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Chapter 1
Introduction

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a draft
environmental impact report (EIR) be made available for public review for a
period of at least 45 days. In accordance with this requirement, copies of the
draft EIR for the Brookfield Project (Project) were sent to the State
Clearinghouse for circulation to affected state agencies, provided to local
agencies, and made available to the public. The draft EIR’s review period was
from May 6 through June 20, 2005.

As the lead agency for the Project, the City of Dixon (City) must prepare a final
EIR for consideration by decision-makers before taking action on the project.
This document has been prepared as a companion to the draft EIR, as allowed by
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(d). Taken together, this document and
the draft EIR constitute the final EIR. However, for ease of reference and to
distinguish it from the draft EIR component, this document itself is referred to as
the “final EIR.”

The City’s decision-makers will review both this document and the draft EIR
before taking action on the Project, including the proposed general plan
amendment, rezoning, development agreement, and other city approvals being
requested in conjunction with the Project. The final EIR will also be the basis for
approvals by responsible agencies such as the Solano County Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO).

This document contains all of the components required by CEQA, specifically 1)
the comments received during the review period; 2) a list of the agencies,
organizations, and individuals who submitted comments on the draft EIR during
the review period; 3) the City’s written responses to the significant
environmental points raised in comments received during the review process; and
4) any revisions to the draft EIR that were made in response to the comments.

Comments received after the formal review period may not be included in the
final EIR. However, all comments received before final action on the Project
will be presented to and considered by City decision-makers. Copies of the draft
EIR and this document are available at the City of Dixon Community
Development Department at 600 East A Street in Dixon.

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2005
Brookfield Project 1-1
J&S 04716.04



Chapter 2
Responses to Comments

The draft EIR for the Project was made available for public review and comment
between May 6 and June 20, 2005. During this period, comments were received
from the following parties:

Table 1. List of Commenters

Letter Commenter Date

1 California Public Utilities Commission May 27, 2005
2 California Department of Transportation June 20, 2005
3 Central Valley Water Resources Control Board June 1, 2005
4 Dixon Resource Conservation District June 14, 2005
5 Dixon Solano Municipal Water Service June 22, 2005
6 Shasta Greene June 21, 2005
7 Mary Ann Montague June 21, 2005
8 Cecily T. Talbert June 21, 2005
9 Wayne M. Williams June 9, 2005
10 Kevin A. Heeney June 18, 2005

CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines require that a final EIR contain well-
reasoned responses to comments that raise environmental issues. The final EIR
is not required to respond to comments that question the wisdom of a proposed
project unless the comments also raise an issue relating to the environmental
impact of the project.

The following responses are organized by comment letter. A copy of each letter
precedes the respective set of responses. Each comment letter has been divided
into individual comments, as identified in the margin of the letter. The written
responses correspond to each letter’s individual comments. If a comment has
resulted in a revision to the EIR, the revision is contained in Chapter 3 of this
document.
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

Letter 1
5 2 5
sfmoscamu ; ARNOLD BCHWARZENERGER, Govemnor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 0 . N 4
08 VAN NEBD AVENUE ! . :
BAN FAANTISCO, OA 41002608

May 27, 2008 e . FilsNo.183-48
: SCH#2005022082

Rebesca Van Buren
City of Dixon

600 East A Street
Dixon, CA 95620

_ Déar Ms, Van Buren: .
Re: Brookfield-Bertolero Proilect

As the state agenoy respansible for tal safety within Califomia, we recommend that any -
development projects platined hdjacent to or near the rail chrridar in the County be planned with
the safety of tho reil corridor in mind, New developments '
stroets and at Intersections, butlaleo at at-grade highway-
pedestrian circulation patternsitiestinations with respect to

Safety factors to consider inclu’ﬂe, but are not limited to, th planning for grade separations for
major thoroughfhres, improveniionts to existing at-grade b
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to Hmit the access §f
way. : .

The above-mentioned safety injprovements should be considered when approval is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early iy the conceptual design phese will help
improve the safety to motoristaiand pedestriang in the i _

- If'you have any questions in this matter, please call me at (415) 703-2795..

{ - e

Vuyirnlyyoma. M , . .o -

Kevin Boles d
Utilities Engineer . : i
Rail Crossings Engineering Section oot
Consumer Protection and Safety Division : ‘
co: Patrick Kemr, UPRR |~ . F E@E'UWE.
N * . r} ,
- !
MAY 31 2005 i
CITY OF DIXON _

July 2005
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City of Dixon

Responses to Comments

Responses to Letter 1, California Public Utilities
Commission

Response to Comment 1-1

The Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way crosses the City of Dixon from its
southwest to its northeast corners. The Project is located approximately %2 mile
east of the railroad right-of-way, does not rely upon a railroad crossing for direct
access, and will not directly affect operations of the railroad.

The City is currently in the design phase of the planned grade separation for
Parkway Boulevard at its intersection with the railroad. As discussed in

Chapter 3 of the draft EIR, the Parkway Boulevard grade crossing is projected for
2007. It is a separate project from the Brookfield Project and is reflected in the
City’s Capital Improvement Program. The grade separation will be completed by
the time the Project is built out. As a result, it will provide a safe crossing for
traffic and pedestrians moving from east to west along the future extension of
Parkway Boulevard.
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City of Dixon

Responses to Comments

DEPARTMENT OF TRANBPORTATIO
111 GRAND AVENUE

P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKLAND, CA 946323-0660

PHONE. (510) 285-8505

FAX (510) 2605389

TTY {800) 795-2929

ket LRAN

SGRLATY 1|

June 20, 2008
SOL113202
SOL-113-19.2%
SCH2005022082

Ms. Robecea Van Burep

City of Dixon

600 Enst A Street

Dixon, CA 95620

Dear Ms. Van Buren:

Brookfleld-Bertolero Project - Draft Envireamental Impact Report

state h{ghwaym The project’s fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, #mplementation
responsibilities and lzad agency monitoting should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation
mewsures, Any required roadway Improvements shoutd be completed prier to issuance of the
project’s building permit. While an encroachment permit {s only required whan the project
involves work in the State Right of Way (ROW), the Department will not issus an encroschment
pemnit until our concernsg are adequately addressed. Themfore, we strongly recommend that the
lead agensy enswre xesofution of the Depatment’s concemns prior to submiltal of an
encroachment pennit spplicedon. Further commients will be provided during the encroachment
permait process; see the end of this letter for more information regarding encroachment permits,

Due to henvy traffic volume projections, southbound 1" Street (State Routs 113) will need 4 dual
lef} turn onto Parkway Bilvd,. '

The number for Iapact 6 is used twice (i.e., for the 8. 1* St./Parkway Blvd. Intersention on Page
31 and the 1" St/A St, Intersection on Page 33). Please renumber the Umpacts on Pages 33 and
4, .

Why were fair shars pmceuuges calculated for Impacts 1, 2, 3, 9, 10, 11, and 12, but not for the
other Impacts (4, 3, 1at 6, 2nd 6, 7, and 8)?

“Caltrans improves mobilly nerozs Calfornia®

Lefter2

|21
|22

2-3

2-4

2-5

2-6

July 2005
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City of Dixon

Responses to Comments

Ma, Robscon Van Bryen
June 20, 3005
Page 2

The improvements recommended by the “Bxisting Plus Project” scenario should be complete
prior o iasuance of the bduilding pemit. Sinoe “fxir share” faes do not guarantes that any of the
recommended §mprovements are constructed, will the City ensure the Improvements are
operational prioe (o project :{pmlng? X the improvements aye not completed in tims, the projest
should pay to offset guy interim conditions adversely affecting traffic,

The traffic gnalysis shows an unacceptable level of servico (LOS) at some jntoysections south of
A Stroet for the traffio projections in the distent future (2025). Possible solutions to improve the
LOS #xe to increase the capavity of the facility (State Rowte 1 13), realignment sround congestion,
or designaling bypass routes,

Please provide the electronic fils of the Synchro analysls for fusther review. For those
intersections that met tignal wammants, LOS D or better is required for each movement at the
State-operated intessections 23 & condition of approval, Movements operating below LOS D will
require additiona mitigasion,

Luimuls IR EEE OR Ininrpection Level of Service geates of Level o

Under cumulative condition: (Future plus Project Traff tion Year 2025), the propos
project would contribute cohsjdersbly tn unacceptable LOS (Table 7- Trallic kmpact Analysis).
This gevere LOS F should bip addressed by using & refined LOS scals ranging from Fl ("best”
LOS F) ta F10 (*worst LOS F") on the following inmersections, rather than applying a single LOS
F designstion:

