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4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter contains master responses as well as responses to each of the comment letters 
submitted regarding the Mace Ranch Innovation Center (MRIC) Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR).   
 
4.2  MASTER RESPONSES 
 
Many of the commenters raised similar concerns.  For these concerns, the City has prepared master 
responses.  Through master responses, the City can address the common topics in a comprehensive 
manner and without duplication in the individual responses. Several master comments have been 
prepared: (1) Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and County Road (CR) 32A Closure, (2) Bicycle 
Connection Along CR 32A, (3) Mixed-Use Alternative, (4) Guarantees of Developer 
Performance, (5) Project Phasing, (6) Project Ownership, (7) Western Burrowing Owl, and (8) 
Swainson’s hawk.  
 
Master Response #1 – Union Pacific Railroad and County Road 32A Closure  
 
Background 
 
CR 32A is an east/west frontage road used by motorists as a by-pass to Interstate 80 (I-80). The 
road is widely used by bicyclists traveling between Davis and West Sacramento, and trucks 
transporting waste to the Yolo County Central Landfill. CR 32A is located on the north side of 
the UPRR track to the intersection with CR 105, at which point the road makes a 90 degree bend 
south, crosses the railroad tracks, and curves east where it continues east/west along the south 
side of the railroad tracks. 
 
Where CR 32A crosses the tracks, there have been instances in the past where vehicles traveling 
at unsafe speeds were driven onto the tracks and became immobilized. Over the years, the 
County has undertaken a number of improvements to improve safety at this location: 
 

 Installed flashing warning light on westbound CR 32A and southbound 105 2005 
 Installed larger highly reflective signs  2009 
 Asked UP to remove trees within their right-of-way 2011 
 Installed guard rails on westbound and eastbound CR 32A, south of the tracks  2012 
 Installed rumble strips on westbound CR 32A to warn drivers 2012 
 Installed highly reflective durable stop bars before tracks 2012 
 Restriped both edge and centerlines (through the crossing) for better reflectivity   2015 
 Installed additional railroad crossing advance warning signs 2015
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The most significant of these improvements was the CR 32A Rehabilitation and Railroad 
Crossing Safety Improvement Project constructed in the summer of 2012.  The $240,000 project 
was funded with a combination of federal transportation funds for the safety features, and local 
funds for the roadway rehabilitation.  
 
The purpose of the rehabilitation portion of the project was to rehabilitate a half mile section of 
CR 32A east of the railroad crossing.  The purpose of the railroad safety portion of the project 
was to increase the safety of the UPRR crossing at the intersection of CR 32A and CR 105.   
 
The project consisted of adding guardrail south of the railroad tracks along CR 32A and 
restriping the lanes to a width of eleven feet. A guardrail was installed at the 90 degree curve to 
keep motorists on the road and allow them to safely cross the tracks, reducing the possibility of 
drivers getting high-centered on the railroad tracks. The pavement striping was realigned to aid 
in directing motorists to slow down and stay within the lanes and pavement.  In addition, a half 
mile of the road was rebuilt and resurfaced for improved operations and safety.  
 
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) 
 
More recently, notwithstanding the improvements described above, representatives of Union 
Pacific have approached the County and the City to express concerns regarding safety at the at-
grade crossing.  To date UPRR has made no application to the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) to close or eliminate the crossing, nor has the CPUC taken any actions in 
this regard; however, UPRR staff have expressed their desire to pursue closure within a two-year 
timeframe.   
 
Staff from Yolo County and Davis have conducted several meetings with UPRR representatives, 
the latest as recent as November 30, 2015.  During the last meeting UPRR representatives 
committed to a six-month window for exploration of long-term solutions such as a grade-
separated crossing, during which time they will not file any applications with the CPUC. 
 
As an outcome of meetings with UPRR, the County is contemplating making the following 
short-term improvements for which UPRR has indicated they will provide funding:1 
 

 Install additional rumble strips on westbound CR 32A, east of the crossing; 
 Install a street light at the crossing northeast of the tracks (waiting for PG&E estimate); 

and 
 Install guard rail on the northwest corner of the crossing. 

 
The County has requested that UPRR trim or remove a specific tree in their right-of-way (ROW) 
on westbound CR 32A to improve flasher visibility.2 In addition, UPRR has indicated they are 
contemplating the following short-term actions:   

                                                 
1  Personal communication between Heidi Tschudin, MRIC Project Manager and Taro Echiburu, Yolo County 

Director of Community Development, December 7, 2015. 
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 Relocating the crossing to the Chiles Road off-ramp to eliminate the 90 degree turn; and 
 Move the railroad signals at the east side of the curve on CR 32A. 

 
Ultimately, UPRR will have to undertake a public application and approval process through the 
CPUC prior to closure of the existing crossing.   
 
MRIC Draft EIR 
 
The Draft EIR discloses on page 4.14-33 that UPRR has discussed the potential closure of the 
CR 32A grade crossing, due to safety concerns. The MRIC Draft EIR does not constitute 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review for any potential future action by UPRR 
to close the CR 32A crossing; however, it does contain discussion, where appropriate, regarding 
the implications of UPRR’s contemplated action on identified MRIC Draft EIR mitigation 
measures. Assuming the MRIC project is approved and Mitigation Measure 4.14-2(d) (Option 3 
-- Alternative to Mace Boulevard interchange improvements) is adopted, the Draft EIR identifies 
that the short-term mitigation measure involving relocating the CR 32A/CR 105 intersection to 
the north would not be required if the railroad crossing is eliminated. In which case, the Draft 
EIR discloses, the identified grade separation of CR 32A and the railroad tracks would be 
required. Moreover, the Draft EIR identifies that, in such an event, Mitigation Measure 4.14-
9(a), requiring a crossing southeast of the existing railroad crossing for westbound bicyclists on 
CR 32A, would not be required. 
 
Master Response #2 – Bicycle Connection Along County Road 32A 
 
This master response summarizes issues related to bicycle travel along CR 32A. 
 
Page 4.14-39 of the Draft EIR discloses that “the addition of 100 peak hour vehicle trips to CR 
32A has the potential to negatively impact bicycle flow along CR 32A between CR 105 and the 
access to the causeway bicycle path.”   
 
The 100 peak hour vehicle trips assigned to CR 32A represents less than five percent of the 
overall MRIC trips, largely due to the fact that the CR 32A hook ramps are located 2.4 miles 
from the closest MRIC access point, while the westbound off-ramp at the I-80/Mace Boulevard 
interchange is located 0.4-mile from the closest project access point. Current traffic counts at the 
CR 32A/I-80 off-ramp intersection indicate that there are currently approximately 170 trips on 
CR 32A during the AM peak hour and 350 trips on CR 32A during the PM peak hour to the west 
of the ramp intersection. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(a) requires that the applicant construct a crossing for westbound 
cyclists on CR 32A, southeast of the existing at-grade railroad crossing at CR 32A and CR 105 
to mitigate the potential negative impact to bicycle flow along CR 32A. The purpose of the 

                                                                                                                                                             
2  Personal communication between Heidi Tschudin, MRIC Project Manager and Taro Echiburu, Yolo County 

Director of Community Development, December 7, 2015. 
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crossing enhancement is to facilitate safe bicycle movements from westbound CR 32A to the 
east-west path located between the Union Pacific Rail line and I-80. 
 
Pages 4.14-27 through 4.14-29 of the Draft EIR provide a discussion and evaluation of a 
mitigation alternative that would result in a higher level of project vehicle traffic using CR 32A. 
It is estimated that 600 project trips would use CR 32A during the peak hours under this 
mitigation alternative. Mitigation Measure 4.14-2(d) [and 5-21(d)] includes the following 
improvement to CR 32A to facilitate safer bicycle travel by providing wider shoulders/on-street 
bike lanes.  This measure only applies to Mitigation Option 3 (Interchange Alternative) where 
vehicular traffic is shifted from the I-80/Mace interchange to CR 32A based on enhancements to 
that corridor. 
 

“County Road 32A – from County Road 105 to Causeway Bicycle Path Access: widen 
CR 32A to meet Yolo County standards for a 2-lane arterial (14 foot travel lanes and 6 
foot shoulder/on-street bike lanes).” 
 

The 14-foot lane width and 6-foot bike lane widths cited in Mitigation Measure 4.14-2(d) [and 5-
21(d)] of the Draft EIR are the Yolo County standards for arterials.  CR 32A is a County road, 
and design changes would therefore need to be approved by the County.  In order to maximize 
bicycle safety and provide more separation between bicyclists and vehicles, the seventh bullet 
under Mitigation Measure 4.14-2(d), and the ninth bullet under Mitigation Measure 5-21(d) are 
modified as follows:   
 

County Road 32A – from County Road 105 to Causeway Bicycle Path Access: widen CR 
32A to meet Yolo County standards for a 2 lane arterial provide 7-foot bike lanes, 12-
foot maximum auto travel lanes, and a 3-foot buffer between the travel lane and the 
bicycle lane.  If the County does not allow this cross-section, then at a minimum improve 
the roadway to meet the Yolo County standard for a two-lane arterial (14-foot travel 
lanes and 6 foot shoulder/on-street bike lanes).  

 
The California MUTCD calls for a minimum four-foot bike lane on streets where vehicle parking 
is prohibited. FHWA recommends wider bike lanes on streets with higher motor vehicle speeds 
such as CR 32A, and the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide recommends buffered bike 
lanes on streets with high travel speeds. A buffered bike lane is a conventional on-street bike 
lane paired with a designated buffer space separating the bicycle lane from the adjacent motor 
vehicle travel lane, and is allowed per the California MUTCD guidelines (Section 9C.03). 
 
Page 4.14-29 indicates that Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) has discussed the potential closure of 
the CR 32A at-grade crossing due to safety concerns (see Master Response #1, Union Pacific 
Railroad and County Road 32A Closure). Mitigation Measure 4.14-2(d) requires the provision of 
a grade separated crossing of CR 32A in the event the existing at-grade crossing is closed.  
 
The implications of UPRR’s possible closure of the current at-grade crossing on bicycle travel on 
CR 32A are unknown as no such project has been formally proposed to date.  The obligation to 
disclose and analyze such impacts would lie with UPRR and/or the Public Utilities Commission 
should they pursue the project.  
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The project applicant has expressed interest in the concept of establishing a separate alternative 
bicycle path to the north of CR 32A along the approximate alignment of the Mace 
channel.   Though not proposed as a formal component of the project it has come up during 
preliminary discussions regarding the draft project sustainability framework.  This may be 
explored further as part of the project Development Agreement.  If this idea moves forward it 
would undergo separate analysis and CEQA review as applicable. 
 
Master Response #3 – Mixed-Use Alternative 
 
Reason for Including a Mixed-Use Alternative 
 
CEQA requires analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or the location of the 
project, which would among other things, avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of 
the project. The staff proposed the Mixed-Use Alternative as one of several alternatives 
appropriate and necessary to meet the requirements of CEQA.   
 
Housing was not recommended for inclusion in project(s) during the Request For Expressions of 
Interest (RFEI) process, nor did the applicant propose housing as part of their application. 
However, CEQA requires that the lead agency consider alternatives that could reasonably reduce 
significant impacts of the project.  Staff anticipated that the project EIR might identify 
significant impacts related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions. A growing field of study demonstrates that mixed uses can lower the traffic, air 
quality, greenhouse gas, energy, and related impacts of separated land uses.  As a result, staff 
concluded that a Mixed-Use Alternative would satisfy CEQA’s requirements for the 
development of a reasonable range of alternatives. The alternative was intended to test the 
possibility that a mix of innovation center uses and residential uses would generate lowered 
amounts of regional traffic, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and greenhouse gas emissions as 
compared to the business-only proposals.  The City Council confirmed the inclusion of the 
Mixed-Use Alternative as part of the range of alternatives proposed for evaluation in the MRIC 
Draft EIR on December 16, 2014.     
 
Method for Determining the Number of On-site Units 
 
The number of units assumed in the Mixed-Use Alternative was determined from information 
provided in the BAE Report entitled Economic Evaluation of Innovation Park Proposals (July 9, 
2015).  Pursuant to Table 9 of the BAE report, the MRIC project would need to provide 3,763 
dwelling units on-site to meet 100 percent of the estimated project housing demand (BAE 
Report, Table 9, page 32). As noted in Table 8 of that same report, the proportion of MRIC 
employees who are expected to choose to live inside Davis is estimated at 55 percent, leaving an 
estimated 45 percent of the MRIC employees who are anticipated to choose to live outside of the 
City. For MRIC, 55 percent of the total housing demand equates to 2,053 units (Table 8). 
Therefore, 2,053 units was assumed to be necessary within Davis in order to house all of the 
demand associated with the project.  After accounting for the 1,238 units assumed to be available 
within the City based on assumptions documented in the BAE report, the MRIC project would 
need to provide a minimum of 815 units on-site in order to fulfill demand (Table 8, bottom row).  
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Based on this information, and in order to fully analyze this alternative, the applicant was asked 
to provide an alternative site plan that integrated a minimum of 815 dwelling units on-site, 
assuming high-density (30 dwelling units per acre [du/ac] minimum), attached, multi-story 
live/work units designed specifically to house and support workers within the MRIC.  The 
resulting conceptual site plan (Draft EIR, Figure 8-1, page 8-3) reflects to 850 units on 
approximately 34 acres; this includes the setbacks, courtyards, parking areas etc. Designs would 
incorporate green technology, high efficiency, compact form, with the latest technology and 
lifestyle features, and emphasis on low to no-vehicle use.  Height limits of 85 feet were assumed.   
 
Employee Occupancy Assumed for the Mixed-Use Alternative 
 
For the purposes of this analysis, each of the 850 units was assumed to be occupied by at least 
one employee of the MRIC. The assumption of 100 percent occupancy by at least one MRIC 
employee was valid for the purpose of the CEQA alternative, which was to test whether and to 
what magnitude occupancy would minimize adverse environmental impacts. 
 
How Trips From Non-Employee Household Members Were Considered in the Analysis? 
 
Trips from all residents of the Mixed-Use Alternative units were considered in the analysis. The 
Draft EIR indicates that 1,480 total external auto trips are forecast to be generated by the Mixed 
Use Alternative during a weekday AM peak hour (Table 8-21). This includes auto trips entering 
and exiting the site that would be made by residents of the on-site housing units, project 
employees, hotel guests, and visitors. It also includes trips made by others to the uses including 
delivery, maintenance, and other purposes.  
 
Most trips made by non-employee household members during the AM peak hour would be work 
trips to jobs or for other trip purposes such as school or shopping trips. Table 8-20 shows the 
residential uses in the mixed use alternative would generate 44 inbound and 316 outbound trips 
during the AM peak hour, before adjustments for internalization and trips made by bicycle, 
transit, or walk modes. Approximately half of the AM peak hour trips from on-site households 
are estimated to be internal to the project site (i.e., trips by on-site residents walking or biking to 
their jobs within the MRIC site). The other trips generated by on-site households, which would 
be external trips, would be made primarily by non-employee household members. A small share 
of those external trips would be made by non-household members such as visitors, maintenance 
workers, delivery services, etc. 
 
The trip rates applied for the on-site household uses, from the Trip Generation Manual, 9th 
Edition, 2012, Institute of Transportation Engineers, do not include demographic data such as the 
number of employees per household in surveyed facilities. The BAE memo Economic 
Evaluation of Innovation Park Proposals (July 9, 2015), prepared for the City of Davis, identifies 
an average of 1.62 employed residents per household in the Davis area.         
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Could Employee Occupancy Within the Mixed-Use Alternative Be Guaranteed? 
 
Employee occupancy could be ensured through a development agreement with the applicant. 
Commitments similar to the following could accomplish this:  
 

 The housing stock would be owned and/or controlled by the applicant or a controlling 
entity (e.g. an MRIC Housing Authority) associated with the operation and maintenance 
of the MRIC. 

 The applicant would have enforceable agreements with some or all of the MRIC 
employers to offer on-site housing to employees as a benefit or possibly a term of 
employment. 

 The employee contract would stipulate on-site residency as a mandatory term or 
alternatively the housing agreement would stipulate on-site employment as a mandatory 
requirement.  

 Appropriate housing packages would be developed to address ownership, lease, and/or 
rental relationships, and to identify eviction terms, etc. 

 
Examples of this type of relationship include university, tribal, and resort housing.  
 
If the City Council choses to consider the Mixed Use Alternative they will deliberate the policy 
implications of this alternative.  They will consider whether and how much employee occupancy 
should be guaranteed and appropriate mechanisms to do so.  The Council will balance these 
considerations with other relevant factors including housing policy, economic feasibility, market 
influences, etc. 
 
Relationship Between MRIC and Infill Strategy  
 
The City is addressing the need for infill redevelopment and the need for land to meet the space 
needs of larger manufacturing businesses that cannot be easily achieved through infill 
development downtown or elsewhere in the City. This multi-pronged approach is the City’s 
“Dispersed Innovation Strategy” which was the result of substantial study and public process, 
and incorporates multiple initiatives concurrently underway with the MRIC project. Referenced 
in the MRIC Draft EIR on pages 3-5 and 3-6, these “actions” were initially identified in 2010 by 
the City Council as part of the Business Park Land Strategy, and further reaffirmed through 
formal adoption of the “Dispersed Innovation Strategy” at the culmination of the multi-year 
Innovation Park Task Force Process, and Davis Innovation Center Report adopted in 2012.  
 
The following are excerpts (in italics) from the City’s adopted Strategy followed by an update of 
the implementation efforts that are underway for each action: 
 
Pursue a “Dispersed Innovation Strategy” offering flexible space (scalability) supporting needs 
of growing and new businesses. A combined approach of near term close-in hub with mid-term, 
larger less constrained edge sites offer the best mix of University proximity and expansion 
capability for the City: 
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1) Maximize existing inventory to increase development certainty, and flexibility. 
 

2) Review existing land use, zoning and tax structure with objectives of supporting retention 
and growth of innovation businesses and maximizing revenue opportunities.  
 

The Planning Commission’s current work plan has initiated this process, starting with study of 
the downtown development regulations. 

 
3) Near Term -The Gateway (Downtown Research & University Innovation District) option 

offers the best close/in location due to the proximity to University and property owner 
and University interest, and should be pursued as the City’s top innovation center 
priority.  

This public/private partnership with the City, UC Davis and property owners is to create a 
Downtown/University Mixed Use Innovation District with space and amenities attractive to 
entrepreneurs, supporting UC tech transfer, collaboration space, needs of smaller firms and 
entrepreneurial live/work lifestyles. The Nishi Gateway project is now under concurrent review 
by the City and will also be subject to a community vote under the provisions of Measure R. The 
attraction of increasing numbers of entrepreneurs in and near downtown can incentivize infill 
redevelopment and strengthen downtown’s role as an innovation center.  

 
4) Mid-Term - The East and West “edge” sites offer viable options for location and size of 

larger innovation centers meeting needs of growing mid-sized companies (150~ 
employees) and should be continued to be explored as part of a mid-term Dispersed 
Innovation Strategy. 

The City solicited proposals for new innovation centers through a Request for Expressions of 
Interest (RFEI).  Two planning applications for innovation centers were received.  The Davis 
Innovation Center at the east side of the City, west and northwest of Sutter Hospital, was put on 
hold by the applicant in May 2015 and has since been deemed withdrawn.  The MRIC 
application evaluated in this Final EIR is under City and community review with potential 
community vote in 2016. 

 
It is also important to note that the City contemplated addition of land for a university related 
research park as part of the 2001 General Plan update, including studying four alternative 
locations of research parks equivalent in size or larger than the MRIC Innovation Center 
currently proposed. It was determined at that time that the city had sufficient land inventory to 
meet business needs, but should reassess its land supply in 2010.  The 2010 Business Park Land 
Strategy evaluated the adequacy of the city’s remaining supply to meet potential demand and 
concluded that the city did not have an adequate long term supply of land to meet needs of 
growing businesses. 
 
Likely Results if Fewer Than 100 Percent of the Units Are Occupied by an MRIC Employee.    
 
