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December 31, 2025

Dara Dungworth

Principal Planner

City of Davis Department of Community Development
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2

Davis, CA 95616

ddungworth@cityofdavis.org

Subject: Comments for the Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report,
Village Farms Davis Project, SCH# 2023110006, Yolo County

Dear Dara Dungworth,

The Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Board) appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the partially recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Village
Farms Davis Project (proposed project).

The proposed project involves developing a mixed-use development community, including but
not limited to constructing several crossings for water pipelines, bike and pedestrian paths,
sewer pipeline, and vehicle roads over; constructing a drainage basin, storm water detention
basins and storm water channels that drain to; and, constructing a storm drain outfall to Davis
Drain (referred to as Channel A in the NOP). Davis Drain is a regulated stream that is within the
Board's permitting authority. Therefore, a Board permit may be required. Board permit
information, including information on how to schedule a pre-application meeting with Board staff,
is available on the Permitting at the Central Valley Flood Protection Beard website.

California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Waters, Division 1 (Title 23) provides standards that
govern the design and construction of projects that affect the flood control works and floodways.
Board staff recommends that you review Title 23 Standards, including Sections 112 (Streams
Regulated and Nonpermissible Work Periods), 128 (Bridges), 131 (Vegetation), and 132
(Bicycle Trails). Any modification to the flood control works or floodways, and any deviation or
variation from the standards will require approval from the Board.

Responsibility of the Board

The Board is the State’s regulatory agency responsible for enforcing appropriate standards for
the construction, maintenance, and operation of the flood control system that protects life,
property, and habitat in California’s Central Valley.

Board Permit

Per Title 23, Section 6, approval by the Board is required for all proposed work or uses,
including the alteration of levees within any area for which there is an Adopted Plan of Flood
Control within the Board’s jurisdiction. In addition, Board approval is required for all proposed
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encroachments within a floodway, on adjacent levees, and within any Regulated Stream
identified in Title 23, Table 8.1. Specifically, Board jurisdiction includes the levee section, the
waterward area between project levees, a minimum 10-foot-wide strip adjacent to the landward
levee toe, the area within 30 feet from the top of bank(s) of Regulated Streams, and inside the
Board's Designated Floodways. Activities outside of these limits which could adversely affect
Federal-State flood control facilities, as determined by the Board, are alsc under the Board's
jurisdiction. Permits may also be required for existing unpermitted encroachments or where it is
necessary to establish the conditions normally imposed by permitting, including where
responsibility for the encroachment has not been clearly established or ownership or uses have
been changed.

Flood Impacts Analysis
Pursuant to Title 23, Section 15, the Board may deny a Board permit if the proposed project
could:

+ Jeopardize directly or indirectly the physical integrity of levees or other works,
218-1 « Obstruct, divert, redirect, or raise the surface level of design floods or flows, or the lesser
flows for which protection is provided,

Cont. Cause significant adverse changes in water velocity or flow regimen,

Impair the inspection of floodways or project works,

Interfere with the maintenance of floodways or project works,

Interfere with the ability to engage in flood fighting, patrolling, or other flood emergency

activities,

Increase the damaging effects of flood flows,

+ Be injurious to, or interfere with, the successful execution, functioning, or operation of any
adopted plan of flood control, or

« Adversely affect the State Plan of Flood Control, as defined in the California \Water Code.

The Board, as a Responsible Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
will review and consider the environmental effects of the proposed project identified in the DEIR,
and will reach its own conclusions on whether and how to approve the project involved (14 CCR
15096, subd. (a)). This includes direct impacts to facilities under construction, as well as indirect
impacts from the proposed project to surrounding facilities. Accordingly, the comments herein
are intended to assist in the development of a robust CEQA document capable of supporting the
Board's permitting process.

Closing

The potential risks to public safety, including increased flood risks, need to be considered when
developing proposed projects that seek to modify flood control works or the hydrology of the
water ways. Board staff is available to discuss any questions you have regarding the above
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comments. Please contact Jordan Robbins at (916) 524-3454, or via email at
Jordan.Robbins@cvflood.ca.gov if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Jamit Sibra
Jamie Silva

Environmental Program Manager

cc: Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation
State.Clearinghouse@Ici.ca.gov
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Response to Comment 218-1
Please see Master Response 8.
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CHAIR

BILL BIASI
Councilmermber
City of Winters

CSCARYILLEGAS
VICE CHAIR
Supervicar - 1% District

LUCAS FRERICHS
Supervior - 2™ District

PAMELA MILLER
Public Mermber

GLORIA PARTIDA
Councilmermber
City of Davis

December 15, 2025

Dara Dungworth, Principal Planner
City of Davis Community Development
23 Russell Boulevard

Davis, CA 95616

[via email]

Re: Comments on the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Davis Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) SCH# 2023110006

Dear Ms. Dungworth:

ALTERNATES
SHEILA ALLEN
Supervisor - 4t District

TANIA GARCIA-CADENA
Councilmernber
City of Woodland

Thank you for consulting with Yolo LAFCo for the Partially Recirculated Village
Fams Davis Project DEIR. As you are aware, LAFCo is a Responsible Agency for
the project and would use the EIR to consider a sphere of influence amendment
and annexation to implement the Project.

PRV | The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR focuses on impacts related to utilities and
service systems, specifically related to wastewater treatment capacity. The
starr | Partially Recirculated Draft EIR identifies significant impacts related to wastewater

CHRISTINE M. CRAWFOQRD, AICP
Executive Officer

JDTREBEC
Deputy Executive Officer

DESIRAE LEVERETT
Administrative Specialist /Clerk

COUNSEL
ERIC MAY

625 Court Street, Suite 107
Woodland CA 95695

[530) 666-8048
lafco@yolocounty.org

wavw yololafica.org

treatment capacity, which have been determined to remain significant and
unavoidable even after implementation of the mitigation measures set forth in the
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Please be advised, in accordance with Government Code Section 56668(k), a
required factor LAFCo must consider in the review of a future annexation
application includes the ability of the City to provide municipal services, including
the sufficiency of revenues for those services following annexation. Accordingly, a
Plan for Services submitted with the application will need to include information
about the Project’s impact to the City's remaining wastewater treatment capacity,
a plan for infrastructure improvements required, and how those services will be
financed (§56653). We anticipate the City's wastewater treatment study underway
will be able to provide this information.

Thank you again for consulting with Yolo LAFCo. If you have any questions, please
feel free to contact me.

Best regards,
Y i :-:)/ . ‘,,J:
Chifistine M. Crawford, AICP
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Response to Comment 219-1

The comment summarizes the findings of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR and does not
address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The portion of the comment
regarding the future annexation application and Plan for Services is noted. The comment has
been forwarded to the applicant and decision-makers for their consideration.
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Dara Dungworth

From: greg rowe <greglrowe51@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2025 5:13 PM
To: Dara Dungworth

Subject: Re: Village Farms: Recirculated DEIR
Categories: VFD Comment

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

Dara, thanks. |read the RDEIR. Itis sort of what | expected, based on reading Section 4.14 of the WG DEIR and the Nov
7 Brown & Caldwell preliminary report that is Appendix U. Sort of makes me even more dubious about RHNA; how can
the State reasonably expect cities to accommodate growth that exceeds wastewater treatment capacity and avoids
flood prone areas?

People have been warning the City for a number of years of years that approval of large student apartment complexes
could cause various City services to be stressed beyond capacity. This is a good example of that problem. Just look at
the number of student housing projects on the north side of Russell Blvd, between Sycamore Land and 113. They are in
the City, not on UCD campus, and house hundreds of students. If more student housing had been provided on campus,
dating back to the 1980s, perhaps the demand on the City’s WWTP would be far less now. Too late now to address this
problem, but it means the City was asleep at the wheel in the past. Good thing that Brixmor was unable to find a
development partner to provide student apartments at the shopping center; the problem would be even worse as a
result. Too bad there is no mechanism by which the City can get UCD to help fund expansion of the WWTP.

-- GR
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Response to Comment 220-1

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The
comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 220-2
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
Cumulative wastewater treatment capacity impacts are discussed in Impact 4.14-5 of the Partially

Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.
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MEMO
TO: Dara Dungworth, Principal Planner — City of Davis Community Development
FROM: Greg Rowe, Planning Commissioner
DATE: 3 December 2025
SUBIJECT: Comments on Partially Recirculated Draft EIR (DEIR) — Village Farms Davis (VFD)

Chapter 4-14 - Utilities and Service Systems

This memo conveys questions, concerns and comments regarding the Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP) capacity reports in the DEIRs for the proposed VFD and Willowgrove (WG) projects,
particularly with respect to the Partially Recirculated VFD DEIR released 17 November 2025.
Documents and events are cited in ascending order from 30 November 2023 through 10 November
2025. The West Yost Technical Memorandum (Tech Memo) dated 23 April 2024 is Appendix T of the
VFD DEIR.

Summary:

(1) WWTP operations staff concerns regarding treatment capacity limitations at the WWTP appear in
the second paragraph on page 3 of the Tech Memo. Question: Were those concerns conveyed to City
of Davis planning staff and the EIR consultant early enough for the results of investigative follow-up to
be included in the VFD DEIR?

(2) WWTP staff concerns that current influent flows and loads may be approaching operational
capacity clearly contradict the Tech Memo “Conclusion.” As such, the validity of the Tech Memo is

questionable because it lacks internal consistency. The staff concerns and “Conclusion” are mutually

exclusive.

(3) The VFD FEIR “less-than-significant” (LTS) impact findings replicate the Tech Memo “Conclusion,”
but those findings are inconsistent with the WWTP staff concerns. The DEIR therefore also lacks
internal consistency. The reliability of the LTS finding is questionable and should have been rejected

earlier because substantive contrary evidence from City staff was presented in the Tech Memo.

(4) Itis concerning that the serious concerns expressed by WWTP staff appear to have been
summarily dismissed by the EIR consultants, with no discernable effort to ascertain the severity of
those concerns nor to take those apprehensions into account in reaching the LTS impact finding.
(5) What can be done to prevent recurrence of such an obvious discrepancy between the concerns
articulated by the WTTP staff described in Appendix T and the LTS findings in the VFD DEIR?

1. 30 October 2023: City issued Notice of Preparation for VFD Environmental Impact Report {EIR).
2. 23 April 2024: West Yost Tech Memo (Appendix T) addressed to the Public Works Utilities and

Operations Director and Wastewater Division Manager, titled “Davis WWTP Capacity Impacts of
Proposed Village Farms Development.”
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Comment Memo — Wastewater Treatment Plant 3 December 2025 2

a. The second paragraph on page 3 stated that “..WWTP operations staff have raised
concerns that the existing influent WWTP flows and loads may be approaching the
capacity of the secondary treatment system.” Further, “If the cause of the observed
secondary treatment process impacts cannot be definitively identified and mitigated,
expansion of the secondary treatment process may be required to accommodate the

populations associated with the community buildout.” (Emphasis added.)

b. The Tech Memo “Conclusion” completely ignored the substantive concerns expressed by
the WWTP operations staff, instead stating “...there are no WWTP process capacity
deficiencies under any of the development scenarios analyzed...” and “No WWTP
improvements are therefore needed to accommodate the Buildout plus Village Farms

scenario.”

¢. Questions/Concerns:

i. Concern: The “Conclusion” says the exact opposite of the preceding paragraph on
page 3, which described the concerns of the WWTP operations personnel- -
precisely the professional staff directly involved in running the treatment plant on a

daily basis. The WWTP’s ability to handle increased influent flows and loads is

either sufficient to handle additional population growth or it isn’t; i.e., both

operational conditions cannot be true. The ability of the Planning Commission and

City Council to rely on the veracity of the Tech Memo for decision making is

gquestionable because its authors evidently made no attempt to reconcile these

differences.

ii. Question: The WWTP staff concerns are unambiguous, leading to these questions:
1. Question: Did Public Works notify Davis Planning staff about these concerns

relative to VFD? |am concerned if such communication did not occur.
2. Question: Were the concerns of the WWTP operations staff conveyed to
West Yost and Public Works management orally, in writing, or both?

d. If oral and written information was conveyed to planning staff regarding the status of the
WWTP, how was that information taken into account in the VFD environmental impact

analysis, and dutifully considered in reaching the LTS conclusions reached therein?

3. July 2024: Staff contracted Brown and Caldwell to conduct a WWTP Capacity Analysis evaluation.
a. Source: Pg. 4.14-24, first paragraph in Section 4.14-4, WG DEIR, January 2025.
b. Question: Who contracted with Brown and Caldwell (B&C)? Public Utilities or Planning?

c. Question: Given the importance of the concerns registered by WWTP operations staff, why
did more than two months elapse between issuance of the Tech Memo in April 2024 and
contract execution with B&C in July 2024?
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Comment Memo — Wastewater Treatment Plant 3 December 2025 3

4, 12 November 2024: Cunningham Engineering Memo — BRPA Sewer and Water Evaluation (FVD
DEIR Appendix V). This memo reviewed the West Yost Tech Memo and reiterated its suppositions,
stating that the Tech Memo “...concluded that there are no WWTP process capacity deficiencies
under any of the development scenarios and no WWTP improvements are needed due to the
Village Farms Davis project.” Cunningham apparently simply accepted the Tech Memo

“Conclusion” without proof.

221-14 a. Comment: The Cunningham memo repeated the obvious incongruity of the West Yost Tech
Memo because it does not indicate whether any investigation of the statements by WWTP
operations staff occurred, nor did it attempt to independently reconcile the contradictory
statements in the Tech Memo. More than six months elapsed between issuance of the
Tech Memo on 23 April and the Cunningham memo on 12 November, yet Cunningham
ostensibly did nothing more than simply repeat the Tech Memo’s shortcomings.

221-15 5. 7 January 2025: Notice of VFD DEIR Availability; comment period ended 25 February 2025.

6. VFED DEIR, Chapter 4.14 — Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures
a. Page 14.14-19: This page summarizes a West Yost 2022 wastewater system capacity

analysis. It identified the WWTP capacity as an Average Daily Dry Weather Flow (ADWF) of
5.3 million gallons/day (mgd) under a buildout scenario.*

i. Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures: DEIR concluded no public
utilities, including the WWTP, would require construction or relocation which could
cause significant environmental impacts, so impact would be less than significant.

ii. Concern: This LTS finding mirrors the “Conclusion” section of the Tech Memo, but

221-16 completely ignores and implies as irrelevant the concerns conveyed by the WWTP
operations staff that the existing influent WWTP flows and loads may be
approaching the capacity of the secondary treatment system. Did Planning staff or

Raney attempt to reconcile these differences? Is not a treatment system

approaching its limits a_significant factor that would constrain contemplated

development?
1. Question: Why were the concerns expressed by the WWTP operations staff,

described in Appendix T, not reflected in pages 14-19 of Chapter 4-14?

b. Page 4.14-28, Section 4.14-3: The DEIR stated that VFD’s projected demand in addition to
the WWTP’s existing commitments would result in an impact less than significant. It
states: “...the Proposed Project and BRPAZ would not result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider that adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected

22117

* The buildout scenario included: Nishi, Bretton Woods, DISC 2022 and Willowgrove (2600 combined equivalent dwelling
units or EDUs), plus VFD 1800. At 2.4 person per EDU, the total anticipated population that could be served is 79,700.
2 Biological Resources Preservation Alternative
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demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments does not exist. Thus, a fess-
than-significant impact would occur” and no mitigation measures are required.
i. Comment: These conclusions again appear inconsistent with the WWTP operations
staff concerns described in the West Yost Tech Memo (DEIR Attachment T).

ii. Question/Concern: Why were the WWTP staff observations evidently ignored by
the EIR consultant in reaching the LTS determination?

