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RECOMMENDATION / REQUESTED ACTION 
 
Review Draft Dixon General Plan 2040 (GP 2040) and Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR), accept public testimony and comments; and adopt two Resolutions, in this order:  
 

1)  Resolution Certifying FEIR, Adopting Statement of Overriding considerations and 
Adopting the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and  

2)  Resolution Adopting General Plan 2040  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
General Plan 2040 Update Process:  
The current Dixon General Plan was adopted in 1993, which was an update to the plan 
originally adopted in 1987. Although it has been amended numerous times since 1993, the plan 
is greatly outdated and out of compliance with new state regulations and current trends.   
 
In 2014, the City Council determined that the Plan no longer reflected current City vision and 
needed a comprehensive update, and the firm of Dyett and Bhatia was engaged to undertake 
the update late in 2014. Community input was foundational to the development of the GP 2040.  
 

• A preliminary kick off meeting with both the Commission and Council (joint session) was 
held March 31, 2015. 

• Early in the process, a citywide mail-in survey generated over 600 responses and helped 
establish core values and priorities to guide the key strategies on which the Plan is 
based.  

• A community workshop was also held to provide an opportunity for local residents to 
weigh in on land use alternatives and a vision for the future of the community.  

• A General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), composed of 14 community members met 
10 times over the course of the project to provide input and vet key decisions. The 
GPAC represented a wide range of interest groups, advocacies, and opinions, therefore, 
there was not always consensus. However, the wide ranging opinions allowed the 
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vetting of many ideas and consideration of the various opinions. GPAC meetings were 
open to the public and provided a forum for community involvement in the process 

• Based on community input from the early phases of the project, a Vision Statement and 
Guiding Principles were developed and approved by the City Council. The vision and 
guiding principles closely reflect the language of the goals of the 2040 General Plan.  
After an evaluation of several different land use and circulation alternatives, the City 
Council reviewed and approved a draft land use map in the summer of 2017.  

• Over a series of meetings in the spring and summer of 2018, including a day-long policy 
summit, the GPAC reviewed and helped to revise goals, policies and actions for each 
element of the general plan.  

 
With this work complete, environmental analysis was set to proceed; however, it was discovered 
that the City's traffic model was out-of-date and overestimated future traffic volumes. Therefore, 
the City commissioned DKS Associates, a transportation engineering firm, to design and build a 
new citywide traffic model. The process of building and validating the model took about 10 
months from early 2019 through to October 2019, and a corridor safety study focused on South 
First Street was also completed during that period to identify key improvements to the network 
and inform development of the Mobility Element of the General Plan. At the end of 2019, with 
the new traffic model ready work on the EIR was able to resume. 
 
The public review Draft GP 2040 and associated Draft EIR were released on July 8, 2020 and 
the public comment period ran for 45 days through August 21, 2020. Following the close of the 
public comment period, City staff and the consultant prepared responses to comments received 
and completed a Final EIR.  
 
A hearing on the Draft General Plan before the Solano County Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC) was held on December 10, 2020, resulting in adoption of a finding of conformance to 
the Travis Air Base ALUC plan.  
 
Since the publication of the public review draft, the GP consultant and City staff have made 
various refinements, edits and clarifications to the Draft Plan based on input received through 
the review process, resulting the Final Public Review Draft GP 2040.  
 
On March 9, 2021 the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing, received 
testimony, and by adoption of two Resolutions, recommending to the City Council 1) 
Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report, Adoption of Statement of Overriding 
Consideration and Approval of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and 2) Adoption 
of General Plan 2040 with certain recommended modifications. 
 
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE SUMMARY 
 
The Draft GP 2040 is a comprehensive update of the existing plan that incorporates changes to 
the policy framework and land use designations intended to guide development and 
conservation through 2040 and to comply with new State regulations that have come into force 
since the plan was last updated, including new requirements for addressing geologic hazards, 
flooding, and wildland and urban fires, and environmental justice. This upcoming section of the 
staff report summaries each of the chapters of the Draft Plan. For details, please see the entire 
Draft General Plan document here (or using the link at the end of this staff report).  
 
The GP 2040 envisions that future growth and development will be focused primarily in the 
Southwest Specific Plan Area, the Northeast Quadrant, Downtown Dixon, and the SR 113 

---

https://www.ci.dixon.ca.us/438/General-Plan-Update


  Page 3 

corridor north of downtown. The Plan seeks to preserve and enhance the quality of life in 
existing neighborhoods within the City limit and to preserve the natural open space and 
agricultural lands that surround Dixon. 
 
The Draft GP 2040 is organized as follows:  

• GP 2040  is organized into six chapters, an introduction plus five (5) chapters that 
address seven (7) of the eight (8) State-mandated elements required for all General 
Plans, including Land Use, Circulation, Conservation, Open Space, Safety, Noise and 
Environmental Justice.  

• While Dixon does not have any designated "disadvantaged communities," defined by the 
California Environmental Protection Agency as census tracts with high concentrations of 
low-income households disproportionately burdened by environmental pollution, some 
tracts in Dixon are among the most impacted in the state for drinking water 
contaminants, threats to groundwater, and exposure to pesticides. As such, goals and 
policies to address these environmental justice issues have been incorporated into the 
plan and address the state mandated Environmental Justice Element, as well as to 
address other topics required under Senate Bill 1000. 

• The eight State-mandated element of a General Plan, the Housing Element, follows a 
separate timeline, as it is required to be updated every eight (8) years. Dixon’s Housing 
Element was most recently updated in 2015 and therefore, was not included as part of 
the overall General Plan update. The Dixon Housing Element Update (2015-2023) is a 
stand-alone document which addresses the City’s housing needs, constraints and 
resources.  The current Housing Element is certified through 2023, and an update will be 
initiated in late 2021. Dixon is also a partner with all Solano County cities and the County 
itself to: 1) create a sub region for the assignment/ distribution the County’s allotment of 
the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA); 2) hire a Housing consultant to perform 
much of the common housing element background work throughout the County that 
cities can then use to update their Elements. 

• While not required under State law, the Draft Plan also includes an optional Economic 
Development and Community Character Elements, which address these important 
community priorities.  

 
Following is an outline of each chapter in the GP 2040, including an overview of the key goals, 
policies and actions and a description of the statutory requirements satisfied. 
 
Chapter 1 – Introduction: 
This chapter provides the history and background of Dixon, the planning context for the city and 
its surroundings, summary of the update process and a primer on General Plan basics 101. To 
evaluate the General Plan, it is important to understand it purpose and framework: 
 

• A General Plan is a long range planning document that each city and county in 
California is required to adopt and maintain.  

• A General Plan is a high level policy document that serves to guide physical 
development of a city for its current boundaries, along with areas outside city limits, but 
within the city’s sphere of influence.  

• A General Plan establishes a long range vision for the community, usually a 15-20 year 
timeframe, through the goals, policies and actions included in the plan.  

https://www.ci.dixon.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/4711/Dixon-Housing-Element-Draft?bidId=
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• The Dixon GP 2040 groups the eight mandated Elements into five chapters, with each 
chapter including the goals, policies and actions.  

• Goals are the major high level aspirations of a community; Policies are the specific 
targets or desired outcomes; and Actions are steps needed to realize the policies and 
goals. 

• The General Plan, once adopted, does not immediately achieve all of the goals or 
policies. It is similar to a work plan, and outlines the vision and the steps needed for the 
City to take during the 15-20 year life of the plan to achieve those goals.  

• Those steps are what the City uses to guide staff work plans, but implementation of the 
General Plan is dependent on various factors, including staffing, funding, the economy, 
and grants/outside funding.  

• It is also important to note that the City is required to review its General Plan on an 
annual basis, with a more comprehensive review every 5-10 years, to assess its 
implementation and confirm the goals, policies and actions. 

 
Chapter 2 - Natural Environment: 
This chapter addresses conservation of open space, agriculture, water, energy, and biological 
resources in Dixon and its Sphere of Influence (SOI). It also deals with natural and human-made 
hazards, noise, emergency preparedness, and public safety in the face of natural disasters, as 
well as climate change and environmental justice. In so doing, it satisfies legal requirements for 
the Conservation, Open Space, Safety, Noise, and Environmental Justice elements of the 
General Plan. It lays out the following 5 goals, supported by policies and implementing actions: 
 

• Preserve, protect, and enhance natural resources, habitats, and watersheds in Dixon 
and the surrounding area, promoting responsible management practices. 

• Use energy and water wisely and promote reduced consumption. 

• Optimize the use of available resources by encouraging residents, businesses and 
visitors to reuse and recycle. 

• Protect life and property from natural and human-made hazards and provide quick, 
effective response to disasters and emergencies. 

• Minimize air, soil, noise, and water pollution as well as community exposure to 
hazardous conditions. 

 
The goals, policies and actions in this chapter emphasize preserving and protecting the 
agricultural and open space lands that surround Dixon through cross-jurisdictional cooperation, 
the dedication of easements, the implementation of agricultural mitigation, and the adoption of a 
right to farm ordinance. They also emphasize the long-term health and viability of groundwater 
through continued work with the Solano Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) 
Collaborative, promotion of low impact development practices in new development, and 
requirements for the regular repair and maintenance of drainage ditches in open space areas. 
Additionally, the policies and actions focus on strategies and funding programs that local 
residents and businesses can make use to reduce energy and water use, including promoting 
rainwater reuse systems, greywater systems, and establishing a Community Emergency 
Response Team program to train volunteers in disaster preparedness. A focus on community-
based initiatives to expand tree canopy coverage and address increased urban heat is also 
included. 
 



  Page 5 

Chapter 3 – Land Use and Community Character: 
This chapter presents a framework to guide future development and conservation in Dixon and 
its sphere of influence (SOI), designating the location and mix of uses desired as well as the 
density and intensity of development. It outlines a strategy for managing growth that involves 
preserving agricultural and open space lands around the city while concentrating new 
development primarily in focus areas within the City limit to support efficient delivery of public 
services and infrastructure, reduce the need for vehicle trips, and improve air quality. It also 
addresses small town character, historic resources, downtown vitality, and neighborhood 
livability with the following 7 goals, supported by policies and actions: 
 

• Focus future development so that it is contiguous to existing developed areas and 
supports efficient delivery of public services and infrastructure. 

• Promote and enhance Dixon’s quiet, safe, family-friendly small-town character. 

• Protect, preserve, and enhance the significant cultural and historic features of Dixon, 
recognizing their importance to the character of the community. 

• Reinforce the downtown area as the physical and cultural center of the city, recognizing 
its importance to the community’s sense of place. 

• Focus new development that makes a positive contribution to the community along key 
corridors and at principal gateways into Dixon. 

• Foster residential neighborhoods with attractive design, safe streets, access to shopping 
and services, and gathering places for the community. 

• Foster neighborhood commercial centers throughout Dixon that provide services and 
amenities locally and contribute to a sense of community. 

 
In order to realize these goals, the GP 2040 includes three new land use designations to guide 
new development in key areas of the city.  
 

• The Downtown Mixed Use (DMU) designation applies in the traditional downtown area 
and will promote Downtown Dixon as an attractive destination for residents and visitors 
to the community.  

• The new Corridor Mixed Use (CMU) designation, which applies on North First Street, 
North Lincoln Road, and West A, will foster a mix of retail and commercial uses, 
supported by housing.  

• The Campus Mixed Use (CAMU) designation, which applies in portions of the Northeast 
Quadrant and Southwest Dixon Specific Plan areas, will foster new mixed-use 
employment districts with a range of job-generating uses, housing, and easy access to 
the regional transportation network with clusters of related light industrial, manufacturing, 
office, research & development, retail, hotel, service, and residential uses. In all three, 
mixed use can be in either horizontal or vertical configuration and single uses are 
allowed on smaller lots. This will provide property owners and developers with the 
flexibility to design projects in line with market conditions while also satisfying community 
objectives. Because this designation allows for residential uses as a part of the mix, it is 
not consistent with the Planned Production Area designation given the Northeast 
Quadrant SP area by ABAG/MTC; this may result in a revision of the boundaries of the 
PPA as a follow up step. 
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The Land Use Map and description of the land use categories for all land use categories in the 
City can be found on pages 3-13 through 3-17 of the GP 2040. 
 
This chapter also contains a strong set of policies and actions (located under Goal LCC-1) to 
coordinate provision of infrastructure with new development and to provide effective growth 
management over time. There are also policies and actions to integrate new development and 
ensure visually attractive buildings at prominent locations, such as Action LCC-5.D that will 
establish performance standards for industrial uses near housing, and LCC-5.A that will 
establish design guidelines to ensure a high-quality visual character at the northern and 
southern gateways to Dixon and on the SR113 corridor.  
 
Additionally, the Plan includes specific strategies for Downtown Dixon that will strengthen its 
role as a hub for the community, including requiring active ground floor uses along First Street, 
East A Street and Jackson; facilitating outdoor seating, dining, art and live music along main 
streets and side streets; prioritizing public realm improvements; and promoting housing 
development. 
 
Chapter 4 - Economic Development: 
This chapter lays out a strategy that seeks to grow the local economy and enhance the quality 
of life in Dixon, while respecting the community’s history and agricultural heritage. The strategy 
seeks to build on local strengths in manufacturing, logistics, food processing, and agricultural 
technology and to leverage Dixon's ready connections to the regional roadway and rail network 
and its proximity to the University of California at Davis to attract new businesses. Recognizing 
that large tracts of land in the northeast and southwest of Dixon represent an important 
opportunity, the policies and actions in this chapter emphasize development readiness and 
focus on improvements to water, sewer, and stormwater infrastructure are needed to support 
private development. It lays out the following 6 goals, supported by policies and implementing 
actions: 
 

• Ensure development readiness and position Dixon to capitalize on its strengths. 

• Support local business retention and growth to expand employment opportunities in 
Dixon, increase the City’s tax base, and enhance quality of life. 

• Grow a diverse primary job base by attracting new businesses that build on Dixon’s 
strengths. 

• Establish and support Downtown Dixon as the city’s cultural focal point, the dominant 
community event area, and a destination business and entertainment center that attracts 
both residents and visitors. 

• Leverage the value of Dixon’s location along major regional transportation corridors to 
promote commercial development. 

• Partner with businesses and entrepreneurs to make Dixon an attractive, easy place to 
do business. 

 
In order to realize these goals, key initiatives include actively promoting certified opportunity 
sites by maintaining and publicizing an inventory of available land and pursuing funding and 
financing opportunities that can provide the infrastructure needed to support development. An 
important focus is on local business support and workforce development, with actions to 
implement a local procurement program, "shop local" campaigns, and tools that provide 
assistance for starting and growing a business in Dixon, as well as training initiatives.  
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The Plan also recognizes that Downtown Dixon can be an economic engine for the city, drawing 
local residents and visitors from surrounding communities to restaurants, shops and 
entertainment options with its historic charm. It includes actions improve the public realm, 
promote events and festivals, and attract new community-oriented business such as 
theatre/cinema, brew pub, or ice cream shop. The Plan also seeks to build on the nucleus of 
successful regional retail businesses on North First Street and Lincoln Street and create 
attractive thriving commercial gateways easily visible from I-80 and SR 113 through highway 
signage standards, a facade improvement program, and business improvement districts. 
 
Chapter 5 - Mobility: 
This chapter addresses mobility and transportation (known as circulation) in Dixon, including 
road, rail, transit, and biking and walking facilities. It includes strategies to promote the efficiency 
of the circulation system, reduce congestion, improve connectivity by a variety of transportation 
modes, and manage the transport of goods through and around Dixon. The chapter identifies 
specific improvements to the local transportation network needed to support the planned 
development pattern, and it includes a circulation diagram showing the location and extent of 
existing and proposed major thoroughfares and transportation routes, correlated with the land 
use element of the plan. It lays out the following 6 goals, supported by policies and 
implementing actions: 
 

• Plan, design, construct, and maintain a transportation network that provides safe and 
efficient access throughout the city and optimizes travel by all modes. 

• Manage the city's transportation system to minimize congestion, improve flow and 
improve air quality. 

• Facilitate convenient and safe pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicular connections 
between neighborhoods and to destinations in Dixon and neighboring communities. 

• Facilitate travel within the city and to surrounding communities by alternatives to the 
automobile to reduce vehicle miles travelled. 

• Ensure Downtown Dixon is an inviting place where it is safe and easy to walk, bike, 
drive, and park. 

• Provide for safe, efficient goods movement by road and rail. 
 
The circulation diagram is included as Figure M-1, on page 5-4 of the plan. The goals, policies 
and actions in this chapter address new State requirements for "complete streets" and will guide 
future improvements intended to facilitate safe and efficient travel for all modes of travel. The 
development of the policy framework was closely coordinated with the Solano Transportation 
Authority's Countywide Active Transportation Planning effort.  
 
The GP 2040  maintains a minimum standard of level of service 'D' at all intersections citywide 
for planning purposes, while also introducing the concept of Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT), the 
new State required performance metric for environmental analyses pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). VMT describes the overall amount of travel in the City and 
region based on distance and is directly related to fuel consumption, air pollution, and GHG 
emissions. The City will use a combination of LOS and VMT metrics to ensure the efficient 
movement of people and goods as well as reductions in GHG emissions. 
 
Importantly, the chapter identifies a series of short-term and long-term actions to improve 
roadway safety and efficient mobility on SR 113, including high-visibility crosswalks at key 
locations, curb bulb-outs, and targeted roadway widening and restriping. These improvements 
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will enhance First Street’s performance as a multi-modal corridor and make it safer for all users. 
The chapter also provides a framework of policies and actions that will guide City decision-
making on key concerns such as managing school traffic, re-routing SR 113 away from 
Downtown Dixon, and improving the safety and efficiency of the rail crossing at Pedrick Road, 
particularly during the harvest months. This will allow for the incorporation and use of a range of 
strategies to address these community priorities as funding is available in the coming years, 
including the use of intelligent transportation technology, expanded Readi-Ride Service, and 
other strategies. 
 
Chapter 5 - Public Facilities and Services: 
This chapter addresses public facilities and services in Dixon, including parks, schools, libraries, 
and recreational facilities as well as delivery of public services including law enforcement, fire 
protection, water and sewer service, and stormwater facilities. It also addresses community 
health and engagement in civic life, essential aspects for a high quality of life in the community. 
The chapter satisfies State requirements for utility circulation, public safety, and open space for 
recreational purpose. It lays out the following 8 goals, supported by policies and implementing 
actions: 
 

• Provide police and fire services that are responsive to community needs and ensure a 
safe and secure environment for people and property in Dixon. 

• Plan and provide utilities and infrastructure to deliver safe, reliable and adequate 
services for current and future residents and businesses. 

• Locate and design schools and other public facilities as contributors to neighborhood 
quality of life, identity and pride. 

• Provide and maintain a comprehensive system of quality parks and recreational facilities 
to meet the needs of Dixon's current and future population. 

• Provide community services that support families and meet the needs of community 
members of all ages, backgrounds and interests. 

• Promote the health and welfare of all community members. 

• Encourage the active participation of Dixon residents and businesses in civic life. 

• Embrace differences and serve all in the community equally. 
 
Recognizing that the improvement and expansion of utility infrastructure is critical for economic 
development and quality of life in Dixon, the goals, policies and actions in this chapter identify a 
range of actions the City will take in coordination with other service providers to ensure safe and 
reliable service. These include establishing a new metered interconnection with the Cal Water 
system to augment the backup source of water available, studying options for diversifying and 
expanding water supply sources, identifying and prioritizing capital and maintenance 
improvement program elements based on the performance metrics in the Water System 
Strategic Asset Management Plan, and preparing a Sewer Master Plan and computer model of 
the sanitary sewer system. The policies and actions provide a framework for collaboration with 
other public agencies and the private sector to facilitate the cost effective, efficient provision of 
utility and stormwater improvements needed to support development in the Northeast Quadrant, 
which will require sub-regional collaboration and innovative funding and financing strategies. 
 
As the community grows, new parks will need to be provided in order to maintain the 
established standard or 5 acres of parkland per thousand residents. The Parks Master Plan will 
continue to be the primary tool for planning specific capital improvements and parks and 
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recreation programming in Dixon, however, it will need to be updated to reflect projected growth 
patterns. As such, the 2040 General Plan identifies potential locations for new parks, based on 
an analysis of underserved areas and projected new development, and it provides policies and 
actions to guide an update to the Parks Master Plan and the planning and design of future 
facilities. The Plan also includes policies to ensure sufficient resources and equipment for 
efficient delivery of public safety services to the community. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
Pursuant to California law, a programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Dixon 
General Plan 2040 was prepared to evaluate potentially significant environmental impacts 
associated with the adoption and implementation of the General Plan 2040.  
 
Notice of Preparation (NOP): 
Consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was publicized and circulated to State and local agencies 
between November 13, 2018 and December 20, 2018. A Scoping Meeting conducted by the 
Planning Commission was held December 12, 2018 to receive public comments on the scope 
and content of the EIR.  The purpose of the NOP process/scoping meeting was to establish the 
scope and context of the Draft EIR.  
 
Draft EIR: 
Based on the input received, a detailed environmental analysis was conducted and the Draft 
EIR was released for a 45 day public review period commencing on July 8, 2020 and concluding 
on August 24, 2020. A copy of the Draft EIR can be viewed at here (link address provided at the 
end of the staff report).  The analysis in the Draft EIR found that the majority of impacts 
associated with implementation of the GP 2040 would be less-than-significant or less than 
significant with mitigation.  
 
However, there were seven (7) impacts that were identified as significant:    

• One significant impact conflicts with Californian Air Resources Board passenger vehicle 
GHG emission reduction targets for 2020 and 2040 but can be reduced below the 
threshold of significance with implementation of recommended mitigation measure MM 
GHG-1, requiring the preparation of a Climate Action Plan consistent with State 
mandates and targets within 36 months of adoption of the General Plan. 

• Six other impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable, meaning that even after 
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures the impacts could not be reduced to a 
less than significant level.  
 

These significant and unavoidable impacts are described below and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations has been prepared. 
 

