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LETTER 196: SHAWN SMALLWOOD 
 
Response to Comment 196-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 196-2 
The comment discusses the commenter's personal observations. All species observed by the 
commentor: burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, prairie falcon, 
yellow-billed magpie, American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, re-shouldered hawk (red-shouldered 
hawk), turkey vulture, and Nuttall’s woodpecker were addressed in the Draft EIR as appropriate.  
Protocol-level surveys for burrowing owl (both breeding and non-breeding season surveys) and 
Swainson's hawk were completed in 2023 and 2024. The comment does not raise any specific 
biological issues related to the Draft EIR prepared for the Proposed Project, and as such, further 
response is not required. 
 
Response to Comment 196-3 
While a comprehensive report of the number and composition of vertebrate species present on 
the project site/BRPA site would be informative, it is not necessary to evaluate what special-status 
species have the potential to occur within a given site, and (consequently) have the potential to 
be impacted by a project proposed on that site. 
 
Response to Comment 196-4 
The commenter’s prediction of wildlife on the project site/BRPA site is inherently speculative, 
inaccurate, and lacks foundation. Accordingly, any use of the model that he developed to predict 
purported species “not detected” at the project site is not based on substantial evidence. (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15384(a) [“Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence”]; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204 [“an effect shall not be 
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence”]; see Pocket Protectors v. City of 
Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 928 [“mere argument, speculation, and unsubstantiated 
opinion, even expert opinion, is not substantial evidence”].)  
 
Five Madrone biologists documented wildlife species over 25 survey days at the project site/BRPA 
site to inform the Biological Resources chapter of the Draft EIR. Seven protocol-level surveys 
were conducted in accordance with the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee’s 31 
May 2000 Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in 
California’s Central Valley (TAC 2000), which included documentation of all bird species 
observed. Four burrowing owl surveys were conducted in accordance with the Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012), including breeding and non-breeding season surveys 
which included documentation of all bird species observed. Eleven surveys were conducted 
during vernal pool branchiopod surveys conducted in accordance with the November 2017 Survey 
Guidelines for the Listed Large Branchiopods (USFWS 2017), which included documentation and 
reporting of vertebrate species incidentally captured. Additionally, a giant garter snake habitat 
assessment was conducted which included a detailed transect survey of the Covell Drain and 
documentation of potential predator and prey species.  In addition to reviewing information in 
existing databases regarding species recorded on and near the project site/BRPA site (see Draft 
EIR, pg. 4.4-55), significant man-hours were spent surveying and generally observing the site, 
and all species identified were documented.   
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The commenter notes that the model was developed during previous research while surveying 
the annual grasslands of the Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area in Alameda County. The 
commenter, however, does not explain how a survey model for predicting wildlife in Alameda 
County is at all predictive of wildlife located in Yolo County, where the project site/BRPA site is 
located. Wildlife composition, biodiversity, and population densities are not consistent across 
sites, and the habitat generally available at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area is inherently 
different than the project site/BRPA site, which is actively and intensively farmed and adjacent to 
existing developments within the City of Davis. Accordingly, in addition to the model being 
inherently speculative, use of the model to predict the amount of wildlife at the project site/BRPA 
site lacks the site-specific details necessary to rise to the level of substantial evidence under 
CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment 196-5 
The commenter mischaracterizes what type of analysis is required in an EIR’s discussion of 
existing environmental setting. According to CEQA, the description of the environmental setting 
shall be no longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the significant effects of the 
proposed project and its alternative(s) in order to give the most accurate and understandable 
picture of the project’s likely near- and long-term impacts (See CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15125(a).) The commenter does not allege any near- or long-term impacts of the Proposed 
Project/BRPA that were not addressed in the Draft EIR.  
 
Further, as discussed in detail in Response to Comment 195-4, the assessment of the special-
status species that are likely to occur at the project area are based on a review of literature, field 
surveys, and habitat analysis, and are therefore supported by substantial evidence. The Draft EIR 
extensively describes the physical setting of the project site/BRPA site and the habitat extant 
therein (see Draft EIR, pg. 4.4-2), so as to provide the public an understanding of the Project and 
the potential impacts of the Project on the biological resources found on-site. As noted in 
Response to Comment 196-4, this analysis is based on review of relevant literature and 
databases, multiple protocol-level field surveys, a review of the Project plans, literature review of 
biological resources occurring on the Project site and surrounding vicinity, and an investigation of 
the various habitat conditions existing on-site.  
 
Field surveys were conducted on-site, the existing conditions of the project site/BRPA site are 
well-documented, and the methods for research and field collection conducted for the Project’s 
BRA were consistent with those standardly accepted for CEQA analysis. Accordingly, the analysis 
represents substantial evidence supporting the description of the existing environmental setting 
on the site, and the adequacy of the BRA that was prepared by expert biologists. 
 
Response to Comment 196-6 
As noted in detail in Responses to Comments 196-4 and 196-5, the Draft EIR’s analysis of special-
status species that may occur on the project site/BRPA site is informed by numerous visits to the 
site by expert biologists, including several comprehensive protocol-level surveys, as well as 
extensive literature review of species occurrence databases. Accordingly, the Draft EIR’s analysis 
regarding potential biological impacts at the project site, including its discussion of the 
environmental setting, is supported by substantial evidence. 
 
Response to Comment 196-7 
As discussed in the EIR and BRA, Madrone conducted field surveys of various portions of the 
study area on August 23 and 25, October 3, November 7, and December 14, 2023, as well as on 
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January 17, 23, and 24, February 7, and April 22, 2024, to map land covers, assess the suitability 
of habitats onsite to support special-status species, and conduct the protocol-level surveys listed 
below. Meandering pedestrian surveys were performed on foot throughout the Study Area, and a 
list of all wildlife species observed during both protocol and reconnaissance-level field surveys 
were included as Attachment E of the BRA (see Appendix D of the EIR). As noted in Attachment 
G to the BRA (Burrowing Owl Surveys) and Attachment H to the BRA (Swainson's hawk nest 
surveys), all bird species observed during these surveys were documented (not just target 
species). As noted in Attachment F to the BRA (Branchiopod Survey Report), all aquatic 
organisms observed during wet and dry season surveys were documented. As noted in 
Attachment J to the BRA (Giant Garter Snake (GGS) Habitat Assessment), the area was surveyed 
for both GGS predator and prey species as a component of this assessment. 
 
As noted in detail in Responses to Comments 196-4, 196-5, and 196-6, the Draft EIR contains 
extensive analysis and investigation of sensitive biological resources that are or could occur on 
the Project site. This analysis is supported by substantial evidence in both the Draft EIR and the 
BRA. In criticizing the adequacy of the environmental review, the comment mischaracterizes the 
requirements of CEQA, as CEQA does not require an EIR to provide an exhaustive list of every 
species that may be found on or near a project site. Accordingly, the analysis of the Project’s 
potential impacts to biological resources is adequate and supported by substantial evidence. 
 
Response to Comment 196-8 
The avian biologist checked his notes and determined that the April 9 date was a typo.  That 
survey was instead conducted on April 19 (although a different survey was conducted on April 9 
and burrowing owls would have been documented if incidentally observed). Therefore, the timing 
of the burrowing owl surveys was entirely in accordance with the Staff Report protocol. Page 4.4-
56 of the Draft EIR, under the Field Surveys header, is hereby revised for clarification purposes, 
as follows: 
 

• Burrowing Owl Surveys: Four non-breeding-season surveys were completed on October 
3, November 7, and December 14, 2023 and January 17, 2024. Four breeding-season 
surveys were conducted on March 21, April 19, May 14, and June 20, 2024. Surveys were 
conducted in accordance with the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012). 
A report is included as Attachment G to the BRA. 

 
In addition, a revised BRA is included as Appendix D to this Final EIR, also reflecting the correct 
survey date of April 19.  
 
Madrone and the Property owner do not have any knowledge of ground squirrel eradication on 
the project site/BRPA site.  Based on this comment, these allegations, as well as a photograph of 
a claimed bait/poison delivery device provided was shared with the current farmer, and he has 
advised that this device is not a bait station, but rather a pressure relief valve for the irrigation 
system that had been broken and excavated (likely due to trespass and vandalism).  No poison 
bait is currently in use on the site (nor has it been used in the past, based on discussions with the 
Property owner and farmer). 
 
Response to Comment 196-9 
Normal pruning to maintain use of the farm roads occurs annually on the site. As this pruning is 
near ground level, it does not affect Swainson's hawk use of the trees. As noted in Attachment H 
of the BRA (Swainson's Hawk Survey Report for Village Farms Davis), Swainson’s hawk was 
observed on-site, including nesting in the riparian corridor along Channel A in the area the 
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commenter discusses, as well as in trees just off-site to the north. Successful nesting observed 
on-site refutes the claim that tree pruning discouraged Swainson's hawk use of the site. 
 
