guth, Legal Director of Science & Environmental Health
Network. Contact at joe@sehn.org. This Model Act was published at SEHN Networker
vol. 12(2) (March 2007) (www.sehn.org) and in Rachel’s Democracy & Health News #
901 (April 5, 2007) (www.rachel.org).
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(G) Require public agencies at all levels of government in making decisions that
affect the environment to consider qualitative as well as quantitative social,
technical and economic factors; to consider fairness to people based on race,
culture and income; to consider long-term as well as short-term advantages and
disadvantages of proposed actions; to consider the cumulative impacts of all
threats to human health and the environment; and to consider a broad range of
alternatives to proposed actions affecting the environment;

(H) Require public agencies at all levels of government making decisions that affect
the quality of the environment to act on early warnings of harm in order to restore
the environment and to prevent environmental damage in this State;

(I) Favor projects that eliminate, remediate and reduce existing and ongoing
environmental degradation and redress existing unfair treatment of people with
respect to the development, adoption, implementation and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations and policies; and

(I) Deny projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available, including the option of not doing the project at all, which
would substantially lessen unacceptable adverse environmental effects or unfair
treatment based on race, culture and income of such projects. The procedures
required by this Act are intended to assist public agencies in systematically
identifying the adverse effects on the environment and unfair treatment of
proposed projects, as well as the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures which will avoid or substantially lessen unacceptable adverse effects on
the environment and unfair treatment.

Chapter 2: Definitions.

(A) “Environment” means the physical conditions which exist within the area which
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora,
fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. The term
contemplates that local environments are often interconnected with the broader
environment of the State, the United States and the world, and that action taken in
any particular local environment can have and contribute to adverse
environmental effects in other areas as well.

(B) “Environment Assessment” or “EA” means an informational document that shall
be prepared for proposed projects. The purpose of an Environmental Assessment
is to enable public agencies, in consultation with the public, to either issue a
“Finding of No Significant Adverse Effect” or determine that further assessment
of the project is necessary through preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement.
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(C) “Environmental Impact Statement” or “EIS” means an informational, detailed

document setting forth the matters specified in this Act, which, when its
preparation is required by this Act, shall be considered by every public agency
prior to its approval or disapproval of a project. The purpose of an
Environmental Impact Statement is to provide public agencies and the public in
general with detailed information about all significant adverse effects on the
environment, benefits to the environment, unfair treatment or remediation of
unfair treatment which a proposed project may cause; to identify and describe
ways in which such significant adverse effects on the environment or any unfair
treatment might be prevented, reduced and/or minimized; and to identify and
describe alternatives, including the alternative of no action, to such a project and
any significant adverse effects on the environment or unfair treatment such
alternatives may have.

(D) “Finding of No Significant Adverse Effect” means a written statement by a lead

(E

N

®

agency stating in full the bases of its conclusion that an Environmental
Assessment prepared by the proponent of a project establishes a reasonable
certainty that the project will cause no significant adverse effect on the
environment or unfair treatment.

“Lead agency” means the public agency which has the responsibility for carrying
out or approving a project or taking some other action requested by the proponent
of a project relating to creating, developing, building or otherwise beginning or
completing the project.

“Person or corporation” means any human, organization, agency, corporation, or
other entity.

(G) “Project” means any activity which may cause either a direct physical, chemical

(H)

or biological change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical, chemical or biological change in the environment, and which is any of
the following:

a. An activity directly undertaken by any public agency, which is therefore
the proponent of the activity;

b. An activity undertaken by a person or corporation which is supported, in
whole or in part, through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans, or other forms
of assistance from one or more public agencies; or

c. An activity that involves the issuance to a person or corporation of a lease,
permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more
public agencies.

Alternatives to a project should be identified by reference to the broad social
objectives of the project, and include the alternative of not doing the project.

“Public agency” means any state or local agency, board, or commission; any
county, city, city and county, or regional agency; or an agency of any other
political subdivision.
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(D “Significant Adverse Effect on the Environment”™ means an effect on the
environment that causes, or contributes to, any type of degradation of the
environment or damage to public health, in view of the existing and reasonably
expected cumulative impacts on the environment and public health.