Agricultural Resources 
Implementation of the Proposed Plan would allow for the conversion of Prime Farmland 
to non-agricultural uses. Under the Proposed Plan, urban development could occur on 
98 acres of these farmlands designated by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (FMMP). Urban development could further result in indirect impacts that exert 
pressure on agricultural lands to convert to non-agricultural use. Even after 
implementation of MM-AG-1, which requires project proponents to offset the loss of 
Prime farmland through either 1) acquisition of land or dedication of a conservation 
easement within a ten-mile radius of the City; or 2) payment of an in-lieu fee 

https://www.ci.dixon.ca.us/438/General-Plan-Update
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Conversion of agricultural land to urban use is not fully mitigatable, as agricultural land is 
a finite and irreplaceable resource. Beyond limiting the amount of total growth permitted, 
there are no feasible mitigation measures for agricultural land conversion that would also 
fulfill the objectives of and implement the Proposed Plan. The impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Air Quality  
Development under the Proposed Plan could violate air quality standards or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.  Any development under the 
Proposed Plan that would exceed Yolo-Solano Air Quality District (Yolo-Solano AQMD) 
regional significance thresholds would contribute to the non-attainment designation of 
the Air Basin, which constitutes an air quality violation. The Yolo-Solano Air Quality 
Management District area is currently classified as a federal and state non-attainment 
area for ozone, a federal non-attainment area for PM2.5, and a state non-attainment 
area for PM10. 
 
Construction activities associated with the Proposed Plan would cause short-term 
emissions of criteria air pollutants, including the temporary generation of ozone 
precursors (ROG, NOX), CO, and particulate matter emissions that could result in short-
term impacts on ambient air quality in the Planning Area. While policies in the Proposed 
Plan would enforce air quality standards during construction, with respect to ROG, NOx 
and PM exhaust emissions, there could be foreseeable conditions under the Proposed 
Plan where the amount of construction activity for an individual development project, or a 
combination of these projects, could result in the generation of these pollutant emissions 
that exceed their respective Yolo-Solano AQMD significance thresholds (10 tons per 
year for ROG and NOx, 80 pounds per day for PM10 and PM2.5). Emissions of these 
pollutants may not be reduced to levels below Yolo-Solano AQMD’s thresholds when 
multiple construction projects are concurrently ongoing in Dixon. Therefore, the 
Proposed Plan could potentially result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
non-attainment designations of the Air Basin during construction, which would 
constitute a significant and unavoidable impact.  
 
In addition to the short-term construction emissions, buildout of the Proposed Plan would 
generate long-term air emissions, and has the potential to result in air quality impacts 
from mobile, area, and energy sources. Future development under the Proposed Plan 
would be required to comply with applicable air quality plans, State Implementation Plan 
(SIP), California Air Resources Board (CARB) motor vehicle standards, Yolo-Solano 
AQMD regulations for stationary sources and architectural coatings, Title 24 energy 
efficiency standards, and the Proposed Plan policies; however, there is no guarantee 
that emissions would be mitigated below Yolo-Solano AQMD thresholds. Current non-
attainment status and projected ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions at buildout in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects elsewhere within 
the Yolo-Solano AQMD area demonstrate that the Proposed Plan, even with 
implementation of applicable regulations and Proposed Plan’s policies and actions that 
would reduce impacts associated with long-term operational criteria pollutant emissions, 
could potentially result in a cumulative exceedance of the standards. Therefore, 
development under the Proposed Plan could result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of criteria pollutants for which the General Plan region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard. Even with the mitigation 
measures in the Proposed Plan, the impact would be significant and unavoidable. 
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Additionally, level of service impacts at three intersections under the Proposed Plan 
meet the screening criteria utilized by Yolo-Solano AQMD to provide a conservative 
indication of whether project-generated traffic will cause a potential carbon monoxide 
(CO) hot spot. As discussed in Chapter 3.3-13, signalization of these intersections is not 
recommended. Therefore, development under the Proposed Plan could expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial concentrations of CO. Even with the mitigation measures in the 
Proposed Plan, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.  
 
Energy, Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
Through implementation of the Proposed Plan policies aimed at reducing greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions, the Proposed Plan would serve to implement numerous 
strategies and mitigation measures aimed at reducing these emissions. However, even 
accounting for State and federal standards and for policies within the Proposed Plan that 
can be quantified, the resulting 2040 emissions are still greater than the Statewide 
percentage reduction target and the CARB Scoping Plan per capita target. This means 
that, absent additional measures at the State level, development under the Proposed 
Plan would conflict with CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan, AB 32, EO S-03-05, Plan Bay Area, 
and SB 375, as the City does not have direct control over certain aspects of 
transportation emissions, such vehicle fuel efficiency standards or regional traffic.  
 
Further action is necessary at the State and federal levels to achieve the deep cuts to 
emission sources outside the City’s jurisdictional control to meet the GHG emissions 
reductions targets laid out by the State. Given that, at this time, there are no post‐2030 
State or federal measures that would assist the City in achieving the efficiency target in 
2040, the potential exists for the Proposed Plan to conflict with applicable plans, policies, 
or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Even with 
the mitigation measures in the Proposed Plan, the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Transportation and Traffic 
Implementation of the Proposed Plan would contribute to population and job growth, 
resulting in projected increased amounts of traffic generation and congestion in the City 
of Dixon. More specifically, it would cause a significant impact by causing several local 
intersections to perform below level of service (LOS) standard policy established by the 
General Plan, and causing a conflict with these established measures of effectiveness of 
the circulation system.  
 
Ten intersections were studied as part of the analysis under the General Plan Buildout. 
Five of the intersections are reported as operating at a deficient LOS during either 
Existing Conditions or future conditions under the Proposed Plan:  

• Jackson Street & W A Street,  
• First Street & B Street,  
• First Street & Chestnut Street,  
• First Street & W Cherry Street, and  
• First Street & Valley Glen Drive.  

The intersection of First Street and Valley Glen Drive is planned for signalization, which 
will eliminate the operational deficiency. However, the intersections of First Street & B 
Street and First Street & West Cherry Street do become deficient under the future 
Proposed Plan resulting in a potentially significant impact. 
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The Proposed Plan includes multiple policies and implementing actions that would seek 
to minimize this congestion on the transportation network through a series of efforts to 
reduce single occupancy vehicle trips, improve circulation throughout Dixon, and 
promote walking, bicycling and transit trips as viable transportation options. It also 
contains multiple implementing actions that identify mechanisms for funding actions 
designed to alleviate transportation impacts resulting from new development under the 
Proposed Plan. Nevertheless, even with Proposed Plan policies and implementing 
actions, impacts at the above stated intersections would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Alternatives 
CEQA requires the analysis of alternatives that could reduce or avoid the significant 
impacts of the Proposed Plan. Accordingly, the EIR considered three alternatives, in 
addition to the required No Project alternative, that could potentially avoid or 
substantially reduce significant impacts:  
 

• No Project (no changes to General Plan); 
• Transit Oriented Development Alternative;  
• Compact Growth Alternative; and  
• Balanced Jobs-Housing Ratio Alternative.  

 
These alternatives were developed with an intent to avoid the conversion of Prime 
Farmland and substantially reduce daily VMT per service population. However, VMT 
analysis conducted on these alternatives determined that none of three would avoid or 
substantially reduce 2040 per service population VMT as compared to the Proposed 
Plan.  
 
By contrast, the No Project Alternative could feasibly address the significant and 
unavoidable impact related to conversion of Prime Farmland that would result from the 
Proposed Plan and is fully analyzed in this EIR. Given that the three aforementioned 
alternatives were deemed infeasible, only the No Project Alternative was analyzed in 
detail.  
 
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6) require the identification of an environmentally 
superior alternative among the alternatives analyzed. Overall, the Proposed Plan was 
found to have a similar impact profile as the No Project Alternative. The Proposed Plan 
would concentrate development along key mixed-use corridors and in downtown and 
would result in more multi-family housing units.  
 
The Proposed Plan would ultimately be more successful in achieving the objectives of 
the General Plan update including fostering economic growth, encouraging careful 
stewardship of resources like water and energy, promoting high-quality development, 
and allowing convenient and safe travel. Given that the Proposed Plan would be more 
successful in achieving these objectives, the Proposed Plan is found to be 
environmentally superior in more cases and thus determined to be the environmentally 
superior alternative 
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Final EIR: 
The Final EIR (FEIR) provides the City with an opportunity to respond to written comments that 
were submitted on the DEIR during the 45-day comment period (July 8, 2020 to August 24, 
2020). The FEIR also provides an opportunity to make clarifications, corrections or revisions to 
the DEIR, as needed, based on the comments received.  
 
The City received 18 written comments on the DEIR during the public review period, 15 from 
public agencies and community organizations and three from individual community members.  
Based on the comments provided during the public review period on the DEIR, the FEIR 
provides responses to these comments.  

• Responses focus on comments that raise environmental issues or pertain to the 
adequacy analysis in the Draft EIR.  

• Comments that address policy issues, opinions or other topics outside the purview of the 
Draft EIR or CEQA, are noted as such.   

• None of the comments identified any missing information or inadequacies of the DEIR.  

• Therefore, responses have been provided and additional edits have been made to the 
Draft GP 2040 and/or the DEIR.  

 
One additional written comment was received well after the public review period for the DEIR, at 
the time of the March 9, 2021 Planning Commission hearing on the Final EIR, through a letter, 
dated March 8, 2021, from the Solano County Counsel’s office.  This letter was in regard to the 
adequacy of the EIR with respect to storm drainage plans in relation to the Northeast Quadrant 
(NEQ) Specific Plan area. Staff notes that the County did not submit any oral or written 
comments on the Draft EIR, which would have been the appropriate time for any comments on 
the adequacy of an EIR. Regardless, staff and the EIR consultant have reviewed the comments 
and prepared a response, which has been mailed directly to the County, as well as included in 
the Final EIR and this report (Attachment 4). In summary: 
  

• The General Plan and the DEIR did in fact include a two-pronged strategy for addressing 
the drainage issue in the NEQ, and this strategy is discussed in the Public Services and 
Facilities Element of the Draft General Plan 2040 (pages 6-9 through 6-13).  

• General Plan Policy PSF-2.8 in the Draft GP 2040 calls for the City to collaborate with a 
range of responsible agencies on a sub-regional basis to develop a long-term strategy.  

• Recognizing that developing an ultimate solution will require considerable time and 
effort, the Draft General Plan 2040 also includes Policy PSF-2.9, which articulates an 
interim strategy to allow development projects within the NEQ to move forward while the 
longer-term sub-regional solution is developed. Specifically, Policy PSF-2.9 requires that 
project proponents enter into development agreements with the City to ensure that 
improvements adequate to manage stormwater onsite and prevent downstream impacts 
to adjacent properties.  

• The General Plan 2040 EIR discusses both the long-term sub-regional solution and 
interim, site-specific solutions in its analysis of stormwater drainage and water quality 
impacts in the NEQ, finding that existing and planned improvements would result in a 
less than significant impact as a result of Plan implementation.  

• Therefore, the finding of the EIR that continued compliance with the existing regulations 
and implementation of the General Plan 2040 policies would not substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site or generate substantial polluted runoff is valid and correct.  
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• The DEIR analysis reflects this two-pronged strategy, articulated in the General Plan 
2040. However, to clarify and amplify the findings of the Draft EIR, the Final EIR has 
been amended to include additional clarifying text under the discussion section of Impact 
3-9.4 (pages 3.9-40 through 3.9-44 in the Draft EIR). Specifically, detail has been added 
to response to comment A-5.4 in the Final EIR to clarify that there is a range of 
improvements being studied, including potential solutions located outside the Dixon City 
limit and SOI, that the long-term sub-regional solution ultimately identified will require the 
agreement of multiple parties, and will be subject to separate environmental review 
under CEQA. 

• Given that this addition to the EIR is made to clarify and amplify the findings of the DEIR 
only and that no substantial new information has been introduced and no new or 
substantially greater impacts have been identified, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not 
required. The Final EIR has been updated with the additional clarifying language and its 
availability has been noticed for more than the 10 days, as required by State law. 

 
The FEIR was originally released on February 17, 2021 prior to the Planning Commission 
hearing, for public review, and a Notice of Availability of the FEIR/Response to Comments was 
mailed to responsible/trustee agencies, other public agencies, as well as those who commented 
on the DEIR and other interested persons. A Notice of Availability was also published in the 
Dixon Independent Voice on February 19, 2021.  
 
Additionally, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared that 
describes the procedures that will be used to implement the mitigation measures adopted in 
connection with the approval of the Proposed Plan and the methods of monitoring such actions, 
and is included as part of Exhibit C of Attachment 1. 
 
The Final EIR has since been updated after the Planning Commission meeting to include 
additional clarification in response to the Solano County Counsel’s letter. Both the FEIR and 
MMRP are available for review here (or at the link address provided at the end of the report). 
 
Statement of Overriding Considerations: 
As noted above, the EIR concludes that the project would result in significant, unavoidable 
impacts to following topic areas: 1) Agricultural Resource 2) Air Quality 3) Energy, Greenhouse 
Gases and Climate Change 4) Transportation and Traffic; and 5) Alternatives.  In order for the 
City to approve the project, the City will have to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
The detailed summary of the significant and unavoidable impacts can be found in Section III of 
Exhibit B, Attachment 1.  
 
A Statement of Overriding Considerations reflects the ultimate balancing of competing public 
objectives (including environmental, legal, technical, social, and economic factors). Adopting a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations would mean that the City Council ultimately finds that, 
on balance, the benefits of the project outweigh the significant unavoidable environmental 
impact(s). 
 
Both Staff and the Planning Commission have determined that the benefits of the 2040 General 
Plan outweigh the impacts given that the City has imposed all feasible mitigation measures and 
recognized all significant unavoidable impacts. In the City’s judgement, the benefits of the 2040 
General Plan outweigh its unavoidable impacts because the 2040 General Plan: 
 

1) Prioritizes economic development,  
2) Facilitates planned population growth by increasing and diversifying city’s housing stock; 

https://www.ci.dixon.ca.us/438/General-Plan-Update
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3) Identifies focus areas for further development; and 
4) Protects against adverse environmental impacts while accomplishing the City’s long-

term goals. 
 
The full Statement of Overriding Considerations can be found in Section V of Exhibit B, in 
Attachment 1 (pages 8-10).  
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the environmental documents in conjunction with their 
review and recommendation regarding the project and recommended certification of the EIR 
and adoption of the MMRP through adoption of Resolution No. 2021-004, 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
On March 9, 2021, the Commission conducted a hearing and made recommendation to the City 
Council regarding this matter, receiving written and oral testimony regarding the matter.  As 
noted above, one (1) written item regarding the EIR was received. In addition, eight (8) 
additional letters with comments on the General Plan were received. Copies of these letters are 
provided (Attachment 3).  In addition, six (6) members of the public spoke at the meeting, 
including Terry Schmidtbauer, (Solano County Director of Resource Management), Duanne 
Kruum, (Solano County Orderly Growth Committee), Rob White (Lewis Development), Michael 
Cermello, Ross Hillesheim (California Group) and Chad Roberts (on behalf of Dixon B3, LLC).   
 
The Planning Commission, after hearing testimony, deliberated and unanimously adopted two 
resolutions to reflect their recommendation. The first resolution was related to the FEIR and the 
Commission adopted Resolution No. 2021-004, to recommend to the City Council Certification 
of the Final Environmental Impact Report, (2) Adoption of CEQA Findings and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and (3) Adoption the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
The second resolution was related to the General Plan adoption and the Commission 
unanimously adopted Resolution No. 2021-005 recommending to the City Council adoption of 
General Plan 2040 with certain modifications. The specific recommendations are identified in 
the Planning Commission No. 2021-005 on pages 3-5 and summarized here: 
 

1. Label Priority Conservation Area’s (PCA’s) on Figure NE-1  

2. Refine the Campus Mixed Use (CAMU) land use designation definition to clarify that 
large single-use projects may be approved in the CAMU where desirable, specifically 
including warehouse and distribution facilities with inclusion of a financial mechanism to 
provide for ongoing revenue generation for the City and environmental review to ensure 
there are no new or substantially more severe impacts after mitigation than those 
identified in the EIR. 

3. Remove reference in the Public Service and Facilities Chapter to use of school facilities, 
including the 12 acre Westside Park adjacent to the Dixon Montessori School”     

4. Add definitions of both “community park” and “neighborhood park” from the Master Plan 
or current General Plan to identify 1) the minimum size for each park type and 2) types 
of features amenities to be included in each park type.  

5. Modify the Public Service and Facilities Chapter to account for 3 acres of the 57.8-acre 
Hall Community Park and 4 acres of the 22.53-acre NW Community Park as 
Neighborhood Parks, and update the table and figure to reflect the change, including 
creating a half mile/10 minute walk radius around the neighborhood park portions of Hall 

https://www.cityofdixon.us/media/CommunityDevelopment/General%20Plan%20Update/PC%20Resolution%202021-004%20-%20Recommend%20Certificaton%20of%20EIR-StmtOverridingConsideration-ApproveMMRP_03.09.21.pdf
https://www.cityofdixon.us/media/CommunityDevelopment/General%20Plan%20Update/PC%20Resolution%202021-004%20-%20Recommend%20Certificaton%20of%20EIR-StmtOverridingConsideration-ApproveMMRP_03.09.21.pdf
https://www.cityofdixon.us/media/CommunityDevelopment/General%20Plan%20Update/PC%20Resolution%202021-005%20-%20Recommend%20Adoption%20of%20GP2040_03.09.21.pdf
https://www.cityofdixon.us/media/CommunityDevelopment/General%20Plan%20Update/PC%20Resolution%202021-004%20-%20Recommend%20Certificaton%20of%20EIR-StmtOverridingConsideration-ApproveMMRP_03.09.21.pdf
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Park and NW Community Park. The Park Master Plan map will be used to identify where 
in each of the two community parks the neighborhood parks are located.  

6. Modify Table PSF-1 to combine the 9.3 acres of community park required by the 2015 
Parks Master Plan with the 4.08 acres of additional parkland needed (neighborhood and 
community park) into one category, totaling 13.38 of new parks needed to achieve the 
park area standard. 

7. Modify Figures in the Land Use and Public Services and Facilities chapters to remove 
the star symbol from the map and legend indicating generalized location of potential 
parks.   

8. Add a new Action under Goal PSF-8, called PSF-8.C to “Establish a citywide arts and 
culture program to increase opportunities to experience, create, and enjoy arts and 
culture in Dixon”. 

In addition there were a number of issues discussed which the Commission did not include in 
their recommendation, including the following: 
 
1. The letter received shortly before the meeting from the Solano County Counsel’s office 

alleging that the GP 2040 EIR was insufficient in its discussion and treatment of the potential 
storm drainage solutions for the Northeast Quadrant. While the County did not comment on 
the Draft EIR, as would have been appropriate, staff has provided a full analysis of this letter 
following the Planning Commission meeting. A response was prepared and mailed to the 
County and included in this staff report (Attachment 4). The response details how the Draft 
EIR provided adequate analysis of the storm water impacts in the NEQ and included certain 
clarifications to the EIR. Given that additional clarification was added to the FEIR, the FEIR 
has been made available for review for more than 10 days prior to this hearing.  In essence, 
staff notes that no commitment has been made to any specific ultimate long term storm 
drainage solution, specifically including a potential solution involving construction of a sub-
regional basin on the east side of Pedrick Road.  Much work and further environmental 
analysis and documentation would be required for such a solution.  However, solutions to 
storm drain impacts and requirements for ongoing development are available and are 
discussed in the EIR. 
 

2. The Solano Open Space Coalition proposed that the City initiate a voter-approved ultimate 
growth boundary. The General Plan provides a snapshot of the area within which growth 
can occur, and the City participates in greenbelt programs to the east and west, and 
requires mitigation of development of agricultural land through acquisition of agricultural 
easements. On this basis, Planning Commission did not make this recommendation. 
 

3. The owners of the property a certain property in the Northeast Quadrant to be designated as 
Regional Commercial, to the east of the Walmart site, argued that Regional Commercial use 
is not in demand and that they desired to retain a designation that would provide for a 
broader range of uses as provided for by the current zoning, which allows light industrial, 
office, and commercial through a PD. The Planning Commission did not make this 
recommendation. 

 
Since the Planning Commission meeting, continued staff review has resulted in a few additional 
minor clarifications/typo corrections and other modifications that staff recommends be adopted 
in addition to the Commission’s recommendations.   
 
These include the following corrections  

• Update Acknowledgements page to remove a reference from DKS Associates  
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• Update coloring on Figure NE-2 to better differentiate between the colors for Sawinson’s 
Hawk habitat end vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat.  

• Remove a section of canal/creek incorrectly depicted on Figure NE-2. 
• Revise policy M-1.8 to correct policy to state that City will continue to collect traffic 

impact fees, rather than develop and implement a new fee, since the traffic impact fee is 
already established. 

• Revise Policy M-1.E to clarify that City already has a Transportation Advisory 
Committee. 

• Correct spelling of community and minimize in last paragraph on Page 5-28.  
 
The new staff recommendation for additional changes relate to a letter from Lewis Development 
that the Commission considered at their meeting, but did not recommend a change. Staff has 
re-evaluated the requests related to the minimum density range for the Corridor Mixed Use 
designation and the minimum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) standards listed for any designation and 
recommends that changes are warranted, as follows:  
 

• For the Corridor Mixed Use land use designation (page 3-15 of Draft General Plan), 
reducing the minimum density for that designation from 14 to 12 units/acre is actually 
consistent with medium density residential type uses and typical for town home 
development. The designation would still maintain the upper limit for density of 28 
units/acre.  

• Add a new action to the Land Use Element (LCC-5.F on page 3-28) that would allow for 
smaller projects than the FAR range listed in any land use classification. The action 
would allow the City to “consider exceptions to the minimum permitted FAR in the CMU 
designation on a case-by-case basis. Adopt clear economic findings that must be made 
prior to granting a use permit authorizing such exceptions.” 

 
Both the Planning Commission recommendations as well as the additional staff changes are 
detailed in Exhibit A to the Draft Resolution. Should the Council not agree with any of these 
recommended changes, they would need to be removed from the Draft Resolution If approved, 
these would be incorporated into the Final General Plan 2040.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
As noted above, there have been multiple opportunities for public comments through the 
development of this Draft GP 2040, including:  

• Citywide mail-in survey to establish core values and priorities to guide the key strategies 
of the Plan  

• Community workshop to weigh in on land use alternatives and a vision for the future of 
the community.  

• A General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), meetings composed of 14 community 
members met 10 times over the course of the project. The GPAC represented a wide 
range of interest groups, advocacies, and opinions, therefore, there was not always 
consensus. However, the wide ranging opinions allowed the vetting of many ideas and 
consideration of the various opinions. GPAC meetings were open to the public and 
provided a forum for community involvement in the process 

• Planning Commission and City Council meetings on the Vision Statement and Guiding 
Principles were refined and accepted 
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• City Council meeting on a draft land use map 2017.  

