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SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

January 10, 2025 

Dara Dungworth 
Principal Planner 
City of Davis Department of Community Development 
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2 
Davis, CA 95616 
DDungworth@cityofdavis.org 

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE VILLAGE FARMS DAVIS 
PROJECT DATED JANUARY 6, 2025, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 
2023110006 

Dear Dara Dungworth, 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reviewed the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR) for the Village Farms Davis Project (Project). The Proposed 

Project would consist of a mixed-use development community, including a total of 1,800 

dwelling units, comprised of both affordable and market-rate single- and multi-family 

residences across various residential neighborhoods. In addition, the Proposed Project 

would include neighborhood services; public, semi-public, and educational uses; 

associated on-site roadway improvements; utility improvements; parks, open space, 

and greenbelts; and off-site improvements. DTSC recommends and requests 

consideration of the following comments: 

1. The Yolo County Environmental Health Division is not a self-certified local 

agency therefore, DTSC recommends the City of Davis Department of 

Community Development enter into a voluntary agreement to address 

contamination at brownfields and other types of properties or receive 

oversight from a self-certified local agency, DTSC or the Regional Water 

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Yana Garcia
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Quality Control Board. If entering into one of DTSC’s voluntary agreements, 

please note that DTSC uses a single standard Request for Lead Agency 

Oversight Application for all agreement types. Please apply for DTSC 

oversight using this link: Request for Agency Oversight Application. Submittal 

of the online application includes an agreement to pay costs incurred during 

agreement preparation. If you have any questions about the application 

portal, please contact your Regional Brownfield Coordinator. 

2. DTSC recommends that all imported soil and fill material should be tested to 

assess any contaminants of concern meet screening levels as outlined in 

DTSC's Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) Guidance Manual. 

Additionally, DTSC advises referencing the DTSC Information Advisory Clean 

Imported Fill Material Fact Sheet if importing fill is necessary. To minimize the 

possibility of introducing contaminated soil and fill material there should be 

documentation of the origins of the soil or fill material and, if applicable, 

sampling be conducted to ensure that the imported soil and fill material are 

suitable for the intended land use. The soil sampling should include analysis 

based on the source of the fill and knowledge of prior land use. Additional 

information can be found by visiting DTSC’s Human and Ecological Risk 

Office (HERO) webpage. 

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the Village Farms Davis 

Project. Thank you for your assistance in protecting California’s people and environment 

from the harmful effects of toxic substances. If you have any questions or would like 

clarification on DTSC’s comments, please respond to this letter or via our CEQA Review 

email for additional guidance. 

  

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdtsc.fluxx.io%2Fuser_sessions%2Fnew&data=05%7C02%7C%7C946c341c66004410986a08dcc78e8ea2%7C3f4ffbf4c7604c2abab8c63ef4bd2439%7C0%7C0%7C638604662312900741%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=A64Edncf8heqHYYvJv8RHZ%2F70JXHgxuSISSVXCbr%2Bxk%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdtsc.ca.gov%2Fbrownfields%2Fcontact-information%2F&data=05%7C02%7C%7Ccecee1840089430b41a408dcc85dd425%7C3f4ffbf4c7604c2abab8c63ef4bd2439%7C0%7C0%7C638605553320178275%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Mc%2BVs75Pb7dRsH0FC7o8tOnNGzL9e0pS7jUZB%2F9Xq9g%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdtsc.ca.gov%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2Fsites%2F31%2F2023%2F06%2FPEA_Guidance_Manual.pdf&data=05%7C02%7C%7Ca606c77fc39142ea02f308dc90a10ca4%7C3f4ffbf4c7604c2abab8c63ef4bd2439%7C0%7C0%7C638544268590390365%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fqQEpOdIVq9VkcewNVeP1Gr0LZoDfEsMjcsC1%2BaiT%2FA%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdtsc.ca.gov%2Finformation-advisory-clean-imported-fill-material-fact-sheet%2F&data=05%7C02%7C%7Ca606c77fc39142ea02f308dc90a10ca4%7C3f4ffbf4c7604c2abab8c63ef4bd2439%7C0%7C0%7C638544268590400845%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=sXbrtPK5noBFhjTKPKix6CXl8qYcamGKG4yMwbQ%2BRsg%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdtsc.ca.gov%2Finformation-advisory-clean-imported-fill-material-fact-sheet%2F&data=05%7C02%7C%7Ca606c77fc39142ea02f308dc90a10ca4%7C3f4ffbf4c7604c2abab8c63ef4bd2439%7C0%7C0%7C638544268590400845%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=sXbrtPK5noBFhjTKPKix6CXl8qYcamGKG4yMwbQ%2BRsg%3D&reserved=0
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Sincerely, 

 
Dave Kereazis 
Associate Environmental Planner 
HWMP-Permitting Division – CEQA Unit 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov 

cc: (via email) 

Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation  
State Clearinghouse  
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov 

Nick Pappani 
Vice President 
Raney Planning & Management, Inc. 
npappani@raneymanagement.com 

Lydia Delis-Schlosser 
Project Manager/Liason 
North Davis Land Co. LLC 
lydia@villagefarmsdavis.com 

Tamara Purvis 
Associate Environmental Planner 
HWMP - Permitting Division – CEQA Unit 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov 

Scott Wiley 
Associate Governmental Program Analyst  
HWMP - Permitting Division – CEQA Unit 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Scott.Wiley@dtsc.ca.gov 

mailto:Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
mailto:npappani@raneymanagement.com
mailto:lydia@villagefarmsdavis.com
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Dear Ms. Dungworth, 
 
On January 7, 2025, The Yolo Transportation District (YoloTD) received the Notice of Availability 
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Village Farms Davis Project. As the 
consolidated countywide transportation services and congestion management agency, YoloTD 
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the project. We take this opportunity to share our 
thoughts on this proposed project based on our review of the submitted planning application and 
previous discussions and correspondence. Our comments are limited to two areas directly related 
to YoloTD’s interests: land use and transportation. 
 
YoloTD prefers the Higher Number of Units - Same Footprint Alternative (Page 2-7) as it is the 
environmentally superior alternative, and it has been shown that higher densities lead to higher 
transit ridership.  
 
Future Transit Planning. YoloTD is currently working on a Short-Range Transit Plan (SRTP) update 
which will explore restoring and potentially expanding service that was lost during the COVID-19 
pandemic. DEIR Mitigation 4.13-3 notes a potential new bus stops for the Village Farms 
development at the Covell Boulevard and L Street intersection. This location is around 900 feet 
from the next-closest bus stop at Covell Boulevard and J Street and therefore may be a mitigation 
measure we can support. The City of Davis and developer staff should work with YoloTD to design 
the bus stops to accommodate transit needs for this new bus stop.  
 
Mitigation Measure 4.13.1 discusses communication regarding construction activities. YoloTD 
requires 96 hours in advance of any construction activities that would impact bus service.  
 
Project Land Use. The planning application’s Land Use Plan Exhibit illustrates the development’s 
land use distribution by residential density type. Currently, the site layout locates medium- and 
high-density residential units at the project’s southern boundary, which supports transit service 
on Covell Boulevard. However, to maximize transit ridership, the site plan should also redistribute 
the northernmost medium- and high-density residential development to the project’s 
southeastern and eastern boundary, consistent with existing development east of Pole Line Road. 

To 
Dara Dungworth 
Principle Planner 
 
City of Davis Department of Community Development 
23 Russell Blvd, City Hall 
Davis, CA  95616 

January 27, 2025 

Yolo Transportation District Comments re: Village Farms Davis 

YoLoUD
Yolo Transportation District



This is facilitated by repositioning Heritage Oak Park from the southeast corner to slightly north 
and to the center such that the proposed park’s northwest corner becomes the southeast corner. 
Medium- and high-density residential uses should front Pole Line Road and Covell Boulevard, and 
include supportive public transportation and multi-modal infrastructure meaningly integrated 
into frontage improvements design, including welcoming bus shelters, pedestrian-scale lighting, 
Class I multi-use paths, mobility hubs for shared micromobility systems. The end effect is “wrap 
around” transit-supportive densities along Pole Line Road and Covell Boulevard project 
boundaries, which have been shown to increase transit ridership and walkability. 
 