(I) “Cumulative Impacts” means the total of the public health and environmental
effects in a geographic area or in a population from all types of degradation and
damage from all sources combined, including pollution from all emissions and
discharges, whether single or multi-media, routinely, accidentally or otherwise
released. The Cumulative Impacts that may be caused by a particular source of
degradation of the environment or damage to public health means the total of all
adverse effects to human health and the environment that the source may cause,
taking into account all factors that may affect the impact of those adverse effects,
including all other sources of environmental degradation or health damage, the
existence of sensitive or highly exposed populations (including children and
workers), and all relevant socioeconomic factors and social determinants of
health including income, access to health care and health status of the affected
populations.

(K) A project causes “unfair treatment” when it causes or contributes, in view of
cumulative impacts, to the inequitable treatment of people of any race, culture or
income with respect to the development, adoption, implementation or
enforcement of any environmental law, regulation or policy.

(L) “Monetization” of effects on the environment or unfair treatment refers to the
analytical practice of converting such effects to a monetary value, a practice that
is distinct from an evaluation of qualitative considerations such as justice, ethics
and intergenerational equity.

(M)“Evidence” means all information establishing facts and reasonable assumptions

predicated on those facts, including evidence provided by individuals, community

members and members of the public even if not presented in rigorous scientific
form, as appropriate to the relevant social, economic or technical factor being
evaluated. When a project raises a threat of harm to human health or the
environment, that threat may preclude a conclusion that there is a reasonable
certainty that the project will cause no significant adverse effect on the
environment or unfair treatment even if all cause and effect relationships are not
fully established scientifically.
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Chapter 3: Assessment of Environmental Impacts.

Section 3.1: Environmental Assessments on proposed projects; significant effects;
Findings of No Significant Impact.

January 2026

(A) A proponent of any proposed project may prepare an Environmental Assessment

demonstrating, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of a complete record,
a reasonable certainty that the proposed project will cause no significant adverse
effect on the environment or unfair treatment. This evidence may not constitute
solely a monetized cost-benefit analysis but must also comprise identification and
analysis in non-monetized terms of all significant qualitative social, technical and
economic considerations.

(B) The lead agency shall evaluate the Environmental Assessment, in consultation

with the public, and shall consider information it receives from the public, as well
as qualitative and quantitative social, technical and economic factors; the public
trust; advantages and disadvantages in both the short term and for future
generations; whether the project raises a threat of harm to human health or the
environment; and cumulative impacts. If the lead agency concludes that the
Environmental Assessment has established a reasonable certainty that the
proposed project will cause no significant adverse effect on the environment or
unfair treatment, the agency shall prepare and issue for public comment a draft
Finding of No Significant Adverse Effect; otherwise the agency must decline to
issue such a Finding. Once a Finding becomes final, the Agency may then take
appropriate agency action.

Section 3.2: Environmental Impact Statements on proposed projects.

(A)The proponent of any proposed project shall prepare an Environmental Impact

Statement unless the lead agency has issued a Finding of No Significant Adverse
Effect. In the Environmental Impact Statement, the proponent of the project shall
demonstrate, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of a complete record, a
reasonable certainty that the project, in view of all the alternatives, to the
maximum extent feasible avoids significant adverse effects on the environment
and unfair treatment. This evidence may not constitute solely a monetized cost-
benefit analysis but must also comprise identification and analysis in non-
monetized terms of all significant qualitative social, technical and economic
considerations.

(B) Each Environmental Impact Statement shall include a detailed statement setting

forth all of the following:
a. Identification of the project and each alternative, including the no-action
alternative.
b. A complete description of each project and alternative.
c. For each project and alternative:
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i. Identification and description of all significant adverse effects on the
environment and unfair treatment that may be caused by the project;

ii. All significant adverse effects on the environment and unfair treatment
that cannot be avoided if the project or alternative is implemented;

iii. All significant adverse effects on the environment and unfair treatment
that would be irreversible if the project or alternative is implemented;

iv. An evaluation of the existing cumulative impacts and unfair treatment
in the relevant environment and community;

v. The cumulative impacts on cultural and historic resources of the State,
and any other relevant social, technical or economic impacts, caused by
the project or alternative; and

vi. Mitigation measures proposed to minimize or eliminate significant
adverse effects on the environment and unfair treatment, and a description
of how those measures would be implemented.

d. Identification of any and all potential adverse effects on the environment
of a project that are determined to be not significant or not unfair
treatment and consequently not otherwise discussed in detail in the
Environmental Impact Statement, and the reasons for that determination.

