' Village Farms Davis
Project

SCH# 2023110006

Final
Environmental Impact Report

Prepared for

City of Davis

AVIS

CALIFORNIA

January 2026

Prepared by

ACRANEY 25

1501 Sports Drive, Suite A, Sacramento, CA 95834




Village Farms Davis Project

Final Environmental Imiact Reiort

SCH# 2023110006

Lead Aienci

City of Davis
23 Russell Boulevard
Davis, CA 95616

Sherri Metzker
Director of Community Development
(530) 757-5610

PreEared Bi

Raney Planning and Management, Inc.
1501 Sports Drive, Suite A
Sacramento, CA 95834
(916) 372-6100

Contact:
Nick Pappani
Vice President




TABLE OF CONTENTS




Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

CHAPTER PAGE
1. Introduction and List of Commenters...........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn.. 1-1
1.1 T 0o [1Tox 1o o SRS 1-1
1.2 27103 (o [ (o 11 ] o [P 1-1
1.3 Purpose of the FINal EIR ..........cooiiiiiiiice e 1-2
1.4 ISy o) @0 01 0 T=T o1 (=T 1-2
15 Certification of the Final EIR...........oouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeevieeeeees 1-7
1.6 Organization of the FINal EIR ..........oviiiiii e 1-7
2. ResSpoNses tO COMMENTS ... e 2-1
2.1 INEFOAUCTION ... 2-1
2.2 MaASLEr RESPONSES ......ceiiieieiiiiie e e e e e nnnns 2-1
2.3 ReSPONSES 10 COMMENTS .. .ciiiii it r e e e e e ees 2-34
3. Revisionstothe Draft EIR TeXt ......oooviiiiiiiiieeeeeeee 3-1
3.1 INEFOAUCTION ... 3-1
3.2 Description Of CHANQES ......uuiee e 31
4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program....................... 4-1
4.1 T 0o [ Tox 1o o SRR 4-1
4.2 Compliance ChecCKIiSt.............uiiiiiii e 4-1
4.3 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ...........ccooooeevviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeinns 4-2
Appendices

Appendix A:  Soil Arsenic Characterization

Appendix B:  Northern Agricultural Area Technical Memorandum

Appendix C:  Environmental Noise Assessment

Appendix D: Biological Resources Assessment

Appendix E:  Updated Project Description

Appendix F:  Updated Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Modeling Results

Table of Contents
Page i



1. INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF
COMMENTERS




Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

. INTRODUCTION AND
LI1ST OF COMMENTERS

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains agency and public comments received
during the public review period of the Village Farms Davis Project (proposed project) Draft EIR.
This document has been prepared by the City of Davis, as Lead Agency, in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. The
Introduction and List of Commenters chapter of the Final EIR discusses the background of the
Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, purpose of the Final EIR, identifies the comment
letters received on the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, and provides an overview of
the Final EIR’s organization.

1.2 BACKGROUND
The Draft EIR identifies the proposed project’s potential environmental impacts and the mitigation

measures that would be required to be implemented. The following environmental analysis
chapters are contained in the Draft EIR:

Aesthetics;

Agricultural Resources;

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy;
Biological Resources;

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources;
Geology and Sails;

Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
Hydrology and Water Quality;

Land Use and Planning;

Noise;

Population and Housing;

Public Services and Recreation;
Transportation;

Utilities and Service Systems;

Wildfire;

Effects Not Found to be Significant;
Statutorily Required Sections; and
Alternatives Analysis.

= A A _a_a_a_0_0_98_90_9_29_-29_-29_-2_-2_-12_-1-

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse (SCH#: 2023110006)
for distribution to State agencies on January 7, 2025, for a 45-day public review period, ending on
February 21, 2025. In addition, the Draft EIR and a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR
were published on the City of Davis website. The Draft EIR was made available for review online at
https://www.cityofdavis.org/city-hall/community-development/development-projects/village-farms-

davis and printed copies were made available for public review at the City of Davis Department of
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Community Development (23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2, Davis) and at the Yolo County Public
Library (315 E. 14th Street, Davis). A public meeting was held before the Planning Commission on
February 12, 2025, to solicit public comments regarding the Draft EIR.

Since release of the Draft EIR, Brown & Caldwell has completed preliminary assessment of the City
of Davis’ wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) capacity and tentatively confirmed that the WWTP
may be at or nearing capacity for secondary treatment. Thus, the City determined that revisions to
Chapter 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, were necessary and that
recirculation was required to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Revisions to
Chapter 4.14 included a change to conclusions and the addition of a new mitigation measure and,
thus, met the criteria for CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR was distributed and sent to the State Clearinghouse for
distribution on November 17, 2025, for a 45-day review period until January 2, 2026, consistent
with the time periods set forth in the CEQA Guidelines. The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR was
made available for review online at https://www.cityofdavis.org/city-hall/community-
development/development-projects/village-farms-davis and printed copies were made available for
public review at the City of Davis Department of Community Development (23 Russell Boulevard,
Suite 2, Davis) and at the Yolo County Public Library (315 E. 14th Street, Davis).

1.3 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of:

1. The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft.

2. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated
Draft EIR.

3. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR and
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.

4. The responses to significant environmental points raised in the review process.

5. Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

Although CEQA requires responses for “significant environmental issues” only, the City has
provided responses to all comments. This is not intended to expand the City’s legal obligations
under CEQA, but rather to maximize opportunities for sharing information and increasing public
understanding regarding the project and related review process.