7. Section 4.14-5, pages 31-32, This section addresses increased demand for utilities and service
systems associated with the proposed VFD Project, in combination with future buildout of the City
of Davis General Plan. Based on the analysis below, it states that the cumulative impact is less
than significant.

a. Waste Water Treatment Section, page 32: “...the City's WWTP facilities have available
capacity at or above a 5.3 mgd influent ADWF design target, with the exception of the
facility’s anaerobic digesters, which have a firm capacity at or slightly lower ADWF of 5.1
mgd.” It concludes, “Based on the above, adequate wastewater treatment services would
be available to serve cumulative development within the City of Davis, in conjunction with
the Proposed Project or BRPA, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.”

i. Comment: These conclusions again appear in conflict with the WWTP operations
staff concerns described on page 3 of the Tech Memo (VFD DEIR Appendix T).

ii. Question: How could a LTS cumulative impacts conclusion be made in light of the
previously available information regarding the WWTP’s doubtful additional
treatment capacity, as evinced in unambiguous terms by WWTP operations staff?

8. 10 November 2025: Notice of Availability (NOA) for Willowgrove (WG) DEIR.

a. WG DEIR Section 4.14-3, page 24: It was concluded that WG’s projected demand on the
WWTP, in addition to the provider’s existing commitments, even with implementation of
mitigation, would result in an impact that would be considered significant and
unavoidable. This determination was reached on the basis of interim findings issued by
B&C on 7 November 2025 (Appendix U of WG DEIR).

i. This section of the WG DEIR states that B&C’s preliminary assessment of overall
constituent loads and capacity at the WWTP “...tentatively confirmed that the
WWTP may be at or nearing capacity for secondary treatment.”

ii. The B&C memo was issued 19 months after the West Yost Tech Memo that
described the capacity concerns of the WWTP operations staff, and 17 months after
the City contracted with B&C to perform its analysis.

1. Question: Why did so much time elapse before the B&C report was issued?

2. Question: Did B&C at any point during its analysis, prior to 7 November
2025, convey oral or written preliminary findings or concerns to City staff?
(Such information could have prompted earlier VFD DEIR recirculation.)

9. Important WWTP Questions Going Forward:
a. Why has the operating condition reached this point without concerns being raised earlier?

b. What can be done to rectify the situation?

c¢. What is the potential range of costs to address the situation?

Page 2-1009
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Response to Comment 221-1
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated
Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 221-2

The West Yost Technical Memorandum (Appendix T to the Draft EIR), dated April 23, 2024,
modeled the City’'s WWTP capacity and estimated an available capacity of 5.3 mgd. The less-
than-significant wastewater treatment capacity conclusion in the Draft EIR was based on the
modeled available capacity of 5.3 mgd, which constitutes then-current substantial evidence in the
record. The April 2024 Technical Memorandum also notes that City WWTP staff expressed
concern that the actual available capacity may be approaching the limit, resulting in the decision
to conduct further evaluation. Consequently, in July 2024, City staff engaged consultants Brown
& Caldwell to study the City’'s WWTP, evaluate the operational challenges experienced by the
team, assess the overall constituent loads and capacity at the plant, and provide options for the
City to consider to address these findings.

Response to Comment 221-3
Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 221-4
Please see Responses to Comments 221-2 and 221-3.

Response to Comment 221-5
Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 221-6
Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 221-7
Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 221-8
Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 221-9
Please see Response to Comment 221-2. The comment does not address the adequacy of the

Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 221-10

Please see Response to Comment 221-2. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 221-11

Please see Response to Comment 221-2. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment 221-12
Please see Master Response 1. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 221-13
Please see Master Response 1. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 221-14
Please see Master Response 1. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 221-15
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 221-16
Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 221-17
Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 221-18
Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 221-19
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The

comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 221-20
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The

comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 221-21
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The

comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 221-22
As described in Chapter 2, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, of the Partially Recirculated

Draft EIR, the City is currently working with Brown & Caldwell to identify the range of engineering
options available to provide additional treatment capacity at the WWTP. The costs for the
necessary upgrades to the WWTP will also need to be identified, and likely, included in the City’s
Capital Improvement Program. The Department of Ultilities will meet with City commissions in
2026 to discuss needed capital improvements.

It is anticipated that the City will implement operational WWTP upgrades over the next 5 years to
handle increased influent, with the ability to implement near-term operational measures to obtain
additional interim wastewater treatment capacity.
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Response to Comment 221-23
Please see Response to Comment 221-22.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

Ziv Lang <ziv.lang@gmail.com>

Sunday, November 23, 2025 5:59 PM

Dara Dungworth

Village Farms: Recirculated DEIR (SCH # 2023110006) - Wastewater Plant

VFD Comment

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

Good Morning Dara,

I am a resident who owns and lives in property at La Buena Vida near the proposed Village Farms plot. | am writing that
Village Farms getting the wastewater treatment capacity wrong illustrates the continuing inadequacy and incompetency
concerns in preparing the DEIR. Had this error not been caught by Brown and Caldwell, the public would remain
unaware at the magnitude of the wastewater treatment under sizing and subsequent increased remediation costs

issues.

The City of Davis will be better served if the Village Farms project reduces its footprint below the Channel A alternative
to be analyzed in the DEIR recirculation.

Best Regards,
Ziv Lang

Virus-free.www.avast.com
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Response to Comment 222-1
Please see Master Response 1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the

Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 222-2
Please see Master Response 8.
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Letter 223

Dara Du ngworth

From: Grant Davids <grant@davidsengineering.com:>

Sent: Tuesday, December 2, 2025 8:58 AM

To: Dara Dungwarth

Subject: Village Farms Davis Project Partially Recirculated DEIR

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

Dear Ms. Dungworth,

This is a late comment on the advisability of implementing the Village Farms Project. | realize it does not
require a response from the City because my comment is outside the scope of the recirculated DEIR. However,
| do want to weigh in on this large project that will strongly impact the entire City, particularly the NE
quadrant.

Traffic impacts are my primary concern. | am a property owner in the Green Meadows office complex on
Picasso Avenue and have negotiated the traffic on E. Covell, Poleine Road, and Picassc Avenue for the past 25
years, twice a day, as | come and go from my Picasso Avenue office. Traffic congestion has gradually increased
to the point that | now time my daily arrivals and departures to avoid Davis' own rush hour, which lasts from
about 7:30 to 9:00 AM and from 4:00 to 6:00 PM. It is hard to imagine the extent to which adding 800+ new
dwellings will further snarl traffic, cause increased air pollution as cars idle in wait of green lights, and pose
increased traffic safety issues.

| am strongly opposed to the Village Farms Project. The project is poorly designed, its impacts will not be
adequately mitigated, and it needs to be totally reconfigured. Staff should recommend to council that the
project not proceed, and if it goes to a vote of Davis residents, | will do my best to support its defeat.

Sincerely,
Grant G. Davids, P.E. | Founder | Davids Engineering

1772 Picassa Avenue, Suite A, Davis, CA 95618 | 0:530.757.6107 x104 | M:530.304.8655

DAVIDS

ENGINEERING, INC

Water

&f{ Infrastructure @ Technology

https://davidsengineering.com
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Response to Comment 223-1
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 223-2

Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 223-3

Please see Master Response 8.
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Letter 224

Why is a Portion of the Village Farms DEIR being Recirculated and has the Proper Process been
Followed in Doing So?

by Alan Pryor

A portion of the Village Farms DEIR (contained in the Utilities and Services chapter) is being
recirculated because the City, as the "lead agency" in the EIR process, has received a last-minute report
from Brown and Caldwell dated November 7. This report indicates that the City's existing Wastewater
Treatment Plant ("WWTP"} is perilously close to exceeding its maximum flow capacity and needs to
be upgraded to meet the City's wastewater treatment permit issued by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. This information was not known by the City when they prepared and circulated the
current Village Farms DEIR for comment.

However, since the new information impacts the analysis of the Village Farms project’s impact on the
City's WWTP, the City determined that the portion of the Village Farms DEIR addressing Utilities and
Services needs to be recirculated with the updated information for public comment prior to
consideration of the revised FEIR for certification by the City.

Unfortunately, the City has done a poor job explaining this need to the public when they recirculated
the portion of the DEIR needing additional comment. Two questions immediately come to mind that
should have been answered by the City in more detail and explained better when the DEIR was
recirculated.

1) What Information Came to Light that Necessitated the Recirculation of the Portion of the
Village Farms Davis DEIR?, and

2) Is this Process Proper and Legally Compliant with CEQA and State Regulations Regarding
Public Noticing and Subsequent Consideration by the Planning Commission and the City
Council?

The following discussion addresses these questions.
1) What Necessitated the Recirculation of a Portion of the Village farms Davis DEIR?

The City (as the lead agency in the Village Farms DEIR) has determined that recent information has
come to their attention about the current capacity of the City's Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP}
that necessitates recirculation of that portion of the DEIR (in the Utilities and Services chapter)
concerning the impact of the Village farms project on the WWTP.

From my reading of the Brown and Caldwell report, it appears they have determined that that one of
the 3 primary components of the the WWTP no longer has sufficient excess capacity to meet the
regulatory requirements imposed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”) for the
City's WWTP.

The City's WWTP has 3 primary components -
1) A primary treatment system for filtration and removal of the bulk of the solids from the flow into the

WWTP - This is typically accomplished by bar screens to remove bulk physical contaminants and
subsequent chemical treatment to increase flocculation and sedimentation of the largest portion of the
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incoming suspended organic solids,

2} A secondary treatment system that removes smaller suspended solids and dissolved organics that can
present a biological or chemical oxygen demand in downstream water — This is typically an aerobic
biological digestion system in which the waste stream is aerated and endemic bacteria substantially
consume the organics in the waste stream as a food source breaking down the organics so they are not
discharged downstream. , and

3) A tertiary treatment system that provides final disinfection of the waste flow stream before it is
released back in the environment - in this case, the Davis wetlands. Chlorine, UV light, and/or other
disinfecting agents are used in this process dependent on the final degree of treatment required.

All of the processes must meet rigidly regulated standards established by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board under Davis' existing wastewaler treatment permit

My understanding is that the Brown and Caldwell report indicates that the primary and tertiary
treatment components of the City's WWTP have sufficient capacity to handle not only the City's current
waste water flow but can also accommodate the newly proposed additional Willowgrove and Village
Farms Davis waste flows as well as other new development projects being built or proposed in town.

It is the secondary treatment system that apparently is the problem. Although the system can seemingly
marginally handle the City's existing and anticipated wastewater flow rates, it is perilously close to the
upper limit of this capacity. RWQCB regulations mandate that each permitted WWTP maintain a
certain level of additional excess treatment capacity to prevent incoming wastewater surges from
overcoming the system resulting in incompletely treated wastewater being discharged by the WWTP
that does not fully comply with the water quality standards mandated in the WWTP’s permit.

This insufficient excess capacity of the secondary treatment system in the WWTP necessitates
upgrading the current secondary component of the WWTP to provide this mandated additional excess
capacity as required by the Regional Water Quality Control Board to meet these objective permit
requirements. It appears that this secondary treatment system upgrade is required independent of
whether or not any additional waster water flows generated by the proposed Willowgrove and Village
Farms Davis and/or any other development projects in Davis.

The City is claiming this change is necessitated because the incoming flow rates into the WWTP are
reduced in volume due to water conservation efforts by the City’s citizens including installing more
water-efficient toilets and clothes and dish washers. These reduce the amount of water flowing into the
WWTP but the reduced water flow still contains the same amount of organics as before. This results in
wastewater flow that now has a higher concentration of organic solids that were not anticipated nor
designed for in the existing WWTP’s secondary treatment component - hence the need for the upgrade
to the secondary waste treatment component to provide the additional capacity to treat this wastewater
stream.

So it is appears that the City has a problem that they have to address whether or not the Willowgrove or
Village Farms projects are ever approved and built. Now the City does not yet know the scope of the
upgrades required nor the final costs associated with these upgrades and they promise additional
information will be forthcoming in the next few months..
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Fortunately, however, the City imposes substantial “sewer connection™ fees on the developers that can
only be used by the City for legitimate operational or capital improvement wastewater treatment cost
purposes. I do not know the exact sewage system fees to be imposed on the Village Farms and
Willowgrove developers as these are still being negotiated between the City and the developers. But,
for example, if the combined Capacity Impact and Connections fees are $10,000 per unit, Village
Farms and Willowgrove would generate $30 million in new sewer related impact fees {1,800 units
+1,200 units times $10,000 per unit) that can be used by the City for these upgrades.

This will likely cover all costs for the upgrade to the secondary treatment component of the WWTP and
would reduce or eliminate the costs that would have to otherwise be borne by existing ratepayers. In the
absence of these new impact fees, these costs would almost certainly otherwise result in increased
sewer rates to existing residents in the future.

The 2™ question to be addressed concerns the process under which this partial DEIR recirculation is
being rolled out, as follows;

2} Is this Process Proper and Legally Compliant with CEQA and State Regulations Regarding
Public Noticing and Subsequent Consideration by the Planning Commission and the City
Council?

Last minute changes to an FEIR by a "lead agency” (the City of Davis in the case of the Village Farms’
FEIR) prior to certification are not uncommon. Indeed, changes are often made on the fly by the
governing entity of the lead agency (the Davis City Council in the present case) right up to the point
where a vote is made to certify the FEIR. T have seen this most often when last-minute changes to
proposed mitigations are demanded prior to certification — sometimes even minutes before a formal
vote for certification is made by the lead agency.

Additionally, it is clearly the responsibility of the lead agency to give proper notice to the public when
such FEIRs are to be considered - either by the Planning Commission as an advisory body or by the
City Council as the certifying lead agency entity. The minimum allowable lead times for noticing under
California law is typically 10 days and it appears this standard has been met (albeit with a few
gyrations) in the case of the Planning Commission’s upcoming meetings on Village Farms.