Response to Comment 196-10 
The description of the Valley Foothill Riparian vegetation on page 4.4-6 of the Draft EIR states, 
“this land cover is almost entirely comprised of non-native trees.” This is stated as fact and is not 
used to suggest that the species composition has any less value to wildlife. The Draft EIR 
acknowledges potential effects to riparian habitat associated with the Proposed Project/BRPA, 
and that this riparian habitat may support northwestern pond turtle, Swainson's hawk, white-tailed 
kite, and roosting bats and included mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts. The 
riparian area is treated as native “Valley Foothill Riparian” for purposes of Yolo HCP land cover 
impacts (a higher fee is required for such habitat), as that is the HCP landcover type that most 
closely matches this habitat on-site. 
 
Response to Comment 196-11 
Please see Master Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment 196-12 
The equipment depicted in photo 1 is an irrigation head, not a poison bait dispenser. 
 
Response to Comment 196-13 
Please see Responses to Comments 196-4 and 196-5.  
 
Response to Comment 196-14 
Lead agencies have discretion to employ survey methodologies of its choosing, as long as its 
choice of methodology is supported by substantial evidence. As discussed in detail in Responses 
to Comments 196-4, 196-5, and 196-6, the Draft EIR’s findings, as supported by the BRA, 
constitute substantial evidence with regard to the project’s analysis of potential impacts on 
special-status species that may be found on-site. The additional databases noted in the comment 
letter (eBird and iNaturalist) provide occurrence data that is not confirmed or verified by the 
resource agencies, and these public databases do not have a search function that reports a 
comprehensive list of species documented in a given area. 
 
Response to Comment 196-15 
As discussed in detail in the Response to Comment 196-14, the Draft EIR uses a variety of 
sources to determine if special-status species could be significantly impacted by the Proposed 
Project/BRPA (including the biologist’s knowledge of species in the region), and the choice of 
methodology is within the discretion of the lead agency if backed by substantial evidence, as is 
the case here. Further, CEQA requires that information developed in EIRs and negative 
declarations be incorporated into a database, such as CNDDB, which may be used for 
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. (See Pub. Resources Code, Section 
21003(e). The CNDDB was not used to estimate occurrence likelihoods. The methodology for 
determining occurrence likelihoods is outlined on Draft EIR page 4.4-11, and the only reference 
to the CNDDB in that methodology is that an occurrence on the site supports a "High" likelihood 
of occurrence. A low likelihood of occurrence is based on habitat characteristics, not lack of 
CNDDB records. CNDDB occurrence data is provided for informational purposes only. 
  



Final EIR 
Village Farms Davis Project 

January 2026 
 

 
Chapter 2.0 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-910 

Response to Comment 196-16 
The commenter’s definition of special-status species is not consistent with the definition of 
special-status species provided in the Draft EIR on page 4.4-10. The definition of special-status 
species in the Draft EIR includes only species of sufficient rarity to be considered under CEQA.  
Fifty-five species (48 percent) of all the species included on the commenter’s Table 1 are not of 
sufficient rarity to be considered under CEQA (Watch List, Bird of Prey, Bird of Conservation 
Concern, and Western Bat Working Group Low), rendering false the commenter’s assertion of 
Madrone only analyzing 21 percent of the special-status species “near enough to the site.”  
 
Furthermore, the foothills of the Coast Ranges are only 15 miles west of the site; thus, inclusion 
of species up to 30 miles away introduces species that occur in very different habitat types. The 
biologists did consider many of the species on the commenter’s list, but, as suitable habitat does 
not occur within the site, the species were not added to the table.  
 
The commenter notes, “Of the 13 species Madrone determines to have low to no potential for 
occurrence, one is known on site, the occurrence records of two are very close, and the 
occurrence records of two more are nearby.” The first discussed (one on-site) is tricolored 
blackbird, which the Draft EIR noted as having a low potential to occur on-site. This occurrence 
is consistent with the Draft EIR statement. Several more were noted to be documented “very 
close” or “nearby.”  Substantially different habitats occur within four miles of the site (the extent of 
the “nearby” category the commenter has established), including the almost-adjacent Northstar 
Ponds and Putah Creek, which support substantially different habitats than occur within the 
project site/BRPA site. The presence of species in such different habitats located within an 
arbitrary distance of the project site/BRPA site does not mean that such species would occur 
within the site. 
 
In addition, the commenter does not note how the records were documented. A species that flies 
over a location does not indicate use of that location, but could be documented as occurring at 
that location (including on-site). Nevertheless, some of the bird and bat species that the 
commenter notes could use the site. Mitigation Measures 4.4-11 and 4.4-12 of the Draft EIR are 
sufficiently protective of these species (e.g., preconstruction nesting bird and bat surveys, 
implementation of non-disturbance buffers if protected species found on-site, etc.). 
 
Response to Comment 196-17 
Please see Responses to Comments 196-4 and 196-5.  
 
Response to Comment 196-18 
Section 4.4-11 of the Draft EIR analyzes “Impacts to nesting birds and raptors protected under 
the [Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)] and [California Fish and Game Code (CFGC)], either 
directly or through habitat modifications,” and determines, based on substantial evidence, that the 
Proposed Project/BRPA’s impacts to nesting birds would be less-than-significant with 
implementation of mitigation (See Draft EIR, page 4.4-87).  The Draft EIR recognizes that the 
project area provides suitable nesting habitat to accommodate nesting songbirds and raptors 
protected under the MBTA and CFGC, and that the Proposed Project/BRPA could have a 
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on these species. 
 
Because disturbance to or destruction of migratory bird eggs, young, or adults is in violation of 
the MBTA and is considered a potentially significant impact, the Draft EIR contains protections 
for nesting birds in Mitigation Measure 4.4-11. The implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-11 
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involves conducting a preconstruction nesting bird survey prior to ground disturbance or other 
construction activities. If nesting birds are found, then mandatory protections are put in place to 
protect these birds consistent with the MBTA. 
 
The comment regarding loss of productive capacities of these species is speculative, as there is 
not a known, reliable way to quantitatively determine such impacts or their potential significance.  
Speculative impacts are not required to be addressed under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment 196-19 
Please see Master Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment 196-20 
Willow Slough is not a feature within the project site/BRPA site. The commenter could possibly 
be referring to the riparian impacts along Channel A, which have been addressed in Master 
Response 7. Burrowing owl is a Covered Species under the Yolo HCP, of which CDFW is a 
signatory. The Proposed Project/BRPA would be required to comply with AMM 18 (Draft EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-9), which addresses burrowing owl impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 196-21 
It is unclear as to why the commenter thinks a restoration plan with restoration objectives should 
be included in the Draft EIR. Not only is the analysis within the Draft EIR programmatic due to the 
requested entitlements, such that design-level detail is not yet available, but the Natural Habitat 
Area is an avoidance area.  
 
Response to Comment 196-22 
A map of static special-status species (i.e., species unable or unlikely to move from discrete 
habitat patches) documented on-site is provided as Figure 4.4-6 of the Draft EIR. The Proposed 
Project design was based on maintenance of tree canopy along Channel A (as noted in Master 
Response 7, based on design refinements, a substantial amount of the riparian canopy can be 
avoided) and the Valley oak trees around the old homestead in the southern portion of the site.  
The BRPA was additionally designed to avoid habitat that is unique in the region (the alkali playas 
and alkali wetlands) and that supports federally listed species. The agricultural fields that the 
commenter discusses are ubiquitous to the northwest, north, and northeast of the project 
site/BRPA site, and it is reasonable to assume that highly mobile foragers such as the bird species 
mentioned would use the aforementioned fields, as well as other locations around the site. 
 
Response to Comment 196-23 
The comment is speculative and does not show that the Proposed Project/BRPA would have any 
direct impacts on any special-status species due to project-generated traffic. (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15384(a) [“Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which 
is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not 
contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute 
substantial evidence”]; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204 [“an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of substantial evidence”]; see Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento 
(2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 928 [“mere argument, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, 
even expert opinion, is not substantial evidence”.) As such, further response is not required. 
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Response to Comment 196-24 
As explained in Response to Comment 196-23, the comment fails to show any direct impacts of 
the Proposed Project/BRPA on special-status species and is inherently speculative. As such, 
further response is not required. 
 
Response to Comment 196-25 
With regard to the Traffic Fatality Model, any results obtained are inherently speculative as the 
commenter applies survey-sample results from Contra Costa County and attempts to apply them 
to all areas generically, regardless of the amount of traffic, existing roadway locations and 
sizes/existing traffic volumes, and regardless of the surrounding environment and wildlife that is 
extant in any particular area. Because the use of the Traffic Fatality Model is inherently speculative 
and invites generic results that lack foundation and could contain inaccuracies, the application of 
the Traffic Fatality Model to impacts of the Proposed Project/BRPA does not constitute substantial 
evidence of a significant impact to wildlife under CEQA.  
 
Further, the commenter presents no evidence particular to the project site/BRPA site that 
increased traffic in the area would result in a significant increase in wildlife roadkill or increased 
significant impacts to special-status species. 
 
Response to Comment 196-26 
The comment uses the estimated VMT from the Draft EIR applied to the Traffic Fatality Model to 
predict that traffic from the Proposed Project/BRPA would result in 19,098 vertebrate wildlife 
fatalities a year, and that those would be a unmitigated significant impact. 
 