Section 3.3: Best available alternative; mitigation.

A)

B)

©

The lead agency shall evaluate the Environmental Impact Statement, in
consultation with the public, and shall consider: information it receives from the
public, as well as qualitative and quantitative social, technical and economic
factors; the public trust; advantages and disadvantages in both the short term and
for future generations; whether the project raises a threat of harm to human health
or the environment; and cumulative impacts.

If the lead agency determines that a feasible alternative has not been adequately
discussed in the Environmental Impact Statement, the agency shall request that
the proponent of the activity prepare an analysis of such additional feasible
alternative for completion of the Environmental Impact Statement.

After evaluation of the completed Environmental Impact Statement in
consultation with the public, the lead agency may accept for approval the project
proposed by the proponent of the project, it may accept an alternative, it may
impose additional conditions, restrictions or requirements, or it may deny the
application. In making this determination, the lead agency shall:

@ Ensure that the proponent of the project has demonstrated a reasonable
certainty that the approved project, with any additional conditions,
restrictions or requirements, to the maximum extent feasible, avoids
significant adverse effects on the environment and unfair treatment;

(i) Prefer projects and alternatives that the proponent has demonstrated are
reasonably certain to provide an improvement in the quality of the air,
water, soil and biodiversity of the environment over those that will not
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affect such quality; and prefer projects and alternatives that the proponent
has demonstrated are reasonably certain not to affect such quality over
those that will diminish it:

(iii)  Ensure that if a project or alternative comprises one element that
remediates existing environmental damage or unfair treatment as
compensation for a significant adverse effect on the environment or unfair
treatment caused by another element of the project, such remediation
benefits the same community as is harmed by the significant adverse
effect or unfair treatment:

@iv)  Require a performance bond where appropriate to ensure that the
proponent of the project fulfills its commitments and obligations to ensure
that significant adverse effects on the environment and unfair treatment
are minimized or avoided; and

) With appropriate public participation, prepare and issue to the public a
draft Approval of Environmental Impact Statement explaining in full the
agency’s bases for approving the project or alternative and any additional
conditions, restrictions or requirements. Once the Approval becomes
final, the agency may then take appropriate action requested by the
proponent of the project.

Section 3.4: State Environment Department; preparation and development of
guidelines.

The State Environment Department shall prepare and develop proposed regulations for
the implementation of this Act by public agencies. The regulations shall include
objectives and criteria for the orderly evaluation of projects and the preparation of
documents in a manner consistent with this Act.

)

®

©

The regulations shall specifically include criteria for public agencies to follow in
evaluating Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements.
The criteria shall require public agencies to find that the proponent of the activity
has carried the burdens of proof required by this Act.

The regulations shall also include criteria for a public agency to use in
determining when a proposed project is of sufficient statewide, regional, or area-
wide environmental significance that it should be submitted to additional
appropriate state agencies for review and comment prior to completion by the
agency of its evaluation of an Environmental Assessment or Environmental
Impact Statement.

The State Environment Department shall develop and prepare the proposed
regulations as soon as practicable.
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Section 3.5: Establishment of time limits for Environmental Assessments and
Environmental Impact Statements.

(A) Each public agency shall establish, by resolution or order, time limits that do not
exceed the following:

a. Six months for completing evaluating an Environmental Assessment and,
where appropriate, preparing and publishing a final Finding of No
Significant Adverse Effect.

b. One year for evaluating an Environmental Impact Statement and, where
appropriate, preparing and publishing a final Approval of Environmental
Impact Statement.