TDM/VMT Plan.  The planning application’s Transportation and Circulation section describes the 
intended layout and facilities for the internal transportation system. Not mentioned, and perhaps 
more appropriate for the EIR analysis, is the project’s expected VMT generation. In a July 2023 
meeting with project representatives, YoloTD staff communicated that VMT generation would 
likely be a significant impact in the EIR and that a proactive approach to address transportation 
demand for Village Farms residents would be needed to mitigate against those impacts. That is, 
addressing VMT passively through multi-modal supportive infrastructure within the site is 
inadequate mitigation. 
 
A transportation demand management (TDM) program should be developed and implemented to 
reduce the project’s VMT impacts. When combined with relocating the medium- / high-density 
residential to more transit-supportive locations, the project will not only perform better from a 
CEQA standpoint but also improves consistency with City transportation sustainability goals 
through intentional site design. A TDM plan should be developed by experts in the field, employ 
best practices, and require membership in the existing countywide TDM program, Yolo Commute, 
as a condition of approval and to assist with implementation.  
 
We look forward to collaborating with the City of Davis and the project applicant on this exciting 
project. Please do not hesitate to reach out with any questions.  
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Brian Abbanat 
Planning Director 

(530) 402-2879 

babbanat@yctd.org 

350 Industrial Way 
Woodland, CA 95776 

YoloTD.org 



02/10/2025

City: City of Davis - City of Davis Department of Community Development 

Dara Dungworth 

23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2, Davis, CA 95616, USA 

ddungworth@cityofdavis.org 

Construction Site Well Review (CSWR) ID: 1013185

Assessor Parcel Number(s): 035970033, 042110029

Property Owner(s): City of Davis

Project Location Address: Pole line road and East Covell Boulevard Davis, California 95616

Project Title:  SCH 2023110006 Village Farms Davis Project

Public Resources Code (PRC) § 3208.1 establishes well reabandonment responsibility when a 

previously plugged and abandoned well will be impacted by planned property development or 

construction activities. Local permitting agencies, property owners, and/or developers should be aware 

of, and fully understand, that significant and potentially dangerous issues may be associated with 

development near oil, gas, and geothermal wells.

The California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) has received and reviewed the above 

referenced project dated 2/10/2025. To assist local permitting agencies, property owners, and 

developers in making wise land use decisions regarding potential development near oil, gas, or 

geothermal wells, the Division provides the following well evaluation.

The project is located in Yolo County, within the boundaries of the following fields: 

 

Any Field

SCH 2023110006

Our records indicate there are 2 known oil or gas wells located within the project boundary as identified 
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Gavin Newsom, Governor
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in the application.

•	 Number of wells Not Abandoned to Current Division Requirements as Prescribed by Law and 

Projected to Be Built Over or Have Future Access Impeded by this project: 0 

 

•	 Number of wells Not Abandoned to Current Division Requirements as Prescribed by Law and 

Not Projected to Be Built Over or Have Future Access Impeded by this project: 0 

 

•	 Number of wells Abandoned to Current Division Requirements as Prescribed by Law and 

Projected to Be Built Over or Have Future Access Impeded by this project: 1 

 

•	 Number of wells Abandoned to Current Division Requirements as Prescribed by Law and Not 

Projected to Be Built Over or Have Future Access Impeded by this project: 1

The Division categorically advises against building over, or in any way impeding access to, oil, gas, or 

geothermal wells. Impeding access to a well could result in the need to remove any structure or 

obstacle that prevents or impedes access including, but not limited to, buildings, housing, fencing, 

landscaping, trees, pools, patios, sidewalks, roadways, and decking. Maintaining sufficient access is 

considered the ability for a well servicing unit and associated necessary equipment to reach a well from 

a public street or access way, solely over the parcel on which the well is located. A well servicing unit, 

and any necessary equipment, should be able to pass unimpeded along and over the route, and should 

be able to access the well without disturbing the integrity of surrounding infrastructure.

There are no guarantees a well abandoned in compliance with current Division requirements as 

prescribed by law will not start leaking in the future. It always remains a possibility that any well may 

start to leak oil, gas, and/or water after abandonment, no matter how thoroughly the well was plugged 

and abandoned. The Division acknowledges wells plugged and abandoned to the most current Division 

requirements as prescribed by law have a lower probability of leaking in the future, however there is no 

guarantees that such abandonments will not leak.

The Division advises that all wells identified on the development parcel prior to, or during, development 

activities be tested for liquid and gas leakage. Surveyed locations should be provided to the Division in 

Latitude and Longitude, NAD 83 decimal format. The Division expects any wells found leaking to be 

reported to it immediately.

Failure to plug and reabandon the well may result in enforcement action, including an order to perform 

reabandonment well work, pursuant to PRC § 3208.1, and 3224.

PRC § 3208.1 give the Division the authority to order or permit the re-abandonment of any well where it 

has reason to question the integrity of the previous abandonment, or if the well is not accessible or 
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visible. Responsibility for re-abandonment costs may be affected by the choices made by the local 

permitting agency, property owner, and/or developer in considering the general advice set forth in this 

letter. The PRC continues to define the person or entity responsible for reabandonment as:

1.    The property owner - If the well was plugged and abandoned in conformance with Division 

requirements at the time of abandonment, and in its current condition does not pose an immediate 

danger to life, health, and property, but requires additional work solely because the owner of the 

property on which the well is located proposes construction on the property that would prevent or 

impede access to the well for purposes of remedying a currently perceived future problem, then  the 

owner of the property on which the well is located shall obtain all rights necessary to reabandon the 

well and be responsible for the reabandonment. 

 

2.    The person or entity causing construction over or near the well - If the well was plugged and 

abandoned in conformance with Division requirements at the time of plugging and abandonment, 

and the property owner, developer, or local agency permitting the construction failed either to obtain 

an opinion from the supervisor or district deputy as to whether the previously abandoned well is 

required to be reabandoned, or to follow the advice of the supervisor or district deputy not to 

undertake the construction, then the person or entity causing the construction over or near the well 

shall obtain all rights necessary to reabandon the well and be responsible for the reabandonment. 

 

3.    The party or parties responsible for disturbing the integrity of the abandonment - If the well was 

plugged and abandoned in conformance with Division requirements at the time of plugging and 

abandonment, and after that time someone other than the operator or an affiliate of the operator 

disturbed the integrity of the abandonment in the course of developing the property, then the party 

or parties responsible for disturbing the integrity of the abandonment shall be responsible for the 

reabandonment.

No well work may be performed on any oil, gas, or geothermal well without written approval from the 

Division. Well work requiring approval includes, but is not limited to, mitigating leaking gas or other 

fluids from abandoned wells, modifications to well casings, and/or any other re-abandonment work. The 

Division also regulates the top of a plugged and abandoned well's minimum and maximum depth below 

final grade. CCR §1723.5 states well casings shall be cut off at least 5 feet but no more than 10 feet 

below grade. If any well needs to be lowered or raised (i.e. casing cut down or casing riser added) to 

meet this regulation, a permit from the Division is required before work can start.

The Division makes the following additional recommendations to the local permitting agency, property 

owner, and developer:

1.    To ensure that present and future property owners are aware of (a) the existence of all wells 
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located on the property, and (b) potentially significant issues associated with any improvements 

near oil or gas wells, the Division recommends that information regarding the above identified 

well(s), and any other pertinent information obtained after the issuance of this letter, be 

communicated to the appropriate county recorder for inclusion in the title information of the subject 

real property. 

 

2.    The Division recommends that any soil containing hydrocarbons be disposed of in accordance 

with local, state, and federal laws. Please notify the appropriate authorities if soil containing 

significant amounts of hydrocarbons is discovered during development.

As indicated in PRC § 3106, the Division has statutory authority over the drilling, operation, 

maintenance, and abandonment of oil, gas, and geothermal wells, and attendant facilities, to prevent, 

as far as possible, damage to life, health, property, and natural resources; damage to underground oil, 

gas, and geothermal deposits; and damage to underground and surface waters suitable for irrigation or 

domestic purposes. In addition to the Division's authority to order work on wells pursuant to PRC §§ 

3208.1 and 3224, it has authority to issue civil and criminal penalties under PRC §§ 3236, 3236.5, and 

3359 for violations within the Division's jurisdictional authority.  The Division does not regulate grading, 

excavations, or other land use issues.

