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Please note: Chapter 5 of this Final EIR contains Master Responses (TRAFF-1 through TRAFF-3) 
prepared to address commonly asked questions that pertain to improvements proposed along I-80,  
Improvements to the Pedrick Road/I-80 Interchange, and the Vaughn Road Closure and Vaughn-Pedrick 
Connector.  Chapter 6 includes the transcripts and responses to comments from the two special hearings 
held in November 2005. 
 
LETTER 1: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Michael Finan, Chief, Delta Office 
 
Response to Comment 1-1: 
 
A discussion on potential jurisdictional wetlands is included on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR, and 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-3(1) states that the project applicant shall conduct a wetland delineation to be 
submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  
 
Response to Comment 1-2: 
 
At this time a formal wetland delineation has not been prepared, and, as such, it is not yet determined if 
jurisdictional wetlands or other waters exist on the site.  If the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers exerts 
regulatory authority over a wetland feature on the site, and the project design would place more than one 
tenth of an acre of fill material in the wetland, the project applicant would be required to apply for a 
Section 404 permit.  As part of the permit process the project applicant would be required to provide an 
evaluation of project alternatives, including feasible alternatives that could avoid fill of wetlands. Given 
the design parameters required for a horse racetrack, the configuration of the site, and the location of the 
potential wetland on the project site, it is unlikely the wetland area could be avoided through revisions to 
the project design. 
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LETTER 2: California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, 
Dannas J. Berchtold 

 
Response to Comment 2-1: 
 
The Draft EIR includes a discussion on pages 4.6-10 through 4.6-16 that identifies the federal and state 
requirements of the NPDES permit. In addition, Impact 4.6-4 on page 4.6-36 of the Draft EIR describes 
how the project would be required to obtain a NPDES General Permit associated with project 
construction. 
 
Response to Comment 2-2: 
 
Please see the discussion on pages 4.6-36 through 4.6-40 in the Draft EIR under Impacts 4.6-4 and 4.6-5 
that describe the actions and permits required of the project applicant to minimize or eliminate erosion 
and siltation associated with both project construction and post-construction activities.  
 
Response to Comment 2-3: 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 1-1 and 1-2 that address wetland issues. 
 
Response to Comment 2-4: 
 
Please see the discussion on dewatering included on page 4.6-14 of the Draft EIR.  If any dewatering is 
required the project applicant would be required to obtain a Dewatering Permit from the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 
 
Response to Comment 2-5: 
 
Please see discussion on pages 4.6-10 through 4.6-16 of the Draft EIR that addresses the NPDES 
requirements, for the project if approved, including a General Industrial Permit. 
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LETTER 3: State of California Public Utilities Commission, Kevin Boles, Utilities 
Engineer 

 
Response to Comment 3-1: 

The City of Dixon General Plan recognizes the need for construction of grade-separations at crossings 
of local roads and the UPRR tracks at some point in the future. The General Plan map shows the general 
locations of grade-separations to be at Pedrick Road north of Vaughn Road, Jackson Street in 
downtown, and Parkway Boulevard in the south part of the City.  The Railroad Grade Separation/New 
Alignment Feasibility Study and Financing Plan – Phase III Implementation Plan (Parsons Brinckerhoff, January 
1995) evaluated two preferred alternatives for the grade-separation of the North First Street at-grade 
crossing.  The estimated cost of the alternatives ranged from $8 to $9 million (in 1994 dollars).  

The City of Dixon Five-Year Capital Improvement Program (Dixon, March 2004) shows $9.5 million 
earmarked for the Parkway Boulevard Grade-Separation.  The North First Street Grade-Separation is not 
included in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  Construction of this grade-separation would be a 
regional improvement that would be of City-wide benefit.  If the City chooses to prioritize this 
improvement, it can include it in subsequent updates of its CIP. However, the timing for these 
improvements is not known at this time. 
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LETTER 4: State of California Department of Health Services, Veronica L. Malloy 

 
Response to Comment 4-1: 
 
At this time as noted in the Draft EIR adequate water is available to serve the project from the Dixon-
Solano Municipal Water System.  When new wells are added to that system as part of the buildout of the 
Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan Area, including the Proposed Project, appropriate permits from the 
California Department of Health Services would be obtained. 
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LETTER 5: Department of California Highway Patrol, Susan Ward, Captain 

 
Response to Comment 5-1: 
 
The commenter states that the Proposed Project, as well as the Milk Farm project, would impact the 
Solano Area California Highway Patrol (CHP) substantially.  To meet the needs of traffic congestion 
generated by this and other major development projects in the Dixon area, the CHP requests six 
additional highway patrol officers and three additional patrol vehicles.  The Draft EIR discusses the 
impacts of the project on traffic congestion and its repercussions to police and fire services in Section 
4.9.  The City acknowledges the concern of the CHP and this comment will be considered by the City 
Council as part of its deliberations on this EIR.  The CHP is a state agency and is funded through the 
state. 
 
Respond to Comment 5-2: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 5-1, above. 
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LETTER 6: Department of Transportation, Timothy C. Sable, District Branch Chief 

 
Response to Comment 6-1: 
 
The comment states that the City of Dixon, as lead agency, is responsible for all project mitigation, 
including improvements to state highways.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 states that “Mitigation 
measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding 
instruments”.  However, in No Slo Transit, Inc. vs. City of Long Beach (1987) the court stated that mitigation 
measures are “suggestions which may or may not be adopted by the decision-makers.  There is no 
requirement in CEQA that mitigation measures be adopted.”  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response TRAFF-1 and TRAFF-2 for more information regarding proposed improvements to I-80 and 
the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange. 
 
Response to Comment 6-2: 
 
The comment states that more detailed review of modifications to the I-80/Pedrick Road and I-
80/North First Street/Currey Road interchanges would be necessary if the project is approved.  This 
comment is consistent with pages 4.10-75 and 4.10-76 of the Draft EIR, which state that preparation of a 
Project Study Report (PSR) and coordination with Caltrans would be necessary prior to implementation 
of the recommended mitigation measures at each interchange.  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response TRAFF-2 for more information regarding planned improvements at the I-80/Pedrick Road 
interchange. 
 
Response to Comment 6-3: 
 
Intersections along SR 113 (North First Street) were analyzed for cumulative (Year 2015) conditions 
because this timeframe represents the approximate 20-year horizon of the City’s current General Plan 
(adopted in 1993) and provides sufficient lead time to assume that all major land developments in and 
around Dixon are constructed.  Please refer to Table 4.10-23 in the Draft EIR for LOS results for 
intersections along SR 113 through Dixon.  The ramp terminal intersections at the I-80/Pedrick Road, I-
80/North First Street/Currey Road, and I-80/Pitt School Road interchanges were analyzed for Year 
2025 consistent with Caltrans’ preference for evaluating operations for a 20-year time horizon beyond 
current conditions.  Page 4.10-57 states that “each ramp terminal intersection is expected to operate at 
LOS F during the p.m. peak hour under Year 2025 conditions….This is consistent with the findings of 
the City of Dixon Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan Draft EIR (1994), which identified the need to improve 
the I-80/North First Street and I-80/Pedrick Road interchanges to accommodate buildout of the NQSP.  
Because funding sources have not been identified for constructing improvements to these interchanges, 
no improvements were assumed for the analysis.”  Please refer to pages 4.10-75 and 4.10-76 in the Draft 
EIR for mitigation measures recommended at each interchange. 
 