¢. The time limits specified in this section shall apply only to those
circumstances in which the public agency is the lead agency for a project.
The resolutions or orders may establish different time limits for different
types or classes of projects, but all limits shall be measured from the date
on which an application requesting approval of the project is received and
accepted as complete by the public agency. The resolutions or orders
required by this section may provide for a reasonable extension of the time
period in the event that compelling circumstances justify additional time.

(B) If an evaluation of an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact
Statement is prepared under a contract to a public agency, the contract shall be
executed within 45 days from the date on which the public agency sends a notice
of preparation. The public agency may take longer to execute the contract if there
is an extension of the time limit provided by this subsection.

Section 3.6: Notice; opportunity to comment; availability to legislature and general
public.

(A) Whenever a public agency approves a project, including projects for which it is
the proponent, it shall file notice of that approval with the State’s Office of
Planning and Research.

a. The notice shall indicate the determination of the public agency on
whether the project will, or will not, provide an improvement or
significant adverse effect on the environment, or cause or remediate unfair
treatment, and shall indicate whether an Environmental Assessment,
Finding of No Adverse Effect, Environmental Impact Statement and
Approval of Environmental Impact Statement have been prepared
pursuant to this Act.

b. All notices filed pursuant to this section shall be available for public
inspection.

(B) Lead agencies shall solicit and consider comments from the public and public
agencies on environmental documents, including, but not limited to,
Environmental Assessments, draft Finding of No Adverse Effects, Environmental
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Impact Statements and draft Approval of Environment Impact Statements, in
order to help the lead agencies identify significant adverse effects on the
environment and unfair treatment that may be caused by a project, as well as
alternatives, mitigation measures which would substantially reduce those adverse
effects and unfair treatment, and steps that may remediate existing adverse effects
on the environment and unfair treatment.

(O) The lead agency shall make available on a publicly accessible website each
Environmental Assessment, Environmental Impact Statement, Finding of No
Adverse Effect and Approval of Environmental Impact Statement, and drafts
intended for public review, and make copies available to the following:

a. The State Legislature. It shall include the Environmental Assessment,
Environmental Impact Statement, Finding of No Adverse Effect and
Approval of Environmental Impact Statement, and drafts intended for
public review, as a part of the regular project statement used in the
existing review and budgetary process.

b. The general public. Also, any member of the general public may secure a
copy thereof by requesting a copy from the lead agency.

¢. The appropriate local planning agency or agencies of any city, county, or
city and county which will be affected by the project.

Chapter 4: Proceedings.
Section 4.1: Enforcement; commencement of actions or proceedings.
(A) Any person or corporation may enforce the provisions of this Act.

(B) Any action or proceeding to challenge, review, set aside, void, or annul the
following acts on the grounds of noncompliance with this Act shall be
commenced as follows:

a. An action or proceeding alleging that a person or corporation is carrying
out or has approved a project which may cause a significant adverse effect
on the environment or unfair treatment without obtaining or issuing a
Finding of No Adverse Effect or an Approval of Environmental Impact
Statement shall be commenced within 180 days from the date the public
agency notified the public of its decision to carry out or approve the
project, or, if a project is undertaken without a decision by a public
agency, at any time after the commencement of the project.

b. Any action or proceeding alleging that a public agency has improperly
determined whether a project may cause a significant adverse effect on the
environment or unfair treatment shall be commenced within 180 days
from the date of the filing of the notice required by this Act.

¢. Any action or proceeding alleging that an Environmental Assessment,
Finding of No Adverse Effect, Environmental Impact Statement or
Approval of Environmental Impact Statement does not comply with this
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Act shall be commenced within 180 days from the date of the filing of the
notice required by this Act.

Section 4.2: Settlement meetings; settlement conference.

(A) Not later than 20 days from the date of service upon a public agency of a petition
or complaint, the public agency shall file with the court a notice setting forth the
time and place at which all parties shall meet and attempt to settle the litigation.
The meeting shall be scheduled and held not later than 45 days from the date of
service of the petition or complaint upon the public agency. The notice of the
settlement meeting shall be served by mail upon the counsel for each party. If the
public agency does not know the identity of counsel for any party, the notice shall
be served by mail upon the party for whom counsel is not known.