If during development activities, any wells are encountered that were not part of this review, the 

property owner is expected to immediately notify the Division's construction site well review engineer in 

the Northern district office, and file for Division review an amended site plan with well casing diagrams. 

The District office will send a follow-up well evaluation letter to the property owner and local permitting 

agency.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 322-1110 or via email at 

Erwin.Sison@conservation.ca.gov.

Sincerely, 

 

Erwin Sison 

Senior Oil and Gas Supervisor

cc: Dara Dungworth - Plan Checker
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Wells Abandoned to Current Division Requirements as Prescribed by Law & Projected to be 

Built Over or Have Future Access Impeded

The wells listed below are abandoned to current Division requirements as prescribed by law, and based 

upon information provided, are projected to be built over or have future access impeded.

API Well Designation Operator Well Evaluations

0411320582 Nishikawa 1 Hilliard Oil & Gas, Inc. The well is Plugged & 

Abandoned to Current 

Regulations 

Well is within project 

area and may have 

future access impeded 

by field activities. 
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Wells Abandoned to Current Division Requirements as Prescribed by Law & Not Projected to be 

Built Over or Have Future Access Impeded

The wells listed below are abandoned to current Division requirements as prescribed by law, and based 

upon information provided, are not projected to be built over or have future access impeded.

API Well Designation Operator Well Evaluations

0411321088 North Silverlight 5 Northwest Petroleum, 

Inc.

The well is Plugged & 

Abandoned to Current 

Regulations. Well is 

within project area and 

may be impacted by field 

activities.
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Dara Dungworth

From: Charlie Tschudin <charlie@yolohabitatconservancy.org>
Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2025 1:25 PM
To: Dara Dungworth
Cc: Chris Alford
Subject: RE: Village Farms Draft EIR Scoping meeting YHC comments
Attachments: 20250212125452025.pdf

Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links. 
 
Hi Dara, 
 
Thank you for sending the notice of availability for the Village Farms Draft EIR. I've reviewed on behalf of the 
Yolo Habitat Conservancy. As previously discussed, the project is considered a 'covered activity' in the Yolo 
HCP/NCCP and could receive endangered species take permit coverage through compliance the Plan's 
private project application process. 
 
The Yolo HCP/NCCP can issue up to 4-acres of impacts for Alkali Prairie land cover types and thus would not 
able to fully permit the 'Proposed Project' alternative, which identifies 26 acres of permanent impacts and 1.3 
aces of temporary impacts, to Alkali Prairies. To fully permit the Proposed Project, the applicant would need to 
consult with the Wildlife agencies, in tandem with the Yolo Habitat Conservancy, on ways to address impacts 
to land cover types that the Yolo HCP/NCCP cannot issue coverage for. 
 
The Yolo HCP/NCCP can fully permit the landcover impacts identified in the Biological Resources Preservation 
Alternative, which identifies 0.3 acres of permanent impact and 1.3 acres of temporary impact to the Alkali 
Prairie landcover type. Albeit, the 1.3-acres of temporary impact would need to be permitted as permanent 
impacts, as the Yolo HCP/NCCP does not provide temporary take coverage for the Alkali Prairie impacts. 
 
Let me know if you'd like to set up a call and discuss the two project alternatives and their respective 
HCP/NCCP compliance pathways. 
 
Thank you! 
 
Charlie Tschudin 
 
Natural Resources Planner 
Yolo County Dept. of Community Services 
Yolo Habitat Conservancy 
(530) 666-8850 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Charlie Tschudin 
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2023 8:29 AM 
To: Dara Dungworth <DDungworth@cityofdavis.org> 
Cc: Elisa Sabatini <Elisa@yolohabitatconservancy.org>; 'Elisa.Sabatini@yolocounty.org' 
<Elisa.Sabatini@yolocounty.org> 
Subject: RE: Village Farms Draft EIR Scoping meeting YHC comments 
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Thank you, Dara! 
 
Charlie Tschudin 
 
Natural Resources Planner 
Yolo County Dept. of Community Services 
Yolo Habitat Conservancy 
Office: (530) 666-8850 
Cell: (530) 682-4925 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Dara Dungworth <DDungworth@cityofdavis.org> 
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 12:32 PM 
To: Charlie Tschudin <charlie@yolohabitatconservancy.org> 
Cc: Elisa Sabatini <Elisa@yolohabitatconservancy.org>; 'Elisa.Sabatini@yolocounty.org' 
<Elisa.Sabatini@yolocounty.org> 
Subject: RE: Village Farms Draft EIR Scoping meeting YHC comments 
 
Good afternoon Charlie, 
 
Thank you for providing these comments. I have added them to our file. 
 
Cordially, 
 
Dara 
 
DARA L. DUNGWORTH (she/her) 
Principal Planner 
OFFICE: 530-757-5610, ext. 5882 
Community Development 
ddungworth@cityofdavis.org 
23 Russell Boulevard 
Davis, CA 95616 
CITYOFDAVIS.ORG 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Sherri Metzker <SMetzker@cityofdavis.org> 
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 12:22 PM 
To: Dara Dungworth <DDungworth@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: FW: Village Farms Draft EIR Scoping meeting YHC comments 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Charlie Tschudin <charlie@yolohabitatconservancy.org> 
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 12:01 PM 
To: Sherri Metzker <SMetzker@cityofdavis.org> 
Cc: Elisa Sabatini <Elisa@yolohabitatconservancy.org>; Elisa Sabatini <Elisa.Sabatini@yolocounty.org> 
Subject: Village Farms Draft EIR Scoping meeting YHC comments 
 
CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links. 
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Hi Sherri, 
 
I hope you're well. The YHC received the attached notice and I submitting a comment on behalf of the 
Conservancy. Village Farms is considered a 'covered activity' and can receive biological resource coverage 
under the Yolo HCP/NCCP take permits. Once the DEIR biological section is prepared and ready for review, I'll 
take a look and send more substantial comments/questions at that time. Please let me know if you have any 
immediate questions. Thank you! 
 
Charlie Tschudin 
 
Natural Resources Planner 
Yolo County Dept. of Community Services 
Yolo Habitat Conservancy 
Office: (530) 666-8850 
Cell: (530) 682-4925 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: ppwbuilder@yolocounty.org <ppwbuilder@yolocounty.org> 
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 12:08 PM 
To: Charlie Tschudin <Charlie.Tschudin@yolocounty.org> 
Subject: Message from "PPW-BUILDER" 
 
This E-mail was sent from "PPW-BUILDER" (IM C8000). 
 
Scan Date: 11.14.2023 04:08:01 (+0800) 
Queries to: ppwbuilder@yolocounty.org 
 
[THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED FROM OUTSIDE YOLO COUNTY. PLEASE USE CAUTION AND VALIDATE 
THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE EMAIL PRIOR TO CLICKING ANY LINKS OR PROVIDING ANY 
INFORMATION. IF YOU ARE UNSURE, PLEASE CONTACT THE HELPDESK (x5000) FOR ASSISTANCE] 
________________________________ 
 
[THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED FROM OUTSIDE YOLO COUNTY. PLEASE USE CAUTION AND VALIDATE 
THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE EMAIL PRIOR TO CLICKING ANY LINKS OR PROVIDING ANY 
INFORMATION. IF YOU ARE UNSURE, PLEASE CONTACT THE HELPDESK (x5000) FOR ASSISTANCE] 
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Dara Dungworth

From: Superintendent <Superintendent@djusd.net>
Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2025 2:40 PM
To: Dara Dungworth
Cc: Planning Commission; Donna Neville; Linda Deos; DJUSD Board of Education
Subject: DJUSD Superintendent Comments on DEIR for Village Farm

Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links. 
Ms. Dungworth, 
 
This email serves as my comment on the DraŌ Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Village Farms Davis Project. 
Thank you for receiving my wriƩen comment.  I apologize I was unable to aƩend the Planning Commission MeeƟng on 
February 12, 2025, where I intended to share my thoughts in person. 
 
As Superintendent of Davis Joint Unified School District (DJUSD), my staff and I have been engaged in the discussions 
around the Village Farms project proposal.  There are a series of reasons that I am supporƟng the DEIR and project as a 
whole.  
 