• A day-long policy summit open to the public in 2018, where GPAC input and goals, 
policies and actions for each element of the general plan were later refined.  

• Draft EIR public review period in July 2020, where public and responsible agencies were 
invited to comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

 
Prior to the March 9, 2021 Planning Commission hearing, a public notice was 1) mailed to all 
interested parties and responsible and trustee agencies on February 17, 2021, 20 days in 
advance (exceeding the 10 day minimum noticing requirement) of the hearing;  and 2) published 
in the Dixon Tribune on February 19, 2021. In addition, the Draft General Plan, Final EIR and 
Planning Commission staff report were all made available during the public review period.  
Discussion on the comments received during the noticing are provided above in the Planning 
Commission section.  
 
Notice of this City Council hearing was also: 1) mailed to all interested parties and responsible 
and trustee agencies on April 2, 2021, 18 days in advance (exceeding the 10 day minimum 
noticing requirement) of the hearing, and 2) published in the Dixon Tribune on April 2, 2021.The 
Draft General Plan, Final EIR and this staff report were all made available during the public 
review period.  
 
At the time of reproduction and distribution of this staff report, (April 2, 2021), no public 
comments as a result of the noticing of the City Council meeting have been received. Any 
comments that are received prior to the hearing, will be distributed to the Council under 
separate cover, as well as posted to the General Plan Update web page.  
 
SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS 
 
Adoption of the General Plan Update will set the stage for Dixon’s continuing growth and 
development.  It is a part of an ongoing process, and as such will require several follow-on 
actions.  Following adoption of the General Plan, there will be some potential conflict in the 
Zoning Maps and Zoning Ordinance and Specific Plans, from the changes that result from the 
new General Plan, particularly the new land use classifications. Staff is starting to evaluate the 
scope and breadth of those changes necessary and will be presenting a work plan for 
consideration in upcoming budgets. 
 
The following is a summary of major actions that will be required going forward and need to be 
programmed and budgeted in the upcoming years: 
 

• Review and update the Zoning Code text to reflect new land use categories created by 
the GPU and improve the code. Given the current state of the Zoning Ordinance, it will 
be recommended to do a comprehensive update to the Zoning Ordinance to not only 
add the new land use classifications, but also eliminate the patchwork of prior Ordinance 
updates and create a comprehensive current and streamlined Ordinance that is useable 
by decision makers, staff and the public. 

• Review and amend the Zoning Map to bring it into consistency with the GPU. 

• Update Specific Plans (NE Quadrant and SW Dixon) for consistency with the GPU. 

• Prepare and adopt a Climate Action Plan within 18-36 months. 
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• Prepare and adopt an updated Housing Element as required by State Law, complete by 
the beginning of 2023. 

• Monitor and propose revisions to the City’s Planned Production Area (PPA) in the NE 
Quad as needed. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
This hearing on the Draft General Plan and its Final EIR represents the culmination of a long, 
extensive process that began before 2014 and predates many staff, Council members, and 
public who are present at this time. Although the process has included many starts and stops, 
the update process has incorporated a great deal of public comment and participation through 
various means.  
 
The update of the Dixon’s General Plan is long overdue and the entire update process needs 
closure, to afford Dixon a current and compliant General Plan, incorporating many of the state 
requirements currently lacking. Closure is also needed to allow the city to start some of the next 
steps that are required to begin implementing the plan.  Additionally, a General Plan is not a 
stagnant document, but will be reviewed periodically, and updates can be made. 
 
The Draft GP 2040 before the Council for consideration reflects the vision for the City discerned 
through the process leading to its preparation, and provides goals, policies, and implementing 
actions to bring that Vision to reality.  Although it has been a long road to this point, the process 
has included a great deal of input from residents, businesses, the Steering Committee and staff 
along with prior Commissions and Councils. Broad policy documents such as this rarely achieve 
complete agreement in every facet amongst all those involved. This update has found 
consensus on the main goals and visions for the plan and represents a solid compromise of the 
various opinions and advocacies. This update brings the City’s General Plan into the modern 
era and sets the stage for the coming years of the City’s development. On this basis, the 
Council is asked to review the Draft Plan and associated Final EIR for final adoption. 
 
As noted above, Staff has included the seven (7) Planning Commission recommended changes 
to the General Plan as well as some new minor corrections and additional edits proposed by 
staff in the in the Draft Resolution (Attachment 2 - Exhibit A ) presented to the Council.  
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 
It is recommended that the City Council take the following actions, on recommendation of the 
Planning Commission:  
 

1. Accept the staff report and presentation 
2. Open and close the public hearing to accept public comments 
3. Adopt the following resolutions, in this specific order, by separate vote: 

a. Pursuant to CEQA, for the General Plan 2040 : 1) Certify the Final Environmental 
Impact Report, (2) Adopt CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and (3) Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

b. Adopt the General Plan 2040 with any desired modifications. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Draft City Council Resolution: (1) Certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report, (2) 
Adopting the CEQA Findings for significant environmental impacts and a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and (3) Adopting the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program. 

2. Draft City Council Resolution Adopting General Plan 2040. 
3. Written Comments received as part of March 9, 2021 Planning Commission meeting  
4. Letter response dated April 13, 2021 to County of Solano Re March 8, 2021 Comment 

Letter on DEIR and drainage in Northeast Quadrant  
 

On Line Location for the Documents Referenced in this report and listed below:  
https://www.ci.dixon.ca.us/438/General-Plan-Update 

• Draft GP 2040  (Public Hearing Draft Published February 2021)  

• Final EIR/Response to Comments  (Published April 2021) 

• Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Published February 2021) 

• Draft EIR (Published July 8, 2020)  

• Planning Commission Resolution No. 2021-004 recommending to the City Council (1) 
Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report, (2) Adoption of CEQA Findings 
for significant environmental impacts and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and 
(3) Adoption the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. March 9, 2021. 

• Planning Commission Resolution No. 2021-005 recommending to City Council Adoption 
of General Plan 2040, March 9, 2021 

• Planning Commission Staff Report, March 9, 2021 

• Supplemental Planning Commission Staff Report, March 5, 2021 

• Additional Correspondence to Planning Commission March 8,2021 

• Additional Correspondence to Planning Commission March 9, 2021  

• Additional Correspondence to Planning Commission March 9, 2021 – Part 2 

https://www.ci.dixon.ca.us/438/General-Plan-Update
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RESOLUTION NO. 21-____ 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE DIXON CITY COUNCIL, PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FOR THE DIXON 2040 GENERAL PLAN 
UPDATE:  (1) CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

REPORT, (2) ADOPTION OF CEQA FINDINGS FOR SIGNIFICANT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 

CONSIDERATIONS, AND  (3) ADOPTION OF THE MITIGATION MONITORING 
AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 
WHEREAS, in 2014, the City of Dixon (“City”) began the process of 

comprehensively updating the City’s General Plan, and since this time City officials, 
employees, and community members have been actively involved in the preparation of 
the 2040 General Plan Update (“2040 General Plan”); and 

 
WHEREAS, the 2040 General Plan applies to lands within City limits and also 

certain lands outside City limits, which collectively comprise the City’s Planning Area.  The 
City’s Planning Area covers a total of 5,522 acres (8.6 square miles) of land within and 
outside City limits; and 

 
WHEREAS, the 2040 General Plan is a comprehensive, long-term plan for the 

City’s future growth and development.  The 2040 General Plan establishes goals, policies, 
and actions relating to the City’s natural environment, land use, economic development, 
mobility, and public facilities and services.  At buildout, the 2040 General Plan projects a 
population of approximately 29,000 residents due to increases in housing and jobs 
compared to existing levels; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City is the lead agency for the 2040 General Plan project pursuant 

to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”); and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has completed the 2040 General Plan and analyzed potential 

environmental impacts in compliance with CEQA.  The 2040 General Plan and 
corresponding environmental review documents are now before the City’s decision-
making bodies for consideration, certification, and adoption; and 

 
WHEREAS, on November 12, 2018, the City filed a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) 

with the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR”) to determine the scope of 
environmental review for the 2040 General Plan.  The NOP was circulated to the relevant 
state and local public agencies, as well as to interested organizations and members of 
the public between November 13, 2018 and December 20, 2018.  On December 12, 2018, 
a scoping meeting was conducted by the City’s Planning Commission (“Planning 
Commission”) to receive public comments on the scope and content of the environmental 
impact report; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) 

(SCH No. 2018112035) for the 2040 General Plan; and 
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WHEREAS, on July 1, 2020, the City filed the Notice of Completion (“NOC”) 

informing OPR that the City had completed the Draft EIR, and recommending distribution 
of the Draft EIR to certain state agencies for review; and 

 
WHEREAS, prior to circulating the Draft EIR for public review, the City distributed 

and published the Notice of Availability (“NOA”) for the Draft EIR to all interested groups, 
organizations, and individuals; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Draft EIR was available for public review and comment for forty-

five (45) days, between July 8, 2020 and August 24, 2020; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City received a total of eighteen (18) comments, comment letters, 

and emails relating to the 2040 General Plan Draft EIR during the public review period; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the City has evaluated and responded to the comments received on 

the Draft EIR; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has prepared the Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final 

EIR”) for the 2040 General Plan, which incorporates the Draft EIR, contains the City’s 
responses to written comments received on the Draft EIR, and identifies revisions to the 
Draft EIR; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 14 (“CEQA 

Guidelines”), section 15090, the lead agency’s decision-making bodies shall review the 
Final EIR and certify that the Final EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15091, the City has prepared 

findings regarding the significant adverse environmental impacts that may result from 
approval and implementation of the 2040 General Plan (“CEQA Findings”); and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15091 and 15093, the City has 

prepared a Statement of Overriding Considerations for environmental impacts that are 
expected to remain significant and unavoidable; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15091 and 15097, the City has 

prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for mitigation 
measures imposed to avoid or mitigate significant environmental impacts; and 

 
WHEREAS, following notice duly provided as required by law, the Planning 

Commission held a public hearing on March 9, 2021 at which all interested parties were 
given an opportunity to comment on the Final EIR, CEQA Findings, Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and MMRP prior to the Planning Commission’s 
recommendation to the Dixon City Council (“City Council”); and  
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WHEREAS, after the public review period for the Draft EIR, the City received nine 

(9) written comment letters in advance of the March 9, 2021 Planning Commission and 
received six (6) oral comments during the public hearing; and  

 
WHEREAS, on March 8, 2021, the City received a written comment letter from the 

Solano County Counsel’s Office (“Solano County”), requesting that the Planning 
Commission postpone its consideration of the Final EIR and General Plan in order to 
revise and recirculate the EIR.  Solano County alleged inadequate evaluation of the 2040 
General Plan’s potential hydrological impacts, specifically Impact 3.9-4 and the City’s 
determination of a less than significant impact on existing or planned stormwater systems 
and on sources of polluted runoff; and 

 
WHEREAS, Solano County did not submit any written or oral comments during the 

prescribed 45-day public review period of the Draft EIR, which was the appropriate time 
to comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City has reviewed Solano County’s comment letter and has 

provided a written response directly to Solano County.  The City has also included its 
response to Solano County in the Final EIR as a clarifying update, even though Solano 
County submitted the comment outside of the Draft EIR public review period.  The City 
refutes Solano County’s allegations of inadequate evaluation of potential impacts to 
stormwater drainage systems and to sources of polluted runoff; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed the Final EIR (incorporated 

hereto as Exhibit A), the CEQA Findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations 
(attached hereto as Exhibit B), and the MMRP (attached hereto as Exhibit C); and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, based on its independent review and 

judgement, unanimously voted to adopt Resolution No. 2021-004 recommending that the 
Dixon City Council:  (1) Certify the Final EIR, (2) Adopt CEQA Findings and a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations, and (3) Adopt the MMRP; and  

 
WHEREAS, following notice duly provided as required by law, the Dixon City 

Council held a public hearing on May 18, 2021 at which all interested parties were given 
an opportunity to comment on the Final EIR, CEQA Findings, Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and MMRP prior to the City Council’s action on these documents. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, upon its review of all documents and exhibits contained 
herein, and after due deliberation and based on its independent judgment, BE IT 
RESOLVED by the City of Dixon City Council as follows: 

 
1. Final Environmental Impact Report.  The City Council finds that the Draft EIR and 

Final EIR were prepared in compliance with CEQA.  The City Council hereby certifies 
the Final EIR.  The Final EIR, which includes the Draft EIR, is incorporated hereto as 
Exhibit A. 
 

2. CEQA Findings Regarding Significant Environmental Impacts & Statement of 
Overriding Considerations.  The Dixon City Council hereby adopts the CEQA 
Findings for the Dixon 2040 General Plan.  The City Council hereby also adopts the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations finding that certain economic, legal, social, 
and technological considerations outweigh remaining significant environmental 
impacts. The CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations are 
attached hereto as Exhibit B. 
 

3. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  The City Council hereby adopts the 
MMRP describing the mitigation measures imposed that avoid or lessen the extent of 
remaining significant environmental impacts.  The MMRP is attached hereto as Exhibit 
C. 
 

4. Location and Custodian of Documents.  The record of the 2040 Dixon General Plan 
project approval and Final EIR shall be kept at Dixon City Hall, 600 East A Street, 
Dixon, CA 95620. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED AT A REGULAR MEETING Of THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF DIXON ON THE 18th DAY OF MAY 2021, BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 
  
AYES: 
NOES:            
ABSENT:        
 
 
ATTEST 

 
 

_______________________________         
Kristin M Janisch       Steven C. Bird 
Interim Elected City Clerk    Mayor   
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EXHIBIT A 

FINAL AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH No. 2018112035)  
FOR THE 2040 DIXON GENERAL PLAN 

 
The Final EIR and Draft EIR (SCH No. 2018112035) for the Dixon 2040 General Plan are 
incorporated by reference to this City Council Resolution and shall be kept at Dixon City 
Hall, 600 East A Street, Dixon, CA 95620. 
 
Public review copies of the Final EIR and Draft EIR were also made available during the 
Planning Commission and City Council public hearing process at the City’s web page for 
the Dixon 2040 General Plan, available at https://www.cityofdixon.us/438/General-Plan-
Update. 
 

https://www.cityofdixon.us/438/General-Plan-Update
https://www.cityofdixon.us/438/General-Plan-Update
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EXHIBIT B 
 

CEQA FINDINGS & STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS  
FOR THE DIXON 2040 GENERAL PLAN 

 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Final EIR for the 2040 General Plan evaluates the potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts that could result from adoption and implementation of the 2040 
General Plan.  The Final EIR determined that adoption and implementation of the 2040 
General Plan could result in certain significant environmental impacts.  Therefore, the City 
is required under CEQA to make findings with respect to remaining significant 
environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091.)  CEQA allows a lead agency to 
approve a project with significant unavoidable impacts if the lead agency identifies in 
writing, based on substantial evidence in the record, specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits that outweigh the significant unavoidable impacts. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15093.) 
 
The 2040 General Plan is a long-term planning document.  The Final EIR for the 2040 
General Plan provides a programmatic analysis of the environmental impacts associated 
with implementation of the goals, policies, actions, and projected buildout of the 2040 
General Plan.  The following CEQA Findings address significant environmental impacts 
that will directly or indirectly result from adoption and implementation of the 2040 General 
Plan.  The City is adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations for significant 
impacts that could not be reduced to levels below significance.  The City is also adopting 
a Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program (“MMRP”) that describes the Mitigation 
Measures (or “MM”) imposed to avoid or reduce significant impacts to the extent feasible. 
 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A general plan is the primary policy document that guides growth and development in 
California cities and counties over a long-range time horizon.  The 2040 General Plan 
provides a long-term framework for the City of Dixon’s (“City”) growth and development 
through its policies and implementing actions.  Together with the City’s Specific Plans, 

Zoning Ordinance, and related sections of the Municipal Code, the 2040 General Plan 
would serve as the basis for planning-related decisions made by City staff, the Planning 
Commission, and the City Council.  Specific plans, zoning changes, and land use 
applications shall be consistent with and advance the goals and policies of the 2040 
General Plan. 

The City of Dixon is located in northeastern Solano County.  City limits cover an area of 
approximately 7.25 square miles.  The 2040 General Plan also applies to the City’s 

Planning Area, which includes certain lands outside City limits bearing relation to the 
City’s land use decisions and future growth.  The City’s Planning Area comprises a total 

of 8.6 square miles of both incorporated and unincorporated lands. 
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The 2040 General Plan would replace the existing general plan and all its elements, which 
was last comprehensively updated in 1993.  The 2040 General Plan makes changes to 
the City’s land use designations and buildout projections, and establishes new goals, 
policies, and actions for its various elements.  Three (3) new mixed-use land use 
designations are included in the 2040 General Plan and the prior agricultural land use 
designation has been removed.  The 2040 General Plan prioritizes certain types of growth 
in the City’s Planning Area, and therefore increases the percentage of lands designated 
for residential, mixed-use, commercial, and industrial uses.  Regarding buildout, the 2040 
General Plan has planned for a population of approximately 28,890 residents, compared 
to the existing 20,130 residents.  The City has also prioritized economic development, 
projecting approximately 6,640 jobs at buildout compared to the existing 5,360 jobs. 

The 2040 General Plan contains five (5) chapters: (1) Natural Environment, (2) Land Use 

& Community Character; (3) Economic Development, (4) Public Facilities & Services, (5) 
Mobility and Transportation. These five chapters integrate seven (7) of the eight (8) State-
mandated elements for a General Plan:  Land Use, Circulation, Conservation, Open 
Space, Safety, Noise, and Environmental Justice (a newly-required element as of 2018).  
The Housing Element, the 8th mandated element, was recently updated in 2015 and has 
a life span until 2023.  Therefore, the Housing Element was not included in the 2040 
General Plan, but remains in full force and effect and addresses the City’s housing 

obligations and policies. 

Guiding objectives under the 2040 General Plan include: 

 Preserving and enhancing Dixon’s small-town character;  

 Fostering economic development and building a strong, diverse economy with 
quality jobs for local residents;  

 Ensuring a sustainable, measured rate of growth and efficient delivery of public 
services; 

 Promoting high-quality development that respects and complements Dixon’s 
historic context and natural environment; 

 Preserving and protecting surrounding agricultural and open space lands; 

 Encouraging careful stewardship of water, energy, and other environmental 
resources. 

Due to impacts of projected buildout and the goals, policies, and actions contained in the 
2040 General Plan, the Final EIR determined that certain significant environmental 
impacts cannot be mitigated to a level below significance.  The CEQA Findings below 
discuss the significant environmental impacts resulting from the 2040 General Plan and 
mitigation measures that avoid or serve to lessen the extent of those impacts. 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 
 

 Attachment 1- Exhibit B  Page 3 

III. FINDINGS FOR SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The following section addresses significant impacts that are unavoidable, as well as 
significant impacts that can be mitigated below levels of significance with mitigation 
measures: 

1. Agricultural Resources (Impact 3.2-1):  Implementation of the Proposed Plan 
would convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. (Significant and Unavoidable) 

 
Conversion of prime and unique farmland would occur under the 2040 General Plan.  
Under the 2040 General Plan, urban development can occur on 98 acres of farmlands 
designated by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (“FMMP”).  The 2040 
General Plan does not leave any land with an agricultural land use designation in the 
City’s Planning Area.  Numerous policies in the 2040 General Plan would help reduce the 
impact, for example, ensuring that Dixon remains a community ringed by open space and 
agricultural land.  Even with the implementation of such policies, however, the impact is 
expected to remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Mitigation Measure (or “MM”) AG-1 establishes the City’s agricultural land mitigation 
policies that involve acquisition of off-site prime farmland, conservation easements, or 
participation in the City’s Agricultural Mitigation Program.  Still, implementation of the 
2040 General Plan would redesignate the existing agricultural land use to a non-
agricultural land use.  The 2040 General Plan reflects a policy determination to allow a 
certain amount of growth to occur within the City’s Planning Area, which necessitates 
conversion of farmland to urban uses.  The City has determined that other benefits of the 
2040 General Plan override remaining significant impacts, as more fully described in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section V. 

 
2. Air Quality (Impact 3.3-2):  Development under the Proposed Plan would 

violate air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation. (Significant and Unavoidable) 
 

Construction of individual projects associated with implementation of the 2040 General 
Plan could temporarily emit criteria air pollutants through the use of heavy-duty 
construction equipment, vehicle trips generated from workers and haul trucks, and 
demolition and various soil-handling activities.  Operation of projects envisioned under 
the 2040 General Plan would generate criteria air pollutant emissions from plan-
generated vehicle trips traveling within the City, energy sources such as natural gas 
combustion, and area sources such as landscaping equipment and consumer products 
usage.  A quantitative analysis found that operational emissions for the 2040 General 
Plan would exceed project-level regulatory thresholds for certain pollutants. 

Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, and AQ-3 are required to ensure that future 
development projects incorporate measures to reduce emissions from construction 
activities, and also serve to reduce operational emissions on a project-by-project basis.  
Even with the above Mitigation Measures, the total criteria air pollutant emissions from 
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the construction and operation of future development under the 2040 General Plan could 
increase concentrations of air pollutants that violate clean air standards.  Therefore, the 
Final EIR determined that impacts to air quality would remain significant.  The City has 
determined that other benefits of the 2040 General Plan override remaining significant 
impacts, as more fully described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 
V. 
 

3. Air Quality (Impact 3.3-3):  Development under the Proposed Plan would 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
(Significant and Unavoidable) 

Areas of vehicle congestion have the potential to create pockets of Carbon Monoxide 
(“CO”) called hotspots. Hotspots are typically produced at intersections where traffic 
congestion is highest because vehicles queue for longer periods and are subject to 
reduced speeds.  Level of service impacts at three intersections under the 2040 General 
Plan meet or exceed the screening criteria utilized by Yolo-Solano Air Quality 
Management District, and therefore potentially expose sensitive receptors to significant 
pollutant concentrations. 
 
Mitigation Measures AQ-4, AQ-5, and AQ-6 are required in order to reduce potential 
impacts from particular air contaminants to sensitive receptors.  While implementation of 
applicable 2040 General Plan policies and the foregoing Mitigation Measures would 
reduce potential health risks from such emissions, there is no feasible mitigation that can 
prevent significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from CO hotspots.  Furthermore, 
some of the impacts to air quality are regionally generated and outside the control of the 
City of Dixon, given the presence of a State highway and a rail line through the center of 
the City, and also an Interstate Highway along the northern border. The City has 
determined that other benefits of the 2040 General Plan override remaining significant 
impacts, as more fully described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 
V below. 
 