Location# 1 1" Street 7 A Street

Location #2 1" Streel / Chestnut Streel
Locstion #3 1" Sweet / Cherry Strect
Location#4 1" Street / County Fair Drive
Location#5 1" Street/ Vafloy Glen Drive
Location #7 1" Strvet/ Midway Road

For the purposs of improvement, this scale etUup would allow betler measurement of the
intersection’s operation by monitoring {improvement from the worst (or LOS F10) to the best
LOS (or LOS F1) onco mitigation messuses gro implementad. The previous application of a
single LOS F designation doesp’t reflect the cost-effsotliveness of mitigation.

aalvifs
Traffic operations on Interstala 80 (1-80) were not analyzed, Since project iraffle 3z likely to
travel 1.80 betwoen Pitt School Road evd the N. First Street / J-80 interchangs, the Iatest
measures of effeotiveness (MOR) shown in HCM 2000 should be applicd to determine the LOS
of basic freeway and highway segments,

Bucroachment Permiy :
Any work or traffié contro| within the Siate ROW requires an enceosshment perinit that is insued
by the Department, Traffic-rolated mitigation moasures will be incorporated into the construction
&l:"’ during the encroachmknt permit process. See the following website link for more
ormation;
htip://www.dot.ca, govlbqluaﬂoysldcvclopmvlpemﬁw
"Cultrana improves mobitity ozroas Culifornia®

27

28

29

2-10

21

2412
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Responses to Comments

City of Dixon

D documentation, and fivs (5) sets of plans metr}
State I;OW to the address at'the top of this lettuhudp 3 man'rlked A;'Putllm m ;ihmtlaw'lyonﬂ:a;
Permits, 2-13

Plcase clasify and label the State ROW on your fulure pl

: plan sheets with respect to tha propoasd
project, along with typical closs-sections for the osed sid g
aud wheelchair rampa within State fusilitles, (on a bmpu scale). o s Su P

‘:‘MM 9’1‘.‘“ have any qucstions regarding this Jetter, pleass call Lisa Casboni of my stalT st (510}

Sincersly, -
¢ 4 ’
de - .
TIMOTHY,C. SABLE .-
District Branch Chisf
IGR/CEQA

" ¢ Scott Morgan (Stato Clearinghouse)

*Calians improves mebily across Caljfomia®
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

Responses to Letter 2, California Department of
Transportation

Response to Comment 2-1

The commenter has requested additional clarification from the City and does not
identify any new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the
draft EIR. The items identified by Caltrans have been discussed in the traffic
sections of Chapters 3, “Environmental Setting,” and 4, “Impacts and Mitigation
Measures,” of the draft EIR.

Response to Comment 2-2

The commenter offers a suggestion regarding the timing of roadway
improvements, but makes no specific comments regarding impacts on traffic and
does not identify any new or more severe impacts that were not previously
analyzed in the draft EIR. The impacts related to traffic are addressed in the draft
EIR. As discussed in the draft EIR under the traffic mitigation measures and in
the mitigation monitoring plan (MMP), the City would require payment of fair
share contributions before construction and would require completion of roadway
improvements identified in the draft EIR before and during Project construction.

Response to Comment 2-3

This comment simply identifies the permit review requirements that may be
required by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). It does not
identify any new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the
draft EIR. The project will acquire an encroachment permit before any
additional access is made to State Route 113, as required by law.

Response to Comment 2-4

The level of service (LOS) at this intersection is discussed under cumulative
impacts in Chapter 6 of the draft EIR. Although the Project would increase the
average delay in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, installation of intersection
improvements would improve the LOS in the future to LOS C in both the a.m.
(30.1 seconds) and p.m. (33.8 seconds) peak hours. As provided in Mitigation
Measure 4.11-6, signal phase overlaps would be added. To avoid contributing to
the cumulative impact, the Project’s developer would pay their fair share to add a
northbound right turn lane. Implementation of Cumulative Mitigation Measure
6.1-9 would reduce the contribution of the Project to a less-than-cumulatively-
considerable level.

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2005
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 2-5

The commenter is referring to information contained in the traffic impact
analysis (Appendix D of the draft EIR). The City agrees with the commenter that
the title of “Impact 6” is used twice in the traffic impact analysis. The City
considers this a typographical error. Because the commenter does not make
specific comments related to the adequacy of the traffic analysis or raise any new
or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the EIR, no
revisions to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 2-6

Fair share percentages for Impacts 4 and 6 in the traffic study (Impacts 4.11-4
and 4.11-6 in the draft EIR) were not calculated because, as described in the
EIR’s mitigation measures and the MMP, the Project proponent would be
required to fund and construct the improvements before or during Project
construction. There would be no sharing of the costs for these improvements;
they would be bome by the proponent. Impact 5 (Impact 4.11-5 in the draft EIR)
was determined to be less than significant, based on improvements (signals and
turn pockets) to be installed by the developer. It did not require additional
mitigation. Therefore, no fair share calculation was necessary. The mitigation
measures identified for Impacts 6 (Future Plus Project), 7, and 8 (Impacts 6.1-5,
6.1-6, and 6.1-7 in the draft EIR) were determined to be infeasible. As a result,
these impacts are cumulatively considerable and will be considered by the City
Council in its decision-making process for the Project. No revisions to the draft
EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 2-7

The commenter offers a suggestion regarding timing of roadway improvements,
but makes no specific comments regarding impacts on traffic and does not
identify any new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the
EIR. The impacts related traffic are addressed in the EIR. As discussed under
Response to Comment 2-2, the City will require payment of fair share
contributions before construction and will require completion of roadway
improvements identified in the EIR before and during Project construction.

Response to Comment 2-8

The commenter raises but does not make specific comments related to the LOS
impacts to “some” intersections south of A Street, and does not provide evidence
of LOS impacts or identify which intersections would operate below acceptable
LOS. Additionally, the commenter does not raise any new or more severe

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2005
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. No revisions to the
draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 2-9

The commenter requests additional information from the City, but makes no
specific comments regarding the draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. Although
the commenter notes that movements operating below LOS D would require
additional mitigation, the commenter does not identify any new or more severe
impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. No revisions to the
draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 2-10

The commenter raises but does not make specific comments related to the
analysis of intersection LOS, and does not raise any new or more severe impacts
that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. These issues are addressed in
the draft EIR, and no revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 2-11

Language has been added to page 4-60, after the section titled “Traffic Signal
Warrants,” to clarify the relationship of the Project to Interstate 80 (I-80). This
change is shown in Chapter 3 of this document.

Response to Comment 2-12

This comment identifies that a permit may be required. It does not identify any
new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR.
No revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 2-13

This comment identifies information that Caltrans will expect during review of
encroachment permit applications. It does not identify any new or more severe
impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. No revisions to the
draft EIR are necessary.
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

. California Regional[Water Quality Control Board

Central Valley Region
Alan C. Lioyd, Bh.D. qulert Schnelder, Chatr
Adgancy Sacrelary ¢ cramento Main Office

11020 Sun Conter Dxivb #200, Rancho Cordova, Calitornia 956706114
Phone (31)5) 464.3291 » PAX (916) 4644645
Sfan AR A A omn

Bitpehiwd Y
1 Juse 2005 ' i g EGEIVE “
Rebecca Van Buren JUN -- 7 205
City of Dixon
600 East A Street CITY OF DIXON
Dixon, CA 95620
PROPOSED PROJECT REVIEW, FORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA),

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE BROOKFIELD-BERTOLERC
PROJECT, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 2005022082, DIXON, SOLANO COUNTY

As a Responsiblo Agenoy, as defined by CEQA, we have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Brookfield-Bertolero project.| Based on our rsview, we have the following comments
regarding the proposed praject.
R R T, SRR e R LT R S

. . .
E st sppl emest o A - A .
. SRR 11 HR e i N SN SO WO RO
D N

FyYS

A NPDES General Ponmit: for Storm Water Discharges, Associated with.Consup:igﬁon Activities, NPDES
No. CAS00D002, Order No. 99-08-DWQ is foquired when a site involves gloaring, grading, disturbances
to the ground; such as stockpiling, or excavation that results in soil disturbances of one acre of more of
total land area. Construction activity that layolves sofl disturbances on construction sites of less than 31
one acres and is part of a larger common plan of development or sale, also.requires permit coverage.
Coverage under the General Permit must bejobtained prior to construction. Moro information may bo
found at http:/fwww.swich.ca.8 5 i

Manage storm water to retain the natural floj regime and water quality, including not altering beseline
flows in recsiving waters, not allowing untrgated disoharges to ocour into existing aquatic resources, not
using aquatic resources for detention or trangport of flows above current hydrology, duration, and
frequency. All storm water flows generated jon-site during and afier construction and entering surface
waters sliould be pre-treated to reduce oil; sqdimont, and othor contaminants. The local municipality
whete the proposed project is located may now require post construction storm water Best- Management
Practices (BMPs) pursuant ta the Phase If, SWRCB, Water Quality. Order Na, 2003 » 0005 - DWQ, .
NPDES General Permit No. CAS000004, WIDRS for Storm Water Discharges from Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewers Systems (MS4). The local municipality may require long-term post-construction
BMPs to be incorporated into development dnd significant redevelopment projects to protect water
quality and control ranoff:flow.