As in the present case, the public often would like to be given more time to consider a draft FETR
before it goes before a lead agency and will often complain that not enough time is given. But as long
as the statutory requirements are met in terms of public noticing, it appears the City is fully compliant
with CEQA and California law and it appears the Planning Commission can legally review this current
(albeit partial} form of the Village Farms FEIR in their upcoming meeting.
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Response to Comment 224-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 8.
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Letter 225

From: Roberta L Millstein <roberta.millstein@rim.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 16, 2025 11:05 AM

To: Planning Commissian; City Council Members
Subject: Re: Comments on the Village Farms DEIR/FEIR
Categories: VFD Comment

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

-RM

My apologies: these comments are for the Davis City Council meeting tonight, Dec 16, and the Planning Commmision
meeting tomorrow, Dec 17. | can't help but add that the compressed timeline during the holiday season and the illogical
ordering of the meetings has added confusion. Again, this is bad process.

On 12/16/25 at 10:45 AM -0800, Roberta L Millstein wrote:

Dear members of the City Council and members of the Planning Commission,
These comments are for your meetings on Dec 17 and Dec 16, respectively.

| have commented to you already about it being bad process (and possibly questionable legally) to
approve an FEIR when that FEIR is not complete, so | won't elaborate on that again. But | do want to
reiterate that concern and point out that approving an FEIR before it is complete sets a very bad
precedent for Davis. | urge you all to think carefully before doing so.

And when | look at the recirculated DEIR concerning impacts to the wastewater treatment plant, | do
have concerns. That document states, "In July 2024, staff engaged consuitants Brown & Caldwell to
study the City's WWTP, evaluate the operational challenges experienced by the team, assess the overail
constituent loads and capacity at the plant, and provide options for the City to consider to address these
findings." Obviously, there were already concerns about "operational challenges” then. What were
those "operational challenges", and why are we just hearing about them now? And yet we seem to be
bulldozing ahead even as the "challenges” were, apparently, confirmed. The document also describes
some short-term and long-term engineering solutions to the wastewater capacity problem. These have
environmental impacts. How can it be right to certify an EIR without knowing which direction the City
will go in and what the environmental impacts of the chosen direction will be? Finally, the DEIR suggests
that the project would be a benefit because money from the project will go to whatever engineering
solution is chosen. That piece of Orwellian reasoning should be stricken. It's inappropriate.

| have concerns about the rest of the draft FEIR as well, in particular, the suggestion that 107 acres of
land will be excavated, have the topsoil removed and replaced, and then officially zoned as
"agriculture". The draft FEIR states, "City staff concluded that the proposed borrow activities would not
be permitted under the County's Agriculture lond use designation, but would be under the City’s
Agricuiture General Plan land use designation. Therefore, because the borrow material is needed to raise
the residential lots, the City and the developer determined that the best solution was for the entire 118
acres to be annexed, for 107 acres to remain privately owned and restored to agricultural production,
thereby retaining a land use designation of Agriculture and for just 11 acres to be dedicated to the City
as a publicly accessible open space designated as an Urban Agricultural Transition Area." This feels like a

1
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cheat to me -- a circumvention of the County's criteria (putting the land under the City's jurisdiction with
its weaker criteria), which surely aren't arbitrary. Restoring a site to agricultural use is not a trivial task,
and | am skeptical that City staff actually have the time or the expertise to ensure that this land can
actually be farmed. It is a poor use of land. This is also a reason to reject the draft FEIR.

Finally, although | do not have the time to detail it, | am deeply concerned about the failure of the
project to make best use of the farmland. It is not designed with public transit and cycling in

mind. There should be more dense housing and it should be concentrated in the southern part of the
project. There should be a grade separated crossing at Covell -- the reason given for this not being
included is that it wasn't studied, even though people have been asking for it from the

beginning. Indeed, people have been asking the developer for all of these things from the first
discussion of the project, and while he has made small tweaks here and there, he has refused to budge
on anything major. That's in some sense neither here nor there, but it's not the project that Davis needs
and could have, if only the developer were mare flexible.

| urge you to send this project back to the drawing board and not rush it through. Even though it's been
around for a while, it's still not ready.

Sincerely,

Roberta Millstein
Davis citizen
Professor Emerit, UC Davis

Former member and chair of the Davis Open Space and Habitat Commission
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LETTER 225: ROBERTA MILLSTEIN

Response to Comment 225-1
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 225-2
The temporary options to address WWTP capacity limitations included within the Brown &

Caldwell WWTP Capacity Memorandum consist of changes in operational procedures within the
existing WWTP. The suggested operational changes are intended to accommodate additional
capacity while permanent improvements are constructed, and do not include the construction of
any new facilities that could result in physical environmental impacts necessitating CEQA review.

The permanent options to address capacity limitations could include the construction of additional
aeration basins or the modification of existing basins, both of which would require separate City
discretionary review and approval, and thus, would be considered independent projects that
would be subject to CEQA review independent of the Proposed Project/BRPA.

Response to Comment 225-3
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 225-4
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 225-5
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 226

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Categories:

Mike Curro <mpccurro@gmail.com>

Friday, December 19, 2025 12:16 PM

Dara Dungworth

City Council Members

Public Comment: Village Farms Davis Recirculated DEIR-Mike Curro

VFD Comment

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

| am writing to request further clarification on the Village Farms EIR. | am concerned that the current
environmental study may not fully account for the long-term impact on our wastewater infrastructure or the
potential for PFAS migration due to the proposed excavation near the old landfill. | ask the City to prioritize the
'Environmentally Superior Alternative' of 700 units to minimize these risks to our community.

Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
Page 2-1024



Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

LETTER 226: MIKE CURRO

Response to Comment 226-1
Please see Master Response 8.
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Letter 227

Dara Dungworth

From: Mike Curro <mpccurro@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, December 19, 2025 5:04 PM

To: Dara Dungworth

Cc: Planning

Subject: Recirculated DEIR Chapter 4.14 (Village Farms)
Categories: VFD Comment

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

Dear Ms. Dungworth,

[ am writing to submit a formal comment regarding the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for the Village
Farms Davis project, specifically focusing on Chapter 4.14 (Utilities and Service Systems) and the
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) capacity.

Asnoted in the recirculated chapter, the WWTP is approaching its secondary treatment capacity limits
due to the high concentration of waste resulting from successful citywide water conservation. This is now
identified as a "significant and unavoidable” impact.

While comments made during the December 17 Planning Commission hearing suggested this issue might
be "resolved” from the City’s perspective, | have the following concerns that I believe must be addressed
in the Final EIR before certification:
1. Funding Transparency: If modifications to the WWTP are required to ensure reliable service for the
1,800 proposed units, the Final EIR must clearly outline the specific "fair share” infrastructure
contributions expected from the developer versus the potential burden on existing ratepayers.

2. Timing and Procedural Integrity: It is procedurally concerning that the Planning Commission was
asked to recommend certification of the EIR on December 17 while the public comment period for
this specific utility chapter remains open until January 2. I request that all public input received
during this window be meaningfully integrated into the Final EIR, and that no final action be taken
by the City Council until the public has had the statutory 10 days to review those responses.

3. Capacity Safety Margin: Given that the system is "perilously close" to permit limits, what "bridge”
measures will be implemented if the Village Farms build-out outpaces the physical upgrades to the
WWTP?

Thank you for your time and for considering these impacts on our city’s infrastructure.

Sincerely,

Mike Curro
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Response to Comment 227-1
The comment is introductory and summarizes the findings of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 227-2
An EIR is not required to discuss or evaluate how a mitigation measure will be funded.’

Response to Comment 227-3

The comments received during the public comment period for the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR
have been included as part of this Final EIR as Letters 218 through 260. The public comment
period closed on January 2, 2026, and the City Council hearing for the project will be held on
January 20, 2026. The Final EIR will be made available 10 days prior to the City Council hearing
on January 20, 2026.

Response to Comment 227-4
Please see Response to Comment 221-22. The WWTP upgrades will not delay the construction
timeline of the project.

' Stephen L. Kostka and Michael H. Zischke. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act. Continuing
Education of the Bar. March 2025 Update, Section 14.9, pg. 14-14.
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Dara Dungworth
From: Anna Carr <ascarr1928@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, December 20, 2025 4:.20 PM
To: Dara Dungworth
Subject: Re: Village Farms: Recirculated DEIR (SCH # 2023110006) - SENT TO RANEY BUT NOT
RDEIR

@UTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.
This is to provide comments on the partially recirculated DEIR for
the Village Farms Davis project. I am strongly opposed to this

pI‘OJeCt. The 1,800 unit 498-acre Village Farms project is the largest and worst planned project
ever proposed in Davis. [t has a 200-acre flood plain with flooding potential, carcinogenic PFAS
“forever chemicals” leaking from the adjacent unlined Old City Landfill , soil toxics including
carcinogenic toxaphene where the Heritage Oak Park is planned, unsafe access issues with no grade-
separated crossing across Covell Blvd. which is like a freeway, unprotected vernal pools which have no
conservation easement, unaffordable housing where the cheapest market rate house would be
$740,000 which mean a $6,000 house payment PER MONTH including the mortgage, property
taxes, CFD fees, insurance, and other fees, which local workers and families with young kids cannot
afford. As a result, Village Farms will NOT bring 700 kids as the School District would like to believe.
In addition, Village Farms would require massive infrastructure costs. The project would be an
extreme safety hazard, as emergency vehicles would not be able to provide emergency services in a
timely manner due to the traffic.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Anna Carr
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Response to Comment 228-1
Please see Master Response 8.
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Subject: Village Farms Letter 229

Sent: 12/30/2025, 5:02:06 PM
From: Anne Hawke<amhawke123@gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

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

229-1 | protest the DEIR on Village Farms, specifically as pertains to the VWATP proposal. It is insufficient in its research and
findings- we should not expect the proposed development to go forward.
Anne Hawke
3011 Mallorca lane
Davis, CA 95618
5309024223
Sent from my iPhone
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LETTER 229: ANNE HAWKE

Response to Comment 229-1
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 230
Subject: Comments for the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) (SCH #2023110006) for the Village Farms Davis
Project
Sent: 12/29/2025, 2:12:01 PM
From: Roberta L Millstein<roberta.millstein@rim.net>
To: Dara Dungworth

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

links.

Dear Ms. Dungworth,

Below please find my formal public comment on the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) (SCH #2023110006) for the Village Farms
Davis Project. | look forward to seeing the responses to my comments in

the FEIR for the project.

Sincerely,

Roberta Millstein

Davis citizen

Professor Emerit, UC Davis

Former member and chair, Davis Open Space & Habitat Commission

~—

There are procedural concerns with the recirculated DEIR. The Planning
Commission has, astonishingly, already signaled its approval of the Village
Farms EIR without having access to comments such as mine below and the
responses from the City. This is poor process; | raised the issue with the
Planning Commission at both of the meetings where this was considered, but
to no avail. When the FEIR is fully complete, it should be returned to the
Planning Commission for additional review, with comments and responses
concerning the City's overall Wastewater Treatment Plant \WMWTP) capacity.
Otherwise this document itself is compromised, lacking a full analysis from

the City's side of things.

Other concerns;

The recirculated DEIR states, "In July 2024, staff engaged consultants
Brown & Caldwell to study the City's WWTP, evaluate the operational
challenges experienced by the team, assess the overall constituent loads
and capacity at the plant, and provide options for the City to consider to
address these findings." Obviously, there were already concerns about
"operational challenges” then. What were those "operational challenges”,
and why are we just hearing about them now? What is in the mentioned
"contract between the City of Davis and Brown and Caldwell dated August 8,
20247?" All of this should be explained in the EIR to understand the
background of the problem at hand and to understand whether appropriate

steps are being taken to address it.

The recirculated DEIR describes some potential short-term and long-term
engineering solutions to the wastewater capacity problem. These have
environmental impacts. What are the impacts of each of the options? These
should be described in the EIR so that the City and the citizens know that
what Kind of solution might be realistic going forward and what some of the
challenges might be.
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Arecent article in the SF Chronicle Letter 230 Cont.

21130030.php)

states that a number of cities, such as San Francisco and Austin, are
requiring on-site water reuse in new large real estate developments, with
other states developing such programs. The EIR should answer the question:
would we still need to expand wastewater capacity in Davis (or expand by
the same amount or to the same degree) if Village Farms deployed on-site
water reuse? On-site water reuse needs to be analyzed in the EIR. It is

the forward-looking approach that California will need to conserve precious
water resources.

There are copy-paste errors on p. 2-19 and 2-20 in reference to "Lower
Number of Units

( Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
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LETTER 230: ROBERTA MILLSTEIN

Response to Comment 230-1
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 230-2
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 230-3
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 230-4
Please see Response to Comment 225-2.

Response to Comment 230-5
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 230-6
In response to the comment, page 2-19 of Chapter 2, Recirculated Portions of the Draft

EIR, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, is hereby revised for clarification purposes:
Agricultural Resource Preservation Alternative

Utilities and Service Systems

The Alternative would consist of the development of 1,330 dwelling units, resulting
in an overall reduction of 470 residential units as compared to the proposed
project. Using the metrics in the WWTP Capacity Memorandum, this would equate
to a reduction in wastewater flow by approximately 69,000 gallons per day, as
compared to the proposed project. As a result, this Alternative could have a
reduced impact on the City’'s WWTP capacity, though the impact could still be
significant and unavoidable given the recent capacity analysis, suggesting that the
WWTP may be at or nearing its capacity. Similarly, this Alternative’s incremental
contribution to the significant cumulative impact on the City’'s WWTP capacity
could be reduced.

Overall, potential impacts related to Utilities and Service Systems could be fewer

under the LewerNumber—of Units—— SameFootprint-Alternative Agricultural

Resource Preservation Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
Page 2-1034



Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

In addition, page 2-20 of Chapter 2, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR, is hereby revised for clarification purposes:

Higher Number of Units — Same Footprint Alternative

Utilities and Service Systems

The Alternative would consist of the development of 2,700 dwelling units, resulting
in an overall increase of 900 residential units as compared to the proposed project.
Using the metrics in the WWTP Capacity Memorandum, this would equate to an
increase in wastewater flow by approximately 132,000 gallons per day, as
compared to the proposed project. As a result, this Alternative could have a greater
impact on the City’s WWTP capacity, and the impact could still be significant and
unavoidable given the recent capacity analysis, suggesting that the WWTP may
be at or nearing its capacity. Similarly, this Alternative’s incremental contribution
to the significant cumulative impact on the City’s WWTP capacity could be greater.

Overall, potential impacts related to Utilities and Service Systems could be greater

under the LewerNumber-of Units—Same-Footprint-Alternative Higher Number of
Units — Same Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes only and do not affect the analysis
or conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
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Letter 231

Subject: Here are comments for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR
Sent: 1/1/2026, 11:07:30 AM

From: allen<nellatrenhob77@gmail.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

For the Administrative Record

| am requesting the “reduced footprint™ alterative limited to below Channel A described above
to be analyzed in the Village Farms DEIR

Why was there more than a year delay in revealing the waste water treatment capacity issue?

Why is Davis processing all the leachate from the Yolo County Landfill for the entire County?