1.4 LIST OF COMMENTERS

The City of Davis received 216 comment letters during the public comment period on the Draft
EIR for the proposed project. The comment letters were authored by the following agencies,
groups, and individuals:

Draft EIR

Agencies

LEtter L. California Department of Transportation
01 = SRR California Department of Conservation
1= PSR Davis Joint Unified School District
Letter 4. e e ————— Department of Toxic Substances Control
Letter 5. Yolo County Department of Community Services
1= G Yolo Habitat Conservancy

Chapter 1 — Introduction and List of Commenters
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1= Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission
01 = Yolo Transportation District
Groups

001 Armanino Advisory LLC
Letter 10 ... California Center for Cooperative Development
=1 (= Davis Citizens Planning Group
0= 1= 1 First Elite Security
0= 1= 0 PP Friends of Davis Vernal Pools
0= L= O PP PPPPP Limbic Media
0] 1= 1L Nuveen Green Capital
001 .Sierra Club Yolano Group
Letter A7 ot e The Cannery Homeowner’s Association
0= 1= 0 Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
Individuals

0= =T 0 L P Adriana Martin Khan
1= Aimee Shrek
1= Alexa Bach-McElrone
0= =T 2 PSPPI Alison Pease
0= 2 Allen Bohnert
0= Allison Rubin-Buss
LBt BT 2 e e Anastasia Karp
Letter 26. ... e Ann Privateer (Letter 1 of 2, 1/15/2025)
Y T Ann Privateer (Letter 2 of 2, 2/24/2025)
T T 2 Anna Carr
T T 20 Ari Halberstadt
0= 1 (=] S T PP Ashley Oney

Letter .. i e ASHTEY Weinshilboum
[0S (] 57PN AN 1] 0 I (=11 §
=Y 1] 1 7R TR A v/ <11 s WA\ | g F= 1] o}
LBtEE ... e e e e BATDAEA Clutter

(=] G 1 PP PURTURRPPO Barbara Molloy
IS = G Barbara Zeller
S =] 7 Barry Katzman
[T O 1 PP Becky Zeigler
] g 1 TSP Beverly Wooster
LELEI 40, ... e e e . B KlOSEEIMAN
=Y 1 7 1 Blake McDonald
IS = Brenda Padilla
0= (=] 7 Burch Bryant
=Y 1= 7 C.H. Pickett
IS S Callie Garritson
I =] O L PP Caren Murray
(=Y 1= Carole Markese
IS 1] 2 7 Carolina Roberts
I ] L PP Carolyn Poutasse
(=Y 1] O R Carrie Weinrich
=] 1= 3 P Catherine Brinkley
=] ST 2 Catherine Keller
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LBl D3 e e Catherine Portman
(= 7 Charles Auchtelonie and Sara Yost
Lt el 5. i Chen Zhao and Marcus Lowenhaupt
0= 0 Christopher Martinez
LB Ol 7 e e Coleen Borrego
Ltter B8, ..t Colin Milburn and Peter Holman
LBt D ..t Colin Murphy
LetEr BO... . et ..Corrie Acuna
T T S 1 Curtls and Carollne Robertson
=] O G Y PPN Cynthia Ching
0= 1= G TG P Darlene Boyce (Letter 1 of 2, 2/21/2025)
Letter B4 ... e e Darlene Boyce (Letter 2 of 2, 3/1/2025)
Letter B . i . .. Dave Kreske
0] 1 (=] T PP David Bakay
0= =T G PR David McGlocklin
= =] G . Deborah Hunter
[ 1] O G PRI PP Diana Miglioretti
0= 1= 4 O PSPPI Diane Simon
=] 1 (=] A PP Donna Lemongello
LB T 7. e e e Dylan Sommer
0= PP Ed Lee
== P Edward Taillon
LB T 7D et Eileen Samitz (Letter 1 of 6)
LEtter 76, .. et e Eileen Samitz (Letter 2 of 6, 1/14/2025)
LB T 77 e Eileen Samitz (Letter 3 of 6, 2/10/2025)
Letter 78, ..t Eileen Samitz (Letter 4 of 6, 2/12/2025)
Letter 70 e e Eileen Samitz (Letter 5 of 6, 2/18/2025)
Letter B0 . it Eileen Samitz (Letter 6 of 6, 2/19/2025)
[0 1= = 3 Elizabeth and Robert Coolbrith
Letter B2, .. e Ellen Kolarik (Letter 1 of 2, 2/12/2025)
Letter B3 . i Ellen Kolarik (Letter 2 of 2, 2/20/2025)

LBt EE B ... ettt e e e i ETICA S@rOUhan
Ll B ... it e EVE SPEIGE]
LB BB ... ettt et et en. EVAN JACODS