Lo

3-2

California Enironmental Protection Agency
k; Recycled Poper

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2005
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments
. 13
Rebecca Van Buren. -2- 1 Juns 2005
Dewstering Permit
The proponent may be required to file 8 Dejvatering Pefmit covered under Waste Discharge
Requirements General Order for Dewatering arid Other Low Threat Discharges to Surface Waters
Pormit, Order No. 5-00-175 (NPDES CAG$95001) provided they do not contein signifioant quantitics
of pollutants and are either (1) four months br less in duration, or (2) the average dry weather discharge
does not exceed 0.25 mgd:
a Well development water 33
b. Construction dewatering
< Pump/well testing
d. Pipeline/tank pressure testing
c. Pipeline/tank flushing or dewatering
f. Condensate discharges
8 Water Supply system dischatges
h Miscellaneous dewatering/low threat discharges
A NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Assoclated with Industrial Activities, NPDES
No. CAS000001, Order No. 97-03-DWQ regulates 10 broad categories of industrial activities. The
General Industrial Permit requires the implementation of management measuros that will achieve the
performance standard of best available techhology economically achievable (BAT) and best 34
conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). The General Industrial Permit also requires the
development of a Storm Water Pollution Pr¢vention Plan (SWPPP) and a monitoring plan. The General
Industrial Permit requires that an annual ropprt be submitted each July 1, Mote infoymation may bo
found at hrip: gov/stormwirlindusixial. htm
For more infi:mation, nal Boards websito at
: or me at 916.464.4683.
| D ‘&
ANNAS J. BERCHTOLD
Storm Water Unit
916.464,4683
cc: State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2005
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

Responses to Letter 3, Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board

Response to Comment 3-1

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting
requirements are discussed under Impact 4.7-2 in the draft EIR. No additional
discussion is needed.

Response to Comment 3-2

NPDES permitting requirements would reduce contaminants that would have
potentially been released during construction. NPDES permitting is discussed
under Impact 4.7-2 in the draft EIR. Following construction, all site drainage
would be collected by the stormwater drainage system that would be installed as
part of the subdivision. This system would direct stormwater to the City’s Pond
C, which is currently under construction and will be completed and operational
before the Brookfield Project is completed. One function of Pond C is to meet
the City’s waste discharge requirements (WDRs) is to reduce oil, sediment, and
other contaminants from drainage waters originating in the city before they are
released to Lateral 2 and the Dixon Main Drain.

Response to Comment 3-3

This permit may be required as part of the installation of the water well that is
intended to serve the Project and surrounding area. A discussion of this
requirement has been added to “3.7.2 Regulatory Setting” of the draft EIR under
“State Regulations.” This change is shown in Chapter 3 of the final EIR. This
comment simply identifies a permit that may be required. It does not identify
any new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the EIR.

Response to Comment 3-4

The Project would not have any activities that require a General Industrial
Permit. No revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

2, k I _ Letter 4

.

.
.

Dixon Resource Conservation District
1170 N. Lincoln, Suite 110, Dixon, CA 86620-Phone (707) 878-1655

June 14, 2005

City of Dixon

Attn:; Comymnity Davelopment Director
600 East A Strest

Dixon, CA 95620

Re:  Brookfield Profect Draft Environmental Review
Dear Director:

The Dixon Resource Conservation District sppreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the
Drafl EIR for the Brookfield Project. The District has reviewed the Drafl BIR for the Brookfield Project

-+« andwhile the District-dosrmot-objett io the Brookfield-Projiet’s réqiigst for & gEeral plan améndinedt,
pre-zoning, and annexation, the District has some reservations ebout the storm drainege system. The
Draft EIR states that “once built, storm drainage from the site and tho adjoining Country Falre -
Subdivision will be directed to Pond C. Pond C has boen designed to accommodate the flows from this
Project and the rest of the Pond C’s drainage area”. At this time, the District is currently evaluating the
City of Dixon’s Pond C project and as such We can not concur with this statement,

As part of the Pond C project the City has requested an hicrease in the maxjmum discharge rate into the
Diswict’s drainags facility (Lateral 2). The proposed increase in the maximuni discharge rats from 77.5
<fs w 125 <fs i» apparently designed 1o handle the storm water from the project site along with the new
high school site and the Country Faire Subdivision, in addition o the overall drainage needs for the
existing Pond C's drainage area. In order to evaluate the possible impacts of this project, and the
proposed increase in the maximum discharge rate from Pond C, the District is having several model runs 41
completéd to determine if there are any adverse impacts on the Districts drainage facilides or Jandowners
within the District. Wa anticipate that these model runs will be complete in the next few weeks, at which
time, the District’s Board of Directors will consider this matier and that a final determinstion may be
possible sometime in the next two months,

Until ths District has made a determination that.there are no sdverse impacts or how any impacts will be
mitigated, the District requests that final approval of teatative subdivision map, conditional use permit,
and the design reyiew be subject to the review and approval by the Dixon RCD, and the Dixon Regional
Waiershed JPA. Subject to this provision, I do not believe that there is an overriding need for the District
10 object to or favor the projects request for 2 general pian amendment, pre-zoning, and annexation.

The Dixon Resource Conservation District appreciates the oppormnity to comment on this project. Our
comuments are given to protect Solano County’s natural résources and the District landowners. For more
information regarding this review, please contact the District office at (707) 678-1655, extensim_ 105.

Sincetely, . .- ..o i
LA o

;- Ml wEh . S

JohnS.-Currey..A.!;M* R [V S 3 s 'E@E“WE T
District Manager ’ ’
JUN 15 2005
CITY OF DIXON
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City of Dixon

Responses to Comments

Responses to Letter 4, Dixon Resource
Conservation District

Response to Comment 4-1

The commenter raises a concern regarding the analysis in the draft EIR that
concludes that Pond C has been designed to accommodate the stormwater flows
from the Project and the rest of Pond C’s drainage area, but makes no specific
comments regarding the adequacy of the analysis and does not identify any new
or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. The
commenter notes that the Dixon Resource Conservation District (DRCD) is
currently conducting its own analysis of the maximum discharge rate of Pond C
to determine whether any adverse impacts on the DRCD facilities would occur.

As described on page 2-6 of the draft EIR, Pond C is an approved project for
which an EIR (Jones & Stokes 2004) was prepared and certified by the City. The
EIR found that Pond C would not result in any significant and unavoidable
impacts related to stormwater drainage. The DRCD did not raise this issue at
that time. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR for Pond C, construction of the
pond and the controlled release of drainage to the Dixon Main Drain will be in
satisfaction of the DRCD’s standards.
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Brookfield Project

2-14
J&S 04716.04



City of Dixon

Responses to Comments

" Bubject "Draft Baviremmental Report for Brookfield Residestlal Project

Dear Warron:

We are in recoipt of the Dnl? Egvironmental Report for the Brookflold Realdential Project
Jocated east of Highway 113:a0d south of Hall Park {n Dixon. The following ave the comments
from the District and on behglf of the'Dixon Solano Munloipal Water Service (DSMWS):

1. The lnstsentonce of paragraph twn on page 2-4 should Includo tho date of 2008 instoad of
zoomrluohulonlsi'bhon’s Capita) Improvement Program,
2, ;Xmud”ﬂ_ ismhapohdln&elmwumofpumaphﬁmompageu.Tho“d"wu
off. :

3. Alternative 4 (Larget Water Supply Pacllity) on page $-9:
& Cltuh‘ophlﬂtmkﬁgg’: .

L m;lmduipludlungahhﬂummmmwdlmlmmm

wallito sccomplish the redirootion of flow of wates, ot containment, due

toa fallure of the tanks, In addition, other means, other than

& spiliway, are being Investigated to direot flow to Pond C,

i, » the tanks will be designed with selsmio loadings pertinent to the _

area:to mitigate catestrophic fafiure duo to & selsmis ovent,
b. Noiso duo to; the faoflity operations; *
15 Nol{;:upotmnﬁmdhﬂuﬂduhlh«wﬂuupplyﬁdﬂw.
#. Tho tiesel-oleotric cmergoncy generator, which will only be operated
times of x power cutage and for preventative maintenance
will bo housed inslde a sound enclosure.

i, nolse generating oquipmont, inoluding boaster pumps, elestrica!,
o, Nb‘bwwh. within the proposed bundgnstnmm' nobss to
acceptable }

Tbmkyonﬁotmeoppmnw@wmmmouﬂdupm If you have any questions, please
contact me at (707) 448-6847 ext. 4020 or by omail at g

Letter 5
DIREQTORE L .
RORERT B
HQNMB.E;N SU%:«NNNE l;i'rrsamm.o
vgf%gin?? s " : SUMMBHBME?NGGINEERING
HOBBHL e.“ounngy H . .
MlNAgAN' R.UANQ% N,
808 BISHOP AYOrEYe
Oiv. 2 v

QLEI:M QRANT ' BTEPHE?;IH mowo

June 22, 2005

Ww Salmons

C Ianager .