(B) At the time and place specified in the notice filed with the court, the parties shall
meet and confer regarding anticipated issues to be raised in the litigation and shall
attempt in good faith to settle the litigation and the dispute which forms the basis
of the litigation. The settlement meeting discussions shall be comprehensive in
nature and shall focus on the legal issues raised by the parties concerning the
project that is the subject of the litigation.

(O) The settlement meeting may be continued from time to time without postponing
or otherwise delaying other applicable time limits in the litigation. The settlement
meeting is intended to be conducted concurrently with any judicial proceedings.

(D) If the litigation is not settled, the court, in its discretion, may, or at the request of
any party, shall, schedule a further settlement conference before a judge of the
superior court. If the petition or complaint is later heard on its merits, the judge
hearing the matter shall not be the same judge conducting the settlement
conference, except in counties that have only one judge of the superior court.

Section 4.3: Noncompliance with Act; court orders.

If a court finds, as a result of a trial, hearing, or remand from an appellate court, that any
determination, finding, or decision of a public agency has been made without compliance
with this Act, the court shall enter an order that includes one or more of the following:

(A) A mandate that the determination, finding, or decision be voided by the public
agency, in whole or in part.

(B) If the court finds that a specific project activity or activities will prejudice the
consideration or implementation of particular mitigation measures or alternatives
to the project, a mandate that the public agency and any real parties in interest
suspend any or all specific project activity or activities, pursuant to the
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determination, finding, or decision, that could result in an adverse change or
alteration to the environment, until the public agency has taken any actions that
may be necessary to bring the determination, finding, or decision, into
compliance with this Act.

(C) A mandate that the public agency take specific action as may be necessary to
bring the determination, finding, or decision into compliance with this Act.

(D) A mandate that the public agency pay attorneys’ fees and expenses to plaintiff
unless the plaintiff is or acts on behalf of the proponent of the project.

In any proceeding challenging a determination, finding or decision of a public agency, if
the plaintiff is or acts on behalf of the proponent of the project, the court shall enter an
order that includes a mandate that the plaintiff pay attorneys’ fees and expenses to the
public agency.

Chapter 5: Effective Date.

Unless otherwise specified, this Act shall become effective six months from enactment.

Chapter 6: Funding.

All expenses born from implementing this Act shall be that undertaken by each agency.

Chapter 7: Severability.

If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person or corporation or
circumstances is held invalid, the invalidity shall not affect other provisions or
applications of this Act which can be given effect without regard to the invalid provision
or application, and to this end the provision of this Act are severable.
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LETTER 167: NANCY PRICE (LETTER 2 OF 2, 2/12/25)

Response to Comment 167-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.

Response to Comment 167-2
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.

Response to Comment 167-3
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3, as well as Response to Comment 166-6. The attachment
to the letter does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 167-4
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.

Response to Comment 167-5

Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.

Response to Comment 167-6

Please see Master Responses 1, 3, and 4, as well as Response to Comment 99-2.

Response to Comment 167-7

Please see Master Responses 1 and 3, as well as Response to Comment 47-1.

Response to Comment 167-8
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3, as well as Response to Comment 166-6.
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Letter 168

Dara Dungworth

From: Neelima Sinha <nrsinha@ucdavis.edu>
Sent: Sunday, February 9, 2025 7:35 PM

To: Planning Commission; Dara Dungworth
Subject: Village Farms project

Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

| would like to respectfully submit my comments on the The Village Farms proposal which has many problems

Village Farms is the largest project ever proposed in Davis for 1,800 units on almost 500 acres. The project has a lot of
problems primarily because it is a handicapped site with a 200 acre flood plain, it is adjacent to the unlined Old City
Landfill and Sewage treatment Plat with a long history of leakage into the ground water of toxics and other chemical
contaminants (now including PFAS ‘ forever chemicals) , the enormous traffic issues already at Covell and Pole Line a,
access issues because is cannot be accessed from F St. due to the railroad tracks, the EIR now is questioning the
"feasibility” of a Pole Line Undercrossing and then there is all the costs imposed by the enormous amount of
infrastructure needed and then of course the massive impacts on the native plants, wildlife and habitat in general. It
is also important to recognize that the projectis not infill per our General Plan which defines infill as land that is

within the City limits and Village Farms is outside the City limits in Yolo County.