Response to Comment 6-4: 
 
The segment of I-505 between I-80 and SR 128 was included in the regionally significant roadway 
segment analysis.  Project impacts on this segment were found to be less than significant. 
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Response to Comment 6-5: 
 
The analysis of a Tier 1 event focuses on outbound trips (versus inbound trips) because trip generation 
data collected during live horseracing events at Bay Meadows and Golden Gate Fields reveals a 
pronounced surge in outbound traffic between 4 and 5 p.m.  This peak occurs simultaneously with the 
peak hour of traffic on the surrounding roadways.  Conversely, inbound trips display less of a peaking 
effect and do not occur during the adjacent street peak hour.  Nevertheless, several improvements (as 
shown on Figures 4.10-12 and 4.10-13 in the Draft EIR) were identified as mitigation measures and 
would accommodate inbound trips associated with Phase 1 and Phases 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 6-6: 
 
The comment addresses the need to evaluate roadway segments by direction.  The segments of I-80 
between Pitt School Road and Kidwell Road were evaluated by direction in accordance with procedures 
from the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000) for Existing, Existing plus 
Project, Cumulative No Project, and Cumulative plus Project Conditions.  The roadway segments listed 
in Tables 4.10-20 through 4.10-22 in the Draft EIR were evaluated using criteria established in the Solano 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (STA, 2002).  Because these criteria have been applied by STA to assist in 
countywide transportation planning, prioritizing of projects, and programming of transportation funds, 
the criteria are considered adequate for identifying project impacts and mitigation measures.  It should be 
noted that the roadway segment analysis was complemented by intersection analysis, which evaluates 
constraints in the roadway system. 
 
Response to Comment 6-7: 
 
The commenter is correct in noting that peak hour volumes are not reported for any of the 2025 
scenarios on Figures G-12 through G-16 in Appendix G, whereas they are reported for the Existing and 
Existing plus Project scenarios.  Page 4.10-56 in the Draft EIR discusses projected traffic volumes on I-
80 based on historical traffic growth rates and projections from the City of Dixon Traffic Model.  
Regardless of whether the low or high end of the traffic growth range is assumed, the mainline segments 
of I-80 would be at or over-capacity by 2025 if no improvements are made.  Specific forecasts for I-80 
were not shown because the overall conclusion (I-80 would be at or over-capacity) does not necessitate 
that specific forecasts be created.  Please refer to page 4.10-56 in the Draft EIR for more information. 
 
The commenter states that the remainder of the NQSP and the Dixon Downs project should each pay a 
fair share contribution toward the cost of constructing the 4th and 5th lanes in each direction of I-80.  The 
commenter is referred to Master Response TRAFF-1, which addresses planned improvements on I-80.  
This comment appears inconsistent with the following statement included in the Caltrans comment letter 
on the NOP (dated January 30, 2004, see Appendix B of the DEIR) “Special attention should be given to 
the development of alternative solutions to circulation problems that do not rely on increased highway 
construction”.  Implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies, as discussed 
in Mitigation Measure 4.10-3(a), is such an alternate solution.   
 
Response to Comment 6-8: 
 
In response to the comment the language in the Draft EIR is revised accordingly. 
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The last sentence in the first paragraph on page 4.10-57 is revised as follows: 

Figures A-13 through A-16 Figures G-13 through G-16 display the Year 2025 p.m. peak hour 
traffic forecasts for the four scenarios. 

 
Response to Comment 6-9: 
 
In response to the comment the language in the Draft EIR is revised accordingly. 

The last sentence of the third paragraph on page 4.10-75 is revised as follows: 

It should be noted that because the anticipated on-ramp volume under this scenario does not 
exceed 1,500 vehicles per day per hour, a two-lane on-ramp onto eastbound I-80 was not 
recommended. 

 
Response to Comment 6-10: 
 
The comment relates to queuing on the off-ramps from I-80.  Detailed queuing analysis would be 
conducted as part of the Project Study Report for the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange.  The interchange 
would be sized so that queued vehicles on the off-ramps do not spill back to the I-80 mainline.  
Mitigation measure 4.10-5 requires the project applicant develop and implement a Traffic Management 
Plan (TMP) for Tier 2 and 3 events.  The TMP, which is discussed on page 4.10-91 of the Draft EIR, 
could be operated with the intent of minimizing vehicle spillbacks onto I-80 from the Pedrick Road and 
North First Street off-ramps.  Vehicle storage needs were considered in the development of Mitigation 
Measures 4.10-1(a) and (b).  
 
Response to Comment 6-11: 
 
The recommended mitigation measures for Pedrick Road between I-80 and Dixon Downs Parkway were 
developed using the SimTraffic micro-simulation model.  The SimTraffic program accounts for the 
effects of queuing, signal timing, upstream/downstream bottlenecks, and lane utilization.  The SimTraffic 
analysis indicated that additional mitigations (beyond those recommended for Phase 1) would be needed 
for Phase 2.  Table 4.10-27 in the Draft EIR indicates that under “Existing Plus Phases 1&2” conditions 
assuming a Tier 1 (55 percent attendance) event with the recommended mitigation, all study intersections 
along Pedrick Road would operate at LOS B or better during the weekday p.m. peak hour.  During the 
peak hours of a Saturday or Sunday Tier 2 event, considerable delays and queuing would be likely even 
with the recommended mitigations in place.  Implementation of the TMP would improve operations to 
some extent (but not to LOS C or better).  Vehicle queuing requirements were considered in the 
development of mitigation at the I-80/North First Street EB ramps intersection. 
 
Response to Comment 6-12: 
 
Due to the number of study intersections and scenarios, it was not practical to analyze the storage 
requirement for every left-turn pocket.  However, the traffic section in the Draft EIR did analyze the 
storage needed in existing left-turn lanes expected to be significantly used by the project.  Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-1(b) for the I-80 EB Ramps/North First Street intersection explicitly considers the storage 
required in the northbound left-turn lane.  Detailed queuing analysis would be performed in conjunction 
with the development of a PSR for the I-80/Pedrick Road interchange. 
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Response to Comment 6-13: 
 
The internal trip capture calculation between Phases 1 and 2 for the Saturday “Post Tier 2 event” peak 
hour is correct.  The calculation assumes that 10 percent of the Phase 2 trips (approximately 400 of the 
4,000 gross trips) originated from Phase 1 (e.g., a group stays on-site to eat dinner after an event).  Thus, 
the total internal trip capture is 800 trips (400 from Phase 1 and 400 from Phase 2).   
 
Response to Comment 6-14: 
 
This comment is presumably referring to footnote 3 of Table 4.10-8 in the Draft EIR.  This footnote 
states that the trip generation of a movie theater during the Sunday p.m. peak hour is assumed to be the 
same as the trip generation during the weekday p.m. peak hour.  This assumption was necessary because 
a Sunday p.m. peak hour trip rate is not contained in Trip Generation (Institute of Transportation 
Engineers, 2003).  Although recent studies, such as one published in Parking Generation (ITE, 2003) 
indicates that movie theaters are generally busier on Sundays than weekdays, it is unclear whether this 
trend also applies to each day’s p.m. peak hour (4-5 p.m.).  If the movie theater were generously assumed 
to generate 25 percent more trips during the Sunday p.m. peak hour, the resulting external trip generation 
of Phases 1&2 (for a Tier 1 100% attended Sunday event) would increase from 5,157 to 5,239 trips.  It is 
unlikely that this 80-trip increase would change any study findings. 
 