As detailed in Responses to Comments 196-23 and 196-25, the use of the Traffic Fatality Model 
is inherently speculative, and the Draft EIR’s findings with regard to significant impacts to special-
status species and other wildlife is supported by substantial evidence. 
 
Response to Comment 196-27 
None of the species documented as road fatalities in this comment are special-status. The 
comment fails to show how the Proposed Project/BRPA would directly impact special-status 
species. 
 
Response to Comment 196-28 
Please see Responses to Comments 196-23 through 196-27. 
 
Response to Comment 196-29 
The commenter states that “An estimated two birds are killed per dwelling unit per year in the 
USA” but fails to provide any citation. Further, there are many types of dwelling units in the USA, 
and, as reported in the San Francisco Standards for Bird Safe Buildings and other documents, 
the typical bird strike zone is from at-grade to 60 feet in elevation, the primary concern is with any 
uninterrupted glazing 24 square feet or larger in size, and the likelihood of strike depends on the 
glazing used, the angle of the glass, the orientation of the building, and landscaping. Many of the 
birds killed per dwelling unit may be killed by large apartment buildings or other large/tall 
structures with uninterrupted window glazing. The commenter does not provide evidence that the 
Proposed Project/BRPA would result in significantly increased bird-window collisions for special-
status bird species. 
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Response to Comment 196-30 
The surrounding residential developments to the west, south, and east of the project site/BRPA 
site are an existing source of house cats that have the opportunity to hunt within the project 
site/BRPA site and surrounding areas. These existing cats have access to all portions of the 
project site/BRPA site, including any areas that would be avoided by the Proposed Project/BRPA. 
The new cats that are brought in by new homeowners would hunt in adjacent areas, which are 
either already developed, or already accessed by existing cats. While it is possible that additional 
outdoor house cats would result from development and occupancy of the project site/BRPA site, 
any additional impacts would be marginal given existing adjacent residential uses. The comment 
provides no evidence that any new cats would result in a new impact to special-status species, 
and is inherently speculative. As such, further response is not required. 
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LETTER 197: SHERRILL FUTRELL 
 
Response to Comment 197-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 4, and 5. 
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Letter 198 Cont. 
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LETTER 198: STEVE DEVEREL (HYDROFOCUS, INC.) 
 
Response to Comment 198-1 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 198-2 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 198-3 
Please see Master Response 3.  
 
Response to Comment 198-4 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 198-5 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 198-6 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 198-7 
Please see Master Response 3. 
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LETTER 199: STEVE GELLER  
 
Response to Comment 199-1 
Impacts related to noise are discussed in Chapter 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR. The analysis 
therein is based primarily on the Environmental Noise Assessment prepared by Saxelby 
Acoustics and is included in Appendix P of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Impact 4.10-1 of Chapter 
4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the maximum average noise exposure would be 89 dBA Leq at 50 
feet from the center of activity. In addition, as noted on page 4.10-28 of the Draft EIR, the 
Proposed Project/BRPA would use typical construction equipment and would not require 
significant sources of vibration such as pile driving or blasting. As such, the Environmental Noise 
Assessment did not assume blasting would occur. 
 
Please see Master Response 1. A timeline of the Proposed Project and the BRPA is discussed 
in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy, of the Draft EIR. Page 4.3-47 states that 
the Proposed Project and the BRPA would both be built out over four phases across 
approximately seven years. 
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LETTER 200: SUSAN PADGETT 
 
Response to Comment 200-1 
Potential impacts to agricultural resources, including conversion of farmland to non-agricultural 
uses, are discussed in Chapter 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 200-2 
Please see Response to Comment 100-7. 
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LETTER 201: SUSAN RAINIER  
 
Response to Comment 201-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.  
 
Response to Comment 201-2 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 201-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 4. 
 
Response to Comment 201-4 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5.  
 
Impacts related to transportation are discussed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. 
Emergency vehicle access is evaluated under Impact 4.13-5. As discussed therein, the impact 
regarding the Proposed Project and the BRPA providing adequate emergency access is found to 
be less-than-significant.  
 
Response to Comment 201-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3. 
 
Response to Comment 201-6 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 201-7 
Please see Master Responses 4 and 7. 
 
Response to Comment 201-8 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5. 
 
Response to Comment 201-9 
Please see Response to Comment 47-1 and 75-9. 
 
Response to Comment 201-10 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 201-11 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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LETTER 202: TAYLOR, WILEY, AND KEASLING 
 
Response to Comment 202-1 
Please see Master Responses 1. 
 
Response to Comment 202-2 
A detailed discussion of alternatives can be found in Chapter 7, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft 
EIR. As stated on page 7-2 of the Alternatives Analysis, the Proposed Project is being pursued 
with the objectives of guiding urban growth in undeveloped areas closest to the central city to 
facilitate compact growth and to reduce potential vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and excessive 
sprawl, and planning development to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by aligning with 
the City’s 2040 Climate Action and Adaptation Plan. As discussed on page 7-40, the lead agency 
may consider certain issue areas as a higher priority than others. For the purposes of this EIR, 
reduction of impacts related to VMT are considered a high priority due to the potential 
consequences of climate change for the City of Davis. The Higher Number of Units – Same 
Footprint Alternative is the only alternative that eliminates the Proposed Project’s significant and 
unavoidable VMT impacts. Therefore, the Higher Number of Units – Same Footprint Alternative 
is considered the environmentally superior alternative.  
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LETTER 203: TIMOTHY HOBAN  
 
Response to Comment 203-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 203-2 
Please see Response to Comment 75-1. 
 
Response to Comment 203-3 
Please see Master Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment 203-4 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 203-5 
Please see Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 203-6 
Please see Response to Comment 75-51. 
 
Response to Comment 203-7 
Please see Master Response 6.  
 
Response to Comment 203-8 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment 203-9 
Please see Master Response 7.  
 
Response to Comment 203-10 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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LETTER 204: TOM MCCUBBINS  
 
Response to Comment 204-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 204-2 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 204-3 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 204-4 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 204-5 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 204-6 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 204-7 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 204-8 
Please see Master Response 1. 



Final EIR 
Village Farms Davis Project 

January 2026 
 

 
Chapter 2.0 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-943 

 

 

Letter 205 

205-1 



Final EIR 
Village Farms Davis Project 

January 2026 
 

 
Chapter 2.0 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-944 

LETTER 205: TONI SMITH  
 
Response to Comment 205-1 
Please see Master Response 1.
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LETTER 206: TOSHIO LEEPER 
 
Response to Comment 206-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
A detailed description of the Biological Resources Preservation Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR from pages 3-27 through 3-46. Potential 
environmental impacts of the Biological Resources Preservation Alternative are addressed 
throughout the technical chapters of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 207: TRUDIE LERNER 
 
Response to Comment 207-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5. 
 
Response to Comment 207-2 
The development of Village Farms Davis will not have an impact on the existing drainage 
conditions at the Cannery.  As shown in Appendix N – Table 4, the peak stage water surface 
elevation at all upstream boundary conditions is equal to or less than the existing condition.  Based 
on the results, the Proposed Project/BRPA would result in a net benefit to the surrounding areas 
in Davis upstream of the project area. Please see Master Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment 207-3 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment 207-4 
Please see Response to Comment 17-8. 
 
Response to Comment 207-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5.  
 
Response to Comment 207-6 
Please see Master Response 5. In addition, the effect of traffic noise on the future park is not 
relevant to CEQA, which is focused on the environmental effects of the project on the surrounding 
environment.  
 
Response to Comment 207-7 
Figure 4.13-3 correctly shows bus stop locations and the segments of streets in the study area 
that are served by Unitrans and Yolobus bus routes in the study area. The comment is correct 
that not every bus route shown in the subsequent Table 4.13-1 operates on every street and 
serves every bus stop shown on Figure 4.13-3. The Proposed Project/BRPA would be accessible 
to bus stops near the Cannery on East Covell Boulevard immediately east and west of J Street-
Cannery Avenue that are served by the Unitrans P and Q Lines, and Yolobus Route 43.  
 
The figure also shows other lines that serve streets adjacent to the area. The Unitrans L Line and 
T Line have two stops on Pole Line Road north of E. Covell Boulevard along the project frontage.  
The Unitrans E Line has a stop on J Street south of the E. Covell Boulevard/Cannery Avenue-J 
Street intersection. The Unitrans F Line runs along F Street north of W. 14th Street with the 
nearest stop at W. Covell Boulevard.   
 
Response to Comment 207-8 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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LETTER 208: VICTOR JUSTO  
 
Response to Comment 208-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 208-2 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 208-3 
Please see Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 208-4 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 4. 
 
Response to Comment 208-5 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 208-6 
Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 208-7 
Please see Response to Comment 17-8. 
 
Response to Comment 208-8 
Please see Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 208-9 
Please see Master Response 6. 
 
Response to Comment 208-10 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 208-11 
The commenter expresses concerns about potential costs to Davis residents as a result of the 
project requiring extensive water and wastewater resources. Costs are not relevant to CEQA 
review, which is focused on a project’s impacts to the physical environment.  
 