As you may know, DJUSD has experienced declining enrollment for over a decade which is due to declining birth rates 
and challenges to housing affordability and availability in Davis. In the 2024-25 school year, this drop in enrollment has 
been exacerbated by a soŌening in the number of interdistrict transfer applicaƟons and an unexpected precipitous drop 
in kindergarten-aged students and we have reached a criƟcal juncture in which we must make decisions about the 
future of our schools.  
 
ConnecƟon between Housing and School Enrollment  
Beginning in October 2024, the DJUSD Board of EducaƟon began studying the challenges and opportuniƟes as they 
relate to district enrollment and boundaries. AŌer several months and a total of six Board Study Sessions, we are quite 
certain that unless something changes, DJUSD enrollment is projected to conƟnue to drop an esƟmated 1000 students 
in the next ten years,  impacts are already being felt at the elementary level and eventually will roll through the upper 
grades.  This will have devastaƟng impacts for our schools and school funding. As you know, our District’s schools 
conƟnue to be a cherished and integral part of the fabric of the Davis community.  
 
As part of this work, staff has analyzed demographic reports and presented enrollment projecƟons for how the District 
and schools will look in the decade to come. What we have concluded is that just what enrollment context we will face, 
depends heavily on the outcome of two proposed large-scale developments -- The larger of the two, the Village Farms 
project, if approved, is projected to add about 700 new students to our schools over 15 years. These student yield 
projecƟons are based on the Village Farm 1800 unit proposal, which includes affordable housing opƟons and the most 
recent student yield rates that were updated aŌer the Cannery project. These projected student yield numbers from the 
Village Farms project have been shared with the Board of EducaƟon in a number of Board Study Sessions beginning first 
with  Boundary/Enrollment Board Study Session 3- on November 7, 2024.    
 
In addiƟon to providing housing availability and affordability for more families in Davis and thus the opportunity for 
more students to join our schools, the Village Farms Project is also able to provide other benefits for students and 
families. 
 
Traffic MiƟgaƟon on Pole Line-  
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Many of our non-resident students and staff commute from Woodland and we expect that a new large development 
would enable some non-resident families living in Woodland to choose to relocate to Davis to avoid the daily commute 
down Pole Line, as well as add net new students to Davis schools.  
Currently, nearly half of our 1000+ staff members and over 1200 students out of around 8300 total students live outside 
of Davis and work at or aƩend DJUSD schools. Our non-resident student populaƟon is composed of three types 1) non-
resident students who have the right to aƩend our schools because they have a parent who works more than 10 hours 
per week in Davis and we have space to accommodate their enrollment, 2) current students with families who have 
chosen to purchase homes in neighboring communiƟes and want their children to remain part of our school community, 
and 3) students who live outside of Davis and who have been accepted to aƩend Da Vinci Charter Academy.  Despite the 
declining enrollment our District has faced over the last two decades, we have been able to sustain levels of funding and 
programs because we have been able to fill open seats in our schools with non-resident students.   
 
ProgrammaƟc Support for DJUSD  
 
Preschool Site 
The Village Farms Project includes 2.4 acres for a DJUSD Preschool.  We have been in consultaƟon with Village Farm 
project staff to discuss details of the preschool site, which we consider an important part of our mulƟ-part early learning 
strategy to support families and our community.  Other components of this strategy currently underway include: 

1. The launch of full day kindergarten in the 2025-26 school year,   
2. The expansion of Universal Pre-Kindergarten to all 4 year olds in the 2024-25 school year 
3. The construcƟon of new Early Childhood EducaƟon classrooms across many elementary sites to accommodate 

the roll-out of full day kindergarten and the expansion of transiƟonal kindergarten. 
4. The launch of the DJUSD SPARK program to provide before and aŌer school care for our students at elementary 

schools. 
Expanding preschool and early childhood care remains a priority for giving our earliest learners the best start possible 
and providing the support for families we know they need. An early care/preschool site in this centralized locaƟon would 
be an important piece to start serving the needs of families who will be part of our school community for decades to 
come. 
 
Working Farm 
The Village Farms Project also provides 2.8 acres for an EducaƟonal Farm.  The EducaƟonal Farm would be in 
conjuncƟon with the DJUSD Career Technical EducaƟon programming, specifically aligned with the Agricultural and 
Natural Resources pathway offered through our secondary schools.  
 
Workforce Housing 
Finally, it is worth noƟng that this year the DJUSD Board of EducaƟon has passed a resoluƟon and begun work in earnest 
toward developing EducaƟon Workforce Housing as part of its commitment to beƩer recruit and retain staff. In October 
2024, DJUSD was selected to be part of the California School Board AssociaƟon (CSBA) Educator Workforce Housing 
Cohort Workshop Series for 2024-25 and we have been able to visit educator housing developments around the state 
and learn from other school districts about their experience with planning, design and management of their housing 
projects. The Village Farms property may provide an opportunity for DJUSD to provide workforce housing to support 
public school employees. 
 
Conclusion 
In summary, the DJUSD is supporƟve of the DEIR and Village Farms project as a whole for every reason explained above. 
The project team has been recepƟve to District needs and quesƟons and have taken into consideraƟon student safety 
through access and bike travel and crossings, as well as providing the educaƟonal programming and land use that will 
support and sustain our schools.  Most significantly, we believe that the construcƟon of 1800 units will yield about 700 
students for our schools. Without Village Farms or another large development approved in the next 18 months, the 
District will need a significant restructure to meet a much smaller enrollment size and that would likely include any 
combinaƟon of school consolidaƟon or closure, boundary rebalancing and/or school model adjustments. To learn more 
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about the discussions on this topic by our DJUSD Board of EducaƟon and the community educaƟon effort, please visit our website on DJUSD Boundaries and Planning at www.djusd.net/boundaries_planning.  
Sincerely,  
 
MaƩ Best 
Superintendent 
Davis Joint Unified School District 

    
 
 
 
This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain privileged and confidential information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. The unauthorized access, use, disclosure, or distribution of this email may constitute a violation of federal and/or state laws.  

♦DJUSD



  
 

 
 

 

 

   

292 W Beamer St, Woodland, CA 95695 

www.YoloCounty.gov • (530) 666-8775 

Leslie Lindbo 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 

 
 
 
February 21, 2025 
 
 
VIA E-MAIL 
 
Dara Dungworth, Principal Planner 
City of Davis  
DDungworth@cityofdavis.org  
 
Dear Ms. Dungworth: 
 
The Yolo County Department of Community Services and Office of the County Administrator (“County”) 
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR” or “EIR”) 
for the Village Farms Davis Project. The County would like to acknowledge the City’s efforts in addressing 
some of the County’s concerns identified after the Notice of Preparation with respect to agricultural buffers, 
groundwater quality issues, and regional drainage. Based on County staff’s review of the Draft EIR, including 
comments provided in our December 8, 2023, NOP letters, the County provides the following DEIR comments.  
 
Initial Observations 
County staff would like to acknowledge the Developer’s commitment to preserving sensitive habitat on unique 
soils and commends the City for including the Biological Resource Preservation Alternative (BRPA) as an 
‘Equal Weight EIR Alternative’ to the Village Farms Davis Project proposal.  
 
The County envisions that as an effort to provide options for meeting critical affordable housing needs, the 
City will work with the Developer to consider all ‘special needs’ populations, including farmworkers and their 
families who live and work in Yolo County. The County encourages that the City require the Developer 
designate a meaningful percentage of units to farmworkers and their families in their proposed affordable 
housing plan.   
 
Given the ongoing unhoused population concerns with the California Northern Railroad right-of-way along the 
F Street/CR 101A corridor, hence, the western portion of the Village Farms Davis project site, the County 
respectfully requests that the City require the Project to address these recurring incidents. Such requirements 
could include fiscal responsibility for cleanup and coordination, as well as prevention of unauthorized or illegal 
camping. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Chapter 3 
Although not identified in the Project Description as a solution to addressing regional drainage efforts, the 
depressed agricultural buffer area or ‘UATA’ would assist in reducing downstream runoff, further underscoring 
the importance of this proposed feature to the Project’s impacts on hydrology. The Project Description should 
be updated to better reflect the intention of the depressed agricultural basin. 
 