My most serious concern is that this will be unaffordable housing where the vast majority of the homes will be
McMansion's, Market homes will not be cheaper thn $700,000 - $800,00 but the majority of them will be well over $1
million. This does not help our average workers or particularly families with young kids, so this project will not help bring
a lot of kids to the schools contrary to the developer’s cIaims.I here will also be Habitat impacts including the tearing

out 952 trees to dig up to expand and reroute Channel A which will have significant impacts on the habitat and raises
major concerns about potential flooding issues.

Neelima Sinha

Distinguished Professor in Plant Biology

University of California, Davis

Room 2253 Green Hall

Davis CA — 95616

(530) 754-8692

http://www-plb.ucdavis.edu/labs/sinha/

http://plant-plasticity.github.io/
http://scholar.google.com/citations?hl=en&user=3JgmifOAAAAI&view op=list works
ORCID: 0000-0002-1494-7065
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LETTER 168: NEELIMA SINHA

Response to Comment 168-1
Please see Response to Comment 75-1.

Response to Comment 168-2

Please see Response to Comment 75-54.

Response to Comment 168-3

Please see Response to Comment 75-50.
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Letter 169
Dara Dunﬁworth
From: Nicholas Pinter <npinter@UCDAVIS.EDU>
Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2025 11:34 AM
To: Dara Dungworth
Subject: Transcript of comment at Village Homes hearing
Categories: VFD Comment
CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

Dear Ms. Dungworth:
Below is a copy of my comment presented at last night’s Village Homes public meeting. Thank you:

Nicholas Pinter

Prof. Nicholas Pinter
Shiemon Chair in Applied Geosciences

Dept. of Earth and Planetary Sciences
Associate Director, Center for Watershed Sciences
University of California Davis
npinter@ucdavis.edu
(530) 754-1041

My name is Nicholas Pinter. | work as a Professor of Applied Geosciences at UC Davis. I’'m also a resident of
the Wildhorse neighborhood in northern Davis. | have concerns about the design and impacts of the Village
Farms project. My primary concern at this time is the effects of the project on downstream hydrology. Having
reviewed the draft environmental impact report (DEIR), | fear that this analysis, its hydraulic modeling, and
other elements of the DEIR may significantly underestimate downstream hydrologic impacts. Potentially
including significant additional flow volumes and higher water levels in the Wildhorse neighborhood and
elsewhere. | recommend independent hydraulic modeling of the impacts of the Village Farms project.

The DEIR notes that mitigation efforts will be designed and implemented in the future, but no details are
provided nor any specific timeline for the design or implementation of these mitigation measures. This is not
acceptable. | recommend that the city of Davis and its residents insist on detailed engineering designs that
prove full mitigation of downstream hydrologic impacts; mitigation to the standard recommended by the
Association of State and Federal Flood Plain Managers (ASFPM) and others which requires “zero adverse
impacts.”

Last, and more broadly, the proposed Village Farms development involves large-scale relocation and
reengineering of the current stream channel and flood plain system. This raises many additional questions
and concerns. |leave you with a quote from ASFPM. “Future developments should avoid high hazard and
ecological sensitive areas. State and local government should guide development away from these areas by
applying land use management techniques. This is the most effective way to minimize cumulative

losses.” Thank you very much for your time, and please feel free to contact me with any additional
questions.
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LETTER 169: NICHOLAS PINTER

Response to Comment 169-1

Please see Master Response 4.

Response to Comment 169-2

Please see Master Response 4 and Response to Comment 97-7.

Response to Comment 169-3

Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.
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Letter 170

Dara Dungworth

From: Nicole Yang <nicoleyangdvm@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2025 11:13 PM

To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Opposition to Village Farms development proposal
Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.
Re: Village Farms development proposal
Dear Ms. Dungworth,

| would like to voice my opposition to this proposal as a homeowner in the Cannery due to concerns voiced by
fellow homeowners, mainly safety concerns.