Please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 208-12 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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LETTER 209: VICTORIA LINK 
 
Response to Comment 209-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 209-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 4. 
 
Response to Comment 209-3 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 209-4 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 209-5 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 209-6 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
A detailed discussion regarding biological resources can be found in Chapter 4.4, Biological 
Resources, of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 210: VIJAY KUMAR 
 
Response to Comment 210-1 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment 210-2 
The comment refers to Appendix T, which is an April 2024 Technical Memorandum (TM) prepared 
by West Yost. The TM summarizes the findings and conclusions of an evaluation of impacts of 
the Proposed Project on the City of Davis WWTP, and relies on a previous, more comprehensive 
Capacity Analysis Report for the WWTP completed by West Yost in 2022.  
 
Wastewater treatment plant capacity is further evaluated in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR 
for the Village Farms Davis Project, which was released to the public for review and comment on 
November 17, 2025.  
 
Response to Comment 210-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5. 
 
Response to Comment 210-4 
Please see Master Responses 1, 5, and 6. 
 
Response to Comment 210-5 
Contrary to the claim of the commenter, as stated on page 53 of the Transportation Impact Study 
found in Appendix R of the Draft EIR, even with mitigation, VMT impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project and the BRPA are found to be significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response to Comment 210-6 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment 210-7 
Please see Master Response 1 and 99-2.  
 
Response to Comment 210-8 
Please see Response to Comment 102-4.  
 
Response to Comment 210-9 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment 210-10 
The Proposed Project/BRPA would be conditioned to provide a phasing plan prior to any work 
commencing on the site. This plan will include additional traffic analysis for each phase to identify 
when Mitigation Measure 4.13-2(c) would be needed based on how the Proposed Project/BRPA 
is phased.  
 
Response to Comment 210-11 
The mitigation measure in question on page 2-114 of the Draft EIR is a cumulative impact as 
evidenced by the bold title for Impact 4.13-11, “Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature…associated with cumulative development of the Proposed Project or the BRPA in 
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combination with future buildout of the City of Davis. Therefore, the commenter is incorrect by 
stating that the impact “…is being caused on day 1.”  
 
The current language of Mitigation Measure 4.13-11 has been left as-is due to the fact that the 
improvements at W. Covell/ SR 113, and Mace Boulevard/ Chiles Road/ I-80 Interchanges are 
unknown at this point. Having the applicant provide funding would leave the City at risk of not 
obtaining adequate fair share until the final design, and construction costs have been determined, 
which would be in the future after the Proposed Project/BRPA has been further developed. 
 
Response to Comment 210-12 
Local effects at the Pole Line Road and East Covell Boulevard intersection would be addressed 
as part of the conditions of approval, and are beyond CEQA considerations, given their relation 
to congestion/LOS. The applicant proposes to construct additional improvements along Pole Line 
Road such as traffic signals and a roundabout. 
 
Response to Comment 210-13 
Please see Master Response 6.  
 
Response to Comment 210-14 
Please see Master Response 7.  
 
Response to Comment 210-15 
Please see Response to Comment 210-8. 
 
In addition, a detailed description of impacts to State or federally protected wetlands can be found 
in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Impact 4.4-15, Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-15(c) requires the project proponent apply for a Section 404 permit from the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers prior to the commencement of construction. 
 
Response to Comment 210-16 
Please see Master Response 7.  
 
Response to Comment 210-17 
Please see Master Response 6. 
 
Response to Comment 210-18 
Please see Response to Comment 96-1. 
 
Response to Comment 210-19 
As discussed on page 4.3-49 of the Draft EIR, transport of the 1,000,000 CY of soil from the UATA 
(now referred to as “Northern Agricultural Area”) to the proposed development area would occur 
on-site. As such, traffic associated with the soil movement would not occur on local roadways. 
Rather, the Draft EIR assumes that off-road construction equipment would be used on-site to haul 
the soils from the Northern Agricultural Area to the proposed development area. For further detail 
regarding the assumptions associated with the on-site soil movement, please see Response to 
Comment 99-2. 
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Response to Comment 210-20 
Please see Response to Comment 210-19.  
 
Response to Comment 210-21 
In response to the comment, page 1-3 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
In addition, the applicant is proposing to construct new intersection improvements along 
Pole Line Road and a new traffic signal north leg at the intersection of East Covell 
Boulevard and L Street. 

 
In response to the comment, page 2-2 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
The Proposed Project would include various off-site improvements, including, but not 
necessarily limited to, new intersection improvements along Pole Line Road and a new 
traffic signal north leg at the intersection of East Covell Boulevard and L Street. 

 
In response to the comment, page 3-24 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
The ultimate design of the improvements, as well as the installation of the new traffic signal 
north leg at the East Covell Boulevard/L Street intersection, would be developed in 
cooperation with traffic engineers and the City of Davis Public Works Department. 

 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes only, and do not affect the conclusions of 
the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 210-22 
Please see Master Response 6.  
 
Response to Comment 210-23 
Please see Response to Comment 210-19. 
 
Response to Comment 210-24 
Please see Master Response 5 and Response to Comment 97-72.  
 
Response to Comment 210-25 
Please see Master Response 1.  
 
Under CEQA, a lead agency may rely on future studies to devise the specific design of a mitigation 
measure when the results of later studies are used to tailor mitigation measures to fit on-the-
ground environmental conditions.1 Further, a lead agency may defer formulation of the details of 
a mitigation measure pending further study when necessary to do so, if the lead agency describes 
the mitigation actions that will be considered, adopts clear performance standards for measuring 
the effectiveness of the measures selected, and commits the agency to the mitigation plan. A 
mitigation performance standard is sufficient if the mitigation identifies specific criteria the agency 
will apply in determining that the impact will be mitigated (See Sierra Club v. County of Fresno 
(2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 525). 

 
1   See Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County (2013) 217 Cal.App.4th 503, 524 (upholding mitigation measures, 

based on preconstruction surveys, requiring identified steps for avoiding impacts to biological resources to be 
implemented). 
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LETTER 211: VIRGINIA STEWART-CARTON 
 
Response to Comment 211-1 
Please see Master Responses 1, 3, 4, 5, and 7. 
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LETTER 212: VONG TOAN  
 
Response to Comment 212-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 7. 
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LETTER 213: YANNIS DAFALIAS 
 
Response to Comment 213-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 213-2 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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Letter 214 Cont. 
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LETTER 214: YUMING XU AND YUJIA CAI   
 
Response to Comment 214-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 214-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5, as well as Response to Comment 17-5. 
 
Response to Comment 214-3 
The Draft EIR trip generation estimates shown in Tables 4.13-4 and 4.13-5 conservatively assume 
that 1.8 percent of daily project trips for the Proposed Project and 1.5 percent of daily project trips 
for the BRPA would walk, bike, or take transit for trips external to the project.  
 
Response to Comment 214-4 
Please see Master Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment 214-5 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 214-6 
Please see Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 214-7 
Please see Response to Comment 17-5. 
 
Response to Comment 214-8 
Please see Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 214-9 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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LETTER 215: ZENNA MOHR  
 
Response to Comment 215-1 
Please see Master Response 1. 
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LETTER 216: ZIV LANG 
 
Response to Comment 216-1 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.  
 
Response to Comment 216-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5. 
 
Response to Comment 216-3 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 3.  
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VILLAGE FARMS DAVIS PROJECT  
DRAFT EIR (DEIR) COMMENT HEARING SUMMARY 
Date:   February 12, 2025 
Time:   7:00 PM 
Location:  City of Davis Planning Commission 

Community Chambers at City Hall 
23 Russel Boulevard 
Davis, CA 95616 

 
Verbal Comments (arranged in order of “appearance” of commenter): 
 
Commenter 1 (Jim Flannigan) 

• Commenter stated that DEIR is deficient because it lacks a Reduced Footprint 
Alternative; the Reduced Footprint Alternative should restrict development south 
of Channel A, and should be in the range of 900 to 1,000 units. 

Commenter 2 (Alex Achimore) 
• Commenter stated concerns regarding alternatives considered in the EIR.  
• Commenter requested that alternatives offered by the Davis Citizens Planning 

Group at plandavis.org be considered in the alternatives analysis.  
• Commenter expressed concerns about the proposed unit number and mix, heavy 

reliance on detached single-family housing, affordability, and impacts to traffic.  

Commenter 3 (Anthony Palmere) 
• Commenter expressed concerns about added traffic congestion and vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT). 
• Commenter expressed their view that Village Farms Davis Project is not designed 

to maximize utilization of bicycle and transit options, and expresses concerns 
about feasibility of transit use in the project site vicinity. 

• Commenter recommended that more of the proposed housing should be built near 
Covell Boulevard and Pole Line Road, where transit services are located.  

Commenter 4 (David Thompson) 
• Commenter expressed their view that regional housing needs are not addressed 

by the Village Farms Davis Project.  
• Commenter expressed concerns about exclusion of low-income families from the 

community. 

Commenter 5 (Richard McCann) 
• Commenter expressed concerns about environmental, housing, traffic, and traffic 

emissions impacts.  
• Commenter expressed concerns about VMT from commuting into and out of the 

community, and the feasibility of VMT reduction as a part of the proposed project. 
• Commenter expressed concerns about affordability of housing and middle market 

housing needs. 