Response to Comment 6-15: 
 
The intersection LOS tables include footnotes stating that delays for intersections in the LOS F range are 
imprecise given limitations in analysis procedures for over-saturated conditions.  Delay estimates (e.g., 
687 seconds per vehicle) are shown for intersections in the LOS F range to facilitate comparisons of 
operations across different scenarios.  Certain cells show LOS F conditions with an average delay that 
exceeds 999 seconds per vehicle.  In these instances, the projected traffic volumes exceed the TRAFFIX 
software program’s range of acceptable input values, thereby resulting in extreme delay estimates, or the 
inability to calculate the delay.  The procedure of not displaying delay estimates for extremely over-
capacity conditions is routinely applied in EIRs and other transportation studies.  
 
Response to Comment 6-16: 
 
Ramp metering at the I-80/Pedrick Road and I-80/North First Street/Currey Road interchanges would 
be analyzed in conjunction with the development of a PSR for each location. 
 
Response to Comment 6-17: 
 
Fehr & Peers will deliver the electronic Synchro files to Caltrans staff for their review.  
 
Response to Comment 6-18: 
 
The commenter has requested a mitigation measure that is identified in the Draft EIR as Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1 included in the Section 4.4, Cultural Resources.   
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Response to Comment 6-19: 
 
The peak hour warrant for a traffic signal (as described in the MUTCD, 2003) was evaluated at all 
unsignalized intersections.  None of the locations currently satisfy with peak hour traffic volume the 
warrant for a traffic signal.  It is likely that other warrants as described in the MUTCD will also need to 
be evaluated for existing and with project conditions to confirm the need for the installation of traffic 
signals within the state right-of-way.  Such evaluations will be conducted during the preparation of PSR’s 
for the I-80/Pedrick Road and I-80/North First Street/Currey Road interchanges.  The Solano 
Transportation Authority has reviewed and commented on the Draft EIR (refer to Comment Letter 15).  
The City will apply for and obtain an encroachment permit from Caltrans for all work to be performed 
within the State right-of-way. 
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LETTER 7: Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Dennis J. 
O’Bryant, Acting Assistant Director 

 
Response to Comment 7-1: 
 
The commenter is correct and is reiterating information contained in the Draft EIR.  Compliance with 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 would be required prior to obtaining a grading permit. 
 
Response to Comment 7-2: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 requires that the project applicant replace on a one-to-one ratio 260-acres of 
Prime Farmland currently cultivated with low growing row crops.  Because the land is currently 
cultivated with row crops it also provides foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawk.  It is true that the 
Prime Farmland needed to satisfy Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 would be restricted to row crops because 
orchards or vineyards do not provide suitable foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawk.   
 
Response to Comment 7-3: 
 
The concerns expressed regarding the timing of mitigation are noted and addressed above in Response to 
Comment 7-1. 
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LETTER 8: California Integrated Waste Management Board, John Loane, Integrated 
Waste Management Specialist 

 
Response to Comment 8-1: 
 
The comment summarizes and reiterates information contained in the Draft EIR. No response is 
required. 
 
Response to Comment 8-2: 
 
The comment describes a solid waste facility (SWF) and the SWF permitting process. No response is 
required. 
 
Response to Comment 8-3: 
 
The comment indicates that it is unclear whether or not the Proposed Project would require a Solid 
Waste Facility Permit (SWFP).  There is legislation and specific regulations provided by the local Lead 
Enforcement Agency (LEA) that identify those facilities that would require a SWFP.  If the Proposed 
Project is below specific criteria thresholds listed in these regulations, also known as Tiered Regulatory 
Placement, the project would not require a permit and would be excluded from oversight by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB).  According to the Tiered Regulatory 
Placement, the project would be excluded from oversight if the facility stores waste for less than 48 
hours on the premises and the material remains under 122 degrees Fahrenheit.  Reaching a temperature 
of 122 degrees Fahrenheit is a determining factor of composting.  Additionally, if the facility produces 
less than 25 tons of waste per day, the project would be excluded from oversight.   
 
As discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description and Section 4.9 Public Services, the manure produced 
onsite would only be stored in the Manure Transfer Building for a minimum of 24 to 48 hours before it 
is taken to composting facilities.  If the project applicant is unable to secure a contract with the 
appropriate composting facilities, the Hay Road Landfill has already confirmed its ability to accept the 
horse waste.  Currently the project would remove all manure and soiled bedding on a daily basis; 
however, there is the possibility that small amounts of manure and soiled bedding could remain on-site 
for up to, but not more than, 48 hours before being removed.   
 
According the California Code of Regulations Section 17852 of Title 14 Chapter 3.1, horse manure is 
considered compostable material, but would not become an active compost because the manure would 
be removed within 24 to 48 hours of being placed in the building; there would be no additives mixed 
with the manure, and the manure would remain under 122 degrees Fahrenheit. The likelihood of the 
manure reaching temperatures of over 122 degrees is low because all storage bins and the Manure 
Transfer Building would have roofs to shield from any precipitation and direct sunlight.  Moisture is a 
huge contributor to creating high temperatures within a compost.  If moisture is avoided, the 
temperature would stay well below that threshold.   
 
In regards to waste tonnage, it is projected that the manure and soiled bedding produced would average 
63 tons per day assuming all 1,440 stalls are occupied 50 percent of the year.  This figure is a conservative 
estimate and reflects the actual amount of horse manure combined with soiled bedding.  Because this 
estimate is above the threshold of 25 tons per day, the Proposed Project would fall under the notification 
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tier which does not require a permit, but would be subject to minimum operating standards.  If the 
project produced over 100 tons of waste per day, it would require a SWFP. 
 
Section 18103 of Title 14, Chapter 5 establishes the requirements for compliance with LEA notification.  
The Proposed Project must comply with the filing requirements of Section 18103.1, the record keeping 
requirements of Section 18103.2, and the termination of operation Section 18103.3.  The notification tier 
is not a permit and does not require a Report of Facility Information (RFI).  However, some notification 
operations do require the submittal of an operation plan or an odor impact minimization plan (OIMP).  
The operator of the Proposed Project would be responsible for notifying the LEA of the facility 
operations and submitting an OIMP (Title 14, Section 17863.4).  Instead of monthly inspections required 
under a SWFP, the notification tier would require only quarterly inspections of the facility.  The project 
would also be required to request assignment of a Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) Facility File 
Number.   
 
In response to the comment, information regarding compliance of the Proposed Project with LEA 
notification is added to the Draft EIR. 
 
The following text is added to page 4.9-21 of the Draft EIR after the second paragraph under the State 
Regulations heading: 

 
The California Code of Regulations Section 18103 of Title 14 establishes the requirements for 
compliance with Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) notification for a facility transferring or 
storing compostable material (i.e., horse manure).  The project does not qualify for a solid waste 
facility permit; however, the project applicant must comply with the filing requirements outlined 
in Section 18103, as the project qualifies for the notification tier.  The operator of the Proposed 
Project would be responsible for notifying the LEA of the facility operations and submitting an 
odor impact minimization plan (OIMP).  The project would also be required to request 
assignment of a Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) Facility File Number and would be 
subject to quarterly inspections.     