4. Energy, Greenhouse Gases, and Climate Change (Impact 3.6-1):  
Development under the Proposed Plan would generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment. (Significant and Unavoidable) 

 
Construction activities associated with future individual development projects under the 
2040 General Plan would generate greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions during the 
construction period.  The operation of the land uses introduced by the 2040 General Plan 
would also generate direct and indirect GHG emissions.  Sources of direct emissions 
would include mobile vehicle trips, natural gas combustion, and landscaping activities.  
Indirect emissions would be generated by electricity consumption, waste and wastewater 
generation, and water use.  The 2040 General Plan contains multiple policies promoting 
infill development, multi-modal and efficient transportation, and energy conservation.  
However, it is unlikely that the City can reduce GHG impacts below levels of significance 
due to planned development activities.   
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Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires the adoption of a Climate Action Plan within 36 
months of adopting the 2040 General Plan.  The Climate Action Plan will lay out a series 
of goals, policies, and actions to reduce GHG emissions to a level that is consistent with 
State GHG reduction goals.  Policies within the Climate Action Plan must set specific 
targets for GHG reductions where possible.  The City has determined that other benefits 
of the 2040 General Plan override remaining significant impacts, as more fully described 
in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section V. 
 

5. Energy, Greenhouse Gases, and Climate Change (Impact 3.6-2):  
Development under the Proposed Plan would conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of greenhouse gases. (Significant and Unavoidable) 

 
Development under the 2040 General Plan has the potential to conflict with multiple 
applicable plans of other agencies regarding reduction of GHG emissions.  Development 
within the City’s Sphere of Influence has the potential to conflict with reduction goals 
established under the Solano County Climate Action Plan.  Buildout of the 2040 General 
Plan has the potential to be inconsistent with overarching goals of Plan Bay Area and SB 
375, although the 2040 General Plan contains policies promoting sustainability and multi-
modal transportation.  Buildout of the 2014 General Plan also is unlikely to meet the GHG 
thresholds established in the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan, AB 32, and Executive Order S-
03-05. 
 
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires the adoption of a Climate Action Plan for the City.  
Implementation of MM-GHG-1 would help to reduce conflict with the GHG reduction 
trajectories articulated in the foregoing plans and regulations to the extent practicable.  
However, even with MM-GHG-1, the 2040 General Plan would likely remain in conflict 
with other plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions.  The City has determined that other benefits of the 2040 General Plan override 
remaining significant impacts, as more fully described in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in Section V. 

 
6. Energy, Greenhouse Gases, and Climate Change (Impact 3.6-4):  The 

Proposed Plan would not conflict with the CBC Energy Efficiency 
Standards, the CARB passenger vehicle GHG emission reduction targets 
for 2020 and 2040, or any other applicable energy conservation regulations. 
(Less Than Significant with Mitigation) 

 
All future development under the 2040 General Plan would be required to comply with the 
latest California Building Code (“CBC”) requirements, including CBC Energy Efficiency 
Standards, as well as all federal, State, and local rules and regulations pertaining to 
energy consumption and conservation.  The 2040 General Plan potentially conflicts with 
California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) passenger vehicle GHG emission reduction 
targets.  The 2040 General Plan includes policies that emphasize vehicle trip reduction 
strategies and does not contain policies that would conflict with existing energy 
conservation regulations.  Despite implementation of policies aimed at reducing VMT and 
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GHG emissions, implementation of the 2040 General Plan would likely conflict with CARB 
passenger vehicle GHG emissions reduction targets and thus be significant and 
unavoidable without mitigation. 
 
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would require the City to develop a Climate Action Plan that 
specifies a goal in line with State GHG reduction targets, which establish CARB 
passenger vehicle GHG reduction targets.  By explicitly requiring that this target be 
included in the Climate Action Plan, the 2040 General Plan would become consistent with 
the CARB passenger vehicle GHG emission reduction targets.  Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant with mitigation. 

 
7. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (Impact 3.7-5):  Implementation of the 

Proposed Plan would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.  (Less Than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

 
Future development and redevelopment allowed under the 2040 General Plan could 
result in direct or indirect impacts on paleontological resources.  Construction activities 
such as grading, excavation, and ground-disturbing activities may result in the accidental 
destruction or disturbance of paleontological resources.  Although development on public 
lands would be subject to various regulations requiring paleontological studies and 
preservation, there are no existing or proposed policies that would protect paleontological 
resources that may be destroyed through development on privately-owned land.  No 
paleontological resources have been discovered within the Planning Area to-date, but 
there is potential for discovery of paleontological resources in the City’s Planning Area.  
This impact has the potential to be significant without mitigation. 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 establishes a procedure for the management of 
paleontological materials found onsite during development activities.  Discovered 
paleontological materials would have to be prepared, catalogued, and archived at the 
applicant’s expense and retained within Solano County if feasible.  Therefore, MM-GEO-
I shall be imposed to ensure that impacts remain less than significant. 
 

8. Transportation (Impact 3.13-1):  Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities. (Significant and Unavoidable) 

 
Implementation of the 2040 General Plan would cause several local intersections to 
perform below level of service (“LOS”) standards established by the City.  Ten 
intersections were studied as part of the analysis under the 2040 General Plan Buildout.  
It was found that the intersections of First Street & B Street and First Street & West Cherry 
Street become LOS deficient under the 2040 General Plan resulting in a potentially 
significant impact.   
 

---
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The 2040 General Plan includes multiple policies and actions that seek to minimize 
congestion on the transportation network through a series of efforts to reduce single 
occupancy vehicle trips, improve circulation, and promote walking, bicycling and transit 
trips as viable transportation options.  The 2040 General Plan also contains multiple 
actions that identify possible funding mechanisms designed to alleviate such 
transportation impacts.  The City evaluated possible mitigation measures, such as 
signalization at these two intersections, but found that such measures were infeasible.  
Due to the infeasibility of mitigation measures, impacts of deficient LOS at particular 
intersections would remain significant.  The City has determined that other benefits of the 
2040 General Plan override remaining significant impacts, as more fully described in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section V. 
 

9. Transportation (Impact 3.13-2):  Implementation of the Proposed Plan 
would conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b). (Significant and Unavoidable) 

 
Vehicle Miles Travelled (“VMT”) is expected to increase under implementation of the 2040 
General Plan.  While the 2040 General Plan will reduce the VMT per service population 
to 30.4, an almost 12 percent reduction over existing conditions, it does not achieve 15 
percent reduction required to avoid a potentially significant impact.  Numerous proposed 
policies in the 2040 General Plan would help reduce the impact, such as developing a 
multi-modal transportation network, implementation of the City’s complete streets policy, 
and land uses and development encouraging live/work proximity. 
 
Mitigation Measures TRANS-1 and TRANS-2 impose the implementation of fixed-route 
transit service serving school sites and a commute travel demand management program, 
respectively.  Such Mitigation Measures serve to reduce vehicular trips and peak period 
congestion.  However, even with implementation of the above Mitigation Measures in 
addition to the other mobility-related policies, this impact likely remains significant and 
unavoidable.  The City has determined that other benefits of the 2040 General Plan 
override remaining significant impacts, as more fully described in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations in Section V. 
 

IV. FINDINGS REGARDING PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

CEQA requires an analysis of project alternatives that could reduce or avoid the 
significant impacts of the 2040 General Plan as proposed.  The Final EIR considered 
three alternatives that could potentially avoid or substantially reduce significant impacts: 
(1) a Transit-Oriented Development Alternative; (2) a Compact-Growth Alternative; and 
(3) a Balanced Jobs-Housing Ratio Alternative.  The City also evaluated the No Project 
alternative.  These alternatives were developed to avoid the conversion of prime farmland 
and to substantially reduce daily VMT per service population.  However, the VMT analysis 
for these alternatives determined that none of them would avoid or substantially reduce 
2040 per service population VMT as compared to the 2040 General Plan as proposed.  
While the No Project Alternative could feasibly address the significant and unavoidable 
impact related to conversion of prime farmland that would result from the 2040 General 
Plan as proposed, this alternative would not further the project objectives.  

---
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The City finds that the 2040 General Plan as proposed would ultimately be more 
successful in achieving the objectives of the General Plan update process including 
fostering economic growth, encouraging careful stewardship of resources like water and 
energy, promoting high-quality development, and allowing convenient and safe travel.  
Given that the 2040 General Plan would be more successful in achieving these objectives 
and was also found to be environmentally superior in most cases, the 2040 General Plan 
as proposed was determined to be the preferred and environmentally superior alternative. 

 
V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

As set forth in the preceding sections, adoption and implementation of the 2040 General 
Plan will result in significant environmental impacts relating to certain aspects of the 
following topic areas, as noted in Section III above: Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Transportation.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15093, the City may approve a project where it finds that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits outweigh unavoidable significant environmental impacts.  
The City has imposed all feasible mitigation measures and recognized all significant 
unavoidable impacts.  In the City’s judgment, the benefits of the 2040 General Plan 

outweigh its unavoidable significant impacts for the following reasons: 

1. The 2040 General Plan Prioritizes Economic Development. 

A key objective of the 2040 General Plan is promoting high-quality jobs and diversifying 
the local economy, while also retaining and supporting local businesses.  The 2040 
General Plan projects approximately 6,640 jobs at buildout compared to the existing 
5,360.  The City is focused on building its primary job base and expanding opportunity for 
Dixon residents.  By expanding jobs, more local residents can work in Dixon and support 
an increased jobs/housing balance and reduction of VMT.  By attracting new businesses 
and maintaining existing businesses, the City seeks to foster new employment 
opportunities, increase its human capital, and continue to grow its sales and property tax 
revenues.  The City has identified potential opportunities for increasing its retail, 
manufacturing and logistics, and agricultural technology presence.  The City plans to 
ensure development readiness by maintaining a mix of commercial and industrial land 
uses to implement its economic development goals.  With an advantageous location 
along Interstate 80 and a major rail corridor in a region experiencing economic growth, 
the City finds itself in a position to advance its economic development goals.  The City 
has prioritized economic development in its 2040 General Plan, and finds that it can do 
so while maintaining its community character and conserving environmental resources. 

2. The 2040 General Plan Facilitates Planned Population Growth by 
Increasing and Diversifying the City’s Housing Stock. 

Regarding buildout, the 2040 General Plan has planned for a population of approximately 
28,890 residents compared to the existing 20,130 residents.  The City anticipates 
continued population growth consistent with prior trends, and therefore seeks to plan for 
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manageable growth through the 2040 time horizon and meet its regional housing needs.  
The City seeks to increase and diversify its housing stock to preserve affordable cost-of-
living for residents and to complement the City’s planned economic development efforts.   
Most of the City’s housing stock is single-family homes.  The 2040 General Plan identifies 
new types of development to diversify the housing stock to accommodate anticipated 
population and economic growth.  The City has created three (3) new mixed-use land use 
designations.  These mixed-use designations serve to create a range of retail, 
employment, residential, and entertainment uses.  Despite no longer having a land use 
designated for agriculture, the City finds that further residential and economic 
development outweighs accompanying significant environmental impacts, and that other 
policies and mitigation measures adequately offset the removal of the agricultural land 
use designation. 

3. The 2040 General Plan Identifies Focus Areas for Further Development. 

The 2040 General Plan seeks to continue developing four (4) key focus areas:  
Downtown, the SR-113/1st Street Corridor, the Northeast Quadrant, and the Southwest 
Quadrant.   
 

 Downtown is envisioned to continue its traditional role as the heart of the City, with 
actions to revitalize and enhance the area.  There are opportunities for existing 
vacant and underutilized land to provide new uses and amenities.   

 The Corridor Mixed-Use land use designation is intended to foster a mix of retail, 
commercial, and residential uses along the SR-113/1st Street Corridor.  This serves 
to create a vibrant land-use mix to fill out development in the area and also invite 
visitors into the City.   

 The Northeast Quadrant will be an important mixed-use employment area and 
gateway to the City.  Regional commercial, industrial, and mixed-use land use 
designations will foster a range of employment and housing uses that produce tax 
revenue and provide convenient access to the regional transportation network.   

 In the Southwest Quadrant, growth will continue to be primarily residential, but will 
be supported by nearby commercial and mixed land uses along Interstate 80 and 
West A St that can also serve as a gateway to the City.   
 

The City finds that these focus areas of growth advance the objectives of the 2040 
General Plan, and therefore outweigh the accompanying significant environmental 
impacts. 

 
4. Goals, Policies, and Actions of the 2040 General Plan Protect Against 

Adverse Environmental Impacts While Accomplishing the City’s Long-Term 
Goals. 

Alongside the City’s economic development, community development, and housing 

efforts are a number of policies relating to sustainable growth, preserving the City’s small-
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town character, conserving agriculture and natural resources, and maintaining an efficient 
transportation network.  Examples of such goals and policies in the 2040 General Plan 
include: 

 Preserve, protect, and enhance natural resources, habitats, and watersheds in 
Dixon and the surrounding area, promoting responsible management practices. 
(Goal NE-1) 

 Minimize air, soil, noise, and water pollution as well as community exposure to 
hazardous conditions. (Goal NE-5). 

 Recognize and maintain Dixon as a community surrounded by productive 
agricultural land and greenbelts. (Policy LCC-1.1) 

 Encourage compatible new development that respects and complements Dixon’s 

historic context and natural environment. (Policy LCC-2.2) 
 Maintain a transportation network that is efficient and safe, that removes barriers, 

and that optimizes travel by all modes. (Policy M-1.1) 
 Manage the City’s transportation system to minimize congestion, improve flow and 

improve air quality. (Goal M-2) 
 Continue to coordinate with State and regional agencies on the planning and 

implementation of the regional transportation system. (Policy M-6.2) 
 Plan and provide utilities and infrastructure to deliver safe, reliable and adequate 

services for current and future residents and businesses. (Goal PSF-2) 
 Expand the network of parks and public spaces and ensure they are equitably 

distributed throughout the City so that every Dixon resident can access a 
neighborhood park within one half mile of their home. (Policy PSF-4.1) 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15093, the City hereby finds that the 
benefits of the 2040 General Plan outweigh its significant and unavoidable environmental 
impacts and that such impacts may be considered “acceptable.” 
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EXHIBIT C 
 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
FOR THE 2040 DIXON GENERAL PLAN 

 

 

Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program 

for the 

Dixon 2040 General Plan 
SCH No. 2018112035 

 

City of Dixon  
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1 Purpose 

California Public Resources Code section 21081.6(a)(1) requires a lead or 
responsible agency that approves or carries out a project subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) to adopt a reporting or monitoring program for 
the  changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order 
to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The City of Dixon (the 
"City") is the lead agency for the Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) prepared for 
the General Plan 2040 (SCH No. 2018112035), hereafter referred to as “Proposed 

Plan,” and therefore is responsible for the adoption and implementation of the 

required mitigation monitoring and reporting program. An EIR has been prepared 
for the Proposed Plan that addresses potential environmental impacts and, where 
appropriate, recommends measures to mitigate these impacts. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) has been prepared in 
conformance with Public Resources Code section 21081.6(a)(1). It is the intent of 
this program to: 

1. Verify satisfaction of the required mitigation measures of the EIR;  
2. Provide a methodology to document implementation of the required mitigation;  
3. Provide a record of the monitoring program;  
4. Identify monitoring responsibility;  
5. Establish administrative procedures for the clearance of mitigation measures;  
6. Establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and  
7. Utilize existing review processes wherever feasible. 
 
The MMRP describes the procedures that will be used to implement the mitigation 
measures adopted in connection with the approval of the Proposed Plan and the 
methods of monitoring such actions. A monitoring program is necessary only for 
impacts which would be significant if not mitigated.  

If, during the course of project implementation, any of the mitigation measures 
identified cannot be successfully implemented, the City shall immediately inform 
any affected responsible agencies. The City, in conjunction with any affected 
responsible agencies, will then determine if modification to the project is required, 
and/or whether alternative mitigation is appropriate. 

The following consists of a monitoring program table noting the responsible entity 
for mitigation monitoring, the timing, and a list of all project-related mitigation 
measures. 
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II. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

Agricultural Resources  
3.2-1: Implementation 
of the Proposed Plan 
would convert Prime 
Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide 
Importance 

AG-1: Any developer seeking to 
develop parcels designated as 
agricultural by the 1993 General 
Plan that contain FMMP-designated 
Prime farmland must acquire off-site 
Prime farmland or a conservation 
easement on such land within the 
Planning Area or within a ten-mile 
radius of the City, or each developer 
will participate in the City's 
Agricultural Mitigation Program. 
Each developer will pay the fee 
established for this program 
at the time of the City's approval of 
the tentative subdivision map or as 
otherwise specified in a 
development agreement. If the 
developer opts to purchase land, 
the developer can re-sell the land to 
an agricultural operator or other 
party so long as a conservation 
agreement acceptable to the City is 
granted to the City or an agency or 
organization acceptable to the City. 
Alternatively, the developer can 
purchase a conservation easement 
which is acceptable to the City and 
grant this conservation easement to 

Submittal of 
documentation. 
 

Prior to 
project 
approval. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

the City or an agency or 
organization acceptable to the City. 
The parcels this mitigation measure 
applies to include:  
APN #s 0108040050, 0110140060, 
0110140080, 0111020060, 
0111020100, 0111020130, 
0114020010, 0114031090, 
0116030090, 0143010040, 
0143020080, and 0143060060. 
 

Air Quality   
3.3-2 Development 
under the Proposed 
Plan would 
violate air quality 
standards or contribute 
substantially to an 
existing or projected air 
quality violation. 

AQ-1:  Implement construction dust 
control mitigation measures 
described in Yolo-Solano’s AQMD’s 
CEQA Handbook. The following 
construction dust and construction 
equipment exhaust control 
measures will be implemented, 
when feasible, to reduce the 
amount of dust emissions from 
construction activities in the 
Planning Area 
. 
Dust Control Measures 
o Water all active construction sites 
at least twice daily. Frequency 
should be based on the type of 
operation, soil, and wind exposure. 
o Haul trucks hauling dirt, sand, or 
loose materials shall maintain at 

Submittal of 
documentation 
demonstrating 
inclusion of 
requirements in 
construction 
contractor 
specifications. 

Prior to 
issuance of a 
construction 
permit. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

least 2 feet of freeboard or shall be 
covered. Apply non-toxic binders 
(e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to 
exposed areas after cut and fill 
operations and hydroseed area. 
 Apply chemical soil stabilizers 

on inactive construction areas 
(disturbed lands within 
construction projects that are 
unused for at least four 
consecutive days). 

 Plant tree windbreaks on the 
windward perimeter of 
construction projects if adjacent 
to open land. 

 Plant vegetative ground cover in 
disturbed areas as soon as 
possible. 

 Cover inactive storage piles. 
 Sweep streets if visible soil 

material is carried out from the 
construction site. 

 Treat accesses to a distance of 
100 feet from the paved road 
with a 6 to 12 inch layer of wood 
chips, mulch or gravel. 

 Construction Equipment 
Emissions Control Measures: 

 Restrict unnecessary vehicle 
idling to 5 minutes. 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

 Incorporate catalyst and filtration 
technologies. 

 Modernize the equipment fleet 
with cleaner repower and newer 
engines 

 
3.3-2 Development 
under the Proposed 
Plan would 
violate air quality 
standards or contribute 
substantially to an 
existing or projected air 
quality violation. 

AQ-2: Require that applicants 
proposing development of projects 
within the City of Dixon require 
contractors, as a condition of 
contract, to reduce construction 
related fugitive ROG emissions by 
ensuring that low-VOC coatings that 
have a VOC content of 10 
grams/liter (g/L) or less be used 
during construction. All project 
applicants shall submit evidence of 
the use of low-VOC coatings to 
Yolo-Solano AQMD prior to the start 
of construction.  
 

Submittal of 
documentation 
demonstrating 
inclusion of 
requirements in 
construction 
contractor 
specifications. 

Prior to 
issuance of a 
construction 
permit. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 

 

3.3-2 Development 
under the Proposed 
Plan would 
violate air quality 
standards or contribute 
substantially to an 
existing or projected air 
quality violation. 

AQ-3: Require all development 
applications with the potential to 
create point-source air quality 
impacts be referred to the Yolo-
Solano Air Quality Management 
District (Yolo-Solano AQMD) for 
review and comment to ensure 
compliance with Yolo-Solano 
AQMD requirements prior to 
approval of the project. 
 

Submittal of 
documentation to 
Yolo-Solano 
AQMD. 

Prior to 
project 
approval. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

3.3-3 Development 
under the Proposed 
Plan would expose 
sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

AQ-4: Require development 
projects to meet CARB setback 
recommendations from air 
contaminant sources for sensitive 
uses, or conduct specific air quality 
and health risk impact analyses and 
identify project specific mitigation 
measures. 
 

Plan check. Prior to 
project 
approval. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 

 

3.3-3 Development 
under the Proposed 
Plan would expose 
sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

AQ-5: To protect sensitive 
receptors require discretionary 
projects in proximity to SR-113 and 
I-80 to include an analysis of mobile 
source toxic air contaminant 
health risks. The analysis, if 
necessary, shall identify feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce 
health risks to acceptable levels. 
 

Submittal of 
documentation. 

Prior to 
project 
approval. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 

 

3.3-3 Development 
under the Proposed 
Plan would expose 
sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

AQ-6: All applicants proposing 
development of projects that may 
include sensitive receptors within 
1,000 feet of existing stationary 
sources of substantial TACs shall 
prepare a site-specific construction 
health risk assessment (HRA) 
taking into account both project-
level and cumulative health risks 
(including existing TAC sources). If 
the HRA demonstrates, to the 
satisfaction of the City, that the 
health risk exposures for potential 

Submittal of 
documentation. 

Prior to 
project 
approval. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

receptors will be less than Yolo-
Solano AQMD project-level and 
cumulative thresholds (as 
appropriate), then additional 
mitigation would be unnecessary. 
However, if the HRA demonstrates 
that health risks would exceed Yolo-
Solano AQMD project-level and/or 
cumulative thresholds (as 
appropriate), additional feasible on- 
and offsite mitigation shall be 
analyzed by the applicant to help 
reduce risks to the greatest extent 
practicable. 
 

Biological Resources  
3.4-1 Implementation 
of the Proposed Plan 
would have a 
substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or 
through habitat 
modifications, on 
species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species 
in local or regional 
plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the 
California Department 
of Fish and Game or 

The following policies from the 
Dixon General Plan serve as 
mitigation: 
 
NE-1.12 In areas where 
development (including trails or 
other improvements) has the 
potential for adverse effects on 
special-status species, require 
project proponents to submit a 
study conducted by a qualified 
professional that identifies the 
presence or absence of special‐
status species at the proposed 
development site. If special‐status 
species are determined by the City 

Submittal of 
documentation. 