170-1

Sincerely,
Nicole & Vivian Yang
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LETTER 170: NICOLE AND VIVIAN YANG

Response to Comment 170-1
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 171

Dara Dungworth

From: Nikki Baumrind <baumrind@pacbell.net>

Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 3:50 PM

To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Concerns about EIR for Village Farms Davis Project
Categories: VFD Comment

UTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

To Whom It May Concern:
| am a long-time resident of Davis and live near the site of this proposed project. | am concerned that the EIR does not
adequately address the environmental impact of the proposed project.

1. This enormous project is likely to have substantial impact on traffic patterns in the surrounding area. The proposed
solutions do not appear adequate to prevent traffic jams as residents of the proposed neighborhood attempt to enter and
exit the neighborhood.

2. The project is proposed to be built on habitat used by the threatened Swainson's Hawks. These hawks have a
symbiotic relationship with local agriculture and use the farmed areas extensively for hunting. This development can be
expected to severely impact survival of the Davis subpopulation of these birds due to loss of foraging territory. Similarly,
impact on other types of wildlife has been underestimated, and the EIR does not adequately address mitigation of the
adverse impact on these species.

3. The proposed project does not adequately address water runoff and flooding potential both within the proposed project
perimeter, and outside the perimeter.

4. As noted in the EIR, the site currently contains multiple environmental toxins, including various type of toxic waste. | am
retired from the California Department of Public Health where | served as Chief of the Program Evaluation and Research
Section of the Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Branch. There is no safe level of lead in the blood, and children are
particularly vulnerable to adverse effects of exposure. Disruption of lead contaminated soil may lead to spread of
contaminated soil to neighboring areas during construction, beyond the confines of the construction zone. The
contaminated soil will continue to present a hazard if it is allowed in areas where people can come in contact with it. The
EIR has not adequately addressed this issue. There are similar issues related to other environmental toxicants on the
proposed building site. Environmental hazards associated with use of contaminated soil to fill flood-prone areas of lower
elevation also has not been addressed.

5. The EIR reports presence or potential presence of sensitive and endangeredithreatened plant species but does not
adequately address damage to them.

6. The EIR does not adequately address the adverse impact on the enjoyment of the agricultural habitat to people living in
the neighborhood. Loss of the agricultural quality of the neighborhood, as well as loss of the birds that use the area, will
have an impact on quality of life for those of us living near the proposed project. Nature has been shown to have a
beneficial effect on human health, and the impact of loss of the natural/agricultural environment needs to be addressed.

Thank you for consideration of my concerns,

Nikki Baumrind, PhD, MPH
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LETTER 171: NIKKI BAUMRIND

Response to Comment 171-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5.

Response to Comment 171-2
Please see Master Responses 1 and 7. In addition, the Proposed Project/BRPA would be subject

to Mitigation Measure 4.4-10, which requires compliance with Yolo HCP/NCCP AMM16 related
to Swainson’s hawk. The commenter has failed to explain how the Draft EIR underestimates
impacts to other wildlife species. A discussion of impacts and associated mitigation measures for
special-status species with the potential to occur on-site is provided throughout Chapter 4.4,
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 171-3
Please see Master Response 4.

Response to Comment 171-4
Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 171-5
Please see Master Responses 1 and 7. The commenter has failed to explain how the Draft EIR

does not address impacts related to special-status plant species. The Proposed Project/BRPA
would be subject to Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(a) through 4.4-1(c), which require special-status
plant surveys and applicable avoidance and/or replacement measures.

Response to Comment 171-6
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 172

Dara Dungworth

From: Norb Kumagai <kumagai926@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 22, 2025 7:14 AM

To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Village Farms 2025 EIR Comments
Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

As a longtime Davis Resident (my family moved to Davis in August 1969 from The University of Utah where my
Dad, Dr. Lindy F. Kumagai, M.D. was one of The Original Faculty Members of The U.C.Davis School of
Medicine).

In The Spring of 2017, | suffered a stroke which left me temporarily paralyzed on my left side.