LB B .t .. Fei Li
Lt el B8, . e e Fong He
Letter B ... e e Gayna Lamb Bang
0= SRR George Galamba
Lt Ol O L.t e Gerald McClain
LT O, ..t Gi Nam
Letter O3 . Ginga Strozyk (Letter 1 of 2, 2/11/25)
Letter O ... Ginga Strozyk (Letter 2 of 2, 2/23/25)
LT Ot Glen Holstein
Letter 96, ... e Greg Rowe (Letter 1 of 7, 2/8/25)
0= Greg Rowe (Letter 2 of 7, 2/8/25)
I T e T Greg Rowe (Letter 3 of 7, 2/12/25)
Letter 90, .. Greg Rowe (Letter 4 of 7, 2/20/25)
Letter 100, ... i e Greg Rowe (Letter 5 of 7, 2/20/25)
Letter L0L. . i Greg Rowe (Letter 6 of 7, 2/21/25)
Letter 102, ... e e Greg Rowe (Letter 7 of 7, 2/23/25)
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Letter 103, ... Heather Schrader (Letter 1 of 2, 2/10/25)
Letter 104, ... . Heather Schrader (Letter 2 of 2, 2/24/25)
=1 (= 0L P UPEPPR James Flanigan
1= 10 SO Jamie Martin
1= 1 PR Janet Zwahlen
Lt Er L0 ... ettt e et e e e e —————— Jay Feldman
LatEr L0 ...ttt e et e e e e e Jaysun Pine
Letter 100 ... Jean Jackman (Letter 1 of 2, 2/12/25)
Letter L0 ... Jean Jackman (Letter 2 of 2, 2/25/25)
Letter L2, e e Jeffrey Meith and Yvonne Garrett
0= (= 5 TG T PR UT RSO Jennifer Culp
Letter L. .. i e Jim Flanigan (Letter 1 of 2, 2/11/25)
Letter LS. e Jim Flanigan (Letter 2 of 2, 2/11/25)
0= 1= 0 5 P Joan Martinez
=1 (= 5 U PUPEPPRRN John Hingtgen
LBl L. .ttt John Hurst
LBl 00 it John Johnston
Letter 120, .. i —— John Keller (Letter 1 of 2, 2/12/25)
Letter L2 .. i John Keller (Letter 2 of 2, 2/24/25)
LBl 2. e e John Zeller
0= (= 1922 T PRSP John Zhang
= =T N 5 R Jonathan Martin
Letter 125....ccoiiiiiiii e, .Judith Feldman and Doug Hitchcock (Letter 1 of 2, 2/23/25)
Letter 126.......ccvvvvviiiiiieiie e, Judith Feldman and Doug Hitchcock (Letter 2 of 2, 2/25/25)
0= (= 1522 PP Judy Ennis
LBl 28 .. et Julia Sherman
LBl 20 .. i Julie Schmidt
0= 1= 0 T PP Julie Stone
0= (= 1 1 Juliette Beck (Letter 1 of 2, 1/14/25)
Letter 132 e Juliette Beck (Letter 2 of 2, 2/22/25)
=] 15 1 PO PP PP Karen Larssen
Lt Er L3 i e e e e e —— Kathleen Curry
I =] G T PR PPTPPR Kayla Timmons Chao
I 1 T 0 G PP Kees Hood
0= =T 0 PR Keirsten Taillon
I T I T PP PP PP Ken Holt
et el L3 .t Kirstin Adams-Bimson
0= 1 (= PP Kyle Elshoff
0= 1= S Larry Dicke
Lt Er L. it e e e e e —————— Larry Strozyk
0= S Laura Eisen
1= P Lawrence Shweky
Lt el LD . o it e e e e e ———————— Leng Caine
0= L= O PP OPPPPRPN Les Portello
0= PSS Leslyn Skog
1= 1 R Ligin Liu
Letter L. e Liz Reay (Letter 1 of 2, 2/10/25)
Letter 150, .. i s Liz Reay (Letter 2 of 2, 2/22/25)
LBl D ...t Lorena Akerman

[T £ (] 1L Y2 Lorna Enero Berman and Daniel Berman
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0 1= 10 C U Luke Reynolds
0= 11 7 PSR Michael Maddox
Lt r LS. e ittt et e e e e e e e —————— Maggie Che
1= 10 P UEERP Margo Surovik
0= 1L PP Marianne Hernandez
0= = 1 PP Marjorie Longo (Letter 1 of 2)
Letter 150 .. e e Marjorie Longo (Letter 2 of 2)
1= 1 U Mark Huising
I =] O ) PP PPPP PP TTPPP Mark Spiller
LBt LB ... ettt et et e e e e aas Mary Philip
0= (=] 1 TG TP PO PPPRRR Michael Reynolds
0= =T 0 7 PO Michelle Yeh
LBt Er LB ... e i e e ————————— Misbah Husain
Letter 166, ... ettt e e Nancy Price (Letter 1 of 2, 2/12/25)
0= (=] S PP Nancy Price (Letter 2 of 2, 2/25/25)
0= 1= 0 G Neelima Sinha
= 1= 0 1 Nicholas Pinter
Letter 70, e i e e Nicole Yang and Vivian Yang
0= 1= 0 0 O Nikki Baumrind
I =] O PO PP P TP O POTPPPPPPPPPN Norb Kumagai
Lt Or L7 3. e e e e e e e e e Pamela Heffley
0= (= 2 PP Pat King
LBt Ol 7D et Patrick McGuire
I 1 T 0 PP Paul Glenn
0= (= A ST Priscilla Kung
I 4 T PP PPP Rena Nayyar
LBl 70 e e Reza Soltani
0= =T 0 PP Ricardo Maselli
0= =T 0 PP Richard Halen
LBl 8. . et Richard McCann
= =T 0 S PP PRSPPI Rita Pollnow
= =T 7 PRI Robert Chisholm
Letter 185, .. i Robert Coolbrith (Letter 1 of 2, 2/25/25)
Letter 186. ... ..ot e Robert Coolbrith (Letter 2 of 2, 2/25/25)