Prior to 
project 
approval. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

to be present, require incorporation 
of appropriate mitigation measures 
as part of the proposed  
development prior to final approval. 
 
NE-1.13 Protect the nests of raptors 
and other birds when in active use, 
as required by State and federal 
regulations. In new development, 
avoid disturbance to and loss of bird 
nests in active use by scheduling 
vegetation removal and new 
construction during the non-nesting 
season or by conducting a pre-
construction survey by a qualified 
biologist to confirm nests are absent 
or to define appropriate buffers until 
any young have successfully 
fledged the nest. 
 

Energy, Greenhouse Gases, and Climate Change  
3.6-1 Development 
under the Proposed 
Plan would generate 
greenhouse gas 
emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, 
that may have a 
significant impact on 
the environment. 

GHG-1: The City of Dixon shall 
adopt and begin to implement a 
Climate Action Plan within a goal of 
18 months, but no later than 36 
months, of adopting the Proposed 
Plan update to address the GHG 
reduction goals of Executive Order 
B-30-15, Senate Bill 32, and 
Executive Order S-03-05 for GHG 
sectors that the City has direct or 
indirect jurisdictional control over. 

Adoption of a 
Climate Action 
Plan by the Dixon 
City Council. 

No later than 
36 months 
following 
adoption of 
the Proposed 
Plan. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

The Climate Action Plan shall 
include a community inventory of 
GHG emission sources, and 
quantifiable GHG emissions 
reduction targets for 2030 and 
2050, and an interim target for the 
General Plan buildout year 2040, 
that are consistent with the 
statewide GHG reduction targets 
and SB 375 Regional Plan Climate 
Targets. The City shall monitor 
progress toward its GHG emissions 
reduction goals and prepare reports 
every five years detailing that 
progress. 
 

3.6-2 Development 
under the Proposed 
Plan would conflict with 
an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation 
adopted for the 
purpose of reducing 
the emissions of 
greenhouse gases. 
 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1. Adoption of a 
Climate Action 
Plan by the Dixon 
City Council. 

No later than 
36 months 
following 
adoption of 
the Proposed 
Plan. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 

 

3.6-4 The Proposed 
Plan would not conflict 
with the CBC Energy 
Efficiency Standards, 
the CARB passenger 
vehicle GHG emission 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1. Adoption of a 
Climate Action 
Plan by the Dixon 
City Council. 

No later than 
36 months 
following 
adoption of 
the Proposed 
Plan. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

reduction targets for 
2020 and 2040, or any 
other applicable 
energy 
conservation 
regulations. 
 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity     
3.7-5 Implementation 
of the Proposed Plan 
would not directly or 
indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological 
resource or site or 
unique geologic 
feature. 

GEO-1: Establish a procedure for 
the management of paleontological 
materials found on-site during a 
development, including the following 
provisions: 
 
- If materials are found on-site 
during grading, require that work be 
halted until a qualified professional 
evaluates the find to determine if it 
represents a significant  
paleontological resource. 
- If the resource is determined to be 
significant, the paleontologist shall 
supervise removal of the material 
and determine the most appropriate 
archival storage of the material. 
 
Appropriate materials shall be 
prepared, catalogued, and archived 
at the applicant’s expense and shall 
be retained within Solano County if 
feasible. 
 

Submittal of 
documentation 
demonstrating 
inclusion of 
requirements in 
construction 
contractor 
specifications. 

Prior to 
issuance of a 
construction 
permit. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Method of 

Verification 

Timing of 
Verification 

Responsibility for 
Verification 

Verification 
Complete 
Date / Initial 

Transportation      
3.13-2 Implementation 
of the Proposed Plan 
would conflict or be 
inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b). 
 

TRANS-1: Addition of fixed route 
transit service serving school sites.  
 

Implementation of 
City-run fixed route 
transit service via 
Readi-Ride to/from 
school sites. 

Not less than 
24 months 
from adoption 
of the 
Proposed 
Plan. 
 

Dixon City Engineer 
/ Public Works 

 

3.13-2 Implementation 
of the Proposed Plan 
would conflict or be 
inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b). 

TRANS-2: Implementation of 
Commute Travel Demand 
Management (TDM) program. 
 

Adoption of an 
ordinance 
requiring 
employers with 
more than 100 
employees to offer 
trip reduction 
incentives such as 
parking cash-outs, 
guaranteed-ride-
home, taxi 
vouchers, and 
message 
boards/marketing 
materials. The 
ordinance shall 
also specify 
mandatory 
reporting 
requirements for 
employers. 

Not less than 
24 months 
from adoption 
of the 
Proposed 
Plan. 

City of Dixon 
Department of 
Community 
Development 
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RESOLUTION NO. 21-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE DIXON CITY COUNCIL ADOPTING THE  
DIXON GENERAL PLAN 2040 UPDATE 

 
WHEREAS, Government Code section 65300 requires the City of Dixon (“City”) to 

adopt and maintain a General Plan that contains certain elements, describes the City’s 
long-term goals for growth and development, and identifies policies and programs to 
achieve those goals; and 
 

WHEREAS, the last comprehensive update to the City’s General Plan was in 1993; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, in 2014, the City began the process of comprehensively updating the 

City’s General Plan, and since this time City officials, employees, and community 
members have been actively involved in the preparation of the Dixon General Plan 2040; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the Dixon General Plan 2040 applies to lands within City limits and 

also certain lands outside City limits, which collectively comprise the City’s Planning Area.  
The City’s Planning Area covers a total of 5,522 acres (8.6 square miles) of land within 
and outside City limits; and 

 
WHEREAS, in October 2014, the City selected the urban and regional planning 

firm Dyett & Bhatia to assist with the preparation and drafting of the Dixon General Plan 
2040 and the corresponding Environmental Impact Report (EIR); and 

 
WHEREAS, the City engaged the community to help formulate the Dixon General 

Plan 2040.  Throughout the process, the City Council and Planning Commission held 
multiple hearings, a visioning workshop was held at Anderson Elementary School, and a 
community survey was circulated to households within the City; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City formed a General Plan Advisory Committee (“GPAC”) made 

up of thirteen (13) members from the community to provide input and review the policy 
directions contained in the Dixon General Plan 2040.  The GPAC met ten (10) times 
throughout the 2040 General Plan process; and 

 
WHEREAS, in accordance with Government Code sections 65351 through 

65352.5, the City has provided opportunities for public input and involvement on the Dixon 
General Plan 2040 and provided opportunities for consultation to affected public agencies 
and California Native American tribes on the Dixon General Plan 2040; and 

 
WHEREAS, in conformance with Government Code section 65302 describing the 

mandatory elements of a general plan, the Dixon General Plan 2040 contains the 
following chapters, which address the mandatory elements:  Natural Environment, Land 
Use and Community Character, Economic Development, Mobility, and Public Services 
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and Facilities which include and address the eight (8) State-Mandated topics, including 
land use, circulation, housing, conservation, open space, noise, safety and environmental 
justice; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Housing Element is not included in the updated Dixon General 

Plan 2040, as the current Housing Element is valid through 2023 and remains in full force 
and effect.  The City last updated the Housing Element in 2015, as certified by the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development; and 

 
WHEREAS, no changes to the City’s Sphere of Influence or applications to the 

Solano County Local Agency Formation Commission accompanied the Dixon General 
Plan 2040; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Land Use Map for the Dixon General Plan 2040 adds, 

consolidates, and eliminates certain land use designations compared to the City’s prior 
General Plan.  New land use designations include Corridor Mixed-Use, Downtown Mixed-
Use, and Campus Mixed-Use. Residential, Commercial, and Industrial land use 
designations have been consolidated into fewer designations.  Agriculture will no longer 
be a land use designation within City limits; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Dixon General Plan 2040 will supersede the 1993 General Plan 

text and maps and all subsequent amendments thereto; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the 

City prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) (SCH No. 2018112035) 
for the Dixon General Plan 2040.  The Draft EIR was circulated for public review from July 
8, 2020 to August 24, 2020.  The City has considered and evaluated the comments 
received on the Draft EIR during the period of public review; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City has prepared the Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final 

EIR”) for the 2040 General Plan, which incorporates the Draft EIR, contains the City’s 
responses to written comments received on the Draft EIR, and identifies revisions to the 
Draft EIR; and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 9, 2021, the Dixon Planning Commission (“Planning 

Commission”) held a duly noticed public hearing on the Dixon General Plan 2040, 
considered all written and oral reports of City staff, provided opportunities for the public 
to speak, and considered all comments on the matter as reflected in the record; and 

 
WHEREAS, in conjunction with its review of the Dixon General Plan 2040, the 

Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 2021-004, recommending that the City 
Council (1) certify the Final EIR, (2) adopt CEQA Findings for Significant Environmental 
Impacts and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and (3) adopt the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the 2040 General Plan; and  
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, based on its independent review and 
judgement of the Dixon General Plan 2040, unanimously voted to adopt Resolution No. 
2021-005, recommending that the City Council adopt the Dixon General Plan 2040 with 
certain modifications.  The Planning Commission’s recommended modifications for 

incorporation into the final Dixon General Plan 2040 are described in Exhibit A; and  
 
WHEREAS, following the Planning Commission hearing, City staff has identified 

additional edits to be made to the Dixon General Plan 2040, including: 1) edits to correct 
references, typographical errors and other minor corrections, and 2) modification to the 
minimum density required for the Corridor Mixed Use designation, along with a new policy 
to allow flexibility for projects to be built below the minimum Floor Area Ratio (FAR), where 
certain conditions on and around a site may exist.  These edits are included in the list of 
additional edits to be incorporated into the final Dixon General Plan 2040, attached hereto 
as Exhibit A; and 

 
WHEREAS, following notice duly provided as required by law, the Dixon City 

Council (or “City Council”) held a public hearing on May 18, 2021 at which all interested 
parties were given an opportunity to comment on the Dixon General Plan 2040 and 
associated Final EIR, prior to the City Council’s action on these documents; and 

 
WHEREAS, by separate Resolution in conjunction with its review of the Dixon 

General Plan 2040, the Dixon City Council: (1) Certified the Final EIR, (2) Adopted CEQA 
Findings for Significant Environmental Impacts and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and (3) Adopted the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, upon its review of all documents and exhibits contained 

herein, and after due deliberation and based on its independent judgment, BE IT 
RESOLVED that the City of Dixon City Council finds as follows: 
 

1. The Dixon City Council hereby finds that the Dixon General Plan 2040 and all its 
elements comprise a comprehensive, long-range, internally consistent statement 
of the City’s goals, policies, and actions relating to Natural Resources, Land Use 
& Community Character, Economic Development, Mobility, and Public Services & 
Facilities.  The City Council further finds that the six (6) chapters of the Dixon 
General Plan 2040 include the eight State mandated elements required by 
Government Code section 65302 (including the current Housing Element, which is 
not part of this update). 
 

2. The City Council hereby finds that the Dixon General Plan 2040 will promote the 
public health, safety, and welfare of the City’s residents by establishing updated 
goals, policies, and actions to guide the City’s future growth and development 

within the City’s Planning Area. 
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3. The City Council hereby finds that the Dixon General Plan 2040 will supersede the 

current Dixon General Plan 1993 in its entirety, with the exception of the Housing 
Element (2015). The 2015 Housing Element is hereby incorporated into the Dixon 

General Plan 2040 by reference. 
 

4. In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, by separate 
Resolution the City Council certified the Final EIR (SCH No. 2018112035), and 
adopted CEQA Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Dixon City Council hereby adopts 

the Dixon General Plan 2040 with the modifications described in Exhibit A, which are to 
be incorporated into the final published Dixon General Plan 2040. 

 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED AT A REGULAR MEETING Of THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF DIXON ON THE 18th DAY OF MAY 2021, BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 
  
AYES: 
NOES:  
ABSENT: 
 
 
ATTEST 

 
 

_______________________________         
Kristin M Janisch       Steven C. Bird 
Interim Elected City Clerk    Mayor   
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Exhibit A 

Revisions to the Draft General Plan To Be Incorporated Into The Final Dixon General Plan 2040 
 

Chapter Page Recommendation 
by 

Recommendation Edit 

Acknowledgements 
 

Staff Remove: DKS- Reka Aczel  Remove: DKS- Reka Aczel  

2 - Natural 
Environment 

2-3 Planning 
Commission 

Label Proposed Priority Conservation 
Area (PCA) on Figure NE-1  

Add boundaries of proposed PCA shown in 
Plan Bay Area 2050 to Figure NE-1. 

2 - Natural 
Environment 

2-6 Staff Remove northern branch of 
creek/canal (currently shown to the 
south of I-80/east of Walmart) on 
Figure NE-2. This is based on the fact 
that this creek/canal is no longer 
shown on CA Dept Fish and Wildlife 
data and no longer exists in the field. 
The southern branch still remains and 
should continue to be shown on this 
Figure.   

Update Figure NE-2 

2 - Natural 
Environment 

2-9 Planning 
Commission 

Revise color/pattern choices on Figure 
NE-3 to differentiate between 
Swainson’s Hawk habitat and vernal 
pool fairy shrimp habitat  

Update Figure NE-3 
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Chapter Page Recommendation 
by 

Recommendation Edit 

3 - Land Use and 
Community 
Character 

3-15 Staff Consider modifications to the Corridor 
Mixed Use designation requirements 
that could be made to accommodate a 
proposed project while still 
maintaining the vision for the area. 

Corridor Mixed Use 
The Corridor Mixed Use (CMU) designation is 
intended to foster a mix of retail and 
commercial uses, supported by housing. 
Mixed use can be vertical and/or horizontal, 
and the allowable range of uses includes large 
format retail, shopping centers, offices, hotels 
and housing. On larger sites, more than one 
use is required. On smaller sites, a single use 
may be permitted. Allowable FAR is 50% to 
200% for single-use developments and 80% to 
240% for mixed-use developments (combined 
residential and non-residential uses). 
Allowable residential density is 14   12 to 28 
dwelling units per acre, with densities on the 
lower end of that range where proposed 
development abuts low density residential 
development. Corresponding zoning will be 
performance-based in order to promote 
flexibility and minimize non-conformance 
issues of existing uses. 
 

3 - Land Use and 
Community 
Character 

3-28 Staff Add a new action to allow flexibility in 
minimum Floor Area Ration in the 
CMU designation.  

New Action LCC-5.F Consider exceptions to the 
minimum permitted FAR in the CMU 
designation on a case-by-case basis. Adopt 
clear economic findings that must be made 
prior to granting a use permit authorizing such 
exceptions. 
 



ATTACHMENT 2 

Attahment 2 – Exhibit A       Page 3 

Chapter Page Recommendation 
by 

Recommendation Edit 

3 - Land Use and 
Community 
Character 

3-15 Planning 
Commission 

Refine the Campus Mixed Use land use 
designation definition 

Campus Mixed Use  
The Campus Mixed Use (CAMU) designation is 
intended to foster new mixed-use 
employment districts with a range of job-
generating uses, housing, and easy access to 
the regional transportation network. The 
CAMU designation would promote clusters of 
related light industrial, manufacturing, office, 
research & development, retail, hotel, service, 
and residential uses on large parcels near or 
adjacent to I-80 and SR-113 at gateways to the 
city. The CAMU designation is primarily 
intended to support mixed-use development 
projects, however single-use projects may also 
be permitted so long as a mix of uses is 
developed throughout the CAMU designation. 
Mixed use can be vertical and/or horizontal. 
Allowable FAR is 30% to 60% (combined 
residential and nonresidential uses) and 
maximum allowable residential density is 30 
dwelling units per acre. Corresponding zoning 
will be performance-based in order to 
promote flexibility and minimize non-
conformance issues of existing uses. 
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Chapter Page Recommendation 
by 

Recommendation Edit 

3 - Land Use and 
Community 
Character 

3-27 Planning 
Commission 

Refine Land Use Policy LCC-5.6 In the Campus Mixed Use land use designation 
shown on Figure LCC-4, permit warehouse and 
distribution uses subject to a development 
agreement establishing a financial mechanism 
to provide for ongoing revenue generation to 
the City from those uses and environmental 
review to ensure there are no new or 
substantially more severe impacts than 
identified in the 2040 General Plan EIR, which 
may include additional mitigation measures, 
to ensure there are no new or substantially 
more severe impacts than identified in the 
2040 General Plan EIR. 
 

5 - Mobility 5-16 Planning 
Commission 

Policy M-1.8; Revise statement to 
continue to implement Traffic Impact 
Fees due to fees are already in place 

To the extent allowed by law, develop and 
implement use the City’s Traffic Impact Fee to 
fund bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and road 
improvements so that development pays its 
fair share toward a circulation system that 
optimizes travel by all modes. 
 

5 - Mobility 5-16 Staff Action M-1.E; Reword statement to 
relfect that Transportation Advisory 
Committee is already in place. 

Create a Use the Transportation Technical 
Advisory Committee to as a forum for advice 
city on adapting to new advances in mobility 
technology. 
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Chapter Page Recommendation 
by 

Recommendation Edit 

5 - Mobility 5-28 Staff Correct spelling; currently "commu-
nity" and “min-imize” in last paragraph 
on page 

The Dixon Municipal Code designates through 
truck routes, for the use of trucks moving 
good through the city, and local truck routes 
for the use of trucks making deliveries within 
the community. Shown on Figure M-3, truck 
traffic is restricted to these designated 
roadways in order to minimize wear and tear 
on City streets and promote safety on 
residential streets. Additionally, the Municipal 
Code establishes an overnight truck parking 
program that limits were drivers may park 
overnight, balancing support for the goods 
movement industry with neighborhood 
livability. 
 

6 - Public Service and 
Facilities Chapter 

6-16 Planning 
Commission 

Add a new Action under Goal PSF-8, 
called PSF-8.C that sets the stage for 
development of an art and culture 
policy program to promote art and 
culture programs and art within the 
community  

PSF-8.C -  Establish a citywide arts and culture 
program to increase opportunities to 
experience, create, and enjoy arts and culture 
in Dixon. 
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Chapter Page Recommendation 
by 

Recommendation Edit 

6 - Public Service and 
Facilities Chapter 

6-16 Planning 
Commission 

Eliminate the last sentence at the end 
of the 2nd paragraph that states: 
“However, the City has a joint use 
agreements with the Dixon Unified 
School District, that allow residents to 
use school facilities, including the 12-
acre Westside Park, adjacent to the 
Dixon Montessori School”     

The City has established a standard of 5.0 
acres of community or neighborhood 
recreational or park facility per 1,000 residents 
to ensure adequate recreational open space 
for the enjoyment of the community. To 
ensure an appropriate balance of local and 
community-serving facilities, the Parks Master 
Plan recommends a target of 1.2 acres of 
neighborhood park per 1,000 residents and 
3.8 acres of and community park per 1,000 
residents for a total of 5 acres per thousand 
residents although this is not a mandate. With 
its 96.3 acres of City facility, Dixon currently 
has 4.8 acres of parkland for every 1,000 
residents, slightly below the established 
service ratio standard. At 4.0 acres per 1,000 
residents, the community parks ratio meets 
the target of 3.8, but the neighborhood park 
ratio is just 0.7 acres per 1,000 residents as 
compared to a target of 1.2 acres per 1,000 
residents. However, the City has joint use 
agreements with the Dixon Unified School 
District that allow residents to use school 
facilities, including the 12-acre Westside Park, 
adjacent to the Dixon Montessori Charter 
School. 
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Chapter Page Recommendation 
by 

Recommendation Edit 

6 - Public Service and 
Facilities Chapter 

6-16 and 6-
17 

Planning 
Commission 

Add definitions of both “community 
park” and “neighborhood park” from 
the Master Plan or current General 
Plan to identify the minimum size and 
types of features amenities to be 
included  

Add a call out box to page 6-16 with the 
following text: 
The Parks Master Plan defines community and 
neighborhood parks as follows: 
* Community parks are designed to meet the 
need a large-scale recreation facilities 
designed to serve the entire community. 
Community parks are typically twenty acres or 
larger. These parks offer facilities that require 
large areas including playing fields for 
organized sports, such as Little League and 
soccer. Community parks also provide 
specialized facilities, such as swimming pools, 
which, because of costs, are most efficiently 
operated at centralized locations. Cultural 
features, including community centers, are 
typically located at community parks, which 
serve as central gathering places. Community 
parks typically also provide features 
commonly found in neighborhood parks to 
serve the population within about a one-half 
mile distance. (Res. 00-052) 
 
* Neighborhood parks are designed to provide 
informal basic outdoor recreation and leisure 
opportunities for all age groups within easy 
walking distance (approximately one-half mile) 
of homes. Typical neighborhood park services 
include children's play areas, picnic tables and 
barbecues, small scale sports facilities such as 
basketball half courts, and turf and landscape 
areas for strolling and informal sports. The 
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Chapter Page Recommendation 
by 

Recommendation Edit 

minimum size of neighborhood parks is about 
three acres. (Res.00-052) 

6 - Public Service and 
Facilities Chapter 

6-18 and 6-
19 

Planning 
Commission 

Count 3 acres of the 57.8-acre Hall 
Community Park and 4 acres of 22.53-
acre NW Community Park as 
Neighborhood Parks 
 

Update Table PSF-1 

  
Planning 
Commission 

Update Figure PSF-2 to reflect the 
change, including creating a half 
mile/10 minute walk radius around the 
two.  

Update Figure PSF-2 

6 - Public Service and 
Facilities Chapter 

6-19 Planning 
Commission 

Modify Table PSF-1 to combine the 9.3 
acres of community park required by 
the 2015 Parks Master Plan with the 
4.08 acres of neighborhood and 
community park listing s into one 
category, totaling 13.38 of new parks 
needed to reach the park area 
standard 

Update Table PSF-1 
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Chapter Page Recommendation 
by 

Recommendation Edit 

6 - Public Service and 
Facilities Chapter 

6-19 Planning 
Commission 

Modify Figure PSF-1 to remove the star 
symbol from the map and legend for 
potential parks (generalized locations).   