Letter 217 
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• Commenter expressed concerns about housing and job balance in the City of 
Davis. 

• Commenter stated the opinion that the City Council needs to push for alternatives 
addressing low-income housing needs.  

Commenter 6 (Gabriel Ehrlich) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to number and affordability of housing, 

and project’s ability to contribute to the local housing need. 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to changes in utility and roadway 

infrastructure in the City of Davis, as well as concerns about feasibility for the City 
to manage and pay for upkeep of utility improvements.  

• Commenter stated a preference for an alternative prioritizing landscaping and park 
space under a multi-family unit model. 

• Commenter stated a preference for a multi-family housing design that is placed 
where people can use transit, bikes, or walk to school, downtown, and UCD. 

• Commenter expressed concern about energy and water impacts. 

Commenter 7 (Tim Keller) 
• Commenter expressed concern about economic impacts, VMT impacts, and low 

ratio of people housed per unit resulting from the proposed project.  
• Commenter expressed opinion that the City of Davis does not provide enough 

housing dedicated to students and lower-income families and that the single-family 
homes proposed do not serve medium-income families. 

• Commenter expressed opinion that a transit-oriented development concept has 
not been properly assessed as an alternative, and expressed concern about 
assessment of more  feasible alternatives. 

Commenter 8 (Susan Rainier) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to health, safety, and welfare of people 

living in the development due to the abandoned landfill in the project site vicinity, 
placement of the proposed project in Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) Flood Zone A, and potential impacts of per- and polyfluoroalkyl 
substances (PFAS) in the project site area.  

• Commenter expressed concerns related to impacts caused by removal of trees. 
• Commenter proposed that alternative site size and placement be considered, 

including a smaller below channel site. 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to potential traffic congestion. 
• Commenter suggested that an attachment of living community guidelines be 

attached to the general plan as guide for developers. 

Commenter 9 (Ellen Kolarik) 
• Commenter generally stated support for the proposed project and cited that the 

Village Farms project will provide housing and a 20% low-income housing mix. 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to the housing shortage causing housing 

prices to exceed what is affordable for a teacher or general worker in the Davis 
workforce. 

217-6 
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• Commenter requests that the developer commit to providing a higher percentage 
of multi-family type units such as duplexes, condos, and townhomes, and similarly 
reduce the number of single-family detached homes. 

• Commenter points out that higher density development would allow for 
development of more open space areas and transit routes through the 
development to reduce impacts related to VMT. 

• Commenter requested that developer increase the number of market rate 
apartments that include 3- and 4-bedroom options suitable for young families by 
scaling back single-family units. 

• Commenter proposed an alternative where high-density housing is developed 
north of Covell Boulevard and green space be placed to the north side of the high 
density apartments so residents could more easily walk/cycle or utilize transit to 
access shopping areas and further reduce VMT. 

• Commenter requested that the main artery of the Village Farms Davis Project 
development be designed with a width able to accommodate a transit route, with 
the goal that this main artery would connect to all of the future developments north 
of Covell Boulevard which are currently anticipated to be developed.  
 

Commenter 10 (Unknown) 
• Commenter expressed concern about safety, vehicle speeds, travel times, and 

traffic congestion in Davis, West Sacramento, and I-80 areas. 
• Commenter expressed their view that Davis has a roadway infrastructure deficit.  
• Commenter expressed concern related to feasibility for Davis to maintain 

roadways and public utilities.  

Commenter 11 (David McGlocklin) 
• Commenter stated opinion that the proposed project is too large and has too many 

negative impacts. 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to the number of proposed residential 

units, tree removal, drainage ditch in the project site vicinity, impacts to wildlife 
species, proximity to the old landfill and sewage treatment facility, leaching of 
PFAS, soil contaminated with arsenic, and development in the floodplain. 

• Commenter expressed concerns related to soil contaminated with lead where the 
park is proposed.  

• Commenter expressed concerns related to City liability for health issues caused to 
community members. 

• Commenter stated their view that there is no safe access to the project by bikes 
and pedestrians by way of F street or Covell Boulevard.  

• Commenter expressed concern that there would be no grade-separated crossing 
for kids to cross safely across Pole Line Road, Covell Boulevard, or F Street as 
part of the proposed project. 

• Commenter expressed concerns related to the removal of 950 trees and habitat. 
• Commenter stated opinion that the DEIR is inadequate and needs to offer a 

Reduced Acre Alternative that would build only below the channel, preserve the 
vernal pools, and downsize the housing units to a reasonable number. 

217-9 
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Commenter 12 (Marjorie Longo) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to downstream flooding issues, specifically 

concerns related to stormwater flows into the Wildhorse golf course from Covell 
drain, and the capacity to contain stormflows in the Wildhorse neighborhood and 
Covell drain areas. 

• Commenter stated that Section 4.8 of the DEIR does not analyze or disclose in 
writing that stormwater flows will drain into an uninspected drain that flows into 
Wildhorse Golf Course, or the distance of existing homes in the Wildhorse 
neighborhood from all predicted increases in stormwater in the Wildhorse 
neighborhood.  

• Commenter sited that page 4.8-38 of the DEIR states that the 100-year 24-hour 
storm event does show some isolated areas with larger increases (to storm flows) 
that would occur within drainage features along Covell Drain and the Wildhorse 
Golf Course area.  

• Commenter stated that Section 4.8 does not analyze or disclose potential impacts 
related to erosion or other means on Wildhorse Golf Course in instances of the 
100-year flood event. 

• Commenter expressed their view that the Wildhorse Golf Course serves as a 
wildlife corridor in addition to being a source of recreation. 

• Commenter  expressed their view that mitigation measures starting on page 4.8-
38 of the DEIR are vague, will be implemented too late in the review process, and 
do not specify that they will be aimed to eliminate flooding impacts to Wildhorse 
Golf Course and neighborhood.  

• Commenter suggested a Build Below the Channel Alternative that includes 
avoidance of channel disruption or does not cause more water to flow into the 
Wildhorse community, requires that the City enter into an agreement with 
Wildhorse Golf Course for annual inspection of Covell Drain, and provides proof 
that all past and future hydrologic modeling takes into account poor maintenance 
of Covell Drain on Wildhorse Golf Course. 
 

Commenter 13 (Chris Carter) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to impacts resulting from building on a 

flood plain, such as settling house foundations. 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to increased traffic, and the safety of 

bikers along roadways in the project vicinity. 

Commenter 14 (Andrew MackElrone) 
• Commenter gave Cannery as an example of unfinished projects and expressed 

concerns about the City’s lack of expertise and workforce necessary to finish the 
proposed project. 

• Commenter expressed concerns related to overflow of traffic from Village Farms 
Davis Project into the Cannery neighborhood, as well as concerns relating to 
existing traffic problems on Covell Boulevard. 

• Commenter noted that the local vernal alkaline pool area was recently plowed and 
worked over.  
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• Commenter expressed concerns related to endangered species habitat, loss of 
green space and dedicated park space, the existence of a flood plain of the project 
site, and potential impacts caused by conversion of residential units to rental 
properties. 

Commenter 15 (Elizabeth Reay) 
• Commenter expressed opposition to the proposed project, stating that the current 

DEIR is inadequate. 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to potential impacts caused by the project 

being built on 200 acres of floodplain. 
• Commenter stated that the proposed project does not contain a confirmed over or 

underpass at F Street, Covell Boulevard, or Pole Line Road for school children or 
bikes to safely pass. 

• Commenter expressed concern related to lack of a school within the proposed 
development. 

• Commenter stated the opinion that the DEIR does not address traffic issues on 
Pole Line Road. 

• Commenter expressed concern related to the removal of 77% of mature trees on 
the project site, and potential resulting impacts to wildlife, especially nesting 
raptors. 

• Commenter expressed concerns related to potential hazards including the 
potential arsenic in the fill dirt removed from the urban agricultural transition area, 
potential impacts resulting from proximity to the old landfill with a history of an open 
burn pit, leaking of toxics into groundwater, and properly informing future home 
buyers of potential hazards. 

• Commenter requested that the developer and all future heirs be required to take 
liability for potential impacts created by the proposed project. 

Commenter 16 (Nancy Price) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to toxics, cost of housing, relation of jobs 

to housing, and impacts caused by people commuting in and out of the City, 
generally. 

• Commenter expressed opinion that there needs to be a 1,000-foot zone around 
the old landfill to protect from leachate of PFAS related to potential health impacts. 

• Commenter asked if the proposed site, as an agricultural site, had a history of 
using sludge from the former off-site WWTP as fertilizer.  

• Commenter expressed concern related to impacts resulting from potential 
contamination from potential historical use of toxic fertilizers. 

Commenter 17 (Dr. Glen Holstein) 
• Commenter expressed their view that the project plans and mitigations do not 

properly protect sensitive or rare plant and wildlife species.  
• Commenter expressed concern related to conflicting maps and consistency in 

presenting habitat types. 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to the removal of soil and vegetation to 

build up houses. 
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• Commenter expressed concerns related to potential toxic waste existing below the 
project site. 