City of Dixon :

600 Bagt A Street '

Dixon, CA 95620

|5-1

| 52

63

54

508 ELMIRA ROAD, VAGAVILLE, CA B3007.4089 - TELEPHONE {707) 440-6047 - (BO0) BYB-383S = FAX (707) 4487847
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

Responses to Letter 5, Dixon Solano Municipal
Water Service

Responses to Comments 5-1 and 5-2

The draft EIR discussion has been revised to include this information. These
changes are shown in Chapter 3 of this document.

Response to Comment 5-3

The commenter provides additional information related to the final design of
Alternative 4 (Larger Water Supply Facility) but does not raise any new or more
severe impacts related to catastrophic tank failure that were not previously
analyzed in the draft EIR (Impact 5.4-2). Additionally, this EIR was not
prepared to analyze final design plans for the water tanks, which, as it appears
from the commenter’s description, has already begun.

The purpose of the alternatives analysis in the draft EIR was to identify
alternatives to the Project that could reduce significant impacts of the Project
while meeting most of its objectives. Some impacts, such as increased water
supply demand, are very dependent on the location of the Project and existing
and planned infrastructure in the area. Therefore, the draft EIR considered
alternatives to the Project that might reduce its site-specific impacts.

Because a principal objective of the Project is to provide for various
infrastructure improvements that would benefit both the Project and the
community (including the new high school), the draft EIR considered only
alternatives that would reasonably meet this objective. Alternative 4 was
included because it would provide more reliable volume and water pressure to
the Project, high school, and other areas within the City’s sphere of influence,
while meeting all of the Project’s objectives. The potential impacts of the
Alternative 4 were described in Chapter 5 of the draft EIR. No revisions to the
draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 5-4

The commenter identifies that the EIR did not include discussion of potential
noise impacts related to operation of Alternative 4 and provides additional
information related to noise-attenuation features that would be included in the
final design plans for the facility. Although this EIR was not prepared to analyze
final design plans for the water tanks, the information provided by the
commenter has been incorporated into the final EIR.
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City of Dixon

Responses to Comments

8. SHASTA GREENE
. Altdrney et Law
X 918.558.163

MEMORANDUM

TO: Warren Selmons, City Manager

CC:  Michasl F. Dean, City Atlomey

FROM: Shasta Greane

RE: Comments on the May 2005 Brookfeld Draft EIR

Comments by Page Numbet

349  The City Gensral Pian policies ¥sted are only those from the “reskiential environiment® section and
only those that support the project. There are others which it conflicth with such as Urban
Devalopmant Policy 3, Natural Enviranment Pollcy 1, and Transportétion Policy 1. Should those
also be discussed here? :

46,7 Mitgation Measures 4.1-1a and 4.1-1b are project landscaping and Bui!dlng design measures, They

do not sppear to increase publlc open space, or confribute to altemative transportation modes, to
relate to signs in residential districs or off street parking.

43 :&I:‘wdmneﬂlalbtodmmeﬂﬁnfnrlmpadd.Z?sonshunldatbaétbémentlonedlnthe

.Letter6

61

6-2

|
481  Amap depicting existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian accegs would be haipful, |64
514 deplacing senlor faclifies with multifamily housing would schieve belier compliance the Cliy's 80/20 I -
godl, . 3
§11  The rejected atematives are tited In a confusing manner. In thase alternatives sometimes the
senlor living Is assumed fo bs equivalent to multfamily housing and kometimes 1 Is not. Retiting
them would help. The *No Senior Living/ Care Componsnt® sitemative actually will "Replace Senkr | 66
Living/ Care with Multifamily Housing®, The "No Mullifamlly Residenfial alternative would be better
tited as a “Single Family only® sitemative
62 Whatabout cumulative effects for Land Use, Population end Housin, and Parks and Recreation? | 6-7
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

Responses to Letter 6, Shasta Greene

Response to Comment 6-1

The commenter raises but does not make specific comments related to the
Project’s consistency with the policies of the Dixon 1993 General Plan (City of
Dixon 1993). However, the commenter provides no specific discussion of how
the Project is inconsistent with these policy areas, except to state that is their
belief. General Plan consistency will be considered by the City Council in its
decision-making process for the Project. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 6-2

The City agrees with the commenter’s statement that Mitigation Measures 4.1-1a
and 4.1-1b are project landscaping and building design measures, and that they
do not increase public open space, contribute to alternative transportation modes,
or relate to signs in residential areas. The purpose of these measures is to reduce
the visual impact of the Project, and they do so by softening the impact.

The commenter raises but does not make specific comments related to public
open space, alternative transportation modes, or sign regulations in residential
districts. The commenter provides no specific discussion of the Project’s impacts
relating to these areas. This comment will be considered by the City Council in
its decision-making process for the Project. No changes to the EIR are
necessary.

As discussed under Impact 4.13-1, the City’s Park Improvement Fee Ordinance
applies to all new developments in Dixon and requires developers of new
housing units to pay park improvement fees during the building permit process.
In addition, under the City’s Quimby Act requirements, the developer would be
required to pay in-lieu fees for parks and recreation. Open space buffers are
being established by the City in conjunction with neighboring cities. The Cities
of Davis and Dixon have formed a partnership through which agricultural
conservation easements will be purchased from willing agricultural landowners
to create a greenbelt between the cities. The City of Dixon has similarly worked
with the City of Vacaville to establish a greenbelt between the cities.

As discussed under “4.11 Traffic” in the draft EIR, the Project would benefit
from pedestrian and bicycle access through Hall Park and the future high school,
which would encourage the use of alternative transportation modes to travel from
the Project site to central Dixon.

Signs in residential districts would be governed by the City’s Zoning Ordinance
(City of Dixon City Council 1982). In general, according to Section 12.20.05 of
the Zoning Ordinance, signs are limited in the City’s residential zoning districts
to small identification signs.

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2005
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Response to Comment 6-3

The title for Impact 4.7-7 is derived from State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
and is intended to act as guidance for the discussion of the Project’s potential
impacts. In the draft EIR, impacts related to water quality are discussed under
Impact 4.7-2. Mitigation Measures 4.7-2a and 4.7-2b would reduce the Project’s
impact to a less-than-significant level.

Response to Comment 6-4

The commenter requests additional information from the City but makes no
specific comments regarding the draft EIR analysis of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities impacts. The commenter also does not identify any new or more severe
impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. Impacts related to
bicycle and pedestrian facilities are addressed in the draft EIR. A copy of the
Dixon Parks Master Plan, which contains a bicycle and pedestrian facilities
diagram, is available for review at Dixon City Hall on request. No revisions to
the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 6-5

The commenter offers an opinion regarding the Project’s compliance with the
City’s 80/20 housing goal but does not identify any new or more severe impacts
that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. No changes to draft EIR
necessary.

Response to Comment 6-6

The commenter offers an opinion regarding the titles of the alternatives discussed
in the EIR but does not make specific comments related to the alternatives
analysis. The commenter also does not identify any new or more severe impacts
that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. No changes to draft EIR
necessary.

Response to Comment 6-7

There are no significant cumulative effects in these areas. Therefore, no
discussion of these issues is included in this response.
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Responses to Comments

Tuesday, June 21, 2005
To: The City of Dixon, CA

From: Mary Aun Montaguo
- P.O.Box 764
Dixon, CA

1, The overall plan looks as though it
ofhousing. I question the wisdom of p
113 and the high school. Could that asge

2. The traffio studies use generalized

be

guess.