 
Response to Comment 8-4: 
 
The comment also notes the lack of detail regarding the storage and transfer of compostable material 
(e.g., horse waste).  This information can be found in Appendix E of the Draft EIR under the “Manure 
Management Plan.” Please see also Response to Comment 8-3, above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-5: 
 
The comment provides information on what activities are not subject to the Transfer/Processing 
Operations and Facilities Regulatory Requirements contained in Title 14.  The handling of manure 
excludes the Proposed Project from the Transfer/Processing facility designation according to PRC 
Section 40200; instead, the project falls under the Compost Facility/Operation type.  Please see 
Response to Comment 8-3, above, regarding the notification requirements applicable to the project. 
 
Response to Comment 8-6: 
 
The comment provides information on recycling and reiterates that the project may meet the 
requirements of Title 14.  Subsection (d)2 of Title 14 states that a facility may require an SWFP if there is 
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contamination of recyclable materials by organic or municipal waste of more than 10 percent.  According 
to the CIWMB, if the Proposed Project includes an education program for facility guests addressing 
proper separation, distinguishing between organic waste and recyclable materials, and using proper 
signage on bins, the project would not require a permit, and would therefore be excluded from oversight 
by the CIWMB and LEA.  The project is proposing to recycle cardboard, glass and plastic containers, 
and aluminum cans.  Recyclables would be source segregated on the premises and then transferred to on-
site collection points for storage and shipment to an off-site vendor for processing.  It is assumed 
separate containers for recyclable material (i.e., cans, glass, and plastic) would be provided throughout the 
facility. Cardboard may be bundled or compacted, but there would be no on-site processing of non-
segregated solid waste. 
 
Response to Comment 8-7: 
 
The comment provides more information on what activities are excluded and do not constitute 
compostable material handling operations or facilities.  Please see Response to Comment 8-3, above, 
regarding compliance of the Proposed Project under the notification requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 8-8: 
 
The comment describes the requirements if the project falls under the jurisdiction of the CIWMB.  
Please see Response to Comment 8-3, above, regarding compliance of the Proposed Project under 
jurisdiction of the LEA notification requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 8-9: 
 
The comment provides information that would be required as part of an environmental document if the 
project qualifies as a SWF.  However, as discussed in Response to Comment 8-3, the Proposed Project 
would not require a SWFP and only falls under the notification tier of the LEA. 
 
Response to Comment 8-10: 
 
The CIWMB suggests development and implementation of an Odor Impact Minimizing Plan (OIMP) 
for the Proposed Project in order to mitigate for any odors that may impact sensitive receptors.  The 
Proposed Project would be required to submit an OIMP under the notification tier as discussed in 
Response to Comment 8-3, above.  Regulations describing this report can be found in Title 14, Section 
17863.4.   
 
Response to Comment 8-11: 
 
The comments of the CIWMB have been noted and addressed.  In addition, the EIR preparers contacted 
Mr. Loane to discuss the project and to determine if the project would meet any of the permitting 
requirements. 
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LETTER 9:  Lois Wolk, Assemblywoman 8th District 

 
Response to Comment 9-1: 
 
The commenter identifies that the project may have impacts to regional facilities, such as I-80. Section 
4.10 of the Draft EIR includes a lengthy analysis of traffic impacts associated with the project along with 
any feasible mitigation measures. 
 
Response to Comment 9-2: 
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-1 for information on traffic congestion on I-80. 
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LETTER 10: State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Terry 
Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse 

 
Response to Comment 10-1: 
 
Copies of the Draft EIR were provided to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to State agencies. 
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LETTER 11: Dixon Resource Conservation District (RCD), Charles Misuraca, Board Chairman 
 
Response to Comment 11-1: 
 
The Dixon RCD’s support of the Dixon Regional Watershed Authority is noted.  
 
Response to Comment 11-2: 
 
In response to the comment, the following information is added to page 4.6-20 of the Hydrology, 
Drainage, and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR. 
 
The following text is added to page 4.6-20 under the Dixon Resource Conservation District heading: 

 
The Proposed Project is outside the DRCD service area, and therefore, no outlet channel has 
been provided.  Without the Dixon Regional Watershed Joint Power Authority’s (DRWJPA) 
regional drainage project, no water can be accepted from outside its service area without violating 
existing agreements with Reclamation District 2068.  However, the DRCD has, as a member of 
the DRWJPA, adopted a plan that would extend service to the project site through the 
construction of the regional drainage project. 

 
Response to Comment 11-3: 
 
It is acknowledged that the DRWJPA baseline conditions, considered valid for assessment of disputes, 
are inconsistent with the modeled existing conditions stated in the Draft EIR.  However, unlike potential 
NEPA or other analyses, CEQA analysis requires that project impacts are compared with the actual on-
ground existing conditions.  Therefore, it is important to use the actual existing condition flow 
contributions to the regional drainage system for evaluation of the Proposed Project potential impact, 
whether or not the participating drainages are recognized or included in the original drainage system 
design, management, or drainage rights.  As noted in the Draft EIR, the Northeast Quadrant Specific 
Plan (NQSP ) Public Facilities and Services Element Policy 6.11.4 Drainage states:  
 

“4. Overall stormwater volume generated from the plan area will be mitigated through plan area participation in a 
regional drainage project, funded, in part through the Dixon North First Street Assessment District and 
supplemented by other methods as determined by the City.” 
 

Furthermore, an encroachment permit is required from the Dixon RCD in order to add or modify 
culverts or pipes contributing drainage to the Tremont 3 Drain. 
 
Response to Comment 11-4: 
 
To provide a maintainable outfall from the Proposed Project site to Tremont 3 is beyond the scope of 
this project and EIR.  However, the Proposed Project has two outfall options included in the Conceptual 
Drainage Plan: 
 

• Option 1 includes an improved channel to the Tremont #3 and a new culvert under the 
UPRR; the improvement conceptual detail is provided in the report.  This option would 
require purchasing of property/easements for the private drainage ditches east of Pedrick 
Road. 
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• Option 2 includes use of a 66-inch storm drain along Vaughn Road to convey Proposed 

Project site drainage to Tremont #3.  
 
Under existing conditions, the drainage ditch from Pedrick Road to Tremont currently conveys storm 
flows from the project site to Tremont 3.  Implementation of the Proposed Project would include 
sufficient stormwater detention to maintain peak runoff at near existing conditions.  For the CEQA 
analysis, the impacts of the Proposed Project are compared to existing conditions, and would therefore 
include conveyance of storm flows through the existing drainage facility without maintenance by any 
public entities (existing conditions).  Option 1 would provide for improvements to and acquire property 
for the private drainage to enhance conveyance capacity adequate to meet existing and Proposed Project 
potential storm flows.  Incorporation of Option 2 would eliminate potential problems with conveyance 
through the private drainage feature. It has also been acknowledged that this new pipe into Tremont 3 
would require a DRCD Encroachment Permit. 
 