In order to address this question, sensitivity testing of MRIC trip generation was undertaken.  
Fehr and Peers evaluated the number of net vehicle trips accessing the MRIC project site under a 
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range of different assumptions for the percentage of on-site homes that are occupied by one or 
more MRIC employees. The Mixed-Use Alternative that is evaluated in the Draft EIR is based 
on occupancy of 100 percent of the on-site housing by at least one MRIC employee. As a result, 
the Mixed Use Alternative has a substantially higher internalization of trips, between the housing 
and employment uses, than the MRIC project without on-site housing. Moreover, the Mixed Use 
Alternative generates fewer external vehicle trips, particularly during the AM and PM peak 
commute hours, than the MRIC project without housing. The sensitivity testing conducted by 
Fehr and Peers assessed occupancy levels of 0 percent, 25 percent, 50 percent, and 75 percent 
(proportion of units with at least one resident MRIC employee) to compare with the 100 percent 
assumed in the Draft EIR evaluation of the Mixed Use Alternative.  
 
The following chart (Figure 1) shows the evaluation results based on the number of daily 
external vehicle trips. The orange bar in the chart shows the number of external daily vehicle 
trips that would be generated by the MRIC project with no residential units. The orange line 
represents the number of vehicle trips generated by the MRIC project with no residential 
units.  Each column represents a different mixed use scenario in terms of the proportion of units 
occupied by at least one employee of the MRIC.  So for example, the 0% column indicates the 
number of trips that would be generated by the mixed use alternative, including the 850 units, if 
there is no internalization (i.e., none of the residents in the on-site housing work in MRIC).   
 

Figure 1 
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The purpose of having the orange line in the chart is to show the point at which the mixed use 
alternative would generate more vehicle trips (e.g. have greater impact) than the MRIC project 
without housing.  The results indicate that the Mixed-Use Alternative would generate more 
external daily trips when compared to the MRIC project with no residential units if the 
percentage of MRIC housing units occupied by MRIC employees drops below 60 percent for 
total daily trips.  
 
Master Response #4 – Guarantees of Developer Performance 
 
If the MRIC project is approved and garners the support of the voters, the applicant will be 
restricted to development of the project as approved.  As listed and described below, a number of 
controls are available to ensure project performance.  If the developer, owner, or operator desires 
at some time in the future to modify the project, they would be required to apply for an 
amendment to the project approval. At a minimum this would require a public process.  It may 
also trigger supplemental environmental review and possibly a subsequent citizen’s vote. 
 
Project Description 
 
The developer will be required to develop the site consistent with the project as described in the 
EIR.  Requests for changes in the project must be separately and independently reviewed for 
coverage under the EIR and compliance with applicable polices and regulations. While minor 
modifications may not trigger further environmental review, more substantive changes could 
trigger additional environmental review, including a subsequent public review and approval 
process. 
 
General Plan Designation and Zoning 
 
The project may only be approved and constructed consistent with the General Plan and other 
applicable plans, policies, and regulations. Requests for changes in the project must be separately 
and independently reviewed for policy and regulatory consistency.  While minor deviations may 
not trigger environmental review, more substantive differences could trigger additional 
environmental review and may require a subsequent general plan amendment or zone change. 
 
Conditions of Approval 
 
The project requires rezoning to a Planned Development District as one of several required City 
approvals.  Project approval will be conditioned on implementation of specified actions called 
conditions of approval.  Conditions are enforceable through the police powers of the City.  
Section 40.22.190 of the City Zoning Code, addressing Revocation of Planned Development 
approval, states: 

 
(a) In the event of a violation of any of the provisions of zoning regulations, or in the event 

of a failure to comply with any prescribed condition of approval, the planning 
commission may, after public notice and hearing, revoke any final planned development. 
In case of revocation of a final planned development, the determination of the planning 
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commission shall become final fifteen days after the date of decision unless appealed to 
the city council. 
 

(b) Procedures used in considering a revocation of a final planned development shall be 
consistent with those of granting a final planned development as detailed in Section 
40.30.010 et seq., (Ord. 1329 § 4) 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation measures adopted as part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2).  The City will use one or more of these methods to ensure 
enforceability of adopted mitigation measures.   
 
The City is required to adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) for any 
mitigation measures imposed pursuant to its regulatory authority (PRC Section 21081.6).  The 
MMRP must be designed to ensure compliance with adopted mitigation measures, through 
project implementation. The MMRP adopted for the MRIC will include information on 
mitigation timing, monitoring actions, and enforcement responsibility.  
 
Development Agreement  
 
Project approval assumes execution of a Development Agreement (DA) between the MRIC 
developers and the City.  A DA is a contractual agreement between a developer and jurisdiction 
that allows the jurisdiction to achieve additional public benefits beyond what could be attained 
through conditions of approval and mitigation measures, in exchange for project certainty.  DAs 
are governed by Section 65964 et seq of the California Government Code and the terms of the 
local ordinance passed to adopt each agreement.  DAs are enforceable as contracts.  The MRIC 
DA may contain procedures, penalties, and liabilities for non-performance. As an example the 
DA will likely contain a section that enables the City to withhold building permits if the 
developer is in default under the terms and conditions of the agreement. 
 
Master Owner’s Association 
 
In order to collectively manage the project over time, the applicant has proposed to implement a 
Master Owner’s Association (MOA) that will oversee and perform various management and 
marketing efforts including implementation of conditions of approval and other obligations of 
the project. This is described on page 3-21 of the Draft EIR. This entity will provide one central 
point of contact with contractual responsibility for compliance, monitoring, and reporting as may 
be required of the project. 
 
Measure R 
 
Project approval will be contingent upon approval by Davis voters pursuant to a citizen’s 
initiative (Measure J) passed in 2000 and renewed (Measure R) in 2010. One of the requirements 
of Measure R is the establishment of “baseline project features and requirements”, such as 
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recreation facilities, public facilities, significant project design features, sequencing or phasing, 
or similar features and requirements as shown on project exhibits and plans submitted for voter 
approval, which cannot be eliminated, significantly modified or reduced without subsequent 
voter approval. In other words, once set, the baseline features cannot be modified without a 
subsequent public vote.   
 
Baseline features are enforced in multiple ways depending on stage of development, the type of 
baseline feature and the type of alleged violation.  For example, each phase of the project will 
have requirements for specific implementation of baseline features applicable to that phase and 
baseline project features that may not be physically within the phase but which are required for 
that phase.   City approval is required for all implementation entitlements, such as subdivision 
maps and final planned development permits, and the baseline features will be included in the 
entitlements for the phase and the implementation entitlements.  The project’s development 
agreement will also include the baseline project features and enforcement mechanisms, including 
but not limited to seeking judicial orders for specific performance of the baseline features. 
Finally, baseline project features can be enforced through nuisance abatement actions on the 
grounds that failure to comply with the applicable general plan, land use and zoning for any 
property constitutes a public nuisance and is enforceable through administrative processes, and 
through civil and/or criminal actions.  Should a developer fail to comply with one or more 
baseline features, the City would review the specific issue and determine the most effective 
method of enforcement most likely to obtain compliance.  These methods are not exclusive and 
multiple avenues of enforcement may be used.  Finally, as implementation of Measure R, 
enforcement may also be accomplished through the general enforcement mechanisms in the 
City’s Municipal Code (i.e. Section 1.01.110) 
 
Master Response #5 – Project Phasing 
 
The project is proposed to develop in four phases (see Draft EIR page 3-43). Phase 1 consists of 
portions of the southerly approximately 1/3 of the project site.  Phase 2 is generally central to the 
site. Phase 3 completes the southerly land area and includes a portion of the northern area of the 
property. Phase 4 consists of the remaining northerly portion of the property.   
 
As illustrated in Figure 3-20 on page 3-45 of Chapter 3, Project Description, MRIC Phase 1 is 
anticipated to consist of approximately 48 acres in the southern portion of the MRIC site. MRIC 
Phase 1 is estimated to contain approximately 540,000 square feet, which will include 400,000 
square feet of Research/Manufacturing space to accommodate the expansion needs of Schilling 
Robotics, and 140,000 square feet of research/office/research and development (R&D), which 
may incorporate ground floor ancillary retail of up to 40,000 square feet. Two access points will 
be provided for MRIC Phase 1: 1) a new intersection at Mace Boulevard and Alhambra 
Boulevard, and 2) a new southern access point, which will connect to County Road 32A, east of 
the existing Park-and-Ride lot driveway. These two roadways will connect within the site, 
thereby linking Phases 1A and 1B, and creating through-site circulation.  
 
Future phasing is anticipated to move out to the central core and then north and east.  Phase 2 is 
proposed to comprise approximately 29 acres, south of the Mace Channel. Total building square 
footage for this phase is projected to be 700,000 square feet, including the proposed 
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hotel/conference center, various research/office/R&D centered around the Oval park, and 
ancillary retail. An additional 700,000 square feet of building space is projected for Phase 3, 
including research/office/R&D and manufacturing/research uses. The 29 acres developed in 
Phase 3 completes development south of the Mace Drainage Channel and along the perimeter of 
the Oval park. Phase 4 consists of the northerly 86 acres of the MRIC site and is projected to 
include approximately 714,000 square feet of manufacturing/research and research/office/R&D 
uses.  
 
The applicant has not proposed details regarding how much, if any, of one phase must be 
completed prior to moving to the next phase.  They have indicated they would like phasing to be 
driven by demand.  Many of the draft mitigation measures are triggered by phase. 
 
The City will work with the applicant to determine details governing phasing and bring these 
forward for consideration by the public, Planning Commission, and City Council together with 
the final action package. The City may opt to control the timing and order of phasing through 
conditions or approval, the development agreement, and/or as a baseline feature of the project. 
 
Master Response #6 – Project Ownership 
 
Project ownership information is provided below.  The City allowed the applicant to include two 
City properties as part of the MRIC project. In particular, the City’s 25-acre property in the 
northwest portion of the MRIC site was allowed to be included in the general planning and 
design of the project.  No specific requirements or outcomes for the City property were dictated 
to the applicant.  Ultimately, in order to develop, or engage in any activities (e.g., off-site 
drainage; removal of soils) on property owned by the City, a negotiated agreement and sale or 
lease will be required.  For the purposes of the EIR, this agreement was assumed to be contained 
within the development agreement described on page 3-11 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of 
the Draft EIR. 
 
 Mace Ranch Innovation Center 
 

APN  033-630-009 (101.86) 
Buzz Oates, LLC, and 
Ramos Family Trust 
C/O Troy Estacio 
555 Capitol Mall, Ninth Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
APN  033-650-009 (85.00) 
R&B Delta, LLC 
C/O Dana Parry 
1200 Concord Avenue, Suite 200 
Concord, CA 94520 
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APN  033-650-026 (25.34) 
City of Davis 
Tracie Reynolds, Property Management Coordinator 
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2 
Davis, A 95616 

 
 Mace Triangle 
 

APN  033-630-012 (7.90) 
Bchami LLC 
44168 Country Club Drive 
El Macero, CA 95618 
 
APN  033-630-006 (4.36) 
City of Davis  
Tracie Reynolds, Property Management Coordinator 
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2 
Davis, A 95616 
 
APN  033-630-011 (4.32) (26295 Mace Boulevard) 
Ikeda Family Trust Trustees Linda and Steven Ikeda 
Glen Ikeda 
4500 Sentinel Court 
Rocklin, CA  95677 

 
Master Response #7 – Western Burrowing Owl  
 
The following Master Response provides a summary of the comprehensive approach taken to 
address potential impacts to western burrowing owl (WBO) associated with the proposed project.  
Related errata to the text of the Draft EIR are summarized in this Master Response and provided 
in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR. 
 
Applicant Proposal 
 
In correspondence dated January 6, 2016 the applicant has proposed an amendment to their 
project to include construction of three artificial burrowing owl burrow complexes or dens in the 
proposed 150-foot agricultural buffer along the perimeter of the MRIC property.  As proposed by 
the applicant the owl burrows would be located within the 150-foot buffer but not within the 
drainage swale or the 50-foot wide transition area within which the bicycle trails will be located.  
To support this effort the applicant has also proposed to prepare and implement a burrowing owl 
site management plan compliant with the requirements of the 2012 CDFW Staff Report on owl 
mitigation.  The management plan would be submitted prior to phase one.  One burrow would be 
constructed during the construction period for each subsequent project phase (Phases 2, 3, and 
4). 
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Known Records  
 
Section 4.4.2 of the Draft EIR discusses WBO, including known records of sightings near the 
project, and habitat for WBO both on-site and off-site.  For known records, the Draft EIR 
focuses on WBO records in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).  The CNDDB 
is a database of known occurrences of many special-status plants, animals, and ecological 
communities in California.  It is a reliable and reputable source of known records maintained by 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and updated with new data monthly.  
The Draft EIR reports the results of a CNDDB query for the project site and the surrounding 
nine-quad area, including the records within the smaller 1-mile radius mentioned in Comment 
33-17.  The query returned 76 CNDDB records of WBO in the nine-quad area surrounding the 
project site. 
 
Section 4.4.2 of the Draft EIR describes in detail the two WBO records that partially overlap the 
project site (CNDDB Occurrence #695 and #614).  According to the CNDDB query conducted 
for the Draft EIR, the CNDDB records for WBO observations in and around eastern Davis had 
not been updated in recent years.  WBO was not observed on-site during numerous biological 
surveys conducted by Sycamore Environmental (see discussion below).  The Draft EIR notes 
that nesting habitat for burrowing owl occurs in the study area in multiple locations, namely, 
along Mace Boulevard, along the eastern edge of the project, along the Mace Drainage Channel 
which bisects the site, and along the railroad berm south of the study area. The Draft EIR 
considers the agricultural fields and ruderal areas to provide foraging habitat. 
 
Commenters provided information regarding other records of WBO in the vicinity of the project.  
The table below summarizes the additional known record information provided by commenters. 
 
Comment Additional Known Record Information Provided Summary  

35-2 

The owls along Road 104 in commenter’s page 4 and page 5 
photos appear to be associated with CNDDB Record #994 
(CNDDB notes the pole shown in the picture; two such poles 
are visible in Google Street view photos at this location; the 
tilled rows and landfill in background are also consistent with 
this location).  This portion of Road 104 is slightly over 500 ft 
(150 m) north of the northern boundary of MRIC and will not 
be affected by the project.  The agricultural field between the 
MRIC project and County Road 104/ County Road 30B to the 
north is part of the former Mace 391 property, which is 
protected in a permanent conservation easement and would not 
be affected by the project. 

CNDDB WBO Occurrence #994 
appeared to be active in 2015. 

45-50 

Commenter cites the Davis Enterprise article 
(http://www.davisenterprise.com/local-news/ag-
environment/workers-express-concern-for-burrowing-owls/), 
which describes an occupied WBO den observed at the end of 
the Fermi Place cul-de-sac in a vacant lot south of Second 
Street and west of Mace Boulevard in 2015.  This location is 
within CNDDB WBO Occurrence #695 described in the Draft 
EIR 

CNDDB WBO Occurrence #695 
was active in 2015 on the west side 
of Mace Boulevard.  
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45-50 

Commenter cites 2014 and 2015 ebird (http://www.ebird.org) 
records on the “east side of CR 104 just as the road straightens 
out from the curve from Mace Blvd” that may provide 
evidence of WBO nesting activity at that location.  The 2014 
ebird record describes territorial behavior probably indicating a 
nesting pair nearby, but does not indicate an active burrow was 
observed.  The 2015 ebird record describes an owl observed at 
this location, but does not provide any other information.  This 
location corresponds with CNDDB WBO Occurrence #614 
described in the EIR. 

CNDDB WBO Occurrence #614 
was probably active in 2014 and 
possibly 2015. 

35-5 

Commenter cites the Yolo County Burrowing Owl Breeding 
Pair Census (2014) that indicated a 75% decline in the Yolo 
County population in 2014.  Commenter also notes a 2014 
decline of 32 pairs to 2 pairs at the Wildhorse Golf Club 
[located approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the project on 
north side of Davis]. 

The 2014 census of burrowing 
owls does not appear to have 
detected any burrowing owls on the 
MRIC project site.  The regional 
decline is noted and discussed 
further below. 

47-4 

Commenter cites the Yolo County Burrowing Owl Breeding 
Pair Census (2014) that indicated a 75% decline in the Yolo 
County population in 2014.  The census referenced in this 
comment found two breeding pair of burrowing owls in a 5,000 
meter by 5,000 meter block centered on the eastern portion of 
the City of Davis.  The report does not indicate where the two 
breeding owls were located in this block. 

The 2014 census of burrowing 
owls does not appear to have 
detected any burrowing owls on the 
MRIC project site.  The regional 
decline is noted and discussed 
further below. 

 
With the exception of the county-wide census, the WBO observations described by the 
commenters match the CNDDB records analyzed in the Draft EIR Section 4.4 and the Biological 
Resources Evaluation (BRE) in Draft EIR Appendix D.1.  The recent observations indicate that 
several historic records remain active.  This information does not affect the analysis in the Draft 
EIR.  The Draft EIR (in Mitigation Measure 4.4-4) and the BRE state that WBO are known to 
occur in the vicinity of the project and could be present or become established in the project area.  
The Draft EIR states the project site provides suitable foraging and nesting habitat for WBO. 
 
Several commenters relied on the Burrowing Owl Preservation Society (BOPS) 2014 census that 
concluded a county-wide decline of WBO breeding pairs has occurred in less than ten years.  
Comment 45-50 noted that WBO breeding pairs declined from 63 to 15 between 2007 and 2014 
based on the BOPS 2014 census. Although some commenters have presented the conclusions of 
the BOPS 2014 census as though they were definitive, it should be recognized that the 2014 
WBO census is subject to many nontrivial limitations.  These include, but are not limited to: 
volunteer observer detection shortcomings, changes in the detection ability of volunteers 
between censuses, lack of a detection probability assessment, problematic assumptions to arrive 
at breeding pairs using observations of individual owls (which may have changed between 
censuses), survey access restrictions, and changes in survey access restrictions between censuses.  
The email transmitting the BOPS comments to the City notes that the 2014 census followed the 
methods of the 2007 census conducted by the Institute for Bird Populations (IBP) as described 
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by Wilkersen and Siegel (2010).3  Wilkersen and Siegel (2010) explain many of these limitations 
in the 2007 report. Although they discuss a variety of factors that could introduce error into their 
population estimates, the authors emphasize the inherent limitations on a method that relies 
heavily on the visual observations of a relatively small number of people to estimate bird 
populations and trends over vast areas of land: 
 

“Our survey method likely contains some systematic sources of error. As DeSante et al. 
(2007) pointed out, the inability of observers to reliably detect all owls in sampled areas 
(Conway and Simon 2003, Conway et al. 2008), particularly in areas with limited or no 
road access may tend to bias our estimates low. Additionally, observers generally 
assumed that whenever they detected a single adult burrowing owl, it represented a 
breeding pair. To the extent that unmated adult birds may have been detected, this could 
result in an upward bias in our estimate of breeding pairs. Another potentially 
confounding factor was that surveyors were unable to gain access to some military 
installations and private landholdings; if such areas were more or less likely to be 
occupied by owls than other areas, bias in one direction or the other could have been 
introduced into our estimates. Finally, our survey methodology incorporated no means 
for assessing detection probability, which in some environments (such as desert areas 
with very low road density) may have been quite low. Perhaps of even greater concern 
than detection probability being low is that it could have varied substantially across 
survey blocks or survey regions with different physiographic characteristics.” 
… 
“our statistical power to detect changes in abundance was rather weak” 
… 
“It should be noted that burrowing owl populations can fluctuate annually, so our lower 
count of owls in the region does not necessarily indicate a deterministic decline.” 

 
The 2014 WBO census data for any specific block cannot be interpreted as an absolute 
population estimate.  Comparisons with previous census data along with any inferred population 
declines require interpretation with appropriate statistical disclaimers.  In particular, poor or 
diminished detection ability and movement of owls within the local population could lead the 
2014 census to erroneously conclude that there has been a decline when a decline has not 
actually occurred.   
 
The recent WBO population drop at the Wildhorse Golf Club provides an example of abrupt, 
localized change.  It should not lead to the conclusion that the owls have died or are no longer in 
Yolo County.  It is possible that the owls dispersed into nearby suitable habitat located within 
areas inaccessible to census observers or into one of the many nearby census blocks that were not 
surveyed in the random sampling design used by the census. 
 
Wilkersen and Siegel’s statement that “observers generally assumed that whenever they detected 
a single adult burrowing owl, it represented a breeding pair” is an especially large source of 
error that confounds both survey results and especially inter-survey comparisons.  Some 
observers may have detected more than twice as many breeding pairs as others surveying the 
                                                 
3  Wilkerson, R. L. and R. B. Siegel.  2010. “Assessing changes in the distribution and abundance of burrowing owls 

in California, 1993-2007.”  Bird Populations 10:1-36. 
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same block simply due to the non-standardized definition of breeding pair.  Restricting the 
definition of breeding pair to include only confirmed breeding pairs during a subsequent survey 
would result in large perceived declines in the number of WBO breeding pairs even if the 
population did not change. 
 