COUNTY o/YOLO
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AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Chapter 4.2 
The County recognizes the revised Project considered County policies for ensuring adequate separation 
between proposed development and active farming operations, but questions whether the proposed urban 
agricultural transition area (“UATA”), an approximately 118-acre site, meets the intent or requirements under 
Chapter 40A of the City of Davis Municipal Code.   
 
The UATA, which proposes a ‘borrow pit’ that will be used to elevate building pads to construct portions of the 
Project located in a FEMA designated flood hazard area, will remain available for water storage during large 
storm events. It is therefore highly unlikely the borrow pit will be suitable for future farming activities or passive 
recreation given its project-related hydraulic functionality for stormwater capture and storage. 
 
The County notes the Draft EIR fails to reference the 2030 Countywide General Plan in Section 4.2.1, though 
the project site is currently within unincorporated Yolo County. The DEIR also appears to rely on obsolete 
County zoning districts that are no longer identified in the Yolo County Code or County Zoning maps - see 
discussion under ‘Farmland Preservation’ in the last paragraph on page 4.2-23 under Impact 4.2-1. 
 
The Draft EIR also cites inaccurate information regarding the County’s Agricultural Conservation and 
Mitigation Program Ordinance (Section 8-2.404 of the Yolo County Code) with respect to minimum ratios for 
meeting agricultural mitigation requirements.  On page 4.2-24, under the discussion section ‘Proposed Project’ 
in the second paragraph and again on page 4.2-25, the DEIR states: The City’s 2:1 agricultural mitigation 
requirement would satisfy Yolo County’s 1:1 (minimum) agricultural land mitigation ratio requirement, which 
pertains broadly to conversion or change from agricultural use to an urban use….’. However, current County 
minimum requirements include a 3:1 ratio for converting Prime Farmland, which can be reduced to 1:1 or 2:1 
if the mitigation is placed in high-priority areas. Conversely, the County’s Agricultural Conservation and 
Mitigation Program Ordinance was accurately referenced in the Regulatory Setting, under Local Regulations, 
in Section 4.2.3.   
 
In the last paragraph on page 4.2-27, under Impact 4.2-3, there is discussion about Yolo County’s Agricultural 
Department’s Permit Condition #1 and how it sets a buffer of 500 feet for aerial applications of ‘Restricted 
Materials’. What is not addressed, however, is that there are many other pesticide products in use that are 
regarded as unrestricted materials. Meaning, for those materials not designated as ‘Restricted’, Permit 
Condition #1 would not apply and therefore could be applied closer than the 500-foot minimum buffer. This, 
among other factors, is the intent of citing the County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance when addressing impacts to 
existing agricultural operations. 
 
The County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance provides that ‘No agricultural activity, operation, or facility, or 
appurtenances thereof, conducted or maintained on agricultural lands for commercial purposes, and in a 
manner consistent with proper and accepted customs and standards, as established and followed by similar 
agricultural operations in the same locality, shall be or become a nuisance, private or public, due to any 
changed condition in or about the locality, after the same has been in operation for more than three years if it 
was not a nuisance at the time it began.’ (Yolo County Code Section 10-6.102.).  
 
In the absence of such a disclosure, uninformed residents that may not be accustomed to normal agricultural 
operations (including but not limited to use of unrestricted materials not regulated under permit, running farm 
machinery late at night, etc.) could perceive such activities as nuisances that result in an undue increase in 
complaints. The County strongly urges the City to require that Right-to-Farm deed restrictions, applicable to 
purchasers of property within the Village Farm Davis development and subject to Yolo County Ordinance 
#1133, be made a condition of project approval.  
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Lastly, Impact 4.2-3 fails to consider agricultural impacts upon development of the UATA, which is likely to be 
converted to non-agricultural purposes given its proposed use as a borrow pit to construct the project and, at 
buildout, to provide water storage from urban run-off from large storm events, unrelated to agriculture. The 
EIR should mitigate for the loss of agricultural lands associated with the UATA consistent with City and County 
requirements. 
 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
Chapter 4.7 
The County notes that the Draft EIR did not address County NOP comments submitted by the Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA) in a letter dated December 8, 2023, regarding landfill gas migration from the Old 
Davis Landfill site immediately adjacent to the proposed Village Farms Davis Project.  
 
Comment #2 in the 2023 LEA NOP comment letter specifically states: The Old Davis Landfill may need to 
install monitoring wells as a protection measure for landfill gas migration because the proposed residential 
development on the adjacent project parcel is within 1,000 feet of the landfill footprint. The prescriptive 
methane compliance standard at the landfill property boundary is 5% by volume in air; however, a lower 
standard of methane applies to occupied structures. The landfill may have to implement corrective actions at 
lower monitoring readings than 5% at the property boundary should the levels pose a significant threat to 
nearby development. 
 
The Final EIR should address these issues.  
 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Chapter 4.8 
The Draft EIR identifies existing surrounding drainage in Section 4.8.2 and includes two sections entitled ‘Flow 
Through Project Site’ and ‘Project Site Outflow’ (page 4.8-5) wherein storm water flow through the project site 
is described as flowing within Channel A and eventually ‘overtopping at Pole Line Road’. According to the 
DEIR mapping exhibits, the actual location for storm water spilling over the roadway appears to be within the 
unincorporated area of the County, at County Road 102, just north of the city limit. 
 
Based on review of County records, a stormwater ‘spill over Pole Line Road’ occurrence has never been 
observed and the County has no historical evidence that would substantiate stormwater has been spilling over 
County Road 102. Thus, County staff question whether this condition should exist for the purposes of 
establishing baseline conditions. Instead, the County expects that with new development, offsite drainage 
would be handled through properly designed development facilities and shall not be diverted into the 
unincoporated area of the County onto County Road 102 through a new ‘Pole Line Overflow Channel’. For 
instance, incrementally increasing the onsite detention facilities could possibly resolve the modeled storm 
water overflow into County jurisdiction. 
 
To ensure proper stormwater management, the County requests, as a condition of project approval, that the 
Developer be required to submit an operations and maintenance (O&M) plan to the City and County for review 
and approval to verify the development-provided storm drainage facilities will receive appropriate annual and 
routine inspections, maintenance, and operation including, but not limited to, drop inlets, inlet filters, 
bioswales, pipelines, ditches, basins, levees, weirs, the depressed UATA feature and its appurtenances, etc.  
 
Section 4.8.1 refers to the Drainage System and Flood Control Analyses (Drainage Report) found in Appendix 
K, which concludes that: The appropriate support and maintenance for this naturalized area (‘depressed 
agricultural buffer’) will be discussed with City Staff (Appendix K, page 12).  This is inconclusive and invites 
future maintenance issues that will impact the County. The County also expresses concern regarding a 
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potential breach of levees holding back water in the depressed agricultural buffer. The County requests a 
more conclusive approach defining City and/or Developer maintenance and management obligations of the 
depressed agricultural buffer prior to certifying the EIR. 
 
In general, there is an unresolved impasse between the City of Davis and Department of Water Resources 
regarding the responsibility of the drainage channel west of Wildhorse to Willow Slough Bypass, and the 
County expresses significant concern that the additional volume created by the Village Farms Davis Project 
will exacerbate existing conditions. The County requests clarification and a final commitment from the City in 
this regard. 
 
Finally, the County requests a modification to proposed Mitigation Measure 4.8-4 (page 4.8-41) to include the 
following, or something similar: ‘Prior to approval, the City of Davis shall provide written assurance to Yolo 
County that the project stormwater drainage system has been designed with no anticipated negative impacts 
to Yolo County outside the City of Davis limits.’ 
 
Impact 4.8-2 
Based on data from seven monitoring wells located on the proposed Project site, as well as offsite, the Draft 
EIR recognizes the significant concerns of high concentrations of PFAS and Manganese linked to the Old 
Davis Landfill (see an excerpt from the DEIR below). However, their impacts and mitigation measures are not 
addressed under Impact 4.8-2 and are thus missing from the Executive Summary Table 2-1.  
 