Response to Comment 11-5: 
 
Under CEQA, the Proposed Project impact must be compared to on-ground existing conditions, rather 
than historic conditions or conditions that represent a certain perspective or position.  Consequently, the 
impacts analysis in this Draft EIR compares potential changes in hydrology and water quality under 
implementation of the Proposed Project with the current drainage condition situation. Included in the 
Proposed Project design is sufficient detention to maintain or reduce off-site peak storm flow rates.  
Nevertheless, the drainage fee is to cover the Eastside Drainage Project and the new South Channel.  
Development of the fee is explained in detail in the City’s update to the Storm Drainage Facilities Impact 
Fee Fund, prepared by Goodwin Consulting Group, June 10, 2003. 
 
Response to Comment 11-6: 
 
In response to the comment, the third sentence in the first paragraph on page 4.5-5 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 
 

Along the east west side of the railroad is a borrow pit (for the railroad construction), and flow 
from the Central NEQ drainage and the North NEQ drainage are hydraulically connected by this 
borrow pit. 

 
Response to Comment 11-7: 
 
In response to the comment, the third sentence under the Public Facilities and Service Element heading 
on page 4.6-17 of the Drat EIR is revised as follows: 
 

The Dixon Resource Conservation District (DRCD) City of Dixon drainage master plan1 
includes construction of three retention basins along the eastern perimeter of Dixon’s 50-year 
development boundary and a new channel paralleling Pedrick Road to empty to Haas Slough.   

 

                                                 
1  City of Dixon. 1989. City of Dixon’s Regional Master Drainage Plan. March 8, 1989. 
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Response to Comment 11-8: 
 
The comment is noted and the concerns raised by the commenter are noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
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LETTER 12: City of Davis Community Development Department, Bill Emlen, Assistant 
City Manager, Community Development Director 

 
Response to Comment 12-1: 
 
The Draft EIR analyzed the potential impacts of the project on I-80 from I-505 in Solano County to the 
Yolo Causeway in Yolo County under various scenarios for weekday, Saturday, and Sunday peak hours.  
Five interchanges along I-80 were also studied.  Impacts 4.10-3, 4.10-4, and 4.10-13 identify the 
significant project-specific and cumulative impacts on various segments of I-80 in Solano and Yolo 
Counties.  Mitigation measures are identified for many of the impacted facilities.  The analysis of project 
impacts considered the likely use of several alternative routes to I-80 (please refer to page 4.10-32 of the 
Draft EIR for a discussion).  The commenter is referred to page 4.10-73 of the Draft EIR, which 
includes a list of assumptions and methodologies used to ensure that the analysis is reasonably 
conservative and does not understate the impacts of the project. 
 
Response to Comment 12-2: 
 
The Draft EIR identifies numerous significant project impacts on the transportation system and 
proposes mitigation (where feasible) to lessen their significance.  According to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15043, the lead agency (City of Dixon) may approve a project even though it would cause a significant 
effect on the environment if there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the effect, and specifically 
identified expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy of reducing or avoiding the significant 
environmental impacts of the project.  It is the City’s responsibility to determine whether the specific 
benefits of the project outweigh the adverse effects on circulation and other issues.  The Findings of Fact 
and Statement of Overriding Conditions will provide this additional information, as well as respond to 
other concerns raised by the commenter. 
 
The concerns associated with the regional transportation network are noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 12-3: 
 
The segment of I-80 between Mace Boulevard and the Yolo Causeway was purposefully chosen over the 
segment between Richards Boulevard and Mace Boulevard for the regionally significant project analysis 
because it carries greater levels of traffic (according to Caltrans’ traffic volume data) and functions as a 
bottleneck during peak travel periods.  The Draft EIR analyzes several roadway segments and 
intersections located within or adjacent to Davis.  The inclusion of these study facilities provides the City 
of Davis with the necessary information to understand the project’s traffic impacts on the City. 
 
Response to Comment 12-4: 
 
The Draft EIR assumes that concert employees arrive prior to and depart after a Tier 2 event.  The vast 
majority of employees (e.g., security, concessions, parking lot attendants, stage operators, etc.) must 
arrive well in advance of the start of the event.  Likewise, their assignments often require that they 
remain on-site until after the event ends.  If employees do not need to remain on-site until after the event 
ends, most are likely to depart prior to its completion to avoid the “post-event” traffic surge.   
 



Chapter 4  Responses to Comments  

 
4-32 

Response to Comment 12-5: 
 
Page 4.10-37 of the Draft EIR states that a regionally significant analysis was not performed for a Tier 2 
event scenario due to their infrequent nature, and the fact that such an analysis would likely result in 
conclusions similar to the Sunday p.m. peak hour analysis of a Tier 1 event consisting of a sold-out 
horseracing event.  The commenter is correct in stating that a Tier 2 event would generate more trips 
(4,120 during “post-Tier 2” event peak hour) than a Tier 1 sold-out event (3,400 trips). However, the 
conclusions with regard to impacts on I-80 east of the project site would remain unchanged.  Namely, 
significant impacts (as identified in Impact 4.10-3) would occur in both directions of I-80 between 
Pedrick Road and Kidwell Road.  Impacts would not occur east of Kidwell Road where each direction of 
I-80 has four through lanes plus an auxiliary lane.  The commenter is referred to page 4.10-89 for a list of 
the segments and ramps of I-80 that are significantly impacted during the pre- and post-Tier 2 event peak 
hours.   
 
Response to Comment 12-6: 
 
A cumulative analysis of the project’s impacts on intersections within Dixon was conducted.  An analysis 
of cumulative impacts on I-80 and its interchanges at Pedrick Road, North First Street/Currey Road, and 
Pitt School Road was also performed.  Impact 4.10-14 identifies cumulatively considerable significant 
impacts on eastbound I-80 east of Pedrick Road and on westbound I-80 west of North First Street.  A 
mitigation measure for the former impact was identified.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 provides, in 
part, that “the discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and the likelihood 
of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects 
attributable to the project alone”.  The discussion of cumulative impacts is consistent with this direction.  
The commenter is referred to Master Response TRAFF-1 for a discussion of the project’s contribution 
to traffic growth on I-80 and its fair share of required improvements.   
 
Response to Comment 12-7: 
 
The use of the alternative routes shown on Figure 4.10-5 by project traffic is expected to occur primarily 
during periods of peak congestion on westbound I-80.  While the Pedrick Road-to-Russell Road-to-SR 
113 route is a potential alternative to using eastbound I-80 to SR 113, this route is not expected to be 
used to any significant degree because Mitigation 4.10-1(c) includes reconstruction of the I-80/Pedrick 
Road interchange and construction of an auxiliary lane in both directions of I-80 that would become the 
fourth travel lane.  Assuming this mitigation is implemented, the I-80-to-SR 113 route would have a 
shorter travel time than the Pedrick Road-to-Russell Road-to-SR 113 route.  Figure 4.10-6 indicates that 
some project trips are expected to use Pedrick Road and Russell Boulevard.  These segments were 
analyzed and the impacts were found to be less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment 12-8: 
 
The Draft EIR uses the City of Dixon Municipal Code noise standards in order to evaluate noise impacts 
from the Proposed Project because the Municipal Code is the adopted regulatory document used in the 
City of Dixon.  As such, its standards provide the most applicable threshold of significance to determine 
impacts associated with noise.  In very quiet environments a more restrictive threshold of significance 
may be chosen, although this is not the case with the receptors in the vicinity of the project site.  As 
shown in Table 4.8-3 on page 4.8-7 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels monitored at the nearest 
residences would be affected by traffic noise, above the 60 dBA threshold. 
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Response to Comment 12-9: 
 