Update Figure PSF-2 

 
3-13 Planning 

Commission 
Make a corresponding edit to Figure 
LCC-4 (Land use Map) on page 3-13. 
Verify that the star symbol is removed 
from any other Figure in the draft plan  
 

Update Figure LCC-4 

6 - Public Service and 
Facilities Chapter 

6-20 Planning 
Commission 

Use the Park Master Plan map to 
identify where in each community park 
the neighborhood park features are 
located   

PSF-4.A Use the Parks Master Plan as the 
primary tool for planning 
specific capital improvements and parks and 
recreation programming in Dixon. Update the 
Master Plan to plan for the additional parkland 
as needed to maintain the established service 
ratio in 2040. 
 

 



Public Comments Received for Planning Commission Meeting, March 9, 2021 

 Letter from Rob White, Lewis Land Developers, dated 3/3/21 (Attachment 3 pages 1-7)

 Email from Gary Erwin, dated 3/8/21 (Attachment 3 page 8)

 Letter from Bob Berman, Solano County Orderly Growth, dated 3/5/21 (Attachment 3
pages 9-11)

 Letter from Old Town Neighbors, dated 3/9/21 (Attachment 3 pages 12-16)

 Letter from Ginger Emerson, dated 3/9/21 (Attachment 3 pages 17-18)

 Letter from Ginger Emerson, dated 8/24/20 (Attachment 3 pages 19-26)

 Letter from Ginger Emerson, dated 7/28/18 (Attachment 3 pages 27-57)

 Letter from Shirley Humphrey, dated 3/9/21 (Attachment 3 pages 58-62)

 Letter from James Laughlin, Solano County Counsel, dated 3/8/21  (Attachment 3 pages
63-67)
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Lewis Land Developers, LLC 
9216 Kiefer Boulevard 

Rob White 
Vice President 

Sacramento, CA 95826 
(916) 363-2617 

Lewis Planned Communities 
Direct: (916) 403-1718 

March 3, 2021 

Mr. Joe Quinn, Chair 
Commissioners Jack Caldwell, Randy Davis, Baudelio Diaz, and Janet Koster 
Planning Commission 
Community Development Department 
City of Dixon 
600 East A Street 
Dixon, CA 95620 

RE: Input on Corridor Mixed Use in Draft General Plan 2040 Update 

Dear Dixon Planning Commission Chair Quinn and Commissioners: 

Lewis Land Developers, LLC (Lewis) has been working with the staff of the City of Dixon since 
early 2019 on the Lincoln Square project - a mixed use residential and retail project on about 13 
acres at the southwest corner of California State Highway 113 (Lincoln Highway) and North 
Lincoln Street (Vaughn Road). Lewis submitted an application for our project on October 6, 2020. 

It has come to our attention that based on the most recent Draft General Plan 2040 Update 
document to be reviewed at the Planning Commission meeting on March 9, 2021 , Lewis' current 
project application would not conform to the proposed new land use designation and thereby 
cause Lewis to be unable to obtain project approvals in a timely manner. 

The background for how we arrived at this point is laid out below. The noted areas of concern are 
described on Page 2 and suggested simple solutions are described on Page 3. 

BACKGROUND 

Lewis initially engaged in early 2019 with the City leadership, City manager, and the previous 
community development director on planning of a mixed-use project. It was shared with Lewis that 
the City had been commencing a General Plan update since 2015 and that the project we were 
describing would conform with that General Plan update. The City also informed Lewis that a 
previous project consisting of 3-story apartment buildings had been recently denied and therefore 
encouraged Lewis to develop a project consisting of single-family detached homes complemented 
with a commercial or retail use on the corner of Hwy 113 and North Lincoln Street. 

As a result of those discussions, Lewis subsequently developed a project consisting of single­
family detached residential at about 8 dwelling units per acre with auto-oriented retail uses on the 
corner. This initial plan was shared with the City and additional input was received. 

Input on Corridor Mixed Use in Draft General Plan 2040 Update 
Page 1 of 4 

March 3, 2021 
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Alter further refining the project plan in coordination With the City staff, Lewis representatives 
presented development options at the Dixon Planning Commission on August 26, 2019 to gain 
feedback from the community. Lewis took that feedback and further developed our project plan, 
looking for interested retail uses that would fit the stated community desires. We also continued 
to work with the community development director on the residential portion of the plan, arriving at 
a single-family detached residential product that Lewis has successfully developed in nearby 
Fairfield. Small modifications were made to ensure enough parking in the driveway of each home 
and increase the side-yard setbacks. This resulted in a density of just under 9 units per acre. 

It was our intent to submit an application in early 2020 when the pandemic changed the outlook 
on retail and the proposed users were no longer viable. We continued to work on the residential 
plan With staff while we locked for new retail uses. 

Lewis was able to secure a car wash retail user in late summer 2020 and submitted an 
application to the City in early October 2020. We also noted for staff that the retail portion of the 
project plan was conceptual only as an exciting family-owned retail user was emerging for the 
corner that would also result in sales/use tax revenue for the City. Due to the discreet nature of 
the discussions, we shared this information with the City manager and just a few key staff. 

With staff transition occurring at that time in the community development department, Lewis 
continued to focus on communicating with the City manager about the potential new retail use 
and stated that we would submit an updated application as soon as we had secured their 
development plans. After significant work with this Northern California-based retail user, Lewis 
has been able to secure a combination retail use of car wash (as originally planned), larger 
format convenience store, and fuel sales. The retail brand is one known for their recent 
development work with cities like BrenlWOod, has locations in over 30 Northern California cities, 
and has invested in the level of design and site planning that are reflective of an owner-user. 

Over the last two months, Lewis has been in the process of updating our project application with 
this new user and is submitting these plans to the community development department by the 
end of this week (March 5'"). The proposed land use map for this updated project application is 
attached for your reference and demonstrates how the small lot, detached residential and corner 
retail use can integrate seamlessly with the surrounding existing uses. 

ITEMS FOR CONCERN 

Based on significant input over the last 20 months from City staff and the community, Lewis has 
developed a mixed-use project application that reflects the transitional opportunities of moving 
towards a mixed-use approach for the northern Lincoln Highway corridor while still being 
sensitive to the existing residential and surrounding uses. We think that our cunrent application 
with a residential density of about 9 dwelling units per acre reflects the transition from the less 
dense neighborhood to the west (at about 5 units per acre) with the City's desire for higher 
density along the Lincoln Highway corridor. 

However, the Draft General Plan 2040 Update being reviewed by the Planning Commission has 
three items that are of concern to Lewis and will prevent us from being able to continue forward 
with our project application. These include: 

• Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and Density 
Page 3-15: Corridor Mixed Use (CMU) designation - Figure LLC-4 (attached) designates 
this project site as "Corridor Mixed Use" and the description of CMU on page 3-15 
( attached) includes the requirements of: 

Input on Corridor Mixed Use In Draft General Plan 2040 Update 
Page 2 of 4 

March 3, 2021 



ATTACHMENT 3

Attachment 3- Page 4

o "Allowable FAR is· ... "80% to 240% for mixed-use developments (combined 
residential and non-residential uses)."; and 

o "Allowable flilsidential density is 14 to 28 dwelling unit per acre (DU/AC).· 

• Potential Park Location 
Page 3-13: Figure LLC-4, Land Use Designations -the southern half of the project 
property has a gold star indicating this as a potential park location. It is noted in the legend 
that this is a •generalized location." However, this property has been discussed as a 
residential and commercial/retail project site for many years and is not ideal for a park 
location. 

None of these proposed conditions - FAR, dwelling units per acre, and park location - would be 
consistent with the Lewis project application and ignores the many months of on-going discussion 
that Lewis has had with the City. We assume this is merely oversight and provide a possible 
solution below that does not require significant work on the part of the City to modify the Draft 
General Plan so that Lewis would be able to proceed with our project in a timely manner. 

REQUEST 

There are three simple changes to the Draft General Plan 2040 Update that Lewis requests that 
the Planning Commission consider: 

1. FAR and Density- For the CMU designation, Lewis requests that the Planning 
Commission recommend that the FAR and residential density have a similar flexible 
description like that proposed for "Downtown Mixed Use (DD." On page 3-15, the DT 
designation states, •maximum allowable FAR is 300% (combined residential and non­
residential uses) and maximum allowable residential density is 30 dwelling units per 
acre." For consistency, the CMU designation could similarly state the desired upper limits 
of FAR and density without specifying a lower threshold, providing the City with maximum 
flexibility as it moves towards more density. 

Suggested Text Revision to CMU designation: "Maximum allowable FAR is 200% for 
single-use developments and 240% for mixed-use developments (combined residential 
and non-residential uses}. Allowable residential density is up to 28 dwelling units per acre, 
with densities on the lower end where proposed development abuts low density 
residential development." 

If this change to remove the lower threshold is unacceptable, we request that the 
Planning Commission instead implement a lower threshold FAR of 30% and density of 9 
dwelling units per acre, allowing for a very small lot and dense, detached single-family 
residential use that is reflective of the neighborhoods to the west. As you will note on the 
attached Lewis' project site plan, the proposed residential lots are smaller than the 
existing home lots to the west and density much above this would not be reflective of 
providing a reasonable transition of FAR and densities from the existing neighborhoods 
into the proposed project. 

2. Potential Park Location • For the generalized location of the proposed park, Lewis 
recognizes the City's desire lo provide outdoor public amenities. However, the current site 
is not an appropriate location due to the interface with a large street lo the east (Lincoln 
Highway) in juxtaposition with use by children. In reviewing the available property in this 
area, better locations away from the major streets exists for these neighborhood serving 
amenities. 

Input on Corridor Mixed Use in Draft General Plan 2040 Update 
Page 3 of 4 

March 3, 2021 
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Suggested Figure LLC-4 Revision: Lewis requests that the legend be even more 
descriptive and note that "no park location has been selected." Moving the location of the 
gold star is even more desirable, though not required for Lewis to successfully move 
forward with our project. 

We realize that a significant amount of work has gone into the General Plan Update process and 
are encouraged by the forward momentum that the City has taken. As a developer that is 
assessing additional opportunities in Dixon, we try to work cohesively with the community and 
City staff to bring forward projects that contribute to the overall well-being and economic vitality of 
the City. 

Lewis believes that the project application we have submitted to the City helps provide unique 
residential design that trends towards higher density while being sensitive lo the adjacent 
neighborhoods. The project also provides a retail use that generates on-going revenue for Dixon 
while satisfying market demand for additional amenities like an up-scale car wash. With these 
requested minor changes to the Draft General Plan Update, Lewis can proceed forward with 
bringing a quality new neighborhood and family-owned retail partner to Dixon. 

Lastly, this last year has demonstrated that the market has reacted in uncertain ways, with 
residential demand in the Sacramento Valley being at historic levels and retail users having 
many uncertainties. lewis believes this project strikes a balance of providing a unique residential 
product that will be welcome in the Dixon market with a solid retail use that has staying power 
and is owned and operated by a Northern California-based family. Bui now that we have a solid 
plan. we need to move swiftly through the process to ensure that this plan can be developed. We 
hope to be back at Planning Commission this summer requesting approvals and having a 
General Plan Update that is supportive of this project will help ensure that possibility. 

Thank you for your consideration. Lewis land Developers, LLC looks forward to our continued 
partnership on this project. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 403-1718 or rob.white@lewismc.com. 

Sincerely, 

Rob White 
Vice President - Lewis Planned Communities 

cc: Jim Lindley, City Manager - City of Dixon 
Raffi Boloyan, Community Development Director - City of Dixon 
Doug Mull, Senior Vice President - Lewis Planned Communities 

Attachments: 
1. Lincoln Square - Proposed Land Use Plan 
2. City of Dixon Draft General Plan 2040 Update; pages 3-13 (Figure LLC-4) and 3-15. 

Input on Corridor Mixed Use in Dra/! General Plan 2{)4Q Update 
Page4of4 

March 3, 2021 



ATTAC
H

M
EN

T 3

Attachm
ent 3- Page 6

C 12Cl 

H I !iC:A LE: • • 1~ 60' 

6 0 

LINCOLN SQUARE 
DIXON. CA 

Lewis Community DeYelopers 
A, l1hrnl11-11 1 (If IIU LIW U Gfl>UII lld C111mp.11il•is. 

24C 

' LOT t. i! 
LAN~PE ~ • 

• 

I.IMCOlN HIC><W.U 11 lJI 

HOUSING SUMMARY 
LOT 

~~Q' LJNIIUJljl\l ! ?;rC"t::1:fl MD:' =~· = ..... , =~· 

TYPICAL SETBACKS 

~l~ 
~ 

SITE PLAN 
SHEET 3 OF 11 

IJJCOO Aooc;e::RS 
• Ull.a.lCI -~T~e Ofr&I HIO.IICT #If A ffia 

... fQ WU.OW flOAD.. ~ -a. TIit 1111:2:5.MY a.. ...... •••~•nr, C,._ G4M• Jt•K •::11&.947 1S&7 



ATTACHMENT 3

Attachment 3- Page 7

Figure LCC-4: Land Use Designations 
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MIXED USE 

Downtown Mixed Use 

The Downtown Mixed Use (OT) designation 
applies in Dixon's traditional downtown area 
and is intended to promote Downtown Dixon 
as an attractive destination for residents 
and visitors to the community. The area Is 
envisioned as a walkable environment with 
direct pedestrian and bicycle connections to 
surrounding residential neighborhoods and 
to the downtown rail depot. The designation 
provides for a full range of retail, employment, 
residential, entertainment, cultural, civic, 
and personal service uses. Permitted non­
residential uses include restaurants, apparel 
stores, specialty shops, theaters, bookstores, 
travel agencies, hotels/motels and other 
similar uses serving a community-wide market 
and a larger visitor population, as well as 
banks, financial institutions, medical and 
professional offices, and other general offices 
and community institutional uses. Outdoor 
dining, live music, and events are encouraged 
to support a lively atmosphere with activity 
throughout the day and the year. On larger 
sites, more than one use is required. On 
smaller sites, a single use may be permitted. 
Maximum allowable FAR is 300% (combined 
residential and non-residential uses) and 
maximum allowable residential density is 30 
dwelling units per acre. 

Corridor Mixed Use 

The Corridor Mixed Use (CMU) designation 
is intended to foster a mix of retail and 
commercial uses, supported by housing. 
Mixed use can be vertical and/or horizontal, 
and the allowable range of uses includes 
large format retall, shopping centers, offices, 
hotels and housing. On larger sites, more than 
one use is required. On smaller sites, a single 
use may be permitted. Allowable FAR is 50% 
to 200% for single-use developments and 
80% to 240% for mixed-use developments 
(combined residential and non-residential 
uses). Allowable residential density is 14 to 

28 dwelling units per acre, with densities on 
the lower end of that range where proposed 
development abuts low density residential 
development. Corresponding zoning wi II 
be performance-based in order to promote 
flexibility and minimize non-conformance 
issues of existing uses. 

Campus Mixed Use 

The Campus Mixed Use [CAMU) designation 
is intended to foster new mixed-use 
employment districts with a range of job­
generating uses, housing, and easy access 
to the regional transportation network. The 
CAMU designation would promote clusters 
of related light industrial, manufacturing, 
office, research & development, retail, hotel, 
service, and residential uses. Light industrial 
uses may include warehouse and distribution 
uses subject to a development agreement 
establishing a financial mechanism to 
provide for ongoing revenue generation to 
the City from those uses. While the CAMU 
designation is primarily intended to support 
mixed-use development, single larger 
employment-based uses on larger parcels may 
be considered subject to such development 
agreement providing ongoing revenue. 
Mixed use can be vertical and/or horizontal. 
Allowable FAR is 30% to 60% (combined 
residential and non-residential uses) and 
maximum allowable residential density is 
30 dwelling units per acre. Corresponding 
zoning will be performance-based in order to 
promote issues of existing uses. Much of the 
Campus Mixed Use designated land in the City 
consists of larger parcels near, or adjacent to 
1-80 and SR-113, and the CAMU designation 
will optimize the role that these areas play 
as gateways to the City. Consistent with 
this, the CAMU designation will allow for a 
flexible range of complimentary uses serving 
regional travelers and businesses, supported 
by housing. 

Dixon General Plan 2040 I LAND USE AND COMMUNITY CHARACTER 3-15 
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3/8/2021 

Fw: Community Center 

George Osner <gosner@cityofdixon.us> 
Mon 3/8/2021 11:17 AM 

To: Raffi Boloyan <rboloyan@cityofdixon.us> 

Mail - Raffi Boloyan - Outlook 

Cc: Andrew Hill < >; Brandi Alexander <BAlexander@cityofdixon.us>; Nubia Goldstein 

>; Barbara Brenner 1••••••••• 1> 

From: Gary Erwin > 

Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 9:00 AM 

To: George Osner <gosner@cityofdixon.us> 

Cc: Joe Craven >; Pamella Craven < 
1 

> 

Subject: Community Center 

Hello Mr. Osner, 

Dixon is in need of a Community Center where music, theater, arts, performances, lectures, workshops can be 
held and presented. 

This should be at the top of the list of community needs. We currently have ample parks and outdoor sports 
fields and no Community Center. 

We should consider a 500 seat proscenium theater, a black box studio/theater with lobbies, shop, green rooms 
and storage spaces. 

The thought of using the (small) 300 seat high school stage for community performance is not a good plan. 
There is no lobby, no rehearsal space, limited green room space, no storage and alcohol can not be served 
there. 

Thank you for your work with the community. 

Gary Erwin 
Stagehand and resident 

Sent from my iPhone 

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQkAGJjMDA1ZDdhLWU4ZTgtNGYzYi04ZWlwLWNmNThhMTBjMDljNgAQAEVcrFQ9h%2FtLrlVH12QsEG8... 1/1 
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March 5, 2021 

Mr. George Osner, Contract Planner 
City of Dixon 
600 East Street 
Dixon, CA 95620 

Via email 

Subject: Hearing Draft General Plan 2040 and Final EIR 

Dear Mr. Osner: 

Ct is our understanding that the Dixon Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on March 9, 2021 
to consider the City of Dixon's Hearing Draft General Plan 2040 and Final EIR. The Solano County 
Orderly Growth Committee (SCOGC) has the following comments in addition to our comments dated 
August 24, 2020 regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. We request that all these comments be made a 
part of the City's public record regarding the General Plan. 

Our comments are as follows: 

Priority Conservation Areas 

The Priority Conservation Area (PCA) program was initiated in 2007 by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) to identify Bay Area open spaces that: I) provide regionally significant 
agricultural, natural resource, scenic, recreational, and/or ecological values and ecosystem functions; 2) 
are in urgent need of protection due to pressure from urban development or other factors; and 3) 
supported by local consensus. 

The original PCAs in Solano County were approved in 2008. 

In 20 19 the Solano County Board of Supervisors recommended approval of one revised PCA and at least 
two new ones - including the Dixon Agricultural Service Area. The ABAG Executive Committee 
approved these requests in February 2020. 

It is our recommendation that the Dixon Agricultural Service Area PCA be incorporated into the City's 
Ge11era/ Plan 2040 and be shown on the document's relevant figures. At a minimum we recommend that 
the PCA be shown on: 
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Figure 1-2 - Planning Area Boundaries 
Figure NE-I - Open Space and Agricultural Land 
Figure LCC-4 - Land Use Designations 

The approximate boundaries of the Dixon Agricultural Service Area PCA are shown below: 

0 1 2 

Miles ·+ 
It is recommended that the Solano County Department of Resource Management be contacted for the 
precise boundaries of the PCA. 

Establishment of an Urban Growth Boundary 

Our EIR comment letter discussed the possibility of a City sponsored voter approved Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB). 



ATTACHMENT 3

Attachment 3- Page 12

George Osner 
March 5, 202 l 
Page 3 

UGBs can be used to separate urban land from surrounding agricultural land or other lands. The purpose 
of the boundaries is to contain urban growth for the period of time specified by the voter approved 
measure. The land within the boundaries-the urban growth area-is generally designated for a 
combination of purposes: provision of services, compact urban form, siting of future development, or 
protection of resource lands and environmentally sensitive areas. The cities of Benicia and Vacaville 
have such voter approved lines. The city of Fairfield's voter approved UGB expired at the end of 2020. 

A Dixon UGB would support the City's commitment to focus growth and prevent urban sprawl. It would 
recognize the City's limited ability to extend services (i.e., sewer, water, police, etc.) and its desire to 
protect agricultural and ecologically sensitive land. 

We recommend that the City pursue putting on the ballot for voter approval a Dixon UGB. The exact 
location for the UGB should be determined through a city sponsored public review process. We 
recommend that consideration be given to a UGB that is conterminous with the City's current Sphere of 
Influence boundary. Based on the Draft General Plan 2040 a UGB conterminous with the City' Sphere 
oflnfluence would give the city adequate land for growth for the next 19 years ( or until 2040). 

Agricultural Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measure AG- I sets forth the requirement for mitigating the impacts of the loss of agricultural 
land. Although as stated in the Final EIR, even with this mitigation measure, the loss of agricultural land 
would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

As we stated in our EIR comment letter we believe that mitigation measure AG-1 is inadequate and 
should be revised as follows: 

1. Require that mitigation lands be preserved at a ratio of two acres protected for every one acre lost 
to development. 

2. Require that the acquired or preserved lands be within the Planning Area, not up to ten miles 
away. 

Yours truly, 

Bob Berman 
Solano County Orderly Growth Committee 



  March 9, 2021 

City of Dixon Planning Commissioners 
600 East A Street 
Dixon, California 95620 

Dear Commissioners: 

As members of an informal neighborhood group known as the Old Town Neighbors, we 
have a number of comments regarding the proposed 2040 General Plan.  Before proceeding, we 
would like to introduce our group to those who may not be familiar with our activities.   

Background 

Formed well over a decade ago, one of our missions has been to keep our neighbors 
informed of land use issues that pertain to the older residential areas that surround downtown. A 
number of years ago at the direction of a former Planning Commission, the City’s Community 
Development Director kept us updated on a variety of land use matters.  For example, during the 
lengthy Omnibus V Zoning Amendment process, representatives of our group met regularly with 
the Director.  At the request of our representatives, the Community Development Director also held 
a series of at-large neighborhood meetings pertaining to the proposed zoning amendments as 
related to our neighborhood.    

Over the years in an ongoing effort to keep the neighborhood informed and involved, 
members of our group have also collected signatures on numerous petitions pertaining to land use 
matters.  Petitions have been presented to the Planning Commission, the Transportation Advisory 
Commission, the General Plan Committee and the City Council.     

Comments about the General Plan process 

We were surprised to learn that the City is moving forward with the General Plan Update 
process while restrictions on social gathering are still in place. Many of the Covid 19 orders have 
not been lifted; and as a result, we have been unable to go door to door to gather signatures 
related to the 2040 General Plan Update.  In an August, 2020 letter to one of our members, the 
City Attorney acknowledged the right of the people to petition their government and offered 
assurance that those rights would not be forfeited.