According to ebird.org, an online database of bird observations launched in 2002 by the Cornell 
Lab of Ornithology and National Audubon Society with quality control funded by the National 
Science Foundation, there were 33 observations of WBO in Yolo County in 2013, 61 in 2014, 
and 79 in 2015.  Many of these WBO observations were for many individual WBO.  Although 
the increase in WBO observations may represent an uptick in ebird.org reporting over time, and 
although records were not necessarily based on nesting pairs, the increase in WBO reports may 
also indicate that that WBO in Yolo County are not experiencing a decline. 
 
Surveys 
 
Several commenters noted that the project has not conducted baseline surveys for WBO 
consistent with the 2012 CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. The 2012 CDFW 
Staff Report “detection surveys” are recommendations and not requirements. The City was only 
required to follow these methods to the extent that the City found them to be appropriate and 
necessary under CEQA.  Notably, CEQA does not require any particular technical approach or 
methodology for undertaking analyses of impacts on any species, much less burrowing owls in 
particular.  Furthermore, CEQA lead agencies need not follow methodologies developed by 
expert state and federal agencies for the satisfaction of those agencies’ duties under laws other 
than CEQA. (See, e.g., Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 
Cal.App.4th 1383, 1396-1398 [county lead agency, in assessing a proposed dairy’s impacts to 
federally-listed kit fox, was not required to follow USFWS protocols developed under the 
Endangered Species Act]; North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Marin Municipal Water District Board 
of Directors (2013) 216 Cal.App.4th 614, 639-643 [water district lead agency, in assessing a 
desalination facility’s potential impacts to ocean fish, was not required to follow methods 
suggested by the Department of Fish and Wildlife and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, despite the project’s need for incidental take authorization from the latter agency 
under the Endangered Species Act].)  
 
The following biological surveys were conducted by biologists familiar with WBO as part of 
baseline documentation for the project and are described in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.4 of the Draft 
EIR: 
 

 7 October 2014 – Reconnaissance Survey  
 10 December 2014 – Biological/Botanical Survey and Wetland Delineation 
 23 December 2014 – Arborist Survey 
 19 May 2015 – Botanical Survey 
 11 June 2015 – Biological/Botanical Survey of Offsite Stormwater Capacity Area 

 
In addition to those listed above and described in the Draft EIR biological surveys of the site 
were conducted on multiple other occasions.  Sycamore Environmental biologists familiar with 
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WBO conducted a botanical survey of the entire site on 11 September 2015.  Fourteen surveys of 
the Mace Drainage Channel from Mace Boulevard to County Road 105 were conducted between 
January and November 2015.  WBO were not observed on-site during the five surveys discussed 
in the Draft EIR or during any of 15 additional surveys described above. 
 
Sycamore Environmental biologists who conducted the surveys are familiar with WBO, its 
habitat requirements, and its sign (pellets, white-wash, feathers, prey remains, etc.), have 
previously documented WBO during surveys and/or monitoring, and meet the CDFW (2012) 
biologist qualifications.  Most of the 15 surveys involved walking across the entire site while 
looking for protected resources, including but not limited to, WBO.  Most of these surveys would 
therefore have detected WBO or its sign if present.  Surveys were conducted during the WBO 
breeding season (1 February to 31 August) and non-breeding season (1 September to 31 
January).  While WBO is most evident during the breeding season, both CDFW (2012) and 
ebird.org records indicate that WBO may be detected at any time of year. 
 
Surveys conducted by Sycamore Environmental biologists identified suitable WBO nesting and 
foraging habitat on the site.  No WBO were observed on-site during the surveys.  Both the Draft 
EIR and the BRE identify the locations where existing unoccupied burrows occur, including an 
abundance of off-site burrows along the railroad berm located south of the project.  As described 
above, the Draft EIR acknowledges that WBO could be present or become established on the 
project site despite negative survey results.   
 
Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4(b) requires that the applicant conduct surveys annually for 
WBO consistent with the 2012 CDFW Staff Report to determine whether WBO are occupying 
the site prior to each phase of the project, and appropriate mitigation if active dens are affected.  
The Draft EIR identifies the potential impacts to WBO and outlines in detail the avoidance 
mitigation that the project will implement to reduce potential impacts to WBO to less-than-
significant (see also Impact and Mitigation discussions below).  The mitigation measures outline 
compensatory mitigation for any impact to new WBO that may colonize the project site after 
adoption of the CEQA document.  Detection of a currently occupied burrow on the project site 
during baseline surveys would not change the impact analysis or mitigation described in the 
Draft EIR.   
 
Impacts  
 
No active burrows are known to occur on the MRIC site based on the known records and survey 
results and data provided by commenters.  The project will not disturb active breeding dens 
during the breeding season.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 (a and c) require the applicant to retain a 
qualified biologist to perform the preconstruction surveys.  The 2012 CDFW Staff Report, page 
5, identifies the “Biologist Qualifications” requirements for the surveyor.  The project will 
passively exclude owls from any burrows in proposed disturbance areas in accordance with the 
2012 CDFW Staff Report, and only during the nonbreeding season.  Ample suitable burrowing 
owl foraging and nesting habitat occurs nearby.  Through Mitigation Measure 4.4-5, moreover, 
the project will be required to preserve approximately 210 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat, which is also suitable for burrowing owl.   
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Under the “Swainson’s Hawk Interim Mitigation Program” run by the Yolo County HCP/NCCP 
Joint Powers Agency (JPA), this preserved land will be enhanced and managed to improve its 
habitat value compared with existing conditions.  Although WBO is a prey species for 
Swainson’s hawk, these managed preserved lands will benefit both species.  The predator-prey 
relationship exists in nature and remains in place even within habitat areas with attributes that 
allow both species to prosper.  The preservation, enhancement, and management of lands for 
Swainson’s hawk thus do not come at the expense of WBO, but rather benefit WBO, just as they 
benefit the species on which WBO individuals prey.  
 
In addition, through Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(a), the project will preserve up to approximately 
418 acres of agricultural land, which can provide additional foraging opportunities for WBO.  
For these reasons, the project will not reduce local (Davis area) or regional (County-wide) 
populations of WBO below self-sustaining levels. 
 
Fermi Place 
 
Commenters expressed concern that the project would adversely affect burrowing owls nesting 
across Mace Boulevard around the Fermi Place cul-de-sac and thereby accelerate decline of 
WBO in Yolo County.  The Fermi Place cul-de-sac is located on the southwest corner of Mace 
Boulevard and Second Street.  Approximately 11 acres of vacant land occurs along Fermi Place.  
The City of Davis General Plan Update EIR refers to the vacant land as the “Under Second 
Street” parcels with General Plan designations for office and light industrial.   
 
The vegetation on the vacant land is maintained with a combination of herbicides and discing.  
Mace Boulevard, at the signalized intersection with Second Street/County Road 32A, is a busy, 
four-lane road with left-turn pockets and right-turn movement lanes to and from Second Street 
on the west side of the intersection.  Existing development around the intersection includes an 
AM/PM gas station, Ikedas Market, the Davis Park-and-Ride, apartments, and a business park.   
 
Given the General Plan designation and zoning for the vacant land, no long-term protection for 
this active den location is likely.  The CNDDB ranks this location as “D”, signifying a small 
and/or non-viable population, typically with degraded habitat that is usually not in good 
condition, and is not expected to persist over five years.   
 
The owls are at risk due to human disturbance and harassment.  CNDDB notes an owl killed by a 
car at this location in 2005.  The Davis Enterprise article from June 7, 2015, reports on two 
incidents of harassment in May.  An employee at an adjacent business on Fermi Place reported 
that “someone had covered the burrowing owls’ holes with large rocks.”  Another person said he 
had found “BB gun pellets, cigarette butts and beer cans surrounding the burrow… He notified 
the Davis Police Department.   
 

<http://www.davisenterprise.com/local-news/ag-environment/workers-express-concern-for-
burrowing-owls/> 

 
A September 20, 2015 comment to a Davis Vanguard article reported seeing children with dirt 
bikes and remote racing cars/trucks drive around on the vacant lands on weekends and holidays.  
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The commenter noted that the activities damaged the existing burrows and caused the owls to fly 
off. 
 

<http://www.davisvanguard.org/2015/07/city-davis-can-increase-available-burrowing-owl-
habitat/> 

 
The project would not result in direct effects to active burrows at this location.  The project 
reduces the amount of foraging habitat for WBO on the east side of Mace Boulevard, but not to 
an extent that would cause burrow abandonment at Fermi Place.  Other foraging habitat occurs 
nearby along the railroad right-of-way to the south and on undeveloped land on the north side of 
Second Street.  The CDFW 2012 Staff Report says WBO typically forage within 0.37-mile (600 
meters) of their dens.  Approximately 50 acres of suitable WBO foraging habitat unaffected by 
the project occurs within 0.37-mile of the Fermi Place cul-de-sac.  This habitat occurs on weedy 
vacant lots north of Second Street, along daylighted portions of the Mace Drainage Channel, 
along the railroad right-of-way, etc., and is separated from the occupied den at Fermi Place by no 
more than road crossings.  Much of this habitat is located closer to the burrowing owl den at 
Fermi Place than the foraging habitat affected by the project.  Within one mile, there are over 
150 acres of suitable WBO foraging habitat available and accessible outside the project.  The 
loss of foraging habitat on the project site will not substantially reduce available WBO foraging 
habitat within typical foraging ranges. 
 
Passive Relocation 
 
Several commenters expressed concern that the passive relocation described in Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-4(a) could constitute a significant impact.  Passive relocation is a technique of 
installing one-way doors in burrow openings to temporarily or permanently evict burrowing owls 
and prevent burrow re-occupation.  It is also referred to as burrow exclusion when the vacant 
burrows are excavated and closed.  The 2012 CDFW Staff Report recognizes that passive 
relocation and burrow exclusion is sometimes necessary.  Appendix E of the 2012 CDFW Staff 
Report lists the minimum requirements for an exclusion plan. 
 
Owls that have been passively excluded have a temporarily increased risk of mortality after 
exclusion.  As described in Mitigation Measures 4.4-4(a and b), the City proposes that the project 
use passive exclusion only if an active burrow cannot be avoided and, then, only during the non-
breeding season.  Prior to the use of passive exclusion to avoid direct mortality to owls, the 
project must prepare a detailed exclusion plan that includes proposed methods and careful 
monitoring of the process consistent with Appendix E of the 2012 CDFW Staff Report.   
 
Suitable nesting habitat occurs in the areas surrounding the project, including, but not limited to, 
along railroad grade and along the edges of nearby agricultural fields and roads.  These areas are 
suitable because there are existing ground squirrel burrows present, and ample foraging habitat 
occurs nearby.  Thus, any owls passively excluded will have suitable replacement burrows 
nearby.  Mitigation Measures 4.4-4(a and b) have been revised to provide more detail regarding 
the circumstances when passive exclusion would be used and what the mandatory exclusion plan 
consistent with Appendix E of the 2012 CDFW Staff Report would include. These changes are 
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presented in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR. With Mitigation Measures 4.4-4(a and b) passive 
exclusion conducted by the project would not result in a significant impact. 
 
The 2012 CDFW Staff Report says the following about active relocation or translocation of 
burrowing owls:4 
 

“Translocation (Active relocation offsite >100 meters). At this time, there is little 
published information regarding the efficacy of translocating burrowing owls, and 
additional research is needed to determine subsequent survival and breeding success 
(Klute et al. 2003, Holroyd et al. 2001). Study results for translocation in Florida implied 
that hatching success may be decreased for populations of burrowing owls that undergo 
translocation (Nixon 2006). At this time, the Department is unable to authorize the 
capture and relocation of burrowing owls except within the context of scientific research 
(FGC §1002) or a NCCP conservation strategy.” [emphasis added] 

 
The Second Administrative Draft of the Yolo HCP/NCCP does not identify active relocation of 
WBO as a conservation strategy nor is it an adopted permitted plan.  Therefore, under current 
CDFW regulations, active relocation is not a viable strategy. 
 
Significance Criteria 
 
Several commenters noted what they understood to be standards for significant impacts and 
compensatory mitigation in the 2012 CDFW Staff Report. One commenter stated that “acquiring 
land elsewhere does not make up for” any permanent loss of burrowing owl habitat that might 
occur.  This suggests that any loss of permanent habitat is a significant effect.  
 
The City appreciates these comments, but notes that the 2012 CDFW Staff Report contains only 
advisory recommendations, and not mandatory legal requirements.  The 2012 CDFW Staff 
Report does not set or purport to set significance criteria for lead agencies to follow, nor could 
CDFW create binding legal obligations on cities and counties without having first taken any 
proposed binding standards through a formal rulemaking process under the California 
Administrative Procedure Act. (See Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 258-264.)  Furthermore, the City disagrees with 
the notion that any loss of permanent habitat represents a significant effect under CEQA. 
 
The CEQA Standards for Significance used by the City in the Draft EIR are presented in Section 
4.4-4 of that document, and are derived from the CEQA Guidelines (e.g., Appendix G), the 
City’s General Plan, and professional judgment.  Under criteria the City and its consultants 
derived from questions set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts to a special-
status species such as the burrowing owl are considered to be significant if a project has a 
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications.  This requires 
biologists use their professional judgment and consult other provisions of law, including other 

                                                 
4  California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  7 March 2012.  Staff report on burrowing owl mitigation.  

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Sacramento, CA. 
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provisions of CEQA.  Such effects can occur, for example, where a project would cause a 
discrete wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels or would wholly eliminate a 
discrete animal community.  For officially-listed endangered and threatened species (of which 
WBO is not one), projects that substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of such 
species would have a significant impact. (See CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Mandatory 
Findings of Significance.)  Although this specific threshold does not apply to WBO, which is not 
listed as endangered or threatened, the City sees the threshold as requiring a regional look at 
listed species, and believes that such a perspective is similarly useful in assessing impacts to 
WBO. With these considerations in mind, the City has considered WBO populations at both the 
local and regional levels.  
 
Notably, none of the factors going into the assessment of the significance of impacts requires a 
finding of significance simply because a proposed project would result in a net loss of habitat.  
Indeed, the courts have explicitly rejected such a notion. “[M]itigation need not account for 
every square foot of impacted habitat to be adequate.  What matters is that the unmitigated 
impact is no longer significant.” (Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County (2013) 217 
Cal.App.4th 503, 528, quoting Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach (2012) 
211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1233.) 
 
Finally, it is worth noting that the preservation of off-site lands as mitigation for impacts to 
protected species is a legitimate form of mitigation under CEQA, as the courts have recognized. 
(See, e.g., California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 
603, 614-626; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 142 
Cal.App.4th 1018, 1038; Save Panoche Valley, supra, 217 Cal.App.4th at pp. 526-528; and 
Banning Ranch Conservancy, supra, 211 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1232-1233.)  
 
Mitigation 
 
The project includes a range of mitigation measures for burrowing owl.  Some mitigation 
measures focus on avoiding mortality to individual owls and burrows.  Other mitigation 
measures provide compensatory mitigation for the loss of active owl dens, if any such dens 
should be found on-site.  The Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that cover the loss of 
foraging habitat. 
 
The project incorporates approximately 23 acres of perimeter green space and an additional 20 
acres of on-site agricultural buffers.  Mitigation Measures 4.4-5(b) and (d) require the project to 
mitigate for the loss of approximately 210 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat with an 
equivalent acreage.  Mitigation Measures 4.2-1(a) requires the project to mitigate for the loss of 
up to 209 acres of prime agricultural lands at a minimum ratio of 2:1 consistent with the City 
Code.  Together, these two mitigation measures require the project to permanently protect 
between 210 and 628 acres depending on how the mitigation is ultimately configured.  Although 
not directed at burrowing owl habitat losses, these two mitigation measures will have the 
incidental benefit of preserving foraging habitat for burrowing owls as well as for Swainson’s 
hawks.  The acreage of required mitigation lands is sufficient to address any potential identified 
impacts to WBO foraging habitat on the project site. 
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Foraging Habitat Compatibility 
 
The ranges of WBO and Swainson’s hawk overlap in the entire Central Valley (CWHR 2015), 
and records of Swainson’s hawk and other raptors occur across Yolo County and the greater 
region (see ebird.org, CNDDB records) such that no area, including the project site, provides 
foraging habitat for WBO without also providing habitat for other raptors.  Raptors that could 
prey upon burrowing owl occur and have occurred historically throughout the owl’s range. Land 
preservation that benefits other raptors tends to incidentally benefit WBO, and vice versa. 
 
The permanent conservation of approximately 210 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat 
also serves as foraging habitat for WBO.  Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat contains an 
abundance of WBO nesting opportunities, which include natural and artificial (human-made) 
burrows along roadsides, under water conveyance structures, and near and under runways and 
similar structures in both highly altered human landscapes and agricultural areas (Draft EIR 
Appendix D.1).   
 
As mentioned in Draft EIR Section 4.4-4, according to the Yolo Habitat JPA, approximately 
1,905 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat are located within a 1-mile radius of the MRIC 
site.  Much of this foraging habitat is also suitable for WBO foraging and nesting.  Breeding 
pairs of WBO have been observed within the rural agricultural areas surrounding the project (as 
described above under Known Records).  Burrows and California ground squirrels occur along 
the edges of tilled agricultural fields and roads throughout much of this area. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The project avoids take of individual owls and will permanently protect foraging habitat.  
Therefore, the project does not substantially reduce foraging habitat for burrowing owl or reduce 
the local or regional burrowing owl populations below self-sustaining levels.  By permanently 
protecting foraging habitat within Yolo County, the project will not restrict the range or 
substantially reduce the number of burrowing owl within Yolo County. 
 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat is suitable as foraging habitat for a number of wildlife species, 
including WBO and white-tailed kite.  The project is required to acquire conservation easements 
or pay the Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat Interim Mitigation fee to permanently protect 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat within Yolo County at a ratio of 1:1. This protected habitat 
will then be enhanced and managed in order to maximize its habitat values.  The mitigation lands 
are subject to the approval by the City and the JPA.  The Yolo JPA and CDFW, via the 2002 
MOU, ensure that the Interim Mitigation fee is aligned to achieve the short-term project specific 
mitigation in anticipation of achieving the long-term goal of the HCP/NCCP, which is 
conservation of the covered species. 
 
Under criteria the City has derived from the CEQA Guidelines, impacts to a special-status 
species such as the burrowing owl are considered to be significant if a project substantially 
reduces the number or restricts the range of the species.  The Mace Ranch Innovation Center 
project will not cause local or regional populations to drop below self-sustaining levels or reduce 
the range of the burrowing owl, substantially or otherwise.  The owl’s breeding range extends 
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from southern Canada throughout most of the western half of the United States and south to 
central Mexico.  The loss of the project site within such a substantial part of western North 
America does not represent any kind of adverse effect on the range of the species.  This 
conclusion is reinforced by the fact that, with mitigation, the project provides permanent 
protection, enhancement, and management of foraging habitat mitigation within Yolo County.  
 
Master Response #8 – Swainson’s Hawk 
 
This Master Response provides additional information about the Yolo HCP/NCCP and the 
Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat Interim Mitigation Program.  The Draft EIR proposes that 
MRIC be required to mitigate impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat in accordance with 
the Yolo County HCP/NCCP Joint Powers Agency’s (JPA) Swainson’s Hawk Interim Mitigation 
Program (Mitigation Measure 4.4-5b).  
 
The City of Davis is a participant in the JPA, whose role in overseeing the Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat Interim Mitigation Program arose out of a 2002 Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) with the California Department of Fish and Game (then, CDFG, now 
CDFW) and the JPA.  The 2002 MOU authorized the creation of the Wildlife Mitigation Trust 
Account and provided guidelines for the expenditure of Swainson’s hawk mitigation fees.  These 
fees are set with the intention of providing sufficient financial resources to allow the proponents 
of new development projects, through their fee payments, to fund the purchase of off-site 
conservation easements to mitigate for lost foraging habitat at a one to one ratio.  The fees also 
support the enhancement and management of preserved lands. The MOU developed the fee 
program to continue to provide for mitigation of impacts to Swainson’s hawk consistent with 
CEQA through the acquisition and protection of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat while the 
JPA continued work on the HCP/NCCP.  The Interim Mitigation Program is therefore a 
reasonable mitigation plan for purposes of CEQA and is a legally appropriate framework for 
identifying Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat mitigation ratios and fees.  For reasons explained 
at length in the Response to Comment 45-52, the Draft EIR was not required to analyze different 
compensation ratios.  
 