The noise analysis in the Draft EIR evaluated traffic noise from the Proposed Project and its impact on 
nearby residences by analyzing the roadways that would be most severely affected by operation of the 
Proposed Project based on the increase in traffic volumes.  As shown in Table 4.10-21 on page 4.10-49 
of the Draft EIR, the segments of Russell Boulevard that could be affected by operation of the Proposed 
Project during live events (e.g., concerts) are in unincorporated Yolo County and not in the City of 
Davis.  The one roadway segment in the City of Davis that was identified in Table 4.10-21 as being 
affected by operation of the Proposed Project is the Pedrick Road to Lake Boulevard segment.  On 
weekdays during live events, this segment is anticipated to only increase from 220 vehicles to 260 
vehicles during the peak hour.  On Sundays during live events, this segment is anticipated to only 
increase from 200 vehicles to 230 or 240 vehicles during the peak hour.  In each case, increases would be 
minimal and would occur only during the peak hours. 
 
When the weekday live event and Sunday live event scenarios were modeled with the Federal Highway 
Noise Prediction Model, the results showed that these traffic increases would result in noise increases 
over ambient conditions of less than one dBA Ldn.  This increase would not be noticeable to the human 
ear.  Moreover, these increases would be limited only to the days when live events occur.  Consequently, 
the increase of less than one decibel would not reflect typical conditions, but only the conditions during 
live events. 
 
It is also acknowledged in the traffic section of the Draft EIR that most of the project-related trips would 
occur on I-80.  For freeway traffic noise to increase by three dBA, the volume of freeway traffic would 
have to effectively be doubled.2  Three dBA is the level at which a noise increase becomes just noticeable 
to the human ear.  As shown in Table 4.10-21, traffic created by the Proposed Project on I-80 during live 
event days would not come close to doubling the existing traffic volumes on I-80. Consequently, any 
noise increase from increased traffic on I-80 associated with the Proposed Project would not be 
noticeable. 
 
Response to Comment 12-10: 
 
The noise analysis in the Draft EIR examines noise impacts to the residents along Vaughn Road because 
these are the receptors that would be expected to be most affected by noise from the Proposed Project. 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-4(a) requires that “[L]ong-throw speakers used in an outdoor setting for 
projecting amplified sound shall not be directed to the south.  This shall include public address speakers 
and speakers used during concert and race events.” As discussed in Impact 4.8-4, noise from a stationary 
source attenuates at six dBA at 50 feet and for every doubling of distance thereafter.  When sound travels 
over “soft sites” such as earth or vegetation instead of pavement or asphalt, it attenuates at 
approximately 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance.  Impact 4.8-4 also states that noise levels at comparable 
facilities have been monitored at between 85 and 105 dBA, with concert events possibly reaching up to 
between 120 and 130 dBA.   
 
The project description in the Draft EIR states that the City of Davis is approximately six miles (31,680 
feet) to the northeast of the Proposed Project site.  The intervening terrain between the project site and 
                                                 
2  Colorado Department of Transportation, Noise frequently asked questions.  Colorado DOT website: 

www.dot.state.co.us/environmental/CulturalResources.  Accessed 12/2005. 
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the Davis city limit is mostly rural fields.  Using the doubling of distance rule, even if noise levels from 
the Proposed Project reached the maximum of 130 dBA, then at six miles away the noise would be 
reduced to somewhere between 52 and 55 dBA.  Noise would be reduced still further by any intervening 
buildings, hills, trees, or other natural or man-made barriers.  Thus, even the very highest noise levels that 
could conceivably be generated by the Proposed Project would be below typical ambient outdoor noise 
levels in all but the quietest rural areas, and would not be noticeable to Davis residents, much less disturb 
sleep. 
 
As part of the Tier 2 and Tier 3 event permit process, the City can require acoustical monitoring at the 
property boundary for events the City believes may produce excessive noise. 
 
Response to Comment 12-11: 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-4(b) requires that “[P]erformances during concert events shall not continue past 
11:00 p.m.”  The 11:00 p.m. concert limit was chosen to ensure that nearby residents would not be 
exposed to concert noise during late-night hours. The mitigation would apply to any uses at the project 
site, not just concerts.  The only activities that would generate noticeable noise levels during project 
operation besides concerts would conceivably be horse racing events.  These types of events are expected 
to occur in the afternoon and would not occur during the late-night hours, so including them in the 
mitigation is unnecessary. 
 
Response to Comment 12-12: 
 
Please see Master Response TRAFF-1 and Responses to Comments 6-3, 12-1 and 12-6.   
 
Response to Comment 12-13: 
 
Normally under CEQA, social and economic factors are not considered significant impacts unto 
themselves, but under certain circumstances can be used to connect the project to a physical adverse 
effect.  In the context of this project, the issue of blight is relevant under CEQA only if it can be shown 
to result in physical effects such as building abandonment and deterioration, loss of landscaping, or harm 
to historic structures in an area that is not currently experiencing these issues.  
 
The comment is expressing concern that the Draft EIR does not address potential economic impacts 
associated with the Phase 2 hotel or retail development.  Goodwin Consulting Group, the City’s 
economist, prepared the August 19, 2005, Fiscal and Economic Analysis Report for Dixon Downs, 
(available on the City’s website or at the City’s offices) conducted preliminary research and provided 
input to address this issue.  Phase 2 of the proposed Dixon Downs project involves, among other land 
uses, approximately 550,000 to up to 950,000 square feet of retail shopping and restaurant opportunities 
and a 240-room hotel and conference center.  These retail and hotel land uses would be adjacent to, 
visible from, and easily accessed by I-80 as it passes across the northern section of Dixon.  According to 
CalTrans, I-80 currently carries approximately 120,000 vehicles per day past Dixon, which translates into 
over 160,000 passengers per day on average.  The number of vehicles has grown by nearly 40% over the 
past 15 years, and it is expected to continue growing into the foreseeable future; likewise, the amount of 
passengers per vehicle continues to increase over time.  It is also anticipated that proposed Phase 1 
racetrack development would bring potential retail customers into Phase 2 as well. 
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A primary step in analyzing an area’s retail market is to determine whether “leakage” or “capture” of 
retail sales is occurring.  Leakage would occur if there is insufficient retail space to meet the shopping 
needs of Dixon residents, which would result in retail dollars “leaking” outside the City as shoppers go 
elsewhere to acquire the goods and services they demand.  Capture would occur if there is an excessive 
amount of retail space to meet the shopping needs of Dixon residents, combined with a lack of retail 
space in surrounding areas, which would result in retail dollars being “captured” from areas outside the 
City as shoppers from surrounding areas come to Dixon to consume the goods and services they 
demand. 
 