Thank you for your consideration,
Allen S. Bohnert

1854 Renoir Ave

Davis, CA 95618

530-564-4585 (Home Tele)
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Response to Comment 231-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 231-2

Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 231-3

Please see Master Response 9.
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Letter 232

Subject: Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the administrative record
Sent: 1/1/2026, 11:38:12 PM

From: Virginia Carton<vcarton@sbcglobal.net>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

links.
Ms. Dungworth,

Please note that | request that the "reduced footprint” alternative, from Chapter 7 of the partially circulated alternative analysis of the
232-1 Village Farms, be included in the Village Farms DEIR!!

This alternative should have been included as it is superior to which was included in the previous Covell Village draft EIR.

Virginia Stewart-Carton
1019 Pierce Lane
Davis, CA95616
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LETTER 232: VIRGINIA CARTON

Response to Comment 232-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 233

Subject: This comment is for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR
Sent: 1/1/2026, 5:10:21 PM

From: Sherrill Futrell<safutrell@ucdavis.edu>
To: Dara Dungworth
Ce! Eileen Samitz

Categories: VFD Comment

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

We keep asking for the reduced footprint. Please don't just blow it off. We proposed the “reduced footprint
alternative” at the 2023 City Council meeting about the Village Farms alternatives. It would still allow the developer to
build around 1,000 houses, but would still preserve the vernal pools, which you properly preserved in the Grasslands
2331 Park (thank you). We need you to prevent the huge flooding risks of building houses on the 200-acre flood plain and
move the houses from the forever chemicals leaking from the nightmarish Old City Landfill and Sewage Treatment.
Thank you and best wishes.

Sherrill Futrell
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LETTER 233: SHERRILL FUTRELL

Response to Comment 233-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 234
Subject: The “Reduced Footprint” alternative should be included in the Village Farms DEIR!!!
Sent: 1/2/2026, 11:30:49 AM
From: Pamela Heffley<pheffley @me.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

Ms. Dungworth:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments regarding the Village Farms (VF) project.

The significant points | wish to make are: 1) for the “reduced footprint” alterative limited to below Channel A,

described in the previous Covell Village Draft EIR, to be analyzed in the Village Farms DEIR;|2) why there was

more than a year delay in revealing the waste water treatment capacity issue Jand 3) why is Davis

processing all the leachate from the Yolo County Landfill for the entire County.

The Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR has included the five alternatives in Chapter 7, “Alternatives
Analysis” from the original DEIR. This opens that door to comment on adding the “reduced footprint” alternative

proposed by Davis citizens requested at the Dec, 12, 2023 City Council meeting.

The City needs go back to the drawing board and come forward with a proposal for a development
limited to south of Channel A. This development would be limited to below the channel “reduced footprint
alternative” which was proposed by Davis citizens at the 2023 City Council meeting item addressing the Village
Farms alternatives. This alternative needs to be added which would still allow the developer to build about 900 to
1,000 homes, but would still preserve the vernal pools. In addition, it would avoid the huge flooding risks of
building houses on the enormous 200-acre flood plain. It would also distance the houses from the toxics
including the carcinogenic PFAS’ “forever chemicals” leaking from the directly adjacent unlined Old City

Landfill and Sewage Treatment, a site which also operated as a burn pit for over 30 years.

Why did it take the City more than a year to let the community know about the erroneous information in the Draft
EIR about the waste water treatment capacity? It seems that the wastewater treatment facility is already being
heavily utilized by the entire county.

Apparently, the City is using a huge amount of Davis wastewater capacity to process leachate from the Yolo

County Landfill. Why is that, and how long has that been going on given its significant impacts? Why is Davis

processing Yolo County landfill leachate which serves the entire County of Yolo?

Given these important points, | don’t understand why the VF project has been “railroaded” through the Davis City
Council during the holiday season, when people are busy with their families. One would think that the developers
are simply trying to deprive Davis residents of a reasonable opportunity to comment about the potential impacts
of the VF project on their community.

Sincerely,
Pam Heffley

2714 Pole Line Rd #2
Davis
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Response to Comment 234-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 234-2
Please see Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 234-3
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 234-4
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 234-5
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 234-6
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Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 234-7
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 234-8
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 235

Subject: Village Farms Project Critical Issues Which Must Be Addressed and Changed in the Proposal.
Sent: 1/1/2026, 7:15:14 PM

From: Timothy Hoban<newhoban@gmail.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

Dear Planning Commission and City Council Members:

My name is Tim Hoban and | have been a resident and citizen of Davis for over 50 years. | am writing for my
concerned
neighbors, friends and family about the very seriously flawed and destructive Village Farms proposal and the
disturbing fast-tracked
process of the project with our city leaders.

My letter is for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the Administrative Record:

In my long experience in town, typically major Developers begin their proposal process with enormous and
often ridiculous
project plans and then scale back in token gestures ever slightly. Clearly, this is a major danger to our citizenry
with Village Farms
which in its current plan has very clear issues with enormous size and scale of the housing, major continuous
and permanent
traffic and circulation issues, density problems and serious environmental impacts.

QOur citizens demand far better planning and protection from those who stand to earn great sums of money on
our backs and
leave us only with a city that is no longer even livable in a way our high rents, high home costs and high taxes

could ever justify.

We MUST have the Council APPROVE the alternate proposed by Davis Citizens requested at the December
12, 2023 City Council
meeting. This alternative should have been included, which is similar to the "environmentally superior" reduced
footprint which was included in the previousl| Covell Village Draft EIR.

Citizens are wondering why it has taken almost 12 months to inform our community about the erroneous
information in the Draft
EIR about the wastewater treatment capacity ? | am uncertain whether the city is using a huge amount of Davis
wastewater to process
leachate from the Yolo County Land Fill. Given possible major environmental impacts, how long tha this been
occuring? When can these
serious impacts be halted?

Because it is increasingly cbvious in all aspects of the process for this especially destructive project , the
City needs to practice

good government and planning with the Village Farms project.

It is critical that our leaders do the right thing here and go back to the drawing board with a proposal for a
development fully limited
to south of Channel A under the former " reduced footprint alternative” proposed by the 2023 Village Farms
Council meeting. In our view, although we still see this proposal as a very damaging project for our citizens and
city, this alternative would be less intolerable and would permit only 900-1,000 homes on the site. It would
preserve the vernal pools , avoid major flooding risks on the huge 200 acre flood
plain, and distance the proposed houses from toxics such as PFAS, forever chemicals of carcinogenic risks.
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Letter 235 Cont.

235.5 \We ask that these minimal citizen protections be adopted by our City Leaders to approve a far less
destructive development.
Cont. | The future of Davis as a city and the welfare of its citizens is clearly at stake.

Sincerely, Tim Hoban, Davis, California
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LETTER 235: TIMOTHY HOBAN

Response to Comment 235-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 8. The comment does not address the adequacy of
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 235-2
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 235-3
Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 235-4
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 235-5
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 236

Subject: Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the administrative record
Sent: 1/2/2026, 9:38:48 AM

From: Ziv Lang<ziv.lang@gmail.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

links.

Dear Ms. Dungworth,

| am submitting my comments for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR and for the administrative

record.

1) The Village Farms DEIR is deficient of the “reduced footprint” alternative limited to below Channel A proposed
by Davis citizens at the 2023 City Council meeting item to be analyzed in the Village Farms DEIR. This
alternative would still allow the developer to build about 900 te 1,000 homes, but would:

a) still preserve the vernal pools

b) avoid the huge flooding risks of building houses on the enormous 200-acre FEMA Hazard Zone A flood
plain, and

c) distance the houses from the Old City Landfill and Sewage Treatment leaking “forever chemicals” and
other chemical contaminants.

This citizens-based “reduced footprint” alternative has been requested numerous times since the beginning of

the EIR process and needs to be added to the Draft EIR and analyzed now.

2) Provide an explanation why was the wastewater treatment capacity issue delayed for more than a year before
informing the public?

3) Provide an explanation as to why the City of Davis has been using so much of its wastewater treatment

capacity to process the leachate from the Yolo County Landfill which is serving the entire County? How long has
that been going on for, what has been the conditions of this arrangement, and how soon can it be ended to
alleviate the City's capacity that the Yolo County Landfill is consuming?

While the city NOP statement claims that public comments have to be limited to the Waste Water Treatment

Plant, this is untrue. Under CEQA rules, any relevant topic affecting the project may be commented upon in the
Partial Recirculated DEIR. As stated in Chapter 7, the city is “not allowed to narrow the recirculation to a single
topic by directive,” which means that significant comments addressing the adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis
are well within the recirculated scope and would require a written response in the Final EIR. Failure to permit and
address relevant significant comments would create additional CEQA vulnerabilities.

Please provide written responses to my above comments and concerns.

Thank you,

Ziv Lang
Davis resident

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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LETTER 236: ZIV LANG

Response to Comment 236-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 236-2
Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 236-3
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 236-4
Please see Master Response 8.
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Letter 237

Subject: village farms

Sent: 12/31/2025, 7:03:25 PM

From: Donna Lemongello<dlemongello53 @gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

Dear Council,
2371 Of course the smaller reduced footprint should be included in the DEIR, as the only really viable option for the proposition
of this site, with the contaminated larger site, consideration of the site only below channel A. iThe wastewater facility’s too
237-2 small otherwise.|And the processing of the leachate is a gross waste of Davis’ water, which has not been adequately
addressed.

237-3

Donna Lemongello
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LETTER 237: DONNA LEMONGELLO

Response to Comment 237-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 237-2

Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 237-3

Please see Master Response 9.
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Letter 238

Village Farms Partially Recirculated DEIR ccmments, January 1, 2026
Dear City of Davis Planners,

| am an emeritus Chemical Engineering Professor at UC Davis where | taught multiple classes for
25years involved with fluid and chemical transport. lalso live in the Wildhorse Neighborhood where
the Village Farms project will drain into.

238-1

Under CEQA rules, | may comment on anything in the Partial Recirculated DEIR. The city is “not
allowed to narrow the recirculation to a single topic by directive.” This means that significant
comments addressing the adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis are within the recirculated scope
and would require a written response in the Final EIR. If you fail to do so, you create yet another
CEQA vulnerability.

This EIR and the City needs go back to the drawing board and come forward with a proposal for
a development limited to south of Channel A. This development would be limited to below the
channel“reduced footprint alternative” proposed hy Davis citizens at the 2023 City Council meeting
238-2 item addressing the Village Farms alternatives. This alternative needs to be added which would still
allow the developer to build about 900 to 1,000 homes, but would still preserve the vernal pools.

| am asking: 1) for the “reduced footprint” alterative limited to below Channel A described
above to be analyzed in the Village Farms DEIR;|2) why there was more than a year delay in
238-3 revealing the waste water treatment capacity issue,E)why is Davis processing all the leachate
from the Yolo County Landfill for the entire County, and 4) responses to all my comments

238-4 below.

Here are the risks involved with building in the northern portion of this project, which you
should address once again in your response. This time, please include as part of your
response, an alternative for development limited to south of Channel A which preserves the
vernal pools and builds 900 to 1,000 homes.

The environment and the plans of the northern section of this project are very complicated,
and therefore risky. I'm a chemical engineer and there is a well-known saying in engineering,
“Complexity is the silent killer”. Or more simply put “complexity breeds risk”.

238-5

With respect to the environment of the northern section, there is a 200 acre 100-year FEMA Zone A
floodplain.

There is Channel Awhich is the major storm drainage north of I-80 for Davis. Anintricate network
of pumping stations moves storm water from Davis to Channel A where it ends up in Village Farms
and then flows east into Wildhorse, and then finally to the Yolo Wetlands.

There is an adjacent burn dump site, that operated for 30 years and burned at least 200 million
pounds of waste, including industrial waste. Contamination from burn dumps is not justlimited to
actual location of the burning, but also to wherever the ash went. According to AB 709, the soil
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Letter 238 Cont.

and groundwater at the burn dump site and surrounding area needs to be characterized and
tested for carcinogenic combustion products (with the appropriate sensitivity), like dioxin
under supervision of CalRecycle or Department of Substance Control. This has never been
done, so the extent of contamination is unknown.

The adjacent burn dump site hecame a landfill for 5 years which leached toxic PFAS into the
groundwater. 6 monitoring wells cnand arcund the dump site have PFAS abcove the EPA maximum
containment level.

Moreover, the burn dump/landfill has a long history of problems with erosion, drainage, exposed
waste {yes, even now) and security fencing. On top of that, the dump site is part of the 100 year
floodplain.

The project plans for the northern section of the project are complicated, and “complexity
breeds risk”.

One million cubic yards of dirt will be taken from a location, not too far from the burn site, and
moved to the residential lots. This will release an enormous amount of dust from soil that has never
been tested for carcinogenic combustion products from ash specific to the adjacent burn site,
like dioxin.

238-5

Cont. feature or mote surrounding north and east village. This will put homes in close proximity to a

Channel A will be moved so that it winds around homes like some kind of ornamental water

major stormwater channel.

Part of Channel A will be moved next to the burn dump/landfill which will still be in a 100-year
flood plain. It should be expected that surface run-off from the dump site, will flow into Channel
A there, and in major storm events that part of Channel A will flow onto Pole Line Rd, possibly
contaminating both.

Related to this, residential lots will be located within feet of the porticn of Channel A which will
be within feet of the burn dump/landfill.

An impermeable liner will be put in Channel A to keep the PFAS in the groundwater out of the
Channel. What will this impermeable liner be made of (cement, plastic?)? How long will it last.
Will it add to surface flooding problems because groundwater won’t be able to flow into the
Channel?

Homes within 1,000 ft of the dump site, by California Code, will likely be required to be built with
impermeable foundations, methane venting, and methane monitoring equipment because of
the proximity to the dump site.

On top of that, the CLOMR-F process is still suspended in Yolo County, and many other counties,
for projects that involve fill for housing. This has stalled projects that elevate homes, like this
project, because homeowners would otherwise be forced to pay expensive flood insurance. lwould
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Letter 238 Cont.

like to see this issue addressed for this project in case Yolo County is locked cut of CLOMR-F for a
protracted period of time.

I den’t think you have to be an engineer to see how complicated, and thus risky, the environment
and plans are for the northern portion of the Village Farms project. |believe that Davis residents
as awhole are much smarterthan the engineers on this project, who even had the wrong direction
for the flow of Channel A in 2 places in the DEIR. Davis residents will figure this out, either by
voting NO at the ballot box, or later when catastrophic failures of this risky plan cause them to
sue the City of Davis, which owns the burn dump/landfill site and will own the Channel A land or
maintenance easement on Channel A. Provide a viable below-the-channel alternative!

Sincerely,

Marjorie Longo

Emeritus Professor of Chemical Engineering, UC Davis
Davis and Wildhorse Neighborhood Resident

References:

SACOG Open Data Portal Yolo County Flood Hazard Zones Open Data,
https://data.sacog.org/datasets/e6a4c8950ab24f27997288c75d649e34_0/explore?location=38.5
85648%2C-121.715267%2C12.86

City of Davis Website Stormwater Drainage Map
https://www.citycfdavis.org/home/showpublisheddocument/1589/638774793253870000

Davis Enterprise text from December 12, 1941 showing that the burning operation began in 1941
or 1942. Source: Davis Enterprise via Yolo County Archives department.