If it wasn’t for The City of Davis Firefighters Local 3494 (specifically President Bobby \\eist and Battalion Chief
Emily Lo) | wouldn’t be here today composing this e-mail).

Fortunately both my Mother-In-Law’s residence (near West 8th Street & Sycamore Lane) as well as my
family’s home just North of The U.C. Davis Memotial Union are within a five (5) minute response time of The
Downtown Davis Fire Station.

My understanding is that there are areas located north of Nugget Market and Pole Line Road (specifically
Wildhorse) as well as North Davis where the minimum response time is between seven (7) to eight (8)
minutes.

Village Farms 2025 incorporates a Public Safety Complex in the first phase of construction which allows for a
five (5) minute response time.

Hence my Strong Unqualified Support for John Whitcomb’s Village Farms 2025 Proposal.
Respectfully Submitted,
Norb Kumagai

Davis CA

Sent from my iPhone
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LETTER 172: NORB KUMAGAI

Response to Comment 172-1
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 173

Dara Dungworth

From: Pamela Heffley <pheffley@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 23, 2025 3:51 PM

To: Dara Dungworth

Cc: eileen Samitz

Subject: Village Farms DEIR comments
Importance: High

Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.
Ms. Dungworth:

| am writing to express my concerns with the proposal for Village Farms. For the past 24 years, | have resided
in the La Buena Vida housing association, in a unit fronting Pole Line Road, north of Covell Boulevard.

On a daily basis, | have experienced the commute traffic on Pole Line Road both in my car and as an observer
from my home. In the mornings cars are backed-up in the south-bound lane, waiting to either cross or gain
access to Covell. In the afternoons, the traffic backs up in the north-bound lane as cars come from Covell to
the stop sign at Moore. There is also a notable increase in traffic in both directions during the school year
(UCD, HS & Elementary). As a commuter, in most instances it took a long time to access Pole Line and get
through traffic signals.

Currently, my concern is that the additional traffic resulting from the Village Farms project would create virtual
gridlock on Pole Line.|| feel that the increase in idling vehicles twice a day will negatively affect the air quality in

my community and prohibit me from having the opportunity to open my windows.

In addition to my concerns about the effects of increased road congestion on my local air quality, as well as my
ability to access Pole Line Road in either direction in a car, | am extremely concerned about the decision to
build Village Farms on the historical Davis City Landfill site. Nowadays, | think most people are aware of the
risks of building close to or on top of “contaminated” sites. (For example, the Super Fund site located on 2nd
Street near the Target Mall.) | feel it is terribly irresponsible of the developers to run the risk of exposing both
the construction workers and the future residents of the project to “forever chemicals” like PFA’s, which have
been detected at the site.

| understand the current need for additional housing in Davis to allow people to live closer to their place of
work, which could possibly help to decrease the amount of air pollution from automobile traffic. In my opinion,
though, Village Farms is not a well-thought-out plan. The development will increase the traffic on Pole Line
Road, contributing to a negative impact on the air quality of the local community. Also, the decision to locate
housing on a known contaminated site of the historic Davis City Landfill - replete with dangerous chemicals - is
in my mind a completely irresponsible move on the part of the developers.

| resided in my LBV unit in 2008 when a similar housing project, Covell Village, was proposed in the same
location. Like roughly 70% of the Davis residents at that time, | voted “NO” on Measure J to prevent the
development from going forward. Village Farms is NOT an improvement on the Covell Village plan and should
NOT be considered as an option.

Please consider the concerns | have presented - increased traffic, decreased air quality and a contaminated
site - and prevent Village Farms from being brought to a Measure J vote.
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Thank you for your time and consideration,

Pam Heffley
2714 Pole Line Rd #2
Davis

V(e

Letter 173 Cont.
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LETTER 173: PAMELA HEFFLEY

Response to Comment 173-1

Please see Master Responses 1 and 5.

Response to Comment 173-2

Please see Responses to Comment 47-1 and 75-9.

Response to Comment 173-3

Please see Master Response 3.

Response to Comment 173-4

Please see Master Responses 1, 3, and 5.
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