Analysis of available data indicates that Dixon is currently experiencing neither a leakage nor capture 
condition in total. Recent data from the California State Board of Equalization (SBOE), Association of 
Bay Area Governments (ABAG), U.S. Census Bureau, and U.S. Department of Labor Consumer 
Expenditure Survey (CES) suggests that both estimated supply and estimated demand in Dixon amount 
to roughly $170 million. In other words, local demand and supply appear to be in a state of relative 
equilibrium for all retail goods and services combined.  However, a closer look at specific retail categories 
suggests a different story.  Dixon appears to be leaking sales of apparel-related retail, home furnishings 
and building materials, and big box/department store type retail, but is capturing sales of general 
merchandise, auto-related retail, and restaurants and bars; other types of retail, such as supermarkets and 
specialty retail, appear to be in balance.  For example, Dixon is experiencing an $8 million dollar leakage 
in apparel-related retail (supply of $7 million versus demand for $15 million).  In addition to the leakage 
in apparel-related retail, Dixon is also experiencing a leakage in home furnishings and building materials 
in the amount of $6 million (supply of $7 million versus demand for $13 million).  On the other hand, 
Dixon is capturing approximately $11 million in sales of general merchandise (supply of $24 million 
versus demand for $13 million). 
 
Given the region-serving, visitor-attracting, destination-oriented focus of the proposed retail, this data 
suggests that there would not be much overlap between the existing retail in town in a capture situation 
and the proposed retail included within the project, and the proposed retail could fill a void where 
leakage is happening.  The one exception to this could be the proposed restaurant development, which 
could capture some sales currently going to existing restaurateurs if the proposed development were to 
occur in the immediate future; however, Phase 2 development is expected to occur over a period of 
approximately 15 years. 
 
Projecting into the future, demand would ultimately outstrip existing supply as the number of households 
increases, real household income rises, Phase 1 patrons arrive, and highway travelers increase.  Business-
to-business retail transactions would also grow as non-residential development picks up as well.  The 
retail sales leaking out of Davis (please see Response to Comment 12-14 below) also represents a retail 
opportunity in Dixon. 
 
The implication of this analysis is that unless new retail space is built to meet all manner of increasing 
demands, Dixon will begin to leak additional retail dollars to surrounding cities for goods and services in 
categories for which it currently enjoys a capture condition, and the leakage condition that exists for 
other retail categories would only become exacerbated.  The Proposed Project would expand Dixon’s 
retail offerings and prevent future retail sales from leaking outside the City. 
 
Targeted additions to the retail economy such as those anticipated for Dixon Downs would not 
negatively impact existing Dixon merchants over the long term, and the increased retail activity could 
generate synergies that actually benefit existing merchants.  Both academic studies and empirical data 
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analyses presented in many publications over the last decade indicate that if existing retailers in a 
commercial district are thriving, then development of a new shopping center in the same community 
would benefit the local merchants because the new center attracts more shoppers into the area and 
creates the impression of an even stronger retail economy with more shopping opportunities.  After a 
possible initial reduction in sales for local merchants, total retail sales would grow for both the existing 
and new merchants.   
 
Finally, while the Proposed Project includes approximately 550,000 to 950,000 square feet of retail uses, 
the project, as currently zoned, is estimated to include approximately 390,000 square feet of retail uses.  
The total for the project, as currently zoned, includes 100,000 square feet of dedicated retail plus another 
290,000 square feet of local-serving retail within the service commercial and light industrial land uses 
(approximately 10% of the total square footage).  It is unlikely that the incremental difference in retail 
development between the project as proposed and the project pursuant to current zoning would have a 
dramatic affect on existing businesses. Moreover, the local-serving retail component associated with the 
current zoning would likely be more competitive with local businesses that are providing local services. 
 
The current lodging market in Dixon is extremely limited, and consists of only a few businesses 
operating a small number of rooms at affordable room rates.  The Microtel Inn and Suites and Best 
Western Inn offer 165 rooms total at an average daily room rate of approximately $85.  The Super 8 
Motel and Dixon Motel offer 55 rooms total at an average daily room rate of approximately $65.  In 
total, the lodging market in Dixon is comprised of four businesses operating 230 rooms in a motel-type 
environment at an average daily room rate of $80. 
 
The proposed hotel included in Phase 2 would offer 240 higher end rooms, coupled with conference 
facilities, at an average daily room rate that would likely range from $125 to $150.  The Fiscal and 
Economic Analysis Report for Dixon Downs assumed a very conservative rate of $105 to ensure that 
fiscal revenues generated by the project would be cautiously projected and even underestimated.  
Although this hotel would more than double the supply of transient occupancy rooms in Dixon, it would 
cater to a completely different demographic than the four lodging opportunities currently available.  The 
Dixon Downs hotel would likely attract racetrack customers and business travelers, as well as additional 
visitors along I-80 who would be attracted to a higher quality lodging facility with more amenities than 
the existing inns offer.    
 
The preliminary analysis demonstrates that sufficient demand currently exists for some of the proposed 
retail and hotel uses, and that demand is anticipated to develop over time and warrant the remaining 
portion of these land uses in the future.  The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) anticipates 
population figures to increase by two-thirds and employment estimates to increase by one-third by year 
2030 for the City of Dixon.  ABAG also projects a 40% increase in population and a 50% increase in 
employment for Solano County as a whole by year 2030.  Based on the ABAG projections, significant 
increases in population and employment would likely generate additional demand for remaining land uses 
in Dixon Downs. It is anticipated that enough demand would materialize to support some or all of the 
new project without adversely impacting existing merchants or commercial areas to an extent that could 
force them out of business.  The degree and duration of impacts on existing businesses should be 
minimal, and the risk of displacement is considered extremely low. 
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Response to Comment 12-14: 
 
As noted above in Response to Comment 12-13, the proposed retail and hotel development would 
include a predominantly region-serving component; the draw for the proposed multi-screen movie 
theater complex would also be largely regional in nature.  The proposed 20-screen movie theater 
complex would be the largest and newest movie theater complex within the surrounding area, as the 
Vacaville theater complex contains 16 screens and the Davis theaters total only six.  This, coupled with 
the fact that the proposed theaters would have freeway visibility and access, suggests that the Dixon 
Downs complex could serve to attract residents from surrounding cities.  Given the likely regional nature 
of the retail, hotel, and movie theater operations in Dixon Downs, it is relevant to explore the potential 
effects that Dixon Downs might have on businesses in Davis. 
 
Preliminary research into the Davis retail market suggests that a vast amount of demand for goods and 
services is being fulfilled in neighboring communities.  Every retail category in Davis is experiencing a 
leakage condition, and the total retail sales leakage is on the order of several hundred million dollars.  
Based on recent data from the California State Board of Equalization (SBOE), Sacramento Area Council 
of Governments (SACOG), U.S. Census Bureau, and U.S. Department of Labor Consumer Expenditure 
Survey (CES), total estimated retail supply in Davis is approximately $540 million while total estimated 
demand exceeds $900 million. Given the lack of certain types of retail offerings in Davis, (e.g., big-box 
retail) and the continued difficulties that these types of retail developments find when such projects are 
proposed there, it is no surprise that retail sales dollars are leaking from Davis and would likely continue 
to do so in the future.  Until very recently, the Davis General Plan contained a provision that prevents 
big box retail from operating in Davis.  Should Dixon capture some of the retail sales demand from 
Davis, it would likely capture some of the existing leakage that currently goes to Woodland, West 
Sacramento, Sacramento, and Vacaville because the retail offerings at Dixon Downs would be closer, 
newer, and/or more appealing.  The existing sales that occur in Davis which are generally local-serving in 
nature, should remain in Davis because those existing sales are supported by a unique downtown 
shopping experience, specialty retail opportunities, and a local customer base that is attracted to that type 
of shopping.. 
 