Dames and Moore 1993 SWAT reported total amount burned and disposed of since 1940s. Nov. 3,
1986 Screening Questionnaire to Air Pollution Centrol Officer reported loads during landfill
operation

State of California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control,
Protocol for Burn Dump Site Investigation and Characterization

September 30, 2025 Groundwater Investigaticn and Workplan, Old Davis Landfill, Geosyntec table
3 PFAS reports, Geotracker Website, see Site Map/Documents
https://deotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile_report?dlobal_id=T10000021241

CalRecycle Website hosts all 114 inspection reports of Old Davis Landfill since 1996 at
https://www2 calrecycle.ca.gov/SclidWaste/Site/Summary/4039 and also at the Yolo County
Public Access EHE viewer at https://docs.yolocounty.org/PublicAccess-
EHS/Search/CQ/index.html with searchwords davis landfill

Village Farms Draft Environmental Impact Report for volume of fill dirt from UATA

Chapter 2.0 — Responses to Comments
Page 2-1053



Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

Letter 238 Cont.

Source: City of Davis, Village Farms Project website, Biological Resource Preservaticn Alternative
Project Addendum Sheet 6, Land Use Plan.

Village Farms Project Partial Responses to DEIR Ch 2, p. 2-10 for reference to impermeable liner.

Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 27, § 21190 - CIWMB-Postclosure Land Use. (T14:Section 17796)
0

https://www.law.cornell.edu/regulations/california/27-CC

(g) All on-site construction within 1,000 fest of the boundary of any disposal area shall be designed and constructed in
accordance with the following, orin accordance with an equivalent design which will prevent gas migration into the
building, unless an exemption has been issued:

(1) a geomembrane or equivalent system with low permeability to landfill gas shall be installed between the concrete
floor slab of the building and subgrade;

(2) a permeable layer of open graded material of clean aggregate with a minimum thickness of 12 inches shall be
installed between the geomembrane and the subgrade or slab;

(3) a geotextile filter shall be utilized to prevent the introduction of fines into the permeable layer;

(4) perforated venting pipes shall be installed within the permeable layer, and shall be designed to operate without
clogging;

(5) the venting pipe shall be constructed with the ability to be connected to an induced draft exhaust system;

(6) automatic methane gas sensors shall be installed within the permeable gas layer, and inside the building to trigger
an audible alarm when methane gas concentrations are detected; and

(7) periodic methane gas monitoring shall be conducted inside all buildings and underground utilities in accordance
with Article 6, of Subchapter 4 of this chapter (§ 20920 et seq.).

Direction of flow of Channel Ais wrong in DEIR in two places. Project description p. 3-2 says East
to West flow. Hydrclogy 4.8-5 says flows west in Project Site Outflow section.
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LETTER 238: MARJORIE LONGO

Response to Comment 238-1
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 238-2
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 238-3
Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 238-4
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 238-5
Please see Master Response 8.
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Letter 239

Subject: Village Farms

Sent: 1/2/2026,12:21:21 PM

From: David McGlocklin<mcglocklinedu@gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: Yellow Category, VFD Comment

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

Dear Ms. Dungworth,

| am writing to comment on the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR and
please note that my comments are for the administrative record.

1) A reduced footprint alternative needs to be analyzed in the Village Farms Draft
EIR. This would be to develop 900-1,000 housing units below Channel A only, while
preserving the vernal pools. Developing homes to below Channel A avoids the many
pitfalls of developing above Channel A including:

a.) Potential flooding from the 200-acre flood plain. The effort by the developer
to overcome these floodplain issues is to move one million cubic yards of soil from
the north-west parcel and transport the soil by 100,000 dump trucks loads from
adjacent land that is supposed to be designed “agriculture” to farm creating a 10-
foot-deep dip-pit, which defies logic.

b.) Major destruction of an ecosystem, Channel A with the destruction of over
300 trees cut down. The loss of these trees would be to re-route the Channel A to
try to control the massive run-off, now absorbed by 500 acres of agriculture land
which would be paved over with impervious surfaces for the development.

c.) Unprotected vernal pools, which do not have any conservation easement in
place yet.

d.) Area north of Channel adjacent to unlined land Old City Landfill and Sewage
Treatment plant leaking high levels of toxins including PFAS “forever chemicals” and
manganese into the Village Farms groundwater.

e.) Uncertainty of infrastructure such as the feasibility of the two proposed
grade-separated crossings (F St. and Pole Line Rd.) due to existing infrastructure
(railroad tracks, underground utilities including water, sewer, efc.).

f.) The enormous traffic impacts would be greatly reduced.

The better option for Village Farm development is to build only below Channel A,

preserving the vernal pools and limiting the number of houses to 900-1,000 units.
This reduced footprint alternative needs to be analyzed in the Village Farms Draft
EIR now because the 1,800 housing units 498-acre project proposed is
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Cont unacceptable due to the massive impacts and costs and the liability to the City due
) to the flooding risks and potential toxics exposure to residents.
2) There is the question of why it took the City more than a year to report that the
239-3 wastewater treatment capacity was inadequate since Brown and Caldwell were hired
in July 20247
3) Why is the City of Davis allowing so much of its waste water capacity to be used
239-4 by the Yolo County Landfill which serves the entire county of Yolo? This situation
needs to be rectified.

Thank you,

David McGlocklin
2702 Cadiz Street
Davis, CA 95616

David McGlocklin
Northern California Regional Sales Manager

Phone: (916) 612-7395 | Web: rainbowbookcompany.com

Please find our latest catalog_2025-2026 here:

School Solutions 2022-2023

Rainbow Catalog 2022-2023
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LETTER 239: DAVID MCGLOCKLIN

Response to Comment 239-1

The comment is introductory and provides an overview of concerns addressed in the
following responses to comments.

Response to Comment 239-2
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 239-3
Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 239-4
Please see Master Response 9.
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Letter 240

Subject: draft eir village farms

Sent: 1/2/2026, 9:17:07 AM

From: Sharon Montooth<smontooth8 @gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

links.

240-1 ello, please include the “reduced footprint” alterative limited to below Channel A described above to be
analyzed in the Village Farms DEIR{Jalso, why there was more than a year delay in revealing the waste

240-2 water treatment capacity issue,Jand why is Davis processing all the leachate from the Yolo County

240-3 Landfill for the entire County.

thank you.
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Response to Comment 240-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 240-2

Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 240-3

Please see Master Response 9.

Chapter 2.0 — Responses to Comments
Page 2-1060



Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

Letter 241

Subject: Re: The Partially Recirculated Village Farms
Sent: 1/1/2026, 5:04:20 PM

From: Ann Privateer<annprivateer @gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

241-1 Dear Dara Dungworth,

This is a topic | have considered for a very long time and now ask for the reduced footprint aIternative.lWhy is Davis
241-2 processing Yolo County landfill for the entire county?|VWhat about the waste water treatment capacity?|VWhere do the
241-3 | ‘forever chemicals” leaking from the city fandfill and sewage treatment plant go 7|1 hese are compelling issues that must be
addressed and rectified before going forward. | urge the city of Davis fo go back to the drawing board to come up with a
241 -4 | proposal that is limited to south of channel A
Thank You (from a former commissioner for thirteen plus years) Ann Privateer Sent from my iPad
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Response to Comment 241-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 241-2
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 241-3
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 241-4
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 242

Subject: Comments about the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the administrative record.
Sent: 1/1/2026, 3:14:57 AM

From: Margo Surovik<mesurovik@gmail.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

These are comments for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft FIR for the administrative record.

I am requesting the “reduced footprint” alterative limited to below Channel A described above to be

analyzed in the Village Farms DEIR

Why was there more than a year delay in revealing the waste water treatment capacity issue?

Why is Davis processing all the leachate from the Yolo County Landfill for the entire County?

Thank you,

Margo Surovik-Bohnert
1854 Renoir Ave
Davis, CA 95618
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LETTER 242: MARGO SUROVIK

Response to Comment 242-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 242-2

Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 242-3

Please see Master Response 9.

Chapter 2.0 — Responses to Comments
Page 2-1064



2431
243-2
243-3

243-4

Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

Letter 243

Subject: Village Farms Draft EIR

Sent: 12/31/2025, 8:52:43 PM

From: Russ Townsley<russtownsley @yahoo.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

I would Tike the reduced footprint alternative to the village Farms Project
(limited to below Channel A) analyzed in the village Farms DEIR.[ATso, I am

disappointed that_there was over a year delay 1n revealing the water treatment
capacity 1ssue.!Last1y, I don't understand why Davis is processing all the
eachate from the Yolo Landfill for the entire county?

The city of Davis needs to remember who we are! Davis played a big role in the
world's recognition of Earth Day and the pioneering of urban greenbelts. We do not
need to be the next national environmental disaster when the homes Tlocated near

the old city dump stir up the forever chemicals in the soil there.

Russ Townsley & family
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LETTER 243: RUSS TOWNSLEY

Response to Comment 243-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 243-2
Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 243-3
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 243-4
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 244
Subject: Letter to the City on Village Farms Jan 2026 Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR For The Administrative Record
Sent: 1/2/2026, 3:19:06 PM
From: Dave Bakay<djbakay@gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

First of all I'd like to know: is the city using some of its wastewater capacity to process leachate from the yellow
county landfill? Can you please explain how this came about?|Why did it take a year and a half to consider a

smaller footprint, when at almost every meeting I've been at there have been people requesting a smaller
alternative?

I'm writing in favor of a reduced footprint for Village Farms. This is a huge development, and it is cornered in by
the train tracks on the West and by the old landfill on the North. Traffic circulation is therefore a huge problem.
Many of the problems which ensue with this huge development could be mitigated by having less land and fewer
houses in development. Perhaps about a half, or in other words 900 houses, would create fewer problems .
Hopefully there could also be some real entry level homes for young families with kids. At this lower level, there
would be less demand for more waste water treatment.

As has been stated in several meetings, any development in a flood zone will not be covered by the state. The
state will not bail us out and the city could be liable for allowing homes to be developed in a flood zone. To me

this seems to indicate that the development should be eccuring only below the channel, which also could
decrease the danger from the toxins in the vicinity.
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Response to Comment 244-1
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 244-2
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 244-3

Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 244-4

Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 244-5
Please see Master Response 8.
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Letter 245

Subject: Village Farms

Sent: 1/2/2026, 5:00:01 PM

From: Elizabeth Coolbrith<elizabeth.coolbrith@gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

Dear Ms Dungworth,
The Partially Recirculated Village Draft EIR has included the five alternatives in Chapter 7, “Alternatives
Analysis” from the original DEIR. This opens that door to comment on adding the “reduced footprint” alternative
proposed by Davis citizens requested at the Dec, 12, 2023 City Council meeting.
This alternative should have been included, which is similar to the “environmentally superior” reduced footprint
alternative which was included in the previous Covell Village Draft EIR. Because this “Alternative Analysis”
chapter is included in the Partially Recirculated DEIR, comments on the Alternatives Analysis are now ‘in-
scope” until Jan 2nd at 5 pm. That means the city has to evaluate and respond to all significant points you make
related to this topic. It's your right under CEQA. Here's a definition of what makes a point significant:
“A ‘significant point’ is a substantive comment that raises a material environmental issue or identifies a specific
deficiency in the EIR’s analysis, conclusions, or mitigation such that the agency must address it with a reasoned
written response grounded in the record (not a mere acknowledgment).”

Because the Village Farms process has been so aberrant and fast-tracked from the beginning, our public input
has been compressed timewise. Because all of this was piled on during the holidays, including back-to-back
public meetings, we now only have until this Friday Jan. 2, at 5pm to submit our comments to ask for this
reduced footprint alternative.

Why did it take the City more than a year to let the community know about the erroneous information in the Draft
EIR about the waste water treatment capacity?J/Apparently, the City is using a huge amount of Davis wastewater

capacity to process leachate from the Yolo County Landfill. Why is that, and how long has that been going on
given its significant impacts? Why is Davis processing Yolo County landfill leachate which serves the entire
County of Yolo?

While the city NOP statement claims that public comments have to be limited to the Waste Water Treatment
Plant, this is false.Under CEQA rules, you may comment onanything in the Partial Recirculated DEIR. That
includes Chapter 7. The city is “not allowed to narrow the recirculation to a single topic by directive.” This means
that significant comments addressing the adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis are within the recirculated
scope and would require a written response in the Final EIR. If they fail to do so, this created yet another CEQA
vulnerability.

The City needs go back to the drawing board and come forward with a proposal for a development limited to
south of Channel A. This development would be limited to below the channel “reduced footprint alternative” was
proposed by Davis citizens at the 2023 City Council meeting item addressing the Village Farms alternatives. This
alternative needs to be added which would still allow the developer to build about 800 to 1,000 homes, but would
still preserve the vernal pools. In addition, it would avoid the huge flooding risks of building houses on the
enormous 200-acre flood plain. It would also distance the houses from the toxics including the carcinogenic
PFAS’ “forever chemicals” leaking from the directly adjacent unlined Cld City Landfill and Sewage Treatment, a
site which also operated as a burn pit for over 30 years.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Coolbrith
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LETTER 245: ELIZABETH COOLBRITH

Response to Comment 245-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 245-2

Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 245-3

Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 245-4

Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 245-5

Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 245-6

Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 246

Subject: Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the Administrative Record
Sent: 1/2/2026, 3:10:20 PM

From: namrehs196 @aol.com<namrehs196 @aol.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

To: Dara Dungworth ; City of Davis

| am writing to beat the deadline for comment on the “Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the

246-1 Administrative Record”. Based on a current article on the Davisite Website, it has come to my attention that
comments on the newest evaluation of the DEIR cannot be limited to the issue of the potential failings of the

Davis Waste \Water Treatment Plant, but that all portions of the DEIR chapter 7 are open to comment.lChapter 7
of the DEIR recirculated DEIR references an “Environmentally Superior/Reduced Footprint” options
246-2 | recommending development to take place only below “Channel A”. The original Covell Village was tuned down
even with a similar Reduced Footprint assessment.[It is my understanding that the Waste Water issue was
apparent for almost a year but only addressed in the previous weeks before and during the 2025 winter holiday.
246-3 | Quite honestly, | feel | have been kept in the dark, if not blatantly lied to by City Planning and City Counsel. There

is an old saying where | come from “Don’t Pee on my boots and try to tell me it is raining.”

My opinion is that the drawn-out approval of Village Farms was due to the stalling tactics of the City in order to
246-4 then rush an expensive off cycle, low voter turnout, Summer Election.

The lack of a cohesive plan to address flooding and toxic issues on the North side of the Village Farms at least
gives opponents, myself among them, ammunition with which to fight this sprawling development during a
246-5 | Measure J/R/D vote.

Village Farms is coming: Too Fast: Too Soon: Too Big.