3.Using the data for traffio flow pres
through the residential arca, [See attac

are 1202 vehicles on West A in the vicih
West A in the vicinity of Pitt School R
First and A plus 2292 vehicles.at Pitt S
traffic in mid-afternoon that travels on bo

Is any other single family reside}

RmDmﬁBmhmnuntalImpmMoleorBr@kﬁeldejm

Letter7 -

JUN 21 205
CITY OF DLOR

would be benefivial to the community. It contains a useful mix

iting & senior care - continnous care facility so close to Hwy. |71

moved to the southeast comer of the project?

dels rather than original local datn for the presazt volums of
traffic on the affected streets, Please gathe and use local traffic counts on Hwy. 113, East and West 72
A Streets, and Pitt School Road. Since|the proposed “Parkway” is not construsted one may only

lnthixﬂ_m,lcnloulatedthetmmcloadﬁantASueet
dgraphics.]'mnseﬁgwmshowtiuﬂnmnfomhm

referred to as “peak” [7:00 a.m. to 9:00}a.m, and 4:00 pra. to 6:00 p.m. respectively] in 2005 there
of First and A, And, there are 979 vehicles traveling on
9ad. The projected increase by 2007 is for 1765 vehicles at 73
hool Road, These figures do got include the high school
Bast and West A Streets,
ial street carrying the same traffic burden as A Street?

How do you propose to bring the vesidential section between North Adams St. and Pitt 2
School Road into parity with other single family residential streets such as those in Valley Glen?
Doing a short term traffic countjo vehicles traveling on West A Straet betwoen North Adams
and Almond Streets I found the followitig: ‘
June 20, 2005 S minuts peziod actual vehicle count | x 12 = cams/hour
Juze 20, 2005 2:05t02:10pm, - |69 828
June 20, 2005 3:05103:10 pm, - |43 516 7.5
June 20, 2003 4:05t0 4:10p.m 33 636
June 20, 2005 5: 0510 5:10 p.m. 58 696
Total = 2676
School is out! | Avg, = 669/Mhour
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June 21, 2005

11:05t0 11:]0am.. |43

504

June 21, 2005

12:05 o 12:}0pm.” | 45

576

June 21, 2005

01:10 to 01:]5 pan. 43

528

June 21, 2005

02:05 10 02:}0 p.m, 61

732

Total =2340

Avg.= $88/hour

669+585= 1254/2br - | egt= 2508/4hours

ponds?.

4. Using the above observed figures ;
the EIR four hour estimates for this
The EIR shows 1202 vehicles / 4 “Pe
Pitt School and A Street for 2005. .

5. What are the health impacts for resid:
automobile exhaust? The other day I d¢
aren past Nosth Adams from downto

6. Will the Brookfield project be allowd
grado separation is completed over the fa

7. Regarding sewage treatment, what dis
the eventual impact of waste water on the

11, Will the Brookfield residents be exg

ad at the Dixon treatment ponds?
scen ww‘sh

vehicular treffic between North Adams and Almond Streets,
are
hes &t Firstand A Sts.; and 979 vehicles/ 4 “Peak” hrs at

s exposed day and night to this much closo-range
eloped chest pains after walking 0.1 mile into the West A
» The ‘auto exhaust fumes were choking.

nction do you make between percolation and irrigation on
ground water supply?

to discharge into Dickson Creek as a remedy for

impact the collective volume proposed to go into that

osed to airbome pathogens from the wastewater freatment

75
cont.

7-6

77

7-8

| 79

| 710

7-11

I 7-12
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City of Dixon Responses to Comments

Responses to Letter 7, Mary Ann Montague

Response to Comment 7-1

The commenter raises but does not make specific comments related to the

location of the senior housing component of the Project. The commenter also
does not raise any new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed -
in the draft EIR. No revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 7-2

The traffic impact analysis (Appendix D of the draft EIR) discusses collection of
traffic data for the Project and indicates that traffic counts were conducted in July
2003 and January 2005 for the intersections identified in the report. The
commenter raises but does not make specific comments related to traffic impacts.
The commenter also does not raise any new or more severe impacts that were not
previously analyzed in the draft EIR. These issues are addressed in the draft EIR,
and no revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 7-3

The distribution of Project traffic on study area roadways was determined based
on the location of the Project relative to current and projected traffic patterns
once the Parkway Boulevard extension is completed (2007 conditions).

Table 4.11-3 of the draft EIR presents the projected distribution pattern for the
Project. As shown, an estimated 3 percent of the total trips from the residential
subdivision and 18 percent of the total trips from the senior living component are
projected to travel westbound on West A Street from 1st Street to Pitt School
Road, which is assumed to be the roadway segment indicated by the commenter.
In the eastbound direction between Pitt School Road and 1st Street,
approximately 20 percent of the total residential traffic and 10 percent of the total
senior living traffic are projected to travel this segment.

The trip distribution table (Table 4.11-3 of the draft EIR) indicates that an
estimated 24 percent of the total residential traffic and 25 percent of the total
senior living traffic would travel to and from the site via Parkway Boulevard to
Pitt School Road, then turning westbound on West A Street (11 percent for
residential traffic and 7 percent for senior living traffic) or continuing north on
Pitt School Road (13 percent for residential traffic and 18 percent for senior
living traffic), thereby bypassing the roadway segment identified by the
commenter.

In addition, as described under Impact 4.11-1, signalization of the Pitt School
Road/West A Street intersection (as identified under Base Conditions) would
ensure that the LOS at this intersection in both the a.m. and p.m. peak periods
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continue to meet City standards. Impacts related to roadway and intersection
operations arc addressed in the draft EIR, and no revisions to the draft EIR are
necessary.

Response to Comment 7-4

The commenter provides an opinion but does not make specific comments
related to roadway operations between North Adams Street and Pitt School Road.
The commenter also does not raise any new or more severe impacts that were not
previously analyzed in the draft EIR. The commenter does not identify the
physical extent of the “residential section,” and the intent of the commenter’s
statement “parity with other single-family residential streets” is unclear. Impacts
related to roadway and intersection operations are addressed in the draft EIR, and
no revisions to the draft EIR are necessary. Mitigation measures are proposed to
reduce Project impacts to a less-than-significant level, where feasible, meaning
that traffic would flow at LOS C. However, it does not necessarily mean that all
streets would experience the same level of congestion. Some streets operate at a
level better than LOS C.

Response to Comment 7-5

The commonly accepted peak hour measurement period is a 2-hour period. This
time period is used to offset anomalies in the traffic data related to unusual or
unique circumstances, such as roadway detours or church services, that can cause
a temporary spike in traffic counts. Applying a 5-minute traffic count period is
not generally considered a sufficient duration to account for the ebbs and flows
of the traffic along area roadways. The commenter raises but does not make
specific comments related to traffic impacts. The commenter also does not raise
any new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft
EIR. These issues are addressed in the draft EIR, and no revisions to the draft
EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 7-6

Impacts 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 discuss impacts of the Project relating to increases in
reactive organic gases, oxides of nitrogen, and particulate matter less than or
equal to 10 microns in diameter during operation, and increases in local carbon
monoxide concentrations at nearby intersections. These issues are addressed in
the draft EIR and were found to not exceed Yolo-Solano Air Quality
Management District’s thresholds or ambient air quality standards. Although the
commenter’s personal experience is not disputed, the Project would nevertheless
meet air quality standards during operation. No revisions to the draft EIR are
necessary.
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Response to Comment 7-7

The commenter questions the timing of the Parkway Boulevard grade-separation
project. According to the notice of preparation circulated in February 2005 for
the Parkway Boulevard grade-separation project, the City anticipates that
construction of that project would last approximately 9 months, with construction
scheduled to begin in fall 2006 and end in summer 2007. That construction
schedule is assumed in the analysis of the draft EIR. While the commenter
questions the timing of roadway improvements, she makes no specific comments
regarding impacts on traffic and does not identify any new or more severe
impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. The impacts related
to traffic are addressed in the draft EIR. As discussed in the EIR under the traffic
mitigation measures and in the MMP, the City would require payment of fair
share contributions before construction and would require completion of roadway
improvements identified in the draft EIR before and during Project construction.

Response to Comment 7-8

As discussed in Chapter 6 of the draft EIR, the City’s wastewater treatment plant
(WTP) is under a cease-and-desist order from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) because its discharge is contributing to the collection
of salts in the underlying groundwater. There are salts in the wastewater entering
the plant and the treated effluent leaving the plant. The treated effluent is
discharged to ponds and percolates into the groundwater from the ponds.

Because the Project would not undertake any new irrigation, irrigation was not
discussed as a source of groundwater contamination. At present, groundwater is
being used to irrigate crops on the Project site. However, the extent of irrigation
would be reduced from current levels when the Project is built.