Section 4.8.2, beginning on page 4.8-10: The high concentrations of PFAS detected at the Old Davis Landfill 
are not seen in the wider regional setting, and, therefore, PFAS concentrations in groundwater likely originate 
from the Old Davis Landfill. Elevated concentrations of PFAS were not detected in the source water for the 
City’s drinking water supply system, indicating that the apparent landfill contamination is not currently 
impacting the drinking water supply. Manganese was detected at concentrations ranging from 29 to 340 
micrograms per liter (µg/l) in groundwater beneath the project site/BRPA site, and some of the detected 
concentrations exceed the Secondary (aesthetic) MCL for manganese in drinking water (50 µg/l). Manganese 
was detected in groundwater at relatively high concentrations beneath the Old Davis Landfill, and such 
concentrations could be attributable to former landfill operations. 
 
County regulations regarding wells and domestic wastewater management are also missing from the 
‘Regulatory Context’ in Section 4.8.3 and should be addressed under ‘Local Regulations’, beginning on page 
4.8-14. The relevant sections of the Yolo County Code of Ordinances are listed below for reference: 
 

Title 6 Sanitation and Health: 
 
Chapter 8 Water Quality 
Section 6-8.602.   Wells. 
(a)   No person shall construct, reconstruct, repair, or abandon any well or test hole, except oil and 
gas wells, without a valid permit to do so. 
 
Chapter 19 Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems 
Section 6-19.604.  Permits 
(a) Installation Permit 
(1) No Person may install, construct, enlarge, replace, repair, modify or abandon any System without 
first submitting plans to the Director of Environmental Health for approval and obtaining an Installation 
Permit pursuant to the requirements of this Chapter. 
 
Section 6-19.441.  Onsite Wastewater Treatment System (System)  
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A Wastewater disposal facility that includes tanks, piping, treatment devices or other facilities that 
convey, store, treat or dispose of Wastewater located on the property where it originates or an adjacent 
or nearby property under the control of the user which is not connected to a Public Sewer System. 
This definition includes the designated Replacement Area necessary for System repairs. Onsite 
Wastewater Treatment System does not include Graywater Systems pursuant to Health and Safety 
Code Section 17922.12, Non-Discharging Wastewater Disposal Units, and Public Sewer System(s). 
 
An Onsite Wastewater Treatment System may be referred to as System in this Chapter. It may also 
be referred to as a Septic System, Wastewater System or OWTS in references, supporting documents 
and Manuals.  

 
Section 4.8.3 
The County’s Flood Protection Ordinance (Title 8, Chapter 4, Yolo County Code) should be referenced in the 
Regulatory Context, which would be required for any flood-related impacts to County jurisdiction.           
 
POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
Chapter 4.11 
The DEIR repeatedly refers to the previously approved, but rejected, DiSC 2022 project and suggests that 
the project site is considered a ‘residentially-designated’ land use within the City (see page 4.11-10 under 
Cumulative Impact 4.11-2). Although more recently added to the City’s sphere of influence (2022), the County 
requests clarification regarding the current land use designation of the former site of the proposed DiSC 2022 
project, which is wholly within the unincorporated area of the County and designated for agricultural land uses.  
 
While the County appreciates the DEIR includes DiSC 2022 in its cumulative analyses to conservatively 
project growth rates, we note that the City has removed the project from its ‘Development Projects’ webpage 
and Development Projects Map indicating a high probability the project will never be realized. 
 
TRAFFIC 
 
Chapter 4.13 
The DEIR fails to address impacts to the adjacent county roadway system, including County Road 102 which 
continues north to the City of Woodland and beyond and south into the City of Davis as Pole Line Road. As 
identified in the County’s NOP comment letter, the nearby county roads (e.g., County Roads 102, 29, 28H, 
105, and 32A) will likely be used by Village Farms Davis residents as alternative routes to escape increased 
traffic on Covell Boulevard, access Interstate 5, Interstate 80, and State Route 113, and to enjoy regional 
shopping in northeast Woodland. Thus, the County requests further analysis of the subsequent operation of 
the CR 102/Pole Line Road corridor between Davis and Woodland since it is highly likely use of this corridor 
will increase, which will affect county roads intersecting the CR 102/Pole Line Road corridor.  
 
The “Palomino Place Local Transportation Analysis (August 2024)” reported an impact to the operation of the 
CR 102/CR 29 intersection and recommended mitigation measures be implemented for the Palomino Place 
Project. As the Village Farms Davis development will increase motorist activity along the CR 102/ Pole Line 
Road corridor (even more so than the Palomino Place project), a similar result would be expected.  
 
With the increased use of CR 28H, CR 29, CR 105, and CR 32A as shortcuts during peak hour times, and 
heavy use of the Yolo County Central Landfill for refuse disposal in the Sacramento region, Yolo County is 
especially concerned with efficient operation of these areas just outside city limits, which was noted in the 
County’s NOP comment letter but not addressed in the Draft EIR. 
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Regrettably, the County was unable to access the ‘Village Farms Davis Local Transportation Analysis’, 
referenced as an accompanying document to the Village Farms Davis TIS (Appendix R), because it was not 
made available with the NOA or online project documents. County staff attempts to obtain the referenced 
analysis were unsuccessful. Thus, due to disclosure insufficiencies, the County was unable to complete a 
thorough review of Chapter 4.13. 
 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
Chapter 4.14 
As previously mentioned, the DEIR assumed buildout of several City proposed development projects to 
address cumulative impacts. However, the County is aware of the distinction between an approved project 
and a proposed project and therefore requests clarification of the statement made at the top of page 4.14-17 
in Section 4.14.4 indicating the Shriners Property Project is a ‘previously approved development’.  
 
To date, the County has only received notice of preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the 
Shriners Property Project and notes the project site is currently outside the City’s sphere of influence and 
wholly within the jurisdiction of unincorporated Yolo County. 

 
 
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Although not a CEQA issue, the County looks forward to a productive discussion with the City regarding the 
necessary tax sharing agreement that would accompany an annexation. The scope and scale of this project 
and its phased approach will require a thoughtful tax sharing agreement in order to best ensure there is 
sufficient and equitable revenue to both the City and County so that the increased need for public services 
associated with each respective phase of the project and at build-out is adequately and properly addressed.  
We furthermore request that a jointly agreed upon tax sharing agreement or the terms of other financing 
mechanisms be in place prior to this project going before the voters for approval.  
 

*  *  * 
 
The County is appreciative of the opportunity to provide Draft EIR comments on the proposed Village Farms 
Davis Project and hopes that dialogue with the City can increase as the project progresses. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Stephanie Cormier     
Chief Assistant Director      
Yolo County Department of Community Services   
      
cc (via e-mail only): 

County Director Leslie Lindbo    
County Supervisor Sheila Allen     
County Director of Operations Alex Tengolics 
Agricultural Commissioner Humberto Izquierdo 



Sierra Club Yolano Group Comments on Village Farms DEIR - 2-25-25

1. Alternatives

a) Recommend Consideration of Co-op Housing - Evidence suggests that a housing co-op 
model can provide stable, affordable workforce housing for individuals and families (see 
California Cooperatives: Today's Landscape of Worker, Housing and Childcare 
Cooperatives). Providing affordable local housing for people currently commuting to 
Davis from outside Davis will lessen the VMT and GHG emissions impact of this project 
and should be considered as an effective mitigation measure. 

We recommend that the FEIR analyze as a Project Alternative a co-op model (perhaps 
similar to Dos Pinos or Muir Woods) as a supplement to the proposed starter-home 
program to explore the environmental benefits that such a model could produce.

b) Recommend Consideration of Alternative Only Below Channel A - On December 8, 
2023, the County of Yolo Planning, Building, and Public Works Departments sent a letter 
to the City of Davis commenting on the Village Farms NOP which stated, "The Draft EIR 
should consider a reduced footprint alternative that defines the northern project 
boundary south of the existing Davis Drain and explores the opportunity for increased 
density, thereby maximizing housing options without compromising economic returns".   
Quoting from Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14: "Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or 
avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the environment (Public 
Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on 
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede 
to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. " 

We similarly recommend that a reduced footprint alternative be examined with its 
northern project boundary south of the existing Davis Drain to determine if building 
1,000 or more units on such a reduced footprint can provide increased density and 
maximize housing options while preserving more trees and habitat and still meeting 
project objectives.
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2. Biological Resources

a) Ambiguous Tree Mitigation Needs Clarification: The DEIR states that approximately 952 
trees are planned to be removed by the project, acknowledging that more trees than 
this may be killed or damaged during construction. 888 (93%) of the trees anticipated to 
be removed are non-native (see Table 4.4-10- Alternative Tree Impacts ). The EIR 
otherwise states the project “would additionally comply with General Plan Policy UD 2.2, 
which requires maintenance of and an increase in greenery”. (see Chapter 4.1 – 
Aesthetics, p. 4.1-15). The Proposed Project and the BRPA would include new plantings 
of native, drought-tolerant trees, shrubs, and seasonal grasses within the proposed 
Heritage Oak Park and Village Trails Park, as well as within the greenbelts that would 
occur along portions of all the site’s boundaries, as well as adjacent to and/or within the 
proposed residential villages”. Additionally, the project will be required to comply with 
the mitigation measures of the Yolo Habitat Conservancy and the California Dept of Fish 
and Wildlife for loss of habitat for sensitive species. 