We would also point out that sustaining public interest in a General Plan Update process 
that has been underway since 2007 has been problematic.  We have documentation from the initial 
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years of the process which highlights far greater community involvement than in later years (2015 
onward).  In that regard, a former Community Development Director publicly acknowledged that the 
workshop at Anderson School was poorly promoted and attended.  At the time, more workshops 
were promised but never came to pass.  We would also add that several members of the GPAC 
were highly critical of the Community Survey citing very limited participation by “disadvantaged” 
groups within Dixon.  

In the event that the Commission decides to proceed with recommendations to forward the 
Plan to the City Council without benefit of input collected by petition, we have summarized a few of 
the issues that we know to be of the greatest concern to many of the residents of Old Town. 

Comments Related to Density 

From its beginnings, our Old Town Neighbors’ group has raised objections to any plan that 
would increase density in our neighborhoods.   For instance, we collected signatures on numerous 
occasions opposing the designation of the downtown residential neighborhoods as part of a Priority 
Development Area.  We raised concerns about increased density in the planned mixed-use zones 
in downtown.  We were also involved when residents objected to an increase in the number of 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) per lot in our area.  Other examples of our participation are 
likewise documented in the public record.   

Increased density impacts the neighborhood in many undesirable ways, including more 
traffic, parking problems, increased noise, sanitation issues, public safety issues and historic 
preservation   We would add that certain of the census tracts discussed in the General Plan under 
Environmental Justice are in our downtown neighborhoods.  

Specifically, designating planned mixed-use corridors in the downtown area should be re-
examined.  Since the proposed Plan extends mixed use along the North First Street corridor, we 
see no reason to impact areas of Old Town with a designation that does not reflect the preferred 
single family use of land along sections of North and South Second Street, East and West Mayes 
Street and South First Street.  For instance, three new single-family homes have recently been 
constructed along East Mayes and South Second Streets.  Another historic home on South First 
Street has been converted back to a single-family residence, as has a home on East A Street 
adjacent to the back of the Catholic Church.  Clearly, the market and the community support the 
area as residential rather than mixed use.  We would add that public documents reveal that there 
was opposition to the planned mixed-use designation in 1993, particularly in regard to extending 
mixed use zoning on South A Street between Mayes and Broadway.  The older homes on that 
block are significant in their contribution to the historic character of the downtown area and their 
continued use as single family residences should be encouraged.   
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 We want to reiterate our longstanding concern that increasing density with plans such as 
the Priority Development Area (PDA) could lead to displacement of “disadvantaged” residents, 
particularly in certain census tracts in the downtown area.  The smaller, fixer upper homes have 
long provided an opportunity for members of those “disadvantaged” groups to obtain home 
ownership.  Similarly, the smaller, older homes have served as affordable rental housing for other 
“disadvantaged” families.  Encouraging the investment in greater density may well lead to the 
demolition of too many of those older, fixer uppers, thereby denying other “disadvantaged” families 
similar opportunities.  

We would point out to new members of the Planning Commission, that allowing 
unsprinklered  ADU’s was opposed at the State level by firefighter associations.  Legislation at the 
time allowed the City to limit areas where ADU’s would be allowed.  In addition to the fire hazard 
issues, shared sewer laterals are common in the older areas of town and should be a consideration 
as to where ADU’s are located.  

  While we strongly support the preservation of agricultural land, it shouldn’t come at the 
expense of disrupting and destroying long established neighborhoods that are home to many 
disadvantaged families. Rather than using infill to accommodate density, we would ask that you 
take another look at new developments such as the Southwest in terms of its inadequate 
contribution to meeting multiple family and affordable housing demands.

Comments on Noise 

While the older residential neighborhoods near downtown are zoned as planned mixed use 
and multiple family (RM1 and RM2), in reality the area was historically single family homes.
Thankfully, in recent years, new affordable single-family homes have been constructed on 
numerous vacant lots throughout the downtown residential area.  Taking that into account, we 
would lobby that noise levels should be in keeping with allowances for single family neighborhoods.  

In regard to noise, we also have concerns about some of the uses proposed for downtown 
Dixon.  Economic development of the downtown area should take into account the close proximity 
of residential uses.  Increased traffic, overflow parking into neighborhoods, frequent large events, 
live entertainment, etc. all contribute to increased noise for residents in the vicinity.  The quality of 
life of those residents shouldn’t be sacrificed for the sake of economic interests.    Many residents 
of the area do not have the economic means to escape new sources of noise by moving to more 
privileged neighborhoods such as the Southwest Development area.   

Make no mistake, we would like to see downtown thrive.  We only ask for consideration of 
those who live nearby.   
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Comments on Public Safety 

We have already discussed our concerns about unsprinklered Accessory Dwelling Units in 
our neighborhood.  We would also point out that our older residential neighborhoods, as well as the 
downtown commercial area, are more vulnerable to fire and earthquake hazards.  For that reason, 
we continue to question the location of both fire stations on the north and west sides of the railroad 
tracks.  Even with the eventual completion of the Parkway Boulevard overcrossing, emergency 
assess to our older downtown neighborhoods and the commercial downtown area, is restricted by 
the bottleneck created where South First Street drops from four lanes near the Brookfield and 
Valley Glen subdivisions to two lanes near the fairgrounds.  Similarly, there is a bottleneck on 
North First Street entering the downtown area.   Depending on vehicular traffic and the rail activity 
at the crossing on First Street, emergency access to our neighborhoods could be delayed or cut 
off.  Years ago, the City had fire stations located on both sides of the railroad tracks providing all 
residents of town better access to emergency services.

We are also alarmed to learn that certain census tracts in the downtown area are among the 
most impacted by environmental hazards including air, noise and water pollution.  No doubt, 
density exacerbates some of those hazards and would be more appropriate in newer areas of 
town.

Comments on Traffic 

We would suggest that there has been one unspoken “silver lining’ to the pandemic 
lockdown. With schools not in session, our neighborhoods have experienced a significant reduction 
in traffic.  With the high school and elementary schools in or near our older neighborhoods 
reopening, traffic will once again become a major issue.  The relocation of the junior high school to 
the campus of the old high school will compound the problem, as will the construction of more and 
more new homes to the South and West of our Old Town neighborhoods.  

Not long ago, the City reduced the Level of Service (LOS) in order to avoid widening of 
streets.  The reality for our older neighborhoods meant accepting a further decline in our quality of 
life and public safety associated with ever increasing traffic (LOS issues) OR sacrificing the historic 
character of our neighborhoods and losing much needed on street parking by widening streets to 
accommodate more traffic.   The idea that the opening of the Parkway Boulevard overcrossing will 
alleviate the traffic issues is nothing more than a pipe dream.  It won’t address traffic created by 
more and more families from throughout town needing to access the junior high school.

Traffic in the downtown area diverting onto local residential streets has been another 
longstanding concern as it relates to public safety and quality of life for residents of the downtown 
neighborhoods.  The 1993 General Plan addressed that issue and we would suggest that goals to 
limit such traffic diversion be included with the current Plan. 
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Comments on Historic Preservation: 

We would request that you to review the 1993 General Plan in terms of its emphasis on 
historic preservation.  The draft 2040 General Plan is very lacking in provisions to encourage the 
preservation of our historic structures and homes.  We were unable to find an appendix to the 2040 
Plan with an inventory of historic homes and structures in Dixon.  Over the course of time since the 
1993 General Plan, many more homes should have been added to that inventory.  Any claims to 
maintain the small-town character of Dixon are disingenuous without an emphasis on the historic 
preservation of the older neighborhoods surrounding downtown Dixon and their contribution to the 
City’s charm and uniqueness.   

The history of the Carnegie Library (as presented in the General Plan) should recognize the 
group that saved the historic resource from demolition.  While the Women’s Improvement Club was 
instrumental in securing a Carnegie Library for Dixon, the Dixon Carnegie Library Preservation 
Society formed many years later in order to ensure that the Carnegie was spared from demolition 
and took its rightful place on the National Register of Historic Places.  For the City to recognize one 
group for its contribution and slight another is inappropriate. 

Conclusion

While we have highlighted a number of longstanding concerns shared by many of our 
neighbors, we would respectfully suggest that you hold off on recommending the General Plan 
Update to the City Council until such time as groups such as ours can exercise our right to petition 
our government.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Old Town Neighbors 
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1

Brandi Alexander

From: Shirley Humphrey < >
Sent: Tuesday, March 9, 2021 12:10 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comments on General Plan
Attachments: General Plan Comments.docx

Enclosed are my comments on the General Plan. 
 
Shirley Fanning Humphrey 
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OFFIC~OF 
COUNTY COUNSEL 

fflTEXAG STl&T, 81.1Ti6liOG 
FAlll"IB..D, CAUFORNVI ~ 

f71171~140 
FAX (707)7114-6862 

BERNADETTE S. CURRY 
COUNlY COUNSEL 

CA.ARIE SCARLATA 
.USIST.AHT COUM'TY COUNSEL 

(FAX) 

March 8. 202 J 

LEEAXELRAO 
te'UlYt;QU!m'CCI.MCI, 

RYAN FITZGERALD 
DINrYootMTYc:olNIB. 

P.001/005 

KIMBERLEY G. GLOVER 
Dm'UTYCCUITY~ 

JAMES W. LAUGHLIN 
DEl'UIY(lOVMTY ~ 

RAMONA M. MAAC3HERIO 
1J81\n'Y'llCllfn'c:elJIIEI, 

LORI A. MAZZEUA 
IIIIIIITT ootMTYIXlUIIIIEL 

JO ANN MIASAKI PARKER 
IICP\ITYc«llff'l'OOUIIIII. 

ADRIENNE L. PATTERSON 
IB'IITT~oc:lfJNEL 

CLARISA P. SUDARMA 
Dl!PUN llDllfn' IXlUIIIIEL 

llANA VAUGfoiN 
DINT'J'c«/Mn'Cawa..L 

KIMBERLY AIBCANOER YARBOR 
OEPUTY~0CUMl!L 

City of Dixon Planning Commission 
600 East A Street 

fax: (707) 678-0960 

Dixon 1 CA 95620 

Re: Dixon General Plan 2040 Environmental lmpacl Report 

Honorable Chair and Members of the Dixon Planning Commission: 

The County of So l&no supports. the City, of-Dixon's o.fforts to upd.1 lc-i Ls· genera I pl an, but­
the potential environmental impacts of that update must be fully evaluated in complinhce with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Pub. Res. Code, § 21000, ct :,eq.) before the 

City takes action to approve that project. The County has reviewed the Environmental ~mpacl 
Report (El R) prepared for the City's proposed Genci:al Plan 2040 and found the El R '~ evaluation 
of cerlaih polcntial environmental impacts to the unincorporaled area adjucent to the City to be 

woefully i1:adequatc. The County requests that lhc lllannil,g Commission postpone its 
l'.Onsideration of the proposed Final EIR and Gcnerul Plan, ,ind instead direct its staff to revi:;e 
and recirculate the EIR in a manner that fully complies with CEQA . • ,,. ·· · 

As currently written, the EIR fails to comply with CEQA and should nol be cer~if~cd-- due 
to its inadequate evaluation of the project's potential hydrological impacts. particular.ly Impact 
3.9-4. Without evidentiary support and contrary to law, the EIR incorreclly cc,nciudes that 
development under the proposed General Plan would have a less than signillcant,impacl on 
existing or planned stonnwater drainage systems and would not p1•0vide suh.slantli:11 additionul 
sources of polluted runoff While this conclusion may be vnl id for !-ome areas of the City, its 
validity is not demonstrated by the EIR for the Northeast Quadrant (NEQ) area_. 
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Dixon Planning Commission 
Re: Dixon General Plan 2040 EIR 
March 8, 2021 
Page 2 

(FAX) 

At page 3.9•40, the DElR describes Watersheds Das including abot1t 2,700 acres of 
agricultural land in the unincorporated area north of the City and 580 acres or urban and 

agricultural lands mostly within the City's NEQ area. Tht! DEIR discloses lha.l drni11age facilily .. ' 

improvements are needed to mitigate lhe drainage impacts c1wsed by anticipated development 
with in this W~te,rshed, both within the County 's i1 n incorporated A gri cu It u ra 1 · 1 nd ustri al S~rviccs 
Area and within the City's NEQ area. The DEIR further discloses that thes~ needed 
improvements ''a.re currently being evaluated in a drainage study by the Dixon Regional 
Waste~ater Joint. Powers Authority (DR W JPA) and in a stt1dy being sponso1·ed by the Solano 
County Water Agency" and that "these ongoing studies will ide:nlify lhc needed.drainage 
improvements lo eliminate impacts from the Proposed Plan.'' 

P,002/005 

171is description 1:1.nd eva1uation or the potenl ial drn inagc impacts of development within 
Watershed D fails to comply with CEQA in two ways. rirst, CEQA requires tht; City's EIR to 
discuss and. evaluate the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect drainage impacts that may be 
co.used by the City's General Plan project, and to discuss separately the cumulatiw drninuge 
impacts of-the City's project together with the drainage impacts caused by othc:r projects, such as 
development in the County's Agricultural Jndtlstrial S~rvices Are,1, By describing only the 
cumulative drainage impact or new devclopn)e..nt withi~ all of Watershed D. the ETR fails to 

describe how d~vclopment within the NEQ area µndcr the updated general plan will impact 
• l I ~ 

drainnge within that area and within the u1.~inc9r,p,)raled area downgradient. 

Second and more importantly: the EIR fails to comply with CEQA bec,n.Jse it relies 
entirely on studies not yel completed, projects slill being designed, End cnviromnt.ntal re.views of 
those project yet to be undertaken in order to evaluate the potential signilicance of these 
unquantified drainage impacts. An EIR cannot rely 01, opti1r1ism and hypothcli~als lo evalu~tc 
the potential significance of project impacts or to judge the effectiveness of potentiEl I mitigation 
measures. 

New development within the NfiQ area under the updated general p!~n wilt c11use 
drainage impacts within both tbe NEQ area and the downgrndienl imincorporated area. ·nic EIR 
must discuss these project impact and eveh.mte their potential significance based on solid 
evidence rather than mere hope. IF the project would h,we signi licanl adverse i1r1pacts .. the EIR 
must identify fe~sibJe measures which could minimize those adverse impacts. Because the 
proposed project is a general plan, the miligatio'n n\ea.-.ures must' be fully enforceable through 
explicit policies in the genernl plan or thr01.1gh·-~lli-e'I: irlcchnnisms identified in th~ Mi ligation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan. If implemen·rafroh 6fla mitigation measure wolild cause one or 
more significant effects in addition to those tha{Wouid :be caused by the projecl as proposed, the 
environmental impacts of the mitigation nie:'a~~re rniist 'be discus.!)ed in the EIR. Chapter 3.9 of 
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Dixon Planning Commission 
Re: Dixon General Plan 2040 EIR 
March 8, 2021 
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(FAX) 

,. 
,·•, , {1 ~ .· ' I ~ 

the EIR and its discussion and evaluation oflrnpacl 3.9-4, as currently written and prnposcd for 
certifici,ition, does not satisfy these legal requirements of CEQA. 

P,003/005 

At pages 3.9-8 and 3.9M9, the Draft EIR (DEIR) states that DR WJPA has identified 
several nrnjor drainage pr~jects intended to reduce flooding in and downstream of the City, 

including the N.EQ Detention Pond and the Eastside Drain Project, the latter of which consists of 
three components. The DETR discloses that both the NEQ Detenlion Pond ttnd the Eastside 
Drain Project are still being designed and that a full evaluation of tJ,e potential e1wiro1mlc1,tal 
impacts of those facilities has not been cor'nple~ed. In a letter dated August 24, 2020, the Dixon 
RCD commented that the Eastside Drain Project "is no longer a viable project ~md new pr~jects 
and drainage limits are in dcvolopment." (Fin~l -pR,_comment A5•3.) In i·csponsc to this 
comnienl, the Pinal F.fR deleted the DEIR 's di~cl.osutc that design fmd envir()nmental review of 
the NEQ Detention Pond was still incomplete. S~e?ping this critical fact 1.mder the rug does not 
make it go away. Utili7.ation of the unstudi~9 ~nd unapproved NEQ Detention Pond to mitigate 
the drainage impacts caused by new development in the NEQ are~ cannot be said to hav.c a k:ss­
than-signiflcanl impaci or no impact on lhe environment unless construction of that n~w focility 
will have also have a less-than-significant impact or ho impact, which is an unknown at this time. 

At page 3.9-8, the DEIR. makes the following disclosure rcgm·ding funding for 
construction of the NEQ Detention Pond: "It has been assumed that this pond will be funded and 
constructed by development in and near the NEQ. However. this pond is a large regional 
facility, at1d it may be difficult for a single developer to successfolly implement the NEQ 

Detention Pond/' Despite this disclosure of unecrtalnty, the DE[R makes the following 
statement at page 3.9-40: "The City i:; impler:nenting a Northenst Q1.1adran1 Finance District 
Infrastructure Phasing and Rci1nbursement Schedule and has a devclopmenl inipact fee thal will 
generate the funds needed to construct the r~quired drainage improvements." The NEQ area is 
described on both pages as approximately 5

1
8~ :~cres. !he EIR does not descl'ibc whether the 

NEQ Detention Pla.n ean be constructed in ph~~e~, as e~ch new development project within the 
NEQ area contributes its fair share towards ·(~.~jn~.:ir whether the first new developer in the 
NEQ area is expected to fond construction, Q_f'ct~p .. e~thc, pond and be reimbursed from 
development impact fees paid by subsequert .c.ievolppi;i:s. . ..._, -~ ·; ,. 

In Vineyard Area Citizens.for Responsible Gr·oinh. Inc. v. City o.f Rancho C':ordova 
(200 7) 40 Cal. 4th 4 I 2. the Cr1li fomia Supreme Court .arl'icu loted a four~part test for eval i1ilting 
whether an EIR for a community plan adequalely evaluated the potential impHcl·s of relying on 
uncertain water sources to support new development within the plan area. By substitt1ting the 
words "drainage" and "drainage facilities., for "water" end "wotor supplies," the Supreme 
Court's test is directly applicable to the City's General Pl.an EIR, as follows; 
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Dbcon Planning Commission 
Re: Dixon General Plan 2040 EIR 
March S, 2021 
Page 4 ii. 

Firslj CEQA's info11national purpos~s·are not satisfied by an EIR thal simply 
ignores or assumes a solution to the problem of supplyi11g [dralnage·J to a 
propo:.;ed land use project. Decision makers rnust, under the law, be presented 
with sufficient facts to evaluate the pros and cons of supplying the amou111 of 
(drainage] that the project will need. 

Second, an adequate environmental impact analysi~ l'br ~ large projecl, to be built 
and occupied over a number of years, canno1 be limited to the [drainage facilitics'I 
for the first stage or the first few years. While proper ti~ring of environrncnhtl 
review allows en agency to defer analysis of certain details of later phases of 
long-term linked or complex projects until those phases urc up for approva.1, 

CEQA's demand for meaningful information is not satisfied by simply slating 
information will be provided in the futqre .... An EIR evaluating a planned IMd 
use project must Msurne that all phases of the project will cventunlly be buill and 
will need [drainage l, and must analyze, to t.he·cxtenl reasonably possible. the 
impacts o I' providing { drainage j to ihe·'·e;1ii1 rt p1'opo~ed pro,i eel. 

Third, the fu tute [drainage fac. iii L iesJ i ~.cnt i fl qd and an al y zed must bear a 
likelihood of actually proving avai'latil~; -speculative [foci I itics] ... arc i nsufficicn I 
bases for decisionmaking under CEQA. An ETR for a land use project must 
address the impacts of likely future [drainage facilities], and the EJR's discussion 
must include a reasoned analysis of the cireumMances affecting the likelihood of 

the [focility's] availability. 

Finally, where even a full discussion leaves s0111e uncertainty regarding actm1I 
availability of the anticipated futu,·e [drainage facilitie~], CEQA requires some 
discussion of possible replacement [faciHties·I or alternatives ... and of the 
environmental consequences of those contingencies. The law's inforrnational 

demands may not be met, in this context, simply by pwviding that future 
dcvclopmcl'\t will not proeeed if the anticipated [drainage facility] fails lo 

materialize, But when an EIR makes a:sinc~re and reasoned attempt to amllyze the 
[drainage facilities] the project is likely'.to Jse} ·but acknowledges the remaini11g 
uncert11inty, a measure for curtailing devclopni'cnt if the intended [focilitiesl foil to 
materialize may play a role in the im'p-,-rct'~ifalysis. · 

It is uncertain whether the NEQ Detbiltloh Pb'nd w!II be available when needed l<1 take 

P,004/005 

.. t,:. 
the drainag~ that will be generated by new dev~lopment in lhe NlJQ areu. This llnccr1ainty exists 
because that facility is still being designed, has not yet undergone environmental rcvitH1 t>r been 
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. ·· ... . ' ,, 
(FAX) 

approved, nnd there is no clear mechanism in place to ensure that construction cEin be funded 
when the facility is needed. 

P.005/005 

Under the Supreme Court's four-part test, the General Plan 2040 Ef R is legally 
inadequate and should not be certified. The County respectfully requcsl that the Pla1111ir\g 
Commission postpone taking action on the proposed EIR and General Plan while you give these 
comments consideration. We anticipate you will recognize the need to revise and recirculate the 
EIR, and possibly revise the proposed Generai P,l~n. hefore taking action. The Planning 
Commission's role is to m<tkc a. fully ioforn),~·a ,;c;o11~mendatio11 to your City Council regarding 
the merits of the proposed General Plan, and }'OLI are unable to perfol'l'n that viral fonct[on in the 
absence of a complete and legally adequaie:Eill, 

cc: Supervisor John Vasquez 
Birgitta Corsello 

Bill Einlen 
Terry Schmidtbauer 

., 
' 

Jim Lihdley. City Manager · : 1
;·: 1 

Sincerely. 

amef~ 
D~puty County Co\insel 

Raffi Boloyan, Co1nmunity Devclop1i\~1itqi~cctor 
KeJly Hufl~ DRWJPA t ·· .; , 

Roland Sanford, SCWA Ji •• ' 

Daryl Halls, ST A 



MAYOR STEVEN C. BIRD 

VICE MAYOR JIM ERNEST 

COUNCILMEMBER DON HENDERSHOT 

      

COUNCILMEMBER KEVIN JOHNSON 

COUNCILMEMBER SCOTT PEDERSON 

CITY TREASURER JAMES P. WARD JR. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

April 13, 2021 
 
James William Laughlin 
Deputy County Counsel 
County of Solano  
675 Texas St, Ste 6600, 
Fairfield, CA 94533-6342 
JWLaughlin@solanocounty.com 
 

VIA: US MAIL & EMAIL 
 

Re:  Dixon General Plan 2040 Environmental Impact Report  
 
Dear Mr. Laughlin: 
 
Thank you for your March 8, 2021 letter to the Dixon Planning Commission regarding the County’s 
comments on the Dixon General Plan 2040 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The letter 
contends that the DEIR’s evaluation of environmental impacts related to drainage on the 
unincorporated area adjacent to the City are inadequate and requests that the Commission 
postpone consideration of the EIR and instead, direct staff to revise and recirculate the DEIR.  
 