Yolo HCP/NCCP and Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat Interim Mitigation Program 
 
Yolo County and the Cities of Davis, West Sacramento, Woodland, and Winters formed a Joint 
Powers Authority (JPA) in 2002 to assist with the planning, preparation, and administration of a 
Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP).  The JPA’s 
second function is to facilitate the acquisition of habitat conservation easements to preserve 
habitat to mitigate for impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. 
 
In 2002, the JPA and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CFDW) developed a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOU) that established a Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat 
Interim Mitigation Program.  The MOU requires urban development permittees to pay an 
acreage-based mitigation fee sufficient to fund the acquisition, enhancement, and long-term 
management of one acre of foraging habitat for every one acre of foraging habitat that is 
converted to urban development.  The MOU allows an urban development permittee to transfer 
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fee simple title or establish a conservation easement over foraging habitat lands, subject to 
written approval by CDFW, instead of paying the acreage-based mitigation fee.   
 
The interim fee for habitat acquisition is paid into the Wildlife Mitigation Trust Account, which 
is managed by the JPA.  The MOU requires the JPA to use all the funds deposited into the Trust 
Account for preservation of Swainson’s hawk habitat in Yolo County.  The fee includes cost 
estimates for the enhancement of lands, an endowment for long-term management, county 
administrative costs, and acquisition costs.  The JPA annually reports to CDFW, detailing the 
received and expended funds as well as information about the location of habitat lands acquired. 
Between 2007 and 2012, the JPA purchased approximately 1,131 acres of Swainson’s hawk 
conservation easements with the funds. 
 
The California law that establishes the NCCP process requires that an NCCP must provide for 
the conservation of covered species and the protection and management of natural communities 
in perpetuity within the NCCP permit area.  The term “conservation” is understood to require not 
just maintenance of the environmental status quo, but to require biological improvements 
moving in the direction of putting the species on a stronger footing over time so that ultimately 
they will no longer have to be treated as endangered or threatened. (See Fish & G. Code, § 2805, 
subd. (d) [defining “conserve,” “conserving,” and “conservation” to mean “to use, and the use of, 
methods and procedures within the plan area that are necessary to bring any covered species to 
the point at which the measures provided pursuant to Chapter 1.5 (commencing with Section 
2050) are not necessary, and for covered species that are not listed pursuant to Chapter 1.5 
(commencing with Section 2050), to maintain or enhance the condition of a species so that 
listing pursuant to Chapter 1.5 (commencing with Section 2050) will not become necessary”].) 
 
NCCPs must provide for the conservation of covered species, which is defined as actions that 
result in the delisting of the state-listed species.  The conservation standard is a stringent 
requirement because it obligates the JPA to work towards the recovery of the covered species.  
The Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat Interim Mitigation Program meets this standard while at 
the same time allowing individual development projects to mitigate project-level effects.  Once 
the Yolo HCP/NCCP is approved, it will encompass Swainson’s hawk mitigation responsibilities 
to achieve conservation. 
 
The JPA established a Science and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) in 2013.  The STAC 
is an advisory group that provides expert guidance and recommendations to the JPA regarding 
proposed Swainson’s hawk mitigation receiving sites and other conservation opportunities 
consistent with the Yolo HCP/NCCP.  The JPA established operational guidelines for the STAC 
to follow during the formal process for receiving and reviewing mitigation receiving site and 
conservation easement applications. The STAC review of a proposed mitigation site is 
documented in a Habitat Ranking worksheet and/or Habitat Comparison and Evaluation Matrix.  
The mitigation receiving sites are located within Yolo County, which provides local mitigation 
for the loss of Swainson’s hawk habitat from local development activities.  While the focus is on 
the suitability of a site for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, the STAC provides guidance on the 
conservation easement suitability for other species covered by the HCP/NCCP, such as 
burrowing owl and giant garter snake, as well as for specific natural communities.  
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In December 2014, the JPA approved STAC’s recommendations for selecting four mitigation 
sites for conservation easements as funding becomes available.  The JPA released the Second 
Administrative Draft of the Yolo County Habitat Conservation Plan/ Natural Community 
Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) in March 2015. The draft HCP/NCCP considers the Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat lands to be suitable foraging habitat for other raptors, including white-
tailed kite and western burrowing owl.  
 

 “Objective NC-CL1.1: Protect at least 11,810 acres of unprotected non-rice cultivated 
lands that provide habitat value for covered and other native species in the Conservation 
Reserve Area… 

Rationale:  …Achieving this objective will ensure sufficient cultivated lands in the 
reserve system to provide for the conservation of the species in the Plan Area. Irrigated 
pastures, alfalfa, grazing land, and annually cultivated, irrigated cropland provide 
foraging habitat for covered species including Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, 
western burrowing owl, and tricolored blackbird…”  

 “Objective NC-CL1.4: Maintain or enhance the foraging value of the cultivated lands 
natural community in the reserve system for raptors. 

Rationale:  A number of practices on the cultivated lands natural community in the 
reserve system will enhance the value of these lands for foraging raptors, including 
covered raptors (Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and western burrowing owl)…”  

 “Objective NC-G1.1:  Protect and manage 4,500 acres of unprotected grassland in the 
Conservation Reserve Area, including at least 3,000 acres in the Dunnigan Hills planning 
unit (PU 5)… 

 Rationale:…Protected grassland will provide habitat for covered species that are 
dependent on grassland for part or all of their lifecycle, including California tiger 
salamander, western burrowing owl, tri-colored blackbird, and Swainson’s hawk.”  
 

Conclusion 
 
Under the CEQA Guidelines, impacts to a threatened species such as the Swainson’s hawk are 
considered to be significant if a project substantially reduces the number or restricts the range of 
the species.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-5(a) will avoid direct impacts to nesting 
Swainson’s hawk and thus eliminate any potential for the project to substantially reduce the 
number of the species.  The Mace Ranch Innovation Center project will not reduce the range of 
the Swainson’s hawk, substantially or otherwise.  The hawk’s breeding range extends from 
northern Mexico into Canada.  The loss of the project site, as Swainson’s hawk habitat, within 
such a substantial part of western North America does not represent any kind of adverse effect on 
the range of the species.  This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that, with mitigation, the 
project provides permanent protection, enhancement, and management of Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat mitigation within Yolo County. 
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Based on previous CEQA analysis for projects including The Cannery and Nishi Gateway, and 
previous legal decisions, the City has changed the impact determination from ‘significant and 
unavoidable’ to ‘less-than-significant with mitigation’.  Please see Response to Comment 40-12. 
 
4.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
Each bracketed comment letter is followed by numbered responses to each bracketed comment. 
The responses amplify or clarify information provided in the Draft EIR and/or refer the reader to 
the appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments 
that are not directly related to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the project 
that are unrelated to its environmental impacts) are either discussed or noted for the record. 
Where revisions to the Draft EIR text are required in response to the comments, such revisions 
are noted in the response to the comment, and are also listed in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR. All 
new text is shown as double underlined and deleted text is shown as struck through.  
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LETTER 1: BETH KAFFKA, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 1-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR.  Your concerns about the project 
are noted for the record. 
 
Several intersections along the Covell Boulevard corridor were evaluated in the traffic study for 
the proposed Mace Ranch Innovation Center project. As shown in Table 4.14-9a, all but one 
intersection, Covell Boulevard / Monarch Lane, is projected to operate at acceptable levels with 
the addition of project traffic. The intersection of Monarch Lane/Covell Boulevard is projected to 
change from LOS D for the Monarch Lane left turn, without project traffic, to LOS F with 
project traffic in the PM peak hour. To mitigate this impact, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation 
Measure 4.14-1, requiring installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of Covell 
Boulevard/Monarch Lane.  
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LETTER 2: ELAINE ROBERTS MUSSER, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 2-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your concerns about the project 
are noted for the record. Please see Master Response #3, Mixed-Use Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 2-2 
 
Please see Master Response #4, Guarantees of Developer Performance. 
 
Response to Comment 2-3 
 
The on-site housing units for the Mixed-Use Alternative are intended to provide housing for 
MRIC employees, and environmental benefits related to employees living at the project site, 
such as reduced vehicle miles travelled and air quality emissions. Please see Response to 
Comment 2-4 below.   
 
Response to Comment 2-4 
 
Thank you for providing your thoughts and opinions about the merits of the project.  Your 
position against adding housing to the project is noted for the record.  This comment will be 
considered by the decision-makers during their deliberations.   
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LETTER 3: MERRY DRAFFAN, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 3-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your concerns about the project 
are noted for the record. 
 
The LOS F conditions at the locations noted in the comment have been addressed with 
mitigation measures that would restore acceptable service levels based on the relevant standards 
in the Draft EIR. This includes the cumulative cases, in which Cannery Project traffic is 
incorporated.  However, for the reasons noted in the Draft EIR (i.e., Caltrans approval required 
for implementation of the mitigation measures), the impacts are nevertheless identified as 
significant and unavoidable.   
 
Response to Comment 3-2 
 
Impacts related to transportation and circulation are analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Draft EIR, and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts. This includes impacts to local 
streets and roadways, and freeway facilities. The project’s impacts to nearby intersections are 
limited to the intersection of Covell Boulevard/Monarch Lane and three intersections along Mace 
Boulevard (Mace Boulevard/I-80 WB Ramps; Mace Boulevard/2nd Street/County Road 32A; 
Mace Boulevard/Alhambra Drive). The Draft EIR includes mitigation to reduce the project’s 
impact to the Covell Boulevard/Monarch Lane intersection to a less-than-significant level; and 
while the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures sufficient to reduce the project’s impacts to the 
above-noted Mace Boulevard intersections, it is acknowledged that these mitigation solutions 
require Caltrans approval. As such, should Caltrans not approve the mitigation options the traffic 
impacts could remain significant.  
 
With respect to freeway facilities providing access to the regional destinations mentioned by the 
commenter, the project would not result in any significant impacts to these regional facilities. It 
is only in the cumulative scenario, when the project’s incremental traffic, is considered in 
combination with traffic from other anticipated development within the City, that significant 
freeway impacts would occur.   
 
Response to Comment 3-3 
 
Impacts related to water use, schools, and air quality are analyzed in Sections 4.15, 4.13, and 4.3 
of the Draft EIR, respectively. As noted on pages 4.15-35 through 4.15-44, impacts related to 
water supply were determined to be less than significant. As noted on pages 4.13-13 through 
4.13-14, impacts related to school facilities were determined to be less than significant. As noted 
on pages 4.3-23 through 4.3-40, impacts related to air quality were determined to be less-than-
significant, with the exception of impacts related to operational air quality, which would be 
significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation.  
 
Thank you for providing your thoughts and opinions about the merits of the project.  This 
comment will be considered by the decision-makers during their deliberations.   
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LETTER 4: KAREN BAKER, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 4-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. The commenter has been added to 
the eNotification list for the project. 
 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 37 

Letter 5 

5-1 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 38 

 

Letter 5 
Cont’d 

5-1 
Cont’d 

5-2 

5-3 

5-4 

5-5 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 39 

Letter 5 
Cont’d 5-5 

Cont’d 

5-6 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 40 

LETTER 5: KENNETH CELLI, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 5-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your concerns about the project 
are noted for the record.  We do not agree that the EIR is inadequate.  Responses to your 
concerns are provided below. 
 
Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road (CR) 32A.  
 
At the Mace Boulevard/Second Street/CR 32A intersection, Mitigation Measures 4.14-2(b) or (c) 
and 5-21(b) or (c) would provide acceptable LOS per City standards, and would be constructed 
to City standards, which would ensure safety for all roadway users. New Mitigation Measure 5-
21(d), described in Response to Comment 25-5, would provide alternative geometrics at the 
intersections along Mace Boulevard, including the Mace Boulevard/Second Street/CR 32A 
intersection, which would improve bicycle safety. 
 
Under Mitigation Measure 4.14-2(d) and 5-21(d) -- the “Interchange Alternative Mitigation 
Option 3” – a grade separation of the railroad track crossing of CR 32A is proposed, which is 
intended to increase the attractiveness of this route for project traffic, thus increasing the project 
trips on CR 32A by an estimated 600 peak hour vehicles. This mitigation includes widening CR 
32A as described in revised Mitigation Measures 4.14-2(d) and 5-21(d).  Please see Master 
Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road (CR) 32A.  
 
Response to Comment 5-2 
 
The policies cited in the comment have been superseded by the December 2013 update to the 
General Plan Transportation Element. The Draft EIR provides a policy consistency review of the 
relevant transportation policies in Impact 4.14-11, and finds that the project is generally 
consistent with the relevant General Plan policies related to transportation and traffic.   
 
Response to Comment 5-3 
 
Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road (CR) 32A.  
 
Response to Comment 5-4 
 
Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road (CR) 32A. 
 
The intersection of CR 32A and CR 105 was studied in the analysis. As shown in Figure 5-3 on 
page 5-54 and in Table 5-13 on page 5-68 of Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, segment #38, CR 
32A east of Mace Boulevard, was included in the cumulative analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 5-5 
 
Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road (CR) 32A. 
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Response to Comment 5-6 
 
Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road (CR) 32A. 
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LETTER 6: JOHN E. MOREN, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 6-1 
 
Thank you for providing your thoughts and opinions about the merits of the project.  Your 
support for adding housing to the project is noted for the record. This comment will be 
considered by the decision-makers during their deliberations.   
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LETTER 7: CLAUDIA KRICH, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 7-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your opposition to the project is 
noted for the record.   
 
Response to Comment 7-2 
 
Impacts related to water supply were analyzed in Section 4.15, Utilities, of the Draft EIR. As 
noted on pages 4.15-35 through 4.15-44, impacts related to water supply were determined to be 
less than significant, when considering the water demand from the proposed project in 
combination with the water demands from existing, approved, and anticipated development over 
the next 20 years. The technical water supply assessment prepared for the project, and 
incorporated by reference in Section 4.15, evaluated normal year conditions, as well as single- 
and multiple-year drought scenarios. In terms of the size of the project, the pace of development 
of the ultimate project would be dictated by market demand.  
 
The proposed project does not include housing, however there has been considerable discussion 
regarding the Mixed Use project alternative which does include housing. The Mixed-Use 
Alternative is one of several potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project, chosen for 
assessment pursuant to the requirements of CEQA. Please see Chapters 7 (Alternatives Analysis) 
and 8 (Mixed-Use Alternative) in the Draft EIR Volume II, and Master Response #3 (Mixed Use 
Alternative) contained herein.  
 
The concerns about the size of the project are acknowledged.  The Innovation Center Study 
prepared by Studio 30 in 2012, notes on page vii that, “Most innovation centers averaged around 
200 acres in size …”.  Please also see Responses to Comments 33-8 and 33-9. 
 
Response to Comment 7-3 
 
Thank you for providing your thoughts and opinions about the merits of the project, and for 
participating in the public process.  This comment will be considered by the decision-makers 
during their deliberations.   
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LETTER 8: JEFF SLATON, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 8-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. The commenter has been added to 
the eNotification list for the project. 
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LETTER 9: JAMES SKEEN, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 9-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your concerns about the project 
are noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 9-2 
 
Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road (CR) 32A. In terms of 
automobile trips along CR 32A, impacts related to study intersections and roadway segments 
along CR 32A were analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation and Circulation, and Chapter 5, 
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. As shown in Figure 4.14-2 on page 4.14-54 of Section 
4.14, intersections #44, #45, and #38, all located along CR 32A, were included in the analysis. In 
addition, as shown in Figure 4.14-3 on page 4.14-55 of Section 4.14, segment #38, CR 32A east 
of Mace Boulevard, was included in the analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 9-3 
 
The applicant will be responsible for financing the implementation of all conditions of approval, 
mitigation measures, and other obligations and commitments of the project.  There are many 
ways this could occur.  As of this time the applicant has not provided details regarding proposed 
financing mechanisms, including details regarding the role of the proposed Master Owners’ 
Association, if any, in financing.   
 
As stated on page 3-21 of the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR, the Master Owners’ 
Association will be responsible for enforcing MRIC-wide covenants, conditions and restrictions 
(“CC&Rs”), and reporting to the City, on a regular basis, the MRIC’s compliance with project 
approvals, including, but not limited to, the MRIC conditions of approval, the mitigation 
monitoring and reporting plan, and the transportation demand management plan.  
 
The City will have the ability to require the compliance with project conditions and mitigation 
measures.  Please see Master Response #4, Guarantees of Developer Performance. 
 
Response to Comment 9-4 
 
The proposed internal circulation network for cars, trucks, and bikes is conceptually shown in 
Figures 3-14 and 3-15 of Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. Revisions for Figure 
3-15 are provided in Chapter 2 herein.  Revised Figure 3-15 clarifies that the cross-sections 
provided by the applicant team, as part of their application, reflect on-site street Class II bike 
lanes on the internal streets (shown in dotted red line below). The cross-sections specifically 
evaluated by Fehr and Peers, which include on-street Class II bike lanes along internal streets, 
are denoted ‘A’ and ‘C’ in Figures 2 and 3 below. It should be noted that the applicant is also 
considering cross-section ‘B’ for some internal streets (see Figure 3), though this cross-section 
was not specifically evaluated by Fehr and Peers. Implementation of cross-section ‘B’ would not 
result in any additional impacts, beyond those identified in the Draft EIR.  
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Figure 2 
Preliminary Roadway Layout and Key to Cross-Section Exhibit 
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Figure 3 
MRIC Street Sections 
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The commenter is correct that design-level details for on-site bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 
facilities will be provided when specific final planned development applications are submitted to 
the City for review and approval. 
 
Response to Comment 9-5 
 
Page 4.14-30 of the Draft EIR indicates the “project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact associated with adding vehicle trips on East Davis neighborhood streets”.  
The section further references Korematsu Elementary School, located at the junction of 
Alhambra Drive and Loyola Drive.  
 
Mitigation Measure 4.14-5 is designed to address significant impacts to East Davis neighborhood 
streets by requiring the project applicant to fund the development of a neighborhood traffic 
calming plan. The purpose of the plan is to maintain both the volume and speed of vehicle traffic 
on local streets through the implementation of measures such as narrow lane striping, bulb-outs, 
speed humps, speed tables, neighborhood traffic circles, and center islands.  Implementation of a 
comprehensive traffic calming plan will encourage traffic to use major routes such as I-80, East 
Covell Boulevard, Mace Boulevard, and 2nd Street, and avoiding using residential streets as cut-
through routes.  
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4-14-5, the impact would be reduced. However, 
successful implementation of the neighborhood traffic calming plan cannot be assured due to 
uncertainties regarding what measures will ultimately be included in the plan, whether the plan 
will be approved, and whether the plan will be effective at completely eliminating the use of the 
affected roadways by project traffic. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 53 

Letter 10 

10-1 

10-2 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 54 

Letter 10 
Cont’d 

10-2 
Cont’d 

10-3 

10-4 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 55 

10-4 
Cont’d 

10-5 

10-6 

10-7 

Letter 10 
Cont’d 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 56 

Letter 10 
Cont’d 

10-7 
Cont’d 

10-8 

10-9 

10-10 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 57 

Letter 10 
Cont’d 

10-10 
Cont’d 

10-11 

10-12 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 58 

LETTER 10: TREVOR CLEAK, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
 
Response to Comment 10-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 10-2 
 
The comment provides background regarding the responsibilities of the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board.  This information further elaborates on regulatory setting 
information provided in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR. The project site is located within the Water 
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) area for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins.  
 
Response to Comment 10-3 
 
Comment noted. Project impacts to groundwater and surface water quality are addressed in 
Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. Impacts were determined to be less 
than significant due to the project’s inclusion of storm water quality treatment features.  
 