• Commenter expressed preference for the No Project Alternative or an alternative 
that proposed housing at an alternative site that does not contain rare species. 
 

Commenter 18 (Davis Community Action Network Team)  
• Commenter requested that more transit planning be conducted.  
• Commenter expressed concerns related to transit, VMT, high levels of GHG 

resulting from the proposed project, and accommodation of bike routes and busses 
on roadways in the project vicinity.  

• Commenter expressed the view that an increase in proposed housing density 
along transit corridors would result in reduced pollution. 

• Commenter expressed support for addition of a micro-grid, with full electrification 
using renewables. 

• Commenter suggested a feasibility study be prepared for the proposed project 
demonstrating how a microgrid could reduce emissions of project overall and align 
with climate goals. 

• Commenter stated a preference for alternatives including smaller units, increased 
attached units,  and requested that the developer commit to the 20% affordable 
housing mix with down payment assistance even if the proposed project’s 
residential density is altered in response to comments. 

• Commenter requested that the wetlands be set aside in consideration of the 
alternatives.  
 

Commenter 19 (Sharon Montooth) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to traffic resulting from the proposed 

project, as well as concern for the safety of bike riders and kids along Covell 
Boulevard and Pole Line Road. 

• Commenter expressed concerns related to the old City landfill and toxics leaking 
in the project vicinity. 

• Commenter expressed concerns related to removal of trees along the channel, as 
well as impacts to hawks, owls, coyotes, and apex predators. 

Commenter 20 (Vijay Kumar) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to annexation north of Covell drain, the 

long-term cumulative impacts related to annexation, the feasibility of dirt-moving 
activities related to the proposed project, and the potential for waters of the United 
States present in areas where dirt-moving activities are anticipated.  

• Commenter states general concern that the mitigation measures proposed are not 
adequate. 

Commenter 21 (Norb Kumagai) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to proximity of proposed project to 

emergency medical services and maintaining an emergency response time radius 
of 5 minutes or under. 
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• Commenter stated support of the proposed project’s inclusion of a dedicated public 
service area, police, and fire services. 

Commenter 22 (Mark Huising) 
• Commenter stated a general need to meet climate resilience and GHG reduction 

goals, as well as the need to reduce car dependency and increase bike or Ebike 
facilities.  

• Commenter expressed concerns related to roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
access between the Village Farm neighborhood, the Cannery neighborhood, North 
Davis, Covell Park, the Wildhorse neighborhood, Davis high, and the university 
area.  

• Commenter expressed concerns related to inclusion of solid designs for pedestrian 
access in the project vicinity including access to the Covell Boulevard overpass.  
 

Commenter 23 (Juliette Beck) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access, 

and incorporation of the 2030 climate goals and Yolo County approach to climate 
action and emergency as part of the proposed project.  

• Commenter expressed concern related to VMT levels resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project. 

• Commenter expressed the opinion that the VMT calculation is not present or 
transparent in the DEIR, as VMT is shown per capita but not for the project as a 
whole, and requested that the DEIR include VMT calculations for the project as a 
whole.  

• Commenter expressed general concerns about housing models, and requested 
limited equity housing options alternatives, similar to the Dos Pinos development, 
which offers affordable housing opportunities for low- and moderate-income 
households that would reduce commuter impacts. 

Commenter 24 (Eileen Samitz) 
• Commenter stated concerns related to high amount of environmental impacts 

compared to the previous Covell Village project, proximity to floodplain, proximity 
to the old landfill, potential for presence of PFAS and manganese, enforcement of 
the 1,000-foot buffer around the old landfill, potential presence of soil 
contamination such as high levels of arsenic, potential impacts caused by 1 million 
cubic yards of dirt moving, potential presence of toxaphene in 1.2 million Mg/KG 
and high levels of lead on the park site, safe access for bikes and pedestrians, a 
lack of infrastructure for pedestrian access under F street or Covell Boulevard, 
feasibility of the Pole Line Road undercrossing, increases in traffic and GHGs, and 
feasibility of public transit use in the project site vicinity. 

• Commenter expressed the view that the DEIR lacks mitigation measures and 
resolutions for hazards. 

• Commenter cited that CEQA requires a proposed project to offer alternatives with 
lesser impacts and states the opinion that this DEIR does not contain alternatives 
with lesser impacts. 
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• Commenter expressed a preference for addition of a Reduced Acreage or 
Reduced Footprint Environmentally Superior Alternative, similar to what was in the 
Covell Village EIR with a modification protecting the vernal pools and reducing 
number of units proportionally on the site. 

Commenter 25 (Dave Bakay) 
• Commenter stated the opinion that the project is not good for Davis and supports 

a smaller footprint alternative. 
• Commenter noted that the proposed project does not have a northern or western 

exit and all traffic resulting from the proposed project would go to Pole Line Road 
and Covell Boulevard. 

• Commenter noted that the proposed project does not contain an overcrossing to 
the soccer fields. 

• Commenter expressed that he does not understand VMT and that he does not get 
how having 2,700 units is better for VMT than 1,800. 

• Commenter expressed concern related to potential hazards resulting in placement 
of a park in the corner, related to potential pollution and the safety of children in 
that area. 

• Commenter expressed concern about connectivity of transit routes to the library or 
Mondavi Center, and questioned if the future residents will use the bus. 

• Commenter expressed that he hopes the board will reject the current proposed 
project in favor of a better alternative. 

Commenter 26 (Ryan Samimi) 
• Commenter expressed general support for the project in the sense that it bridges 

a gap in the growth boundary of Davis, between Pole Line Road, The Cannery 
neighborhood, and L Street development. 

• Commenter expressed support for overcrossing to be built around the railroad lines 
to allow contiguity between neighborhoods. 

• Commenter expressed opinion that the current proposed mix of units is good but 
thinks it would make more sense to have higher density areas closer to Covell 
Boulevard.  

Commenter 27 (John Keller) 
• Commenter cited that CEQA sets requirements when thresholds are exceeded in 

environmental areas and stated that they wanted to emphasize that those 
thresholds are minimums.  

• Commenter stated that they urge the Commission to aim higher than the minimum 
thresholds. 

Commenter 28 (Eva Speigel) 
• Commenter stated generally that they support the proposed project, especially the 

development of 1,800 units in the City of Davis, and the proposed project design.   
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Commenter 29 (Ginga Strozyk) 
• Commenter expressed the opinion that the proposed project would have too much 

of an environmental impact, create too much traffic, cause dangerous flooding, be 
built on lands containing dangerous toxins, and cost too much in taxpayer dollars.  

• Commenter asked who will take responsibility for flooding, or exposure to toxins, 
or gridlock of neighborhoods causing impacts on day-to-day life? 

Commenter 30 (Larry Stozyk) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to mitigating sewage in a flood zone, 

excessive use of water, potential impacts of housing density on fire risk, and traffic 
impacts. 
 

Commenter 31 (Timothy Hoban) 
• Commenter expressed concerns relating to growth-inducing impacts of the 

proposed project, traffic impacts, irreversible impacts resulting from the proposed 
project, potential for toxics in the project area including air particulate matter, the 
potential for global warming as a result of the proposed project, habitat destruction, 
removal of 1,000 trees, and risk of flooding.  

• Commenter expressed opposition to the proposed project stating that the project 
merits rejection even with alternatives or mitigation measures provided. 

Commenter 32 (Mikey) 
• Commenter stated support of the proposed project especially regarding an 

increase in housing availability in the City of Davis.  
 

Commenter 33 (Les Portello) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to the proposed project’s proximity to a 

flood plain, proximity to the old City landfill, traffic maneuverability on F Street and 
County Road 102, traffic congestion in general, and availability of feasible 
alternatives.  

• Commenter requested a proposal for better transportation access including 
providing bicycle accessibility to F Street and downtown Davis.  

 
Commenter 34 (Unknown) 

• Commenter expressed support for the proposed project, stating that the 1,800-unit 
Village Farms Davis Project will provide housing opportunities to Davis allowing 
first time home buyers and Davis locals to buy homes in Davis. 

Commenter 35 (Judy Feldman) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to traffic congestion at Covell Boulevard 

and Pole Line Road, increase in traffic resulting from an increase in residences, 
moving of the drainage ditch, proximity to the old landfill, potential impacts to 
wildlife and trees, potential for toxic waste to infiltrate groundwater, and 
encroachment upon the agricultural buffer.  

• Commenter expressed the opinion that the DEIR does not adequately address 
impacts.  
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Commenter 36 (Nicholas Pinter) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to potential hydrology impacts, stating that 

the hydrological modeling underestimates the potential downstream hydrological 
impacts and that there is a risk for significantly adding flow volumes and water 
levels in the Wildhorse neighborhood.  

• Commenter recommended that independent water modeling be prepared for the 
proposed project and that the City of Davis request detailed engineering designs 
that prove mitigation of hydrological impacts provided to the standard of the 
Administration of State and Federal Floodplain Managers (ASFDM), which require 
zero adverse impacts. 