Responses to Comments 7-9 and 7-10

The commenter requests additional information from the City but makes no
specific comments regarding the draft EIR analysis. The commenter also does
not identify any new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in
the draft EIR. The WTP is not part of this Project, so while the issue of biosolids
relates to the operation of the WTP, it is not evaluated as part of this EIR. No
revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 7-11

The Project would not include discharge of wastewater to Dickson Creek. All
wastewater would be transferred to the WTP. Stormwater drainage will be
discharged to Pond C and eventually to the Dixon Main Drain.
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Response to Comment 7-12

The commenter requests clarification from the City regarding exposure of
residents in the Brookfield development to airborne pathogens from the
wastewater treatment ponds. The commenter provides no evidence that existing
operations of the WTP emit airborne pathogens that could affect residents at the
Project site or those in the area of the WTP. Operation of the WTP is regulated
by RWQCB and the RWQCB has not noted this to be a problem. The
commenter makes no specific comments regarding the draft EIR analysis and
does not identify any new or more severe impacts that were not previously
analyzed in the draft EIR.
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1333 North Californta Blvd,
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Re: Brookfisid Project - Comments on the Draft EIR

{(8CH #2005022082)
Dear Mr. Salmons:

This letter is sent on behalf of our olient, Brookfleld Homes, in response to the

Draft Environmentat Impact

("Project”) prepared for the
To the extent that the Draft

Conservation District’s drainage dlitch)
would like to clarity that the Project
whatsoever in Lateral 2 or on its

We request that this inform
Project. Thank you for you

Sinoerely yours,

co.  Dixon Clty Clerk
Pete Petersen
30172074_1.00C

Report for the Brookfield Residentlal Project
Clty of Dixon,

EIR discusges Lateral 2 (the Dixon Resource
In connection with the Project, Brookfisid
bammpuu doss net contemplate any work

atlon be Included as part of the Fina) EIR for the
r conslderation in this regard. )

City of Dixon
Letter 8
i é‘ BINGHAM McCUTCHEN
Cacily T. Talbert n o g
Direct Phone:  (625) 075-833D ﬁ? E @ E §\ft D
Dire¢t Fane §-8360 :
Our nt:?l:. oblngmsmhan.com |
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June 21, 2008
Via Federal > 3
R Exprees CHY CF DIXON
sine2t0  Warren Salmons
. Cily Manager
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Responses to Letter 8, Cecily T. Talbert

Response to Comment 8-1

The draft EIR text has been revised to clarify this point. This change is shown in
Chapter 3 of this final EIR.
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KT el =IWVED

) }"“o 54:: k’
Wayne M. Williams r 9 June 2005
Ditaon, A D500y | Juw v 208

L

Comm Development Directo! '
GiyorDhen T I ITY OF DIXON
600 East A Street _ :
Dixon, CA 95620

Enclosed please find my questions and comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Brookfield Project. I appreciate the opportunity to review and provide luput on
this future development. If you have any questions or need me to clarify any of my comments,
please contact me at (707) 693-1599, or via email at wwilllam@calnet. Thank you.

- _
L. s

Planning Commissioner
City of Dixon

Letter 9

Final Environmental impact Report
Brookfield Project 2-28

July 2005

J&S 04716.04



City of Dixon Responses to Comments
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Chamcteristics copy of the Memorandum of Agreement for Pianning Commission and public review, &8 spproptiate, 50 thal we can
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Souttwest Development projoct?

Chapter2, page2-2 | Project mmmmmuwmmmhmm&mmmmi

92

Section 3.4, page 3- | Agricuthwe) Field | As mentioned in this section, rodents are commonty found kn agriculiural fields. Whan these Sields are disturbed as
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Responses to Letter 9, Wayne M. Williams

Response to Comment 9-1

The commenter provides information regarding the City’s road naming policies
and practice. The Project would not influence the naming conventions of the
City or influence Parkway Boulevard, and the figure is conceptual in nature and
may be subject to revision. It is anticipated that the issue of appropriate
nomenclature would be addressed during the review process for the subsequent
tentative subdivision map. The commenter does not identify any new or more
severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. No revisions
to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 9-2

The commenter has requested additional information from the City and does not
identify any new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the
draft EIR. A copy of the memorandum of understanding is available at City Hall
on request. It requires that the proposed development be phased over a period of
time to stay within the annual dwelling unit limits established by Measure B. It
takes into account the dwelling units already assigned to other projects for each
year. The Project is not within the Southwest Specific Plan and therefore is not
otherwise related to that development. No revisions to the draft EIR are
necessary.

Response to Comment 9-3

The commenter raises concerns regarding potential impacts on surrounding land
uses related to the emigration of rodents from the site to adjacent properties
during construction and recommends that the development retain a pest control
service to respond to rodent infestations. The commenter provides no evidence
that any rodents currently living on the Project site that would emigrate to
adjoining built-up areas. Existing homes that immediately adjoin the site are
separated from the site by walls that would discourage emigration in that
direction..

Response to Comment 9-4

Table 3.9-5 of the draft EIR has been revised accordingly. 1t is included in
Chapter 3 of this final EIR.
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Response to Comment 9-5

The commenter offers an opinion regarding the computation of fractional worker
numbers but does not make specific comments related to impacts on police
protection services. The commenter also does not identify any new or more
severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. The fractional
employee figure (0.5) is a commonly accepted convention for administrative
purposes and is used to convey that one employee works half-time.

Response to Comment 9-6

The commenter raises but does not make specific comments related to impacts to
stormwater facilities or public services. The commenter also does not raise any
new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR.
These issues are addressed in the draft EIR, and no revisions to the draft EIR are
necessary. There is no specific schedule for removal of the Country Faire
stormwater pond, but it will not occur until Pond C is completed and connecting
stormwater drainage lines are installed.

The County Faire pond is not being considered as a location for a southeast
quadrant fire station. The planned southwest fire station will serve both the
southeast and southwest portions of the City by way of the Parkway Boulevard
grade separation. The environmental impacts related to stormwater drainage
were discussed in the draft EIR and will be considered by the City Council. The
draft EIR did not identify significant environmental impacts that related
specifically to the need to develop a fire station in the southeast quadrant. No
changes to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 9-7

The commenter expresses his preference regarding retention of the Bloom House
and incorporation of the house into the project design, but makes no specific
comments regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR analysis as it relates to this
impact. The commenter also does not identify any new or more severe impacts
that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. Impacts related to removal or
demolition of the Bloom House are addressed in Chapter 4 of the draft EIR. This
comment will be considered by the City Council in its decision-making process
for the Project. No changes to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 9-8

The commenter raises but does not make specific comments related to impacts to
stormwater facilities (specifically, the timely completion of Pond C). The
commenter also does not raise any new or more severe impacts that were not
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previously analyzed in the draft EIR. These issues are addressed in the draft EIR,
and no revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.

According to information available from the City’s web site (City of Dixon
2005), the City has awarded the Pond C Phase I Grading Project contract. The
notice to bidders indicates that, once awarded, Phase I will be completed within
40 working days. Because Pond C is the repository for stormwater drainage from
the Project site, it will be completed before completion of the subdivision and
occupancy. Drainage pipes installed as part of the Project will direct drainage to
Pond C.

Response to Comment 9-9

The commenter requests additional information from the City but makes no
specific comments regarding the draft EIR analysis of noise impacts. The
commenter also does not identify any new or more severe impacts that were not
previously analyzed in the draft EIR. Impacts related to noise exposure are
addressed in the draft EIR. A copy of the requested EIR (Jones & Stokes 2004)
is available for review at Dixon City Hall on request. No revisions to the draft
EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 9-10

The commenter expresses his concerns regarding the timely completion of the
new fire station but makes no specific comments regarding impacts to fire
protection services. The commenter also does not identify any new or more
severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. The impacts
on fire protection services, both with and without completion of the new fire
station, are addressed in the draft EIR. As described on page 4-50 of the draft
EIR, the construction costs of the new fire station have been programmed
(budgeted) by the City for construction in fiscal year 2008-2009.

The commenter expresses his concerns regarding the completion of the Parkway
Boulevard grade-separation project by 2007 and regarding the Project’s impacts
to fire protection services. According to the notice of preparation circulated in
February 2005 for the Parkway Boulevard grade-separation project, the City
anticipates that construction of that project would last approximately 9 months,
with construction scheduled to begin in fall 2006 and end in summer 2007. That
construction schedule is assumed in the analysis of the draft EIR.

The commenter expresses his opinion regarding development of new fire station
south of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. Whether the City should consider
construction of a fire station south of the railroad tracks is a policy question that
is more appropriately considered by the City Council. Although this is an
important policy question, it is not related to the Project. Analysis of the effects
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of the Project on fire protection services is included in the draft EIR and will be
considered by the City Council.

The fire department’s response time to this area, if built out without an additional
fire station, would exceed ISO response times. The ISO response time issues are
based on distance and the amount of time necessary to respond to emergency
calls. As discussed in Impact 4.10-1 in the draft EIR, the response time for the
Project area’s fire station would fall below the ISO criteria for response times. A
new fire station is necessary to provide satisfactory response times for
development in southwest Dixon, as well as the Brookfield and high school
developments.