LBt L7 . e ettt e e e e RODETT OkAmoto
L EE L8, . ettt e e e e e RODEIT ONO

= =T 1 PSP PPRP Ron Oertel
0= 1= 1 U Ruben Arevalo
Letter 10d ... Russ Townsley and Dr. Rakhshi Khan
Lt el 02 . ettt e e e e —————————————— Sally Wittlinger
0= 1 1 U Samatha Sime
0] 1= 1 U Sandy Karinen
LBt Er LS. i e e e Sara Hosseinipour
T T 0 S PP Shawn Smallwood
0= I S Sherrill Futrell
Letler 108, ... i Steve Deverel (Hydrofocus, Inc.)
T T 0 S 1 PP Steve Geller
Lettr 200, ... ittt e e e e e Susan Padgett
0= 1 =T 20 S Susan Rainier
Letter 202. ... e Taylor, Wiley, and Keasling

Chapter 1 — Introduction and List of Commenters
Page 1-6



Final EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2026

Later 203, .. et e Timothy Hoban
0= 7 PSR Tom McCubbins
0= =T 201 T PP PPPPPP Toni Smith
0= 2 SRR Toshio Leeper
0= 2 S Trudie Lerner
LEtEEr 208, .. ettt e e Victor Justo
=] 1= 2 01 RSPt Victoria Link
1= 2 PP Vijay Kumar
Latter 20 .. e e Virginia Stewart-Carton
LBt 2 .. et e e e Vong Toan
0= =T 2 TSSO Yannis Defalias
Letter 20 e i e e e ——— Yuming Xu and Yujia Cai
IS 1= 20 T RSP Zenna Mohr
0= (=] 220 1 TSP Ziv Lang

In addition, verbal comments were received during the public meeting held before the Planning
Commission on February 12, 2025 to solicit public comments regarding the Draft EIR. A summary
of the comments from the Draft EIR comment hearing are included as Letter 217.

Letter 217................. Summary of Verbal Comments: Draft EIR Public Meeting (February 12, 2025)

Partially Recirculated Draft EIR

In addition, during the 45-day public comment period on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, 43
public comment letters were received. The comment letters were authored by the following
agencies and individuals:

Agencies

Letter 218 ... .. Central Valley Flood Protection Board
Letter 219 .. .. Yolo Local Agency Formation Commission
Individuals

Letter 220 ... .. i Greg Rowe (Letter 1 of 2, 11/16/25)
LEtter 221 ... . e Greg Rowe (Letter 2 of 2, 12/3/25)
LELEEI 222 ... et Ziv Lang (Letter 1 of 2, 11/23/25)
0= 2 USRI Grant Davids
0= = 2 PP Alan Pryor
Letter 225 ... . s Roberta Millstein (Letter 1 of 2, 12/16/2025)
LEttEr 226 ... e Mike Curro (Letter 1 of 2, 12/19/25)
LEtter 227 .. e Mike Curro (Letter 2 of 2, 12/19/25)
LEtlEr 228 ... e Anna Carr
0= 2 PSR Anne Hawke
Letter 230 .. ... Roberta Millstein (Letter 2 of 2, 12/29/2025)
I ] g2 3 PP PPPPPPPPPPPP Allen Bohnert
=1 < 2 YU OUOPPPRPRP Virginia Carton
0= 1] 22 1 SR Sherrill Futrell
LEtEEE 234 ... e e e et e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e aan Pamela Heffley
=1 = 2 PO UPRR Timothy Hoban
LELEEE 236 ... . eeiiiiiieeee ettt e e e e e a e e e e aaaaeas Ziv Lang (Letter 2 of 2, 1/2/26)
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01 = 2 A Donna Lemongello
0= 2 PRSI Marjorie Longo
=Y 1 (=] 2 1 David McGlocklin
[0S (=] 2 O Sharon Montooth
IS (= 2 Ann Privateer
LELEEE 242 ... .. et e e e e e e e e e ——aaa e e e e e —raaaeeaaaan Margo Surovik
I 1= P PP P TP TPPPRPPPPPPPR Russ Townsley
0= 2 SO RRRRR Dave Bakay
IS LS 2 T Elizabeth Coolbrith
LELIEE 246 ... .ot e e e e e e e e e e e annenees John Cooper
IS 1 < 2 AR Davis RPC
LELEEE 248 ... . ettt e e e e e e r e e e e e e e e e aabr—rrraaaaaaaans George Heubeck
IS (<] 2 L T Jean Jackman
IS 1 <] A O TR John Keller
IS 1 < 24 ) R Mike Lehner
IS 1 (<] 24 Y2 Jeff Merritt
1= 243 TP PP T PP OPOPPPPPPTPRRN Rena Nayyar
LELEOE 254 ... i e e e e e e e e — e e ea e e e s e ana—brraraaaeeasaaaanes Nancy Price
IS 1 (<] A1 T Susan Rainier
LEEEEE 256 ... . et e e e e e e s e e e e e e e aan Elizabeth Reay
=1 = 2 U RTR R SS Mohammad Sadoghi
IS 1 (=T A < Eileen Samitz
IS 1= 241 N Amanda Sanchez
(IS 1 (=] 21O Lisa Thomas
1.5 CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL EIR

State law requires that the City make several types of CEQA “findings” at the time of final action
on the project. Findings describe the conclusions reached regarding particular issues, including
specific evidence in support of those conclusions. The Final EIR typically provides much of the
substantial evidence to support these findings. The required findings for the project are as follows:

I Certification of the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090) — These findings support
the adequacy of the Final EIR for decision-making purposes. The Lead Agency must make
the following three determinations in certifying a Final EIR:

1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA.