• Commenter noted that the DEIR cites mitigation measures that will be designed 
and implemented in the future, but provides no details, timelines for the design or 
implementation of mitigation measures.  

Commenter 37 (Jackie) 
• Commenter expressed support for the proposed project stating that there is a need 

for homes for median income families in the City of Davis, and that the currently 
proposed project is the best match for density that would be desirable for families.  

Commenter 38 (Sarah) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to developing homes on a floodplain and 

disaster response if a flood were to happen where housing was developed. 
 

Commenter 39 (Callie Garritson) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to traffic impacts on Pole Line Road, Covell 

Boulevard, and connecting streets to Cannery loop, related to traffic congestion 
and potential hazards to pedestrians and bikers, especially kids walking and riding 
to school every day. 

• Commenter expressed concern related to hydrology, including potential flooding 
at drainage basins north of the Cannery neighborhood, and impacts resulting from 
conversion of permeable surfaces to non-permeable surfaces, especially during 
100-year flood event conditions.  

• Commenter expressed concern related to soil toxics, stating that there are known 
toxins such as PFAS and “forever chemicals” known to occur in soils not just near 
the landfill but throughout the proposed project site. 

• Commenter asked how is it a good idea to dig up the (project site) soils and then 
have the wind blow contaminated soils on nearby uses such as neighborhoods, 
soccer fields, and preschools? 

• Commenter noted that Montessori Country Day Preschool is steps away from the 
project site and that it is not considered in DEIR. 

• Commenter expressed concern about the undercrossing and overcrossing 
projects not being fully scoped as part of the proposed project, the proposed 
square footage of the proposed residences, reliance of the school district on the 
success of the housing development, and location of the project on the opposite 
side of town from the University. 
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Commenter 40 (Lynn) 
• Commenter expressed support for the proposed project, stating that they support 

development of more homes, and that they think this will support young families 
and “bring Davis back to life”. 

Commenter 41 (Lauren Gary) 
• Commenter expressed support for the proposed project, stating that the proposed 

project is an opportunity for young families and first-time home buyers to buy 
homes in the City of Davis. 

Commenter 42 (Luanna Villanueva) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to the project site’s proximity to a 200-acre 

floodplain, unlined old City dump, and sewage treatment plant.  
• Commenter expressed concern related to potential toxic chemicals and PFAS 

leaks above maximum concentration allowed, contaminated groundwater, and a 
lack of safe access for bikes and pedestrians. 

• Commenter expressed the opinion that the EIR is inadequate, and that there is a 
need to add a Water Channel Only Reduced Acreage Alternative. 

Commenter 43 (Jessica Chapman) 
• Commenter expressed support for the proposed project, stating that the proposed 

project would provide an opportunity for economic improvement for families, 
community connectedness, new schools, a new fire department, new police 
station, and an opportunity to provide a sense of community for individuals of 
different backgrounds professionals and families.  

Commenter 44 (Alan Pryor) 
• Commenter expressed their view that claims by other commenters that the old 

landfill is a substantial negative impact are unfounded.  
• Commenter reiterates DEIR findings regarding groundwater wells, toxics, and 

PFAS, and generally agrees with the findings of the water board and the DEIR.  
 
Commenter 45 (Sherri) 

• Commenter expressed support for the proposed project, stating that the plan for 
1,800 units is well planned, and that the analysis regarding noise, dust, and 
environmental studies was adequate.  

Commenter 46 (Laura McDonald) 
• Commenter expressed support for the proposed project, stating that the affordable 

housing program will make the proposed project affordable for median income 
families. 

• Commenter stated that they support the proposed roadway improvements on Pole 
Line Road, south of Covell Boulevard, as well as the fair share (traffic) obligations 
outlined in the DEIR, and that they feel these improvements will support the safety 
of cyclists and drivers, pedestrians, and school age children that use the roads. 
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• Commenter expressed that while they do not support development of open 
spaces, they acknowledge that there is a need for residential development in Davis 
and support a well thought out development plan, such as the proposed project.  

Commenter 47 (Cynthia) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to dwelling units per acre, housing 

density, parking, water, and traffic. 
• Commenter expressed preference for an alternative including three-story 

apartments with more parking provided.  

Commenter 48 (Jim Watts) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to traffic impacts, suitability of the 

proposed project for the City, necessity of the proposed project related to the City’s 
growth requirements, and the overall design and planning related to the proposed 
project.  

Commenter 49 (Kara) 
• Commenter expressed support for the proposed project stating that the public will 

benefit from the 1,800-unit design as proposed, and that they feel the proposed 
project was carefully planned.  

• Commenter expressed support for design elements such as the urban agricultural 
transition area, valuable open green spaces, community access points, 
recreational and environmental opportunities provided by proposed project, as well 
as potential for the proposed project to help the local public school systems gain 
stability.  

Commenter 50 (Elizabeth Coolbrith) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to potential impacts to the Cannery 

neighborhood, including development of a high-traffic road over the existing farm 
and potential changes the character of the Cannery neighborhood, transportation 
hazards resulting from increased traffic flow from the proposed project to the 
narrow Cannery neighborhood streets, potential increase in GHG, and potential 
hazards for pedestrians on J and L streets caused by the blind turn at the 
southwest edge of the Cannery loop near the dog park. 

Commenter 51 (Unknown) 
• Commenter expressed concern related to traffic on Pole Line Road around 5:00 

P.M. going east on County Road 102, and potential impacts to traffic in the 
Wildhorse neighborhood at the Pole Line Road intersection resulting from the 
proposed project.  

• Commenter expressed opinion that the proposed project and Planning 
Commission need to provide mitigation measures for traffic impacts resulting from 
the proposed project. 

Commenter 52 (Roberta Stewart) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to potential increases in vehicular traffic, 

especially commuter traffic from Woodland, increased traffic resulting from the 
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proposed project, potential impacts to the Pole Line Road cross streets, and the 
capacity of existing roadway infrastructure in the project site vicinity.  

Planning Commission Final Comments 

Commenter 53 (Vince McLaughlin) 
• Commenter expressed support for inclusion of a Reduced Footprint Alternative in 

the alternatives section, located south of the drainage channel with the elimination 
of the east village directly south of the dump and the closed sewage treatment 
plant.  

• Commenter requested the inclusion of more explanation as to why it may or may 
not have been possible to create an ingress or egress on the F street side of the 
proposed project to alleviate traffic concerns with nearby examples of feasibility. 

• Commenter expressed general concerns about groundwater migration and 
groundwater wells and states that more mitigation could be provided to address 
safety concerns regarding repositioning soil, the possibility of finding problems in 
the future, and the City possibly being held liable in some way after developer 
leaves. 

Commenter 54 (Georgina Valencia) 
• Commenter expressed concerns regarding the stormwater control plan, stating 

that because a stormwater control plan has not been prepared and proper source 
control measures cannot be ensured at this time, the stormwater control plan 
needs to be prepared and reanalyzed within the DEIR.   

• Commenter expressed concerns related to transportation hazards, including 
further analysis of the feasibility of an undercrossing or overcrossing for bikes and 
pedestrians,  especially with the increased traffic flow potentially created by the 
proposed project. 

• Commenter expressed concern related to the feasibility of the educational farm 
and stated that it needs to be well planned.  
 

Commenter 55 (Alan Benett) 
• Commenter expressed agreement with other commenters that a Reduced 

Footprint Alternative would have been good to see. 
• Commenter expressed the view that the description of proposed project and 

Biological Resources Preservation Alternative (BRPA) was confusing, and asked 
that if the BRPA is the preferred alternative for the proposed project, why is the 
BRPA not analyzed as the main proposed project to reduce confusion?  

Commenter 56 (Greg Rowe) 
• Commenter asked the environmental consultant a question regarding the accuracy 

of their own method for calculating K-12 students generated by the proposed 
project. (Mr. Pappani replied with the methods used to calculate K-12 students 
generated by the proposed project as utilized within the DEIR). 
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• Commenter asked if the Environmentally Superior Alternative would result in an 
increase in students created by the proposed project as a result of the proposed 
increased housing density. 

• Commenter expressed concern related to provision of a clearer presentation of 
project phasing within the DEIR, VMT and the feasibility of the California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) standards, bicycle and 
pedestrian safety at Covell Boulevard and Pole Line Road, pedestrian safety at the 
crossings to schools and Nugget Field, inclusion of a grade-separated crossing in 
the proposed project design, the adequacy of the proposed traffic mitigations, and 
potential increases to traffic and travel times during peak hours.  

• The commenter expressed that they do not support the proposed project, stating 
they do not think the EIR addresses concerns correctly or contains correct 
alternatives, and if they were to vote on the project tonight, they would not vote to 
implement the proposed project.  

Commenter 57 (Catherine Brinkley) 
• Commenter noted that the Draft EIR is tricky because the general plan process 

has not been started to discuss annexation or future development, and as a result, 
many of the comments might not have been about the DEIR or project but reflected 
frustration with the City’s process. 

• Commenter expressed concern that a viable and desirable alternative was not 
presented by the DEIR, and expressed that an alternative including high-density, 
multi-family housing with a reduced footprint would be desirable.  

• Commenter expressed support for VMT as a metric and the benefits of increased 
housing density.  