Analysis of the Project’s financial contribution to the construction of the new fire
station is outside the scope of this EIR. The Project will contribute its fair share
of fees for construction of the station. An EIR deals primarily with
environmental issues associated with a project and is not specifically required to
address economic issues, except those that relate directly or indirectly to a
physical impact. Economics and social concerns can be considered by the
Planning Commission and the City Council in the project approval process.

The discussion on page 4-50 of the draft EIR indicates that the Project could
provide a share of the staffing costs of the new station under a development
agreement to be executed between the developer and the City. The construction
costs for the fire station have already been allocated (set aside) by the City. The
station would be necessary with or without the project; therefore, it is anticipated
that the Project would only contribute to the staffing needs of the station. No
revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 9-11

The commenter raises concerns regarding the dependency of the project on the
successful completion of the City’s planned wastewater treatment system
improvements. The discussion on page 3-60 of the draft EIR indicates that the
City would provide service to the site as allowed under the terms of the existing
and pending cease-and-desist orders from the RWQCB. The prior cease-and-
desist order required that the City expand its wastewater treatment disposal
system to accommodate existing flows, prevent inundation from bypassed
overflows, and allow a minimum of 5 years growth with the annual flow
consistent with 100-year seasonal rainfall conditions.

On June 24, 2005, the RWQCB issued a new order allowing the City to increase
flows to its WTP sufficient to support a residential growth rate of 3 percent per
year. It gives the City until 2009 to reduce the WTP’s salt output to meet water
quality requirements. The new order also sets out milestones for the City to meet
regarding design and construction of new facilities. Expected WTP
improvements necessary to comply with the RWQCB’s order will enable the
City to treat the additional wastewater from the entire proposed development.
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The commenter requests clarification regarding the impact to the Project and
Dixon if the City does not complete the planned WTP improvements before
completion of the Project. Without the improvements to the wastewater disposal
system, the City would be unable to allow connection of the site to the
wastewater collection/disposal system. The RWQCB has issued a new order for
Dixon which requires the City to reduce its salinity problem at the WTP by the
end of 2009. The City is in agreement with this order and will make the
necessary improvements.

Response to Comment 9-12

The commenter expresses an opinion regarding the methodology used to
determine the appropriate baseline year for analysis of the Project’s traffic
impacts. The draft EIR analysis describes the rationale for using 2007 as the
baseline year; 2007 was selected because residential construction is expected to
begin in 2008, it would be the year before residential construction. In addition,
2007 was selected because there are several “reasonably foreseeable” projects
that have been approved or are currently in the review process that would be
constructed before or concurrent with the Project.

The commenter expresses his concerns regarding driver perception of traffic
signals but makes no specific comments regarding the adequacy of the traffic
signals to reduce traffic-related impacts to less-than-significant levels. The
commenter also does not identify any new or more severe impacts that were not
previously analyzed in the EIR. The installation of traffic signals is addressed in
the traffic report prepared for the draft EIR (Appendix D), and the analysis did
not identify a need for development of traffic reliever routes. No changes to the
draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 9-13

The commenter express a concern that the draft EIR analysis indicates that the
Project would not supply a completely reliable water system, thereby
necessitating analysis of Alternative 4. The water supply assessment prepared
for the Project (Appendix C of the draft EIR) concludes that there is sufficient
water supply to meet the demands of the Brookfield development, as well as
other proposed and assumed future developments and other water users within
the Dixon Solano Municipal Water Service service area for the next 20 years or
more. As noted in the project description (Chapter 2 of the draft EIR), the
developer would facilitate the installation of facilities to serve the new high
school, including roads and a water well. The water well would provide water
service to the Project, the new high school, and other portions of the city.
Installation of the water well is described in the City’s Capital Improvement
Program as a project for 2005. These improvements were discussed and their
general impacts analyzed in the EIR for the new high school project (Jones &
Stokes 2004). Impacts related to water supply are discussed in the draft EIR for
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the Project, and no revisions are necessary. Alternative 4 would provide the area
with a higher-capacity well that would withdraw more water, and the larger
capacity storage tanks would store this additional water, which would provide
better water reliability to the high school and the Project.

The commenter expresses an opinion on an alternate painting scheme for the
water tanks should this alternative be developed. The visual impacts of the
alternative were evaluated in the draft EIR and were determined to be less than
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-1, which provides for
a neutral paint scheme for the tanks. This comment will be considered by the
City Council in its decision-making process for the Project. No changes to the
draft EIR are necessary.
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Date:
To:

From:

b B

2

4

Brookfield Praject
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Questions & Comments

June ia, 2005
Community Devalopment. Depar!:ment, tflty of Dbewn
Kevin A. Heeney, Planning Commissioner

During my review of the Brookfleld Profect Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR), I developed a few questions and comments I would like to see
addressed In the DEIR, They are as follows:

Table 3.11-2 shows the existing Level of Service (LOS) for the 1% Street/
A Street intersection as level C for both the AM and PM peak hour. Table
4.11-1 Indjcates this LOS to drop to level D, According to the DEIR,
additional growth projects throughout the city are Included In the model.
A list of these projects should be included at a minimum. It would also
be nice to see some form of a mabx showing when each studied

* Intersection will be Improved, how It wilf be Improved and the funding

mechanism for each. This should Includé all Intersections In the model
discussed In Section 4.11.3, ItIs not clear In the DEIR if this Intersaction
Is modeled based upon Improvements antidpated with the Southwast
Specific Plan or not,

There Is not Mitigation Measure suggested for the above Intersection., A
drop In LOS from C to D seems significant to me, especially for an
Intersection with such limitations as this ona has. Please explan why no
measure Is Included.

. Mitigation Measures 4.11-1, 4,11-2 and 4,11-3 indicate payment of a fair

share for intersection Improvements, These payments range from 3.1%
0 22,7%. Where does the balance of the funding come from and when
are these funds projected to be avallable? I'm concerned that if the
balance Is coming from some distant source, tha mitigation will take too
long to Implement.

As an altemative, was any consideration given to constructing a
connector road elther to the North connecting to East A or to the East
connecting to Pedrick Road? If so, what Impacts could this relleve on
First Street/Hwy. 1137 . ;

Letter 10
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10-2

10-3
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Responses to Letter 10, Kevin A. Heeney

Response to Comment 10-1

The commenter makes a specific comment related to LOS impacts at the 1st
Street/A Street intersection. It should be noted that the tables the commenter
refers to (Tables 3.11-2 and 4.11-1 of the draft EIR) present the existing peak
hour LOS at study area intersections and the peak hour intersection LOS under
the base condition (2007). The reduction in LOS indicated by these tables would
occur without the traffic contributed by the Project.

As shown in Table 4.11-4, the addition of the Project’s traffic would not meet the
City’s peak hour traffic signal warrants. In addition, as described in Impact
6.1-5, under the cumulative condition (2025 Plus Project), the LOS at this
intersection would continue to be LOS F in both a.m. (157.2 seconds) and p.m.
(272.5 seconds). The incremental difference in delay at the 1st Street/A Street
intersection resulting from development of the Project is more than the City’s
threshold of significance (a 5-second increase). The intersection is signalized
and cannot be enlarged because of existing development. Therefore, there are no
feasible mitigation measures. The Project’s contribution is cumulatively
considerable. This comment will be considered by the City Council in its
decision-making process for the Project. Impacts related to operations of the 1st
Street/A Street intersection are discussed in the draft EIR, and no revisions are
necessary.

The commenter also requests additional information from the City clarifying the
additional growth projects that are included in the City’s traffic model. The
future traffic volumes were developed using the City’s 2025 travel demand
forecasting model. The forecasting model does not include or identify specific
future projects, but rather projects future traffic volumes based on existing
General Plan and Specific Plan land use designations and the uses and densities
permitted under these designations. The commenter requested additional
information from the City and does not identify any new or more severe impacts
that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. The information included in
the City’s 2025 travel demand forecasting model is available for review at City
Hall on request. No revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.

The commenter requests that the City provide or prepare a matrix showing when
and how each studied intersection will be improved, and the funding mechanism
for each. Although the City agrees that this information would be valuable in
tabular format, the City feels that preparation of matrix is not necessary to
identify and discuss the environmental impacts of the Project. An EIR deals
primarily with environmental issues associated with the project and is not
required to address economic issues. Although a discussion of economics is an
important policy issue, economic concerns are more appropriately considered by
the City Council in the project review process. The City’s 5-year Capital
Improvement Program provides a list of intersections scheduled for improvement
in the near term. No revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.
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The commenter requests clarification about whether the draft EIR analysis of the
1st Street/A Street intersection is modeled based on improvements anticipated
with the Southwest Specific Plan but does not make specific comments related to
the intersection. The commenter also does not raise any new or more severe
impacts that were not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. Although the
proposed project is not within the Southwest Specific Plan and is not otherwise
related to that development, the City’s 2025 travel demand forecasting model
does include consideration of development within the Southwest Specific Plan.
No revisions to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 10-2

The commenter offers an opinion that the reduction in LOS from C to D (see
Table 4.11-1 of the draft EIR) is significant. The table cited by the commenter
relates to peak hour intersection LOS under the base condition (2007), and the
reduction in LOS from C to D would occur without the Project.