The lodging market in Davis consists principally of local-serving motels and inns.  A total of ten lodging 
places offer a little over 600 rooms at an average daily room rate of approximately $90.  Since these 
hotels appear to cater to the local business and university market, there does not appear to be a reason to 
conclude that a high-end hotel in Dixon would present direct competition and draw away existing 
customers.  The proposed hotel in Dixon Downs is also not expected to compete with the planned UC 
Davis hotel and conference center.  The UC Davis hotel and conference center, situated in the heart of 
the UC Davis campus and adjacent to the Mondovi Center for the Performing Arts, is anticipated to 
provide a venue for regional, national, and international academic conferences.  The customer base for 
the proposed high-end hotel in Dixon is anticipated to have distinct needs and varying characteristics 
from that of the academic-oriented customer base for the proposed UC Davis hotel. Instead, the new 
development in Dixon Downs could generate an additional customer base for existing Davis inns when 
the new hotel is sold out or when those attracted to the racetrack or other amenities at Dixon Downs 
decide to experience the renowned intricacies and nuances of Davis as well. 
 
It is possible that some Davis merchants could experience lost sales due to the Proposed Project, but it is 
highly unlikely that those merchants would be forced out of business and, if that does occur, it would 
probably be just a small fraction of them that shut down.  Even if displacement is anticipated, it is 
doubtful that the closing of these businesses would lead to long-term vacancies, that such vacancies 
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could occur to such an extent that they would result in the deterioration of the buildings where the 
businesses were located, and that they could culminate in adverse physical changes that lead to conditions 
consistent with blight or urban decay.  New businesses would almost certainly fill any empty space in a 
short time to capitalize on the Davis community’s high average household income, its proximity to the 
UC Davis campus, and other attributes that make Davis a unique retail market. 
 
Response to Comment 12-15: 
 
The growth-inducing impacts of the project appear to be nominal.  According to the Fiscal and 
Economic Analysis report, dated August 19, 2005 (available for review at the City offices or on the City’s 
website), a total of 358 annual construction jobs would be generated during construction of the project, 
including direct, indirect, and inducted jobs.  Operational employment impacts after construction are 
estimated in the report to be 3,592 total direct, indirect, and induced jobs.  Based on the assumptions 
presented in the report, a total of 1,713 construction and operational employees would reside in Dixon, 
while 1,753 would reside outside the City; the remaining 484 are backstretch employees that would be 
housed on-site at Dixon Downs. 
 
Assuming an average ratio of 1.5 workers per household, which reflects a midpoint between current 
ratios and the anticipated increases in those ratios over time, Dixon would need to add 1,142 new 
housing units to meet the needs of the employees expected to reside in the City.  Those new housing 
units represent approximately 20% of the total housing in the City currently.  Since Phase 2 of the Dixon 
Downs project is anticipated to develop over 15 years, these additional housing units would produce an 
average growth rate of approximately 1.4% per year.  This growth rate is approximately one third the rate 
of growth incorporated into the projections for Dixon made by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, so Dixon Downs does not appear to be a residential growth-inducing project. 
 
The employees who do not reside in Dixon would be widely dispersed to many communities within a 
typical commute for Bay Area and Sacramento area workers.  Assuming all the workers who live outside 
Dixon also form households based on a ratio of 1.5 workers per household, a total of 1,169 new housing 
units would be needed.  If all of those housing units were located in Davis, the housing stock in Davis 
would increase by 5% over a period of 15 years, which would not be considered a significant effect. 
 
If all of the new housing units outside Dixon were located in other parts of Solano County, the impact 
on Solano County would involve a 1% increase in housing stock over 15 years.  Similarly, if all of the 
new housing units outside Dixon were located in parts of Yolo County other than Davis, the impact on 
Yolo would be a 3% increase in housing stock over 15 years.  Clearly, these are considered insignificant 
impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 12-16: 
 
The comment restates information in the Draft EIR pertaining to lighting effects of the project. No 
response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 12-17: 
 
Section 21001 of the Public Resources Code addresses the requirement that governmental agencies shall 
develop standards and procedures and to consider alternatives to a project.  Subsection (g) requires that 
“governmental agencies at all levels consider qualitative factors as well as economic and technical factors 
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and long-term benefits and costs, in addition to short-term benefits and costs and to consider alternatives 
to proposed actions affecting the environment.”  The standard of significance that the City is using to 
assess potential impacts associated with sky glow is whether a project “creates a substantial new source of 
light that would contribute to a night sky glow that could affect adjacent uses.”  As discussed in the 
Aesthetics section under Impact 4.1-3, it was determined that the project’s contribution to an increase in 
light would not create night sky glow that would affect adjacent residential uses. The project includes 
measures to shield lights downward and to turn off stadium lights by 11 p.m.  Due to all the 
development within the Cities of Davis, Dixon, Woodland, and Sacramento it is not anticipated that the 
project would contribute enough artificial lighting that would create enough sky glow to interfere with 
views of astronomical features from areas in western Davis and to the north of the project site.  
 
Response to Comment 12-18: 
 
The Proposed Project also includes the Dixon Downs Development and Design Guidelines (Design 
Guidelines) which establish the standards and criteria that govern the design of both Phase 1 and Phase 2 
land uses.  The Design Guidelines provide the basis for analyzing the environmental effects of the 
racetrack and related Phase 1 facilities. The Design Guidelines are part of the project and, if the project is 
approved, the project applicant would be required to adhere to the lighting requirements set forth in the 
Design Guidelines.  The commenter’s concerns are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 12-19: 
 
Impact 4.1-3 on page 4.1-21 of the Draft EIR addresses the potential for the project to create a 
substantial new source of light, which would contribute to sky glow in the surrounding area. As discussed 
in Impact 4.1-3, there are only three residences located on the north side of Vaughn Road between 
North First Street and Pedrick Road.  Other light sources in the area include automobiles traveling along 
I-80, surrounding light industrial uses, retail uses such as Wal-Mart, athletic fields, and automobile 
dealerships along I-80. As discussed in the Project Description, racetrack stadium lights would be turned 
off when events have concluded and the facility has been cleared, by approximately 11 p.m. Due to all 
the other sources of light in the area and the limited residential development in the area it is anticipated 
that sky glow would not be considered a significant impact.   
 
Response to Comment 12-20: 
 
Please see Response to Comment 7-2 and 12-21, below.  The preservation of 260 acres of prime 
agricultural land to either be left fallow or to be farmed with row crops would be sufficient to meet the 
requirement to preserve 260 acres of prime farmland and to address the loss of foraging habitat for the 
Swainson’s hawk. 
 
Response to Comment 12-21: 
 
The City believes that a one-to-one replacement value meets the requirement under CEQA to mitigate 
for the loss of prime farmland.  The request by the commenter to provide a two-to-one preservation of 
agricultural land would exceed what is required under CEQA.  It is instructive that the Department of 
Conservation, in their comment letter on this Draft EIR (see responses to Comment Letter 7) did not 
request mitigation beyond the acre-for-acre mitigation suggested in the Draft EIR. 