Response to Comment 10-4 
 
As described on page 4.9-36 of Section 4.9,  Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the 
applicant is required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges 
Associated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permit), Construction General 
Permit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. To do so, the applicant must prepare a project-specific Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would incorporate Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) in order to prevent or reduce to the greatest extent feasible adverse impacts to water 
quality from erosion and sedimentation. Mitigation Measure 4.9-2 of the Draft EIR requires the 
applicant to prepare a SWPPP and implement BMPs that comply with the General Construction 
Stormwater Permit from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 
 
Response to Comment 10-5 
 
As discussed on page 4.9-18 of the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR, the 
City of Davis requires projects to implement the requirements of the City’s Stormwater 
Management and Discharge Control Ordinance, which would include BMPs to maximize 
stormwater quality and would be consistent with the City’s NPDES Phase II Stormwater Permit. 
As noted on page 4.9-37, the project is required to comply with the City’s low impact 
development (LID) measures, as applicable, included in the City’s Manual of Stormwater 
Quality Control Standards for New Development and Redevelopment. In accordance with City 
and permit requirements, the storm drainage system for the proposed project would incorporate 
water quality treatment. For a description of the proposed drainage system, please refer to the 
discussion in the Draft EIR beginning on page 4.9-37. 
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Response to Comment 10-6 
 
Any storm water discharges resulting from future industrial uses on the project site would 
comply with the regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 
2014-0057-DWQ.  
 
Response to Comment 10-7 
 
Page 4.4-41 of Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR provides background 
information on the Clean Water Act (CWA), including requirements concerning water discharge. 
Fieldwork for the Jurisdictional Delineation Report was conducted by Sycamore Environmental 
Consultants on December, 10 2014 and the report was included as Appendix D to the Draft EIR. 
As discussed on page 4.4-70 of the Draft EIR, based on the wetland delineation report, Sycamore 
determined that the Mace Drainage Channel (MDC) is a non-navigable, man-made storm water 
drainage ditch maintained by the City of Davis. The MDC is excavated in uplands and drains 
only uplands. It is not a realigned natural channel, nor does the MDC contain relatively 
permanent flow of water. For these reasons, the MDC is not jurisdictional. 
 
Sycamore also verified that the roadside drainage ditches and irrigation ditches in the Study Area 
are non-navigable, man-made ditches excavated in uplands and draining only uplands. These 
features have no ordinary high water mark (OHWM), nor do they carry a relatively permanent 
flow of water. Therefore, these features are not jurisdictional.  Similar to the Mace Ranch 
Innovation Center site, the Mace Triangle site does not support any federally protected wetlands. 
The Mace Triangle site contains either developed or disturbed habitats, including the Park-and-
Ride lot and water storage tank, Ikedas Market, and a ruderal field, historically used for 
agricultural purposes.  
 
As a result of the above determinations, the proposed project would not impact a federally 
protected wetland, as defined by Section 404 of the CWA.  
 
Response to Comment 10-8 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 10-7.  
 
Response to Comment 10-9 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 10-7.  
 
Response to Comment 10-10 
 
The comment is noted. If commercial agriculture continues to occur on-site while the project 
builds out over time, as is allowable under the proposed planned development zoning, then the 
applicant will be required to continue to comply with the referenced RWQCB agricultural runoff 
regulations.  
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Response to Comment 10-11 
 
Dewatering is not anticipated to be required as a result of construction of the proposed project. 
However, should groundwater be encountered during construction and dewatering become 
necessary, the applicant would be required to seek the proper NPDES permit for dewatering 
activities.  
 
Response to Comment 10-12 
 
Thank you. 
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LETTER 11: PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY OF DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment 11-1 
 
The comment provides a summary of the staff presentation.  No response is necessary.   
 
Response to Comment 11-2 
 
As noted in the comment, the proposed project does not include housing. The Mixed-Use 
Alternative is one of several potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project, chosen for 
assessment pursuant to the requirements of CEQA. Please see Chapters 7 (Alternatives Analysis) 
and 8 (Mixed-Use Alternative) in the Draft EIR Volume II, and Master Response #3 (Mixed Use 
Alternative) contained herein.  
 
Response to Comment 11-3 
 
As noted in the comment, the Infill Alternative was dismissed from further analysis in the Draft 
EIR based on infeasibility.  This alternative would not fulfill the objectives of the applicant or 
the City. As noted on pages 7-16 through 7-19 of Chapter 7, Alternatives Analysis, adequate 
vacant land designated and zoned appropriately for the project and owned, or available for 
acquisition, by the project applicant does not exist to develop the proposed project.  The UC 
Davis Studio 30 report documents that the current isolated and dispersed sites within the City 
that are available and appropriately zoned are not adequate in terms of size, location, or 
configuration (and related constraints) to address the emerging market need of an Innovation 
Center.5 Based on absorption projections, Studio 30 estimated that Davis needs at least 200 acres 
for business development and expansion over a 20+/- year time horizon (pages vii, 19, 20). This 
alternative also does not meet City project objective 1.c. listed on page 3.8 of the Draft EIR to 
“maintain a steady supply of land to meet needs of growing businesses and accommodate 
medium-scale and large-scale (150 employees) businesses over a long term 20-year period 
(BPLS).   Please also see Responses to Comments 33-8 and 33-9, and responses to Letter 34. 
 
Response to Comment 11-4 
 
As noted in the comment, auto-related businesses are not proposed as part of the project, as is 
evidenced by the list of permitted and conditional uses set forth in the preliminary planned 
development section of the Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR (see page 3-21).  
 
Response to Comment 11-5 
 
The proposed project may include up to 100,000 square feet of ancillary retail uses. As noted on 
page 3-20 of Chapter 3, Project Description, the project includes supportive retail located 
throughout the Mace Ranch Innovation Center (MRIC), most of which would be on the ground 
floor of the proposed research/office/research and development (R&D) uses surrounding the 

                                                 
5  Studio 30 UC Davis Extension. City of Davis Innovation Center Study. 2012, p. ix.  



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 67 

Oval park and the transit plaza area. As such, the proposed square footage of retail and 
research/office/R&D are inversely proportional; for example, if there is less demand for ancillary 
retail and only 50,000 square feet is developed, the square footage of research/office/R&D could 
increase to the proposed maximum square footage. However, the converse does not apply.  The 
amount of allowed retail space could not exceed 100,000 square feet. The ancillary retail space 
within the innovation center is intended to provide employees and visitors with basic 
convenience shopping and dining opportunities in close proximity to the businesses, as well as 
fitness center amenities and other business support services. 
 
Response to Comment 11-6 
 
As part of the review of the merits of the project City staff is currently undertaking a detailed 
analysis of the proposed site layout and design, which will be reflected in the staff reports 
prepared for the Planning Commission and City Council hearings on the project.  Location of the 
proposed transit plaza and other aspects of the proposed site design are under consideration as a 
part of that analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 11-7 
 
City staff provided the requested acronym glossary to the commenter after the meeting and 
posted the document to the City’s website at:  
 

http://cityofdavis.org/city-hall/community-development-and-sustainability/development-
projects/mace-ranch-innovation-center/environmental-review.  

 
Response to Comment 11-8 
 
The presentation slides were made available after the meeting and can be viewed online at the 
following website: 
 

http://documents.cityofdavis.org/Media/Default/Documents/PDF/CityCouncil/Planning-
Commission/Agendas/20150909/07A-Mace-Ranch-Innovation-Ctr-Draft-EIR-
Presentation.pdf 
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LETTER 12: EILEEN M. SAMITZ, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 12-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your opposition to adding housing 
to the project is noted for the record.   
 
Response to Comment 12-2 
 
The 212-acre MRIC site (not including the Mace Triangle site) is an appropriate size.  The 
Innovation Center Study prepared by Studio 30 in 2012, notes on page vii that, “Most innovation 
centers averaged around 200 acres in size …”. Please also see Responses to Comments 11-3, 33-
8 and 33-9. 
 
The Mixed-Use Alternative includes the same square footage of innovation center uses as the 
project.  The conceptual site design (Figure 8-1 in the Draft EIR) accommodates the residential 
component by assuming some areas of stacked parking and multi-story housing with an average 
density of approximately 30 dwelling units per acre. With proper design, the housing component 
could address and/or avoid compatibility concerns. 
 
The EPS study of the “Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Innovation Centers in 
Davis” concluded that “the slightly higher costs of the MRIC Mixed Use Alternative could be 
offset by improved overall vitality offered by the inclusion of housing in a mixed use format.  If 
well designed and properly integrated, housing could lead to strengthened overall economic 
performance and would be attractive to younger knowledge-based workers” (page 11). 
 
The Mixed Use Alternative assumes that all dwelling units are occupied by at least one employee 
of the MRIC.  Please see Master Response #3, Mixed Use Alternative.   
 
Response to Comment 12-3 
 
The proposed project is an innovation center, consisting of 2,654,000 square feet of 
research/office/R&D uses and no proposed housing component. The housing component is 
included only in the Mixed Use Alternative. As noted by the commenter there is considerable 
community discussion about the possibility of a housing component. 
 
Response to Comment 12-4 
 
Thank you for providing your thoughts and opinions about the merits of the project.  This 
comment will be considered by the decision-makers during their deliberations.   
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LETTER 13: DAN CARSON, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 13-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 13-2 
 
The commenter requests that information be added to the Draft EIR to reflect that the amount of 
groundwater currently used at the site for agricultural purposes would be reduced over time 
under the project scenario, and that this reduction could have a net overall benefit related to the 
City’s future water needs. This comment is noted.  As defined by state law, the purpose of the 
EIR is specifically to address the potential for significant adverse environmental impact as a 
result of the project.  The City agrees there are many other important factors to consider during 
deliberations on this project, including community benefits and fiscal and financial outcomes.      
 
The Draft EIR includes a detailed evaluation of the project’s effects on water supply. The Draft 
EIR determined that the City of Davis would have sufficient water supplies to meet the needs of 
the project, as well as planned development with the City of Davis over the next 20 years, during 
normal years and drought years.  
 
Response to Comment 13-3 
 
Identification of project ownership is relevant project information, but is not necessary for the 
CEQA analysis.  Please see Master Response #6, Project Ownership.  The commenter is correct 
that in order to develop, or engage in any activities (e.g., off-site drainage; removal of soils) on 
property owned by the City, a negotiated agreement and sale or lease would be required.  For the 
purposes of the EIR, the agreement was assumed to be contained within the development 
agreement described on page 3-11 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. To clarify 
this point, page 3-11 of Chapter 3, Project Description, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

5. Development Agreement for the MRIC in order to provide certainty and mutual 
assurances to the City and the project applicant, and to include agreements between 
the developer and the City related to purchase or lease of City property (Government 
Code, §65864 et seq.). 

 
Response to Comment 13-4 
 
Because the project would not result in impacts to an urban farm, a mitigation measure aimed at 
urban farms would lack nexus to the project’s impacts and could not be imposed on the 
project.   But the City Council has expressed interest in exploring other options and could choose 
to consider another location for an urban farm with some of the proceeds from the sale or lease 
of City land.  The commenter suggests that the City seek to coordinate the MRIC applicant’s 
farmland mitigation with the Nishi applicant’s farmland mitigation.  This concept can be 
considered at the discretion of the City Council as it reflects a design consideration, and would 
not affect the adequacy of either EIR.  
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Response to Comment 13-5 
 
Comment noted. For clarification purposes, page 4.10-39, second paragraph, of Section 4.10, 
Land Use and Urban Decay, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Notwithstanding ALH’s findings, suggesting that development controls for phasing of the 
project’s retail space may not be necessary, the City recognizes that, consistent with 
BAE’s recommendation, it would be most prudent to implement phasing controls for the 
MRIC’s retail space, to ensure that new retail space does not outpace the increase in 
MRIC’s employee demand for daytime retail, dining, and services. Such an approach 
would ensure that the MRIC’s retail space would not divert sales from existing Davis 
retail establishments, which could lead to vacancies and possibly urban decay. With 
implementation of the following mitigation measure, the MRIC’s impact related to 
existing retail space within the City of Davis would be less than significant. 

 
Response to Comment 13-6 
 
Please see Master Response #1, Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and County Road (CR) 32A 
closure.  
 
Response to Comment 13-7 
 
The comment requests clarification as to why the cumulative fire protection services impact 
discussed in the Nishi Gateway Project Draft EIR is determined to be less than significant 
without mitigation, but the MRIC Draft EIR concludes that the cumulative fire protection 
services impact is significant and requires, per Mitigation Measure 5-19, the applicant’s fair 
share contribution towards one of the following mitigation options: 1) construction of a new fire 
station; 2) modification of existing Davis fire facilities, which may include renovation of existing 
fire stations; or 3) completion of a Fire Facilities Master Plan (FFMP), and Community Risk and 
Standards of Cover Study to identify the various alternatives that could be implemented to enable 
the City of Davis Fire Department to reach all areas of the City, including the MRIC, within a 5-
minute response time. As also stated in Mitigation Measure 5-19, once the mitigation option is 
selected by the City, the improvement(s) shall be included in the City’s Capital Improvement 
Program and the City’s Fire Impact Fee updated accordingly. In addition, each improvement 
project shall be subject to its own environmental review process, unless it is exempt from CEQA 
review.  
 
The analysis of the Nishi Gateway Project Draft EIR was based on coordination with 
representatives of the Davis Fire Department (FD) and available Davis FD reports. The Nishi 
project site is located within a four-minute drive of both Stations 31 and 34, consistent with the 
City’s response target. This is possible because of the location of the project site within the 
central/southern portion of the City of Davis. Station 34 could also respond to calls at the Nishi 
site in the event of a second event that would require service from Station 31.  
 
For the MRIC project, other than Station 33, the next nearest first station (Station 31) to the 
MRIC project site is over 2.5 miles away. Therefore, Station 33 would likely be the only station 
that could reasonably respond to calls for service at the MRIC project site. Furthermore, as 
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discussed on page 5-49 of the MRIC Draft EIR, Station 33 provides backup response to Station 
31 in the downtown core of the City, given that Station 31 is overburdened with calls and cannot 
meet the General Plan response time goal of reaching all areas of the City within a five-minute 
emergency response time, 90 percent of the time. The Draft EIR therefore determined that an 
impact could occur under a scenario in which Station 33 is not able to provide needed back-up 
response to the downtown core station because the Station has already responded to a 
fire/medical incident at the project site. In other words, the proposed project could exacerbate the 
existing response time deficiency experienced in certain areas of the City of Davis by precluding 
Station 33 from being able to provide back-up to already impacted areas. The proposed project’s 
impact under this circumstance is disclosed as an indirect cumulative impact to fire protection 
services and appropriate mitigation to address that impact has been identified. 
 
Response to Comment 13-8 
 
The comment raises the point that connection of the Nishi Project to UC Davis utility 
infrastructure may avoid potential costly improvements to the City infrastructure, including 
potential improvements to the City’s wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) that are identified in 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. This concept is being deliberated as a part of 
the Nishi project which is proceeding to the Planning Commission and City Council ahead of the 
MRIC project.   
 
The commenter also suggests that the MRIC project consider tying in to the UC Davis sewer 
system for service.  This was not identified as a viable option for the project and was not 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 13-9 
 
Thank you. 
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LETTER 14: GAYNA LAMB-BANG, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 14-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your concerns about the project 
are noted for the record. The need for an innovation center to accommodate long-term projected 
employment/business growth within the City has been recognized by the City since before the 
City’s General Plan Update circa 2000 (see discussion under Policy ED 3.2 in Table 4.10-4 of 
the Land Use and Urban Decay section of the Draft EIR).  
 
Response to Comment 14-2 
 
Impacts related to water and energy demands associated with the project were analyzed in 
Sections 4.15 and 4.7 of the Draft EIR, respectively. The proposed project does not include any 
housing. On-site housing is evaluated as part of the Mixed-Use Alternative in Chapter 8 of the 
Draft EIR. This alternative and the consideration of adding housing to the project is receiving 
considerable discussion in the community. 
 
Response to Comment 14-3 
 
The concerns about community character and loss of farmland are acknowledged.  The Draft 
EIR analyzes both issues.  Impacts related to agricultural resources were analyzed in Section 4.2 
of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Important Farmlands) to non-agricultural use and the loss of 
agricultural land were determined to be significant and unavoidable. The Draft EIR includes 
mitigation measures requiring farmland mitigation elsewhere within Yolo County, consistent 
with the City of Davis farmland preservation ordinance. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.2-
1(a) requires the project applicant to set aside in perpetuity, at a minimum ratio of 2:1 of active 
agricultural acreage, an amount equal to the project site.  
 
Aesthetics and impacts to visual resources are analyzed in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR. Impacts 
related to substantial adverse effects on a scenic vista were determined to be less than significant. 
Impacts related to creation of new sources of light or glare and conflicts with applicable plans, 
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects 
related to aesthetics and visual resources were determined to be less-than-significant with 
implementation of mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR. For example, Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-3 requires the project applicant to submit a lighting plan to the City Department of 
Community Development and Sustainability for review and approval. The lighting plan would 
be consistent with Chapter 6, Article 8, of the Davis Municipal Code. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-4 requires that the landscape and architectural details for the project satisfy several 
design-related requirements included in the City’s General Plan. Impacts related to substantial 
degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable in the Draft EIR.  
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Compatibility with community character will also be a factor in the staff analysis of the merits of 
the project which will be the subject of the staff reports prepared for upcoming Planning 
Commission and City Council hearings. 
 
Response to Comment 14-4 
 
Thank you for providing your thoughts and opinions about the merits of the project.  Your 
opposition to the project is noted for the record.  This comment will be considered by the 
decision-makers during their deliberations.   
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LETTER 15: CHRISTINE M. CRAWFORD, YOLO COUNTY LAFCO 
 
Response to Comment 15-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 15-2 
 
Comment noted. The comment agrees with the mitigation language included in Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-1(a) with respect to the 2:1 agricultural mitigation ratio and acknowledgement that 
the easement must comply with the policies and requirements of LAFCo.  
 
Response to Comment 15-3 
 
The City agrees with the commenter’s suggestions. These project details will be addressed in the 
project’s conditions of approval and development agreement. 
 
Response to Comment 15-4 
 
The commenter has suggested that the City find the project to be inconsistent with the City 
policy regarding agricultural buffers and further that Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 be modified to 
require a 500-foot setback be provided on the project if the no-spray easement from the adjoining 
agricultural property owner cannot be attained.  The City does not concur that there would be a 
policy inconsistency nor that the suggested change to the mitigation measure is necessary.   
 
It is important to distinguish that the City does not consider the proposed recreational trail to be 
“environmentally sensitive”.  Users will not be compelled to use the trail, use will be completely 
voluntary, and users with concerns about agricultural operations on adjoining fields on any given 
day may, and should, leave the trail to avoid use during periods of any given agricultural activity 
whether that be noise during a harvest, dust during field preparation, or proximity of use during 
application of chemicals.  Removing the trail from consideration, there are no proposed sensitive 
uses proposed on the site within 500 feet of the property lines. The nearest uses would be parking 
and/or manufacturing uses, neither of which are considered environmentally sensitive. 
 
The City has a long history of requiring agricultural buffers with trails, and considers trails to be 
an important design feature with valuable community benefits.  The City’s Agricultural buffer 
requirements are codified in Section 40A.01.050 of the Zoning Ordinance.  Rather than consider 
it a liability, the City views these trails and buffer areas as defining components of the 
community’s pro-agriculture and open space values. Moreover the City has consistently 
implemented agricultural buffers of this same minimum size and conceptual design in other 
locations for many years and there is no precedence or known new information for treating this 
project differently. The 150-foot width is a City minimum and the Draft EIR appropriately relies 
on this.  It is accurate that as a matter of policy the City may choose to require a wider buffer on-
site.  This will be considered as part of the staff review of the merits of the project and a staff 
recommendation in this regard will be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council 
as a part of the upcoming staff reports in support of final action on the project.    
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The effect of the measure as written is to give the adjoining farmer an opportunity for financial 
compensation to permanently modify their pesticide application options in order to address the 
Agricultural Commissioner’s consideration that the trail would be environmentally sensitive.  
The City believes this is an appropriate measure and will require the applicant to demonstrate 
good faith in compliance.  Given that execution of the easement cannot be compelled, the 
residual impact is identified as significant and unavoidable given the position of the Agricultural 
Commissioner.  However, from the City’s perspective the trail is not a sensitive use and 
therefore under any circumstance the project as proposed will effectively provide a buffer of 500 
feet or more.   
 