John Cooper: 45 year resident of Davis.
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Response to Comment 246-1
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 246-2
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 246-3

Final EIR
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January 2026

Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 246-4

Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 246-5

Please see Master Response 8.
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Letter 247

January 2, 2026

Via email to:

Dara Dungworth, Principal Planner / CEQA Coordinator
City of Davis Community Development Department
ddungworth@cityofdavis.org

City Clerk

clerkweb®@cityofdavis.org

Re: Village Farms Davis Project - Partially Recirculated Draft EIR (PRDEIR)
Comment letter — Alternatives Analysis is within scope - Request to revise and
recirculate to include a south-of-Channel-A reduced footprint alternative

To the CEQA Coordinator:

This comment is submitted for inclusion in the Administrative Record. Because the City
has recirculated portions of Chapter 7 (Alternatives Analysis) in the PRDEIR, the adequacy
of the alternatives range and the City’s treatment of feasible, impact-reducing alternatives
are squarely within scope of the current comment period and require a written, good-faith
response in the Final EIR. The City cannot narrow the legal scope of public comment by
instruction or notice language beyond what CEQA provides; recirculation of Chapter 7
necessarily reopens meaningful comment on the revised alternatives discussion and the
continued adequacy of the alternatives range.

l. The core defect: The PRDEIR still omits a reasonable, feasible alternative that would
materially reduce significant environmental effects

The PRDEIR continues to omit a Reduced Footprint Alternative (RFA) that limits all
residential development to south of Channel A. That omission is legally consequential
because CEQA requires an EIR to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives that would
avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects while still feasibly attaining
most project objectives. The City’s current set of alternatives—unit-countvariants on
essentially the same footprint, and other conceptual options—does not grapple with the
project’s most consequential environmental and public-safety constraints, including but
not limited to floodplain exposure, flood-control engineering uncertainty, and hazardous-
conditions/sensitive-receptor siting risk. An RFA does.

This is not a request that the City “adopt” the RFA. Itis a request that the City do what
CEQA requires — seriously analyze a plausible, feasible, impact-reducing alternative so that
decisionmakers and the public can make an informed choice.
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k1. Requested action: Revise and recirculate to include an equal-weight CEQA analysis
of the RFA {or provide a legally adequate evidentiary basis for declining)

We respectfully request that the City revise and recirculate the Draft EIR to include, at an
equal-weight level of analysis sufficient to be development-enabling, the following RFA:

1. Noresidential development north of Channel A (residential development
confined to the area south of Channel A to minimize hydrology and hazards
impacts).

2. Preserve and accurately characterize the vernal pool complex (including
appropriate delineation, functional assessment, and enforceable
avoidance/buffer/management measures).

3. Intensity consistent with the City’s existing moderate-density residential
development standards, yielding approximately 1,000 dwelling units (exactyield
supported by an explicit land budget and density assumptions).

4. Relocate/resize stormwater detention so that any necessary basin(s) are placed
immediately north of Channel A and as far west as practicable, specifically to avoid
disturbed/contaminated scil and groundwater conditions associated with historic
landfill-related features and to reduce sensitive-receptor exposure risk—paired with
project-level engineering and peer review sufficient to demonstrate no adverse
effect on vernal pool hydroperiod and functicn.

5. Restore any replaced open space/habitat acreage censistent with the land use
commitments represented in the DEIR; and correct any project redesigns that have
been introduced without meaningful public review.

6. Do not annex lands north of the original Covell Village footprint (designated the
UATA in the DEIR)

7. Include a third-party economic feasibility analysis to test whether the RFA is viable
given major cost reducticns and risk reductions (examples below}.

8. Ifthe City elects not to analyze the RFA at equal-weight, the City must formally
explain why and support that decision with substantial evidence—not preference,
not generalized assertions, and not objectives drafted so narrowly that only the
applicant’s preferred footprint can “qualify.”

I1l. Why the RFAis plainly “reasonable” and must be analyzed—regardless of applicant
preference
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CEQA does not allow the alternatives analysis to be driven by applicant preference. An
alternative is not “unreasonable” merely because it reduces unit count or requires a
different footprint, so long as it can feasibly attain most objectives and substantially
lessens sighificant impacts. Indeed, the City has already embraced the concept of an
“equal weight” alternative for this project—i.e., a modified project design analyzed at the
same level of scrutiny specifically to reduce/eliminate significant effects. Once the City
uses that tool for one set of constraints, it cannot lawfully refuse to use it for another set of
constraints that are at least as consequential (flood risk and hazard/siting risk).

IV. The RFA would deliver major impact reductions—across multiple CEQAissue
areas—by avoiding the problem geography

CEQA alternatives exist for a simple reason: avoidance is the top of the mitigation
hierarchy. The RFA advances avoidance rather than gambling on later engineering, later
agency processes, and later mitigation plans.

What follows is a non-exhaustive list of impact reductions the RFA would deliver, including
reductions that would avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects
identified for the proposed project.

A. Flooding, floodplain compliance, and residual/off-site risk {Hydrology/Water
Quality; Hazards)

1. Avoids siting homes in the mapped floodplain to the maximum extent
practicable. By pulling the urban footprint back from the north side, the project
reduces the amount of floodplain fill and the scale of floodplain reconfiguration
needed to support urban uses.

2. Reduces dependence on uncertain, timing-sensitive floodplain mapping
pathways and multi-agency approvals. A smaller, south-focused footprint
reduces the project’s exposure to delays and feasibility constraints that can
arise when large-scale floodplain medifications are required before
homebuilding can proceed responsibly.

3. Reduces the magnitude of Channel Aintervention and the “systemwide”
risk of unintended consequences. The current concept contemplates major
modifications to a key drainage corridor that interacts with downstream
conditions. A materially reduced north-side development footprint reduces the
need to “engineer around” the floodplain at a citywide scale.

4. Reduces life-safety risk and the city’s foreseeable risk burden. Siting
decisions that place new residents in or adjacent tc flood-prone areas increase
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the prebability and consequences of flood events, including evacuation and
emergency response demands, infrastructure failure modes, and potential
claims against public entities. The RFA reduces those risks by avoiding
floedplain siting to the maximum extent feasible; compliance is not just a
paperwork milestone, but a function of where development is approved.

B. Hazardous conditions and sensitive receptors (Hazards/Hazardous Materials;
Public Health framing under CEQA)

5. Avoids locating sensitive receptors in areas where landfill-related
conditions raise siting risk. The EIR ackncwledges landfill-derived conditions in
areas connected to the project. The Reduced Footprint Alternative would
substantially reduce the placement of residential and recreational uses—
particularly children and other sensitive populations—in those areas. This is
consistent with CEQA’s mitigation hierarchy, which pricritizes feasible avoidance
through project design over reliance on deferred plans, future studies, or post-
approval contingency measures.

6. Reduces excavation/ground disturbance in areas where contaminant fate-
and-transport uncertainty is greatest. The more you cut, fill, trench, dewater,
and pond water near historic waste features and compromised groundwater, the
more you create pathways that must be modeled, monitored, and litigated.
Avoidance reduces that exposure.

7. Reduces long-term municipal liability. Annexation and approval decisions can
expand the City’s future duty set—monitoring, maintenance, claims
management, and emergency response. Shrinking the footprint in the risk
geography is a risk-management decision CEQA expects decisionmakers to
confront transparently.

C. Waters of the State / Water quality pathways (Hydrology/Water Quality)

8. Reduces the volume and complexity of stormwater infrastructure that
interacts with Channel A. The more extensive the north-side urbanization, the
more complicated the drainage network becomes, and the more opportunities
exist for water quality impacts, construction-phase turbidity/sediment impacts,
and operational pollutant loading.

9. Reduces the need for detention/borrow features in sensitive settings. Large
excavated basins, prolonged ponding, infiltration assumptions, and interaction
with shallow groundwater are all areas where “concept-level” modeling can later
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fail. A smaller footprint reduces both the need and the consequences of those
uncertainties.

V. CEQA consequence: Failure to analyze the RFA is a classic alternatives defect—and
a recirculation-level problem given the City’s own use of “equal weight” analysis

The City has already deployed an “equal weight alternative” framework. Under that
framework, the City must not selectively apply equal-weight treatment only to the
alternative the applicant prefers. An RFA aimed at avoiding floodplain/siting risk is precisely
the sort of potentially feasible alternative CEQA expects an EIR to examine—particularly
where the existing alternatives largely rearrange unit counts or features without confronting
the project’s most consequential geography-driven impacts.

If the City intends to certify an EIR without analyzing the RFA, the City must provide a
reasoned, evidence-supported explanation grounded in substantial evidence—addressing
feasibility, objective attainment, and comparative impact reduction. Conclusory
statements, preference-hased screening, or objectives drafted to predetermine the
outcome will not satisfy CEQA.

VI. Request for written responses and record clarity
Accordingly, we request that the City:

1. Revise and recirculate the DEIR to include a CEQA-level analysis of the RFA, at an
equal-weight level sufficient for meaningful comparison; or

2. lfthe City declines, provide in the FEIR a detailed, evidence-supported explanation
addressing:

o why the RFAis purportedly infeasible,

o which project objectives it allegedly fails to meet and why those objectives
are reasonable, and

o why the City believes the existing alternatives range nonetheless satisfies
CEQA despite omitting a footprint-reducing alternative that materially
lessens flood/hazard risks.

Please also confirm that this letter will be included in the Administrative Record and will
receive a substantive written response in the Final EIR.

Respectfully submitted,

davis-rpc@protonmail.com
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Response to Comment 247-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 248

Comments for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR For The Administrative Record

Dara Dungworth
City of Davis

23 Russell Boulevard
Davis, CA 95616

Hello Dara,

There are many good reasons for the City to include the “Reduced Footprint™ alternative in the
Village Farms DEIR. The undeveloped Village Farms property is about four times the size of
the adjacent 100-acre Cannery Project and would be one of the largest residential developments
ever proposed in Davis.

Site Constraints: The Cannery project and the Union Pacific Rail line border the Village Farms
property to the west, and the former Old City Landfill and Sewage Treatment site along its north
boundary. They prevent access for traffic flow and are serious site constraints for a project of the
size and scale of the current Village Farms proposal.

These issues have been known for vears. The developer however, has only offered marginal
proposals for the City and its taxpayers to complete. The developer has not offered to provide
financing or completion of the grade separated crossings of Covell Boulevard and Pole Line
Road with dedicated rights of way that would at least provide some mitigation to reduce traffic
congestion. This issue needs to be resolved now as Village Farms will further increase the
current traffic delays and reduce public safety on each of Village Farms frontage roads when it is
completed.

A second issue is that a significant portion of the property is in a 100-year flood plain. It is one
thing to elevate the building pad for a single family home on a 40-acre parcel in a rural area;
however; there are much larger issues when building a residential subdivision in a flood plain
that would be costly to the City over time. It would also be expensive for the homeowners in this
area when homeowner’s insurance premiums are rising as insurance companies reassess climate
risks.

Related to this issue is the current sediment flow from the Village Farms property, and potential
flooding of the Wild Horse development located to the immediate east of Village Farms. This
has been a long standing issue with the residents of Wild Horse. The developer, North Davis
Land Co. LLC needs to have an engineer-designed settling basin at the undercrossing of Pole
Line Road that will capture the sediment that is filling the stream channel also know as Channel
A, that currently flows through the Wild Horse neighborhood. Failure to do so will likely result
in a successful future lawsuit against the City for flood damages to Wild Horse properties from
the flows coming from Village Farms.
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These and other issues need to be resolved before the City finalizes a development agreement
with the North Davis Land Co. LLC.

It is my sincere hope that the City staff and council will learn from the County’s lack of
oversight on the property that burned near Esparto in June of 2025 and the subsequent lawsuits
that have brought huge financial liability to Yolo County. The City Staff and Council should
properly evaluate all of the alternatives for Village Farms and their impact on traffic, flood risk,
and the City’s finances.

Very Respectfully,

George Heubeck
George Heubeck

1241 Menlo Drive
Davis, CA 95616-2167
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Response to Comment 248-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 248-2
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 248-3
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 248-4
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 248-5
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 248-6
Please see Master Responses 1 and 8.

GEORGE HEUBECK
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Letter 249
Subject: for partially recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR/administrative record
Sent: 1/2/2026, 5:00:12 PM
From: Jean Jackman<jeanjackman@gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

Please add the reduced footprint alternative proposed by Davis citizens request at the Dec. 12, 2023 City

Council meeting.

A specific deficiency in the EIR’s analysis, conclusions, or mitigation such that the agency must address
it with a reasoned written response grounded in the record.

It is horrible that this is all being done last minute and during the holidays. Not a fair practice.

I believe it is in error that the public comment have to be limited to the Waste Water Treatment Plant.
The city should open this all up again with a proposal for a development limited to south of channel A

Jean Jackman

3i06 Del Oro Ave.
Davis, CA 95616
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LETTER 249: JEAN JACKMAN

Response to Comment 249-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 249-2
The comment is unclear. Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 249-3
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 249-4
Please see Master Response 8.
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Letter 250

Subject: Village Farms Recirculated DEIR

Sent: 1/2/2026, 4:36:50 PM

From: John3 Keller<cjkeller1411 @gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

Dear Dara Dungworth — | am a resident of Davis who is interested in a smaller Villai;e Farms project, but only if the project

cah be constructed so there are more social and environmental benefits than costs. |The cancelled, rushed, and changing

scope of the project elements make it difficult to keep track of the project, and the holiday timing of “workshops,”
commission, and Council meetings is unreasonable.

Bending the CEQA guidelines to narrow the breadth of the DEIR recirculj_a_tip_u_wgggﬂg_yet another City effort to avoid

careful and comprehensive analysis of troubling aspects of this project. | Beyond the ancillary question of why is Davis

processing chemicals for the former Yolo landfill is another question about the substantial environmental costs of the Village
Farms project. |And the logical question why should all of Davis pay more taxes to increase the capacity of wastewater
treatment? Already, increased costs of City services are proposed — now the City would like us to support future tax
increases?

Notice I'm not talking loudly about the City-supported sales tax increase that didn't produce the promised revenue. And I'm

not talking loudly about the City-endorsed, nine story, Towering Mega-dorm that grew taller until it collapsed.

There’s an opportunity to push forward a smaller version of Village Farms, but only if the social and environmental impacts

can be fully addressed. Give the smaller project a chance to be approved by the residents at the polls. I'm concerned

about the approval process generally and shenanigans make me very unhappy.

Sincerely,

John Keller
1411 Cornell Dr.
Davis, CA 95616
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Response to Comment 250-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 8.

Response to Comment 250-2
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 250-3
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 250-4
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 250-5
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 250-6
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 250-7
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 251

Subject: Comments on the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR
Sent: 1/2/2026, 3:24:38 PM

From: Mike Lehner<mikelehner @gmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth
Cc: Donna Neville

Categories: VFD Comment

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

links.

Hi Dara,

| am providing these comments on the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the administrative
record.

The subject recirculated document describes 5 alternatives that were considered. My comments specifically
identify a substantive deficiency in the EIR's analysis that merits a response in the record, namely: Excluding a
previously identified "environmentally superior” alternative is a substantive deficiency in the Village
Farms DEIR that must be remedied.