2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency,
and the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final
EIR prior to approving the project.

3. The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency'’s independent judgment and analysis.

! Findings Regarding Significant Impacts and Project Alternatives (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091) — These findings explain how the City chose to address each identified
significant impact, including the mitigation measures adopted or an explanation of why
such measures are infeasible. A discussion of the feasibility of project alternatives is also
required by this section (see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6f).

1 Project Approval (CEQA Guidelines Section 15092) — These findings will be prepared to
support approval of the project if that is the City Council's action.

Chapter 1 — Introduction and List of Commenters
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Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(b), when a Lead Agency approves a project that
would result in significant unavoidable impacts, the agency must state in writing the reasons
supporting the action (Statement of Overriding Considerations). The Statement of Overriding
Considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence. The Village Farms Davis Project
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics, agricultural resources,
air quality, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions, and energy, biological resources, noise,
population and housing, transportation, and utilities and service systems; thus, a Statement of
Overriding Considerations must be adopted if the project is approved. The required Findings of
Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations will be included as part of the resolution
considered by the City of Davis.

1.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR
The Final EIR is organized into the following chapters:

1. Introduction and List of Commenters

Chapter 1 provides an introduction and overview of the document, describing the background and
organization of the Final EIR. Chapter 1 also provides a list of commenters who submitted letters
in response to the Draft EIR.

2. Responses to Comments

Chapter 2 presents the comment letters received and responses to each comment. Each
comment letter received has been numbered at the top and bracketed to indicate how the letter
has been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a number with the letter
number appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, the first comment in
Letter 1 would have the following format: 1-1. The response to each comment will reference the
comment number.

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR Text

Chapter 3 summarizes changes made to the Draft EIR text including clarifications, modifications,
and amplifications of the analysis. Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a
lead agency is required to recirculate a Draft EIR when “significant new information” is added to
the document after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review under
Section 15087 but before certification. Pursuant to this section, the term “information” can include
changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as additional data or other information.
New information added to an EIR is not considered “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including
a feasible project alternative) that the City has declined to implement. “Significant new
information” requiring recirculation includes any of the following:

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

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

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project's proponents decline to adopt it.

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

Chapter 1 — Introduction and List of Commenters
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Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. The modifications to the Draft
EIR identified in Chapter 3 have been examined with these requirements and obligations in mind.
The City has determined that the provisions of Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines are not
triggered as a result of public comments and the City’s responses to those comments in this Final
EIR; and thus, recirculation of the EIR is not required. A more detailed description of this
determination will be included in the CEQA Findings of Fact described above.

4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097, requires lead agencies to adopt a program for monitoring the
mitigation measures required to avoid the significant environmental impacts of a project. The intent
of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is to ensure implementation of the
mitigation measures identified within the EIR for Village Farms Davis Project. The MMRP for the
Proposed Project is included as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR.

Chapter 1 — Introduction and List of Commenters
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Letter 151

151-1

151-2

151-3
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LETTER 151: LORENA AKERMAN

Response to Comment 151-1
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 151-2
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to Comment 151-3
Please see Master Response 3.
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Letter 152

152-1

152-2

152-3

152-4

152-5

152-6
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LETTER 152: LORNA ENERO BERMAN AND DANIEL BERMAN

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

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

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

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

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

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

Dara Dungworth

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

Subject: Comment on Village Farms proposal
Categories: VFD Comment

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

Good morning Dara,
| am a homeowner in the Cannery, 2038 Cannery Loop, Davis, CA 95616.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 153-4
Please see Master Response 1.
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Some comments regarding the Village Farms DEIR as it relates to Covell Drain

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

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

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

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

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

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

should be performed annually.

Implementation Action: Wildhorse LLC staff removed trash from Covell Creek in September
1999.
EAGL will frequently monitor Covell Creek and remove accumulated trash.

Task G - Remove Debris that Poses Flood Risk

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

Response to Comment 154-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.

Response to Comment 154-2
Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.
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LETTER 155: MAGGIE CHE

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

156-2

156-3
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LETTER 156: MARGO SUROVIK

Response to Comment 156-1
See Master Response 4.

Response to Comment 156-2
See Master Response 5.

Response to Comment 156-3

Final EIR
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January 2026

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Davis is in dire need of affordable housing, not single family dwellings @ a cost of $800K or
higher.

It does not conform to Davis City Plan of resident swelling be infill since it is on the outskirts of
the city.

Marianne Hernandez

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

Response to Comment 157-2
Please see Master Responses 3 and 4.

Response to Comment 157-3
Please see Master Responses 1, 6, and 7.