Response to Comment 15-5 
 
Comment noted. Page 4.13-19 of Section 4.13, Public Services and Recreation, is hereby revised 
to delete the bullet referring to “Local Agency Formation Commission”, and is so noted in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 15-6 
 
Thank you. 
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LETTER 16: DAN BRANTON, CARPENTERS LOCAL UNION NO. 46 
 
Response to Comment 16-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. The commenter has been added to 
the notification list for the proposed project. 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 90 

Letter 17 

17-1 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 91 

Letter 17 
Cont’d 

17-1 
Cont’d 

17-2 

17-3 

17-4 

17-5 

17-6 

17-7 

17-8 

17-9 

17-10 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 92 

Letter 17 
Cont’d 

17-10 
Cont’d 

17-12 

17-11 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 93 

Letter 17 
Cont’d 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 94 

LETTER 17: RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION, CITY OF DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment 17-1 
 
The comment summarized the staff presentation at the meeting.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 17-2 
 
Proposed project phasing, including the various park and green spaces, is shown in Figure 3-21 
of the Draft EIR.  The applicant has provided no other specifics in this regard; however, this is an 
issue that will be considered by staff as part of the assessment of the merits of the project.  Staff 
may provide recommendations about phasing of park and green space features that differ from 
Figure 3-21 as a component of proposed conditions of approval for the project.  Please also see 
Master Response #5, Project Phasing. 
 
Response to Comment 17-3 
 
Based on initial research by City parks staff the following information was compiled.   
 
Examples of local privately owned/maintained parks and open space areas include:  
 

 Davis Commons (commercial area with green spaces); 
 5th and G Street Plaza (USDA/commercial theater and restaurants, access to public 

parking garage); and 
 West Sacramento Riverfront Plaza and Promenade (not in Davis). 

 
Davis Commons:  
 

1. Ownership: All areas are privately owned and maintained as part of the shopping center, 
including plaza space with outdoor seating for restaurants, green space (lawn), and the 
parking lot.  

2. Access: The space is managed as a private area. When conflicts with public use arise, the 
property manager can deny access to the space with private security and/or the Fulcrum 
Operations Team. Examples would include unauthorized musicians or other performers, 
panhandlers, etc. 

3. Hours: Davis Commons does not have hours posted for the outdoor plaza and ‘park” 
spaces. However, because the area is managed as a private property, the property 
manager can respond to specific situations if use hours are deemed inappropriate. 

4. Events: The property manager is responsible for all programming and events in the 
publicly accessible space (i.e., music, art show, etc.) and the events are considered in 
light of the benefit to the various tenants of the space. The Fulcrum Operations Team 
tries to accommodate requests, but some are denied in certain situations, including denial 
of requests by the City of Davis. When anyone requests use of the space, a fairly detailed 
Public Use Agreement is required. The Public Use Agreement is a standard form that the 
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Fulcrum Operations Team has created to identify rules and regulations for use of the 
space.  

5. Maintenance: The large turf area with existing trees creates a park-like feel, but also 
creates increased property owner expenses to keep the area presentable with heavy use. 
Allowing public access is an on-going responsibility and added property management 
expense. 

6. Signage: Davis Commons does not have signage in the project green spaces or plazas 
related to use or limitations to use of the space, hours of access, operation and 
maintenance responsibilities, or who to contact with issues or emergencies. The 
Commons do, however, have signage in the parking lot noting that parking is private with 
time limits for use. 

7. Other: Davis Commons does not have a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in place 
for public use of the space. 

 
5th and G Street Plaza: 
 

1. The 5th and G Street Plaza is a private space adjacent to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) building and the commercial space that includes the Signature 
Movie Theater, restaurants, and offices. The restaurant seating that extends into the plaza 
is located on privately owned and maintained property; therefore, a lease with the City is 
not required. In addition, the art pieces located in the plaza (ceramic murals and metal 
screens) are private. The main public use of the plaza is for access between the parking 
garage and the G Street businesses/theater. Public events are rarely held in this space. 

2. Issues that have arisen in this space include managing use by homeless and vagrant 
population, as well as managing damage by skateboarders and other users. 

3. From the owner’s point of view, significant issues related to liability and maintenance 
arise when private spaces are used by the public. 

 
West Sacramento Riverfront: 
 

1. The West Sacramento Riverfront project has many similarities with the MRIC project. 
The larger commercial and office development provides a wide variety of urban 
components, including a public promenade, plazas, retail, office, and public amenities on 
private spaces. Many of the details of how the spaces will be owned and maintained are 
still being discussed.  

2. Setback and public amenities: A required 35-foot setback from the levee is part of the 
property, and will include a public bike/multi-use path.  

3. The plaza is being built by the developer, but the City has made arrangements to purchase 
the space. In addition, public restrooms are required. The City will pay for the design and 
improvements and will eventually provide maintenance; however, the developer was 
required to provide the land to the City. 
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Response to Comment 17-4 
 
The City can impose conditions of approval on the project to require appropriate standards for 
operation, including controlled use of pesticides and maintenance methods consistent with City 
standards for public parks.  
 
Response to Comment 17-5 
 
The project includes 64.6 acres of green spaces that are proposed in a variety of forms such as 
courtyards, agricultural buffer area, parks, and landscaped commons.  The proposed uses for the 
Oval park and other public spaces are summarized in Chapter 3, Project Description, and Section 
4.13, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR. As noted beginning on page 3-29 of the 
Project Description chapter, the proposed MRIC would incorporate several privately maintained 
parks and green space areas throughout the site, totaling approximately 64.6 acres of green 
space. The park and green space areas would be accessible from all MRIC buildings and would 
include greenways, commons, courtyards, orchards, and plazas. The greenways and other green 
spaces would be anchored by a 5.1-acre recreational park (“the Oval”), which would be privately 
maintained but is proposed to be made available for public uses.  Table 3-3 on page 3-31 of the 
Project Description chapter summarizes the size and types of green spaces. 
 
The proposed North and South Commons, comprising approximately 13.6 acres, will create 
spaces for recreation, community gatherings, and social and business meetings. The courtyard 
plazas, comprising approximately 2.9 acres, will create localized places for employees to gather. 
Courtyards are proposed to be designed to connect with, and be open to, the Commons, 
establishing walking links throughout the site, and thereby minimizing the pedestrian interface 
with vehicular roadways.   
 
The applicant has expressed that the landscape features of the innovation center are important for 
a variety of purposes such as creating a healthy work environment, establishing a sense of place, 
providing opportunities for physical activity and worker interaction, enhancing project 
sustainability, and incorporating community agriculture and ag-tech uses.  They have proposed 
that the walking and biking trails will be connected to the City’s existing network, and that the 
sports fields may be used by corporate leagues and Davis’ youth leagues. The applicant has 
indicated that the design of these areas will be a part of the MRIC Design Guidelines which will 
include a formal Landscape Plan.  The Recreation and Parks Commission will be asked to review 
and comment on the Design Guidelines as a part of the project review process.  The staff may 
recommend additional requirements for design and programming details as the project moves 
forward in the process.   
 
Response to Comment 17-6 
 
In 1991, the City of Davis first levied a Landscape and Lighting Assessment District (LLAD), 
generating approximately $2.3 million per year to help pay for the costs of parks and greenbelt 
maintenance. In 1998, the LLAD was converted to a voter-approved $49 per parcel Park 
Maintenance Tax with a four-year sunset at approximately half the amount of the previous 
LLAD. Since the conversion to a Park Maintenance Tax in 1998, the tax has been renewed at the 
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same levels three times: once in June 2002, with a four-year sunset, again in June 2006, with a 
six-year sunset, and again in 2012. 
 
When the first voter-approved Park Maintenance Tax was instituted in 1998, the revenue covered 
approximately 75 percent of the maintenance costs of parks and related amenities. With increases 
in acreage and costs, the current park tax revenue covers less than 20 percent of the costs with 
over 80 percent coming from general fund and user fees. The revenue, while dedicated solely to 
park and open space maintenance, does free up other General Fund dollars for other City 
services, such as public safety. 
 
Whether or not the property will be subject to the Park Maintenance Tax cannot be determined at 
this time. If the property remains privately-maintained and owned by the developer, then the 
property would be subject to the Park Maintenance Tax.  If a portion or all of the property is 
turned over to the City, then the property would not be subject to the tax.  
 
Response to Comment 17-7 
 
Thank you for this comment.  The commenter is correct in the sense that fiscal concerns 
generally are not required to be addressed under CEQA (see Guidelines Section 15131(a)). 
Please refer to the Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Innovation Centers in 
Davis prepared for the project by EPS for fiscal information related to the MRIC project.  
 
Response to Comment 17-8 
 
As noted in Table 3-4 the applicant is proposing that all park and green space features would be 
privately owned and maintained, with public access.  The commenter’s support for a level of 
operations, maintenance and access equivalent to publicly-owned parks is noted for the record.  
The commenter’s interest in reducing parking and increased park and green space is also noted 
for the record.  These are all issues subject to additional consideration as the process moves 
forward.   
 
Response to Comment 17-9 
 
The details regarding hours of operation and maintenance standards have not yet been 
determined. This information will be developed later in the process, prior to final action on the 
project. Alternatively, details regarding operation of the parks may be required as a condition of 
approval with implementation to occur after action on the project. 
 
Proposed bike lanes are shown in revised Figure 3-15.  Please see Response to Comment 9-4 and 
the revision to page 3-34 in Chapter 2. Mitigation Measure 4.14-6(a)(2)(a) on page 4.14-33 of 
Section 4.14, Transportation and Circulation, identifies several programs and strategies related to 
alternative fuel vehicles and parking strategies that are consistent with the suggestions of the 
commenter.   Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 has been expanded to include a requirement for electrical 
vehicle charging stations in each phase of the project.  Please see the revision to page 4.3-28 in 
Chapter 2 and Response to Comment 31-6.  Details regarding proposed accommodations for 
alternative fuel vehicles have not been submitted.    
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Information regarding future partnerships with UC Davis and marketing strategies for the 
property has not been shared by the applicant, but may be prior to or during hearings on the 
project.   
 
Proposed retail uses (not including the hotel) are restricted to no more than 100,000 square feet 
total. The space is defined as supportive or ancillary, which means the uses are intended to 
support the innovation center uses. The supportive or ancillary retail uses will be restricted to 
basic convenience shopping and dining opportunities in close proximity to the business, as well 
as fitness center amenities and other business support services (see page 3-20 of Chapter 3, 
Project Description). Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 on page 4.10-42 of Section 4.10, Land Use and 
Urban Decay, requires demonstration of unmet on-site demand prior to issuance of retail 
building permits in order to protect existing retailers downtown and elsewhere in the City.   
 
The commenter’s suggestions regarding the Mixed Use alternative are noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 17-10 
 
The details regarding operation of the parks have not yet been determined. This information will 
be developed later in the process, prior to final action on the project. Alternatively, details 
regarding operation of the parks may be required as a condition of approval with implementation 
to occur after action on the project. 
 
A comparison of the proposed parking arrangement on the project site plan with the proposed 
parking arrangement on the Mixed-Use Alternative site plan demonstrates that a more dense 
parking arrangement is possible. Staff will work with the applicant prior to final action on the 
project to determine the feasibility of changes to the proposed parking layout that would increase 
the land use efficiency. 
 
The proposed site plan is conceptual; however, if approved, the site plan would establish 
restrictions of general areas or districts where certain uses and heights could occur. Prior to final 
action on the project, other site plan restrictions may be identified. 
 
The overall intensity of the site could not increase beyond the total square footage (2,654,000 
square feet) proposed by the applicant and analyzed in the Draft EIR without a subsequent 
application and approval process. However, there is some flexibility in how the square footage is 
distributed over the site. The final conditions of approval, development agreement, and Measure 
R baseline features will further clarify the constraints of various components of the project.   
 
In addition, please see Master Response #4, Guarantees of Developer Performance. 
 
Response to Comment 17-11 
 
The comment summarized the direction to other commissioners regarding preparation for a 
future meeting.  No response is necessary.   
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Response to Comment 17-12 
 
The details regarding operation of the parks have not yet been determined. This information will 
be developed later in the process, prior to final action on the project. Alternatively, details 
regarding operation of the parks may be required as a condition of approval with implementation 
to occur after action on the project. 
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LETTER 18: MIKE MITCHELL, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 18-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 18-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 25-5 regarding the elimination of high speed right turn lanes 
on Mace Boulevard. The alternative traffic mitigation for Mace Boulevard, between Alhambra 
Drive and Chiles Road, would ensure that the widening referenced in the comment is not 
necessary, and conditions for bicyclists are improved relative to the referenced mitigation in the 
Draft EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 18-3 
 
Regarding the trip assignment to County Road 32A, please see Response to Comment 25-5 
addressing the elimination of high speed right turn lanes on Mace Boulevard.   
 
Regarding the proposed bicycle-only access to the project site at the southeast corner, this is 
envisioned in the current project site plan (e.g., see Figure 3-15 of the Project Description 
chapter of the EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 18-4 
 
The commenter’s concerns about the project are noted for the record. Staff will be undertaking 
additional analysis of the merits of the merits of project including site plan layout and circulation 
for all modes. Staff recommendations in this regard will be presented in the staff reports prepared 
for the Planning Commission and City Council. 
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LETTER 19: RAOUL RENAUD, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 19-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Please see Master Response #2, 
Bicycle Connection along County Road (CR) 32A.  
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LETTER 20: JON WATTERSON, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 20-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. The comments regarding project 
design are appreciated and noted for the record. As part of the review of the merits of the project, 
City staff is undergoing a detailed analysis of the proposed site layout and design. The results of 
the detailed analysis will be reflected in the staff reports prepared for the Planning Commission 
and City Council hearings at which time action will be taken on the project.  
 
Response to Comment 20-2 
 
Thank you for identifying these specific design suggestions.  They will be considered by staff 
and the decision-makers during the subsequent steps of the process. 
 
Some of the suggestions included in the comment are already required in the Draft EIR and/or 
addressed in this Final EIR. Regarding item #2, please see Response to Comment 22-3. With 
respect to item #3, the applicant has indicated an intent to provide solar photovoltaic covering for 
parking areas as one of the means to meet the requirement of providing 50 percent of the 
project’s energy demand via on-site energy generation. Details of photovoltaic covered parking 
structures have not been provided at this time. For item #5, Response to Comment 25-8 revises 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 of the EIR to require electric vehicle charging stations throughout each 
phase of the project for review and approval by the Department of Community Development and 
Sustainability. Regarding item #6, the bike borrowing system suggested by the commenter is 
consistent with the bike share service identified in Mitigation Measure 4.14-6(a) of the Draft 
EIR. With respect to item #7, a multi-modal transit plaza has been included as a component of 
the proposed project, as discussed on page 3-32 and shown in the project exhibits included in the 
Project Description chapter of the Draft EIR. For item #8, Mitigation Measure 4.14-9 of the 
Draft EIR requires the applicant to fund or construct a bicycle/pedestrian grade-separated 
crossing at Mace Boulevard.  With respect to item #9, Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(a) of Section 
4.14, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR requires installation of a separated bike 
path along the west side of the Mace Curve, connecting Harper Junior High and Alhambra Drive. 
For item #10, please refer to Master Response #2. Regarding item #11, Response to Comment 
25-5 revises Mitigation Measure 5-21 of the EIR to include a fourth mitigation option, which 
precludes free-right turn lanes along Mace Boulevard at Alhambra Drive, 2nd Street, and Chiles 
Road. With respect to item #12, please see Master Response #1. Regarding item #13, Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-12 of the Biological Resources section of the EIR requires the project’s 
buffer/drainage features to be wildlife friendly natural spaces, with respect to details such as 
plant types, detention slopes, etc. 
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LETTER 21: DIANNE AND JOHN SWANN, INDIVIDUALS 
 
Response to Comment 21-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your concerns about the project 
are noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 21-2 
 
Please see Master Responses #2 (Bicycle Connection Along CR 32A) and #3 (Mixed-Use 
Alternative). 
 
The comment makes reference to assumptions in the DEIR that 54.6% of project employees live 
in Davis. An economic evaluation prepared for the City of Davis for the Innovation Centers 
indicates that the 54.6% value is the estimated portion of employees that would seek housing in 
the City of Davis (i.e., the demand for local housing). The transportation assessment in the Draft 
EIR assumes that the percentage of MRIC employees living in Davis increases over time based 
on the projected number of new housing units that would be available. The following paragraph 
provides a description of the assumptions of MRIC employees that would live in Davis for the 
different project scenarios and the Mixed-Use Alternative. 
 
The Existing plus Project evaluation of intersections, roadways, and freeway Level of Service 
(LOS) is based on an assessment of the build-out of the project added to existing conditions. 
Given the current limited availability of housing, the LOS assessment for the Existing plus 
Project scenario is based on forecasts of project traffic that conservatively assume that all project 
employees would live outside Davis. The Cumulative plus Project LOS evaluation, which is 
based on evaluating build-out of the project in 20 years, reflects the forecast addition of 2,231 
new housing units in Davis by 2035. Approximately 1,238 of the new units in Davis are assumed 
to be occupied by MRIC employees under the Modified Cumulative scenario (i.e., 33 percent of 
all MRIC employees would live in Davis) based on an economic evaluation prepared for the City 
of Davis. The Mixed-Use Alternative adds an additional 850 work force housing units on the 
MRIC site that are all assumed to be occupied by MRIC employees, resulting in a total of 54.6% 
of MRIC employees living in Davis by 2035 under this alternative. The assessment of impacts to 
bicycle facilities beginning on page 4.14-38 is based on an estimate that the demand for local 
housing of 54.6% would be met by project build-out, as this yields the highest level of bicycle 
demand among all scenarios and is the worst case condition as 22 percent of all Davis residents 
who also work in Davis bicycle to work (i.e., as compared, for example, to 0.3 percent of UC 
Davis employees who live outside Davis that commute to work by bike).       
 
The bicycle impact assessment on page 4.14-39 of the Draft EIR indicates that approximately 
700 project employees would commute to and from the project site by bicycle at build-out in the 
future, assuming that 54.6% of the project employees live in Davis.  The commenter is correct 
that this assumption differs from the Existing Plus Project scenario, which purposefully 
evaluated the traffic effects that would result if all 5,882 MRIC employees were to live outside 
Davis, as described above. As noted on p. 4.14-18 of the Draft EIR, this assumption, in large 
part, is based upon recent housing data, which indicates extremely low vacancy rates in the City 
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of Davis, thereby substantiating the assumption that if the proposed project were built under 
today’s conditions, very little housing would be available in Davis to support MRIC employees. 
This is a conservative assumption, as it indicates that all employees would drive to the site. The 
assessment of traffic impacts is therefore conservative, particularly as it relates to impacts along 
Mace Boulevard in the project vicinity, the I-80/Mace Boulevard interchange, and I-80 to the 
east. 
 
With respect to the commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR places undue importance on a 
bicycle crossing from Alhambra to the MRIC site, it is noted that the primary MRIC access at the 
Mace Boulevard/Alhambra Drive intersection is projected to be the major access point for 
employees and residents (mixed use alternative scenario only) traveling to the project site.  This 
is due to several factors: 
 

 22 percent of all Davis residents commute to work by bicycle; 
 Alhambra Drive and Fifth Street provide an east-west route for cyclists to the MRIC 

project that approximately bisects and spans the City of Davis; 
 This east-west route leads directly to the primary MRIC access at the Mace 

Boulevard/Alhambra Drive intersection; and 
 3.5 mile distance along the above route between the Mace Boulevard/Alhambra Drive 

intersection and the UC Davis Memorial Union. 
 
Most of these employees would access the MRIC project site at the Mace Boulevard/Alhambra 
Drive intersection based on the factors described above. This is the basis for the mitigation 
measure requiring construction of a bicycle-pedestrian grade separation at this approximate 
location. 
 
Evaluating a scenario based on a smaller share of MRIC employees living in Davis would yield a 
significantly smaller number of bicycle trips to and from the project based on available mode 
share data for Davis employees, who live outside Davis, as well as forecasts of what share of 
employees would live in Sacramento and adjacent areas. Data on these and other factors is 
provided below: 
 

 A source of mode share data for Davis employees, who live outside Davis, is the annual 
survey conducted by UC Davis. The 2012-13 Campus Travel Survey6 indicates that 0.3 
percent of all staff, who live outside Davis, commute to campus by bicycle.  

 A source of data on the projected location of housing for MRIC workers not living in 
Davis is the BAE memo Economic Evaluation of Innovation Park Proposals (July 9, 
2015), prepared for the City of Davis. Table C3 of this memo estimates that the share of 
MRIC workers not living in Davis includes 6.47 percent in West Sacramento, 20.26 
percent in Sacramento, 14.42 percent in portions of Sacramento County and Placer 
County, and the remaining 58.85 percent living in other areas including communities in 
Yolo County outside Davis (37.9 percent) and other areas to the north and west. 