The commenter raises but does not identify or make specific comments related to
the “limitations” of the 1st Street/A Street intersection. The commenter also does
not identify any new or more severe impacts that were not previously analyzed in
the EIR. This comment will be considered by the City Council in its decision-
making process for the Project. No changes to the draft EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment 10-3

The commenter raises concerns regarding the efficacy and timing of
implementation of traffic mitigation measures recommended in the draft EIR.
The City remains committed to implementing the intersection improvements
identified in the draft EIR, but the schedule for construction of these
improvements is uncertain. Although not currently programmed in the City’s
Capital Improvement Program, the balance of the funding for these
improvements would be from revenues collected by the City and apportioned
through the Capital Improvement Program process.

Although budgetary considerations make the timing of the improvements
uncertain, and the source of the balance of the funds for the improvements are at
least partially unknown because future development in Dixon may also be
required to contribute funds to these improvements, the mitigation measures
recommended in the draft EIR are adequate to mitigate the Project’s contribution
to these intersections. This comment will be considered by the City Council in
its decision-making process for the project. No changes to the draft EIR are
necessary.
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Response to Comment 10-4

The commenter offers an opinion of a potential roadway improvement alternative
but makes no specific comments regarding the adequacy of the traffic analysis.
The commenter also does not identify any new or more severe impacts that were
not previously analyzed in the draft EIR. Although not clearly identified in the
comments, it is assumed that the commenter is referring to construction of a
connector from the Project site (not State Route 113) to East A Street or Pedrick
Road. The traffic report prepared for the draft EIR did not identify a need for
development of connector roads from the site to mitigate for the Project’s
increase in traffic levels. This comment will be considered by the City Council
in its decision-making process for the project. No changes to the draft EIR are
necessary.
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Chapter 3
Revisions to the Draft EIR

As stated in Chapter 1, a final EIR must include revisions to the draft EIR that
are made in response to the comments made during the public review process.
The revisions for the draft EIR for the Project are provided below. The revisions
are listed by page number of the draft EIR, as well as by section, paragraph,
sentence, table, etc. as necessary. Any additions and deletions are shown in
underline and strikethrough, respectively.

Page 2-4, second paragraph, last sentence:

Installation of the water well is described in the City of Dixon’s Capital
Improvement Program as a project for year 20052006.

Page 2-4, third paragraph:

The proposal site is not currently served with sewer or storm drainage facilities.
These services would be extended from the City after annexation of the Project
site. Sewer lines would be extended from the existing trunk main that runs
north-south along the eastern Project boundary. Storm drainage would be
directed to the City’s new Pond C facility east of the Project. This connection
would be accomplished by boring and jacking a drainage pipe under Lateral 2
and into Pond C. No work in Lateral 2 or on its banks is being proposed as part
of this project. Wet and dry utilities would be installed beneath the proposed
new roadways. The Project would also drain stormwater from the Country Faire
subdivision, allowing its existing retention pond to be removed and the parcel
developed. The site is underlain by the Solano Irrigation District’s Weyand
Lateral B, an irrigation pipeline that would need to be relocated.

Page 3-46, following first paragraph:

To avoid contamination of surface water as a result of installing the water
system, the water well proponent may be required to file a dewatering permit

covered under the CVRWQCB’s NPDES Waste Discharge Requirements
General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat Discharges to Surface

Waters Permit (Order No. 5-00-175, NPDES No. CAG995001) provided that
discharges do not contain significant quantities of pollutants and are either

4 months or less in duration or the average dry weather discharge does not
exceed 250,000 gallons per day. Activities covered would include well
development water, construction dewatering, pump/well testing, pipeline/tank

pressure testing, pipeline/tank flushing or dewatering, condensate discharges,
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and water supply system discharges miscellaneous dewatering/low threat
discharges.

Page 3-56 (following), Table 3.9-5: The shading of the table has been revised.
The revised table follows this page.

Page 4-31, first full paragraph, first sentence:

Compliance with the requirements of the County’s Permit 6G, would reduce
potential impacts resulting from pesticide drift to a less than significant level.

Page 4-45, first two bulleted items under Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a:

B 90 dBA, measured from the edge of property at noise sensitive uses,
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.

8 50 dBA, when measured from the edge of property at noise sensitive uses,
between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Page 4-60, following second paragraph:

Relationship to Interstate 80

Based on the capacity of 1,900 passenger cars per hour per lane indicated in the

2000 Highway Capacity Manual and three lanes along I-80 in each direction, the
capacity of I-80 at Dixon is approximately 5,700 vehicles per hour. According
to Caltrans’ traffic count data (California Department of Transportation 2005),

the peak hour volume on I-80 is 8,700 vehicles per hour, counting both

directions.

Based on this data, the approximate split of traffic traveling in each direction is
55/45 percent (i.e., one direction will have 55 percent of the traffic during the

peak). There is no information for this segment: interpolating between the two
data points on either side, the volumes for each direction are estimated to be
4,785 (55 percent) and 3,915 (45 percent). This equates to volume-to-capacity

(v/c) ratios of 0.84 (4,785/5,700) and 0.69 (3,915/5.700).

The Project is expected to contribute 54 trips to I-80 in the moming and 61 in
the evening. The resulting v/c ratios are provided below. The calculations

assume a worst-case scenario in which two-thirds of the traffic is traveling in the
segment of 1-80 between Pitt School Road and North First Street.

®  AM Peak Hour: Adding the Project traffic, assuming 67 percent of the
trips are in the worst-case direction, results in 4,821 trips (4,785 + [54 x
0.67]) in the westbound direction (most AM trips are outbound). This
results in a v/c ratio of 0.85 (4.821/5,700).

8 PM Peak Hour: Adding the Project traffic, assuming 67 percent of the
trips are in the worst-case direction, results in 4,826 (4,785 + [61 x 0.67]) in

the eastbound direction (most PM trips are inbound). This results in a v/c
ratio of 0.85 (4.826/5.700).

Final Environmental Impact Report
Brookfield Project

July 2005

J&S 04716.04



Table 3.9-5. State Land Use Compatibility Standards for Community Noise Environment

Community Noise Exposure—L,, or CNEL (db)

Land Use Category 50 55 60 65 70 75 80

Residential—low-density single
family, duplex, mobile homes

Residential—multifamily

Transient lodging—motels, hotels

Schools,
hospitals, nursing homes

libraries, churches,

Auditoriums, concert halls,
ampbhitheaters

sports

Sports arenas, outdoor spectator

Playgrounds, neighborhood parks

Golf courses, riding stables, water
recreation, cemeteries

Office buildings, business
commercial and professional

Industrial, manufacturing, utilities,
agriculture

Normally Acceptable

Specified land use is satisfactory, based on the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal
conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.

Conditionally Acceptable

New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction
requirements is made and needed noise insulation features are included in the design. Conventional
construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning, will normally
suffice.

Normally Unacceptable

New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development
does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise-reduction requirements must be made and needed noise
insulation features included in the design.

Clearly Unacceptable

New construction or development generally should not be undertaken.

Source:

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 2003. Guidelines for the Preparation and Content of the Noise
Element of the General Plan. Appendix A in State of California General Plan Guidelines. Sacramento, CA.




City of Dixon Revisions to the Draft EIR

The v/c ratio indicates that the segment of interest is operating at LOS D with
regard to capacity. The Project would make only a minor contribution to traffic

on 1-80.
Page 5-9, following third full paragraph:

The water supply facility would include installation of a diesel-electric
emergency generator that would be operated only during power outages and
during maintenance. Operation of the generator is anticipated to be temporary
and infrequent. The generator would be housed in a sound enclosure located
near the water tanks. Other noise-generating equipment, such as booster pumps

and electrical equipment, would also be located in the proposed building to

attenuate noise for equipment operations.

Page 7-2:

California Department of Transportation. 20035. 2004 Traffic Volumes on the
California State Highway System. Available: <http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/

traffops/saferesr/trafdata/2004all. htm>. Accessed: July 2005.

Page 8-2, add to text, under “Draft EIR Authors”:

kdAnderson Transportation Engineers

®  Ken Anderson—Transportation
®  Jonathan Flecker—Transportation
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