The DEIR also notes that “the Proposed Project and BRPA would be required to comply 
with the applicable provisions of Davis Municipal Code Chapter 37,” which states,

“Final mitigation requirements shall be determined by the City of Davis and may 
include the following options:

- Incorporation of existing healthy trees into the design of the project;
- Replanting of trees on-site;
- Replanting of trees off-site in City-owned open space or park; and/or
- Payment to the City’s Tree Preservation Fund in lieu of replacement.”

This is ambiguous, however, because a simple payment to the Project could conceivably 
satisfy all  mitigation obligations for these removed trees without otherwise providing 
the mitigation benefits of replacement tree plantings. 

We therefore recommend that option to pay into the City’s Tree Preservation Fund not 
be utilized as a mitigation option to ensure that trees anticipated for mitigation are 
actually planted and that this be accounted for by providing calculations determining 
impacts of off-setting mitigation on carbon sequestration and raptor nesting habitat.

3. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

a) Further Groundwater Disclosures Recommended: The DEIR discusses the results from 
testing water quality in a number of groundwater monitoring wells on the former 
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landfill site and a few wells on the northern portion of the Village Farms project site. 
However, conflicting information is given. In one place the DEIR states that “the project 
site/BRPA site appears to have been impacted by low levels of VOCs, as well as general 
minerals and inorganic constituents (including alkalinity, chloride, nitrate, sulfate, 
selenium, and total dissolved solids [TDS]) at concentrations higher than the assumed 
naturally occurring background levels” (Page 4.7-11).   However, elsewhere it states that 
“UES concluded that aluminum, arsenic, selenium, and nitrate can be attributed to larger 
regional trends because water districts and regulatory agencies in the region and across 
the central valley have reported levels of these analytes above MCLs and at similar 
concentrations reported in the monitoring wells associated with Old Davis Landfill. UES 
concluded that the detected concentrations of aluminum, arsenic selenium, and nitrate 
are not specifically connected to activities at the Old Davis Landfill.” (p. 4.8-9). 

The DEIR also states, “Petroleum hydrocarbons were not detected. Salt concentrations in 
surface soils were higher than those detected in subsurface soil, but the UATA Phase II 
ESA determined that such levels are likely the result of former agricultural uses, rather 
than activities associated with the Old Davis Landfill.” (p. 4.7-30) 

“VOCs” are Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) that have a high vapor pressure at room 
temperature, allowing them to easily evaporate into the air. They are commonly found 
in many household products, such as paints, cleaning supplies, and solvents, and can 
have adverse health effects when inhaled. Different VOCs were measured at low 
concentration in the various groundwater testing wells in the 1990s. In a recent City 
Council meeting (April 4, 2023), one public commenter stated, “The old land fill site was 
not lined so there is vinyl chloride leakage from the old land fill and it’s substantial. Vinyl 
chloride is carcinogenic and does not go away.” However, a report detailing the findings 
of constituents in the groundwater beneath both the landfill and the Village Farms Davis 
site was prepared by the City’s contractor, Wallace Kuhl Associates (SemiAnnual 
Monitoring Report, Fourth Quarter 2019 – Old Davis Landfill, W KA No. 12395.01P, 
January 23, 2020). According to this report, there was no groundwater contamination by 
any heavy metals or volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in excess of their established 
Maximum Concentration Level (MCL) and none of the samples showed the presence of 
any vinyl chloride contamination at all. 

More recent testing February of 2024 has disclosed the presence of  a variety of PFAS, 
or per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances in high concentration under the Old City Landfill 
and in a lower concentration in one of the on-site wells. Before 2024, PFAS 
concentrations were never previously tested in any earlier well testing. PFAS, are a large 
group of synthetic chemicals used in various consumer products for their water, grease, 
and stain-resistant properties. They are often referred to as "forever chemicals" because 
they do not break down easily in the environment and can accumulate in the human 
body over time, posing potential health risks. 
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The 2024 testing also concluded, “Organochlorine pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls, 
volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, organophosphorus 
pesticides, and chlorinated herbicides were not detected above their respective 
laboratory reporting limits in any of the water samples collected. None of the water 
samples collected were found to contain concentrations of Acrolein, Acrylonitrile, and 2-
CEVE (2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether) above their respective laboratory reporting 
limit.”(Universal Engineering Services, Groundwater Monitoring Report – Old Davis 
Landfill, April, 2024).

The Regional Water Quality Control Board issued a letter on July 23, 2023 stating, 
“Central Valley Water Board staff (Staff) reviewed available records for the Old Davis 
Landfill Land Disposal Site (L10001389487) case based on concerns expressed by a City 
of Davis (City) resident in a 5 June 2023 letter to the Central Valley Water Board. In brief, 
the resident expressed concerns regarding the “leaking of toxics” to groundwater from 
the closed landfill, and the potential risks leakage from the landfill may pose to 
properties south of the landfill that are proposed for residential development. Staff does 
not believe a risk is posed to the residential and commercial properties proposed for 
development if the development is connected to the existing City municipal water 
system and the City water system is the sole means of water used by the 
development" (Bold emphasis added). (see p. 604 of 697 in  DEIR_Appendix F_Phase 1 
ESA [Urban Development Area]. 

Given i) the conflicting statements on the impacts of the Old City Landfill on inorganic 
chemicals in the groundwater,  ii) the history of early but decreasing VOC contaminant 
levels in the well water beneath the Old City Landfill not discussed in the DEIR, iii) and 
the more recent inclusion of testing for PFAS showing PFAS levels in the groundwater, 
the DEIR is confusing as to impacts of the Old City Landfill on groundwater and the 
project, we recommend that all of the historical and more recent results of all the water 
quality testing in the monitoring wells on the Old City Landfill water quality be disclosed 
in the DEIR with simple tables or graphs for viewing and analysis by readers.

4. Hydrology and Water Quality

a) Add Language Disclosing Impacts of 100-year and 200-year Flood Events on Golf 
Course Channel A - On p. 4.8-38 of  Chapter 4.8 - Hydrology and Water Quality of the 
DEIR, the following statement is made, "In general, the BRPA would result in equal to or 
reduced water surface elevations outside of the BRPA site, with some areas in the 
undeveloped farmland showing small increases. Generally, the increases are less than 
0.05-foot with the majority of increases being 0.01-foot or less. The 100-year, 24-hour 
storm event does show some isolated areas with larger increases that would occur 
within drainage features along Covell Drain in the Wildhorse golf course. The largest 
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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." However, 
similar concluding statements are not included for the impact of a 200-year, 10- day 
storm event and the 100-year, 10-day storm event. 