                                                 
6  Results of the 2012-13 Campus Travel Survey, Brigitte K. Driller, UC Davis Institute of Transportation Studies, 

September 2013. 
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 10.7 mile distance between the easternmost MRIC access point along CR 32A and the 
State Capitol in the core of Downtown Sacramento. 

 
If the bicycle impact analysis were to assume that none of the 5,882 MRIC employees live in 
Davis at project build-out, and apply the 0.3 percent bicycle mode share (i.e., share of UC Davis 
staff who live outside Davis that commute by bicycle) to all MRIC employees projected to live 
in Sacramento and West Sacramento (26.73%), a total of 5 project employees would commute to 
and from the project site by bicycle at build-out on the route between Davis and Sacramento.  
 
The commenter expresses concern that Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(b) will not be funded.  
However, assuming this mitigation measure is adopted by the City as a required condition of the 
project, the applicant will be required to implement the measure. 
 
The commenter also recommends that the project should focus on providing incentives for 
employees coming from the east to arrive by bicycle or transit.  The Draft EIR requires the 
development of a TDM program for the entire proposed project (MM 4.14-6(a)) that must 
achieve reductions in average vehicle ridership as well as daily and peak hour vehicle trips. 
Alternative measures include funding new transit and rideshare services that would presumably 
be targeted to employees living to the east of the MRIC project that make up the majority of 
those projected to be commuting to the MRIC project from outside the City of Davis.  
 
The commenter concludes that improving the bicycle corridor from Davis to Sacramento 
(Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(a)) would achieve greater benefit than construction of a grade-
separated crossing of Mace Boulevard (Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(b)).  This comment is noted 
for the record.  The bicycle corridor improvements are required to be in place prior to any 
occupancies in Phase 1 of the project (as stated in Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(a)).  The grade 
separated crossing is required to be in place prior to commencement of any construction in Phase 
2 of the project.  Both improvements are required but at different points in the development of 
the project. Please see Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for clarifications to Mitigation Measure 4.14-
9(b) regarding timing. 
 
As a final note, there may be people traveling from outside of Davis that arrive by train.  Those 
individuals have the option of bringing their bicycles by train which opens up some mode 
options.  Moreover, Yolo Bus also allows bicycles on board. 
 
Response to Comment 21-3 
 
The commenter suggests there is an apparent discrepancy between the references to 100 peak 
hour trips and 600 peak hour trips being assigned to County Road 32A.  These two references are 
not inconsistent; rather, they deal with two different scenarios.  The reference on page 4.14-39 to 
100 project trips on County  Road 32A refers to the baseline forecasts, whereas the reference on 
page 4.14-29 to 600 project trips is presented within the context of Mitigation Measure 4.14-2(d) 
-- the “Interchange Alternative Mitigation Option 3” – which would improve capacity along 
County Road 32A by providing a grade separation of the railroad track crossing, thus increasing 
the attractiveness of this route for project traffic and increasing the project trips on County Road 
32A by an estimated 600 peak hour vehicles.  Regarding the proposal that more than half of the 
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peak hour trips would come from the Sacramento region by way of County Road 32A, this was 
not the traffic routing determined in the forecasting process; for a comprehensive description of 
the travel forecasting methodology, please refer to the discussion on Draft EIR pages 4.14-17 – 
4.14-21.  
 
Response to Comment 21-4 
 
The comment incorrectly references the location of the crossing improvement for westbound 
bicyclists recommended in Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(a) of the Draft EIR. Westbound cyclists 
on CR 32A that are destined to the east-west path between I-80 and the UP rail tracks must 
currently make an uncontrolled left turn across both lanes of CR 32A, just south of the at-grade 
rail crossing at CR 105. The enhanced visibility crossing is recommended to be located southeast 
of the at-grade crossing, and would provide a marked, signed, and lighted crossing for bicyclists.  
The precise location and design of the enhanced crossing would be determined during the design 
process and would have input and review by City, County, and Union Pacific Railroad 
engineering staff.     
 
Response to Comment 21-5 
 
The eastbound left turn movement for bicyclists that is referenced in the comment is the 
reciprocal (i.e., reverse) movement to the westbound left turn referenced in Mitigation Measure 
4.14-9(a). A corresponding mitigation for that movement is added to the mitigation measure, 
which is revised as follows. 
 

4.14-9(a)   The project applicant shall fund and construct the following bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements. 

 
 Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy in 

Phase 1, the applicant shall construct the multi-use path on 
west side of Mace Boulevard from just north of Alhambra 
Drive to existing path along frontage of Harper Junior High 
School, as shown on the Project site plan. 

 Prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy in 
Phase 1, the applicant shall construct a crossing for 
westbound cyclists on County Road 32A, southeast of the 
existing at-grade railroad crossing at County Road 32A and 
County Road 105.  The crossing shall be a marked crossing, 
with advanced warning devices for vehicle traffic, for 
westbound cyclists on CR 32A that are continuing west onto 
the off-street path located between the Union Pacific 
Railroad and I-80 (e.g., to the west of County Road 105). As 
noted earlier, Union Pacific has discussed the potential 
closure of the at-grade rail crossing. If that occurs, this 
mitigation measure will not be required. 

 Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy in 
Phase 1, the applicant shall construct a crossing for 
eastbound cyclists on County Road 32A for eastbound left 
turns to the causeway bicycle path. This shall include 
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installation of a marked crossing on the east leg of the CR 
32A/I-80 WB off-ramp intersection and construction of a 
two-way path on the north side of CR 32A between the CR 
32A/I-80 WB off-ramp intersection and the entrance to the 
causeway path, or an equivalent alternate improvement. 

 Prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy in 
Phase 1 of the MRIC, the access road from the Park-and-
Ride Lot to County Road 32A shall be improved with 
sidewalks, per the project description. 

 Responsibility for implementation of this mitigation measure 
shall be assigned to the MRIC and Mace Triangle on a fair 
share basis. 

 
Response to Comment 21-6 
 
Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road 32A.  
 
Response to Comment 21-7 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 21-3, the baseline forecasts indicate an additional 100 project 
trips would use County Road 32A/32B, and the resulting congestion increases at the I-80 ramp 
intersections would not significantly hinder emergency access via this route (see Draft EIR LOS 
Table 4.14-5).  For the “Interchange Alternative Option 3” mitigation scenario (see discussion 
under Mitigation Measure 4.14-2(d)), the additional traffic shift to County Road 32A/B would 
still allow the two ramp intersections to operate acceptably, with signalization as described.  
Therefore, emergency access would not be significantly impacted.   
 
Response to Comment 21-8 
 
Please see Response to Comment 25-5 regarding the elimination of high speed right turn lanes 
on Mace Boulevard. The comment regarding the utility of the island on the southwest corner of 
the Mace Boulevard/Second Street/County Road 32A intersection is noted. However, the 
measures must be designed to address and minimize impacts generated by all travel modes, 
given that many will need to travel by auto (including carpools) even with a high level of bicycle 
and transit-supportive improvements. Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along 
County Road 32A and Response to Comment 25-5 regarding revised mitigation pertaining to 
bicycle impacts along CR 32A/B, and a new mitigation option to exclude free right turns on 
Mace Boulevard, respectively. The alternative mitigation would address the concerns expressed 
in the comment for southbound bicycle travel along Mace Boulevard.   
 
Response to Comment 21-9 
 
The project will be located within the City of Davis, and the City’s General Plan policies 
regarding bicycle facilities are referenced in Impact 4.14-11. Because the MRIC site would be 
annexed to the City of Davis, consistency with the County of Yolo Bicycle Transportation Plan 
is not required. Consistency with the policies included in the Davis Municipal Code and the City 
of Davis General Plan Transportation Element are discussed in Table 4.14-14 beginning on page 
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4.14-45 of Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR.  Furthermore, the project’s impacts to County Road 
32A/B, and the bicycle connections to the levee path, which connects to Sacramento, have been 
addressed in Draft EIR Impacts 4.14-2, 4.14-9, and 5-21, and in Master Response #2, Bicycle 
Connection Along County Road 32A.   
 
Response to Comment 21-10 
 
The City agrees with the commenter that developing and requiring measures, including programs 
and infrastructure, to support and encourage non-auto commuting to the project site are an 
important component of the City’s review and approval process, including the environmental 
document.  However, the measures must be designed to address and minimize impacts generated 
by all travel modes, given that many will need to travel by auto (including carpools) even with a 
high level of bicycle and transit-supportive improvements.  The measures also need to have a 
rational nexus (i.e., “rough proportionality”) to the actual project impacts.  With the mitigation 
measures proposed in the Draft EIR, along with the revised measures included in the Final EIR 
(e.g., see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road 32A and Response to 
Comment 25-5 regarding revised mitigation pertaining to bicycle impacts along CR 32A/B, and 
a new mitigation option to exclude free right turns on Mace Boulevard, respectively), the City 
believes this balance and nexus has been achieved.   
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LETTER 22: JOE DEULLOA, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 22-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your concerns about the project 
are noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 22-2 
 
Comment noted. For clarification purposes, page 4.8-9 of Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Issues Not Discussed Further 
 
The nearest existing schools to the project site are is the University Covenant Nursery 
School, which is located approximately 0.06-mile west of the project site, and Pioneer 
Elementary School, which is located approximately 0.26-mile south of the project site. It 
should be noted that Pioneer Park, located adjacent (west) to Pioneer Elementary School, 
is regularly used for outside activities. However, the outdoor area within Pioneer Park 
that is utilized by Pioneer Elementary School is located approximately 0.26-miles south 
of the project site. In addition, Frances Harper Junior High School is located 
approximately 0.28-mile west of the site.  
 
Any potentially hazardous materials, substances, or waste that may be handled by future 
tenants of the MRIC and transported to the project site would comply with existing laws 
and regulations pertaining to the handling, transport, and disposal of such materials. For 
example, the transportation of hazardous materials is regulated by OSHA, the U.S. DOT, 
and the EPA. Specifically, OSHA regulates hazardous waste operations and emergency 
response in the instance of spills, the U.S. DOT maintains emergency response 
information and training requirements, and the EPA regulates the discharge of oil and 
designated hazardous substances. 
 
Because the project would comply with existing laws and regulations regarding 
hazardous emissions, materials, substances, or waste is not within one quarter mile of an 
existing or proposed school, the project would not result in any impacts associated with 
emitting hazardous emissions or handling hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  

 
Response to Comment 22-3 
 
The City does not agree with the commenter’s suggestion that the conclusions in the Draft EIR 
related to the project’s consistency with City policies are erroneous. The Draft EIR includes 
preliminary assessments of policy consistency that are subject, ultimately, to the independent 
determination of the City Council. The commenter suggests that Draft EIR’s policy analysis with 
regard to Impact 4.10-3 related to land use and urban decay is in error. Consistency with City 
policies related to land use and urban decay are discussed on pages 4.10-43 through 4.10-55. The 
Draft EIR includes discussion and analysis in support of the less-than-significant conclusion. The 
commenter does not provide specific concerns or competing evidence supporting his position. 
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Therefore, a direct response cannot be provided. The information will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration in reaching a final decision regarding the project.   
 
With respect to parking, according to Figure 17, Parking Area, of the project application, the 
212-acre MRIC is proposed to include a total of 8,356 parking spaces, located on 80.3 acres.  
Using the parking ratios identified on Figure 17, the Mace Triangle site would include 
approximately 285 parking spaces. Therefore, total proposed parking for the project would be 
approximately 8,640. 
 
The City standards, if they were applied, are considerably lower: 
 
Land Use  Area   City Ratio   Total Spaces 
Office/R&D   1,510,000 sf   1 space per 400 sf   3,775 spaces 
Manufacturing  884,000 sf  1 space per 1,000 sf  884 spaces 
Hotel   150 rooms  1 space per room  150 spaces 
Ancillary Retail 100,000 sf  1 space per 300 sf  334 spaces 
TOTAL         5,060 spaces  
 
The requested Planned Development zoning allows for development standards, such as parking, 
to be set at levels specific to a given project. City staff anticipates proposing parking ratios that 
are lower than current City standards, because the current city-wide standards pre-date the City’s 
climate action efforts, the revised General Plan Transportation and Circulation Element, and 
more recent discussion about urban design.   Also, Section 40.25.020 of the City Code allows a 
reduction in the number of total parking spaces when “the periods of usage of such buildings or 
uses will not be simultaneous with each other”.   
 
The staff analysis of parking will take into account current city policy, updated industry 
standards for parking for similar uses under similar conditions, and required project design, 
conditions of approval, and mitigations measures intended to minimize parking demand.  This 
information will be provided to the City Council for consideration in making their final 
determination regarding parking and to substantiate that no adverse impacts are anticipated to 
result from controlling parking supply.  
 
In addition, the commenter states that the EIR does not adequately address “car traffic” from 
build-out of the project. Impacts related to traffic and circulation as a result of project buildout 
are analyzed under “Existing Plus Project” and “Cumulative” conditions throughout Section 
4.14, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. The analysis begins on page 4.14-5 of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 22-4 
 
The comment is not correct.  The CoStar database of commercial buildings in Davis includes 
many smaller properties, including properties of less than 1,000 rentable square feet. The smaller 
properties have been factored into the BAE analysis, which is referenced in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment 22-5 
 
The Draft EIR includes preliminary assessments of policy consistency that are subject, 
ultimately, to the independent determination of the City Council. Sections 4.1 through 4.15 of the 
Draft EIR include an impact statement which specifically addresses potential consistency with 
City policies and regulations pertaining to each resource area. In addition, Section 4.10, Land 
Use and Urban Decay, analyzed impacts related to the physical division of an established 
community and consistency with plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Consistency with City policies related to 
innovation centers, business parks, or other university-related research parks is discussed in 
Table 4.10-4 of Section 4.10 beginning on page 4.10-48. The aforementioned impacts were 
determined to be less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment 22-6 
 
The commenter’s position regarding the project is noted for the record.    
 
With the clarification of Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 related to northwestern side of the project, the 
City does not agree that the project agricultural buffer is inconsistent with City policy.  Please 
see Response to Comment 36-3. 
 
Response to Comment 22-7 
 
The commenter’s position that the project does not support innovation is noted for the record.  
The BAE study (Appendix G of the Draft EIR) notes on page 14 that Davis has a number of 
competitive advantages that can help the community to successfully undertake physical 
development that is linked to knowledge-based industries. One is the access to a steady flow of 
innovation and local knowledge resulting from UC Davis. A local knowledge-based economy is 
important not only for new businesses that are commercializing new products, but also for 
established businesses that must integrate new innovations into their established products and 
services in order to remain relevant and competitive. Research universities, like UC Davis, are 
important sources of innovation, due to the research conducted in their labs and the exchange of 
ideas and knowledge that occurs among faculty, staff, students, including residents and visitors. 
 
City objectives for the project on pages 3-9, 3-10 and 3-11 of the Draft EIR cite the building 
types and sizes of space, specific project facilities and services and work place attributes to be 
provided by the project that are identified as success factors for innovation centers, including 
university proximity referenced in the EPS “Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed 
Innovation Centers in Davis” report (pages 9, 44, 45). 
 
Response to Comment 22-8 
 
The Draft EIR has referenced extensive economic analysis that the City of Davis commissioned 
to serve as background studies for the evaluation of the proposed innovation centers, including 
the Mace Ranch Innovation Center (MRIC). The economic analysis referenced in the Draft EIR 
include: BAE Urban Economics, Inc. City of Davis Economic Evaluation of Innovation Park 
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Proposals. July 9, 2015, and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. Mace Ranch Innovation 
Center Urban Decay Analysis. March 2015.  Further, the commenter has not taken into 
consideration the qualitative differences between the type of development proposed at MRIC and 
the examples that the commenter has cited.  For example, the 300,000-square foot building in 
Woodland, cited in the comment, is a warehouse and distribution center, which is functionally 
very different from the types of buildings that office, research and development (R&D), and light 
manufacturing businesses targeted for the MRIC require. In addition, with the recent 
announcement by the Davis Enterprise that print editions will be reduced from five days per 
week to three days per week, the example given in the comment of the printing operation of the 
Davis Enterprise is not relevant to the MRIC proposal. Newspaper printing is a business function 
that is waning at the regional and national level; whereas, the MRIC would seek to attract 
businesses in sectors that are emerging and expanding due to rapid innovation. 
 
Response to Comment 22-9 
 
The comment expresses concerns about potential fiscal impacts from the proposed MRIC. Fiscal 
impacts are general not considered to be an environmental impact under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and, therefore, were not analyzed as part of the Draft EIR.  
Nevertheless, the City of Davis has separately commissioned Economic & Planning Systems 
(EPS), Inc. to prepare a fiscal impact analysis for the proposed project.7 The EPS fiscal impact 
analysis can be viewed on the City of Davis website. The analysis considers the likely new 
revenues that the MRIC would generate and the likely municipal service costs that the project 
would create for the City of Davis. The analysis projects that the MRIC would generate a surplus 
of revenues versus costs.  Based on this analysis, the City does not anticipate that the proposed 
project would result in tax revenue shortfalls and/or the need to ask future residents to approve 
additional taxation to maintain roads and other infrastructure. Certain revenue measures designed 
to offset costs, such as lighting and park maintenance, and interior road maintenance, may be 
included in the conditions of approval for the project and made known to the prospective 
innovation park owners and employees. In addition, under California law new taxes would 
require approval by either a majority of, or 2/3rd’s of, the voters and new assessments would 
require approval by a majority of the landowners within the proposed assessment district. 
 
Response to Comment 22-10 
 
The comment expresses concerns regarding potential fiscal impacts of the proposed MRIC. 
Fiscal impacts are generally not considered to be an environmental impact under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and, therefore, were not analyzed as part of the Draft EIR.  
The comment does not acknowledge that the development of the MRIC may help to diversify the 
Davis economy by reducing reliance on a single employer (i.e., UC Davis), which is the 
community’s largest employer.  In addition, rather than a single large business tenant, the MRIC 
will likely attract many smaller and mid-sized businesses that will help to insulate the business 
park from the impacts of rapid business contraction or relocation of a single, large tenant.  
Furthermore, business cycles are very difficult to predict in terms of their timing and impact on 

                                                 
7  Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Innovation Centers in 

Davis. September 8, 2015. Available at: http://cityofdavis.org/home/showdocument?id=3953. 
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various sectors of the economy; therefore, incorporation of impacts related to a change in the 
business cycle within the EIR would be speculative. 
 
Response to Comment 22-11 
 
The commenters concerns about the project are noted for the record. Impacts related to 
transportation and circulation were analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation and Circulation, of 
the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 22-12 
 
Thank you for providing your thoughts and opinions about the merits of the project.  This 
comment will be considered by the decision-makers during their deliberations.  Please also see 
responses to comments 11-3, 33-8, and 33-9. 
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LETTER 23: JEFFREY MORNEAU, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
Response to Comment 23-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 23-2 
 
On-Ramp Clarification 
 
The use of the term “southbound” in the sentence in the Transportation and Circulation Section 
on page 4.14-27 that states: “Widening the Mace Boulevard overpass of I-80, modifying the 
westbound off-ramp, and widening of the southbound on-ramp at the…,” is a reference to the 
loop on-ramp from southbound Mace Boulevard onto I-80 eastbound. 
 
Freeway Volumes and LOS on I-80 
 
Table 4.14-7 on page 4.14-65 indicates an existing Level of Service (LOS) on the eastbound 
(EB) and westbound (WB) freeway segments of I-80 between CR 32 A/CR 32B and Richards 
Boulevard as LOS C.  Caltrans believes this LOS reading underestimates conditions on these 
segments; one example of a recent Caltrans Performance Measure Systems (PeMS) count on the 
I-80 EB segment east of CR 32A/CR 32B interchange (noted as Chiles Road interchange in the 
analysis) indicates an hourly volumes peak at 6,228 vehicles per hour (vph), which is very close 
to the maximum volume allowed under LOS E, which is 6,300 vph for a three-lane freeway 
facility in one direction. 
 
To investigate this issue, Fehr and Peers collected additional PeMS count data for the freeway 
segments on I-80 EB and WB.  Several PeMS count stations exist between each interchange in 
which volumes from one station may vary from another.  These differences between count 
stations may be due to poor count sensors at certain locations, but may also be due to congestion 
observed in the EB direction, notably from Mace Boulevard to the Chiles Road interchanges in 
the PM peak hour (as noted in the comment). 
 