• Commenter expressed concern related to potential impacts to critical habitat that 
would be lost as a result of the proposed project, and stated support about 
concerns related to fairy shrimp, vernal pools and nesting birds. 

• Commenter expressed concern related to water quality, specifically that the DEIR 
finding regarding water quality impacts was not significant even though plans to 
mitigate water quality impacts were not fully developed. 

Commenter 58 (Johanes Troost) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to potential transportation hazards and 

traffic congestion on Pole Line Road, Covell Boulevard, and the turn lane into 
Village Farms Davis Project. 

• The commenter asked how many lanes on surrounding streets will be necessary 
for existing and project-related traffic. 

• Intersection of F Street and Covell Boulevard is already problematic, particularly 
due to school-related traffic.  

• Commenter expressed their view that the proposed project requires a traffic plan 
for the project and the City, including a way to cross to the north, including an over 
grade crossing, and a linkage between developments on north side.  

• Commenter expressed support for developing more residences in the City of 
Davis.  
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Commenter 59 (Michelle Weiss) 
• Commenter expressed concerns regarding the need for a grade-separated 

crossing as part of the proposed project, especially in the Pole Line Road and F 
Street areas.  

• Commenter expressed support for increased housing in the City.  
• Commenter expressed concerns related to analysis of transportation hazards, 

emergency service response times, specifically medical response services versus 
fire response services, drainage, number and location of tree removal, chemicals 
and hazards.  

Commenter 60 (Vince McLaughlin) 
• Commenter expressed concerns related to potential traffic impacts caused by 

existing narrow streets in the Cannery neighborhood and proposed project design 
on the Cannery neighborhood.  

• Commenter requested that the proposed project include a thoughtful multipage or 
multi-paragraph analysis addressing construction of an ingress and egress 
encircling the Cannery neighborhood, stating how the concerns of the citizens of 
the Cannery neighborhood are going to be addressed, with mitigation measures.  

Commenter 61 (Greg Rowe) 
• Commenter expressed concern relating to leachates from the former landfill in the 

groundwater and the potential for increases in use of surface water to cause 
increases in the groundwater height, thus resulting in potential pollution of the new 
Channel A. 

• Commenter expressed the opinion that the EIR is deficient if it does not look at 
potential habitat downstream.  
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LETTER 217: DRAFT EIR COMMENT HEARING SUMMARY 
 
Response to Comment 217-1 
Please see Master Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment 217-2 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2.  
 
Response to Comment 217-3 
Please see Master Response 5 and Responses to Comments 52-6 and 100-7. 
 
Response to Comment 217-4 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-5 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 217-6 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 217-7 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-8 
Please see Master Responses 1 through 4 and 7. 
 
Response to Comment 217-9 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 217-10 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5. 
 
Response to Comment 217-11 
Please see Master Responses 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7. 
 
Response to Comment 217-12 
Please see Master Response 4 as well as responses to Letters 158 and 159, authored by the 
same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-13 
Please see Master Responses 4 and 5.  
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Response to Comment 217-14 
Please see Master Responses 1, 4 and 5. 
 
Response to Comment 217-15 
Please see Master Responses 3 through 7, and Response to Comment 16-3. 
 
Response to Comment 217-16 
Please see Master Response 3 and Response to Comment 166-9. 
 
Response to Comment 217-17 
Please see responses to Letter 95, authored by the same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-18 
Please see Master Responses 2 and 5 and Response to Comment 29-17. 
 
Response to Comment 217-19 
Please see Master Responses 3, 5, and 7. 
 
Response to Comment 217-20 
Please see Master Response 4 as well as responses to Letter 210, authored by the same 
commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-21 
Please see Response to Comment 30-4.  
 
Response to Comment 217-22 
Please see Master Response 6 as well as responses to Letter 160, authored by the same 
commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-23 
Please see Master Response 5 as well as responses to Letters 131 and 132, authored by the 
same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-24 
Please see Master Responses 2 and 3 as well as responses to Letters 75 through 80, authored 
by the same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-25 
Please see Master Responses 2, 3, and 6, as well as responses to Letter 66, authored by the 
same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-26 
Please see Master Response 1.  
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Response to Comment 217-27 
Please see Master Response 1, as well as responses to Letters 120 and 121, authored by the 
same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-28 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-29 
Please see Master Responses 3 and 4, as well as responses to Letters 93 and 94, authored by 
the same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-30 
Please see responses to Letter 142, authored by the same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-31 
Please see Master Response 3, 4, and 7, as well as responses to Letter 203, authored by the 
same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-32 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-33 
Please see Master Responses 2 and 5, as well as responses to Letter 146, authored by the same 
commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-34 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-35 
Please see Master Responses 3, 5 and 7, as well as responses to Letters 125 and 126, authored 
by the same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-36 
Please see Master Response 4, as well as responses to Letter 169, authored by the same 
commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-37 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-38 
Please see Master Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment 217-39 
Please see Master Responses 3 through 6, as well as responses to Letter 45, authored by the 
same commenter. 
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Response to Comment 217-40 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-41 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-42 
Please see Master Responses 2, 3, and 4. 
 
Response to Comment 217-43 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-44 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-45 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-46 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-47 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 217-48 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-49 
Please see Master Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 217-50 
Please see Master Response 5, as well as responses to Letter 81, authored by the same 
commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-51 
Please see Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 217-52 
Please see Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 217-53 
Please see Master Responses 2, 3, 5, and 6. 
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Response to Comment 217-54 
Please see Master Responses 5 and 6. Regarding the portion of the comment about the 
stormwater control plan, it is important to emphasize that drainage reports have already been 
prepared for the Proposed Project and the BRPA.2 Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 pertains to the 
preparation of a final Stormwater Control Plan, which cannot be prepared at this time given the 
fact that the applicant is only seeking program-level entitlements for the project (e.g., annexation, 
General Plan land use and zoning changes, etc.). As such, the appropriate time for a Stormwater 
Control Plan will be when a tentative subdivision map has been prepared. The tentative 
subdivision map will include street, lotting, and utilities layouts, finished grades, etc., all of which 
will be needed to refine the programmatic drainage analysis that has been prepared for the Draft 
EIR.  
 
Under CEQA, a lead agency may rely on future studies to devise the specific design of a mitigation 
measure when the results of later studies are used to tailor mitigation measures to fit on-the-
ground environmental conditions.3 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 includes sufficient performance standards, as follows:  
 

4.8-2 Prior to approval of final project improvement plans, a final Stormwater 
Control Plan shall be submitted to City of Davis Public Works – Utilities 
and Operations Department for review and approval. The final 
Stormwater Control Plan shall be in compliance with all applicable 
provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Phase II MS4 General Permit (NPDES General Permit No. 
CAS612008, Order No. R2-2022-0018) and shall meet the standards 
of the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater 
BMP Handbook for New Development and Redevelopment. Site 
design measures, source-control measures, hydromodification 
management, and Low Impact Development (LID) standards, as 
necessary, shall be incorporated into the design and shown on the 
improvement plans. The final plans shall include calculations 
demonstrating that the water quality BMPs are appropriately sized, 
using methodology in the CASQA Stormwater BMP Handbook for New 
Development and Redevelopment. The final plans shall also 
incorporate the proposed components for maintaining the stormwater-
treatment facilities.  

 
In summary, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 includes sufficient performance standards and is 
appropriately timed to when sufficient project-level design information is available to prepare a 
Stormwater Control Plan.  

 
2  Cunningham Engineering. Drainage System and Flood Control Analysis for Village Farms Davis. August 8, 2024; 

Cunningham Engineering. Drainage System and Flood Control Analysis for Village Farms Davis Biological 
Resources Preservation Alternative. August 8, 2024; Rick Engineering Company. Village Farms Project: 2-
Dimensional Hydraulic Modeling. July 8, 2024; Rick Engineering Company. Village Farms Project: Biological 
Wetland Avoidance Alternative: 2-Dimensional Hydraulic Modeling. July 8, 2024. 

3   See Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County (2013) 217 Cal.App.4th 503, 524 (upholding mitigation measures, 
based on preconstruction surveys, requiring identified steps for avoiding impacts to biological resources to be 
implemented). 
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Response to Comment 217-55 
Please see Master Response 2. Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR includes a 
separate description of both the Proposed Project and the Biological Resources Preservation 
Alternative, the latter of which was evaluated at an equal level to that of the Proposed Project. 
Inclusion of both a proposed project and an equal-level alternative in an EIR is allowable pursuant 
to CEQA, and in fact, was done for the 2004 Covell Village EIR that was certified by Davis City 
Council.   
 
Response to Comment 217-56 
Please see responses to Letters 96 to 102, authored by the same commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-57 
Please see Master Responses 2 and 5, as well as responses to Letter 51, authored by the same 
commenter.  
 
Response to Comment 217-58 
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5.  
 
Response to Comment 217-59 
Please see Master Responses 1, 5, and 6, as well as Response to Comment 30-4. 
 
Response to Comment 217-60 
Please see Master Response 5.  
 
Response to Comment 217-61 
Please see Master Response 3.  
 