As a community, | feel we should learn from the past, not ignore it. This land was proposed for development a
few decades ago (Covell Village), and that project's CEQA/EIR analyzed an alternative that it deemed
"Environmentally Superior." The alternatives analyzed for the proposed Village Farms project totally excluded
what was already identified as "environmentally superior” for this type of project (namely, limiting develepment to
south of existing Channel A).

While | understand there is some discretion in selecting the alternatives analyzed for a project (and | understand
some City Council members were heavily involved in crafting the 5 alternatives that were selected), excluding a
previously identified "environmentally superior” alternative is a substantive deficiency in the Village
Farms DEIR that must be remedied.

The benefits of this "environmentally superior" alternative that the City and the Village Farms developer have
ignored today include: reduced risk of flooding for the proposed development and surrounding communities,

reduced traffic and air pollution emissions, preservation of the vernal pools, and protection from carcinogenic
PFAS chemicals.

Thank you for responding to my comment in the record regarding why a previously-identified environmentally
superior alternative with improved flood protection, reduced traffic, sensitive habitat protection, and reduced
chemical exposure was not relevant to include among the alternatives analyzed in the Village Farms DEIR.

(Also, as a resident, I'm not happy about the rushed nature of this review process that has half-baked plans

being passed through committees or reviewed by the Council before committees have acted on them. | expect

my council representative to stand up for the residents in her representative area.)

Mike Lehner

( Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
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Response to Comment 251-1
Please see Master Response 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 251-2

Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 252

Subject: Comments for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR — For the Administrative Record
Sent: 1/2/2026, 2:35:52 PM

From: leff Merritt<hokieskier@gmail.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

| am submitting these comments for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR, for inclusion in the

administrative record. My comments focus on the adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis in Chapter 7, the

omission of a “Reduced Footprint” alternative, and concerns regarding wastewater treatment capacity and landfill
leachate processing.

1. Request to Include and Analyze the “Reduced Footprint” Alternative

Because the Partially Recirculated DEIR incorporates Chapter 7 (“Alternatives Analysis”) from the original DEIR,
all comments on alternatives are fully in-scope under CEQA. This includes the community-proposed “Reduced
Footprint” alternative, presented at the December 12, 2023 City Council meeting.

This alternative is similar to the “environmentally superior” reduced-footprint option included in the Covell Village
Draft EIR. Its emission here represents a significant deficiency. CEQA requires that feasible alternatives capable
of reducing environmental impacts be analyzed. A reduced-footprint plan—limited to the area south of Channel A
—would:

» Preserve the vernal pools north of the channel

+ Avoid placing homes on the 200-acre floodplain

» Reduce exposure to PFAS and other toxics associated with the adjacent unlined Old City Landfill and former
burn pit

« Still allow development of approximately 900-1,000 homes

Given these substantial environmental advantages, the City must analyze this alternative in the DEIR.
2. Wastewater Treatment Capacity — Delay in Disclosure
The City acknowledged more than a year after publication of the original DEIR that the wastewater treatment
capacity analysis contained erroneous information. This delay materially affected the public’s ability to evaluate
project impacts.
It now appears that a significant portion of Davis's wastewater treatment capacity is being used to process
leachate from the Yolo County Landfill, which serves the entire county. This raises several questions requiring
clarification in the Final EIR:
» Why was this information not disclosed earlier?
» How long has Davis been processing landfill leachate for the entire county?

» What percentage of the City’s treatment capacity is being used for this purpose?
» How does this affect the City’s ability to serve new development?

These issues have direct implications for project feasibility and cumulative impacts.

3. Scope of Public Comment Under CEQA

Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
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The City's NOP statement suggesting that comments must be limited to the Wastewater Treatment Plant is
incorrect. CEQA does not allow an agency to narrow the scope of recirculation by directive. Because Chapter 7
is included in the Partially Recirculated DEIR, all significant comments on the Alternatives Analysis must receive
a written, reasoned response.

A “significant point” under CEQA is cne that raises a material environmental issue or identifies a deficiency in the
EIR’s analysis, conclusions, or mitigation. The omission of a feasible reduced-footprint alternative clearly meets

this threshold.

Failure to respond to such comments would create additional CEQA vulnerabilities.

4. Summary of Requested Actions

| respectfully request that the City:

1. Include and analyze the “Reduced Footprint” alternative limited to the area south of Channel A.

2. Explain the year-long delay in correcting wastewater treatment capacity information.

3. Clarify why Davis is processing all Yolo County landfill leachate, and evaluate the environmental and capacity
impacts of this practice.

These issues are central to the adequacy of the DEIR and must be addressed in the Final EIR.

Thank you for your attention to these concerns and for ensuring that these comments are included in the
administrative record for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR.

Sincerely,
Jeff Merritt
Davis resident

( Chapter 2.0 - Responses to Comments
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Response to Comment 252-1
The comment is introductory and provides an overview of concerns addressed in the
following responses to comments.

Response to Comment 252-2
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 252-3
Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 252-4
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 252-5
The comment is conclusory. Please see Responses to Comments 252-2 through 252-4.
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Letter 253

Subject: recirculated DEIR Village Farms comments
Sent: 1/2/2026, 3:28:46 PM

From: Rena Nayyar<renanayyar @hotmail.com>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

I would like to submit comments for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the administrative record. | have
several concerns.

Given that City Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) operations staff had raised concerns that the secondary treatment
system could be approaching capacity early on (so that city staff had Brown & Caldwell study the City’s WWTP in July 2024)
there should be an explanation about why it took so long for the recirculated DEIR to come out (November 2025) instead
of during the DEIR process where it could have been part of the larger DEIR process.

The summaries of several of the project alternatives are inaccurate because they relate to a different alternative
altogether. For example, on page 2-19 under the Lower Number of Units-Same Footprint Alternative heading, it says
"Overall, potential impacts related to Utilities and Service Systems could be fewer under the Lower Number of Units-Same
Footprint Alternative as compared to the proposed project.” But then this is repeated under the Agricultural Resource
Preservation Alternative instead of summarizing the impacts on that alternative. Then on page 2-20 under the

Higher Number of Units-Same Footprint Alternative heading, the statement is "Overall, potential impacts related to
Utilities and Service Systems could be greater under the Lower Number of Units-Same Footprint Alternative as compared
to the proposed project,” when they must have meant Higher Number of Units-Same Footprint Alternative.

Other inaccuracies relate to cumulative impacts of other developments. One is on page 2-11, where it says that the
Bretton Woods University Retirement Community project is "currently under review" when it is actually being built. And
on pages 2-11 to 2-12 it says the "City of Davis previously approved the Innovation and Sustainability Campus (DISC) 2022
Project” which was to be east of Mace Boulevard, but neglects to mention it was rejected by voters. Why is this be
happening in the Village Farms documents when the same Raney Planning and Management, Inc. also did the DEIR for the
Willowgrove project which is accurate on these (pages 4.11-9 to 4.11-10)? These errors indicate a rushed, incomplete
process specific to the Village Farms project that should be addressed as it reduces trust in the documents and misinforms
voters.

The Appendix A letter from Brown and Caldwell mentions landfill leachate and that reducing leachate would be a
temporary solution. The public needs an explanation about why the City of Davis WWTP is being impacted by the landfill
leachate when the landfill is for all of Yolo County. What is the City obligation/deal for this, when does it end, how are the
finances and impacts being shared fairly by everyone in the county, and what are the alternatives to address its effects on
our city's WWTP reaching capacity?

Related to the old landfill site: There needs to be an analysis of the burn pit for toxic residues in the soil or ground water
for dioxins (which could have resulted from the burning and cause cancer) and for the potential presence or effects of
methane gas.

The Chapter 2, Executive Summary, Section 2.4, Summary of Project Alternatives mentions the alternatives in more detail
than just the WWTP issue, so it should be valid (in-scope) to respond to these alternatives. The city should have included a
better reduced footprint alternative below Channel A to avoid the floodplain, toxics, and vernal pools. This was proposed
by Davis citizens at the Dec 12, 2023 City Council meeting. It is a valid alternative given that it is similar to the reduced
footprint alternative which was included in the DEIR for the former Covell Village project on this site. This alternative
should be included as part of this recirculated DEIR process because it is a better alternative and would also reduce the

impacts on the WWTP.

Thank you,

Rena Nayyar
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Response to Comment 253-1
The comment is introductory. Please see Responses to Comments 253-2 through 253-7.

Response to Comment 253-2
Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 253-3
Please see Response to Comment 230-6.

Response to Comment 253-4
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 253-5
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 253-6
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 253-7
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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January 2, 2026
Dear Ms.Dungworth,

My following comments are for the Partially Recirculated Village

Farms Draft EIR and for the administrative record.

Importantly, at Planning Commission and the City Council meetings to
discuss the Village Farms project, a great many concerned citizens have
commented in person, by telephone message, and in emails, each one
raising similar or different issues creating an important record of opposition

to the project overall and/or pointing out specific issues of concern.

Significantly, Chapter 7, the “Alternative Analysis” section of the Partially
Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR of the original EIR includes the five
alternatives, and this allows for the “reduced footprint” alternative proposed
by Davis citizens at the December 12, 2023 City Council meeting to be
included. This alternative is similar to the “environmentally superior”
reduced footprint alternative which was included in the previous Covell
Village Draft EIR in 2004. Because this “Alternative Analysis” chapter is
included in the Partially Recirculated EIR, comments on the Alternatives
Analysis are now “in-scope” until January 2, at 5:00 pm. This requires the
city to evaluate and respond to all significant points raised relevant to this

discussion.

Another issue of concern which needs to be answered is why it has taken
the City over a year to inform the community about the incorrect information
in the Draft EIR about the waste water treatment capacity at the Yolo
County Landfill? It is reported the City is using huge amounts of Davis
wastewater capacity to process leachate produced at and coming from the
Yolo County Landfill. Relevant questions are: how long has the leachate
problem been a concern and is only Davis or other towns in Yolo
contributing to the cost as this landfill serves the entire county?

In summary, The Village Farms Draft EIR needs to add the “reduced

footprint alternative” limited to south of Channel A proposed by myself and
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numerous Davis citizens originally at the December 12, 2023 City Council
meeting, and at other City public meetings since then concerning
Village Farms. This alternative would allow the project to:

build 900-1,000 homes

preserve the vernal pools,

avoid the risk of building houses on the 200-acre fleod plain,
distance houses from the identified (and perhaps still to be
documented) toxics, including carcinogenetic PFAS “forever
chemicals” leaking from the unlined Qld City Landfill and Sewage
Treatment Plant (used as a burn pit for over 30 years) to the north of
Channel A.

a
b

254-4 c
Cont. d

—_— e e e

Please address all these issues in your response to comments.
Sincerely,
Nancy Price, 1223 Sequoia Place, Davis, 95616, cell phone: 530-402-5804

Davis resident and former City of Davis Planning Commissioner
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Response to Comment 254-1
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 254-2
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 254-3

Final EIR
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Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 254-4
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 255

Subject: Village Farms Davis Project — Partially Recirculated DEIR Comment
Sent: 1/2/2026, 1:18:05 PM

From: Susan Rainier<susan.rainierl@gmail.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

Dear Ms. Dungworth,

I'm submitting this comment on time for the administrative record. | object to certifying
the EIR and approving the project as currently analyzed because the recirculated
Alternatives Analysis (Chapter 7) is still inadequate under CEQA.

Since Chapter 7 has been recirculated, comments on the alternatives analysis are
within scope and require a written response. The recirculated alternatives still do not
evaluate a Reduced Footprint Alternative that limits residential development to south of
Channel A. CEQA requires analysis of potentially feasible alternatives that would avoid
or substantially lessen significant environmental effects while still meeting most project
objectives. The City should revise and recirculate the Draft EIR to include and analyze,
at an equal-weight level of detall, a scuth-of-Channel-A Reduced Footprint Alternative of
approximately 900-1,000 dwelling units with protection of the vernal pool complex.

Otherwise, please provide a reasoned, evidence-supported explanation for not doing so.

This is exactly the kind of alternative CEQA is designed to evaluate, because it would
avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts by keeping development out of the
floodplain where feasible and by steering homes, parks, and other family-oriented uses
away from areas with known or suspected contamination asscciated with the historic
landfill/burn dump.

Respectfully,

Susan Rainier, AlA
Davis Resident

SUSAN RAINIER, AIA

Activist Architect - Ecocide Law,
Conscientious Protector, Eco Feminist
Living Future Accredited,

LEED AP BD+C

530-902-9447

Learn How to See. Fuoerything is Connected to Fverything Efse.

I conarde Da Vinc

I .et Heaven Kiss Earth.
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[ike Water, Women are also the Source from which all 1.ife Flows.
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Living Buildings and Communities
Resilient Urban Planning & Design
Passive House and Small House Design

To Fit The Most Excellent Action To The Demand Of The Moment
As One's Highest Obligation To One's Self
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Response to Comment 255-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 256

Subject: Comments concerning the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR and are for the administrative record
Sent: 1/2/2026, 12:40:45 PM

From: Elizabeth Reay<ereay58 @outlook.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

Dear Ms, Dungworth;

These comments are for the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR and are for the administrative record.

There are a number of other issues that not yet been addressed in the currently inadequate Village Farms Draft
EIR, and unanswered questions:

1) The Village Farms DEIR needs to add and analyze the reduced footprint alternative that has been requested
by the Davis residents since the Village Farms EIR process began. The Reduced Footprint alternative requested
was for developing only below Channel A, preserving the vernal pools and reducing the number of units to 900-
1,000 housing units.

Not disrupting Channel A is of great importance because this channel has been providing flood control for
decades. This alternative has been repeatedly requested by Davis residents to be added for a full analysis in the
Draft EIR, yet there has been no effort to do so, so far. Since the Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR
includes the alternatives to the Village Farms project, this clearly reopens this issue.

2) The current plan is to completely disrupt this channel by destroying more than 300 of the trees along the
channel and re-routing channel. This would cause significant habitat destruction. The option to only build below
Channel A would avoid this ecological destruction, therefore must be added and analyzed as has been
repeatedly requested by Davis residents.

a. This channel destruction will not only will affect the raptor population, but removing the tree roots will
destabilize the soils in that area potentially contributing to the flooding that would result due to the current
plan proposing to try to fill a massive 200-acre flood plain which goes against all good planning principals.

b. The current Channel A is a part of the Willow Slough Bypass which drains West Davis and North Davis
neighborhoods into the Yolo Basin. It connects from West Davis into the North Davis Channel (The Ditch),
then into Channel A, which then connects through Wildhorse to the Willow Slough Bypass. The narrow loop
that the developers are proposing will not be sufficient to move the massive amount of runoff what is
currently absorbed by almost 500 acres of agricultural land and all of the trees that currently exist along
Channel A.

3) Why was the waste water capacity information so massiviely incorrect in the Village Farms Draft EIR?