The City received your letter an hour before the Planning Commission meeting, but staff was able to 
provide a copy to the Commission, and it was discussed during the meeting.  While we would have 
anticipated a letter on the adequacy of the DEIR during the prescribed 45 day public review period 
for the DEIR, which occurred from July 8, 2020 through August 24, 2020, we acknowledge your 
comments and have reviewed them.  
 
City staff provided the Commission with a copy of the letter and provided an update to the 
Commission during the meeting. Ultimately, staff did not concur with the alleged inadequacy of the 
Draft EIR was and therefore did not recommend to the Planning Commission that the matter needed 
to be continued, nor was there a need for recirculation. The Commission in this case served as a 
recommending body for the certification of the EIR and the adoption of the General Plan. Staff 
indicated that as a follow up, staff would review the letter in detail, review the DEIR and the 
comment regarding inadequacy prior to the City Council meeting and if staff found any 
inadequacies, staff would stop, go back and update and recirculate the DEIR. 
 
Since the Commission hearing, staff and the City’s EIR Consultant have reviewed the letter in 
greater detail and concluded that the DEIR is very clear and adequately assesses the drainage 
situation in the North East Quadrant. In summary:  
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 The Draft General Plan does not propose any expansion of the City boundary or its sphere of
influence. The plan does not propose any regional solution in any specific area, but rather
sets a policy to study a regional solution. Any such regional solution would require separate
environmental review and depending on the solution, could require expansion of the city’s
boundaries or sphere of influence

 The General Plan and the DEIR did in fact include a two-pronged strategy for addressing the
drainage issue in the NEQ, and this is discussed in the Public Services and Facilities
Element of the Draft General Plan 2040 (pages 6-9 through 6-13).

 Policy PSF-2.8 in the Draft General Plan 2040 calls for the City to collaborate with a range of
responsible agencies on a sub-regional basis to develop a long-term strategy. Recognizing
that developing an ultimate solution will require considerable time and effort, the Draft
General Plan 2040 also includes Policy PSF-2.9, which articulates an interim strategy to
allow development projects within the NEQ to move forward while the longer-term sub-
regional solution is developed. Specifically, Policy PSF-2.9 requires that project proponents
enter into development agreements with the City to ensure improvements adequate to
manage stormwater onsite and prevent downstream impacts to adjacent properties.

 The General Plan 2040 EIR discusses both the long-term sub-regional solution and interim,
site-specific solutions in its analysis of stormwater drainage and water quality impacts in the
NEQ, finding that existing and planned improvements would result in a less than significant
impact as a result of Plan implementation.

 Therefore, the finding of the EIR that continued compliance with the existing regulations and
implementation of the General Plan 2040 policies would not substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site or
generate substantial polluted runoff is valid and correct.

 The DEIR analysis reflects the two-pronged strategy articulated in the General Plan 2040;
however, to clarify and amplify the findings of the Draft EIR, the Final EIR has been amended
to include additional text under the discussion section of Impact 3-9.4 (page 3.9-40 in the
Draft EIR).

 Given that no new impacts were identified nor the level of significance of any impacts
changed, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. The Final EIR will be updated with the
additional clarification and it’s availability will be been noticed for at least the 10 day required
by state law.

I have attached the more comprehensive response to your letter to this email. We will once again 
provide the County, along with all interested parties, responsible and trustee agencies, a notice of 
availability of the updated Final EIR and notice of public hearing before the Council. We are 
tentatively scheduled to have this item before the City Council on May 18, 2021 for their review and 
adoption. If you plan to submit comments prior to the City Council meeting, please submit such 
comments in accordance with the instructions for submitting comments included in the Notice of 
Availability/Notice of Public hearing notice that will be mailed in advance of the meeting 
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Should you have any questions, please feel free to reach out to me at (707) 678-7000 x1114 or 
rboloyan@cityofdixon.us  

Sincerely, 

Raffi Boloyan 
CITY OF DIXON 
Community Development Director 

Attachment: Memo response to County Counsel Letter on Inadequacy of Draft EIR, April 2, 
2021, with Attachment A outlining further edits to Final EIR 

cc: Via Email only 

John Vasquez, Supervisor District 4 jmvasquez@solanocounty.com  
Birgitta Corsello, County Administrator becorsello@solanocounty.com 
Bill Emlen, wfemlen@solanocounty.com 
Terry Schmidtbauer, Director, Dept. of Resource Mgmt., TSchmidtbauer@solanocounty.com 
Kelly Huff, DRWJPA     Kelly-huff@dixonrcd.org 
Roland Sanford, SCWA  rsanford@scwa2.com 
Daryl Halls, STA dkhalls@sta.ca.gov 

Jim Lindley, Dixon City Manager 
Doug White, Dixon City Attorney  
Scott Alman, Dixon Interim City Engineer 
George Osner, Contract Planner,  
Andrew Hill, Dyett & Bhatia, EIR Consultant 
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M E M O R A N D U M

To: Raffi Boloyan, Community Development Director, City of Dixon 

From: Andrew Hill, Principal 

Re: Response to March 8 Letter from Solano County Counsel 

Date: April 2, 2021 

On March 9, 2021 Solano County Counsel submitted a letter to the City of Dixon claiming that 
the 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) had not fully identified and 
mitigated potential environmental impacts related to drainage in the Northeast Quadrant 
(NEQ) and requesting that City action on the EIR be delayed. Specifically, the County claimed 
that the EIR does not adequately address impacts related to stormwater drainage and 
pollutants on an unincorporated area adjacent to the NEQ. The County had not raised this 
issue previously in the CEQA process or submitted comments during either the scoping 
period or the public comment period on the Draft EIR. 

The County letter was received by City staff hours before the Planning Commission was due 
to consider the 2040 Draft General Plan and EIR, and as such there was insufficient time to 
review the contents and prepare a response ahead of the Planning Commission hearing. 
Subsequently, however, the consultant team have reviewed the letter in detail and prepared 
this memo in response. 

Contrary to County claims, the 2040 General Plan in fact includes a two-pronged strategy for 
addressing the drainage issue in the NEQ, discussed in the Public Services and Facilities 
Element on pages 6-9 through 6-13. Policy PSF-2.8 in the Draft Plan calls for the City to 
collaborate with a range of responsible agencies on a sub-regional basis to develop a long-
term strategy. Recognizing that developing an ultimate solution will require considerable 
time and effort, the Plan also includes Policy PSF-2.9, which articulates an interim strategy to 
allow development projects within the NEQ to move forward while the longer-term sub-
regional solution is hammered out. Specifically, Policy PSF-2.9 requires that project 
proponents enter into development agreements with the City to ensure that improvements 
adequate to manage stormwater onsite and prevent downstream impacts to adjacent 
properties. The full text of policies PSF-2.8 and PSF-2.9 is provided below for reference. 

 PSF-2.8 Coordinate with the Dixon Regional Watershed Joint Powers Agency, the
Solano County Water Agency, the Solano Irrigation District and other responsible
agencies to address storm drainage and flood control on a sub-regional basis in order
to optimize the use of existing and planned conveyance facilities.

 PSF-2.9  Require through development agreements that new development provide
necessary storm drainage improvements and ensure that upstream stormwater
generators fully address stormwater needs on their property.
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For additional context, the long-term solution likely involves the construction of a detention 
basin (with drainage pipes and a pumping system) either between Pedrick Road and the 
railroad, within the NEQ, or at some other location in the vicinity as yet to be determined. As 
an interim solution, however, individual projects can construct retention basins (allowing for 
natural evaporation of collected stormwater and percolation to the soil) on individual parcels 
as they develop. This type of interim solution is envisioned in Policy PSF-2.9 and in fact this 
approach has already been successfully used in the NEQ, including for the Walmart 
Development, the Dixon Crossing Development, and the TEC Equipment Development. The 
City’s engineering standards define the sizing criteria for retention basins, and essentially 
require the retention basin to hold all the runoff for an entire year based on the wettest year 
out of a hundred years (like sizing for the 100-year design storm but for a duration of a full 
year). The retention basins are emptied by evaporation and percolation into the ground. The 
percolation rates can vary significantly by individual sites, which controls the overall sizing 
of the retention basin. Retention basis were also used in the City’s Watershed E (located just 
south of the NEQ), and the retention basins have operated successfully since they were 
constructed in the early 1990s. Once the long-term sub-regional strategy has been put in 
place, property owners could remove the retention ponds and connect to the subregional 
detention facility or they could elect to continue operating the retention ponds. 

The 2040 General Plan EIR discusses both the long-term sub-regional solution and interim, 
site-specific solutions in its analysis of stormwater drainage and quality impacts in the NEQ, 
finding that existing and planned improvements would result in a less than significant impact 
as a result of Plan implementation. On pages 3.9-42 and 3.9-43 of the Draft EIR, it is noted 
that studies are currently underway to evaluate a series of specific actions to address 
potential stormwater impacts on a sub-regional basis and then further notes that site-specific 
solutions will be required for individual projects, including compliance with the City of 
Dixon’s Phase II Small MS4 General Permit requirements and Title 16 of the Municipal Code. 
Specifically, compliance with MS4 General Permit requirements would require that 
individual projects prepare a stormwater pollution prevention plan that outlines methods to 
detain storm runoff with bioretention facilities, minimize surface flow velocities, and make 
use of all applicable LID techniques during both construction and operational phases; while 
compliance with Title 16 would require that individual projects be designed by a registered 
civil engineer for ultimate development of the watershed to convey runoff generated by the 
ten-year flood and to provide for the protection of abutting and off-site properties, using 
retention ponds, drainage swales, check dams, and/or off-site storm drain improvements to 
reduce the off-site peak storm flow that projects contribute to the historic flow.  

Therefore, the finding of the EIR that continued compliance with the existing regulations and 
implementation of the General Plan 2040 policies would not substantially increase the rate 
or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site or 
generate substantial polluted runoff is valid and correct. The analysis reflects the two-
pronged strategy articulated in the 2040 General Plan; however, to clarify and amplify the 
findings of the Draft EIR, the Final EIR has been amended to revise the discussion of Impact 
3.9-4 on pages 3.9-40 through 3.9-44 of the Draft EIR as shown in strikethrough and 
underline Attachment A. 
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This additional text does not change the findings of the Draft EIR or introduce substantial 
new information, rather it clarifies aspects of the analysis previously presented in response 
to public comments, as is appropriate under the California Environmental Quality Act. As 
such, the EIR is adequate and complete, and it would be appropriate for the City Council to 
certify the document. 
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Attachment A – Revised Draft EIR text for pp. 3.9-40 through 3.9-44. 

Impact 3.9-4 Development under the Proposed Plan would not create or contribute runoff 
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 
(Less than Significant) 

Buildout of the Proposed Plan is expected to generate an increase in impervious surfaces with the 
development of up to 3,022 new housing units and up to 2,568 new jobs. These impervious surfaces 
would include new buildings, roads, sidewalks, pathways, parking areas and similar improvements. 
Unless properly treated, runoff from these surfaces could include various pollutants, such as 
asbestos, oils, solvents and other pollutants that could be transported through drainage channels and 
ultimately the Sacramento River. By implementing these long-term changes to streetscapes and 
pedestrian walkways, increasing parking spaces, building new residential developments, and 
otherwise introducing new impervious surfaces, implementation of the Proposed Plan could create 
or contribute polluted runoff. This additional runoff could also exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems within the City of Dixon. 

The City’s storm drain system includes 63 miles of storm drain piping ranging in size from 12 inches 
to 84 inches in diameter. The stormwater system also includes three major detention basins 
(Detention Basins A, B, and C; sometimes called Ponds A, B, and C). There are two pump stations, one 
pumps water out of Detention Basin B, and the other pumps water from the Valley Glen development 
into Detention Basin A. Additionally, there are several smaller detention basins within the City that 
serve individual residential, commercial, or industrial development projects.  

The Dixon Storm Drain Report (DSDR) (City of Dixon, 1999a) divided the City into eight separate 
watersheds, Watersheds A through H (sometimes called Basins A through H). Figure 3.9-2 shows the 
location of these watersheds. The three major watersheds (Watershed A, Watersheds B/C, and 
Watershed D/G/H) drain into three Dixon Resource Conservation District (DRCD) agricultural drains 
(drainage ditches), called Lateral 1, Lateral 2/3, and Tremont 3, respectively. These major 
watersheds and drains are described below. The City also includes two smaller watersheds, 
including: 1) Watershed E, in which all runoff is retained on site and no runoff is released to either 
the City’s storm drain system or the DRCD agricultural drains, and 2) Watershed F, which drains to 
the DRCD’s Tremont 3 Drain and DRCD’s Lateral 2/3 Drains. 

The western side of the City is in Watershed A. Watershed A generally drains from the north to the 
south. Watershed A includes about 2,640 acres, including about 760 acres of agricultural land 
upstream (north) of I-80 and 1,880 acres of urban and agricultural lands downstream (south) of I-
80, but within the City. This watershed mostly flows to the City’s Detention Basin A, which provides 
640 acre-feet of storage volume. Detention Basin A flows to the DRCD Lateral 1. The DSDR 
recommended several drainage projects to improve the drainage within the existing City areas 
(primarily the enlargement of Pond A and DRCD’s Lateral 1, which have been constructed).  

Most of the future development in this watershed is in the Southwest Dixon Development Specific 
Plan Area. The developers of the Southwest Dixon Development Specific Plan Area are currently 
preparing a drainage study that further refines the recommended improvements from the DSDR, 
including the diversion of the Almond Street Area from Watershed C into Pond A to eliminate minor 
flooding in Watershed C. 

Thus, for Watershed A and DRCD Lateral 1, drainage improvements that eliminate impacts from the 
Proposed Plan have been identified and several have been constructed. The others will be 

ATTACHMENT 4

Attachment 4 - Page 7



constructed by the City or by the Southwest Dixon Development Specific Plan Area developers. 
Consequently, there will be no impact from the Proposed Plan in this watershed. 

The central area of the City is in the Watersheds B and C. These watersheds generally drain from the 
north to the south. These watersheds include about 2,190 acres, including about 750 acres of 
agricultural land upstream (north) of I-80 and 1,440 acres of urban lands downstream (south) of 
I-80, but within the City. The northern part of this watershed drains to Detention Basin B. From there,
the water is pumped into DRCD’s Lateral 2. The southern part of this watershed (but within the City)
is called Watershed C, which also drains to Lateral 2. The combined flow is then detained in Detention
Basin C. From Detention Basin C, the runoff is released into DRCD’s Laterals 2/3 system.

The DSDR recommended two drainage projects to improve the drainage within the existing City areas 
and accommodate future development within these watersheds, including: 1) the diversion of the 
Almond Street Area from Watershed C into Pond A (which will be implemented by the Southwest 
Dixon Specific Plan developers), and 2) The Pond C detention basin (which was previously 
constructed by the City). 

Thus, for Watersheds B and C the drainage improvements that eliminate impacts from the Proposed 
Plan have been identified and will soon be or have been constructed. Consequently, there will be no 
drainage impacts from the Proposed Plan in this watershed. 

Watersheds D/G/H constitute the northern watersheds within the City and just north of the City, 
including the County’s Agricultural Industrial Services Area (AISA). Watershed D includes about 
3,280 acres. This watershed generally drains from the northwest to the southeast. This watershed 
includes about 2,700 acres of agricultural land upstream (north) of I-80 and 580 acres of urban and 
agricultural lands downstream (south) of I-80, mostly within the City’s Northeast Quadrant. 
Watershed D flows to the DRCD Tremont 3 Drain. The smaller Watersheds G and H combine with 
Watershed D between Pedrick Road and the railroad; consequently, they are sometimes collectively 
called Watershed D.  

The improvements needed to mitigate the drainage impacts from the development in these 
watersheds from both the Proposed Plan and the County’s Agricultural Industrial Services Area are 
currently being evaluated in a drainage study by the Dixon Regional Watershed Joint Power 
Authority. Improvements needed to jointly mitigate the impacts from development in the NEQ and 
the County’s Agricultural Industrial Services Area are currently being evaluated in a study being 
sponsored by the Solano County Water Agency. The proposed drainage improvements could include: 

 A linear detention basin along the north and/or south sides of Interstate 80.

 A trunk storm drain from the south linear detention basin to the regional detention basin

 A regional detention basin between Pedrick Road and the railroad (set about 800 feet back
from Pedrick Road.

 A trunk storm drain system serving the Northeast Quadrant.

 Connection of two existing retention basins to the trunk storm drain system.

 A flow basin release at the sub structure at the regional detention basin that releases flow to
the railroad ditch that approximately matches the agricultural runoff from north of I-80 or
meets Dixon Resource Conservation District’s downstream channel design flow rate of 11
cfs/square mile into the northern I-80 detention basin and diverts the rest of the flow to the
regional basin. 
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 An option improvement that may be included is a small pump station that would allow the
sub-regional detention basin to be deeper than the culvert under the railroad, thereby
reducing the area of the sub-regional basin improving the performance of and providing
increased flood protection for the Tremont 3 watershed downstream of the railroad.

 Preliminary concepts from the SCWA study include downstream channel and culvert
improvements, flood-managed aquifer recharge, and a diversion of flood water from the
Tremont 3 drain to Putah Creek.

Thus, for Watersheds D, G, and H, these on-going studies will identify the needed drainage 
improvements to eliminate impacts from the Proposed Plan on a sub-regional basis in the long-term. 
The solution ultimately identified could involve improvements constructed in areas outside of the 
jurisdiction of the City of Dixon and, as such, would involve the mutual agreement multiple agencies 
with jurisdiction, as well as property owners. Once defined, the subregional solution would require 
environmental review under CEQA. 

Until such time as a sub-regional strategy is identified and in place, however, proposed projects can 
construct retention basins on individual parcels as they develop or apply other site-specific strategies 
as required to comply with local regulations described more fully below. The City’s engineering 
standards define the sizing criteria for retention basins, and essentially require the retention basin 
to hold all the runoff for an entire year based on the wettest year out of a hundred years (like sizing 
for the 100-year design storm but for a duration of a full year). The retention basins are emptied by 
evaporation and percolation into the ground. The percolation rates can vary significantly by 
individual sites, which controls the overall sizing of the retention basin. Retention basins were also 
used in the City’s Watershed E (located just south of the NEQ), and the retention basins have operated 
successfully since they were constructed in the early 1990s. Once the long-term sub-regional strategy 
is approved, designed, funded and constructed, property owners could: 1) remove the retention 
ponds and connect to the detention facility or 2) elect to continue operating the retention ponds. The 
City is implementing a Northeast Quadrant Finance District Infrastructure Phasing and 
Reimbursement Schedule and has a development impact fee that will generate the funds needed to 
construct the required drainage improvements. Consequently, either through a long-term sub-
regional strategy or through site-specific improvements, there will be no drainage impacts from the 
Proposed Plan in this watershed. 

The southeast portion of the City is in the Watershed F. Watershed F includes about 810 acres of 
agricultural land that drains to the east and then southward in DRCD’s Laterals 2 and 3. The DSDR 
determined that the about 260 acre-feet of detention storage will be needed to reduce the post-
development runoff to a flow rate of about 11 cubic feet per second per square mile, which is the 
design flow rate of the DRCD drainage channels, and is much lower than the agricultural runoff rate 
from this watershed. Thus, the development in Watershed F with the required detention storage will 
not cause drainage impacts, and in fact will reduce the downstream flooding. Consequently, there 
will be no drainage impacts from the Proposed Plan in this watershed. 

Based on these existing and planned stormwater improvements, there will be a less than significant 
impact on the capacity of Dixon’s stormwater drainage systems due to implementation of the 
Proposed Plan. 

Further, required compliance with existing local regulation would reduce the risks of the Proposed 
Plan contributing significant additional polluted runoff. Any new development resulting from the 
Proposed Plan would be required to comply with best practices for stormwater treatment, as 
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required by the City of Dixon’s Phase II Small MS4 General Permit. These stormwater treatment 
guidelines would require new development within the City of Dixon to detain storm runoff with 
bioretention facilities, minimize surface flow velocities, and make use of all applicable LID 
techniques. New development, during both construction and operations phases, would be required 
to comply with the City of Dixon’s Stormwater Management Standards, which require the 
preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of BMPs to mitigate risks of polluted runoff. 

In addition, new inputs to the stormwater drainage system must comply with Title 16 of the 
Municipal Code, which requires a new stormwater drainage system to be designed by a registered 
civil engineer for ultimate development of the watershed, to convey runoff generated by the ten-year 
flood. Per Title 16, the stormwater drainage system must also be designed to provide for the 
protection of abutting and off-site properties, and off-site storm drain improvements may be 
required to satisfy this requirement. In addition, under Title 16, retention ponds, drainage swales, 
and/or check dams may be required to reduce the off-site peak storm flow that projects contribute 
to the historic flow.  

Policies and actions in the Proposed Plan would further mitigate risk of polluted runoff. The Proposed 
Plan would require implementation of Low-Impact Development (LID) techniques and green 
infrastructure such as bioretention, porous paving and green roofs (NE-1.8, PSF-2.11, MT-1.9, and 
MT-4.8); maintenance and planting of urban trees, reducing runoff through evapotranspiration (NE-
1.4, NE-1.5, NE-1.6, NE-1.7, NE-1.F, NE-1.G, and NE-2.7); promote rainwater reuse and retention 
through rainbarrels and other and other rainwater reuse systems (NE-2.4 and NE-2.D); and by 
requiring that development agreements require new developments to provide stormwater 
treatment (PSF-2.9). 

With continued compliance with the existing federal, State, and local regulations identified above, 
and with implementation of the policies and implementing actions of the Proposed Plan, projects 
within the City of Dixon would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site or generate substantial polluted runoff. 
Therefore, the impact of the Proposed Plan as related to increased runoff would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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