Response to Comment 157-4
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 157-5
Please see Master Response 1.
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In addition to providing responses to each one of the 4 points above, the EIR should do the
following in response to these concems :

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

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

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

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

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

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

------ -- Forwarded Message --—--—

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

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

To; 'Marjorie Longo' <mllongo@ucdavis.edu>

Marjorie,

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

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

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

Response to Comment 158-2

Please see Master Response 4. In addition, it should be noted that, following the sentence quoted
by the commenter, the Draft EIR continues to state that “[T]he largest increase shown is
approximately 0.4-foot to 0.5-foot, directly over the pond in the northeast corner of the golf course,
which would not impact structures.”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1.

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

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

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

1.3 SITE DESCRIPTION

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

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

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

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

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

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

Easement on Record on Covell Drain in Wildhorse.

¥ Subject: RE Wildhorse Channcl

From: Eric Spann <ESpann@citvofdavisorg:

Date: 9/13/2024, 720 AM

To: Magorie Longo’ <miiongo@ucaavisedu>

Good Morning Marjorie,
The City actually maintains the section of Channel A between F St. and Pole Line Road (Village Farms). The City has a drainage and maintenance easement with the property awners, | am
unsure of whose responsibility it becomes ance the channel leaves the golf course as the agencies have changed multiple times. It was Yolo County, then Yolo County Flood Control, then

‘Sacramento Area Flood Control, and | believe at ane time it was the Army Cote of Engineers. We most ikely will take over responsibility for the channel on ihe Shriners property if the
development is approved.

Salutations,
Eric

From: Marjorie Longo <mllongo@ucdavic.edu>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2024 7:13 PM
To: Eric Spann <ESpann@icityoldavis orgs
Subjecu Re: Wildhorse Channel

CALUTION: External email. Please sender before attachments or on links.
Hi Eric

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

Best wishes,

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

Letter of Planning Commission Action on Wildhorse Golf Course FPD & DR
Wildhorse Development Project Golf Course
Page 7

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

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

Sincerely,

idiiaa

Ike M. Njoku
Associate Planner
Planning and Building Department

0
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Finally, it should be noted that the EIR for the Wildhorse neighborhood included an alternative
that had construction of condominiums naorth of the Channel. However, wisely, that alternative
was not chosen. One of the reasons was because of delayed response times of emergency
vehicles since “above the channel” would be outside of the 5-minute emergency response time
zone. Therefore, the EIR should evaluate emergency response times assuming no emergency
facility of any sort may end up being built in Village farms. This is definitely a possibility!

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

Wildhorse Golf Course and the agricultural buffer has served as a model buffer between a
residential area and its agricultural surroundings, encouraging wildlife, recreation, and
discouraging residential sprawl. | hape our city leaders take the shining example of Wildhorse to
heart and decide not to reroute the Channel and not build homes in Village farms north of the
Channel!
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Response to Comment 159-1
Please see Master Response 1.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Subject: comments draft EIR Village Farms
Dear Dara,

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

The Davis city Council has articulated a series of 4 Council Goals for this DEIR, the second of which
is 'strengthening climate resilience’. By farthe largest source of GHG emissions we incur are from
transportation. This means that the only path for our city to meet our GHG emissions goals is to
reduce car dependency. Make it easier for people to choose to take a bike or anebike for the 52%
or so of trips Americans take that are under 3 miles. Yet, the VF DEIR makes it clear that we are
looking at a large increase in VMIT. There is currently no plan to unlock access of the VF
neighborhood (along with the Cannery) across the railroad to North Davis/Covell Park, from where
new residents - including children have easy and safe access to Davis High, and North Davis and
Birch Lane Elementary and the down-town and campus areas via the existing North/South
overpass spanning Covell. Currently cyclists have to bike close to 2 miles to cross a distance of 200
ft as the crow flies - which involves the E. Covell overpass, which is very steep and not accessible
to use for many people on bikes.

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

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

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

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

The section concerning the ‘Beyond Platinum — City of Davis Bicycle Action Plan’ is deeply
problematic. It starts by articulating the goal to ' Provide separated bike paths adjacent to arterial
and collector streets only where justified, with full consideration of the potential safety problems
this type of facility can create’. This suggests that the creation of better bike infrastructure would
create safety problems instead of resolving the enormous safety problems posed by making
cyclists share asphalt with drivers of vehicles. While the city’s BP action plan dates from well aver
a decade ago, more recent academic research (Marshall and Ferenchak, 2019} has demonstrated
a.o. that the addition of protected bike lanes make streets safer for cyclists, pedestrians and
people in vehicles. The same study demonstrated that painted infrastructure does nothing to
prevent cyclists injury, affirming a separate study (Ferenchak and Marshall, 2019) that
demonstrated that it was safer to not have sharrows. Yet, the consultant rapport by Fehr and Peers
on pl5 shortlists a series of proposed bicycle facilities that are paint only —some of which already
realized by the City.

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

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

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

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

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

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

kind regards,

Mark Huising,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 160-7

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

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

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

Response to Comment 160-9
The Proposed Project/BRPA would include the construction of a new bus stop on East Covell
Boulevard at L Street. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.13-3(b) of the Draft EIR requires the
applicant to fund a Transit Service and Facilities Plan, which would identify transit service and
facility improvements, for subsequent implementation as part of the project, should transit agency
approval of such measures be obtained.