We recommend that similar concluding statements be made in the DEIR of the impacts 
of a 200-year, 10- day storm event and a 100-year, 10-day storm event on the Wildhorse 
Golf Course Covell Drain.

b) Recommend Golf Course Channel A Inspections by the City and Golf Course - When the 
golf course was constructed in the early 2000s, the City and the golf course anticipated 
entering into an Environmental Compliance and Management Plan. A draft of this 
agreement stated that annual inspection of the newly designed Channel A floodplain 
should be conducted each year by the golf course in coordination with the City Flood 
Control staff and preferably the design engineer. It appears this agreement may have 
never been finalized and the City and golf course have not co-inspected the golf course 
since. On September 12, 2024 Eric Spann, Deputy Director of Public Works Utilities & 
Operations for the City of Davis, wrote in an email to a Wildhorse resident who inquired 
about the status of the anticipated inspections: “We have not inspected the Wildhorse 
Golf Course channel. We are still trying to figure out if the document was finalized and 
recorded. Without knowing if it was finalized, we cannot enter their property for 
inspection purposes. Unfortunately we cannot just ask them for permission because of 
liability concerns. We might have to enter into an MOU with the property owners to gain 
inspection access. I am reaching out to the City Attorney to see what our options are. ”  

In light of these developments, we recommend that the site be jointly inspected by the 
City and the golf course as anticipated by the original draft Environmental Compliance 
and Management Plan to determine if has been properly maintained for flood control 
purposes after entering into an MOU if necessary. We further recommend that ongoing 
inspections of the Wildhorse Golf Course channel be negotiated.

5. Transportation

a) Report Total VMT in Addition to Per Capita VMT: The transportation analysis  only 
reported residential per capita VMT and did not report total VMT that would be added 
by the project.  Total VMT is commonly reported  in EIRs including in the recent EIR for 
the proposed DISC project in the City of Davis.  Reporting total VMT is recommended so 
that the City Council and the citizens of Davis have this key piece of information to assist 
in understanding the full impact of the project. This is because newly added  per capital 
VMT could be around average while the total VMT that would be added by the project 
could be significant. In other words, disclosing the total VMT added by the project 
enables a more complete analysis and understanding of potential environmental risks.
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We therefore recommend that Total VMT generated by the project should be clearly 
disclosed.

b) Analyze and Report Impacts on VMT of Proposed Pedestrian and Bicycle Grade-
Separated Crossings: The project description states: "Additionally, if feasible, one 
pedestrian/bicycle crossing would be provided through an undercrossing near the Pole 
Line Road/Moore Boulevard intersection. The Pole Line Road undercrossing would land 
in the vicinity of the Nugget Fields parking lot. The Proposed Project also provides an 
opportunity to explore a grade-separated crossing at F Street."  However, the DEIR 
should analyze and report how the aforementioned grade-separated crossings would 
reduce both per capita VMT and total VMT, especially in light of the increasing use of 
electric bicycles and  electric scooters. 

We therefore recommend  that the impacts of such grade-separated crossings on total 
and per capita VMT be analyzed and reported.

c) Specify that Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure Includes Charging Stations for 
Bicycles and Scooters and Analyze Impacts: The DEIR mentions "electric vehicle 
charging infrastructure in excess of existing Tier 1 CBSC requirements" as a mitigation 
measure. According to the California Building Standards Commission (CBSC) Tier 1 
requirements, new multifamily housing projects must have 35% of parking spaces 
equipped with low-power Level 2 EV charging receptacles; additionally, for projects with 
20 or more units, 10% of parking spaces must be equipped with full Level 2 EV chargers. 
However, the Tier 1 CBSC requirements do not specify whether this includes  charging 
infrastructure for bicycles and scooters in addition to automobiles and trucks. 

Given that the project intends to serve people with a variety of incomes, we 
recommend that this requirement for electric vehicle charging should be amended to 
also include minimum electric charging requirements for bicycle and scooter parking 
spots and include calculations estimating the impact such mitigation measure will have 
on per capita and total VMT.
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Dara Dungworth

From: Eric Hernandez <ehernandez@yochadehe.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 4:21 PM
To: Dara Dungworth; Socorro Reyes-Gutierrez
Cc: Rebekah Canavesio; 'Nick Pappani'
Subject: Re: Village Farms - Draft Mitigation Measures for Yocha Dehe review

Categories: VFD Comment

CAUTION: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links. 
Good evening Dara,  
 
I wanted to provide comments related to the mitigation measures, specifically in section 4.5-2, I wanted to get 
clarification on the last few sentences of the section that speak towards the tribe preparing technical reports for 
submissions to the information centers. Typically the process for submissions to the information center differ from 
archeological firms and tribes, we generally do not make submissions as we have our own internal database for housing 
such data. I would recommend for that section “that any submissions be created by the archeological firm in 
consultation with the tribal representatives, and that the tribe be afford the opportunity for review of the documents 
before submission� . Let me know if you have questions or concerns related.  
 
Thank you, and have a great rest of your day.  
 
Eric Hernandez 
Site Protection Manager  
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation 
PO Box 18 | Brooks, CA  95606 
p 530.796.2029 | c 530.723.3313 
f 530.796.2143 
ehernandez@yochadehe.gov 
www.yochadehe.org 
 
 

 

Eric Hernandez  
Site Protection Manager  

Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation  
PO Box 18  |  Brooks, CA 95606  
C 530.723.3313   P 530.796.2077   F 530.796.2143  
ehernandez@yochadehe ov  

yochadehe.gov |  
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February 20, 2025 
 
Dara Dungworth, Principal Planner 
City of Davis Community Development 
23 Russell Boulevard 
Davis, CA 95616 
[via email] 
 
Re: Comments on the Village Farms Davis Project Draft Environmental Impact 

Report (DEIR) SCH# 2023110006 (Updated) 
 
Dear Ms. Dungworth: 
 
Thank you for consulting with Yolo LAFCo for the Village Farms Davis Project 
DEIR. As you are aware, LAFCo is a Responsible Agency for the project and would 
use the EIR to consider a sphere of influence amendment and annexation to 
implement the Project.  
 
The proposed Project is generally consistent with LAFCo’s policies and principals. 
Staff appreciates the City steering new development to its existing sphere of 
influence (SOI) and considering development of vacant land already within a city’s 
existing SOI first before going outside it (Yolo LAFCo Policy 4.1). 
 
Please see LAFCo staff comments on the DEIR below: 
 

Project Description 
LAFCo staff is concerned about the northernmost 118-acre portion of the 
proposed Project (portion of APN 042-110-029 north of the drainage channel) 
being dedicated to the City of Davis for ongoing ownership and maintenance. 
We understand the area will be used as a borrow site to harvest fill soil for the 
urbanized portion of the Project and will also be inundated during larger storm 
events that will serve to reduce downstream flows (DEIR page 4.8-27). LAFCo 
staff concern would be any unexpected maintenance costs that might impact 
the City’s funding and ability to maintain its high level of services.  
 
On page 3-27, we understand the confusion, but the DEIR inaccurately states 
that a municipal services review (MSR) would be required for a Yolo LAFCo 
sphere of influence (SOI) amendment. LAFCo staff does not plan to conduct 
an MSR for the Village Farms Davis SOI Amendment. LAFCo, as necessary, 
reviews and updates each agency’s SOI every five years (Government Code 
§56425) and conducts a municipal service review in order to prepare and to 
update SOIs (§56430(a)). However, §56428 indicates any person or local 
agency may request an amendment to an SOI and LAFCo can act on it 
accordingly. This means that an MSR is needed for a comprehensive SOI 
Update every five years, while project-specific SOI Amendments can occur on 
a case-by-case basis without a comprehensive MSR.  
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Agricultural Resources 
In several places, the DEIR incorrectly references that Yolo LAFCo requires a 2:1 
mitigation ratio. Please note this is only for “stacked” conservation easements per LAFCo 
Policy 4.10(c).  

 
Impact 4.2-1: LAFCo Policy 4.9 states “annexation of prime agricultural lands shall not be 
approved unless one of the following mitigations has been instituted, at not less than a 1:1 
replacement ratio”, i.e., regardless of a portion of the proposed Project being designated 
as UATA. The DEIR notes the entire site would be considered prime agricultural lands by 
Yolo LAFCo and will require 1:1 mitigation. The DEIR analysis indicates the City’s 2:1 
mitigation requirement for less acreage would supersede LAFCo’s required 1:1 mitigation 
for the entire acreage. But it’s worth clearly noting that as the Project is currently proposed, 
LAFCo will require a minimum of 497.6 acres of mitigation.  

 
Thank you again for consulting with Yolo LAFCo. If you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact me. 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
 
Christine M. Crawford, AICP 
 
c:  Rochelle Swanson, Project Agent 

Mike Webb, City of Davis City Manager 
Stephanie Cormier, Yolo County Chief Assistant Director of Community Services 
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