Based on the investigation above, the freeway segment volumes for both I-80 EB and WB have 
been updated to more accurately reflect balanced volumes along the corridor, while 
incorporating the on- and off-ramp volumes in the calculations.  I-80 EB in the PM peak hour 
also includes the additional vehicles on the freeway segment between Mace Boulevard and 
Chiles Road that add to the demand volume due to congestion. 
 
Updated freeway LOS results based on the revised volumes are provided in Appendix B to this 
Final EIR, which contains excerpts of the following Draft EIR tables: 
 

 Table 4.14-7 Existing Conditions, page 4.14-65 
 Table 4.14-12 Existing Plus Project, page 4.14-72 
 Table 5-15 CEQA Cumulative No Project and Plus Project, page 5-83 
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 Table 5-16 Modified Cumulative No Project and Plus Project, page 5-87 
 Table 8-25 Existing Plus Mixed-Use Alternative, page 8-155 
 Table 8-35 CEQA Cumulative Plus Mixed-Use Alternative, page 8-208 
 Table 8-36 Modified Cumulative Plus Mixed-Use Alternative, page 8-211 

 
The revised freeway analysis provided in the Final EIR does not result in a substantial difference 
in volume/capacity ratio (V/C) increase at any of the freeway segments that experience a 
significant impact. The following tables show the increase in V/C for the two freeway segments 
where significant impacts are identified under the Modified Cumulative Plus Project scenario.  
Three of the four segments experience the same V/C increase in the revised Final EIR analysis, 
when compared to the original Draft EIR analysis. One of the four segments is forecast to 
experience an increase in V/C of 0.09 under the revised Final EIR analysis, compared to an 
increase of 0.07 under the original Draft EIR analysis. 
 

Modified Cumulative Scenario (Freeway Segments with Significant Impacts)  
Revised Final EIR Analysis 

Route 
(Direction) Segment 

Mod Cumulative No 
Project 

Mod Cumulative With 
Project 

V/C 
Increase 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

AM 
Peak 
Hour

PM 
Peak 
HourV/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 

I-80 (EB) Mace Blvd to 
Chiles Road 

- - 1.10 F - - 1.19 F - 0.09 

Chiles Road 
to Enterprise 
Blvd 

- - 1.06 F - - 1.14 F - 0.08 

I-80 (WB) Enterprise 
Blvd to 
Chiles Road 

0.97 E 0.99 E 1.08 F 1.01 F 0.11 0.02 

Chiles Road 
to Mace Blvd 

0.99 E - - 1.10 F - - 0.11 - 
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Modified Cumulative Scenario (Freeway Segments with Significant Impacts) 
Original Draft EIR Analysis 

Route 
(Direction) Segment 

Mod Cumulative No 
Project 

Mod Cumulative With 
Project 

V/C 
Increase 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

AM 
Peak 
Hour

PM 
Peak 
HourV/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 

I-80 (EB) Mace Blvd to 
Chiles Road 

- - 0.97 E - - 1.05 F - 0.07 

Chiles Road 
to Enterprise 
Blvd 

- - 0.92 E - - 1.00 F - 0.08 

I-80 (WB) Enterprise 
Blvd to 
Chiles Road 

0.77 D 0.79 D 0.88 D 0.81 D 0.11 0.02 

Chiles Road 
to Mace Blvd 

0.75 D - - 0.86 D - - 0.11 - 

 
With the inclusion of this updated freeway LOS analysis, there would be no change to the Draft 
EIR findings for Project or Cumulative impacts, including for the Mixed-Use project alternative, 
evaluated in Chapter 8 of the Draft EIR. The impact findings and identified mitigations remain 
the same as reported in the Draft EIR. 

 
Response to Comment 23-3 
 
The City will coordinate with Caltrans as requested to develop a reasonable schedule for 
implementation of traffic improvements in accordance with project phasing.  
  
Regarding the establishment of a Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee program, the City has met twice 
with Caltrans to discuss the suggestion of charging fees to address “systemwide” improvements 
to Interstate 80.  The City has expressed a willingness to participate in discussions regarding a 
fee, assuming it is multijurisdictional and all contributing users are participating on a fair share 
basis.  The City believes any such considerations must reflect appropriate regional, statewide, 
and national considerations given that this facility is an interstate highway. Caltrans is 
considering the City’s position and further dialog may ensue.   
 
Response to Comment 23-4 
 
Thank you for this information. The project’s Traffic Control Plan will be consistent with 
Caltran’s California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. The comment has been 
forwarded to the project applicant for informational purposes.  
 
Response to Comment 23-5 
 
Thank you for this comment.  The project applicant would obtain an encroachment permit for 
any project-related work that would encroach onto the State right-of-way. The list of “Other 
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Agency Approvals and Permits” on page 3-13 of the Project Description Chapter of the Draft 
EIR has been updated in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR to include Caltrans’ issuance of an 
encroachment permit. In addition, the comment has been forwarded to the project applicant for 
informational purposes. 
 
Response to Comment 23-6 
 
The commenter is already on the City’s distribution list for notices related to the project. Thank 
you. 
 
 



Final EIR 
Mace Ranch Innovation Center Project 

January 2016 
 

Chapter 4 – Responses to Comments 
4 - 132 

Letter 24 
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LETTER 24: SCOTT MORGAN, GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
 
Response to Comment 24-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. The comment acknowledges that 
the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements, pursuant to CEQA. The 
attached Regional Water Quality Control Board letter is included as Letter 10 of the Final EIR. 
See Reponses to Comments 10-1 through 10-12.  
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LETTER 25: BICYCLING, TRANSPORTATION, AND STREET SAFETY COMMISSION, CITY OF 

DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment 25-1 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.14-10 of the Draft EIR requires the project applicant to fund and construct 
new bus stops with turnouts on both sides of Mace Boulevard, at the new primary project access 
point at Alhambra Drive. These bus stops would be located on the project periphery. 
 
Response to Comment 25-2 
 
This comment primarily relates to project design components that will be considered by the 
decision-makers prior to approval of the currently requested entitlements, as well as prior to 
future final planned development approvals.  
 
Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(b) as revised requires the project applicant to fund a study to assess 
bicycle circulation in general in the annexed area and specifically the provision of a new bicycle 
crossing of Mace Boulevard to connect the project site to bicycle facilities west of Mace 
Boulevard.  Per the mitigation measure, the study is required to evaluate the preferred location, 
design, funding, and construction timing of the crossing. Identification of a preferred location 
shall take into consideration several factors, including but not limited to, connectivity to other 
existing and planned bicycle facilities, environmental constraints, and construction costs. The 
study will be presented to the Bicycling, Transportation, and Street Safety Commission prior to 
its approval by City staff.  
 
Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(b) the grade-separated crossing is required to be in place 
prior to commencement of any construction in phase 2 of the project. With respect to the 
comment that the grade-separated crossing should be constructed before Phase 1 occupancy, the 
following response is offered. Phase 1 of the MRIC project is estimated to support a total of 
1,256 employees upon full occupancy of the 540,000 square feet of space. Of employees who 
currently work in Davis 54.6 percent also live in Davis. MRIC employees that live outside Davis 
are not expected to commute to work via bicycle, so the market for bicycle travel is based on 
employees who live in Davis. Census data indicates that 22 percent of Davis residents commute 
to work by bicycle. Given the high cost of housing and the very low vacancy rates that currently 
exist for housing in Davis, it seems likely that the share of Phase 1 MRIC employees who live in 
Davis would be lower than 54.6 percent. If, however, 54.6 percent of Phase 1 MRIC employees 
lived in Davis households, and 22 percent of those commuted to work by bicycle, a total of 150 
Phase 1 MRIC employees would be commuting daily via bicycle at full occupancy.  About half 
of those, or 75 cyclists, are estimated to access the MRIC Phase 1 buildings during the peak 
hour.  This level of bicycle travel can be accommodated at the proposed primary MRIC access at 
the Mace Boulevard/Alhambra Drive intersection via existing at-grade bike lanes and would not 
reasonably be relied on to trigger the grade-separated crossing as a part of Phase 1. 
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Response to Comment 25-3 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.14-9(b) requires the project applicant to construct a multi-use path on the 
west side of Mace Boulevard, between just north of Alhambra Drive to the existing path along 
the frontage of Harper Junior High School.   
 
Response to Comment 25-4 
 
The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program outline, described in Mitigation 
Measure 4.14-6(a) of the Draft EIR, includes several parking-related measures designed to create 
incentives for carpooling and the use of non-auto modes with the goal of minimizing parking 
demand.  In addition, please see Response to Comment 22-3. 
 
Response to Comment 25-5 
 
At their September 10, 2015 meeting, the Bicycle, Transportation, and Street Safety Commission 
requested that alternative mitigation measures be explored that eliminate existing high speed 
right turns for motor vehicles along Mace Boulevard.  High speed right turn lanes exist along 
Mace Boulevard at intersections with Alhambra Drive, Second Street/County Road 32A, and 
Chiles Road. On-ramps to eastbound I-80, from both southbound Mace Boulevard (entry to loop 
on-ramp) and northbound Mace Boulevard (entry to slip on-ramp), are also high speed right turn 
vehicle movements. 
 
This assessment was undertaken and alternative mitigation measures have been identified for 
consideration to eliminate free-rights at these locations. The technical calculations for this 
analysis are included as Appendix C of this Final EIR. A technical analysis was also performed 
for the Mixed-Use Alternative; and these outputs are also included in Appendix C. At the three 
intersections referenced above, elimination of the existing high speed right turn movements 
would involve eliminating the island that allows the high speed movement and replacing the lane 
with either an exclusive right turn lane or a shared through/right lane, resulting in slower right 
turn movements. At the eastbound I-80 on-ramps, elimination of the high speed right turn vehicle 
movements requires “squaring up” of the on-ramps so the junction of the ramps with Mace 
Boulevard occurs at more of a right angle.  These ramp junction modification concepts are 
consistent with new national guidance provided in the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
Recommended Design Guidelines to Accommodate Pedestrians and Bicycles at Interchanges 
(2014). It should be noted that changes to the on-ramp junctions would require consultation with, 
and approval by, Caltrans. 
 
The following alternative mitigation (option (4)) is proposed to provide LOS E or better 
conditions, under the Modified Cumulative Plus Project scenario, with the elimination of the 
high speed right turn lanes. Given that the Modified Cumulative Plus Project scenario is more 
intensive, from a traffic standpoint, than the Existing Plus Project scenario, the elimination of 
high speed right turn lanes would also be feasible in the Existing Plus Project scenario. A similar 
mitigation option has been included for the Mixed-Use Alternative, as shown in the “8 Mixed-
Use Alternative” section of Chapter 2 of this Final EIR.  
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A schematic of the improvements identified in the new mitigation option are shown in Figure 5.  
 
Mitigation Measures 4.14-2 and 5-21 on pages 4.14-25 and 5-62 of the Draft EIR have been 
amended to include mitigation “Option 4”, as follows: 
 

Mitigation Options for Mace Boulevard/I-80 Westbound Ramps; Mace Boulevard/2nd 
Street/County Road 32A; and Chiles Road/I-80 Eastbound Off-Ramp 
 
ThreeFour potential mitigation options are available for the mitigation of the impact to 
the three interchange area intersections. Each measure is described below, followed by an 
evaluation of its effectiveness:  

 
1. Option 1 (Roadway and Intersection Widening Alternative): Widen the 

roadways and intersections in the impacted area to provide LOS E or better 
operation; 

 
2. Option 2 (Widening Plus Project Access Change Alternative): Modify the 

proposed new project access on Mace Boulevard, north of Alhambra Drive, to 
provide a traffic signal with full access (i.e., all movements allowed), as well as 
widen adjacent roadways and intersections to provide LOS E or better operation, 
lessening the turning movement demand at the project access driveway at the 
Alhambra Drive intersection; 

 
3. Option 3 (Interchange Alternative): Construct capacity improvements at the 

County Road 32A/32B interchange and on County Road 32A to allow more 
Project traffic to use this interchange, lessening the traffic on the Mace 
Boulevard interchange; or 

 
4. Option 4 (Eliminate High Speed Right Turn Movements on Mace Boulevard):  

Eliminate high speed right turn movements along Mace Boulevard including a 
reconfiguration of the on-ramps to eastbound I-80. 

Another approach would be to implement a reduced intensity alternative in order to 
reduce project traffic in the Mace Boulevard interchange area. This, coupled, with 
widening of adjacent roadways and intersections, would be expected to provide LOS E or 
better operations to the above-listed facilities. The reduced intensity/project alternative 
approach is considered in Chapter 7, Alternatives, of this EIR.  

 
Mitigation Measure 4.14-2 is revised on page 4.14-29 of the Draft EIR to include a new 
mitigation option (e), as follows:  
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Figure 5 
MRIC Mitigation Option 5-21(d) – Exclusion of Free Right Turns Along Mace Boulevard 
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4.14-2(e) Eliminate High Speed Right Turn Movements on Mace Boulevard 
(Option 4): Construct improvements to Mace Boulevard to eliminate 
high speed right turn movements and provide sufficient capacity to serve 
Existing Plus Project traffic. Responsibility for implementation of this 
mitigation measure shall be assigned to MRIC and Mace Triangle on a 
fair share basis. Prior to commencement of any construction activities or 
development subsequent to Phase One, a design-level traffic analysis 
shall be completed and submitted to the Public Works Department to 
determine design-level improvements along the Mace Boulevard 
corridor from Alhambra Drive to Chiles Road, needed to eliminate high 
speed right turn movements and still provide sufficient vehicle capacity 
to maintain LOS E. Responsibility for implementation of this mitigation 
measure shall be assigned to the MRIC and Mace Triangle on a fair 
share basis. 

 
Mitigation Measure 5-21 is revised on page 5-60 of the Draft EIR to include a new mitigation 
option (e), as follows:  

 
5-21(e) Eliminate High Speed Right Turn Movements on Mace Boulevard 

(Option 4): Construct improvements to Mace Boulevard to eliminate 
high speed right turn movements and provide sufficient capacity to serve 
Modified Cumulative Plus Project traffic. Responsibility for 
implementation of this mitigation measure shall be assigned to MRIC 
and Mace Triangle on a fair share basis. Prior to commencement of any 
construction activities or development subsequent to Phase One, a 
design-level traffic analysis shall be completed and submitted to the 
Public Works Department to determine design-level improvements along 
the Mace Boulevard corridor from Alhambra Drive to Chiles Road, 
needed to eliminate high speed right turn movements and still provide 
sufficient vehicle capacity to maintain LOS E. Responsibility for 
implementation of this mitigation measure shall be assigned to the MRIC 
and Mace Triangle on a fair share basis. 

 
The above change provides another mitigation option that is as effective as the three mitigation 
options currently identified in the Draft EIR for this impact. This revision does not alter the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 25-6 
 
Regarding bicyclists travelling southbound across I-80 on Mace Boulevard, a fourth (i.e., new) 
Mitigation Measure 5-21(d) has been developed and included in the EIR that eliminates the “free 
right turns” and improves conditions for southbound bicyclists. Please see Response to Comment 
25-5 for a description of this new mitigation option.  
 
Regarding the request to improve access to the old Route 40 bike path, please see Master 
Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road 32. 
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Response to Comment 25-7 
 
Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road 32. 
 
Response to Comment 25-8 
 
The TDM program described in Mitigation Measure 4.14-6(a) of the Draft EIR includes 
reference to provision of an on-site bike share program.  With respect to electrical vehicle 
charging stations, the project applicant has indicated their intent to include such features 
throughout the development. In order to ensure that this requirement is incorporated into the 
project, page 4.3-28, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, has been revised as follows – see last bullet in 
first list (other revisions are shown here as a result of Response to Comment 31-6):  
 

MRIC and Mace Triangle  
 
4.3 2 Prior to issuance of any building permits, the project applicant shall 

show on project plans via notation that only zero VOC paints, finishes, 
adhesives, and cleaning supplies shall be used for all buildings on the 
project site. Project plans shall be subject to review and approval by the 
Department of Community Development and Sustainability.  

 
4.3-2 Prior to issuance of any entitlement or permit, the project applicant shall 

work with the City of Davis, the YSAQMD, and/or other air districts 
within the region (as appropriate) to develop and implement a strategy 
to mitigate ROG and NOx, and PM10.  The strategy must reduce 
emissions from project operation to levels at or below the applicable 
YSAQMD thresholds of significance to the maximum extent feasible.  
Feasible on-site actions to reduce emissions shall receive highest 
priority for implementation.  Emissions that cannot be reduced through 
on-site actions shall be mitigated through off-site action.  The strategy 
and all actions shall be subject to review and approval by the City in 
consultation with the YSAQMD, and, if applicable, the air quality 
management district or air pollution control district within which the 
mitigation project is located.  On-site actions may include, but shall not 
be limited to the following: 

 
 Reducing on-site parking lot area; 
 Using concrete or other non-emitting materials for parking lots 

instead of asphalt; 
 Limiting on-site parking supply; 
 Using passive heating and cooling systems for buildings; 
 Using natural lighting in buildings to the extent practical; 
 Installing mechanical air conditioners and refrigeration units 

that use non-ozone depleting chemicals; 
 Providing electric outlets outside of buildings, sufficient to allow 

for use of electric landscaping equipment; 
 Hiring landscaping companies that use primarily electric 

landscaping equipment; 
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 Use of zero-VOC paints, finishes, adhesives, and cleaning 
supplies on all buildings on the project site.  

 Hiring janitorial companies that use only low-VOC cleaning 
supplies;  

 Employing vehicle fleets that use only cleaner-burning fuels;  
 Providing electrical vehicle charging stations in each phase of 

the project. 

Off-site actions may include, but shall not be limited to, the following: 
 

 Retrofitting stationary sources such as back-up generators or 
boilers with new technologies that reduce emissions;  

 Replacing diesel agriculture water pumps with alternative fuels; 
 Funding projects within an adopted bicycle/pedestrian plan; 
 Replacing non-USEPA wood-burning devices with natural gas 

or USEPA-approved fireplaces; 
 Providing energy efficiency upgrades at government buildings; 
 Installing alternative energy supply on buildings;  
 Replacing older landscape maintenance equipment with newer, 

lower-emission equipment;   
 Payment of mitigation fees into an established air district 

emissions offset program. 
 

The Reduction Strategy shall include requirements to ensure it is 
enforceable and measurable.  A mechanism for oversight, monitoring 
and reporting through the project Master Owners Association (MOA) to 
the City shall be included as a part of the strategy. Because ROG, NOx, 
and PM10 are pollutants of regional concern, the emissions reductions 
for these pollutants may occur anywhere within the lower Sacramento 
Valley Air Basin (e.g., within YSAQMD, the Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management District, or the Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District). Emissions reductions should occur within the 
YSAQMD, if reasonably available.  

Response to Comment 25-9 
 
The commission’s support for the Mixed-Use Alternative is noted for the record. 
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LETTER 26: JOHN D. RAGLAND, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 26-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. Your concerns about bicycle safety 
are noted for the record.  Please see Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County 
Road (CR) 32.  
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LETTER 27: ELLEN L. WEHR, ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
 
Response to Comment 27-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. The commenter’s request has been 
satisfied by the City.   
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 45-3. 
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LETTER 28: ELLEN L. WEHR, ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
 
Response to Comment 28-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. The commenter’s request has been 
satisfied by the City. 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 45-3. 
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LETTER 29: PETER JACOBSEN, INDIVIDUAL 
 
Response to Comment 29-1 
 
Thank you for submitting comments on the MRIC Draft EIR. The 600 added peak hour vehicular 
trips would only occur with Mitigation Option 3, Interchange Alternative.  Please see Master 
Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road (CR) 32A.  
 
Response to Comment 29-2 
 
The information regarding lane and shoulder width designs and their relation to safety are noted 
for the record. Regarding the proposed County Road 32A design recommendations, please see 
Master Response #2, Bicycle Connection Along County Road (CR) 32A.  
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LETTER 30: RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION, CITY OF DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment 30-1 
 
Thank you for this comment.  Additional information regarding Davis Commons is provided in 
Response to Comment 17-3. This information will be considered by the decision-makers as part 
of the record. 
 
Response to Comment 30-2 
 
The concern regarding sufficiency of parks acreage is noted for the record.  However, the text in 
the last paragraph on page 4.13-15 of the Draft EIR notes that since there is no housing 
component the proposed project is not directly subject to the City’s parkland dedication 
requirements.  Nevertheless, the parks and recreation components were evaluated assuming the 
residential subdivision requirements. 
 