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

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

Response to Comment 160-11
Please see Master Response 1.
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Letter 161

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

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

Dara Dungworth

Concerns about the plans for Village Farms

VFD Comment

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

Dear City Staff,

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

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

Regards,

Mark Spiller

2109 Bearden St, Davis.
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LETTER 161: MARK SPILLER

Response to Comment 161-1
Please see Master Responses 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6.
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Letter 162
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Letter 162 Cont.

162-4
Cont.
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LETTER 162: MARY PHILIP

Response to Comment 162-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 4.

Response to Comment 162-2
Please see Response to Comment 100-7.

Response to Comment 162-3
Please see Master Responses 2 and 5.

Response to Comment 162-4
Please see Master Response 2.
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Letter 163

Dara DunEworth

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

To: Dara Dungworth

Cc: City Councll Members

Subject: Village Farms Projecft

Categories: VFD Comment

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Respectiully your,

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

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

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

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

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

164-1
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LETTER 164: MICHELLE YEH

Response to Comment 164-1
Please see Master Responses 1 and 5.
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Letter 165

165-1

165-2
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Letter 165 Cont.

2. Unacceptable traffic safety impacts to The Cannery neighborhood. The Cannery community will suffer
disproportionate traffic safety impacts from the planned Village Farms development and the planned linkage of Village
Farms with the Cannery via the unacceptable, material, and adverse alteration of the Cannery UATA and Cannery Urban
Farm. While traffic congestion and level of service is outside the scope of the EIR process, it is nenetheless obvious to
any astute local observer that the current and anticipated future design geometry of the intersection of East Covell
Boulevard and L Street is, and would in all likelihood remain, inadequate to handle the volume of vehicle trips exiting
Village Farms during peak morning hours and returning to Village Farms during peak afternoon and evening hours, If a
road is built through The Cannery Urban Farm, we expect that a substantial majority of vehicle trips between Village
Farms and destinations to the west (including U.C. Davis, and destinations accessible via Highway 113 and 1-80 West)
will instead travel through Cannery neighborhood streets, creating significant and unacceptable traffic safety impacts for
Cannery residents, notably for the many children and elderly residents of the neighborhood.

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

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

3. Disproportionate noise impacts to The Cannery neighborhood.

Upon review of the Draft EIR, it is clear that the most significant increase in traffic noise due to the Village Farms
development will be experienced within The Cannery, due to the disproportionately large increase in anticipate traffic
volumes on Cannery neighborhood streets. The developers and our City leaders should justify why such a large increase
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Letter 165 Cont.

165-5
Cont.
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LETTER 165: MISBAH HUSAIN

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

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

Response to Comment 165-3
Please see Responses to Comments 17-4, 17-5, and 17-6.

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

Response to Comment 165-5
Please see Responses to Comments 17-8 and 17-9.
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Letter 166 Cont.

CONCLUSION:

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

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

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

Therefore, a significant impact could occur.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 166-6

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 166-13
Please see Master Response 2.

Chapter 2.0 — Responses to Comments
Page 2-724





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































GEOCON 4/3/2025 USER Brown M PATH C:\Users\Brown M\OneDrive - Geocon, Inc\GIS_Graphics\Projects\S8672-07-06 Village_Farms\O1_ReportMaps\2025_Sampling\Figure 2 Site_Plan\Figure 2 _Site_Plan.aprx

I I
S l
(e N 1 g
EN | g
< ' 2
P
(@) O
2 I B25-01 B25-02 I -
- \‘ ® I =
- ]
>\ | §
\‘ UATA |
’ B25-03 ® B25-04 !
) ! Old Davis Landfill
\‘ |
\ i Blue Max Cart Club
- TTTTTTE T T =
SANDPIPER DR ‘\ |
1
WAXWING PL ) B25 06@ B25-07 | Wildhorse
) B25-05 1 Subdivison
|
N ]
ORIOLE AVE AVOCET AVE \ !
'\ PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AREA |
. ]
\ B25-09 !
NORTE AVE \ [
S Ads , ' Legend
o  ISLAPL . \ B25-08 [ _ _ _
- ™ 4 . . % ®  Approximate Boring Location
Z HERMOSA PL 2 c | | ) 5 ROCKWELLDR o - o
9 ol 3 "1 i ) A ) . _j Approximate Site Boundary
] o) I
L « NI 9, PIERCE LN \ ' S < % =
=Z o o N 7 Lo [l FD o £ - o
< a P G £ AP o ) o,
< N HUER ) \ B25-11 " T < > =z z
= < N\ < Cannery ' ® 2 3 W
S) 72 < N ivi ! 5 ) % T
o ?7 \\§P‘ Subdivison B25-10 — —Zp 8
3 9 " o N : 14 DONNER AVE X
© » o™ AR \ s " 0 nini
KN N 2 g & ‘ - .
vy oF \S m z > % \ ' OO0O0OI000]
\% £ 1
v, %?\ Q?/ Z z — = = [}
/a N N (e} m o O £ Z l
« & > o % DB O m m \ . PIC
\ 2 2z 9 u 3 ASSO AVE w
BIANCO CT o 5% 9 5\ l Z
A
BM;\IWE o - \ l RENOIR AVE Z
\B25.12 : e CONSULTANTS, INC.
DR ©
‘\ /'/ DEN\SON - DR :% 0000I0000I000000I00I0Ion0onIDoOn0Io000noIDCo0oooIooIoo0no
/' 0ooopooonIoooIobooOroIoooIoooIonoIoonn
ALVARADO AVE \ - F gNE® jZN>
\ - z © TEMPLEDR = Village Farms Davis
, .~ > S g S
—-— (o] avis,
W COVELL BLVD E COVELL BLVD CLAREMONT DR 2 2 CLEMSON DR = Californi
W i - o - DR = alifornia
>
< = o o m WRITT! SITE PLAN
< A z - -
S S8672-07-06 |  April2025 | Figure 2