4) Why did it take more than a year for this information regarding the wastewater treatment capacity deficit to be
released from the time the Brown and Caldwell consultants were hired? The City has only recently let the
community know about Davis waste water treatment capacity problem. Apparently, the City's Wastewater
Treatment Plant capacity is being significantly impacted by processing the leachate from the Yolo County Landfill.
How long has that been going on given its significant impacts? Why is only Davis allowing so much of its
wastewater treatment capacity to be used by the Yolo County Landfill to process its leachate, which is serving
the entire County of Yolo?

5) In addition to these issues is the Draft EIR deficiency of having done no testing for toxics from the burn pits
that operated on the adjacent unlined Old City Landfill for decades in the groundwater or soil bordering the
Village Farms land. These burn pits commeonly produce carcinogenic products like dioxins.
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B) Also, there has been no testing done for methane gases which commonly are released from old landfills like
the Old city Landfill. This is another deficit of the current Village Farm Draft EIR.

Please respond to these comments and add the needed “reduced footprint” alternative requested by Davis

residents repeatedly to the Village Farms DEIR for analysis.

Regards;
Liz Reay, M.S., RBP
ereayS58@outlook.com

530-902-3248
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Response to Comment 256-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 256-2

Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 256-3

Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 256-4

Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 256-5

Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 256-6

Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.
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Letter 257
Subject: Formal Comments on Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR: Request for "Reduced Footprint” Alternative and CEQA
Concerns

Sent: 1/2/2026, 6:01:02 PM
From: Mohammad Sadoghi<msadoghi@expolab.org>
To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

This letter contains my comments for the administrative record regarding the Partially Recirculated Village
Farms Draft EIR.

| am writing to express my strong objection to the exclusion of the "reduced footprint” alternative from the
Alternatives Analysis (Chapter 7) of the Recirculated DEIR. This alternative, which limits development to south of
Channel A, was proposed by citizens and needs to be analyzed as a less-damaging, environmentally superior
option under CEQA. Its inclusion is critical because it would preserve the vernal pools, avoid significant flood
risks associated with the 200-acre flood plain, and distance homes from the toxics associated with the adjacent
Old City Landfill.

Furthermore, | request a reasoned response to the following significant points that are within the recirculated
scope:

1. Why was there a delay of over a year in revealing the erroneous information about the wastewater
treatment capacity?
2. Why is the City of Davis processing all the leachate from the Yolo County Landfill, which serves the entire
County. given the significant impacts this has on Davis's wastewater capacity?
These comments are substantive and raise material environmental issues related to the adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis and the fundamental assumptions of the project. | urge the City to address these points fully
and to include the reduced footprint alternative in your analysis.

Best Regards,

Mohammad Sadoghi, PhD

Associate Professor, Chancellor's Fellow
Exploratory Systems Lab (ExpolLab)
Department of Computer Science
University of California, Davis
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Response to Comment 257-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 257-2

Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 257-3

Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 257-4

The comment is conclusory. Please see the previous responses to comments.
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Letter 258

Subject: Comments on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for the Village Farms project
Sent: 1/2/2026, 4:41:59 PM

From: Eileen Samitz<emsamitz@dcn.org>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on
links.
Dear Ms. Dungworth.
| am submitting these comments on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for the Village Farms Davis
project for the administrative record.
1) My alternative comments are in scope and must be addressed in writing.
The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR includes Chapter 7, “Alternatives Analysis,” carried forward from the original
DEIR. Since Chapter 7 is included in the Partially Recirculated DEIR, comments on the Alternatives Analysis are
in-scope during this recirculation period.
Under CEQA, the City must evaluate and respond to all significant environmental points raised in timely
comments on the draft document being circulated. A significant point is not a casual opinion or a vague
complaint. It is a substantive comment that raises a material environmental issue or identifies a specific
deficiency in the EIR’s analysis, conclusions, or mitigation which is something the City must address with a
reasoned written response grounded in the record, not just an acknowledgement.
To be clear, since the City included Chapter 7, Alternatives Analysis in the recirculated materials, the City cannot
then try to tell the public by directive or otherwise, that meaningful comments about the adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis are out of bounds. If the City fails to respond to significant points about Chapter 7, this
creates vet another CEQA vulnerability for this project.
2) The Village Farms process has been aberrant and fast-tracked. This does not excuse CEQA
compliance.
From the beginning, the Village Farms process has been aberrant and fast-tracked, and public input has been
compressed. Piling major developments on top of one another during the holidays, along with back-to-back
meetings, is inexcusable, and has made it much more difficult for Davis resident to participate and give their
input. But none of that relieves the City of its legal duty to provide a legally adequate EIR and a legally adequate
alternatives analysis.
3) The DEIR must analyze a feasible “Reduced Footprint” alternative (south of Channel A).
Because Chapter 7 is part of the Partially Recirculated DEIR, | am formally requesting that the City add and
analyze the “Reduced Footprint” alternative that Davis citizens requested at the December 12, 2023 City Council
meeting, and numerous times since at City public meetings, and in letters submitted to the City on Village Farms
including the City Council and City Commissions on the Village Farms project.
This Reduced Footprint alternative would limit development to the area south of Channel A (i.e., “below the
channel’). It should have been included earlier. It is also similar in concept to the “environmentally superior”
reduced footprint alternative that was included in the Covell Village Draft EIR—which is an important local
precedent showing that this type of alternative is both appropriate and analyzable.
This Reduced Footprint alternative needs to be included in the Draft EIR for analysis because it would still allow
substantial development, roughly 900 to 1,000 homes, while materially reducing serious environmental risks and
impacts, including:

« Preserving the vernal pools and associated habitat values that are at stake with the current project
footprint.
« Avoiding the enormous flooding risks associated with building homes on the enormous 200-acre FEMA
Hazard Zone A floodplain
+ Increasing the distance between residences and the directly adjacent Old City Landfill / Sewage
Treatment area, where there are longstanding concerns about toxic contamination, including PFAS “forever
chemicals” and where the site operated as a burn pit for over 30 years.
The City needs to go back to the drawing board and present an alternative that avoids putting people in harm’s
way and avoids unnecessary damage to sensitive biological resources while still allowing a substantial number of
housing units. It is relevant that even the Yolo County planning department asked for a “reduced footprint:
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alternative to be include in the Village Farms Draft EIR. It is inexcusable that this alternative was not included

and it needs to be added and analyzed now.

4) The City needs to explain the long delay in revealing the wastewater treatment capacity issue.
The Partially Recirculated DEIR exists because the City is now acknowledging the erroneous information
regarding the adequacy of wastewater treatment capacity for the Village Farms Project. It is reasonable and
necessary for the public to ask: Why did it take the City more than a year to inform the community about
erroneous or incomplete information in the Draft EIR regarding wastewater treatment plant capacity?

This is not a trivial question. It goes to the heart of transparency, disclosure, and the integrity of the

environmental review process.

5) The City must disclose and explain the wastewater treatment capacity burden of processing the Yolo
County Landfill leachate.

It has also been widely stated that Davis is using a large amount of wastewater capacity to process leachate
from the Yelo County Landfill. If this is true, the public deserves straightforward answers:

« Why is Davis processing leachate from the Yolo County Landfill, which serves the entire County of Yolo?
+ How long has this been going on, and under what agreements and assumptions?
« How soon can this arrangement be terminated to free up the City's waste water treatment capacity that the
Yolo County Landfill is currently using?
» What are the environmental and capacity impacts of that leachate processing, especially in the context of
approving additional large projects that would also rely on wastewater treatment capacity?
At minimum, the EIR should clearly disclose what the City is doing, how it affects capacity assumptions, and how

it affects the City's ability to serve this project and other projects.

In summary, the actions needed are:

1. Add and analyze a Reduced Footprint alternative limited to south of Channel A in the Village Farms
DEIR Alternatives Analysis (Chapter 7).

2. Provide a clear explanation (in the Final EIR record) for why there was more than a year delay in
revealing the wastewater treatment capacity problem presented in the earlier DEIR materials.

3. Provide clear disclosure and explanation of why Davis is processing Yolo County Landfill leachate,
how much capacity it consumes, and how it affects project and cumulative wastewater capacity
conclusions.

Additional comments for the administrative record that must be addressed before certification of the
EIR:

6) The Village Farms Draft EIR did not test for methane gas emissions form the unlined Old City Landfill.
This was also commented on during the Draft EIR comment period (Eileen Samitz) but has been ignored.
7) The Village Farms DEIR did not test for toxics products due to the massive burn pit operations at the
unlined Old City Landfill for over 30 years. This is a serious issue commented on and submitted during
the Village Farms Draft EIR period (Robert Okamoto) which still has been ignored. This is a serious Draft
EIR inadequacy issue.

8) The toxics from the adjacent unlined Old City Landfill and Sewage Treatment Plant including high
levels of PFAS’s. manganese and other chemical contaminants leaking into the groundwater extending
to Village Farms. This contaminant groundwater can mix with the Channel water due to rising groundwater
particularly in the more frequent storms with climate change bringing atmospheric rivers more often. The
contamination communication could occur from the below, or above breaching the secondary detention basin
(dig-pit). This potentially contaminated runoff flows east vis Channel A ;through Wildhorse, through Willow Slough
Bypass to the wetlands and wildlife areas (i.e. Vic Fazio Wildlife Area) and Yolo Basin connecting eventually to
the Sacramento River. This contamination would be catastrophic. This issue was also commented on during
the Draft EIR comment period by several commenters including Dr. Steven Deveral, Principal Hydrologist
and technical advisor overseeing the clean-up of the Mace Ranch Frontier Fertilizer EPA Superfund site
for over 25 years. This issue is also not being adequately address in the Draft EIR.

9) The massive earth-moving of at least ONE MILLION CUBIC YARDS of soil could bring toxics including
the PFAS’ which may also be contaminated with dioxins, furans or polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
from the burn pit residues. Aerosolization of these toxics materials also has not been addressed from all
the earth moving. These burn pit sites were located immediately adjacent to the Village Farms northern
border. The testing of the soil and groundwater for theses carcinogenic burn pit residues has not been
done. This is clearly a serious inadequacy issue of the Village Farms Draft EIR.

10) The planning for flood control is inadequate for the massive amount of runoff that is currently being
absorbed by 498-acres of agriculture land that would be developed with impervious surfaces with the
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Village Farms development. In particular, re-routing Channel A would not handle the massive runoff
particularly via the moat around the northern neighborhoods in the project. This issue was also
commented in in the Draft EIR (Dr. Nicolas Pinter, UCD GeoSciences) and has not been addressed.
Further, how is the project to get FEMA relief from the Hazard Zone A floodplain since FEMA has an
indefinite moratorium for any floodplain relief certification which is required to build homes on the
massive 200-acre floodplain areas. Will these homes require flood insurance?
11) FEMA currently has an moratorium with no end in sight, on floodplains getting relief certification.
How does Village Farms plan to get floodplain relief certification from the 200-acre FEMA Hazard Zone A
floodplain that it plans to build hundreds of homes on? Further, will these homes be required to have
flood insurance particularly because the project plans to re-route Channel A creating a moat around the
northern neighborhoods? What about mosquito abatement and oders from this channel moat which has
not been addressed in the Draft EIR?
12) Village Farms is planning to move Channel A closer to the Old City Landfill and Sewage Treatment
258-7 Plant bringing it closer to the burn pit sites. This in turn would allow leaching of the potentially
Cont. carcinogenic burn pit residues as well as PFAS’s and other Old City Landfill chemical contaminants,
further contaminating the channel water runoff which would flow eastward through Wildhorse and to the
wetlands including the habitat and connecting water ways. None of this has been addressed in the
Village Farms Draft EIR, yet another serious inadequacy.
13) Village Farms is planning to locate houses in close proximity to these burn pit sites where there
would be flooding potential from this Channel A moat as well as exposure to the burn pit toxics and
carcinogenic PFAS’s and other chemical contaminants.
14) The City needs to recirculate the Village Farms Draft EIR to get public and agency input on the
adequacy of the new plan to add a liner to Channel A to try to avoid a mobilization pathway of landfill
pollutants into state and federally protected waters. This was first revealed in the draft Response To
Comments section. This is significant new information that demands recirculation under CEQA. Using
the Response To Comments Section to introduce significant project redesigns into the Final EIR without
recirculation is not allowed.
It is also notable that all of these Village Farms issues expose the City to long term liability.
Please include this letter in the administrative record and provide reasoned written responses in the
258-8 Final EIR to each point raised here. Thank you if you can please confirm receipt of this communication
which was sent before the deadline.
Eileen M. Samitz,
Former City of Davis Planning Commissioner
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LETTER 258: EILEEN SAMITZ

Response to Comment 258-1
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 258-2
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 258-3
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 258-4
Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 258-5
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 258-6
Please see Responses to Comments 258-3 through 258-5.

Response to Comment 258-7
Please see Master Response 8.

Response to Comment 258-8

The comment is conclusory. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially
Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.
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Letter 259

Subject: Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR comments
Sent: 1/2/2026, 3:56:43 PM

From: Amanda Sanchez<sanch2086@gmail.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

n response to request for comment regarding the partially recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the administrative
record:

Considering new information received regarding community water capacity, | am providing the following feedback.

1. Please instead utilize the “reduced footprint” alternative limited to below Channel A described above to be analyzed

in the Village Farms DEIR.

2) Why there was more than a year delay in revealing the waste water treatment capacity issue? Transparency and real
community engagement has been lacking with this project. Stop prioritizing developer interests.

3) Consider keeping the land agricultural or converting to natural preservation (open space program) in favor of
community and cultural investment rather than committing the value of the land to the interest of a few developers and
affluent Bay Area migrants.

Amanda S
Davis home owner and public school parent
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LETTER 259: AMANDA SANCHEZ

Response to Comment 259-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 259-1

Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 259-1

Please see Master Response 8.
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Letter 260

Subject: The Partially Recirculated Village Farms Draft EIR for the administrative record
Sent: 1/2/2026, 3:50:55 PM

From: Lisa Thomas<lisa.thomas0619@gmail.com>

To: Dara Dungworth

Categories: VFD Comment

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

Dara Dungworth:

| request the reduced footprint alternative limited to below channel A, to be analyzed in the Village Farms
DEIR.

| request an explanation as to why there has been a significant delay (12+ months) in reporting the wastewater
treatment capacity issue.

For how long has Davis been processing leachate for the entire county of Yolo?

| reside at 3333 F Street in Twin Pines Apartments; | am extremely concerned about the City of Davis rushing
this project in lieu of practicing safe, thorough environmental impact reporting to the citizens most immediately
exposed to impacts of this draft proposal.

Regards,

Lisa Thomas

3333 F Street, Apt 16
Davis, CA 95616
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LETTER 260: LISA THOMAS

Response to Comment 260-1
Please see Master Responses 2 and 8.

Response to Comment 260-2
Please see Master Response 9 and Response to Comment 221-2.

Response to Comment 260-3
Please see Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 260-4
Please see Master Response 1.
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