GEOCON 4/3/2025 USER Brown M PATH C:\Users\Brown M\OneDrive - Geocon, Inc\GIS_Graphics\Projects\S8672-07-06 Village_Farms\O1_ReportMaps\2025_Sampling\Figure 3 Data_Source Areas.aprx

| I
2 | ! .
ERl | 3
< 1 1 <D(
3 | 3
° \ | =
‘é A 1 E
)
7 | 3
\‘ |
\ I
1
\‘ |
1
\‘ |
\‘ |
- T T T T T =
SANDPIPER ! I
2 \ .
\ |
\ .
'4 )
VogRson RP \ Site I
) )
\ ! |
)
\ !
| |
\‘ ] 8\)BO$
o
1P\ \ I = S
= WV S Legend
m 3 l * oV
P! NDE N ' v g r- . .
) GRA I \(\@& & > ™" ™1 Approximate Site Boundary
l) 1 rROC
< - | o T & RS [ Local Data Source Areas
Z @ ! /Oé Yp/\ S g C')Q)\
< PL a ™ N = -~ X
\,\UEP‘TP\ = = (@O ST & a 5 g Palomino
= & 4/44) z T = < Place @
i ()]
N ", DONNER AVE K o Bonnagp
5 S . 0 01000
o OO m
® i R & 7% OOIN0I00:
v <
2 i PICASSO AVE ? Vst
Cq @)
o Ps) 1 ALICAZ
7(@ I RENO\R AVE o0R = m
> - E COVELL BLVD  DENISON z = 4 CONSULTANTS, INC.
% —/ =z ?p 0000I0000I000000I00I0Ion0onIDoOn0Io000noIDCo0oooIooIoo0no
ALVARADO AVE /4/ = '; “'EMPLE DR 0& 0ooopooonIoooIobooOroIoooIoooIonoIoonn
- = Q\I % (4/ - X
z @ 8 x > . ) Village Farms Davis
= Q b .
W COVELL BLVD - CLAREMONT DR 2 3 Z CLEMSONY 2 = ZNNEL DR ELIGIO Ly Davis,
n =z = < S California
ﬁ 5 «ICDR Tz S WHITTIER PR -
?ﬁ @ é‘ = z LOCAL DATA SOURCES
— <
a S8672-07-06 |  April2025 | Figure 3













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Draft EIR
Village Farms Davis Project
January 2025

3. P ROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The Project Description chapter of this EIR provides a comprehensive description of the Village
Farms Davis Project (Proposed Project) and the equal-weight Biological Resources Preservation
Alternative (BRPA), in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. This chapter includes
two major sections: a detailed description of the Proposed Project (Sections 3.2.1 through 3.2.4),
which is comprised of discussions on the Proposed Project location, setting and surrounding uses,
objectives, components, and required approvals, and a detailed description of the BRPA
(Sections 3.3.1 through 3.3.4), which similarly describes the foregoing aspects of the BRPA.

On June 13, 2005, Davis City Council certified the Covell Village EIR (State Clearinghouse [SCH]
No. 2004062089) and approved the Covell Village Project. The Covell Village Project included
development of a mixed-use community on approximately 422 acres in Yolo County, California.
The Covell Village Project site consisted of a parcel identified by APN 035-970-033, similar to the
Proposed Project. However, whereas the currently Proposed Project includes annexing an
adjacent 114.88-acre portion of APN 042-110-029 to provide an expanded agricultural buffer, the
Covell Village Project encompassed 39 acres of said parcel. The Covell Village Project included
a total of 1,864 units, comprised of single- and multi-family residential units, senior-only home
sites, and other residential uses. The project also included the development of a 30,000-square-
foot (sf) hospice facility in the northern portion of the site, a commercial Village Center, and the
dedication of a fire-statiencity owned site and school_district owned site. Within the adjacent
northerly parcel, the project included conversion of existing lower-quality agricultural soil into a
large riparian area and stormwater detention pond. The Covell Village Project required the
following discretionary approvals by the City of Davis:

e Certification of the EIR;

 Approval of a General Plan Amendment, Pre-zoning, and a Preliminary Planned
Development (PPD);

» Approval of application to the Yolo County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)
for Annexation into the City of Davis;

» Affordable Housing Plan; and

* Phased Housing Allocation Plan.

Following approval by the Davis City Council, the Covell Village Project required approval by
Davis residents before the project could proceed; however, the Covell Village Project ultimately
failed to gain the requisite percentage of votes on the ballot, and thus, could not be constructed.
Subsequent to the vote, the Covell Village Project site has continued to be farmed.

3.2 PROPOSED PROJECT

A detailed description of the Proposed Project location, setting and surrounding uses, objectives,
components, and required approvals is presented below.
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Village Farms - Pole Line Undercrossing Custom Report
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